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Foreword

Laura Mari"
laura.mari.8 1 @gmail.com

Michele Paolini Paoletti*
michele.paolinip@gmail.com

The destiny of Meinongianism in the Anglo-American analytic philosophy in
the first half of the 20" Century is summarized by G. Ryle, 1972’s well-known

remark:

Let us frankly concede from the start that Gegenstandstheorie itself is dead,
buried and not going to be resurrected. Nobody is going to argue again that,
for example, ‘there are objects concerning which it is the case that there are no
such objects’. Nobody is going to argue again that the possibility of ethical and
aesthetic judgments being true requires that values be objects of a special sort.

Unfortunately, philosophers typically make bad prophecies. Nine years before,
in 1963, John N. Findlay published the second edition of one of the most
important studies on Meinong’s philosophy: Meinong’s Theory of Objects and
Values (Findlay, 1963). In 1967, Gustav Bergmann published his Realism. A
Critique of Brentano and Meinong (commented in this issue by Guido Bonino)
(Bergmann, 1967). Seven years later, in 1974, Reinhardt Grossmann
published another important book on Meinong’s theory of objects
(Grossmann, 1974).

Yet, this was only the beginning of the Meinong-Renaissance. In the United
States, the growing interest of two philosophers in Meinong’s theories
(Roderick M. Chisholm and Hector-Neri Castaiieda) provided the Meinong-
Renaissance with deep and insightful new theoretical intuitions. While
Findlay’s and Grossmann’s studies aimed at clarifying Meinong’s thoughts
after several historical misunderstandings — even provided that it was difficult
for English-speaking philosophers to read and understand Meinong’s original
texts —, Chisholm’s and Castaieda’s works somehow anticipated the
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development of Neo-Meinongianism, i.e. a renewed and (at least in part, as we
will see) simplified version of Meinongianism. In 1967, Chisholm wrote the
entry “Meinong, Alexius” in the Encyclopedia of Philosophy published by
MacMillan (Chisholm, 1967). Seven years before, in 1960, he published the
English translation of Meinong’s 1904 Uber Gegenstandstheorie (Chisholm
(ed.), 1960) and in 1973 he summarized some typical Meinongian theses in
his paper Beyond Being and Nonbeing (Chisholm, 1973). On the other hand,
Castanieda exposed in 1974 his Guise Theory, that seemed to present
important connections with Meinong’s theory of objects (Castaiieda, 1974),
even though Castaiieda cannot be properly considered a Neo-Meinongian for
many reasons (e.g., guises are different from Meinongian objects). However,
Castafieda introduced the idea that there is more than one way of predication
and this idea was already part of Meinong’s legacy (it was suggested by one of
Meinong’s pupils, Ernst Mally, who also suggested the distinction between
characterising and non-characterising properties, thus being the legitimate
founder of two Neo-Meinongian doctrines).

In 1976, in turn, one of Castafieda’s pupils, William J. Rapaport,
completed his PhD dissertation on /lntentionality and the Structure of
Existence (Rapaport, 1976 and 1978). Rapaport examined some data and
some problems that typically affect our ontology when we try to introduce in it
intentional objects. He proposed a theory according to which there are two
kinds of objects (Meinongian and actual objects) and two ways of predication
(constituency and exemplification): Meinongian objects both are constituted
by properties and exemplify them, while actual objects only exemplify
properties. This distinction was motivated by recalling, among other, the well-
known Russell’s objections against Meinong (Russell, 2003, 80-84).
Rapaport’s theory was perhaps the first example of the Neo-Meinongian dual
copula strategy (Orilia, 2005 and Berto, 2012) or, as we would better claim,
of the instantiation-centered Neo-Meinongianism. Unfortunately, this theory
was affected by the paradox originally discovered by Roman Clark with regard
to the guise theory (Clark, 1978) and much discussion focused on that critical
point.

In 1974, Terence Parsons published A Prolegomenon to Meinongian
Semantics (Parsons, 1974), that was followed by an article on fictional objects
(Parsons, 1975), and, in 1980, he exposed his Neo-Meinongian theory to a
larger extent in the book Nonexistent objects (Parsons, 1980). In opposition
to the dual copula strategy and developing Mally’s second suggestion, Parsons
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accepted a distinction between characterising and non-characterising
properties of objects: ontological properties, for example, are non-
characterising and cannot be assumed to constitute an object. Parsons’ theory
represents the second, Neo-Meinongian strategy to deal with the problems
surrounding the objects’ theory: the property-centered Neo-Meinongianism.

However, the most comprehensive book on Meinongianism was written in
1979 by an Australian philosopher, Richard Routley (then Richard Sylvan):
Exploring Meinong’s Jungle and Beyond. An investigation of noneism and the
theory of items (Routley, 1979), that was anticipated by many articles (for
example, Routley, 1966). The publication of this monumental book perhaps
represented the moment in which Meinongians became strongly aware of their
distinction from (and opposition to) the mainstream Frege-Russell-Quine view
of ontology: Meinong’s jungle and its flourishing of items (even strange
ones)overtly contrasted Quine’s desert landscapes, i.e. Quine’s principle of
economy in ontology (Quine, 1948), even though one diffused reading of this
opposition misunderstands Meinong’s ideas, by claiming that, for
Meinongians, there exist (or, simply, there are) objects that Quinean
ontologists could not accept, so that such objects turn out to be part of
ontology. However, Meinongianism, by accepting that there are objects that do
not exist, was considered by Routley a minority view, that went against the
“establishment philosophers”. In reply, David K. Lewis declared that Routley
was not a noneist, but an allist, since he simply accepted the existence of
controversial items (e.g., fictional and merely possible ones) (Lewis, 1990). In
order to make Meinongian positions intelligible, many Non-Meinongians still
follow this interpretation, by claiming that Meinongians are committed to the
existence of strange items orthat they at least distinguish being from existence,
so that every item has being, even though not all the items exist. Thus, even the
definition of the disagreement between Meinongians and Non-Meinongians
became problematic.

In 1983, in his book Abstract objects, Edward N. Zalta developed the dual
copula strategy by using a vast logical apparatus (Zalta, 1983 and 1988). In
the same year, after a long series of articles on Meinongian themes, Karel
Lambert published his Meinong and the Principle of Independence (Lambert,
1983). On the other hand, Dale Jacquette accepted the property-centered
Neo-Meinongianism (that was defended by Routley too) and tried to define the
distinction between characterising and non-characterising properties on
logical grounds (for example, Jacquette, 1996).
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More recently, a third form of Neo-Meinongianism emerged: Graham
Priest’s modal approach (adopted by Francesco Berto too) (for example, Priest,
2005 and 20062, and Berto, 2010 and 2012). Following the modal approach,
items do not only instantiate properties in the actual world, but they instantiate
them in other possible (and impossible) worlds too. Thus, Pegasus is not a
unicorn in the actual world (there are no unicorns here!), but it is a unicorn in
some possible world, while the round square is not round and square in the
actual world, but it is round and square in some impossible world. In the actual
world, it is legitimate to refer to such items that instantiate strange properties
in other worlds, and this seems to set the distinctions between modes of
predications or between kinds of properties apart. Together with a growing
interest in paraconsistent logic (i.e., logic that accepts that there are — in the
actual world or at least in some impossible world — true contradictions and that
such contradictions do not obey the ex falso quodlibetlaw), the definition and
the status of impossible worlds nowadays is one of the most discussed topics in
ontology and logic.

After these historical remarks, it is now time to ask: what do Neo-
Meinongians believe? They typically accept many theses that reasonably derive
from Meinong’s philosophy: objects are what they are — i.e. they instantiate or
they are characterized by their properties — independently of their ontological
status (principle of the independence of the Sosein); every set of properties (at
least under some qualification) constitutes an object (principle of the freedom
of assumption); our primary quantifiers are not ontologically loaded, so that
there are objects that do not exist; more generally, there are objects that do not
have any kind of being at all. One important and obvious consequence of such
theses is that there are many objects that do not exist and that nevertheless have
some properties: Pegasus, the round square, and so on.

Neo-Meinongians learnt from the Russell-Meinong debate that it was
necessary to qualify the principle of the freedom of assumption, in order to deal
with difficult cases, such as the case of the existent round square. In fact, if we
take the existent round square at face value, it is characterized by the
properties of being round, of being a square and of existing, so that, given the
unqualified reading of that principle, the existent round square exists, even
though we all know that it does not exist. Furthermore, Neo-Meinongians had
to defend their theses from the Russellian objection according to which they
violate the law of non-contradiction and the law of excluded middle orthey had
at least to justify such violations, in order to make them reasonable and
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unproblematic. Finally, further difficulties emerged from the general problem
of implicit properties: for example, is Pegasus an animal, provided that it is a
unicorn, even though the Greek myth does not explicitly asserts that it is an
animal? [s it legitimate to claim that it is characterized by the property of being
an animal too? Or is it incomplete with regard to that property, i.e. it is neither
true, nor false that it has it?

In order to reply to the first objection, Neo-Meinongians limited the
principle of the freedom of assumption under some qualification. For example,
property-centered Neo-Meinongians (such as Parsons, Routley, Jacquette)
claimed that every set of characterising (or nuclear) properties constitutes an
object, while instantiation-centered Neo-Meinongians (such as Rapaport and
Zalta) accepted that every set of properties constitutes an object, insofar as
those properties are encoded (in Zalta’s terms) by that object. Finally, modal
Neo-Meinongians (such as Priest and Berto) roughly claimed that every set of
properties constitutes an object, insofar as those properties are instantiated by
that object 7n some (possible or impossible) world. It is not necessary to recall
here the advantages and the problems of each solution. However, it is
important to remark that there are some points in which Neo-Meinongianism
differs from Meinong’s original philosophy.

Firstly, as we have already noticed, Neo-Meinongians restricted Meinong’s
principle of the freedom of assumption — even though Meinong himself was
inclined to think that it was necessary to introduce some restriction (with
regard to the existent round square, he claimed that the property of being
existent — that is instantiated by that object - is different from the property of
existing — that is not instantiated by it). Secondly, Neo-Meinongians did not
accept that there are different kinds of being. In particular, they did not accept
subsistence as the kind of being of abstract objects and of some objectives. For
Neo-Meinongians, objects either exist, or do not exist. Thirdly, they did not
deepen every aspect of Meinong’s philosophy: for example, they did not
investigate objectives (or, at least, they did not suggest original theories about
them) and they did not focus on aesthetic values and on ethics. Neo-
Meinongianism only covered some areas of philosophy: ontology of fiction, at
first — even though they did not developed full theories of art and aesthetic
judgment —, logic, the problem of the reference of seemingly empty names —
and some other issues in philosophy of language. On the other hand, with
regard to the ontology of time and to the theory of knowledge, for example,
there are only some remarks by Routley that still need to be studied in depth.



VI Humana.Mente - Issue 25 — December 2013

However, even though Neo-Meinongianism still represents a non-fully
developed minority view, many recent philosophical intuitions seem to
corroborate some of Meinong’s ideas or they seem to be nearer to the
Meinongian spirit than traditional theories. Here are some examples.

In 1973, in his lessons on Reference and Existence (Kripke, 2013), Saul
Kripke argued for a heretical thesis: fictional objects — such as Sherlock
Holmes and Pegasus — exist. In 1977, in full Quinean spirit, Peter van Inwagen
agreed with this idea, by claiming that, provided that it is legitimate to quantify
over such items and provided that our quantifiers are ontologically committing,
fictional objects have existence (van Inwagen, 1977). Nathan Salmon (1987)
and (1998) and Amie Thomasson (1999) came to the same conclusion and
Thomasson developed a full artifactualist theory of fictional items.
Artifactualism differs from Meinongianism in two important respects: while the
former claims that ficza exist and that they are created by their authors,
Meinongians typically assert that ficza do not exist and that they are somehow
found out by their authors (provided that the objects of the author’s thoughts
do not depend, for their being what they are, on the author’s mental activity).
However, ficta somehow conquered (at least for artifactualism) the right of
being accepted gua objects by the theory of fiction — a right that they already
had in Meinong’s theory of objects.

