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Fictionali st approadhesto ortology have been an accepted part of philosophcd
methoddogy for some time now. On afictionali st view, engagingin disomursethat
involvesapparent referenceto aredm of problematic entitiesis beg viewed as exgaging
in apretense. Althoughin redity, the problematic entitiesdo nd exist, acordingto the
pretensewe engage in when using the discourse they doexist.

In the vocabulary of Burgess ad Rosen (1997, p. §, anominalist construal of a
given dsoourseis revolutionary just in caseit invalves a feanstruction a revision” of
the original dismurse Revolutionary approadies ae therefore presciptive. In contrad, a
nominali st construal of a given dsaurseis hermeneutic just in caseit is anominali st
construal of adismursethat is put forth as ahypaheds éou how the dismurseisin fad
usdl; that is, hermeneutic goproaches ae desciptive. | will adopt Burgess ad Rosen's
terminology to descibe the two dfferent spiritsin which afictionalist hypahessin
ontology might be advanced. Revolutionary fictionalism would involve almitting that
whil e the problematic dismursedoesin fad involve literal referenceto norexistent
entities we ought to usethe disaoursein such away that the referenceis smply within
the pretense. The hermeneutic fictionalist, in contrad, reals fictionalism into ou adual
useof the problematic discourse Accordingto her, namal useof the problematic
disourseinvolves apretense According to the pretenseg and orly acordingto the
pretense there exist the objeds to which the discoursewould commit its usea's, were no
pretenseinvolved.

My purpaosein this paper isto argue that hermeneutic fictionalism is not aviable
strategy in ortology. My argument proceeds in two steps. First, | disaussin detal several
problematic consequencesof any intereging application d hermeneutic fictionalism. Of
course if there is goodevidencethat hermeneutic fictionalism is wrred in some cases
then some of thesedradic consegquenceswould haveto be acceted. So, in the seond
part of the agument, | consider the beg casedor hermeneutic fictionalism, and argue
that, in ead case a hermeneutic fictionali st analysisis untenable.



Sedion |I.

The metaphysician who exploits hermeneutic fictionalism in ortology seés to
freehersdf from commitment to a problematic range of entities the onesto which a
cetain usdul disoourse g@peasto commit its seious usea's. A metaphysician o this
persuason appedsto fiction, kecaisein caseof fiction, she asamesthat we can and do
usereferringterms and guantifiers withou thereby committing ousdvesto entities
referred to or quantified over. Thisway of thinking d fiction—as aredm of discourse
acceptance of which deesnot commit one to any entitiesreferred to or quantified over in
it—means that the hermeneutic fictionalist in ortologyis compelled to rgjed certain
acournts of fiction. In particular, acouns acordingto which fictional discmursedoes
involve referenceto and guantificalion ower entities—fictional charaders—seems
inconsistent with the irit of hermeneutic fictionalism as a trategy for evading
ontologica commitment.’ So, | will assime that this acourt of fictionis not avail able to
the metaphysician who wishesto exploit hermeneutic fictionalism as a gategy in
ontology.

Ancther theory of fiction that sits uncomfortably with ortology in the
hermeneutic fictionali st spirit isthat advocated in Lewis (1983. On Lewis acour,
desciptions of fictional charaders and situations ae taken to be precaled bya wvert “In
afictionf” operator. The senanticsof thisintensional operator is ultimately explained in
terms of what istrue & certain metaphysicdly passble worldsin which the fictionf is
told asknown fad. The role metaphysicdly possble worlds play in Lewis anaysis
raisesmany strictly nonrontologicd worrieswith the goproach as an analysis of fictional
truth. But even if one dstrads from theseworries it remains an approach to fiction that a
metaphysician concerned with minimizing her ontologicd commitments would na be
likely to accept. For possibilia are sure to be high onmost hermeneutic fictionali st
metaphysicians' li sts of worrisome entities For thesetwo rea®ns, | will also assime that
Lewis analysis of fictionin terms of metaphysicdly possble worldsis dso na avail able
to the metaphysician who advocaes ahermeneutic fictionalist positionin ortology”

So, | will grant to the hermeneutic fictionali st the thess that there can be fictional
truth without adual reference That is, | will grant to the hermeneutic fictionali st an



acourt of fiction she requiresfor her views, acording to which ou talk abou fictionis
not ontologicaly loaded dsmurse But talk abou fictionis not the only kind o dismurse
that (arguably) freesus from ontologicd commitments. Discoursethat is nontliteral or
figurative dso hasthis feaure. When someone utters an expli cit metaphar, such as “dli et
isthe sun”, it is aperfedly rea®nable position that the truth of her utterance doesnot
commit her to the mnsequencethat Juliet isliterally identicd to the sun. | will also grant
to the hermeneutic fictionali st that sentences ontaining explicit metaphas ae casesn
which their use's ae nat committed to the entitiesor claims to which a non-metaphaicd
reading d their utteranceswould commit them."™

What unifiesthese caseisi which someone can saiously use adisoursewithou
incurring the commitments agoodsemantic theory for the discoursewould predict, is that
they all invalve akind o pretense.V It isfor thisrea®nthat | have explained
hermeneutic fictionalism in terms of pretending. | assume that all acourts of what we do
when we pretend will share cetain feaures in virtue of which they counts astheoriesof
pretense Thesefeaureshave been brought out most clealy in the work of Kendall
Walton. Accordingly, | begin this setion with aWaltoninspired review of the
mechanism of pretense Let us sg that a pretense account of adisaourseis an acourt, in
terms of pretense of adismursethat doesnot obviously invalve pretense A hermeneutic
fictionali st analysis of adisomourseis an acourt of that discoursein terms of pretense
The ultimate goal of this setionisto understand the general form of a pretense acourt.
Accordingly, after disausgng the mechanism of pretense | conclude with an exposition
of one pretense acourt of an ortologicdly problematic dismourse

Suppacse dhnand Hannah are playing cowboys and Indians. In so dang, Hannah
and Johnare pretending. Johnis pretending to be a owboy, and Hannah is pretending to
be an Indian. Suppacsethat during the game, Hannah squeezeder fist in John sdiredion,
and John coll apsesto the ground.Within the game, it is true that a wwboy hasbeen shot
by an Indian. That is, it isfictionally true that a cwboy hasbeen shot by an Indian. But
thisfictional truth is made to be the caseéy an adion“in the red world”. For Hannah's
squeezng her fist in John'sdiredionis an adion“in the red world”, asis bhn's
droppngto the ground.These'red’ adions make it fictionaly true, true in the pretense

of cowboys and Indians, that a wwboy hasbeen shat.



So it iswith pretensegenerally. In a game of make-believe, certain red world
fads make cetain propasitionsfictionally true. Here is afurther example. SuppseHans
and Boris ae playing the game of Stalingrad. Boris has made alarge drcle aound
himsdf, and Hans is prancing aroundthis drcle, looking menadng. The red world fad
that Hansis prancing aroundthe drcle made by Boris makesit fictionally true that the
Germans aelaying siege to Stalingrad. The fad that Borisis ganding within the drcle
makesit fictionaly true that the Rusdans ae defending Stalingrad.

In any game of make-believe, certain taat or explicit principleslink red world
objedsto oljedswithin the pretense For example, it is aprinciple governing Boris and
Hans game of Stalingrad that anyore danding within the drcle made by Borisis, within
the pretense a member of the beleaguered Russan popuace Anyonre prancing around
the arcle, looking threaening, is part of the German army. Following Kendall Walton,
let us cdl such principles principles of generation. The function d principlesof
generationisto link red world ohjeds and events with oljeds and events within the
pretense

The hermeneutic fictionali st abou a discourseD halds that those @mpetent with
the vocabulary in D, when employingit, arein faa also invoved in a pretense” Thus, the
hermeneutic fictionali st halds that when competent speekers employ the vocabulary in
the disputed dsourse they areinvoking principlesof generation that link red world
situations up to truths in the pretense It will prove worthwhil e to look at one example of
such an acourt.

Negative existential sentences such as “Zeus doesnat exist”, pose awell-known
philosophicd puzzle. One way of appredating the puzze they poseis by considering the
Meinongan theory of negative eistentials. On a Manongan acourt of negative
existential sentences “exists” expresses aroperty that some things have and aher things
do nd have. “Zeus” then refers to a thing that lads the property of existence The
Meinongan acourt yields the most elegant semanticsfor negative eistence satences
But it does ® at the st of burdening us with an exceeadingly unattradive metaphysics
Surely there ae no nonexistent objeds; surely that is atruism if anythingis. But if we
want to preseve this metaphysicd intuition, we seen to be forced into gving an

excedalingly implausible senantic acourt of negative existential sentences For thereis



presumably no compasitional semantic theory which, gven the setence ‘Zeus doesnot
exist”, yields as druth-condtion that “ Zeus” doesnat refer.

Hereis an acoun of negative existential sentencesthat exploits the mecdhanism
of pretense"’ Suppaseone held the following two perfealy plausible thesesfirst, that
“exists” doesnot express goroperty and seondy, that empty names such as ‘Zeus” do
not refer to anything. One can still give an acourt acording to which we can use
sentences sich as “Zeus doesnat exist” to expresstruths. The ideais that when utering
this seitence, we ae engaged in apretense”" Within the pretense “exists” adually does
express goroperty, ore that some things have and aher thingsdo nd. Within the
pretense the term “ Zeus” refersto an oljed that doesnot have the property expresse by
“exists” within the pretense Since @mpetent use's of this satence aein part engaged in
apretense there ae cetain principlesof generation. The principle of generation
governing “Zeus doesnaot exist” entail sthat “Zeus doesnat exist” expresses éictional
truth in virtue of the fad that any attempt of the kind made within the pretenseto refer to
an adua objed using the name “Zeus” fails.""

Thefinal stage in the anaysisinvaveswhat Mark Richard has céed “piggy-

badking’. As Richard writes

Suppcsewe ae playing Cowboys and Indians, andit isfictionally true, of our
belts, that they are halsters. Then the red world truth condtion d an uterance,
addresse to you, o “your haster isunbuwckled” is, of course that your belt is
unbuckled. Now suppasel naticethat your belt is unbuckled and, worried that
your pants ae healing south, uter “your holster is unbuckled”. The point of my
utteranceis nat so much, to engage in the pretensethat you are a @wboy whose
halster isunbuckled and that | am afellow cowboy saying that thisis 9, asto
conwvey to youthat the red world truth condtion d my utterance—that your belt is
unbuckled—in fad obtains.

Richard (2000, p. 213

In Richard’ sterminodlogy, pggy badkingis “to make an utterance u within a pretensein
which u has ared world truth condtion c, thereby adually asseting a propasition which
is(infaa) trueiff c obtains”. Thefinal stage of this particular pretense analysis of
negative existentialsis that negative existential assetions involve piggy-badking.
Normally, when someone utters “Zeus doesnot exist”, they doso with reged to a



pretenseof the rt desceibed above, and thereby asset that attempts to refer of the kind
one makeswith “Zeus” within the pretense in fad fail .

Such an acourt givesus away of steeging between the senantic Scylla andthe
metaphysicd Charybdis. Within the pretense “Zeus doesnot exist” expresseshe
propositionthe Ma@nongan thinks it adually expressesHowever, what makes “Zeus
doesnat exist” express dictional truth isthe red world fad that “Zeus” doesncat refer.
Thetension ketween semantics and metaphysicsis resolved, becaisethe compasiti onal
samanticsis operative only within the pretense and daesnot saddle us with undesrables
such asnorexistent things. The satence “Zeus doesnat exist” islinked upwith its
metaphysicdly acceptable truth-maker (that “Zeus” doesnat refer), na via a
compasitional semantic acourt, bu rather via principlesof generationthat are operative
in negative existential gamesof make-believe.

This example givesthe gructure of a hermeneutic fictionalist acourt of a
perfedly literal discourse What seems to be the bes semanticsfor a cetain dsourse
commitsto usto metaphysicd undedrables By claiming that thosewho wsethe dismurse
arein fad engagingin a pretense the hermeneutic fictionalist is aleto exploit the
medchanisms that are dealy involved in explicit gamesof make-believe. This dlowsthe
hermeneutic fictionali st to endarsethe senanticsof the dismurse withou havingto

accept its metaphysica conseguences

Sedion Il .

In this setion, | present five general worriesfor hermeneutic fictionalism. Some
of the worrieswill be generally applicable to any view that draws tight analogiesbetween
figurative language and certain kinds of literal speed. Other worrieswill i nvolve pedfic
feduresof the medhanism of pretense

My first worry involvesthe daim that our understanding d some gparently
literal, apparently nonfigurative discoursefunctions via the medchanism of pretense It is
fairly widely accepted that spedkers have an extraordinary ability to understand the red
world truth-condtions of novel utterances that is, utterancesof sentencesthey have
never heard before. But in order to explain this aility, there must be a ystematic



relationship between the red world semantic valuesof the parts of the satences and the
red world semantic valuesof the whole seitences But if there ae gparently literal
disooursesthat invalve the mechanism of pretense then nosuch explanation appeas
forthcoming.

