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3. Possible solutions

a. Understanding in Science, Many philosophers of science take scientific un-
derstanding to be a cognitive achievement that can be composed of non-proposi-
tional explanations and processes such as manipulation, visualization, and modal
reasoning (Lipton 2009). Additionally, it is not a necessary feature of literary
works that they cannot contribute to our understanding of the actual world.
Christine Elgin has argued that artworks also promote understanding of real
world phenomena through the process of exemplification. I augment her argu-
ment by noting that pretense is involved in exemplification and can contribute to
hon- propositional explanations such as visualization and counterfactual reason-
ing.

Margaret Morrison (2015) has suggested that abstract mathematical represen-
tations are constitutive of our understanding of concrete physical phenomena, such
as phase transitions and population drifts, Thus, it seems reasonable for abstract ar-
tifacts to give rise to understanding of concrete phenomena.

b. Semantic Inferentialism. Finally, perhaps it will be most useful to steer
model discourse away from the idea that scientists are seeking “truths” about
the phenomena under study. To sketch briefly, even if models are abstract arti-
facts it seems practitioners can evaluate models by comparing the successes of
their respective material inferential consequences. Model builders and users are
committed to the content of certain concepts in virtue of the inferences
endorsed by their use. Experts then gain understanding? of concepts through
the exploration of various “material inferential practices.” This is why, for
one, any model that instantiates equations for non-resorting linear force will be
inconsistent with models that represent linear restoring force. The models each
pretend to take the concept of force to mean something different and this is
cached out in terms of the material inferences and their relevant appropriate
consequences.?

Scientists, then, are the primary candidates for knowledge and expertise re-
garding the concepts relevant to their target system.3 However, I also want to
suggest that semantic inferentialism may help make sense of not only how
practitioners learn about the actual system but also how they can assert compar-
ison claims between models, and between models and the actual system, thus con-
tributing to scientific progress.

! Mastering a concept consists in “practically mastering the circumstances under which

onebecomes entitled to endorse a claim” (Brandom 64),

?  Toon admits that the principles of generation governing a model’s fictional world are
“more difficultto specify explicitly” and “will vary from case to case” (12) and imaginings
also include what sorts of inferences are considered “good” under that system.

3 According to Godfrey-Smith, a deflationary account can be given whereby model practi-

tionersare understood to be “making claims about deductive relations, conditionals, and so
on” (19).
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Do Fictional Names Refer?
Kripke and Salmon on Negative Existential Statements

ARON DOMBROVSZKI
(Pazmény Péter Catholic University)

The aim of my presentation is to give a comprehensive interpretationl of
Kripke’s new book, Reference and Existence - The John Locke szctures, focusn'ng
on the issues of the sentences containing empty names, especially the neigatlv,e
existential statements. After that, I will discuss Nathan Salmon’s critiqu.e of Kripke’s
theory, showing that Kripke fails to solve the problem. However, [ w1l¥ argue that
we can save the rigid designation thesis using Salmon'’s own theory, which is based
on Kripke’s ideas, avoiding its mistakes. '

In the first section, I sketch the main problem of the empty names - names like
HarryPotter or Sherlock Holmes, which doesn’t have reference.— and th'e nega-
tive existential statements, which denies the existence of something. Consider the
following sentence:

1) Sherlock Holmes doesn’t exist.

What is the problem with the statement above for a Kripkean?.lt is well arglfe-d,
mainly by David Kaplan and Scott Soames, that if you are cqmmltted to the rigid
designation thesis, you also have to commit yourself to Fhe direct r-eference th'eo'ry
(DR for short). According to DR, a proper name’s exclusive sem-antlc content is its
reference. One of the consequences of the DR is the neo-Russellian theory of prop-
ositions. In general, the propositional theory explains thata senFence has a mean-
ing because it expresses a proposition. By the neo-Russellian theory, ﬂ?lpgs
which are referred to in a sentence, are fundamental elements of a proposition.
Thus, if the referred thing doesn’t exist, as in the case of the empty names, the
sentence can’'t express a proposition, and therefore it can’t have any meaning or
truth value. However, we all understand and accept the truth of sentences like (1).

In the second section, I introduce Kripke’s proposal to the Problem, by
discussing three distinctions. The firstis the distinction betweer} the d-lfferer.lt uses
of fictional names. According to Kripke, when Conan Doyle writes his stories, he
uses the name ‘Sherlock Holmes’ with no reference, merely pretending to r.efer t-o
a brilliant detective - let’s call this usage Holmes1. While Conan Doyle wrlte.s his
stories, a metaphysical and a semantical phase happens: Doyle creates a ﬁctlon?l
character, which is an abstract artefact, and the name Holmes1 begins to refer to it.
Let’s call this name with a reference Holmes2. The second distinction is be-
tween the interpretation of the sentences in the fictional discourse. We can
distinguish an in-the-story reading, where sentences like ‘Sherlock Holmes plays
the violin’ are literally true (because according to the story, Holmes actually plays
violin), from an out-and-out reading, where such sentem':es.are fa.lsg (becausg ac-
cordingto facts in our actual world, Holmes can’t play the violin, he is just a fictional
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character). In the third place, the distinction between the object-fictional sen-
tences, that we usually use in an everyday fictional discourse, and meta-fictional
sentences, which we can make up from them with the story operator ‘according
to fiction f, p’ are also important. For example, from the upper object-fictional
sentence ‘Sherlock Holmes plays the violin’ we can make its meta-fictional pair:
‘According to Sherlock Holmes stories, Sherlock Holmes plays the violin’. Meta-
fictional sentences bear a different meaning and work the opposite way than
its object-fictional pair.