Furthermore, what about the idea that there are items that do not exist?
Even though many ontologists still maintain that everything whatsoever exist —
so that existence can be considered, at best, a non-discriminating property of
objects (for a recent example, Rami, 2013) —, it is worth asking whether there
are existing objects that are not real or not concrete. Timothy Williamson
notoriously argued that every possible object exists, so that possibilia have
necessary existence, even though not every object is concrete (Williamson,
2002). Applying this idea to the ontology of time (in particular, with regard to
presentist theories), some philosophers argued that there are (= exist) now
objects that are not now concrete (for example, Hinchliff, 1988, and Orilia,
2012): Julius Caesar, for example, still exists, even though he is not concrete
anymore (he is an ex-concretum). Other philosophers distinguished being
from existence (for example, Yourgrau, 1987), by asserting that there still are
merely past objects, even though they do not exist anymore. Finally, in
metaontological debates, Fine (2009) distinguished reality from existence —
or, better, reality from what is expressed by the existential quantifier. In sum,
from the perspective of some philosophers who still believe that everything
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exists, what is captured by the predicate “exist” seems nevertheless not to be
sufficient to define the ontological status of some problematic items — such as
merely past or merely possible ones. With regard to the Meinongian possibility
of there being kinds of being different from existence, ontological pluralists
(for example, McDaniel 2009, 2010) and (Turner, 2010)) recently argued
that there are many ways of being (or of existing) — still accepting that
everything exists in some way or another — and that such ways of existing are
more natural or fundamental than existence in general.

Ryle’s prediction came out to be incorrect but, as we have seen, Neo-
Meinongianism even if inspired by Meinong’s theory of objects has not lead to
a deep and accurate analysis of Meinong’s philosophy. This is not per se a
problem; on the contrary it has the merit of having brought Meinong back to
the scene of contemporary philosophical discussion. But is it really Meinong
that has resurrected? Or sometimes his name is simply attached to some topics
in order to convey the idea that it is something strange, unconventional, or out
of the mainstream? Currently there are two ways of treating Meinong: a
methodological historical side, that deepens Meinong’s topics analyzing his
works in order to undertake a historical and conceptual reconstruction of his
philosophy (clarifying the different steps, the Brentanian background and so
on), and Neo-Meinongianism that takes some of his most famous ideas and
builds on them new different theories, without closely adhering to Meinong’s
works. But is it possible to find a matching point between the historical
Meinong and Neo-Meinongism?

In order to answer to this question, it is worth moving from the Meinong-
Russell dispute, because the way Meinong was depicted there has been the last
word on Meinong’s philosophy so well described by Ryle. In fact, as it is well
known, Russell’s strong critique of Meinong had a great weight in disregarding
Meinong within the analytical tradition. However, it is important to remind that
Russell gave great importance to Meinong’s works, offering a careful analysis
of them in several Reviews of his papers, published between 1899 and1907.
For example, Russell ends the Review of Uber die Stellung  der
Gegenstandstheorie published in 1907 — hence after On Denoting — as
follows:

In what precedes, I have dwelt chiefly on points in which Meinong seems open
to criticism. But such points are few and slight compared to the points in which
his views seem to me true and important. Moreover his contentions are in all
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cases clear, and whether right or not, they imperatively demand consideration
(Russell, 1907, p. 93).

This quotation shows that Russell’s criticism of Meinong was not a simple
dismiss of the theory of object, but a deep analysis of the problems he was
trying to find a solution for, solution that he presented in On Denoting
(Russell, 1905). In On Denoting, in fact, Russell offers a different answer to
the problems he was dwelling with in the preceding years, as he exposed in 7he
Principles of Mathematics (Russell, 1903). If we carefully look at Russell’s
reviews, it is possible to note that the controversy with Meinong does not deal
primarily with impossible objects. Rather it is a wide and comprehensive
confront that moves from themes of descriptive psychology (as the distinction
between representation, assumption and judgment or the one between mental
act, content and object), to the notion of being, the existential import of
propositions, as well as the notion of object, which brings to light a different
ontological framework of the two authors. Within this confront, the increasing
attention reserved by Russell to impossible objects can be considered as what
makes manifest the change of the theory Russell undertook from 7he
Principlesto On Denoting:

Before 1905 Russell shared with Meinong the idea that objects have to
“stand” already in order to be available for reference and predication. In 7he
Principles of Mathematics Russell distinguished existence from being, which
belong to any object whether it exists or not. Being thus is the general category
which any term - in so far as it is conceivable and then expressible in language
— must belong to; while existence pertains only to a subclass of terms: concrete
individuals. Russell then distinguishes between existence and being, because
he finds this distinction essential for the treatment of negative existential
statements, but considers being as the necessary precondition for any object to
be a genuine object. Meinong offered exactly the opposite strategy: he arrives
to hold that an object does not need an ontic status (neither existence or being)
in order to be what it is and to have properties truly predicated of it.
Objecthood is thus the precondition for investigating the ontic status of any
object. With the 7heory of Objects Meinong wants to build a science «whose
legitimate function is to deal with objects as such or objects in their totality»
(Meinong, 1904, p. 79) and in order to achieve this aim he believes that it is
necessary to overcome “the prejudice in favor of the actual” that brings to
consider what does not exist as mere nothing. Thus Meinong’s aim is that to
find out a way of investigating objects without any limitation, first of all that of
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existence, so that the Theory of Objects is — in Meinong’s words - a
«daseinsfreie Wissenschafi», that is, a science that does not undergo to the
limitations of existence nor — widening the principle — of being. To investigate
objects independently of their ontic status then means to analyse their formal
characters and the criteria of objecthood. The character of Daseinsfreiheit is
expressed by two principles at the core of Meinong’s philosophy: the principle
of Aussersein (extra-being) and the principle of the independence of Sosein
(So-being) from Sein (being), which are complementary. According to the
principle of independence objects are constituted by their Sosein, i.e. their
properties, which is unaffected by their non existence. This means that an
object s prior to the determination of its ontic status, that is, it is beyond being
and non-being. Objects are in the first instance ausserseiende (in this way they
can be apprehended), and then they can be determined as regard as their
existence or subsistence. The category of Aussersein introduced by Meinong
hence is what guarantees a semantic presence — as the lowest grade of Give-
ness — that makes objects available for reference and predication, without
which they could not be objects.

The irreparable point of divergence between Russell and Meinong lies then
in the ontological framework they offer: for Russell being constitutes the most
general and comprehensive ontological category and it is classificatory, since it
is a necessary presupposition, while for Meinong the fundamental category is
the level of Aussersein, which is not classificatory in contrast with being, which
includes the existent, the non-actual and the subsistent, i.e. the real and the
ideal. Meinong by introducing the principle of the independence of Sosein
from Sein detaches the notion of object from that of being, which in the Theory
of Objects” framework does not define the domain of objecthood. This
principle — at the core of many Neo-Meinongians elaborations — brings forth a
strong alternative way to the standard view, i.e. the Frege-Russell canon,
according to which being is a necessary presupposition for reference and
predication, because the notion of object — no more equivalent with entity -
goes far beyond the limit of being. The principle of independence determines
that any set of properties suffices to determine an object and to single it out.
This is a kind of combinatory level, at which any conjunction of properties
individuates an object that has to be recognized as such, in order then to
investigate its ontic status. It is the Sosezn which identifies an object, while its
ontic status is in any way external to it. It is indeed the nature of the object that
allows for a distinction with regard to the mode of being: «the nature of objects
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is such that either allows them to exist and to be perceived or prohibits it; so
that, if they have being, this cannot be existence but only subsistence»
(Meinong, 1921, pp. 17-18). It is then the nature of the object which
determines whether the object can exist (or subsist) or not, but if it allows for
existence (subsistence resp.) then the object is completely determined. Real
and ideal objects follow the law of excluded middle, so that they are determined
in all their respects and it is for this reason that they are entities. Nevertheless,
subsistence and existence exhaust the domain of completeness (Meinong,
1915, pp. 185, 191, 202), so that to be - both in the sense of existence and
subsistence — means to be an individual. But within Meinong’s framework are
there also incomplete objects, i.e. objects that have only a finite number of
properties which do not exist nor subsist and along with them are there those
objects that violate the law of contradiction (as the famous round square),
whose non-being is thus determined by their having contradictory propertics.
But these objects are not individuals, since they are not determined in all their
respect; nevertheless they can be understood and apprehended in virtue of
their having a «remnant of positional character» (Meinong, 1921, p. 21), i.e.
Aussersein.

This means that while the notion of object is ontic neutral, that of individual
is instead determined and is a synonym of entity.

One of the greatest merits of Meinong’s Theory of Object lies in having
disentangled the problem of having properties from that of ontological
determination, that is, in having proposed a theory without extensionalist
presuppositions, offering thus an alternative way of treating the notion of
object, which is basic to any ontological theory. Moreover, the desire to escape
the desert landscapes of Quinecan ontology that gave rise to neo-
Meinongianism comes out to be very close to the original need explored by
Meinong to find a place for heimatlos objects and that brought his so far.

In sum, forty-one years after Ryle’s prophecy, it seems that Meinongianism
is still vital and that many philosophers — even without considering themselves
Meinongians — are coming to conclusions that seem to be quite near to (or at
least compatible with) Meinongianism. After the first works in Neo-
Meinongianism, this fact maybe represents the third stage of the Meinong-
Renaissance — provided that the second one is represented by the rise of modal
Neo-Meinongianism. We only wish to remark that, just after Ryle’s clear-cut
judgment on Meinong’s theory of objects, Neo-Meinongianism somehow
“lived” its best decade (from the publication in 1974 of Grossman’s and
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Castafieda works to the publication of Zalta’s Abstract Objects in 1983,
passing through Rapaport’s, Parsons’, Routley’s works). Perhaps, Meinong’s
theory of objects was not that dead. Or, if it was dead, it was nevertheless going
to be resurrected.
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ABSTRACT

In this paper we explain how the intentional objects of our mental states
can be represented by the intensional objects of conceptual realism. We
first briefly examine and show how Brentano’s actualist theory of
judgment and his notion of an immanent object have a clear and natural
representation in our conceptualist logic of names. We then briefly
critically examine Meinong’s theory of objects before turning finally to
our own representation of intentional objects in terms of the intensional
objects of conceptual realism. We conclude by explaining why
existence-entailing concepts are so basic to our commonsense
framework and how these concepts and their intensions can be used to
model Meinong’s ontology.

According to Franz Brentano the content [ /nhalt] of a mental state “contains an
immanent objectivity,” which Brentano described as the “intentional
inexistence” of an object." Intentional inexistence is a scholastic notion, which
means existence in the mental act itself. Brentano did not intend to take an
immanent objectivity to be the independent existence (or being) of an
intentional object, in other words, but just the opposite: an immanent object
has no being outside of the mental act in which it occurs, which means that it is
a psychological and not a semantic content that “contains” such an object.
Brentano was a strict actualist, moreover: nothing exists or has any other mode
of being other than the actual concrete objects that exist at the time that the
mental act occurs.”

" Indiana Uniy ersity. Bloomington, IN, USA.
; Brentano 1874a, p. 50.