Asauming the pretense acourt, thereis no systematic relationship between many
kinds of sentences ad their red world truth-condtions. On Kendall Walton's pretense
acourt of negative eistential sentences the red world truth-condtion o “Zeus doesnot
exist” isthat attemptsto refer of the “Zeus” kind are unsucces$ul. But thesetruth-
condtions ae nat afunction d the meanings of the anstituents of the satence “Zeus
doesnat exist”. Similar, it is difficult to seehow, ona pretense acourt of arithmetic, the
red-world truth condtions of arithmeticd sentences ae afunction d the meanings of the
parts of the seitence But we ae &le snocthly to gra the truth-condtions of novel
arithmeticd sentenceson the bags of our famili arity with their parts. This aoility of ours
ismysterious, if our understanding d such dsourseinvolvesthe medanism of pretense

There aetwo distinct systematicity worrieshere. Thefirst is whether or nat,
within a particular pretense the principlesof generation are sufficiently systematic asto
acourt for our ability to grasp the red world truth-condtions of all potential sentences
that are evaluated within that pretense Lingusts and phlosophers have long held that the
type of systematicity required to explain this ability requires dtribution to language use's
of a cmpaositional samantic theory. But the mechanism of pretense cetainly doesnot
regped compositional interpretation d the truth-condtions expresseé by a setence
relative to a @ntext.

The seondsystematicity worry concerns movesfrom pretenseto pretense. The
literature on pretense aalyses sggeds that we often switch qute rapidly between
pretensesin understanding dsoourses Switching between pretenses anourtsto leaning
anew s of rules the rulesgoverning the new pretense It is therefore &in to acquiring a
new lexicd item, or coming to grag a metapha one hasnever before encourtered. These
processest& not systematic. But our understanding o novel sentences ontaining
famili ar lexicd itemsthat are usdl literaly doesnot seem to invalve the sane
unsystematic processeshat are & work in the aguisition d new lexicd items, or new
metaphars.™



Defenders of pretense aalysesof dismurse ae avare of some of thesepaints:

That the pretense acourt hasnot emerged as a ontender amongtheorists can be
explained bytoo much focus on the cmpasitional model onwhich what a
sentenceis usel to say is built up largely from the meanings of its componrents.
The medanism of samantic pretense(which surely is suffi ciently systematic as
not to raise pedal worr iesabout how finite minds an grasp it) alows
dramatic shifts from comporent-meaningsto saious satement content.
-Crimmins (1998, p. 1%

Crimmins providesno argument for the daim | have outlined in bdd. However, this
claim requires agument. For example, Kendall Walton (1990,Chapter 4) argues & some
length against it. As Walton writes in descibing what he later cdls “the disorderly
behavior of the madinery of generation” (p. 1849:

Insofar aswe do have rea®ns [for principlesof generation], what we ae
consdous of being guded byis adiverse assrtment of particular considerations
which seen somehow rea®nable in ore or ancther spedfic case
...Isthere arelatively ssmple and systematic way of understanding haw fictional
truths ae generated, alimited number of very general principles..l do nd think it
alive posghility. But some theorists have ught such general principles and
have made & leas tentative suggedions asto what they are. (In the badkground
areworries dou how there could be even asmuch agreement asthere is, how we
could lean to extrad fictional truths from new works as onfidently asin many
casesve do, uressthereis a& some level area®nably simple relationship
between feaures and fictional truths.) Our examination d these siggegions will
reinforcethe suspicionthat the seachisin vain, andwill foster a hedthy reped
for the complexity and subtlety of the means by which fictional truths ae
generated.

Walton (1990, p. 19)

The fads seensto justify Walton's pessmism. Consider the first worry,
concerning systematicity within a pretense Certain gamesof make-beli eve invalve rather
simple principlesof generation. Consider, for example, the game of Cowboys and
Indians. In this game, principlesof generation generally take the form of an analogy. For
example, in agame of Cowboys and Indians, Hannah in the red world may be mwboy
Sally within the pretense and for x to closex’ sfist outside the pretensemay correpond
to firingagunin the pretense Here, ore can seehow to explain ou grag o the truth-

condtions of novel sentencesinvalving singuar terms and the predicate “fires aguni’. It



isfictionally true that cowboy Sally hasfired agunif and oy if Hannah has dosed her
fist; if Johnin the red world is cowboy Jill i n the pretense then it isfictionally true that
cowboy Jill and cowboy Sally have fired gursif and orly if Johnand Hannah have
closed their fists

However, there ae ahost of other forms rulesof generation may take, that are not
analoges In fad, the literature alvocating pretense analysesis full of such cases' But in
casesn which principlesof generation do nd take an analogicd form, it isvery difficult
to seehow they can be useal to provide a ystematic acourt of alanguage use’s grag of
the red world truth-condtions of anovel sentencerelative to that pretense

It isimportant to emphaszethat the lack of systematicity involved in pretense
analysesgoesfar beyondany comparable proposd in the aurrent philosophy d language
literature. Defenders of the program Francois Recanati (1993 labels “truth-condtional
pragmatics” dso maintain that the compositional semantic interpretation d many
sentences relative to a ontext, often doesnat yield the truth-conditi ons of the utterance
For example, acoording to Kent Badh (1994 and ahers, the compositional semantic
interpretation d “Johnistall”, relative to a cntext, isnot afull propasition. Rather,
pragmatic medhanisms enter in to “complete” the senantic interpretation bythe aldition
of a cmparison classfor the comparative ajedive “tall”. But Bach and aher defenders
of truth-condtional pragmaticsdo nd challenge compositionality. For they nowhere
deny that the semantic interpretation d “Johnistall” is afunction d the denaotations of
the parts of the satence Pragmaticsonly entersinto the picture in supdying additional
constituents to the compasitionally derived semantic interpretation. In contrag, the ladk
of systematicity contemplated by cefenders of pretense analysesinvolvesregeding
compasitional interpretation tout court as aguide to (adual) truth-condtions. Only
followers of the later Wittgenstein could be comfortable with such aview.

The fad that thereisno clea requirement of systematicity governing the
principlesof generation that link sentencesin the disputed dsoourseto their red world
truth-condtions raises durther problem. The neal to provide a ©@mpasitional semantic
theory for sentencesin a disputed dsaursehasforced many a nominalist away from
making hermeneutic daims. But principlesof generation do no need to be  formulated
to acourt for our understanding d truth-condtionsin a s/stematic manner. So nahing



appeasto prevent the hermeneutic fictionali st from simply dedaring, when faced with an
ontologicaly loaded dsmurse that its use's, when engaged in it, employ principlesof
generation that link the discourseup with ortologicdly innacent truth-condtions. The
role of compositional seamantic theorieshasbeen to pace eme anstraints on
hermeneutic daims. The fad that principlesof generation gowerning games ae
unsystematic gopeasto lift all constraints on hermeneutic fictionali st claims.

Thislag point leadsto a seondworry. One method d preseating an ortologica
proposd in a “revolutionary” fasioniswhat is occasonaly cdled the method of
paraphrase. A metaphysician who employs the method d paraphrase acaets part of the
problematic descibed abowve. In particular, she accets that rejeding the ontologicd
commitments of the bed semantic analysis of the original dismurse etail srejedingthe
truth of what is expressé by sentencesof the dismurse if that discourseis used fully
literally. But her regporseis arevolutionary rather than a hermeneutic one. An proporent
of the method d paraphrase dvocaesreplaangthe origina dismurseby paraphrases
that can dothe sane work asthe dismurse bu do nd involve commitment to the
objedionable ontology.

The worry hereisthat a pretense aalysisturnsout to be just the method d
paraphrasein dsguise and so nd aversion d hermeneutic fictionalism at all. That is, the
apped to pretenseis away to make us sallow the daim that what is expresseé by
sentencesin the disoourseisredly what is expresse bytheir ontologicdly accetable
paraphrasesFor it appeasthat the alvocate of a pretense analysisisjust rejedingthe
importance of the fad that there isnoway to gve a @mpasitional semantic theory that
links the satencesof the discourseto their desred red-world truth-condtions.

We can sum up thesetwo worries agoll ows. The importance of compositional
samantic theoriesis that they answer a mystery abou lingustic understanding: how can a
finite mind ga9 the red-world truth-condtions of an indefinite number of new
sentence For the rea®ns descibed above, it appeas that this mystery is unanswerable
by apped to the mechanism of pretense But if so, then the defender of pretense analyses
canna in principle give a sicces$ul acourt of how we could assgn ortologicdly

innacent truth-condtionsto ortologicaly promisauous discourse
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One regponsethe hermeneutic fictionali st might give to theseworriesis that the
ontologicdly innccent truth-condtions ae not what is expresse by an utterance of a
sentence of the relevant disamourse bu rather only what is communicated. On this view,
what is expressé is the propasition expressé within the pretense which we may cdl
“the pretend-propasition”. So, a hermeneutic fictionali st abou theologicd dismurse
might maintain that when someone utters “God will help youin timesof difficulty”, what
is expresse isthe propasition concerning the nonexistent entity named by* God’,
whereaswhat is pragmaticdly communicaed is the more ontologicdly innccent claim
that in timesof difficulty, it’ susdul to hope that you'll get lucky.

There ae severa reporsesto thisreply. First, if “God’” doesnat refer, standard
views aou propasitions lead ore to the mnclusionthat thereis no propasition expresse
by “Godwill help youin timesof difficulty”. Indeed, part of Walton'soriginal
motivation for a pretense analysis of fictional disoourseis to avoid commitment to
propasitions expressé byfictional sentences(cf. Walton (2000, p. 7§). So, while
sentencesin the disputed dscoursemay expresspropasitions ébou God ‘within the
religious pretense, in redity, they do nd expresspropasitions dou God (even pretend-
propasitions). If so, ore caana take “God will help youin timesof difficulty” as
expressng a propasition abou God ouside of the pretense That is, while one may speek
of “expressng a propasition within a pretense”, it doesnot make seiseto talk of the
adual expresson d a pretend-propasition.

An alternative way of presenting the view that the ontologicdly innacent
paraphraseis only pragmaticdly implicaed is asfoll ows. Perhaps what is expresse by
an uteranceof a setencein the disputed discourseis naot the ‘ pretend-propasition’, bu
rather the propasition that, within the pretense the utterance expressesa@me true
propasition a other. On thisview, what is expressé by an utterance of a setencein the
disputed dsourseis the propasition, about the utterance event itsdf, that it expresses a
true propasition within the pretense and what is ommunicated is the ontologicdly
innccent paraphrase

However, thisway of defending the thess that the ontologicdly innacent
paraphraseis what is communicaed, rather than what is expresse, faces a seous
difficulty. For assming modal propertiesto be propertiesof what is expresse by an
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utterance, it isinconsistent with the modal fads. Consider, for example, Walton's theory
of negative eistentials. On the view under consideration, an utterance of “Zeus doesnot
exist” expresseshe propasition that that utterance of “Zeus doesnat exist” expresses a
true propasition within the pretense and communicaesthe propasition that a cetain kind
of “Zeus” atempt to refer invariably fail " But now consider the discoursein (2), as
uttered by a sngle person A in aparticular context:

(2) Zeus doesnat exist. That still would have been true, even if | had na spoken
today.