Using the distinctions introduced above, we can distinguish four inter-
pretations of the sentences of the fictional discourse and of the negative existen-
tial statements like (1):

(2)  [Holmes: doesn't exist]outside the story
(3)  [Holmes: doesn't exist]in the story
(4)  [Holmes: doesn’t exist]outside the story
(5)  [Holmes; doesn’t exist]in the story

Interpretation (2) describes a fact in our world, but it lacks of meaning, be-
cause it uses an empty name. In (3) the same problem could occur, but in this case,
Kripke has a solution: in a complex ‘story-telling language game’ we base the truth
value of the object-fictional sentence to its meta-fictional pair, thus (3) is false, in
the story Holmes really exists. Statement (4) is also false, because in our actual
world Sherlock Holmes as an abstract artefact does exist, created by Conan Doyle.
Statement (5) is false again: in the story a flesh and blood Sherlock Holmes exists
- which is Holmes: - not an abstract artefact.

Unfortunately, using (1), we would like to express its interpretation (2), the
fact that in our actual world, a flesh and blood Sherlock Holmes doesn’t exist, but
according to the analysis above, we just can’t say it is meaningful. Kripke's sug-
gestion is that (1) is a special case and we interpret it as ‘no such true proposition
that Holmes; exists’. This account is surely not a persuasive one, and Salmon
shows that indeed, it does not work.

In the third section, I introduce Salmon’s own solution to the problem, which
mainlystands on two bases. Firstly, Salmon rejects the distinction between the
different uses of fictional names: when I use the name ‘Sherlock Holmes’, I ai-
ways refer to an abstract entity. It might feel odd that our beloved stories are
about abstract entities, but Salmon sets up an illustrative analogy with the movies:
for example, in the Godfather, we merely pretend that Marlon Brando is Don Corle-
one. Reading a fictional story of an abstract entity, we use the same method,
pretending that the abstract entity is a brilliant detective named Sherlock
Holmes. So the problem of the empty names is eliminated, there are no empty
names at all. What about the negative existential statements? Salmon applies a
Russellian approach here and introduces the descriptive use of the proper name:
sometimes we say sentences like ‘Peter is an Einstein’ or ‘John is a Romeo’, which
are not expressing identities, but are predicates, such as Peter is very clever, or
John is a romantic man. According to Salmon, using sentence (1), we would like to
assign a meaning such as ‘there is no such person as Holmes more or less as
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he is actually depicted in the stories’, or best: ‘there is no such person who'is both
Holmes and Holmesesque'. At the end of his article, Salmon argues that this solu-
tion doesn’t violate the DR, because this nonstandard usage of the name is par-
asitic of the more fundamental and usual usage of the fictional character’s name.

With Salmon’s theory I can conclude that the issue of the negative existential
statements is not an inevitable problem for Kripke’s rigid designation thesis -
however he can’t solve this problem in his John Locke Lectures in 1973.

The Double-Aspect of Abstract Artifacts

MATTHIEU FONTAINE
(UMR CNRS STL Lilte, University of Sevilla)

According to the Artifactual Theory of Fiction (ATF), as deﬁn.ed by Thomasson
{1999], fictional characters are abstract artifacts created by their authors. 1 argue
that abstract artifacts must be conceived as double-aspected entities; i.e., entities
that appear as abstract artifacts according to an external perspective on fictif)n,
but as concrete entities from an internal perspective. I thus propose a combination
of the ATF to a semantics for the fictionality operator, as introduced by Woods
[1974]. Such a combination is necessary to fill some gaps in the ATF. The serpantics
is defined with respect to a modal framework, on the basis of the world-lines se-
mantics of Hintikka [1975]. To begin, I will outline the Thomasson’s ATF and its
limits, by reference to some significant objections, including some of Vo]toll’m
[2006] and Everett [2005]. Then, I will give a general explanation of moda) (fic-
tional) individuals in terms of world-lines and I will define the semantics for the
fictionality operator in a modal framework. I will finally attempt to answer some
objections we will have referred to. In this abstract, I only give some general mo-
tivations. .

To begin, Thomasson's [1999] makes use of the notion of ontological fiepend-
ency to define the existence and identity conditions of abstract artifacts,_ in order
to explain the reference to fictional characters. For example, Holmes exists asan
abstract artifact that has been created by Conan Doyle. Roughly, Holmes is histor-
ically rigidly dependent on Conan Doyle: nobody else than Conan Doyle could_have
created Holmes, and Holmes could not have existed if Conan Doyle had not existed.
Then, Holmes survives its author’s death in a cultural and linguistic community as
long as there exist some copies of the original work and some peoples able to rgad
the novels: it is said that Holmes is constantly generically dependent on the exist-
ence of copies and readers. The dependency is only generic, because no copy and
nobody in particular is required. The dependency is constant, because Holmes
would cease to exist if there were no more copy or someone able to read the nov-
els. Given that ontological dependency is intrinsically a modal notion, it seems nat-
ural to define it in a modal framework constituted of possible worlds and instants
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