We assume that Brentano allowed for reference to past objects that no longer exist, however,
because unlike future objects their individuation is now settled. This is a minor qualification of his
actualism.
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That is not how his student, Alexius Meinong, understood the situation in
his “Theory of Objects”. For Meinong, an intentional object is not an
immanent object of a judgment but rather it is a constituent of the “Objective”
(which is something like a state of affairs) toward which the content of that
judgment is directed. As a constituent of an Objective an intentional object is
said to be a “pure object” that is independent of that mental act, or even of the
possibility of there being such a mental act. The objects in Meinong’s ontology
include far more than the concrete objects that exist at the time of a mental act;
in particular, they include impossible as well as merely possible objects, and
also Objectives and the properties and relations that might be constituents or
components of those Objectives. Brentano’s strict actualism is too restrictive
an ontology, but Meinong went much too far in his ontology of Objectives with
objects that are “outside of being” (ausserseiend).

In what follows we will explain how the intentional (with a ¢) objects of our
mental acts can be represented by the intensional (with an s) objects that are
projected in conceptual realism as the semantic contents of the concepts
exercised in those acts. These intensional objects do not exist as part of our
mental acts, i.e., they do not have “intentional inexistence,” but they also do
not exist independently of language, culture and consciousness in general.
Conceptual realism is a rich but consistent framework that goes well beyond
Brentano’s actualism, but also well short of Meinong’s theory of objects. We
have described this framework in detail elsewhere and w111 give only enough of
a brief sketch of it here to serve our present purpose.’ In doing so we will
briefly examine and formally represent Brentano’s theory of Judgments and
then see how Meinong’s intentional objects, when appropriately relativized,
can be represented in this framework without adopting his ontology of objects
thatare “outside of being”

1.Conceptualism and the Logic of Names.

Conceptualism is based on a theory of our speech and mental acts, where a
speech act is a mental act that is expressed verbally. These acts are the result of
our exercising concepts as cognitive capacities, including especially referential

3 . . . . . . .
The logical core of the framework is a second-order logic with nominalized predicates as abstract

singular terms called H ST;Q . For a more detailed account of conceptual realism than we will give
here, see Cocchiarella 1996, and Cocchiarella 2007.
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and predicable concepts. Concepts are what underlie thought and our capacity
for language in general, and, in particular, concepts as cognitive capacities are
what underlie our rule-following abilities in the use of language, including
especially our use of referential and predicable expressions. Referential
concepts are the capacities by which we purport to refer to objects, and
predicable concepts are the capacities by which we characterize those objects.
In other words, referential concepts are what underlie the intentionality and
directedness of our speech and mental acts, which they do by informing those
acts with a referential nature. Predicable concepts inform those acts with a
predicable nature.

A judgment, in particular, is the result of jointly exercising a referential and
a predicable concept. This is not the traditional medieval or Port Royal view of
judgment as a combining or separating of concepts (as mental images),
however. As cognitive capacitics concepts are not images or any other sort of
mental phenomena in the sense of particular mental occurrences, and they
cannot be combined or separated in the medieval or Port Royal sense. In fact,
concepts cannot be separated in any sense, and their “combination” or joint
exercise is really a form of mutual saturation. In other words, as cognitive
capacities, concepts have an unsaturated nature, a nature which, when
exercised as capacities, results in particular mental acts (events). As
unsaturated capacities, moreover, referential and predicable concepts have
complementary structures that when exercised together result in a speech or
mental act in just the way that quantifiers (or noun) phrases and predicate (or
verb) expressions have complementary structures that complement each other
in the construction of declarative sentences or propositional formulas.

The logical framework for conceptualism, which is independent of its
development into the fuller framework of conceptual realism, consists of a
logic of names, relative to which, as it turns out, Le$niewski’s system of
ontology (which he also called a logic of names) can be reduced (and
reinterpreted in a more natural way).* Here by names we mean common as well
as proper names, i.e., proper and common nouns, including mass nouns as well
as count nouns, and also gerunds in their role as verbal nouns.

We use the letters A, B, and C to represent names in formulas (though
informally we will also use proper and common names spelled out in italics).
Our conceptualist logic of names can be described in terms of a free first-order

*Sce Cocchiarella 2001, and Cocchiarella 2007, chapter 10.
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logic with identity, but extended to include indexed quantifiers affixed to
names, as, €.g., with the expressions (VxHorse) and (3yMan) , which are
read as ‘every horse’ and ‘some man’, or also simply as “a man’.” Complex
names, such as “‘man who is over six-feet tall’ or ‘car that has four wheel-drive’,
i.e., names with a qualifying relative clause, are represented as Man/Over -
six - feet(x) and Car/Has-4-Wheel -Drive(y), where the forward

slash marks the beginning of the relative clause.® We rephrase attributive
adjectives, as in ‘round square’, as predicative adjectives in a relative clause, as
e.g., ‘square that is round’. Attributive adjectives such as “alleged’ in “alleged
thief” are really operators, as in ‘person who is alleged to be a thief’, where
“alleged’ would be symbolized as the operator ‘it is alleged that’.”

The indexed quantifier 3 is affixed to a proper name, as e.g.
(3xSocrates), when we want to represent a use of that name that is with

existential presupposition, i.e., with the presupposition that the name
denotes.” The quantifier V is affixed to a proper name, as e.g.
(VyPegasus) , when we want to represent a use of the name ‘Pegasus’ that is

without existential presupposition. Definite descriptions, which function in
both natural language and in our logic the same way that quantifier phrases do,
can also be used with and without existential presupposition. Our treatment of
definite descriptions is especially appropriate, moreover, because of the way

5 . . . . . .
> We do not read 3 as “there exists’ in this logic, but as ‘there is’. For ‘there exists” we would use

E|e , which can either be defined in terms of the predicate E! for existence or taken as an additional
primitive quantifier. We allow for things that do not exist, e.g., past objects, and, when the logic is
later extended, future and possible objects, and abstract objects as well. All of these objects will be
values of the bound object variables in conceptual realism. For Brentano’s ontology, we assume that

there arepast objects that do not now exist. That is why (E'X)—|E' (X) is both meaningful and true

in Brentano’s ontology. This is only a minor extension of his strict actualism.
% The following theorém schemas indicate how relative clauses are understood in this logic:

(VXATF (X)) gx <> (VXA)[F (X) = ¢x],
(EXAF (X))gx <> (IXA)F (X) A gx].

7 Other attributive adjectives such as *big’ and “small’, as in big mouse” and “small elephant’ have an
analy sis more involved than as a simple predicate ad]uuvw butwe will not go into that analysis here.

% Proper names differ from common names in that a proper name denotes at most one object (if any)
and the same object in any possible world in which that object exists. In other words, the following

meaning postulate is assumed to hold for each proper name A thatis introduced into the system:

Q(VXA)Q(VYA)(Y = X) AQJEN(X) > EyA) (X = Y)D).
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we interpret our speech and mental acts as the joint exercise of a referential and
a predicable concept, which means that all referential expressions, including
definite descriptions, are to be represented in this logic by quantifier phrases.
We use the quantifier 3, to represent the use of a definite description that is

with existential presupposition, as in
(3, xMan/(Tall(x) A Blue — Eyed (x)) Italian (x)

for an assertion of “The tall blue-eyed man is talian’ in a context where there is
such a unique individual. The axiom schema for the quantifier 3, is:

EXAF(X) & EXA)(VYA)(Y = x) A F(X)]-

We use the dual quantifier expression V, for the use of a definite description

that is without existential presupposition, as in “The student who writes the
best essay will receive a grade of A’ in a context in which two or more students

might write the best essays equally well. The axiom scema for V| is:

(VIXA)F (X) < (VA)(VYA)Y = X) > F(X)].

2. Brentano’s Theory of Judgment

There are three types of intentionality (or “ways of being conscious of an
object”) according to Brentano. The primary way is by presentation
(Vorstellung), by which was meant an act in which “something”, an immanent
objectivity, is presented. Presentations are the primary form of intentionality,
according to Brentano, because they are the basis for all other mental
phenomena, including judgments and desires, as well as every kind of
emotional mental act.” In an act of loving or hating, for example, one takes an
emotional stand pro- or con toward the content of a presentation. An
emotional state of mind is the second of the three types of intentionality.
Judgments (Urteile) are the third type of intentionality, where, by a
judgment, Brentano meant an act of affirming or denying the content of a
presentation.'” The content of a judgment, in other words, is of the same type
of immanent objectivity as the content of a presentation, or of an emotional

Brentano 1874a,p. 42.
"Brentano 1874b. p. 63.
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state. The only difference is that with a judgment one takes a stand of affirming
or denying the content of a presentation. That is why Brentano also rejected
the traditional medieval view of judgment as a combining or separating of
concepts. !

Thus, presented with the content or immanent objectivity of “a learned
man”, which can be represented by the complex name “man who is learned”,
symbolized as Man/Learned (X) , one can either affirm or deny the existence
of such a man.'”” Of course, one might object: how can what is not a
proposition, specifically an immanent objectivity, be affirmed or denied?
Brentano’s answer is that we can use the predicate ‘exists’ ( E!) to express a
judgment that is an affirmation, and ‘does not exist’ (—=E!) to express a denial;
thus,

(3xMan/Learned (x))E!(x)
will represent what it is to affirm the existence of alearned man, and

(3xMan/Learned (x))—E!(x)

to deny the existence of a learned man. Note that the quantifier phrase
(3xMan/Learned(x)) is read as ‘a man who is learned’ (or equivalently as ‘a
learned man’) in this context, even though it might be read in a different
context as ‘some man who is learned’. But in no context is it read as “There
exists a man who is learned’, otherwise it would be contradictory to speak of
there existing a learned man who does not exist.

Of course, the above representation of the proposition that a learned man
does not exist is not logically correct. Rather, the correct way to represent the
proposition is by having the negation sign up front instead of before the
existence predicate E!. But that is not how Brentano described his theory of
denial, which is what we are proposing to represent here. (In any case, we will
return to the correct way to represent denials, namely with the negation sign up
front, later in section 4 below.) Meinong, incidentally, would say in this case
(and in other similar cases noted below) that if the proposition were true, then
some man who is learned would be a “pure” object that does not exist; but that
is an interpretation Brentano emphatically rejected.

" Ibid. Swrictly speaking, Brentano speaks of a combining and separating of propertics, not of
concepts.
2 1bid., p. 64.
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In regard to the predicate ‘exists’, Brentano insists that it does not
represent a property, though it is meaningful to predicate it as just indicated.
Thus, according to Brentano, when we say ‘A exists’, it “ is not the
conjunction of an attribute ‘existence’ with “A’, but “ A’ itself which we
affirm,” and similarly with the denial that Aexists (ibid.). Nor does ‘exist’
represent a property in conceptualism, incidentally; but it does stand for a
concept as a cognitive capacity underlying and accounting for our use of this
predicate in natural language. It is noteworthy, moreover, that what Brentano
called an immanent objectivity, which is what he claimed accounted for the
intentionality or directedness and referentiality of a mental act, coincides in
conceptualism with the exercise of a referential concept, which in
conceptualism is what accounts for the intentionality of a mental act as well.

Now according to Brentano every proposition (.5azz) is of one of the four
traditional forms of categorical proposition. Here, by a proposition Brentano
does not mean the abstract content or meaning of a sentence, the ontology of
which he emphatically denied altogether along with Meinong’s Objectives.
Instead, by a proposition he meant only a judgment (a mental act) of one of the
four categorical forms. Brentano claimed that of the four categorical forms the
existential form is basic. Indeed, he goes so far in this view as to claim that
“every categorical proposition can be translated into an existential one without
any change in meaning”." Thus “the categorical proposition ‘Some man is
sick’ has the same meaning as ‘a sick man exists’ (ibid.), which can be
symbolized in our conceptualist system as

(IxMan/Sick (X)) E!(x),

where (IxMan/ Sick (X)) represents the content or immanent object of the

judgment. “The categorical proposition ‘No stone is living’ has the same
meaning as the existential proposition, ‘A living stone does not exist’” (ibid.),
which can be symbolized as

(3xStone/Alive(x))—E!(x),

where (3xStone/Alive(X)) represents the content or immanent object of the
judgment.'* One might also add here the judgment that no square is round,

13 lbld p. 66. This is a problematic thesis, as we note below, which in the end must be modified.
*Of course, the correct way to symbolize this proposition is by moving the negation up front; but, as
alrcady noted, we will take up thatissue later in our conceptualist account of denial.
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which can be symbolized as

(3xSquare/Round (x))—E!(x),

where  (IxSquare/Round (X)) represents the immanent object of the
judgment.