Both utterances &press truths. But if the view under consideration were true, A’s
utterance of the seondsentencein this discoursewould express dalsenood.For
acordingto this theory, the propasition expresse by A’s utterance of the first sentence
isthat thereis atrue propasition expresse by A’s utterance within the pretense But this
propasition would not have been true, had A been silent during the day of the utterance.
For in that case the posseskve desaiption“A’s utterance” would fail to denote

The seondregorseto the view that a seéitencein the disputed dswmurse
expresseshe pretend-propasition, and orly pragmaticdly impli caesthe ontologicdly
innocent paraphrase isthat it yields the wrongacourt of some wnstructions that are the
most promising casedor a pretense analysis. Consider the caseof metaphar. David Hill s
(1997 has agued that metapharicd speed exhibits the gructure of pretense A metaphar
such as “dliet isthe aun” has alit eral’ paraphrase crudely somethinglike * Juli et
illuminates ad gvesnouishment to her surroundngs’. But Hill s aguesthat the way we
gra9 thislitera paraphraseis by pretending that Juliet isin fad the sun. Crucially, Hill s
also providesgoodevidenceto take thisliteral paraphrase apart of what is expresse,
rather than simply what is pragmaticaly communicated Since eplicit metaphars
provide the bed evidencethat there is discoursethat non-obviously invavespretense the
fad that the view under consideration sits unheppily with a pretenseacourt of metaphar
is rea®n enoughfor the pretensetheorist to rejedt it.X"

The third regporseto the view that a setencein the disputed dsoourse expresses
the pretend-propasition, and pragmaticaly impli caesthe ontologicdly innacent

paraphraseis that the reaulting view isnolonger a edesof hermeneutic fictionalism at
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al. Therealting vew israther an error theory. But hermeneutic fictionalism was
suppcsal to be away of avoiding an error theory. The view under considerationisthus
simply argedion d hermeneutic fictionalism, rather than an alternative wnstrual of
it-xvii

Furthermore, the kind d error theory envisaged bythisview isnot an
improvement on a brute aror theory, the content of which isjust that much of the
disputed dsoourseisliteraly false The problem fadng a brute aror theory of a
dismoursethat is gpistemicdly central (e.g. talk abou unolseavable aentitieg liesin
explaining hav adisoourselacel throughwith falsity can neverthelessbe useul. On the
view we ae considering, this problem amounts to explaining hav a discoursethat
expressesnostly falsitiesmay communicate true propasitions. Within the framework of
hermeneutic fictionalism, a lution to this problem amountsto a g/stematic acourt of
the principlesof generation that link propasitions within the pretenseto their
ontologicdly unpgroblematic paraphrasesBut, aswe have sea, thereis much rea®nto
doult that a g/stematic acourt of principlesof generationis forthcoming.

Hereis athird worry. In any caseof intered, the hermeneutic fictionalist’s
position entail s that whether or not someoneis engaged in a pretenseisinaccesile to
that person. For example, consider hermeneutic fictionalism abou arithmetic. Competent
useas of arithmetica discoursewill certainly deny that they are pretending when they
disauss aithmetic. In such casesthe hermeneutic fictionali st must maintain that the fac
that the language use is pretending is not accestble to her, even in principle. Now,
pretenseis unqgedionably a psychoogicd attitude one beasto a mntent; it isin the
same family of attitudes aelief. " The alvocate of hermeneutic fictionalism is
therefore committed to the thegsthat thereis a(nonfadive) psychoogicd attitude that x
can bea to apropasition, even thoughit isinaccessle to x that x beas that attitude (as
oppcseal to some other in the family) to that propasition.

If the hermeneutic fictionalist is corred, then x can bea the propasitional attitude
of pretensetowards a propasition, withou it beingin principle accessleto x that x beas
the propasitional attitude of pretensetowards that propasition. But this introduces anovel
and quite dragic form of fail ure of first-person authority over one's own mental states™*
Essentidly, there aetwo kinds of rea®ns phil osophers have had for douliing even the
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wegkegd versions of the thegs that we have first-person authority over our own mental
states™ The first caseinvolvesthe controversial issue eou the tenability of any first-
person authority thess and externalism about content. According to some phil osophers,
we @ould na have privil eged accesdo the contents of our attitudes if those ontents ae
individuated in part by their relations to the world. The seondcase oncerns Freud' s
caegory of represseé beliefs.

The failure of first-person authority contemplated by the hermeneutic fictionali st
doesnat fit into either of thesetwo famili ar and controversial chall engesto this thegs.
Thefirst caseinvolves apotential fail ure of even week forms of first-person authority due
to fads éou the mntent of an attitude. However, the fail ure of first-person authority
implicaed in hermeneutic fictionalism involvesfads aou the dtitude itsdf, rather than
the content of the dtitude. Thereis a cetain psychoogicd attitude, which we may,
following Crimmins (1998, cdl “shall ow pretense”, which is such that it is opague to
persons whether or not they bea that attitude to a cntent. Thisismore smilar to the
failure of first-person authority contemplated by advocaesof the Freudian apparatus of
represse beliefs. However, apped to the Freudian caegoriesdoesnat help the
hermeneutic fictionali st. For she probably doesnot wish to commit hersdf to the view
that the non-introspedible nature of shallow pretenseis due to chil dhoodtrauma. For
example, the hermeneutic fictionali st abou arithmetic cetainly shoud avoid defending
the view that arithmetic is amassneurosis.™

Hereis afourth worry. The most straightforward way to understand the
hermeneutic fictionalist is that the way in which engaging in gamesof make-believeis
like engagingin the ontologicdly controversia dismurseisthat the very same
psychdogicd capadty isinvaved in bah adivities The fourth worry isthat, in any non
explicitly fictional dismurseof intered to metaphysicians, the thegs that the sane
psychologicd capadty isinvaved in engaging in gamesof make-believe and gaging
the relevant disomourseislikely to be sibjed to empiricd refutation.

Consider, for example, dismurseinvaving regative existentials, identity, and
arithmetic (all casesn which pretense aalyseshave been propcsed). We can imagine an
argument for the thegs that the same psychologicd cgpaaty isinvaved in engagingin
gamesof make-believe and engagingin such dsoourse which proceals asfoll ows:
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Step 1 The sane psychadogicd capadty isinvaved in playing gamesof make-
believe asisinvaved in graging figurative language.

Step 2 The sane psychadogicd capadty isinvaved in gragingfigurative
language or fiction asisinvoved in engaging in dsourseinvaving identity,
negative eistentials, and arithmetic.

Conclusion: The sane psychdogicd cgpadty isinvolved in pgaying gamesof
make-believe asisinvaved in dsmurseinvalvingidentity, negative eistentials,
and arithmetic.

Surprisingly, there does sem to be ome evidencefrom the gudy d autism for the first
step in this agument. But thereis no evidenceknown to me for step 2,andin fad there
appeasto be positive evidence gainst it.

Thereis much dsausgon d pretensein the psychology literature on “ Theory of
Mind’. A good akd of theliterature is devoted to autism, which is used bytheoristsin
suppat of the existence of a gedalized medcanism devoted to the development of
nations such aspretending and believing, what is ©metimes c#led a “Theory of Mind’
mechanism (e.g. Baron-Cohen, Ledie, and Frith (1985, Ledie (1987). The majority of
autistic personsfail at falsebelief taks, suggeging they ladk the concept of belief. More
relevantly for our purposes autistic persons dso exhibit a griking ladk of make-believe
play (whichisin fad one of the behavioral diagnosticsfor autism). Perhaps thereis sme
deep capaaty that underlies siccessul performanceon falsebelief taks, and the aility
to engage in gamesof make-believe. Or so gces atrend in the psychdogy literature.
Sincethis hypahess, if corred, would orly help to suppat advocaesof shall ow
pretense let us suppcseit is wrred.

Theladk of imaginative play in autistic persons doesnat diminish with age.
Autistic adults have gred difficulty reading fiction a understandingits point:

Though naev too dd to be expeded to play pretend games the sane imagination
problems ae evident in [an able alult with autism’ s] inability to foll ow the plots
of soap operas adin apreferencefor leaninglists of train timesover reading
books with fictional content. Happe (1995, p. 27%

Furthermore, autistic children have difficulty understanding figurative usesof language
(Happe, Ibid.), and nonliteral speed generally (Happe, 1994. There is more reseach
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that needs to be dore before one can conclude that the understanding o figurative
language is due in part to the sane cgadty that isrequired to engage in gamesof make-
believe. But let us suppcsethat it is mrred that understanding explicitly figurative peed
andfictional disaourseinvovesthe sane mecdhanism that underlies siccesful
engagement in gamesof make-believe. This suppats the first step in the dove agument.

If Walton, Crimmins, and Kroon (2000 are wrred that pretenseisimplicated in
the understanding d negative eistentials and identity statements, then we shoud exped
autistic children to have the same difficultieswith negative existentials and identity
statements asthey dowith fictionand figurative gpeed. There is aurrently no evidence
that autistic children do tave such deficits. Furthermore, if the hermeneutic fictionali st
abou arithmetic isright that arithmetic involvesthe sane mechanisms that underlie gragp
of explicitly figurative language, or fiction, then we $houd exped autistic childrento be
challenged in their grag of arithmeticd language, asthey arein the comprehension o
such dsoourse But of coursemany autistic children are quite adept at graging
arithmeticd language. So there looks to be drongevidencethat there ae cgadtiesthat
areimplicaed in the grag o figurative language that are nat implicated in the grag of
arithmeticd disoourse That is, there looks to be drongevidence ajainst step 2.

Hereis areply to thisworry on kehalf of the hermeneutic fictionalist.™" The
autistic personwho heas a satence of arithmetic doesnot engage in the game of make-
believe that the reg of us ae engaged in when we grag arithmeticd discourse But this
doesnat entail that the autistic person canna be aithmeticdly behaviorally identicd to
us. The problem with autistic persons and metapharsis that they take the words literally.
Similarly, the autistic personwho heasthe seitence “There ae seera prime numbers
between ore and ten” also takesthe utterance mmpletely literally. She redly believes
that accepting the propasition expresse bythis daim commits her to numbers. But this
doesnat entail that there is adetedable behavioral diff erence between the autistic person
and thoseof us who (assiming the hermeneutic fictionali st about arithmetic to be mrrea)
pretend that there ae numbersin order to express aruth that doesnat involve numbers.
Someone who canna engage in the make-believe we engage in when disaussng
arithmetic will neverthelessbe ale to add, subtrad, and multi ply. Thoughsuch a person
will be operating unaer the misgoprehension that she is alding and subtrad things that
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redly exist, they will neverthelessbe behaviorally no dfferent from thoseof uswho do
engage in the make-believe.

There ae two regonsesto thisreply to the worry. Thefirst isthat it concedesthe
existenceof aradicd diff erence between figurative gpeedt and the disputed dsoourse
Someone whois not aware that a given sentenceis used figuratively will have avadly
different readionto its usethan someone whois 0 aware. If Johnsays (metapharicaly)
“Hannah isthe sun”, and Hannah daesnat recgnzethe figurative nature of his
dismourse she will not behave gpropriately in regponseto his utterance The figurative
nature of a discoursehasobvious repercusgons for adion. In contrag, if thisreply is
corred, the figurative nature of the disputed dscoursewould na have any clea
repercussons for adion. Someone who daesnot know that the discourseisfigurative
may still neverthelessbe indistingu shable from someone perfedly competent in its use
Thisis a sgnificant disanalogy between figurative eed, onthe one hand, and any ore
of the ontologicaly disputed dsaurses such as aithmeticd speedr. ™™

The seondregorseisthat the fad that someone whois engaged in pretense and
someone whois not engaged in pretense ae goingto be enpiricdly indistingushableis
not a stuation which sits happily with hermeneutic fictionalism. For surely the default
assamption, when someone believesthey are not engaged in pretense is that they are nat
engaged in pretense

Hereis a seondreply on kehalf of the hermeneutic fictionali st to the fourth
worry. The hermeneutic fictionalist might smply give up this particular analogy between
pretense figurative geed, and gap o sentencesin the disputed dswmurse That is, she
may continue to maintain that engaging in gamesof make-beli eve is something like what
we dowhen we engage in arithmetica dismourse However, sheisfreeto deny that it is
like engagingin arithmeticd disomursein the sasethat both involve the same
psychologicd capadties

But any two adivities ae analogousin some reped or other. For example,
engaging in make-believeislike gpeaing abou numbersin that bath are adivities
humans engage in. But this analogy deesnat suppat the daims made by advocaesof
shall ow pretense The analogy between engaging in gamesof make-believe (or graging
figurative language), onthe one hand, and engaging successully in the disputed
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disoourse must be sifficiently tight asto motivate the view that speakers ae only
pretending that the objeds referred to in the disputed dsoourse eist. It israther difficult
to seehow this culd be © urless onsome level at leas, usas of the dismourse ae
exploiting psychdogicd medanismsthat are & work in obvious casesf pretense

There is one hermeneutic fictionali st who can endarsethis seondreply to the
fourth worry. For Stephen Y ablo clealy reaognzesthese oncerns, and to assiage them
provides alist of purported analogiesbetween figurative language and talk of numbers,
sds, passble worlds, and aher ontologicdly problematic discourse(Y ablo (2000, pp.
301-4)). Thoughl do nd here have the gaceto justify the paint, Yablo's analoges ae
contentious, in that many of them only someone with naminalist leanings would find
compelling. But Yablo at leas has adevel oped regporseto the fourth worry. A
hermeneutic fictionalist’s daim stands or fallswith the grength of the analogies $e
draws between the disputed dsoourse and speed that obviously involves smekind o
pretense However, the balancing ad fadng the hermeneutic fictionali st is difficult,
becaisethe analogies cana be o strongasto conflict with the empiricd fads.