In regard to the universal affirmative, “the categorical proposition ‘All men
are mortal” has the same meaning as the existential proposition ‘An immortal
man does not exist™” (ibid.), which can be symbolized as

(3xMan/—Mortal (x))—E!(x),

where (IxMan/—Mortal (X)) represents the content or immanent object of

a man who is not mortal. Finally, “the categorical proposition “Some man is not
learned’ has the same meaning as ... ‘A non-learned man exists’” (ibid.), which
can be symbolized as

(3xMan/—Learned (x)) E!(x),

where (3XMan/—Learned (X)) represents the content or immanent object

of the judgment.

The content or immanent object of any one of these judgments is not itself
an independently existing (or subsisting) object, according to Brentano, and in
fact in his view nothing “exists for which the word content is a name”."” Nor
can such a content subsist or have any other mode of being independently of
the mental act in which it occurs. There are no independently existing
intentional objects according to Brentano, but just actual concrete things,
including the events that make up our mental life. This kind of actualism
according to which “there cannot be anything at all other than real objects”
also applies to the properties and relations that “we express in our language by
means of such abstractions as redness, shape, human nature and the like”
(Ibid.), where, by human nature, we mean humanity, and by shape we mean
rectangularity, triangularity, etc. In other words, according to Brentano, there
are no such abstract objects as properties and relations.

Brentano 1874c, p. 74.
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3. Meinongian Objectives

Meinong agreed that ideal objects such as humanity and triangularity do not
exist (exzstieren) and “consequently cannot in any sense be real (wirklich).”"®
But that is because they are ideal (abstract) objects, not real (concrete) objects,
and ideal objects, according to Meinong, have a mode of being different from
that of real objects, a mode Meinong called subsistence (Bestand). In other
words, there are two modes of being in Meinong’s ontology, concrete being
(existence), and ideal being (subsistence). Numbers, along with properties and
relations, are also ideal objects. “The form of being (Sein) with which
mathematics as such is occupied,” according to Meinong, “is never existence
(Existenz). In this respect, mathematics never transcends subsistence
(Bestand)”."”

The presumption that ideal objects subsist, i.c., have being, is part of our
commonsense understanding of the world as expressed in natural language.
We have no difficulty or qualms in speaking of wisdom, humanity or
triangularity, for example. It is a presumption that goes well beyond Brentano’s
actualism, and it requires a logic and a theory of logical and propositional forms
that goes well beyond syllogistic and Brentano’s categorical propositions.
Meinong did not develop such a logic himself, unfortunately, nor did he
describe a theory of logical forms in which to express his various claims or
views. As a result, his arguments and major theses can be understood only in
the informal terms of ordinary language, or in terms of the partial
reconstructions of his views that have been made by others. '*

Meinong’s ontology also goes beyond Brentano’s in his theory of
Objectives (Objektiven), a theory that Brentano strongly rejected.”” A
judgment, according to Meinong, is an ideal ternary relational complex
consisting of (1) a mental act with (2) a content directed toward (3) an
Objective, which is something like a state of affairs, but which Meinong
described as an ideal object. Thus, in regard to Brentano’s account of the
judgment that a learned man exists, Meinong would say that this judgment is
true (assuming that it is true) because the Objective toward which it is directed
has being (Sern), which is to say that it is a fact. And furthermore, one of the

"®*Meinong, 1904, p.79.

" Ibid., p.80.
1? See, e.g., Parsons 1980 for such a partial reconstruction.
PBrentano, 1874c, p. 72f.
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constituents of this fact is a learned man.

Similarly, the judgment that a round square does not exist is true, according
to Meinong, because the Objective toward which it is directed has being, and
hence is a fact with a round square as a constituent. But of course a round
square does not exist, and in fact it cannot exist, nor even subsist, a point on
which Meinong agreed. Nevertheless, according to Meinong, “if the Objective
has being (zs7), so in some sense or other, must the object which belongs to it,
even when the Objective is an Objective of non-being (Nichtseinsobjektiv).”*
The being of the Objective, in other words, “ is not by any means ... dependent
upon the being of its Object.” *' Thus, even though a round square can neither
exist nor subsist, nevertheless it is a constituent of the Objective that a round
square does not exist; it is, according to Meinong, a “pure Object” that is
outside of being (ausserseiend).

Now just as the judgment that a round square does not exist is true because
around square does not exist, i.¢., because the Objective of a round square not
existing has being, and therefore is a fact, so too the judgment that e round
square is round and square is true because, according to Meinong, the
Objective of the round square being both round and square (a Soseinobjektiv)
has being, and therefore is a fact. Yet, that the round square is both round and
square, Meinong agrees, is impossible. Something impossible, in other words,
is afact.

Similarly, the judgment that the gold mountain is a mountain made of gold
is true, because the (Soseinobjektiv) Objective toward which it is directed is a
fact according to Meinong. But such a so-called fact is clearly in conflict with
our commonsense understanding that a mountain made of gold must exist as a
concrete object in the physical world, and hence must occupy some part of real
space-time; and yet in fact there is no such object in the physical world
occupying any part of space-time (or so we assume). In other words, the gold
mountain does not exist. Again, Meinong agrees: the gold mountain does not
exist, but, nevertheless, he insists, it is a mountain made of gold.

Meinong’s fundamental assumption in these matters is his principle of the
independence of Sosein (an object’s characteristics) from Sein (the being of
that object). Thus, being a mountain made of gold, according to Meinong, is a
property (an ideal object) that is independent of the fact that there does not
exist a gold mountain, which explains why (does it really?) the (nonexistent)

*'Meinong, 1904, p. 84.
*'Ibid., p. 85.
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gold mountain is nevertheless made of gold. Meinong also claims that the
principle of the independence of Sosein from Sein “applies not only to Objects
which do not in fact exist, but also to Objects which could not exist because
they are impossible,”* and hence it explains why (does it really?) the round
square, which cannot exist, is nevertheless round and square.

Now, we agree, there are cases in which an object might fall under a
concept even though the object does not exist. Consider, e.g., the proposition
that Eve is an ancestor of everyone now existing. If this judgment were true,
then Eve now falls under the concept of being an ancestor of everyone now
existing, even though Eve does not now exist. For if not now, then when 7s she
an ancestor of everyone now existing? Or consider any one of your ancestors
whose life-span does not overlap with your own. That ancestor now has the
characteristic of being your ancestor, even though he or she does not now
exist. In other words some past objects clearly have characteristics now, or
rather now fall under concepts, even though they do not now exist. But those
concepts or characteristics, it should be noted, do not entail existence (now).
That is, unlike (now) being a mountain or (now) being made of gold, being
your ancestor (now) is not an existence-entailing concept or characteristic, a
concept or characteristic that we generally call an e-concept or an e—property.23
In other words, the Sosein of (now) being your ancestor does not depend on
the Sein, or existence (now), of most of your ancestors. But the truth of this
kind of fact does not in any way explain the independence of the Sosein of
being a mountain made of gold from the Sein, or existence, of such a mountain.

Meinong’s additional application of his principle, namely his claim that
even impossible objects can have properties, is even more contrary to our
commonsense understanding than when applied to just factually nonexistent
objects such as the gold mountain. Being round and being square apply
separately either to a figure in physical space or to a figure in a mathematically
ideal space, and hence entail having being either in the form of physical
existence or in the form of subsistence. But in neither case can it be both round
and square.

Meinong in fact agrees that neither mode of being applies, but only because
the round square is “a pure object beyond being and non-being,” i.e., the
round square is “outside of being” (ausserseiend), and yet nevertheless “at

2 Ibid.

2 For a development of the logic of e-concepts or e-properties and e-relations, see Cocchiarella
1969a, or Cocchiarella 1969b for a more informal account.
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least one of its two Objectives of being, the Object’s being or non-being,
subsists.”>"

Clearly, the idea of an Objective in Meinong’s ontology is something very
much like that of a state of affairs, which is an extensional entity, so that if
either it or its complement is the case (subsists), i.e., is a fact, then its
constituent object(s) must have being. An Objective, accordingly, goes well
beyond the ontological commitments of states of affairs.

A clearer and more intuitively acceptable idea would have been that an
Objective is a proposition in the sense of an abstract intensional entity as
opposed to an extensional entity such as a state of affairs; and instead of having
the round square as “a pure Object” standing outside of being as a constituent,
we would then have only the intension of the phrase ‘the round square’ as a
functional part of the proposition. But then the intension of ‘the round square’
is neither round nor square, nor would the intension of “the gold mountain’ be
a mountain made of gold—unless, of course, we are talking only about the
round square or the gold mountain in some particular intensional context, such
as the propositions that make up a myth or a story, or those in someone’s mind
in the sense of what they think, desire, imagine, believe, etc. We will describe
just such an alternative below.

4. Conceptual Realism and Intensional Objects

The conceptualist logic of names that we briefly described earlier (in section 1)
and that we used in the representation of Brentano’s actualist theory of
judgment is extended in a significant way in the logic of conceptual realism (as
opposed to that of conceptualism simpliciter). In particular the logic is
extended so as to allow predicates to be nominalized and to occur as abstract
singular terms, which is the formal counterpart of the realist ontological view
that Brentano rejected and Meinong accepted about such ideal objects as
humanity and triangularity (and which is why the framework is called
conceptual realism). Of course, these abstract singular terms do not, and
indeed cannot, denote the concepts that predicates stand for in their role as
predicates, because the latter are unsaturated cognitive capacities, and hence
cannot be taken as objects. Nevertheless, most, but not all, of these
nominalized predicates can be consistently assumed to have a denotation in the
logic of conceptual realism; and, moreover, what they can be assumed to

2 0p. cit., p. 86.
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denote are the “object”fied intensional contents of the concepts that the
predicates stand for in their role as predicates, contents that we take to be the
truth conditions determined by those concepts through all possible contexts of
use.” These intensional objects are not mental objects, it should be
emphasized; rather, they are the semantic contents of our predicable concepts
projected into the domain of objects. The projection occurs as a result of the
inveterate human practice of trying to speak of (or make into) an object what is
not an object, specifically the cultural and linguistically institutionalized
practice of nominalization.

Thus in addition to the concept that the predicate phrase ‘is human” stands
for we have humanity, an abstract object, as the intensional content of that
concept, and similarly, instead of the concepts that ‘is wise” and ‘is triangular’
stand for we have wisdom and triangularity as the “object”fied intensional
content of those concepts. Traditionally, these intensional objects have been
called properties and relations (in intension), a practice we have adopted
ourselves, but with the cautionary note that these properties and relations are
objects and as such do not have a predicative nature in the sense that concepts
do.”® In any case, it is in terms of these properties and relations that the
intentional objects of ordinary discourse are represented in conceptual
realism. These intensional objects (properties and relations) do not exist as
concrete objects, of course, but they do have being (as values of the bound
object variables), or as Meinong would say, they subsist as ideal objects. The
resulting logic, as has been noted and proved elsewhere, is consistent and
equivalent to the theory of simple types.

The complex predicate expressions of natural language are represented in
this logic by A -abstracts, which can be read as infinitival phrases when they
occur as abstract singular terms. A relational property, such as 7o be anX such
thatX stands in a relatonR to anA, can then be symbolized as
[AX(3YA)R(X, ¥)]. In particular, zo slay a dragon can be symbolized

[Ax(3yDragon)Slays(x, y)].
Such a phrase can occur in our extended logic as an object term, as in the
% Because of Russell’s paradox, some nominalized predicates must fail to denote in this logic. See
Cocchiarella 1987 for details.

26 Nor do they have a predicative nature in physical reality the way that natural (causal) properties and
relations do. For more on this see Cocchiarella 2012.
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statement that young Giorgio wants to slay a dragon, which we can represent as
follows:**

(3zGiorgio)Wants(z,[Ax(TyDragon)Slays(x, y)]).

Of course there are no dragons, but that does not mean that we cannot
represent Giorgio’s mental state of desire. Note that although the predicate
Wants entails existence in its first-argument position, it does not entail
existence in its second-argument position, which of course is generally true of
intensional verbs. The second-argument position of Wants is like a form of
indirect discourse, and as such is referentially opaque. In particular, one
cannot infer from the above statement that there is a dragon that Giorgio wants
to slay. But that, of course, is exactly what Meinong would allow in his theory of
objects. In this regard our logic is more in agreement with Brentano than with
Meinong.

But, as noted earlier, we are also not in agreement with Brentano in his
representation of the denial of a judgment, as, e.g., in the denial that a round
square exists. In Brentano’s version the denial is represented by a negation of
the predicate “exists’, as in:

(3xSquare/Round (x))—E!(x).

But this is misleading in that it suggests that we are referring to a round square
and saying of it that it does not exist, which is exactly how Meinong would
interpret the judgment. In conceptualism, however, the denial is represented
by placing the negation in front, as in

—(3xSquare/Round (x))E!(x).

The idea is that the negation in front is really like a predicate, say Neg , read
as “(it) is not the case’, with what follows it as its argument, which in this case is
the nominalized sentence “zhat a round square exists’. The denial is then more
properly read as “That a round square exists is not the case’. The nominalized
sentence denotes neither a state of affairs nor an Objective. Rather, what is
denoted is the proposition that is being denied, and the constituents of that

*T When a sentence or a predicate expression is nominalized in a given contextwe say that its assertive
or predicative role is “deactivated” in that context, and that all of the referential expressions that occur
in that sentence or predicate are then understood to be deactivated as well. For more on this notion
deactivation see Cocchiarella 2007, chapters 7 and 9.
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proposition are intensional objects, not “pure objects” outside of being
(ausserseiend). The upshot is that in denying that a round square exists we are
not referring to around square. The same is true of denying in general, e.g., in
denying that there is a living stone we are not referring to a living stone. In a
denial, reference is deactivated.

The question now is how are intentional (with a 7) objects to be represented
in the logic of conceptual realism? How, in particular, are the objects that do
not exist outside of the mind or a fiction, e.g., things such as unicorns,
dragons, and even round squares to be represented? Let us be clear here:
being a dragon and being a unicorn are e-concepts (or e-properties) so that if
anything were a dragon or a unicorn, then it would exist.”® It is only as an
intentional object in someone’s mind or as a fictional object in a story that one
can speak of a dragon or of a unicorn as having the properties ascribed to them.

In regard to the representation of intentional (with a 7) objects, our
fundamental thesis is that such objects are to be represented in conceptual
realism by intensional (with an s) objects, i.e., by the abstract objects denoted
by nominalized predicates. Note in this regard that even a quantifier phrase
such as “a dragon’ can be nominalized in conceptual realism. We do so by first
transforming a quantifier phrase (QXA) into a complex predicate (but retain
the indexing variable), a transformation that can be schematically defined as

follows:*’

[QXA] =4 [AF (QxA)F (X)],

whichs stands for a concept under which properties fall, or, when nominalized,
a property of properties. Then, we simply nominalize the resulting complex
predicate.30 Thus, e.g., the quantifier phrase “a dragon’, can be transformed
into the complex predicate

28 . . : . . . .

In their role as predicates in our speech and mental acts, the predicates ‘is a unicorn’ and ‘is a
dragon’ stand for e-concepts, whereas their nominalized intensional contents, being (or to be) a
unicornand being (or to be) a dragon, are e-properties.

Strictly  speaking,  the A -abstract in  this  definition schema is short for
[ﬂZ (E”:)(Z =F A (QXA) F (X)] Note also that we use brackets instead of parentheses

for the transformed expression.
% When a predicate expression is nominalized we drop the parentheses that accompany it in its role as
apredicate. We also do this when talking about the predicate as a predicate simpliciter.
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[AF (3yDragon)F(y)],

which can then be nominalized and taken as denoting the intension of the
phrase. This particular intension is a property under which a property falls if,
and only if, it is a property of a dragon.

Similarly, the intension of the quantifier phrase ‘the dragon that Giorgio
wants to slay” is defined as

[AF (3, yDragon/(3xGiorgio)Wants(x,[AzSlays(z, y)1)) F (y)],

which, by the above schema, is a concept (or property when nominalized)
under which a property falls if, and only if, it is a property of the dragon Giorgio
wants to slay. Of course, there are no dragons, which means that as it stands
this is a vacuous concept. The same observation applies to the quantifier
phrase  ‘the round square’, the intension of  which s
[AF (3,xSquare/round)F (x)]. which is also a vacuous concept (or
property) of properties. But still these are meaningful expressions and can be
used both in fiction and in an intensional context such as in a description of
Giorgio’s desire to slay a dragon. Such an intension will then not be vacuous
once it is relativized to a fictional or intensional context.

Consider, e.g., the story Romeo and Juliet in Flatland that we described in
an earlier paper. In this story, which occurs in a two-dimensional space called
Flatland, Juliet, who is a Capulet, is a circle, and Romeo, who is a Montague, is
a square. Romeo and Juliet fall in love, despite a feud between their families,
and they secretly have an affair (Cocchiarella 1996) Juliet gets pregnant and in
time gives birth to a round square. The families discover the affair and think of
the infant as a monster. They then have the infant murdered and keep its birth,
death and the whole affair between Romeo and Juliet a secret. In despair,
Romeo and Juliet commit suicide. (The end!) The point to note about this
story is that in it the round square has not only the property of being round and
square, but also the property of having Juliet as a mother and Romeo as a
father; and it also has the property, among others, of being murdered by its
grandparents.

Using the two-place predicate IN to represent the relation between a story
such as Romeo and Juliet in Flatland, which we will abbreviate by R & J , and
the propositions expressed in the story, we can express the proposition that the
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round square (of the story) is round as follows™":
In(R & J,[(3,xSquare/Round (x))Round (x)]).

The round square of the story is of course just a character in the story, and as
such it is really just an intensional object (along with the other characters of the
story). This intensional object can now be defined as follows:

[3,xSquare/Round (X)]re; =4
[AFIn(R & J,[(3,xSquare/Round (x)) F (x)])].

In other words, as an intensional object, the round square of the story R & J
is the property of those properties that the round square has in the story. In
particular, the round square of the story has the property of being round, which
WEe can express as:

[3,xSquare/Round (X)] ¢, (Round).

We can also represent this another way in the logic of conceptual realism by
transforming an object expression, say X , into a predicate expression X",
defined as the property of being a property of X as follows:

X" =4 [AFF(X)].

Then we have not only F(X) <> X"(F) as provable in our logic, but also
F(X) <> F"(x"),and so on with the *-operation iterated indefinitely. In any

case, the above statement that the property of being round is a property of the
round square of the story R & J , can now also be expressed as:

Round " ([3,xSquare/Round (X)]x¢; )-

It is not just the intensional objects of fiction that we can represent in this way,
of course, but also the intentional objects of our mental states. Thus, consider
the sentence “Alexius thinks that the round square is round’, which we can
symbolize as:

(3yAlexius )Thinks(y, [(3,xSquare/round)Round (x)]).

31 We place brackets around a sentence to transform it (by nominalization) into an object term naming
the proposition expressed by the sentence.
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where the bracketed object term [(3,xSquare/Round)Round (x)]
represents the nominalized sentence ‘that the round square is round’. In this
context, the intensional object [3,xSquare/Round (x)] is not vacuous in

Alexius’s mind if Alexius in fact thinks that the round square is round.* Let us
assume, accordingly, that we can represent what is in Alexius’s mind in the

same way that we represent the content of a story. Then, using Alexius™ (or
using X™ for a variable X) to represent Alexius’s (or X ’s) mind, we can
symbolize the fact that in his mind the round square is round as follows:

In(Alexius ", [(3,xSquare/Round )Round (x)]),
or equally
(IxAlexius ) In(x™,[(3,xSquare/Round ) Round (x)]).

We can then go on to characterize the round square that is in Alexius’s mind as
an intensional object in the same way that we characterized the round square of
the story R& J :

[3,xSquare/Round (x)]Alexiusm =4
[AF (3xAlexius ) In(x™, [(3,xSquare/Round ) F (x)])]-
In other words, the intensional (with an s) object,

[3,xSquare/Round (x)]Alexiusm ,

now represents the intentional (with a 7) object that is in Alexius’s mind. This
intensional object, of course, is not vacuous, because it has the property of
being (a property of the property) round:

[3,xSquare/Round (x)]Alexiusm (Round),

which, as already noted, we can also express as saying that it has the property of

being Round * simpliciter:

*2 We are not engaged in a phenomenological description of Alexius’s mind here. Nothing more
esoteric is meant by speaking of a proposition as being “ in” a person’s mind other than that the
person either thinks, believes, imagines, etc., the proposition in question.
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Round " ([3,xSquare/Round (x)]Alexiusm ).

The same kind of analysis applies to young Giorgio’s mental state of wanting to
slay a dragon. Here, the quantifier phrase ‘the dragon Giorgio wants to slay’
must be relativized to what is in Giorgio’s mind:

[3,yDragon/(3xGiorgio)Wants(x, [AzSlays(z, y)])]Giorgi o ot

[AF (3xGiorgio) In(x™, [(3, yDragon/Wants(x, [AzSlays(z, y))]F (X)]]

It follows accordingly that if Giorgio thinks of the dragon as a fire-breathing
creature with scales and very large teeth, then these are properties of the
dragon in Giorgio’s mind that he wants to slay, which is to say that this
intensional object is not vacuous, unlike the intensional object described
above, i.e., the intension of “the dragon Giorgio wants to slay’ when it is not
relativized to Giorgio’s mind.

5. Intensional Objects Between Minds

A more difficult, but perhaps, more interesting example to explain is the
double intentionality of Jack and Jill in the sentence:

The house Jack plansto build is the house Jill plans to buy.

The most obvious, but wrong, analysis of this sentence is to read it as a simple
identity between two definite descriptions:*?

(3,xHou se/(FyJack ) Plans (y,[AzBuilds(z, x)]))
(3,wHouse/(3ydill )Plans(y,[AzBu y s(z, w)])) (X = w),

where [Az Builds(z, X)] is read as ‘1o be a Z such thar Z builds X, and
[z Buys(z,w)] is read as ‘to be a Z such tharZ buys W’. The problem

with this analysis is that the house in question does not exist at the time when
Jack plans to build it, and therefore the house does not yet exist at the time that

% The two following lines should be read as a single formula. It might help in reading this formula if we
illustrate its structure in terms of the less complex and more schematic statement, “The A s
(identical with) the B . we symbolize this more schematic statement as:

ExA)(F,yB)(x = ).
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Jill plans to buy it. In other words, in order for these definite descriptions not
to be vacuous—i.e., in order for them to in fact denote a real house—then the
house must exist before it is built and sold, which of course is impossible.
Something cannot be a house unless it exists, because being a house is an e-
concept or e-property. A house does not exist if it does not occupy a region of
space and time and as such is part of the physical world. Of course Meinong
would simply posit the “pure being” of such a house regardless of its
nonexistence; but that is where we will not follow him.