Hereis afifth and final worry, which concerns the motivation for hermeneutic
fictionalism. The hermeneutic fictionali st halds that the bed semantic theory for a
disooursemay na be agood guide to the ontologicd commitments of the personwho
usesthat disamurse For example, the beg samantic theory for arithmetic commits
someone who telieveswhat is expressé by “There ae several prime numbers between
one andten’ to the existence of numbers. But, acording to the hermeneutic fictionali st
abou arithmetic, anominalist could believe what is expressé bythis seitence, withou
thereby being committed to numbers. The hermeneutic fictionali st beli evesthat semantic
theory doesnat capture thisnation d a gedker’ sontologicd commitments. Hermeneutic
fictionalism is motivated bythe desre to acourt for the ontological commitments the
speaker believes she incurs when she endarsesthe truth of an uterance

Hereistheidea Suppasethe bed semantic theory for adiscourse entail s that
endarsing the truth of a cetain uterance @mmits one to some objeds the existence of
which some peskers whowould endasethe truth of the utterancerepudate. In such a
casethe pedkers ae smply pretending that the objedsin quedionexist, in arder to
express smething ortologicdly innocent. For example, anominalist who uters “The
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number of apostlesistwelve” isonly pretending that there ae numbers, in order to
expressthat there ae twelve gostles Similarly, one might think (cf. Melia (1995) that
someone who uters “The average dar has2.3 danets” isonly pretending that thereis an
average-star-thing, which can have propertieslike having 2.3 panets. Uponrefledion, a
spedker would regjed the actual existence of these atitiesto which the be¢ semantics
appeas to commit her.

The fifth worry isthat there ae numerous problems with this motivation for
hermeneutic fictionalism. | will disaussjust five. Thefirst is the motivation orly is
compellingin certain caseslike that of arithmetic. Suppcse asis plausible, that the beg
seamantic theory for adverbs is Davidsonian, and involvesthe postulation d events. If so,
then the bed semantic theory for adverbs commits someone who titers “Johniswalking
slowly” to the existence of events. But someone who is unfamili ar with Davidson's
acourt of adverbs might very well deny that by believingwhat is expresse by*“Johnis
walking slowly”, sheisthereby committed to the existence of events. But in this caseit
isnat at al plausible to suppcsethat the rea®n sheisnot so committed isthat sheisonly
pretending there ae events. After al, she hasno clue that the beg semantic theory in fad
commits her to events. So, if one wants to cgpture the nation d the edker’s believed
ontologicd commitments, asdistinct from the ontologicd commitments that the beg
semantic theory imparts to the edker, pretenseis hopeless as general acourt. ™V

The seondworry with this motivation for hermeneutic fictionalism is that
particular cases i often motivated by aflawed conception d what the bed semantic

theory for aparticular stretch of discoursehappensto be. For example:

...consider now statements like “there’s ssmething Jonesis that Smith isn't:
happy’ or “ancther way to get thereisvia Tegucigalpa.” Taken at facevalue,
these setencesdo indeed commit themsdvesto entities cdled “happy’ and“via
Tegucigalpa”...Likewise someone who says that “the number of registered
Democratsis onthe rise” wants the focus to be onthe Democrats, na “their
number”, whatever that might be. Their number is cdled injust to provide a
measire of the Democrats' changing cardinality; it's expeded to perform that
savicein the most inconspicuous way and then hustle itsdf off the gage before
people dart akingtheinevitable avkward quegions, e.g. which number isit? 50
milli on?is 50 milli onredly onthe rise?

Yablo (2000, p. 298
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Thisis Yablo's agument for the theds that sentenceshe disausses ee what he cdls
“unoltrusive existential metaphars”. For his agument to have force, it must be that
treaing these tatements literally would in fad commit thosewho usethem to oljeds
cdled “happy’ or “via Tegucigalpa”, or that a particular number could be onthe rise™"
That is, it must be that the bed semanticsfor, e.g.,“ The number of Democratsis onthe
rise” treds “The number of Democrats” as @ expresson that picks out a particular
number. However, it is & bed susped that the wrred seamantic theory for these setences
functions in the manner Y ablo requiresfor his agument to be compelli ng V" Vi

Thefinal few worries @ncern the nation d the ontologicd commitments the
speaker believes she has. The third worry isthat it is unclea why this nation shoud have
any intered for the projea of ontology. There ae many commitments we have that we do
nat reagnzewe have. For example, many o us believe the aioms of Peano arithmetic.
We ae therefore committed to their consequences However, there ae many such
conseguenceswhich we do nd reagnzethat we ae mmmitted to. But the sudy o the
arithmetical commitments speakers believe they haveis surely nat avery intereding
topic. It isof particularly littl e interes to someone whoisintereded in finding ou abou
our adual arithmeticd commitments. It is smilarly unclea why ortology shoud care
abou the ontologica commitments edkers believe they have. Perhaps ontology shoud
be in the businessof uncovering the actual ontologicd commitments we incur when we
use adisaourse rather than the ontologicd commitments edkers believe they incur.

The fourth worry concerns an unmotivated asymmetry between how the
hermeneutic fictionali st treas ontologicad commitment, onthe one hand, and pretense on
the other. The focus the hermeneutic fictionali st placeson a gedker’ s beli eved
ontologicd commitmentsisonly justified gven the badkgroundassmptionthat a
speker's believed ontologicd commitments ae her actual ontologicd commitments.
Thus, an assimption d this motivation for hermeneutic fictionalism isthat a gedker has
first-person authority over the ontologicd commitments ge incurs when usinga
disoourse However, to maintain this assmption, the hermeneutic fictionali st must give
up the thegs that we have first-person authority over whether or nat we ae pretending.

But surely the thegs that we have first-person authority over our ontologicd
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commitmentsis wnsiderably lessplausible than the thegs that we have first-person
authority over whether or not we ae pretending.

The fifth worry is that this motivationisinconsistent with any intereding
applicaion d hermeneutic fictionalism. Aswe have just see, an assamption d this
motivationisthat a eeker hasfirst-person authority over the ontologicad commitments
of her dismurse It is hard to seehow to motivate this except viathe thegsthat a
competent speker hasfirst-person authority abou the exad nature of the red-world
truth-condtions of her utterance But thisisin tension with hermeneutic fictionali sm.

First, in the caseof explicit metaphars, it isdubious that speeers have agrag of
the exad nature of their literal paraphrasesThis, after al, iswhat makes epli cit
metaphas 9 semanticdly intradable. So the most promising casefor a pretense acount
provides examplesin which speaers do nd have accesto the detail s of the red-world
truth-condtions of their utterances

Seoondy, in any caseof intered, the hermeneutic fictionali st will need to allow
that speakers ladk accesgo the detail s of the red-world truth-condtions of their
utterances For example, the hermeneutic fictionali st about arithmetic presumably does
not want to maintain that anormal non-phil osopher knows the red world truth-condtions
of “There ae s&veral prime numbers between ore andten”. For such knavledge would
amourt to knowledge of the nominalist paraphraseof this seitence, and surely thisis not
avail able to ordinary competent use's of arithmeticd dismurse So it appeas that the
hermeneutic fictionalist is dter all committed to the theds that sometimes @mpetent
uses of adismursemay be unaware of its ontologicd commitments.

In this setion, | have raised some worries d@ou hermeneutic fictionali sm.
However, suppcseit turned ou that a pretense acournt wasin fad the beg lingustic
acoun of some gparently nonfigurative, nonfictional dismurse If so, then some of
the worriesl| have raised would haveto be redassfied asdisaveries Whether or not
there ae any apparently nonfigurative dismursesthat are bed analyzed in terms of
pretenseis therefore an important quedionto resolve. That isthe purposeof the next

sedion.
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Sedion Il .

In the lad sedion, | gave several general rea®ns for rgfeding any hermeneutic
fictionalist acoourt of an apparently nonfigurative, nonfictional discourse In this
sedion, | disauss ®me examplesthat are the bed casedor a pretense analysis of such a
disoourse By a “bed case”for apretense aalysis, | do nd mean adeeply controversial
casesuch asfictionalism abou morals or mathematics. If afictionalist acourt of a
philosophicdly controversial disamurseisto be & al plausible, it must be that thereis
evidencein the less ontroversial parts of our speed that we can sometimesbe engaged
in apretensewithou redizingit. By a “bed case’, then, | mean a casen which apped to
pretenseyields abetter overall analysis of the lingustic and prenomendlogicd fads. If a
pretense analysisisnat aviable option for any caseoutside the phil osophicaly
controversial examplesof, e.g., mathematicsor morals, then claiming that these
philosophicdly contentious aeasof discourse atually involve pretenselooks to be
dogmatic in the extreme.

S0, the cases disauss ae eat oresin which afictionalist analysis gppeasto
help with some difficult problem. In ead case| argue that an analysisin terms of
pretenseis neverthelessnat tenable. Given that we ae now in passes®on d rea®ns that
milit ate against hermeneutic fictionalism generally, showingthat apped to pretensefail s
to ill uminate our understanding d even the most promising caseslsoud lead to
pessmism abou its value as a acourt of any apparently nonfigurative, nonfictional
kind o dismourse

Before | begin, anote of caution. Aswe know from syntax, sentencesdo nd wea
their adual logicd forms ontheir sleeves The saneistrue of semantics in part becaise
the corred semantic analysis of a setenceis afunction d its crred syntadic analysis.
Some of the mnstructions that hermeneutic fictionali sts have dhosen asthe beg casedor
apretense analysis ae onesthe senanticsof which are very difficult. In fad, pretense
analysesof such constructions ae particularly attradive, becaisethey appea to absolve
us of the reponsibility of doing the hard work of uncovering the acual syntax and

samanticsof some very puzzing sentences
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One oft-cited construction that seens amenable to the pretense analysisinvolves
usesof “average” asin:

(©)) The average mother has2.4 children.

According to the pretense analysis of this ort of useof “average”, understanding a useof
(3) invalvespretending that there is an average mother who in fad has2.4 children. Such
apretense dl ows us to express(or communicae) an ontologicdly innacent propasition
that doesnot commit us to such an entity.

There ae, asfar asl can see ore main argument in the literature sippating a
pretense acourt of sentences sich as(3), given most explicitly by Melia (1995 |t is,
acordingto Melia (1995, p. 228 a “logicd consequence” of (3) that thereis aparticular
thing, an average mother, that hasthe property of having 2.3children. So, Melia’'s daim
here isthat the adual syntax and samanticsfor (3) is such that (3) can only betrueina
model, if that model contains an entity denated by the definite descaiption“The average
mother”, that hasthe property of having 2.4children. Since (3) can clealy be true, even
thoughthere is no such entity, it must therefore be that the ad¢ual semanticsof (3) isonly
‘within a pretense

Thereis a seandargument for a pretense acourt, ore that depends onthe first.
One can of courseparaphrase(3) in amanner that doesnaot entail the existence of average

mothers, asin:

4 The number of off spring dvided by the number of mothersis 2.4.

But thereis aproblem fadng such a paraphrase As Mdia (1995, p. 223writes

Theword ‘paraphrase i s misleading. Intuitively, Pis aparaphraseof Q if P
means the same asQ. But paraphrasesn this saise aie usdessfor our purposes
How can P and Q have the sane meaning whil st only one of them is committed to
a cetain type of entity?
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Melia s paint hereisthat (3) entail sthe existence of an average mother, whereas(4) does
not entail the existence of an average mother. So, (4) cannad be a orred (that is meaning
preseving) paraphraseof (3).*

Of course this seondargument is a orollary of thefirst. Only if it isindeed part
of thelitera meaning d (3) that it entail s the existence of average mothers doesit foll ow
that a datement that doesnot commit one to average mothersis not a meaning peseving
paraphrase So, the agument for a pretense analysis of ‘average’ reds uponthe daim that
usesof sentences sich as(3) doin fad have such entailments. And hav convincingis
this?

Before we give adetail ed evaluation d this daim, let usfirst note an ambiguity in
the word “average” (cf. Higginbaham (1985). Consider the seitencesin (5):

5) (@) The average New Yorker iskind.
(b) The arerage pdlitician is corrupt.
(c) The average phil osopher is bewil dered.

It shoud be uncontroversial that these setencesdo nd commit usto strange antities For
example, (5a) expresseshe propasition that generally, New Yorkerswho are averagein
some contextually sdient reged are kind. (5b) says that pdliti cianswho are averagein
some contextually sdient regped are crrupt. In short, the setencesin (5) raiseno
metaphysicd or semantic problems. Here “average” is being used as an indexicd
adjedive. Itsdenctation, relative to a wntext of use is aproperty that some (ordinary)
things have and athers do nd.** Let's cdl this usethe “predicaive” useof “average”. In
patentially true usesof (3), by contrad, “average” is not used predicatively. So it isnaot
the predicdive useof “average” that raisesmetaphysicd problems. We can therefore
leaveit to ore sdeX™

Let us cdl thereading d “average” in paentially true usesof (3), the adverbial
reading d “average”. The sobriquet is got, becauseof the existence of adverbial
paraphrasesof the relevant usesof “average”, which would na be gpropriate for the

usesof “average” in (5). For example, we may paraphrase(3) as

(6) On average, mothers have 2.4 children.
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Of course, Meliawould oljed to the alverbial paraphraseof the alverbial reading o
“average”, because acwrdingto him, the adverbia useof “average” commitsits use to
an entity that can have grange propertieslike having 2.4children, whereas(6) doesnot
so commit its use.™" So, naw that we have distingtished thesetwo readings of
“average”, we may turn to an evaluation d Melia's daim.

If “the average N”, inits adverbial use were anormal definite desciption, like
“the pregdent of the United States”, then thereis no quedionthat Meliawould beright in
his contentionthat its usein a sncere asseion d a setence sich as(3) would commit
us to an entity that is cgable of having propertieslike having 2.4children. That is, if “the
average N”, in its alverbial use were adencating phrasejust like “the Pregdent of the
United States”, then just as “The pregdent of the United Stateshas2.4 children” entail s
the existence of something that hasthe odd property of having 2.4children, so (3) would
entail the existence of something that possessesush a property. However, it is not
difficult to show that “the average N”, in its alverbial use isnot anormal definite
desciption.

Consider the mntrad between (7a) and (7h):

@) a. The average red car gets 2.3 tickets per yea.
b. Thered average ca gets 2.3 tickets per yea.

Though(7b) isnat ungammaticd, it is semanticdly deviant. Therea®nthat it is
samanticdly deviant isthat inseting an adjedive between the alverbial reading o
“average” and the definite desciption “the” i minatesthe alverbial reading, yielding
only the predicaiverealing d “average”. Similarly, (8a) is perfedly fine, though(8b) is

again semanticdly deviant:

(8 a. The arerage American consavative hasl1.6 gurs.
b. The American average mnsevative has1.6 gurs.
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Thesefads provide drongevidencethat “the average N”, in its adverbial usage, isnot a
normal definite desciption. Consider, for example, atypica definite desciption like

“Thered shiny car onthe corner”. Both (9a) and (9b) are fully acceptable:

9 a. Thered shiny car onthe arner has aflat tire.
b. The siny red car onthe @rner has aflat tire.

Similarly, bah (10a) and (10b) are fully acceptable:

(100 a The American conseavative next doa voted for Nader.
b. The mnsavative American next doa voted for Nader.

So thereis drongevidencethat “the average N”, onits alverbial usage, is not a normal
definite desciption. For one caana insat adjedivesbetween an adverbial occurrence of
“average” and the definite desaiption "

But from the fad that “the average N”, inits alverbia use isnot a normal
definite desciption, it doesnat follow that Meliaisincorred to hdd that a setence sich
as(3) entall sthe existenceof a fradowy average-mother-thing. For “the average N”, in
its adverbial usage, is smilar in the dove reped to superlative definite desaiptions,
such as ‘the horted spy”, which clealy do cenaote antitiesin the world. For example,
insation d adjedivesbetween the definite deseiption and the superlative aljedive dso

resiltsin deviance

(1) a The dhorted nice Py is French.
b. The nice $orted spy is French.

(120 a Thetaled mediocre baketball player playsfor the Pistons.
b. The mediocre tall ed baketball player plays for the Pistons.

The (b) sentencesin (11) and (12) are both deviant, whereasthe (a) sentences ae nat.
So, there ae cnstructions that share ssme of the propertiesof “the average N”, onits
adverbial usage, yet which are dealy orntologicdly committing.

However, there remain significant diff erencesbetween [tuom1superlative
adjedives onthe one hand, and the alverbial useof “average”, onthe other. For

example, the seatencesin (13) are contradictions:
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(13 a The dhorted spy is Dmewherein France, but there is no shortes spy.
b. The forted spy is smewhere in France, bu no spy isthe shorted.

However, the setencesin (14) could certainly be true:

(14) a The average mother has2.3children, bu there is no average mother.
b. The average mother has2.3children, bu no mother is average.

The difference between “the fhorted N” and “the average N” reveded by the distinction
between (13) and (14) is of courseparticularly germane to the relative diff erencesin
ontologicd commitment. Ancther diff erence between “the dhortes spy” and the adverbial
useof “the arerage mother” that provides eually strongevidencethat “the $ortes spy”
isontologicdly committing, and “the average mother” (onits alverbia usage) isndt, is
that when we @unt up all of the iesin theworld, we court the dorted spy. However,
when we @unt up al of the mothersin the world, we do nd include the average mother,
the one with 2.3children. Thus, degite the parall el's between the two constructions, there
are powerful disanalogiesthat bea direaly onrelative diff erencein commitment.**"

So, there ae drongrea®ns for thinking that the adverbial usage of “the average
N” doesnat have the senantic function d singling ou aunique aitity. There ae
furthermore many additional objedionsto thisthess. Hereisjust one. Suppcsethat the
samantic function d “the average mother”, onits alverbial usage, wereto pick out a
unique entity. Then, (15a) and (15b) would foll ow trivially from the premisethat mothers

have mass

(15 a If there ae any mothers & al, then there is sme mother whois an
average mother in terms of weight.
b. If there ae any mothers & all, then there is amother of average weight.

But the setencesin (15) certainly do nd foll ow trivialy from the premisethat mothers
have mass Rather, they unambiguowsly express sibstantive truths.

The alverbial usage of “average” provides apotentially goodargument for the
thedsthat there ae gparently perfedly literal, nonfigurative discoursesthe senantics of
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which involve pretense The persuasvenessof the pretenseview is duein large part to
the difficulty of the construction. If a pretense acount were rred, it would save us
from the hard work invalved in fadng the senantic fads. However, aswe have sea, the
claim uponwhich the pretense acourt redsis dulious. Of course the nail i n the affin
of the pretense acourt would be alingusticdly plausible senanticsfor the adverbial
usage of “average” that invali datesthe entail ment that motivatesit. | provide such a
sananticsin the gpendix. Therefore, na only isthere an aternative senanticsthat does
nat commit one who uters (3) to the existence of a fxadowy average mother, bu there
are seious problems for the view that an adequate senantics $ioud capture this

entail ment "'

In Crimmins (1998, Mark Crimmins provides amirably detail ed and rigorous
arguments for the thegs that there ae typesof apparently literal, nonfigurative disaourse
that involve pretense*'! One example Crimmins disausses's dismurseinvalving
identity. As Crimmins points out, we ometimesutter sentences sich as

(16) Whenever two things aeidenticd, and ore has aproperty, then the other
hasit aswell.

If “identicd” meant strict identity in (16), then (16) could na be true. Two things can
never be drictly identicd to ore anather. The desreto validate (16) is Crimmins
primary motivationfor a pretense aalysis of identity statements.

According to the pretense aalysis alvocated by Crimmins, an identity statement

such as(17) isto be analyzed viathe medhanism of pretense
(17) Hewerusisidenticd to Phaspharus.

Anyore who uters (17) pretendsthat there aetwo dstinct objeds that bea what
Crimmins cdlsthe “promisauouws identity relation” to ore ancther. It isfictionally true
that the promisauous identity relation hdds between two oljeds when “thesefictional
objedsreallt from pretending-apart a sngle objed” (Crimmins (1998, p. 3%).

With this senanticsin place ore can then seehow (16) can be usead to express a

truth, rather than the asurd claim that a graightforward semantics predicts. The ‘two
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things that are disausseal are sSmply the two things within the pretense that bea the
promisauous identity relationto ore ancther.

There ae severa worrisome feauresof this acourt of identity statements. First,
the only explanation d the promisauous identity relationisin terms of the “pretending
apart” of one objed. But it isunclea what “pretending apart” amournts to. Indeed, some
metaphysicians ae quite used to making the point that it makesno senseto “pretend
apart” an oljed. For thisisjust what one doesin explaining, for example, the intuitive
bads for the necesity of identity. V"

But thereis a onsiderably more seious concern fadng Crimmins acourt of

identity. ™ Consider the discursesin (18):

(18) a Hegerusisidenticd to Phosphaus. So, they are two planets. Indeed,
bath are identicd to Venus. So, together they make threeplanets.
b. Hegerusisidentica to Phospharus. So, they are distinct.”

Thereis ssmething deddedly oddabou thesedisamourses | doult they are ever felicitous.
But Crimmins acourt of identity statements makesit mysterious why thesedisamurse
can't befelicitous. After al, within the pretense Hegerus and Phosphaus ae two
distinct planets. So why daean't it make senseto say that they are?

The problem here is one that reoccurs repededly when assessig retense
acours of particular constructions. They tend to over-generate, predicting that
disoourses ca be felicitous that never can be felicitous.

There ae severa possble reponsesthe pretensetheorist can make to the over-
generationworry. Thefirst isthat the discourse ae infelicitous becaiseit involves a
switch from pretensebad to non-pretense But thisreporse $smply misseghe point.
The paint is nat that certain instancesof the dismoursesin (18) are infelicitous. It isthat
thesedismurses & invariably odd.But there is no explanation, within the pretense
acour, of why, for eat dsmoursein (18), there muldn't be a sngle pretensethat
encompasses la of it. "

Inded, | susped that any story that is powerful enoughto make (16) true will
over-generate in this manner. And howv could it not? If there aereurces &ail able to
make (16) true, then there will be reources aail able to make eat of the disamursesin
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(18) true. The problem of over-generation seensto face ay attempt to make (16) true.
The proper readion hereis, of coursg simply to rged (16), just aswe rejed the daims of
thoseundergraduateswho maintain that Bill Clinton might not have been Bill Clinton,
becaisehe wuld have recaved a different name & birth. After al, (16) is completely
inessatial to theorizing abou identity, andit is atrivial matter to avoid using such
locutions. ™

| want now to turn to hermeneutic fictionali st analysesof negative existential
sentences which were introduced in Sedion|. Such analyses &e perhaps the most
difficult to refute, becausenegative existential sentenceshave proven so semanticdly
intradable. Unlike the caseof adverbial usesof “average”, thereisno clealy superior
sananticsthat providesthe “nail i n the wffin” of hermeneutic fictionali st acourts.
Nevertheless in combination with the worriesin Sedion |l abou the dire consequences
of any hermeneutic fictionali st analysis, the foll owing concerns pose seous problems for
these aalyses

The most obvious mncernisthe “incredulous gare” objedion. Existentia
sentences sich as ‘Bill Clinton exists” and“Zeus eists” ceatainly do nd feel like
figurative language. Of course the incredulous dare objedion arisesfor every intereging
applicaion d hermeneutic fictionalism in ortology. But it isworthy of brief mentionin
this context, sinceit is an oljedion Kendall Waltontakesquite seiously, and addresses
in detail. Walton (2000, p. 9Darguesit is anecessgy condtionfor a constructionto be a
metapha that understanding it requires agrag o the literal meaning o the expressons
used metapharicdly. But, acoording to Walton, singuar existential sentencesdo nd even
have literal meanings gart from their “pretend” uses™ So, singuar existential sentences
do nd saisfy anecessgy condtionto be metapharsX | think that Walton hashere
provided an adequate reorseto the incredulous gare objed.

The seondconcern involvesover-generation worriesof the sort faang
Crimmins pretense acourt of identity statements' Each of the settencesin (19) seens

infelicitous;

(199 a Zeusdoesnat exist and heisvery powerful.
b. Zeus doesnat exist, bu heruled ower al of Greece
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Again, it isnot an oftionto apped to distinct gamesgowverning the different conjunctsin
the sentencesin (19). The quedionis not why the satencesin (19) are sometimes
xlvii

infelicitous, bu rather why the setencesin (19) are always infeli citous.

One possgble reply to the over-generation worry isto apped to a setencelike:

(200 Thefourtain of youth deesnat exist, but it neverthelesswas sugh by
Poncede Leon.

It isuncontroversial that there can be true, felicitous utterancesof (20). So, ore might
argue, we oud reevaluate the intuiti ve readions to the setencesin (19), since
sentencesjust like it can be usal felicitously to expresstruths.