Now a different answer can be found in terms of intensional objects. The
most natural way to proceed is first to intensionally identify the house that is in
Jack’s mind, and then to intensionally identify the house that is in Jill’s mind.
We do so in accordance with our earlier procedure. Accordingly, the house
thatis in Jack’s mind can be defined as follows:

[3,xHou s e/(FyJack ) Plans(y,[AzBuilds(z, x)])]Jackm =g
[AF (3yJack) In(y™,[(3,xHous e/Plans(y,[AzBuilds(z, x)])F (x)])],
and the house that is in Jill’s mind can be similarly defined as:
[3,xHou se/(3ydill )Plans(y,[AzBu y (z, x)])]Jillm =
[AF @ydill) In(y™,[(3,xHou se/Plans (y,[AzBuy (z, X)) F (x)])]-

The final move is to identify the house that is in Jack’s mind with the house that
is in Jill’s mind. This is true because the properties of the house that Jack plans
to build are the properties of the house that Jill plans to buy if in fact it is true
that the house that Jack plans to build 7s the house that Jill plans to buy. Here it
is important to keep in mind that we are identifying objectively real intensional
(with an s) objects, not intentionally (with a ¢) inexistent immanent objects that
are parts of Jack’s and Jill’s minds.

6. Existence

We have noted that some of the (monadic) predicates of natural language entail
existence whereas others do not. Also, some of the relational predicates of
natural language entail existence in one or more of their argument positions
but not in others. Intensional verbs in particular entail (as most verbs do)
existence in their first (or subject) argument position but not in their second
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(direct object) position. Consider, e.g., ‘worship’, as in ‘Janet worships a god
who lives on Oylmpus’, or “seek’ as in ‘Giorgio seeks a fire-breathing dragon’.
Here ‘worship” and ‘seek’ entail existence in their first (subject) argument
positions but not in their second (direct object) positions.

This distinction is a feature that is fundamental to all natural languages, and
it clearly has much to do with how we experience the world. Color predicates,
e.g., ‘red’, ‘green’, ‘blue’, etc., as well as the predicates that describe our
various sensory experiences are e-predicates, and of course so are the
predicates for all of the different animals and plants and our various artifacts.

The distinction between e-concepts, or e-properties, and concepts or
properties in general can be used, as we have noted elsewhere, as a basis for
explaining Meinong’s distinction between Kkonstitutorisch (also called
‘nuclear’) and ausserkonstitutorisch (also called ‘extranuclear’)properties.M
With existence as a primitive concept (as we assumed in the logic of names), we
can contextually define quantification over e-concepts as follows:

(V*F)p =4 (VENQAVX)[F () = EI ()] - ¢),
(3R =4 ER)QVX)[F(X) > El(X)]A 9).

In conceptual realism, however, because the distinction between existence-
entailing predicates and non-existence-entailing predicates is such a
fundamental feature of natural language and our conceptual development both
collectively and as individuals, we prefer to take quantification over e-concepts
(or e-properties) as primitive. Existence would then be defined as falling under
an e-concept, which means that existence, which of course is itsell an e-
concept, is an impredicative concept, i.e., a concept definable in terms of a
totality to which it belongs. To exist, i.e., to fall under an existence-entailing
concept, is defined as follows:

E'(X) =4 (F"F)F(X).

This approach explains why existence is so different from most of the e-
concepts that are expressed by the predicates of natural language. It perhaps
also helps explain why Meinong viewed existence as an ausserkonstitutorisch
property, butit does not explain why he distinguished being existent from existence.

* For details on this sce Cocchiarella 1982. The terminology of ‘nuclear’ and “extranuclear” is from
Parsons 1980.



22 Humana.Mente - Issue 25 — December 2013

Needless to say, we reject Meinong’s attempt to distinguish existence from
being existent. On our account of attributive adjectives, to be an existent
object is to be an object that exists (which in any case is how the dictionary
describes the attributive adjective ‘existent’). In regard to Meinong’s
distinction between konstitutorisch and ausserkonstitutorisch properties, we
would associate e-concepts (or e-properties) with properties that are
konstitutorisch, and concepts (or properties) in general, whether existence
entailing or not, with properties that are ausserkonstitutorisch. The so-called
“watered-down” version of an ausserkonstitutorisch property F , which upon
being “watered down” becomes a konstitutorisch property according to
Meinong, would then be represented by the restriction of F to existent
objects, or formally: [AX(F (X) A E!(x))], which of course is an e-concept or
e-property even if F isnot.

We can go on to construct a rather simple model of Meinongian objects in
terms of classes of e-properties.”® We might note in this regard that existent
objects that fall under the same e-concepts are identical:

(V)Y F)F(X) > F(V)] - x =),

which means that we can correlate one-to-one each existing object X with the
class of e-properties of X. In this way we can distinguish the Meinongian
objects that exist from the Meinongian objects that do not exist. That is, other
classes of e-properties would represent nonexisting Meinongian objects. The
impossible Meinongian object of being round and square can be represented,
for example, in terms of the class of e-properties having just roundness and
squareness as members. There will of course be other classes of e-properties
that contain roundness and squareness, e.g., classes with various color
properties, and they might also be called Meinongian blue, or red. etc., round
squares, but they will not be zhe Meinongian round square. The Meinongian
gold mountain can be represented by the class of e-properties having just
mountainhood and being made of gold as its members. A variety of other
Meinongian distinctions can also be represented in this kind of model, of

% Actually these would be the classes as many or pluralities that are part of the logic of conceptual
realism once the names, proper or common and complex or simple, that occur as parts of quantifier
phrases are also nominalized, i.e., transformed into object terms. For a description of the logic of
classes as many and its application to mass noun reference and predication as well as plural reference
and predication, sec Cocchiarella 2007 and 2009.
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course, but we will forego those details here, except perhaps to note that (by
definition) the Meinongian objects in this model that have the same e-
properties (as members) are identical, a result that corresponds to Meinong’s
principle that objects that have the same Kkonstitutorisch properties are
identical.

This kind of model allows us to understand (or rather represent) certain
aspects of Meinong’s ontology without accepting the inconsistencies and
conceptual difficulties that arise in a direct presentation of that ontology. We
do not believe, however, that such a model means that Meinong’s ontology can
be accepted as a coherent ontology. In any case, as we have indicated, we do
not need to resort to a Meinongian ontology in order to account for the
intentional objects of our mental states any more than we do to account for the
intensional objects of myth and fiction.
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ABSTRACT

This essay describes computational semantic networks for a
philosophical audience and surveys several approaches to semantic-
network semantics. In particular, propositional semantic networks
(exemplified by SNePS) are discussed; it is argued that only a fully
intensional, Meinongian semantics is appropriate for them; and several
Meinongian systems are presented.

1. Meinong, Philosophy, and Artificial Intelligence

Philosophy was not kind to Meinong, the late-19th/early-20th-century
cognitive scientist, until the 1970s renaissance in Meinong studies (Findlay,
1963; Grossmann, 1974; Rapaport, 1978; 1991b; Routley, 1979; Lambert,
1983; Schubert-Kalsi, 1987). Even so, his writings are often treated as
curiosities (or worse) by mainstream philosophers. Meinong’s contribution to
philosophy can be characterized in terms of his thoroughgoing intensionalism.
While some philosophers ridiculed or rejected this approach, some Al
researchers — for largely independent, though closely related, reasons —
argued for it. Here, I explore some of their arguments and show the relevance
of Meinongian theories to research in Al.

2. Semantic Networks

Knowledge representation and reasoning (KRR) is an area of Al concerned
with systems for representing, storing, retrieving, and inferring information in
cognitively adequate and computationally efficient ways. The represented
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information need not necessarily be true, so a better terminology is ‘belief
representation’ (Rapaport & Shapiro, 1984; Rapaport, 1986b; 1992;
Rapaportetal. 1997).

A semantic network is a representational system consisting of a labeled,
directed graph whose “nodes” (vertices) represent objects and whose “arcs”
(edges, or “links”, or “pointers™) represent binary relations among them
(Findler, 1979; Brachman & Levesque, 1985; Sowa, 1991; 1992; 2002;
Lehmann, 1992). Woods (1975, p. 44) says, “The major characteristic of the
semantic networks that distinguishes them from other candidates [for KR
systems] is the characteristic notion of a link or pointer which connects
individual facts into a total structure.”

Quillian’s (1967; 1968; 1969) early “semantic memory” introduced
semantic networks as a model of associative memory: Nodes represented words
and meanings; arcs represented “associative links” among these. The “full
concept” of a word wwas the entire network of nodes and arcs reachable by
following directed arcs originating at the node representing w. Inheritance (or
hierarchical) networks use such arc labels as “inst[ance]”, “isa”, and
“property” to represent taxonomic structures (Bobrow &Winograd, 1977;
Charniak & McDermott, 1985, pp. 22-27; Thomason, 1992; Brachman &
Levesque, 2004, ch. 10; see Fig.1). Schank’s Conceptual Dependency
representational scheme uses nodes to represent conceptual primitives, and
arcs to represent dependencies and semantic case relations among them
(Schank & Rieger, 1974; Brand, 1984, ch. 8; Rich & Knight, 1991, pp. 277-
288; Hardt, 1992; Lytinen 1992). The idea is an old one: Networks like those
of Quillian, and Bobrow & Winograd’s KRL (1977), or Brachman’s KL-ONE
(Brachman, 1979; Brachman & Schmolze, 1985; Woods & Schmolze, 1992;
and subsequent “description logics” — Brachman & Levesque, 2004, ch. 9)
bear strong family resemblances to “Porphyry’s Tree” (Fig. 2) — the mediaeval
device used to illustrate the Aristotelian theory of definition by species and
differentia.
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Figure 1: An inheritance network representing the propositions: Tweety is (an instance of) a canary;
Opus is (an instance of) a penguin; A canary is a bird: A penguin is a bird; A canary can (i.c., has the
property of being able to) sing; A penguin can’t (i.c., has the property of not being able to) fly: A bird
is an animal; A bird can fly; A bird has féathers; An animal has skin. However, the precise
representations cannot be determined unambiguously from the network without a clearly specified
syntax and semantics.
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Figure 2: Porphyry's Tree: A mediaeval inheritance network (From Sowa 2002).
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3. Semantics of Semantic Networks

Semantic networks are not essentially “semantic” (Hendrix, 1979; but cf.
Woods, 1975; Brachman, 1979). Viewed as a data structure, a semantic
network is a /language (possibly with an associated logic or inference
mechanism) for representing information about some domain. As such, it is a
purely syntactic entity. They are called “semantic” primarily because of their
uses as ways of representing the meanings of linguistic items. (However, this
sort of syntax can be viewed as a kind of semantics, as in the so-called
“Semantic Web”; cf. Rapaport 1988; 2000; 2003;2012.)

As a notational device, a semantic network can itself be given a semantics.
L.e., the arcs and nodes of a semantic-network representational system can be
given interpretations in terms of the entities they are used to represent.
Without such a semantics, a semantic network is an arbitrary notational device
liable to misinterpretation (Woods, 1975; Brachman, 1977; 1983; and,
especially, McDermott, 1981). E.g., in an inheritance network like that of
Figure 1, how is the inheritance of properties to be represented or — more
importantly — blocked? (If flying is a property inherited by the canary Tweety
in virtue of its being a bird, what is to prevent the property of flying from being
inherited by the flightless penguin Opus?) Do nodes represent classes of
objects, types of objects, individual objects, or something else? Can arcs be
treated as objects (perhaps with (“meta-")arcs linking them in some fashion)?

Providing a semantics for semantic networks is more akin to providing one
for a language than for a logic. In the latter case, but not the former, notions
like argument validity must be established, and connections must be made with
axioms and rules of inference, culminating ideally in soundness and
completeness theorems. But underlying the /ogic’s semantics there must be a
semantics for the logic’s underlying /anguage; this would be given in terms of
such a notion as meaning. Typically, an interpretation function is established
between syntactical items from the language Z and ontological items from the
“world” W that the language is to describe. This is usually accomplished by
describing the world in anotherlanguage, L s and showing that Land L yyare

notational variants by showing (ideally) that they are isomorphic.

Linguists and philosophers have argued for the importance of intensional
semantics for natural languages (Montague, 1974; Parsons, 1980, Rapaport,
1981). At the same time, computational linguists and other Al researchers
have recognized the importance of representing intensional entities (Woods,
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1975; Brachman, 1979; McCarthy, 1979; Maida & Shapiro, 1982; Hirst,
1991). It seems reasonable that a semantics for such a representational system
should itself be an intensional semantics.

In this essay, I discuss the arguments of Woods and others and outline
several fully intensional semantics for intensional semantic networks by
discussing the relations between a semantic-network “language™ L and several
candidates for Ly For L, 1 focus on the fully intensional, propositional

Semantic Network Processing System (SNePS,
[http://www.cse.buffalo.edu/sneps/]; Shapiro, 1979; 2000a; Shapiro &
Rapaport, 1987; 1992; 1995), for which Israel (1983) offered a possible-
worlds semantics. But possible-worlds semantics, while countenancing
intensional entitics, are not fully intensional: They treat intensional entities
extensionally. Each LI discuss has fully intensional components.

4. Arguments for Intensions

The first major proponent of the need to represent intensional objects in
semantic networks was Woods (1975). Brachman (1977) showed a way to do
this. And Maida & Shapiro (1982) argued that on/yintensional entities should
be represented.

Woods (1975, pp. 38-40) characterizes /inguistic semantics as the study
of the relations between (a) such linguistic items as sentences and (b) meanings
expressed in an unambiguous notation — an internal representation — and he
characterizes philosophical semantics as the study of the relations between
such a notation and truth conditions or meanings. Thus, he takes semantic
networks as examples of the “range” of linguistic semantics and the “domain”™
of philosophical semantics. Semantic networks, then, are models of the realm
of objects of thought (or, perhaps, of the “contents” of psychological acts) —
i.e., of Meinong’s Aussersein.

Woods (1975, p. 45) proposes three “requirements of a good semantic
representation”: /ogical adequacy — it must “precisely, formally, and
unambiguously represent any particular interpretation that a human listener
may place on a sentence”; translatability — “there must be an algorithm or
procedure for translating the original sentence into this representation”; and
intelligent processing — “there must be algorithms which can make use of this
representation for the subsequent inferences and deductions that the human or
machine must perform on them”.
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Logical adequacy constitutes one reason why semantic networks “must
include mechanisms for representing propositions without commitment to
asserting their truth or belief ... [and why] they must be able to represent
various types of intensional objects without commitment to their existence in
the external world, their external distinctness, or their completeness in
covering all of the objects which are presumed to exist” (Woods, 1975, p.
36f). Some sentences can be interpreted as referring to nonexistents; so, a
semantic network ought to be able to represent this, hence must be able to
represent intensional entities. (The other criteria are discussed in §5.)

A second reason is that “semantic networks should not ... provide a
‘canonical form’ in which all paraphrases of a given proposition are reduced to
a single standard (or canonical) form” (Woods, 1975, p. 45). Therefore, they
should not represent extensional entities, which would be such canonical
forms. There are three reasons why canonical forms are to be avoided. First,
there aren’t any (sce the argument in Woods, 1975, p. 46). Second, no
computational efficiency would be gained by having them (Woods, 1975; p.
47). Third, it should not be done if one is interested in adequately representing
human processing (Rapaport, 1981). Sometimes, redundant information must
be stored: Even though an uncle is extensionally equivalent to a father’s-
brother-or-mother’s-brother, it can be useful to be able to represent uncles
directly; thus, it is not an extension, but, rather, an intension, that must be
represented (cf. Woods, 1975, p. 48).

A third argument for the need to represent intensional objects comes from
consideration of question-answering programs (Woods, 1975: 60ff). Suppose
that a “knowledge base™ has been told that

The dog that bit the man had rabies

How would the question “Was the man bitten by a dog that had rabies?” be
represented? Should a newnode be created for “the dog that bit the man™? The
solution is to create such a new node and then decide if it is co-referential with
an already existing one. (Discourse Representation Theory uses a similar
technique; Kamp & Reyle, 1993.)

Finally, intensional nodes are clearly needed for the representation of verbs
of propositional attitude (Woods, 1975, p. 67; Rapaport & Shapiro, 1984;
Rapaport, 1986b; 1992; Wiebe & Rapaport, 1986; Rapaport et al., 1997),
and they can be used in quantificational contexts to represent “variable
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entities” (Woods, 1975, p. 68ff; Fine,1983; Shapiro, 1986; 2000b; 2004;
Ali & Shapiro, 1993). Maida & Shapiro (1982) claims that, although semantic
networks can represent real-world (extensional) entities or linguistic items,
they should, for certain purposes, only represent intensional ones, especially
when representing referentially opaque contexts (e.g., belief, knowledge), the
concept of a truth value (as in John wondered whether 7), and questions.

In general, intensional entities are needed if one is representing a mind.
Why would one need extensional entities if one is representing a mind? To
represent co-referentiality? No; as we shall see, this can (and perhaps on/y can)
be done using only intensional items. To talk about extensional entities? But
why would one want to? Everything that a mind thinks or talks about is an
(inten Zional) object of thought, hence intenSional. (Rapaport, 2012, §3.1,
surveys arguments for this “narrow” or “internal” perspective.) In order to link
the mind to the actual world (to avoid solipsistic representationalism)? But
consider the case of perception: There are internal representations of external
objects, yet these “need not extensionally represent” those objects (Maida &
Shapiro, 1982, p. 300). The “link” would be forged by connections to other
intensional nodes or by consistent input-output behavior that improves over
time (Rapaport, 1985/1986, pp. 84-85; Rapaport, 1988; Srihari &
Rapaport, 1989; Shapiro & Rapaport, 1991 surveys the wide variety of items
that can be represented by intensional entities).

5. SNePS

A SNePS semantic network consists of labeled nodes and labeled, directed arcs
satisfying the Uniqueness Condition (Maida & Shapiro, 1982):

(U) There isa 1-1 correspondence between nodes and represented concepts.

A concept is “anything about which information can be stored and/or
transmitted” (Shapiro, 1979, p. 179; Shapiro & Rapaport, 1991). When
SNePS is used to model “the belief structure of a thinking, reasoning, language
using being” (Maida & Shapiro, 1982, p. 296; cf. Shapiro, 1971b, p. 513),
the concepts are the objects of mental (i.e., inten Zional) acts such as thinking,
believing, wishing, etc. Such objects are intenSional (cf. Rapaport, 1978).

It follows from (U) that the arcs do not represent concepts. Rather, they
represent binary, structural relations between concepts. If it is desired to talk
about relations between concepts, then those relations must be represented by
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nodes, since they have then become objects of thought, i.e., concepts. If “to be
is to be the value of a [bound] variable” (Quine, 1980, p. 15; cf. Shapiro
1971a, pp. 79-80), then nodes represent such values; arcs do not. Le., given a
domain of discourse — including items, n-ary relations among them, and
propositions — SNePS nodes would be used to represent all members of the
domain. The arcs are used to structure the items, relations, and propositions of
the domain into (other) propositions. As an analogy, SNePS arcs are to SNePS
nodes as the symbols *—” and *+” are to the symbols °$’, “NP, and * VP in the
rewrite rule:

S— NP+ VP.

It is because propositions are represented by nodes and never by arcs that
SNePS is a “propositional” semantic network (cf. Maida & Shapiro, 1982, p.
292). It can also be used to represent the inheritability of properties, either by
explicit rules or by path-based inference (Shapiro, 1978; Srihari, 1981).

Figure 3 shows a sample SNePS network. Node ml represents the
proposition that [[b1]] (i.e., the thing represented by node b1) has the name
represented by the node labeled ‘John’, which is expressed in English by the
lexical item ‘John’. Node m3 represents the proposition that [[b1]] is a
member of the class represented by m2, which is expressed in English by
‘person’. Node mb represents the proposition that [[b1]] (i.e., the person
John) is rich (and m4 represents the property expressed by the adjective ‘rich’).
Finally, node m7 represents the proposition that being rich is a member of the
class of things called ‘property’. (Nodes whose labels are followed by an
exclamation mark, e.g., ml! ., are “asserted” nodes, i.e., nodes that are
believed by the system; see Shapiro, 2000a for details.)

‘When a semantic network such as SNePS is used to model a mind (rather
than the world), the nodes represent only intensional items (Maida & Shapiro,
1982; cf. Rapaport, 1978). Similarly, if such a network were to be used as a
notation for a fully intensional, natural-language semantics (such as the
semantics presented in Rapaport, 1981; cf. Rapaport, 1988), the nodes would
represent only intensional items. Thus, a semantics for such a network ought
itself to be fully intensional.

There are two pairs of types of nodes in SNePS: constant and variable
nodes, and atomic (or individual) and molecular (typically, propositional)
nodes. (For the semantics of variable nodes, see Shapiro, 1986.) Except for a
few pre-defined arcs for use by an inference package, all arc labels are
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chosenby the user; such labels are completely arbitrary (albeit often
mnemonic) and depend on the domain being represented. The “meanings” of
the labels are provided (by the user) only by means of explicit rule nodes, which
allow the retrieval or construction (by inferencing) of propositional nodes.
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Figure 3: A SNePS representation for “A person named John’ has the property of being rich”. Where
[[n]] represents the meaning of node n, [[m1]] = [[b1]] is named John; [[m3]] = [[b1]] is a person;
[[m5]] = [[b1]]is rich; [[m7]] = Being rich is a property.

SNePS satisfies Woods’s three criteria (§4). Clearly, it is “logically”
(better: representationally) adequate. Shapiro (1982) developed a generalized
augmented-transition-network  grammar for automatically  translating
sentences into SNePS networks and for automatically expressing SNePS
networks in sentences of a natural language, thus making SNePS
“translatable”. And the SNePS inference package (supplemented with the
SNeBR Belief Revision system) together with user-supplied rules, render it
capable of “intelligent” (better: inferential) processing (Shapiro, 1979; 1989;
1991; 2000a; Rapaport & Shapiro, 1984; Rapaport, 1986; 1991a; Shapiro &
Rapaport, 1987; 1992; 1995; Martins & Shapiro, 1988; Martins & Cravo,
1991; Johnson & Shapiro, 2005a; Johnson & Shapiro, 2005b, Johnson,
2006, Fogel & Shapiro, 2011).
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6. Israel’s Possible-Worlds Semantics for SNePS

Israel’s semantics for SNePS assumed “the general framework of Kripke-
Montague style model-theoretic accounts” (Israel, 1983, p. 3), presumably
because he took it as “quite clear that [Maida and Shapiro]...view their
formalism as a Montague-type type-theoretic, intensional system” (Israel,
1983, p. 2). He introduced “a domain D of possible entities, a non-empty set
... of possible worlds), and ... a distinguished element wof £o represent the
real world” (Israel 1983, p. 3). An individual concept is a functionic : /- D.
Each constant individual SNePS node is modeled by an 7c; variable individual
nodes are handled by “assignments relative to such a model”. However,
predicates — which are also represented in SNePS by constant individual nodes
(§5) — were modeled as functions “from /into the power set of the set of
individual concepts.” Propositional nodes were modeled by “functions from /
into {7,F},” although Israel felt that a “hyperintensional” logic would be
needed in order to handle propositional attitudes.