But thisreply to the over-generation concern is not convincing. (20) is not “just
like” the satencesin (19). For (20) contains the intensional transitive verb “seek”,
whereasthe setencesin (19) do nd contain intensional transitive verbs. A sentence
containing an intensional transitive verb can be true, even thoughthe noun pliasein its
complement position daesnat refer. In the caseof (20), the seondconjunct is the passve

form of the satence

(21) Poncede Leon sougtt the fourtain of youth X"

The reaon (20) can be used to express aruth is becaisethe grammetica subjed of the
semnd conjunct originatesin the complement position d an intensional transitive. The
truth of an utterance of (20) therefore hasnothing whatsoever to dowith gamesof make-
believe assciated with negative eistential sentences

According to Walton, the propasition asseted by an uterance of “Zeus doesnot
exist” isthat “Zeus” atemptsto refer of the ort foundin the Zeus pretense aie
unsucces$ul. The third concern with Walton's analysisisthat it yieldsincorred
predicaions éou the modal contents of existential sentences For example, (23) simply
isnot what is assaed by (22):

(220 Rebeccamight not have existed.
(23) “Rebecca” dtemptsto refer might not have been successul.
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With regped to ancther possble stuation, “Rebecca” d@tempts to refer might nat be
succes$ul, even thoughRebeccaislivingafull and heppylife in those $tuations.
Furthermore, apped to arigidifying operator like “adual” doesnot sean to help
Walton's acourt. It isnaot at al clea what is meant by (24). But insofar asit is
interpretable, it is difficult to accept that it expressedhe sane propasition as(22):

(24) Actual “Rebecca” dtemptsto refer might not have been successul.

This problem is famili ar to advocaesof pretense analyses bu a dea defenseof
Walton's acoun hasyet to be alvocated.

One possble reporseon kehalf of Waltonisto redrict the acourt to sentences
that do nd contain modal operators.® There ae two repliesto this maneuver. First, as
Walton (2000, p. 9D reaognzes it isinconsistent with Walton' s reporseto the
“incredulous gare” objedion, which involvesthe daim that “exists” never has aliteral
use Seoondy, and more importantly, the acourn seens deely problematic. For, as
Kripke (1980, pp. 1112) emphaszes we may spe&k of the modal propertiesof the modal
content expresse by nonmodal sentences This point is epedally worrisome for the
reaulting acoun of negative existential sentences. To make this point more @ncrete,

consider the discoursein (25):

(25) Rebeccadoesnat exist. That might have been true, bu it’ s not acually
true.

According to the envisaged acourt, “exists” has anontliteral usein norrmodal contexts,
andaliteral usein modal contexts. But there isonly one useof “exists” in an occurrence
of the disooursein (25). The occurrenceof ‘that’ i n the seondsentence of (25) denotes
something expresse by the first sentence, but it doesnot invave another use of the word
“exist”.

Suppacsewe grant that, in (25), the useof the predicae “doesnat exist” isnon
literal, yet somehow aliteral ‘usé of this predicae anergesin the evaluation d the

seondsatence There ae dill saious problemswith the view. Thefirst isthat the
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acourt entail sthat it isimpossible to attribute modal propertiesto the modal content
expresse by simple negative existential sentences But this posits amysterious and
unmotivated agymmetry between namal figurative gpeed and‘ covert’ figurative peed.
For attributing modal propertiesto the modal content of normal figurative geedis a
perfedly straightforward matter, asin:

(26) Rebeccahasbutterfliesin her stomad. That might have beentrue, but it's
not adually true.

If “hasbutterfliesin her stomad” isfigurative, then the seondsentencein (26)
expresseshe propasition that Rebeccamight have been nervous, but isn't.

The disooursein (26) raises durther problem for the envisaged acount. Suppcse
there aein fad processe®f the rt required for this ort of analysis of (25). Then there
shoud be anatural reading d (26) in which what is sad to be possbly true is what
would have been literally (non-idiomaticdly) expressé bythe utterance of the first
sentence After all, onthis acourt, thisisthe only possble reading d the seond
sentence of (25). However, thisdoegn't seen to be apossble reading d the seond
sentence of (26), much less anatural one. In sum, then, the hermeneutic fictionali st would
be well -advised to avoid thisreply.

Crimmins (1998, pp. 3435) recognzesthe problem fadng Walton's acourt of
negative existentials. His siggedion s to abandonthe “metarepresantational” asped of
Walton's acourt that leads to the difficulties In its place Crimmins propcsesthat:

No passble world makesit fictionall y true that there is apassble world in which
“Santa exists” (so that [“ Santa doesnat exist”] expresses aecessgy content
desite having a contingent truth-condtion) and...al and orly passble worldsin
which Venus eists make it fictionally true that there ae posgble worldsin which
“Hegerus exists”.

Crimmins (1998, p. 3%

Crimmins suggeded principlesof generation gowerning the modal contentsin the
pretenseof singuar existentials and regative eistentialsyield the corred reaullts.
However, Crimmins adievesthesereallts viabrute force dipulation. The game of

hermeneutic fictionalism simply looks too eay to play here.
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Hereis ancther apparently literal, nonfigurative cnstruction, the normal useof
which Crimmins (1998 claimsinvadves egagingin a pretense

(27) Thereismilk in therefrigerator.

Suppasethereis adried drop d milk onthe dhelf. Relative to most contexts, this drop o
milk is not relevant to the truth or falsity of the propasition expressé by (27), relative to
that context. Crimmins suggeds that the rea®n here isthat the person who uters (27)
engagesin a pretensethat such a casasnot to be wurted asmilk, degite the fad that it
redly is milk.

Now, the phenomenon Crimminsis here disaussng is the phenomenon d
quantifier domain redriction. According to the theory of quantifier domain redriction
defended in Stanley and Szabo (2000, quantifier domain redrictionis due to the fad that
ead common nounco-occurs with adomain index, which redrictsitsinterpretation. As
Stanley (forthcoming) emphaszes the point halds for massnours aswell as ©urnt nours.
So, if Crimminsis @rred that ead caseof quantifier domain redrictionis a caséhat
involvespretense andif the theory of domain regriction advocated in Stanley and Szabo
(2000 and Stanley (forthcoming) is corred, then it follows that virtually every sentence
containinga common noun(court or masg involvespretense If so, virtually every
utteranceinvolvespretense which is surely a consequencewith which few could be
happy.

It seensto be assmed in the small lit erature on pretensethat idiomatic
expressons ay out for a pretense aaysis. | want to conclude by expressng some doulis
abou this assmption. For it is mysterious to me what linguistic problem about idiomsis
solved byapped to pretense”

Let me begin by some general remarks about idioms." ‘I diom’ doesnoat pick out a
natural kind d theoreticd lingustics Nonetheless thereis a‘family resenblance
between dfferent caegoriesof expressons that we cdl idioms. Idioms ae generally
recognizable asfigurative. Paradigm examplesof idioms ae mnventionali zed; their
meanings can't be predicted onthe bags of the meanings of their parts. Paradigm
examplesof idioms ae inflexible, they can orly appea in alimited number of syntadic
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frames As Nunberg, Sag, and Waow (1994 argue, phraseghat we ae likely to classfy
asidioms vary in the degreeto which they have theseproperties
Here ae ame roughand realy caegoriesof idioms. First of al, there ae what

we might cdl completely frozen idioms. Theseinclude:

(28)  a kick the bucket
b.shoa the breeze
c. blow off steam.

As (29) demonstrates theseidioms ae cmmpletely frozen and norcompositional. They
canna, for example, passvize

(290 a* Thebucket waskicked by John.
b.* The breezewas #$iat by John.
c.* Stean wasblown off by Hannah.

They also resst anaphaa:

(300 a * John kicked the bucket yederday, and Mary kicked it the day before.
b. * Johnshat the breezewith Bill , and Hannah shot it with Muti.
c. * Hannah bew off stean, and John Hew off it aswell.

Furthermore, the meanings of such idioms ae mmpletely urnrelated to the meanings of
their parts.

Idioms vary in the degreeto which they are frozen. For example, consider “breek
theice” and “keep tabson’. As (31) shows, theseidioms can engage in some g/ntadic

operations:

(31) a Tabswerekept onJohn bythe FBI.
b. The FBI kept tabs on John,and they kept them on Hannah aswell.
c. Theicewasbroken by Muti.

However, theseidioms dso are smewhat frozen. For example, they regst replacement of
synonyms. “Preseve” is a gnonym of “kept”, and “frozen water” is a ynonym for “ice”.
Y et the sentencesin (32) are deadedly odd
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(32 a * TheFBI preseved tabson John.
b. Hannah broke the frozen water.

This shows that theseidioms ae gill partially frozen, in the seasethat they occur in
particular syntaaic frames Finally, idioms ae, as arule, na translatable into ather
languages which is presumably a further refledion d their frozen nature.

So, just as & extremely roughand ready suggedion, the degreeof the
idiomaticity of an expresson can be measired bythe degreeto which it isfrozen. Yet
onewould think that pretense acourts ae particularly ill -suited to explain this very
feature of idioms. For if we understand idioms by engaging in a pretensein which their
literal meanings aefictionally true, then it is a @mplete mystery why idioms aen’t fully
compasitionally interpretable, and dorit allow free sibstitution d synonyms by
synonyms. The dassof completely frozen idiomsis of courseparticularly mysterious on
this acournt. Why shoud pretensesthat govern some idioms completely break down
when the idiom undergoesthe passve transformation? In fad, a pretense acourt of our
understanding d idioms seensto make it completely mysterious why idiomatic
expressons possesshe very features that are paradigmatic of idiomaticity. In a sese
then, a pretense acourt of idiomsfails asbadly asit is possble for an acourt of idioms
to fail.

But if apretense acourt of idiomsisincorred, then it is difficult to seehow
analogiesbhetween idiomatic goeed and an ortologicdly disputed dsmurse ould help
the hermeneutic fictionali st evade commitment to problematic entities For it may be that
our grag o idiomatic expressonsis bed explained by suppasing we lean genuine
idiomatic expressonsjust like new individual lexicd items, and that many expressons
only are partly idiomatic. If so, then the bed semanticsfor an idiom like “hasbutterflies
in ore’'s gomad” simply assgnsto this predicae the sane meaning as ‘is nervous”. But
then idioms pasenothred to the view that the ontologica commitments of a seitence ae
given by whatever the beg semantic theory assgnsto it.

In the casesve have disausseal in this setion, apped to pretenseinitially appeas
to help with some recdcitrant lingustic or phenomenoogicd data. However, upon

degoer invedigation, pretense analyseshave falled to deliver ontheir promise Inthe case
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of identity statements, idioms, and adverbial usesof “average”, they do nd seean
particularly promising at al. Negative existential sentences ae substantially more
promising for the pretensetheorist, bu thisisin part due to the ebsenceof any clealy
more sdisfadory semanticsfor such sentences In short, even in those @nstructionsin
which a pretense aalysis may initialy appea to help, ou understanding deesnaot seem
to be degpened by apped to pretense This makesit significantly more dubious that the
hermeneutic fictionali st could be mrred abou more philosophicdly controversial cases

such asdismurse @ncerning arithmetic or morals.

Appendix: adverbial “average”

Aswe have seain Sedionlll, there ae (at leas) two dfferent readings of
“average”. On thefirst reading, “average” is an indexica adjedive. Relative to a mntext,
“average” expresseghe property of being average in some @ntextually sdient reged.

So, for example, in the setence

(1)  The average man isworried about hisfallingincome.

‘average’ might expressthe property of being average with reped to income. Where
“Gen” expressedhe quantifier “generally x”, what (1) says, onthisrealing,is:

2 Gen x (if x is aman whois average with reged to income, x isworried
abou hisfallingincome).

| have @owve cdled thisthe “predicative ajedive” reading o “average”. The predicaive
adjedive reading d “average” is smple to acoommodate within any semantic
framework.

A sentencelike (1) only has apredicative aljedive reading™ Occurrencesof
“average” in sentenceslike (3), in contrad, have both adverbia readings and predicative

adjedive readings:

(©)) The average mother has2.3 children.
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Of course the predicative ajediverealing d “average” in (3) reaultsin the gsurd

clam:

(4) Gen x (if x is amother whois average with reped to property R, then x
has2.3 children).

So, the only natural reading d (3) involvesthe alverbia reading d “average”.

Why dosentences sich as(3) all ow for adverbial readings of “average”, and
sentences sich as(1) do nd? The difference between (1) and (3) isthat, in the casef (3),
thereis an obvous mntextually sdient scde, made sdient in this caséy the lingustic
context. In the caseof (3), the mntextually sdient scde isone ordered alongthe
dimension o numbers of children, and whosepoaints therefore represent numbers of
liv

n v

children.”” This scéeis made sdi ent by the useof the measire phrase “2.3 children”.

For the s&e of definitenessin gvingthe senanticsof adverbia “average” in
what follows, | avail mysdf of the general acourt of adjedives ad comparatives
preseaited in Kennedy (1997). So, the detail s of my proposd will depend uponspedfic
feauresof Kennedy's analysis. However, | assime that the girit of the g/ntax and
samanticsgiven below can be presaited in any number of diff erent degreetheoretic
semantic frameworks.

| assime that the g/ntax of (5), where “average” is used adverbialy, is asin (6):

5) The average American isfive foot eight inchestall.
(6) The average [xp [ American] isfivefoot eight inchestall.