Israel had difficulty interpreting member, class, and isa arcs in this
framework. This is to be expected: First, it is arguably a mistake to inzerpret
them (rather than giving rules for them), since they are arcs, hence arbitrary
and non-conceptual. Second, a possible-worlds semantics is nor the best
approach (nor is it “clear” that this is what Maida and Shapiro had in mind —
indeed, they explicitly rejected it; cf. Maida & Shapiro, 1982, p. 297). Woods
argues that a possible-worlds semantics is not psychologically valid, that the
semantic representation must be finite (Woods, 1975, p. 50). Isracl (1983, p.
5) himself hinted at the inappropriateness of this approach: “[I]f one is
focussing on propositional attitudel[s]...it can seem like a waste of time to
introduce model-theoretic accounts of intensionality at all. Thus the air of
desperation about the foregoing attempt”. Moreover — and significantly — a
possible-worlds approach is misguided if one wants to be able to represent
impossible objects, as one should want to if one is doing natural-language
semantics (Rapaport, 1978; 1981; 1991a; Routley, 1979). A fully intensional
semantic network demands a fully intensional semantics. The main rival to
Montague-style, possible-worlds semantics (as well as to its close kin, situation
semantics (Barwise & Perry, 1983)) is Meinongian semantics.
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7. Meinong’s Theory of Objects

Meinong’s (1904) theory of the objects of psychological acts is a more
appropriate foundation for a semantics of propositional semantic networks as
well as for a natural-language semantics. In brief, Meinong’s theory consists of

the following theses (cf. Rapaport, 1976; 1978; 1991b):
(MT) Thesis of Intentionality:

Every mental act (e.g., thinking, believing, judging, etc.) is “directed”
towards an “object”.
There are two kinds of Meinongian objects: (1) objecta, the individual-like
objects of such a mental act as thinking-of, and (2) objectives, the proposition-
like objects of such mental acts as believing(-that) or knowing(-that). E.g., the
object of my act of thinking of a unicorn is the objectum: a unicorn; the object
of my act of believing that the Earth is flat is the objective: the Farth is flat.

(M2) Not every object of thought exists (technically, “has being”).

(M3) It is not self-contradictory to deny, nor tautologous to affirm,
existence of an object of thought.

(M4) Thesis of Ausserseir:

All objects of thought are ausserseiend (“beyond being and non-
being”).

Aussersein is most easily explicated as a domain of quantification for non-
existentially-loaded quantifiers, required by (M2) and (M3).

(M5) Every object of thought has properties (technically, “ Sosein”).
(M6) Principle of Independence:
(M2) and (M5) are not inconsistent (Rapaport, 1986a).

Corollary: Even objects of thought that do not exist have properties.
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(M7) Principle of Freedom of Assumption:

(a) Every set of properties (Sosein) corresponds to an object of
thought.

(b) Every object of thought can be thought of{relative to certain
“performance” limitations).

(M8)Some objects of thought are incomplete (i.e., undetermined with
respect to some properties).

(M9) The meaning of every sentence and noun phrase is an object of
thought.

Meinong’s theory and a fully intensional KRR system like SNePS are closely
related. SNePS itself is much like Ausserseim: All nodes are implicitly in the
network all the time (Shapiro, personal communication). A SNePS base node
(i.e., an atomic constant) represents an objectum; a SNePS propositional node
represents an objective. Thus, when SNePS is used as a model of a mind,
propositional nodes represent the objectives of beliefs (Maida & Shapiro,
1982; Rapaport & Shapiro, 1984, Rapaport, 1986b; Shapiro & Rapaport,
1991; Rapaport et al., 1997). When SNePS is used in a natural-language
processing system (Shapiro, 1982; Rapaport & Shapiro, 1984; Rapaport,
1986; 1988; 1991a; Shapiro & Rapaport, 1995), individual nodes represent
the meanings of noun phrases and verb phrases, and propositional nodes
represent the meanings of sentences.

Meinong’s theory was attacked by Russell on grounds of inconsistency:
First, according to Meinong, the round square is both round and square
(indeed, this is a tautology); yet, according to Russell, if it is round, then it is
notsquare. Second, similarly, the existing golden mountain must have all three
of its defining properties: being a mountain, being golden, and existing; but, as
Russell noted, it doesn texist. (Cf. Rapaport 1976; 1978 for references.)

Several formalizationsof Meinongianthcoriesovercome these problems.In
§§8-10, I briefly describe three of these and show their relationships to
SNePS. (Others, not described here, include Routley 1979 — cf. Rapaport,
1984 — and Zalta, 1983.)
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8. Rapaport’s Theory

On my own reconstruction of Meinong’s theory (Rapaport 1976; 1978; 1981;
1983; 1985/1986 — which bears a coincidental resemblance to McCarthy’s,
1979 Al theory), there are two types of objects: M-objects (i.e., the objects of
thought, which are intensional) and actual objects (which are extensional).
There are two modes of predication of properties to these: M-objects are
constitutedby properties, and both M-objects and actual objects can exemplity
properties. E.g., the pen with which I wrote the manuscript of this paper is an
actual object that exemplifies the property of being white. Right now, when |
think about that pen, the object of my thought is an M-object that is constituted
(in part) by that property. The M-object Bill’s pen can be represented as:
<belonging to Bill, being a pen> (or, for short, as: <B,P>). Being a pen is also
a constituent of this M-object: P c<B,P>; and ‘Bill’s pen is a pen’ is true in
virtue of this objective. In addition, <B,P >exemplifies (ex) the property of
being constituted by two properties. There might be an actual object, say, a.,
corresponding to <B,P>, that exemplifies the property of being a pen (o ex P)
as well as (say) the property of being 6 inches long. But —(being 6 inches longe
<B.P>).

The M-object the round square, <R.,S >, is constituted by precisely two
properties: being round (/) and being square (.5); “The round square is round’
is true in virtue of this, and “The round square is not square’ is false in virtue of
it. But <R,5> exemplifies neither of those properties, and “The round square is
not square’ is zruein virtue of that. 1.e., is’ is ambiguous.

An M-object o exists iff there is an actual object o that is “Sein-correlated”
with it: cexistsiff3a[aSCol iff3aV FFc o — aex F]. Note that incomplete
objects, such as <B,P>, can exist. However, the M-object the existing golden
mountain, <E',G', M>, has the property of existing (because F'c<E.G, M>)
but does not exist (because —JofaSC<E, G, M>], as an empirical fact).

The intensional fragment of this theory can be used to provide a semantics
for SNePS in much the same way that it can been used to provide a semantics
for natural language (Rapaport, 1981; 1988). (Strict adherence to Fodorian
methodological solipsism (Fodor, 1980) would seem to require that the
Fodorian language of thought (LOT; Fodor, 1975) have syntax but no
semantics. More recently, Fodor (2008, p. 16) suggests that LOT needs a
purely referential semantics. Instead, I am proposing a Meinongian semantics
for LOT, on the grounds that “non-existent” objects are best construed as
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internal mental entities.) SNePS base nodes can be taken to represent M-
objectaand properties; SNePSpropositional nodes can be taken to represent
M-objectives. Two alternatives for networks representing the three M-
objectives: Rc<R,5>, Sc<R,S>, and <R,S> ex being impossible are shown
in Figures 4-and 5.

In Figure 4, m4 represents the M-objective that round is a “c”onstituent of
the “M-object” the round square. Node m6 represents the M-objective that
square is a “c”onstituent of the “M-object” the round square. And node m9
represents the M-objective that the “M-object” the round square “ex”emplifies
being impossible.

Figure 4: A SNePS representation of “The round square is round” (m.3!), “The round square is
square” (m5!),and “The round square is impossible” (m7!), on Rapaport’s theory.

In Figure 5, m4 represents the M-objective that round is a “property” that
the “M-object” the round square has under the “c” (constituency) “mode”™ of
predication. Node m6 represents the M-objective that square is a “property”
that the “M-object” the round square has under the “c” (constituency) “mode”
of predication. And node m9 represents the M-objective that the “M-object”
the round square has the “property” being impossible under the “ex”

(exemplification) “mode” of predication.
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Figure 5: An alternative SNeFS representation of “The round square is round” (m4!), “The round
square is square” (m6!),and “The round square is impossible” (m9!), on Rapaport’s theory.

The difference between the representations in the two figures is that in
Figure 5, but not in Figure 4, it is possible to talk about constituency and
exemplification. (Also, the second can be used to avoid “Clark’s paradox™:
Rapaport, 1978; 1983; Clark, 1983; Landini, 1985; Poli, 1998.)

Actual (i.e., extensional) objects, however, should nor be represented
(Maida & Shapiro, 1982, pp. 296-298). To the extent to which such objects
are essential to this Meinongian theory, the present theory is perhaps an
inappropriate one. (And similarly for McCarthy, 1979.)

The distinction between two modes of predication, shared by my theory and
Castaneda’s (§10), has its advantages. Consider the problem of relative clauses
(Woods 1975, p. 60ff): How should sentence (1) (in §4) be represented? A
Meinongian solution along the lines of Rapaport (1981) is:

<being a dog, having bit a man> ex having rabies.
The fact that,

for every Meinongian object o, if 0= <...F...>, then Fc o,
can then be used to infer the sentence:

The dog bit the man. (Or: A dog bit the man.)

L.e., the difference between information in the relative clause and the
information in the main clause is (or can be represented by) the difference
between internal and external predication; it is the difference between defining
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and asserted properties (see §9, below). This analysis is related to the semantic
Principles of Minimization of Ambiguity and of Maximization of Truth
advocated in Rapaport (1981, p. 13f). In the absence of prior context, this
analysis is correct for (1). But a full computational account would include
something like the following:

If there is a unique dog that bit a (specified) man,
then use the representation of that dog as subject
else build:

<being a dog, having bit a man> ex having rabies.

9. Parsons’s Theory

Parsons’s theory of nonexistent objects (1980; cf. Rapaport, 1976, 1978,
1985a) recognizes only one type of object — intensional ones — and only one
mode of predication. But it has two types of properties: nuclear and
extranuclear. The former includes all “ordinary” properties such as: being red,
being round, etc.; the latter includes such properties as: existing, being
impossible, etc. But the distinction is blurry: For each extranuclear property,
there is a corresponding nuclear one. For every set of nuclear properties, there
is a unique object that has only those properties. Existing objects must be
complete (and, of course, consistent), though not all such objects exist. E.g.,
the Morning Starand the Evening Star don’t exist (if these are taken to consist,
roughly, of only two properties each). 7he round square, of course, is (and only
is) both round and square and, so, isn’t non-square; though it is, for that
reason, impossible, hence not real. As for the existing golden mountain,
existence is extranuclear, so the set of these three properties doesn’t have a
corresponding object. There is, however, a “watered-down”, nuclear version
of existence, and there 7s an existing golden mountain that has that property;
but it doesn’t have the extranuclear property of existence, so it doesn’t exist.
Parsons’s theory could provide a semantics for SNePS, though the use of
two types of properties places restrictions on the possible uses of SNePS. On
the other hand, SNePS could be used to represent Parsons’s theory (though a
device would be needed for marking the distinction between nuclear and
extranuclear properties) and, hence, together with Parsons’s natural-language
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semantics, to provide a tool for computational linguistics. Figure 6 suggests
one way that this might be done. Node m5 represents the proposition that the
Meinongian “object” the round square has round and has square as
“N”uclear”-properties” and has being impossible as an “E”xtra“Nuclear®-
property”.

However, as Woods points out, it is important to distinguish between
defining and asserted properties of a node (Woods, 1975, p. 53). Suppose
there is a node representing John’s height, and suppose that John’s height is
greater than Sally’s height. We need to represent that the former defines the
node and that the latter asserts something non-defining of it. This is best done
by means of a distinction between internal and external predication, as on my
theory or Castafieda’s (§10, below). It could perhaps be done with the
nuclear/extranuclear distinction, but less suitably, since being John's height
and being greater than Sally’s hegght are both nuclear properties. (This is not
the same as the structural/assertional distinction among types of links; cf.
Woods, 1975, p. 58f.)

( lh_)\\' L

EN-property N-property N-property

Figure 6: A SNePS representation of “The round square is round, square, and impossible” on
Parsons’s theory.

10. Castafieda’s Theory

Castaiieda’s theory of “guises” (1972; 1975a; 1975b; 1