With Kennedy (1997, let us dso assime that, typicdly, gradable aljedivesdenote
measures. A meagsire is afunction from objeds to degrees which we may, for the
moment, simply identify with pdnts ona scée."' Such afunctionis of type <ed>. szl
assmethat ‘00" in (5) is aphoreticdly empty adjedive of type <<et>, <e,d>>.
“American” isthe agument of ‘(1.

| have sad that gradable aljedivestypicdly denote measires But ‘[0’ denctes a

function the value of which is ameasire. Why think that there ae gradable ajedives
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(even phoreticadly ungronourced oreg that dencte functions whosevalues ae measires?
Kennedy (1997, p. 122foatnate 17) considers examplesof gradable aljediveswith
internal arguments, such as ‘Deliawasquick to poke haesin David' stheory”.
According to Kennedy, the senantic type of adjediveslike ‘eager’ and‘quick’ in such
constructionsis <<st>, <e,d>>. That is, ‘eager’ and ‘quick’ denote functions from
propasitions to measire functions. So there is independent evidencefor the existence of
gradable aljediveswhich dencte functions the valuesof which are measire functions.
Similarly, ‘00", relative to a mntext, denates afunctionwhosevalue is ameasire, this
time given a property as agument, rather than a propasition.

Relativeto a cmntext, ‘[0’ denates afunction that takes ®mething o type <et>
and yields ameasrre function that is defined orly onthe things for which <et> yieldst.
So, the domain of the measire functionthat is denated by XPis{x: NP (x)}. The values
of the measure function are points onthe cntextually sdient scde. So, ‘1’ denotes
different functions of type <<et>, <e,d>> in dfferent contexts. Which function d this
type it denatesis determined bythe contextualy sdient scde. If, in a mntext ¢, the
contextually sdient scdeis paints ordered alongthe dimension d height, then ‘[’
denates afunctionthat takes anoun enatation, and yields afunction from elements of
the extension d that nounto pants onthe cntextually sdient scde (in this case
intuiti vely, the repedive heights of those éements).""

‘Average’ then operatesonthe measire function. A meagire functionis a seof
ordered pairs of objeds and pants ona scée. The primary sanantic function ‘average’ is
to sum up the seondmembers of ead ardered pair in the measire function, and dvide
by the cadinality of the measire function™" Finally, ‘the average N’ denotesthe reault
of applying ‘average’ to the dencotation d [XP [0 N].

Again following Kennedy (1997, we take the senantic value of ‘i sfive foot eight
inchestall’ t o be the property named bythe A-formulain (7):

(7)  Ax (Equal (tal(x),(fivefoot eight incheg)).™
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As gdated above, gradable aljedivesdenote meagsires In the caseof “tall”, it denotes a
functionfrom objedsto pantsona scée ordered aongthe dimension d height.

We may further suppcsethat the denctations of adjedives sich as'tall’ are dso
defined for degrees they are just the identity function on agreesof tallness In suppat
of this sippasition, consider:

(8 Six fed istall.
9 300 poundisheavy.

If measireswere not defined for degrees then (8) and (9) would be deviant. But they are
perfedly felicitous.

So, that isthe basc syntax and semanticsfor adverbial “average”. Accordingtoit,
relative to a antext, (5) trueif and orly if the sum of all the heights of Americans,
divided bythe number of Americans, isthe sane degreeof height asfive foot eight
inchestall. Thisis of coursethe @rred interpretation d (5). Similarly, acwrdingto this
samantics, (3) istruerelative to a mntext if and ony if the sum of al the number of
children of all of the mothers, divided by the number of mothers, isthe same degreeof
child passeswn asthe point onthe scée that represents 2.3 children. Thisis again the
dedred interpretation. Notice that deriving this interpretation deesnot involve the
postulation d any shadowy ‘average mother things', that can have properties sich as
having 2.3children.

Carlson and Pell etier (2000 point out that the alverbial paraphraseof “average”
suggeded in Higginbaham (1985 hasdifficultieswith plrasd comparativesinvaving

“average”, asin:

(10) The average American istaller than the average Canadian.
For thereisno clea way to paraphrase(10) using “on average”. But thereis no problem
treding plrasd comparativeson the syntax and semantics| have propcsed. The meaning
of the mmparative morpheme ‘er’ suggeged in Kennedy (1997, p. 14bis.

(11)  er = A\GAXA\Y[MORE(G(X))(G(Y))]
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‘The average American’ will, onthe acourt | have just presented, denote the average
height of Americans, and ‘the average Canadian’ will denate the average height of
Canadians. (10) will betrueif and only if the first height is more than the seond Feight
(again, we have to retain ou assimption that measire functions ae the identity function
on degrees.

Note that if thereis no contextually sdient scde in a mntext, then thereis noway
toassgnavaueto ‘[0’. So, the acount succes$ully predicts that adverbia readings ae
only preseit when thereis sme @ntextually sdient scde. Furthermore, ‘average’, onits
adverbia reading, can orly operate on a measire function whosevaues ae numeric
pointsona scée. This explains why “average” in (12) doesnaot naturally have an
adverbia reading:

(120 The average mother is pretty.

However, it is perhaps possble, given a sufficiently rich context, to interpret (12) onthe
adverbial reading d “average”. Such a mntext would have to contain a scée of
attradivenesswhaosepoints ae numeric values However, if such a scéeisnot
contextualy qute slient, (12) doesnot permit an adverbial reading d “average”.

The acoun aso nedly explainsthe mntrag between:

(13) The averagered car gets 2.3tickets per yea.
(14 Thered average ca gets 2.3tickets per yed.

(13) isperfedly acceptable. (14) isnot ungammaticd. But it is cetainly semanticdly
deviant. On the acoun of adverbial “average” | have preseited, thereis a ¢ea acourt
of the mntrad between (13) and (14). The denctation d ‘average ca’, onthe alverbial
useof ‘average’, is apoint ona scée measiring the number of tickets per yea. Thisis
nat the kind d thing that could bered. So, (14), onthe alverbia reading d “average”, is
samanticdly deviant. Sinceonthe predicdive realing o “average”, (14) is dso
sananticdly deviant, the acoun predictsthat (14) hasonly absurd readings. This

explains why sentences sich as(14), while grammaticd, are neverthelessdeviant.™ ™
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NOTES

' For arecant exposition and cefenseof an acourt of fiction alongtheselines cf.
Thomas®n (1998.

" Nevertheless some of my ohedionsto hermeneutic fictionali st approaches &so apply
to a hermeneutic fictionali st who exploits Lewis acwurt of fiction.

"I am deliberately vague in my talk of ontologica commitment in this setionin that |
do na make the important distinction between the dmommitments someone who seiously
uses aisoourseincurs, and the mmmitments of the disaourse(relative to a context). For
example, the propasition expresse by the metapha “Juliet isthe sun’, relativeto a
context, may be the dsurd orethat Juliet is grictly and literaly identicd to the sun, even
thoughsomeone who seaioudly uttersthis satenceis not committed to this asurd claim.
Therea®nfor this vagueness aswill beaome deaer in the next sedion, is that
hermeneutic fictionalism can be presented as athess éou either notion o commitment.
" Stephen Y ablo (the ach-hermeneutic fictionali st about abstract objeds) sometimes
appeasto bypassthe nation d pretense by drawing analogiesbetween explicitly
figurative peed andtalk of mathematicd objeds. However, this sSmply raisesthe
quedion d what the acour of figurative geed is, and why dsoourse aalogowstoitis
thereby freed from the ontologicd commitments given to it by the beg semantic theory.
Furthermore, Y ablo hmsdf appeasto endase apretense acourt of figurative gpeed.
As he writes “The most important example for us [of figurative peed] is metaphar: but
what exadly isthat? | am sure | dont know, bu the most promisingacourt | have sea
isKen Walton'sin terms of prop- oriented make-believe.” Yablo (2000, p. 291 In
addition, Y ablo repeaedly talks of “metapharicd make-believe”.

¥ According to Walton (1990,chapter 11), thosewho usenegative existential sentences
are dludingto a pretense though no themsdvespretending. | intend the useof my term
“invalve” to include thiskind d acaurt.

"' The acourt | descibeisinspired bytheingenious andinfluential acourts of negative
existentialsin Walton (1990, chapter 11) and Evans (1982,chapter 10). However, ead of
thesetwo acouns differsin detail s from the one | present, which is smply for purposes
of ill ustration.

"' As Evans (1982, p. 369putsit, “ The audience must be engaged, o be prepared to
engage, in the make-believe, in order to uncerstand [what is sad].”

Y| am not absolutely corfident that Walton's acourt of negative existentials centrally
involves aprinciple of generation like this. However, at times Walton certainly writes as
if it does For example, “It isfictional that | spek truly in saying ‘N doesi't exist’ if N-
ish attempts to refer fail, for whatever rea®n.” (Walton (2000, p. 8¥).

™ For a development of aworry alongsimilar lines cf. Szabo (forthcoming).

*For abrief disausson d the aomplexity lurking behind even these aparently simple
principlesof generation, cf. Gender (2000, pp. 6970).

X' Cf. Evans (1982 35860) onthe distinction ketween “existentially consavative” versus
“existentially creaive” gamesof make-believe. Non-analogicd principlesof generation
arethe norm in the latter case

X' Thisworry isdue to Terry Horgan, who raised it in the question sesson d the 2000
Eadern Division APA symposium on pretense where portions of this paper were
presented.
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“'Walton (1990, p. 40Dis dea that what someone assesin a casef pretensedoesnot
concern her words or her lingustic adions. Thisis mnsistent with the view considered
here, since Walton' s nation d what is assged by an uterance, onthisview, iswhat is
communicaed byan utterance, rather than what is expresse. Nevertheless Walton's
rea®ns for not adopting the view abou assetion are equally rea®ns for not adopting this
view abou what is expressel.

“V' Note that it is usdessto apped to scope over amodal operator to evade this objedion,
sincethere isno modal operator in the first sentence of (2). See Stanley (1997,sedion 6
for an elaboration d this paint.

* Hill s (1997, p. 12Yconsiders Grice' s example of a profes®r writing a
recommendation letter for a dudent for a philosophy pat, whowritesonly ‘Mr. X is
purctual and hasbeautiful handwriting . In this casewhat is pragmaticdly
communicaed (but not expressé) isthat Mr. X isnot agood plil osopher. But, asHill s
notes ore cana in this casdollow the setenceby ‘No he doea't’ , and thereby asset
that Mr. X isindead agood phiosopher. The dli psisis sensitive only to what is
expressé, nd to what is pragmaticadly communicated. But in the caseof ‘ Juliet isthe
sun’, ore can follow thiswith ‘No sheisn’t’, and thereby deny the ‘lit eral’ paraphrase
* Furthermore, asl have mentioned in a previous footnote, at leas one hermeneutic
fictionalist, Stephen Y ablo, finds the pretense acount of metapha the most promising
acourt avail able.

' | 'am particularly indebted to dsausson with David Velleman in thislag paragraph.
' Velleman (2000 persuasvely arguesthat pretending and kelieving are two spedesof
the sane psychadogicd genus, distingushed chiefly by the truth-diredednessof the
latter. Velleman’s view seensto gain suppat from the literature in psychadogy on
‘theory of mind’, that postulates adomain spedfic “theory of mind medhanism” that
explains our grag bah of pretendingand believing (e.g. Ledie (1999).

X Yablo (2000, p. 298is avare of this paint, and defendsit viathe surprising claim that
whether or not we ae geakingfiguratively “...isvery often urconsdous, and regstant to
being lrough to consdousness”

* Of courseg there ae many rea®ns for doulting very strong versions of first-person
authority thesesFor a uséful (though no exhaustive) list of various first-person authority
theseqin varying degreesof strength), seeAlston (1971).

' Thanks agyain to David Velleman for disausson here.

| owe this reply to Tamar Gendler.

W Thanks to Jef King for disausson here.

*V1f one wanted to continue to pursue the line that the wrreda semantic theory for a bit
of dismoursedoesnat reved its ontologicad commitments, one would have to apped to
something like the “non-Quinean quantifiers” of Hofweber (2000. But if one hasthis
sort of powerful macdhinery aboard, the need for a hermeneutic fictionalist analysisis
obwviated.

V'Y ablo's useof “onthe faceof it” would seen to sugged otherwise—that al that is
required to motivate the daim that these setences ae in fad metaphasisthat “onthe
faceof it” they commit usto metaphysicd absurdities But surely thisisincorred. They
need to be treaed asmetaphars only if treaing them literaly commits us to metaphysicd
absurdities But treding them literally doesnot mean taking someone’'s subjedive view
of their “face-value” tregment to be the adual corred semantics. Treaing them literaly
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means taking them as expressng what the bed semantics sgs they express Thanks to
Zoltan Szabo for discusson rere.

' To gvejust one example, if we trea “the number of Democrats” as afunction from
timesto numbers, and ‘ris€ as apredicae true of such functions (such afunctionis
‘rising just in caseit hasyielded greaer and geder valuesover time), we obtain a
perfedly smooth semantic acount of such sentences In fad, Montague (1974, pp. 267
8) famously maintained that such examplesmotivate auniform intensional treament of
nounphrases

" More reputable aguments of this form are disaussel in Sedion .

I Various versions of this agument appea elsevhere, e.g. Hornstein (1984, p. 58
X1 shoud add that Meliadoesnot himsdf explicitly endarse apretense acourt of
“average”; hispoint is rather to make the weaker paint that “We $oud na always
believe in the entitiesour beg theory quantifiesover.” (Melia (1995, p. 229. But

Melia s aguments ae neverthelessgrist for the hermeneutic fictionalist’s mill . In bah

Y ablo (1998 and Yablo (2000, Melia sdisausson d “average” is used to make a case
for hermeneutic fictionalism.

X Thereis a seond poblem Meliaraisesfor this paraphraseof (4), namely that it
commits one to the existence of numbers. According to Melia, the only way to paraphrase
(3) withou committing oreséf to numbersisvia an infinite digunction (‘ either there ae
n mothers and m off spring, a there aej mothers and k dfspring...”). | will not disauss
thisin what foll ows.

X Constructions such as(5) involve ahidden generic quantifier; their logicd formis
roughy ‘Gen x (Fx = Gx)’. For an introductionto the * Gen’ operator, cf. Krifka d.al.
(1995. Also, seeGraff (forthcoming) for atheory of definite desciptions that seems to
fit smoothly with the fads @ou ‘the average N’.

X Delia Graff has siggeged to me that there may be athird useof “average” that is
neither adverbial nor predicaive. On thisuse “the average N’ means “more than half
the Ns”. | am somewhat skeptica whether thisis adistinct useof “average”, and will not
disaussit in what foll ows.

X Even if (contra Mdia) (6) is an appropriate paraphraseof (3), thereisrea®nto rgjed
agenera adverbial paraphrase gproadh. As Carlson and Pell etier (2000 paint out, there
are alverbial usesof “average” that are resstant to such paraphrase asin“The average
bagketball player istaller than the average jockey.”

XV ike many judgements of deviance, the deviance here can be overcome by the useof
contradive gress So, withou stress (7b) and (8b) are dealy deviant. But with stress
they become accetable (e.g. “ The conservative average American has2.3 children, nd
the liberal average American”).

¥ Thanks to Rich Thomaon for all of the insights in this paragraph. Richard Hed has
pointed ou to me anather significant diff erence between “the talles N” and “the average
N” (onits alverbia usage). “ The student in my classwhoistalled isfrom New Jasey”
isfine, bu the “The American whois average has2.3 children” is deddedly nat.

Y Ludow (1999, p. 173disausses a argument that takesthe fad that it is possble for
“the average man” to license anaphaa as gidencefor the daim that the senantic
function o “the average man” isto pick out an entity in the world. The example Ludow
cites(crediting Chomsky (p.c.)) is “Your report onthe average family negledsto
mentionthat it has2.3 children.” However, this agument presuppasesthat anapharic
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pronours ae ather bound \ariablesor referring expressons. But this presuppasitionis
simply false(cf. Nede (1990, pp. 174B) for disausson). In this example, “it” is
functioning as apronoun @ lazness in the seiseof Gead (1980, pp. 15ff.). This
occurrenceof “it” simply abbreviatesthe definite desaeiption “the average family”.

I For a detail ed criticism of many of Crimmins’ central points, see Mak Richard
(2000.

VI Counterpart theorists may dissent from this daim, sincethe postulatesgoverning
courterpart theory in Lewis (1968 are explicitly intended to al ow for the posshbility that
one objed can have two courterparts in ancther world.

XX am particularly indebted to dsaussonwith Jef Kingin the following four
paragraphs, aswell asto the excdlent disaussonin Richard (2000, pp. 21&0).

X This seondexampleis dueto Jef King.

I Thesevery same worriesof course aisefor Crimmins analysis of belief asaiption.
Why is “John believesthat Hegerus is Phospharus, and hencethat they are distinct”
aways infeli citous? Richard (2000, pp. 2120) also arguesthat Crimmins' pretense
acourt hasdifficultieswith fadive atitudes

Xl Here is another possble regporse Perhaps the dismurseis odd, ecaiseit’ s part of the
pretensethat Hegperus and Phospharus ae two planets, andit is oddfor pragmatic
rea®ns to mention explicitly rulesof generation. But this can't be corred. Suppsewere
playing Cowboys and Indians, and Bill y hasbeen desgnated as a Indian. Whereasit
may be oddto pant at Billy andsay, “He's an Indian”, it' s dealy na false But the
disoursesin (18) are dealy fase

Xl Simply usevariables asin “Whenever x and yare identicd, then whenever x hasa
property, y hasthat property”.

XV 3amesWoodkridge (ms.) usesthis point to make adistinction between what he cdls
“intrinsic” pretense and “extrinsic” pretense Intrinsic pretenseis the pretenseinvolved in
adisooursethat employs expressons that do na have literal uses

XV |Interedingly, Walton's paint doesnot generalizeto dsoursesdisaussel by dher
hermeneutic fictionalists. For example, agragp o “there ae & leas two prime numbers”
does sem to require agrag o theliteral meaning o “two”, which, acording to the
hermeneutic fictionali st abou arithmetic, appeasin a wnstruction like “Two apples ae
onthetable”. So, Walton'sway ou of theincredulous gare objedionisnat open to the
hermeneutic fictionalist abou arithmetic.

XM | am once ayain indebted to disausson with Jef Kingin the next threeparagraphs.
The examplesin (19) are his.

XM Allan Gibbard has siggeded to me that sentences smewhat like (19) are felicitous,
asin“Zeusistoo paverful to exist”. | certainly have noacount of the senantics of
sentenceslike this. However, this setenceis not analogous to any o the setencesin
(19). Theinfinitive “to exist” introduces amodal element which isladkingin the
sentencesin (19).

XMil The occurrenceof “it” in (20) is alazy pronounin the seseof Gead (1980, which
is shorthand for “the fourtain of youth”.

XX This acourt beas cetain similaritiesto Evans’ view of singuar negative existentials.
According to Evans, singuar negative existential sentences ontain a mvert ‘redly’
operator, whose senanticsistaken relative to a mntextually sdient pretense Modal
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existence gatements, in contrad, do nd invalve this operator. But | am not completely
certain which dof the following ohjedions ae dso oljedionsto Evans' acourt.

', Kroon (2000,footnote 107) recognzesthe paint, but doesnat bring ou its implications.
"Walton (2000, p. 8Y comesthe doses of anyore in this literature to recogrizing that a
pretense acourt of idioms hasfew advantagesover an acourt that doesn't apped to
pretense After givingalist of idioms, Walton (I1bid.) writes “These ae famili ar ways of
saying thingsthat, otherwise havelittl e, if any, sdient conredionwith the dandard
literal meanings of the words used. One would be hard presse to predict the idiomatic
useof these setences smply from the literal meanings and the context of utterance
Speekers must simply lean that pretending to asset that someone fixed someone’s
wagon, a pretending to asset this using thesewords, is, in English, away of saying that
thefirst person dd the seond orein...” But this acount hasno advantage over an
acourt that bypassegpretense dtogether.

"I have been influenced in what foll ows by Nunberg, Sag, and Waow' s important
(1994).

" Higginbatham (1985 claims that “average” in (1) also has a adverbial reading. That
is, acording to Higginbaham, (1) has areading rougHy that can be paraphrasel as ‘On
average, men are worried abou their fallingincomes”. On thisrealing, even Bill Gatesis
relevant to the truth of the propasition expresse. | saiously dould that (1) has areading
where Bill Gates financial concerns aerelevant to its truth, and | think that subseguent
disausgons of the senanticsof “average” , such asCarlson and Pell etier (2000, suffer
from the adoption d Higginbaham's mistaken intuition.

" Thereis arather sizedle literature onthe metaphysicsof scdes For a dasscd
disausson d thisimportant topic, cf. Cressvell (1976,e9. pp. 2806285); for arecent
disausson, cf. Kennedy (2000.

'] am neutral onwhether the presence of ameasire-phraseis required to make a
meagsire sdient, or whether ameasire can be made sdi ent by the nonlingustic context
(thoughseebelow).

M Taking degreesto be points ona scée rather than intervals ona scéeis ontroversial
(cf. Kennedy (2000). A variant of the senantics preseinted here can be given for views
that takesdegreesto be intervals.

Mi Thereis a omplication here, dueto the fad that on Kennedy's accourt one and the
sane scée can be assciated with dfferent functions from objedsto pantsonit. This
alows, e.g.,“long’ and“wide” to dencte different functions from objedsto the sane
scde, yet imposedifferent orderings ontheir domains (cf. Kennedy (1997, p. 109). So,
strictly spe&king, the denatation o ‘[0’ isonly determined in part by the contextualy
sdient scde; thereis afurther contextual fador that determineswhich kinds of measire
functions aeitsvalues

Mil The fad that ‘average’ operateson the measire function allows a snooth treament of
sentences sich as ‘The arerage grade was82’, which would na be given the wrrea
treament if ‘average’ operated only onthe sé of valuesof the measire function.

" From Kennedy (1997, Chapter 2), with ‘ABS replaced by‘Equal’ .

™ There aetwo problems remaining to be lved onthis acourt of adverbial “average”.
Thefirst invalves satences sich as “The average mother has2.3 children andisfive foot
two inchestall”. The seondisthat, as Mak Richard panted ou to me, if the average
height of Canadiansisthe sane asthe arerage height of US citizens, it appeasthat the
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acourt predicts that there can be atrue utterance of “ The average Canadian isidenticd
to the average American”. In forthcoming work, | tred both of these oncernsin detail .
™ This paper wasoriginally conceived as a ommentary on Mark Crimmins and Stephen
Y ablo at a pretense ympaosium at the Eagern Division APA in December 2000.1 am
very grateful to bah of them. | first becane truly concerned abou the gpread of
hermeneutic fictionalism when | read Crimmins (1998. Before that paper, the literature
on regative eistentials provided the only examplesof hermeneutic fictionali st analyses
that attempted to med the high standards of proof required in the phil osophy d language.
| first becane aquainted with Y ablo’s work throughattending atalk of his, and have
followed it closdy sincethen, findingit bath fasenating and enraging. | also leaned a
grea ded from their readions & the APA sympasium, and a subseguent lengthy and
informative email exchange with Y ablo.

At certain pants during the conception d this paper, it wasgoingto be -
authored with Jdf King. Alas the processof co-authoring proved too complex.
Nevertheless Jdf hashad atremendous influence onthe fina reault, as fioud be evident
from the footnotes

Before immersing mysdf in thisliterature (curiously, a processthat beganin
eaned only when | arrived at The University of Michigan), my main expasure to the
evils of hermeneutic fictionalism wasthroughintensive disaussonwith Zoltan Szabo.
Even at the beginning d his graduate caee, it was dea that Zoltan was eperimenting
with forms of hermeneutic fictionalism in ortology, which at the time | had assamed was
due to insufficient nutritionin his native Hungary. | owe Zoltan ared debt of thanks for
having taught me $ much ower the yeas both abou fictionalism and ortologicd
commitment generally.

It is perhaps dea from the footnatesthat if one walks from my officeto the
bathroom, the first threeofficesone encourters ae, in order, David Velleman's, Thomas
Hofweber’s, and Rich Thomason's. | owe eat of them ared debt of gratitude for
extensive disausson d the topicsof my paper, and | am sure they will al be pleasé to
hea that | am moving onto aher topics Amongmy Michigan colleagues | particularly
need to single out Kendall Walton, who generously contributed hous of histime during
my first semeder at Michigan to educaing me dou pretense Tamar Gender and Mark
Richard also contributed significantly to the final result by excdlent comments onthe
penultimate draft. | also owe a sgnificant debt to Richard (2000, which could be read as
a companion geceto this paper. Finaly, | have dso benefited from disausson with
Michad Fara, Delia Graff, Richard Hed, David Hill s, Alan Ledie, Peter Ludlow, Jdf
Pelletier, Larry Sklar, JanesWoodlridge, and to the audience d the APA sympaosium.
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