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I defend a kind of Davidsonian essentialism. Davidson is committed to the truth of various modal judgments about what has to be the case just in virtue of the fact that there are many obvious de re modal truths. “That cow has to be a ruminant” is true but “That cow has to go `moo’” is false even though the concept of the very young person speaking is such that the salient, defining feature for “cow” is “Cows go `moo.’” The nature of the object the child is pointing to, not the child’s concept, makes “Cows are ruminants” necessarily true.
I Davidson’s commitment to essentialism


Davidson is implicitly committed to a kind of essentialism. Since this is a conclusion Davidson himself would have rejected, I defend it at some length.


Some kind of essentialism is manifest in Davidson (1974), page 192: “The notion of organization applies only to pluralities. But whatever plurality we take experience to consist in—events like losing a button or stubbing a toe, having a sensation of warmth or hearing an oboe—we will have to individuate according to familiar principles.”  Davidson argues that the idea of a domain of objects to be sorted by a “conceptual scheme” presupposes that objects of some sort have already been posited as something. His point is that the objects to be grouped into alternative extensions must already be conceptualized as some kind of thing in order to jointly constitute a plurality of distinct entities. There are no pluralities without count-nouns individuating them. So, he rejects as incoherent the idea that conceptual schemes sort a pre-conceptual “given” in possibly different ways. 

Davidson’s conception of individuation is Aristotelian. According to Aristotle, for some predicates, there is no thing to which that predicate is attached. According to Davidson, for some predicates, there is no thing which can be assigned to an extension. Both Aristotle and Davidson hold that some count-nouns are entity-constituters, predicates which bring a principle of individuation and so say what it is to be that individual. For every object, there is some general term such that that general term gives the “what it would be to be,” the “to ti en einai” of that object. That is, for any object there is some feature such that that object would not be itself without that feature. That is what “principles of individuation do.” They provide conditions for when an object exists, how many objects there are, and when an object still exists. The passage quoted above is thus a Davidsonian version of Aristotle’s idea that the essence of an object cannot be an attachment to that object, but must rather be what constitutes that object as an object with objective persistence conditions. In Davidsonian terms, Aristotle agrees that there is no given, in the sense of a plurality of beings prior to substances with their natures. 


The difference is that, for Aristotle, the predication is done by nature, as it were. Conceptualization, for Aristotle, is the mind’s adequation to the given structure of the world. Davidson, on the other hand, is more a Kantian. Like Kant, Davidson’s frames the issue in epistemological terms, holding that there is no full-fledged cognition without conceptualization.
 


Davidson is also a pluralist about the substances and attributes there are. Consider his response to the Goodman “grue-bleen” paradox.
 Whereas many philosophers have taken the problem to be one of finding something about “green” such that things really are green but not grue, Davidson points out
 that “grue” is perfectly fine, if applied to other objects. Briefly, (switching examples, as Davidson does for literary effect) supposing that emeroses are emeralds if examined before 2020 and roses thereafter, then if “All roses are red” and “all emeralds are green” are law-like, so is “All emeroses are gred.” Given that there are emeralds and roses, there is little reason to deny the existence of emeroses and gred things. There are truths about them.

Davidson was reluctant to call his view any version of “Aristotelian essentialism,” just as Quine was reluctant to so characterize his view.
 Quine and Davidson of course treat essentialism as the view that entities have necessary features regardless of how they are characterized. They are thinking of monistic essentialism, the idea that nature itself is divided into beings and properties. 

Quine has a given, namely stimulations, the impacts on sense-organs. He takes these to be the objective material relative to which we posit various kinds of objects. So, for Quine, posits are at a remove from actual reality. For Davidson, since there is no given, the objects with their individuating conditions are epistemologically basic. Their relation to what it is to be one of them is like Aristotle’s—not to be understood as something applying to something else. 

So how does essentialism comport with Davidson’s remark that sameness is always relative to a predicate? There is a tension between Davidson’s apparent rejection of essentialism and maintaining the Davidsonian view that to have a domain of beings requires conceptualization as something. If conceptualization is basic, each being must have a “what it would be to be,” some predicate true of it apart from which it would not be that thing. Since ascribing a “what it would be to be” is ascribing an essence, then the conceptualization that could yield a domain of objects is an assignment of an essence.

The obvious resolution of this tension out for a Davidsonian is to articulate a version of essentialism that allows there to be constituting features of objects and so necessary truths about objects while denying that there is any sameness except relative to a predicate. The general idea is that, given Davidson’s conception of reference, the necessities about an object relative to that object being a particular kind of object are not conceptual, but de re. Davidson is neither a causal theorist nor a resemblance theorist about extensions of predicates. Only the truth-condition clause for the predicate gives the meaning. If Davidson were to allow, which he should, that different objects can share the same space at the same time, then there would be necessary truths about each of them. However, there would not be a single entity to be pointed to in that space about which those necessities were true. So, both sameness and necessity would be relative to which kind of thing is taken to be the occupant of the space at that time. This will mean that some cases which Davidson thinks of as the same thing under different descriptions are actually distinct things.

This essay develops a way of thinking about entities on which, while samenesses of entities are relative to predicates, entities are still constituted by those predicates being true of them. It will also be clear how there can be de re necessary truths about such entities. I claim that Davidson is an essentialist malgre lui, but that is because, in denying a given, Davidson’s conception of entities seems to me to be like Aristotle’s, minus Aristotle’s idea that there is only one set of predicates that say what things are in themselves. 

In spite of Quine’s rejection of Aristotelian essentialism, the debt of the theory to be presented to Quine should be evident. Quine’s term for this conceptualization is “positing.” He thinks of posits as not thoroughly objective, but rather as underdetermined sortings of sensory inputs. I retain the same term, “posit,” but understand it to mean the kind of direct access
 contact with objects Davidson gets by dropping the notion of a given. Without the contrast to a given, calling something a “posit” does not diminish its claim to objectivity and reality.

For Davidson, positing is generally not optional and usually not voluntary. Davidson is a partial subscriber to Quine’s dictum, “no entity without identity.”
 Where Quine means that a positer has to specify the identity-conditions of a posited object, Davidson need only require that there be objective identity and persistence conditions. Davidson can agree with Kripke and Wittgenstein that there are very few definitions outside of mathematics which give necessary and sufficient conditions for anything. If positing dogs is acceptable, then positing entities without knowing necessary and sufficient conditions is acceptable.

For useful posits, some necessary truths will be consequences of a given kind of object being posited. While it is true that there will not in general be a definition of a term in other terms, a useful posit will have some law-like connections with other terms. We can be quite confident in the truth of sentences like, “Cows cannot be deciduous” “Cows have to be warm-blooded,” and so forth even if we are not cow experts. If we understand a term, and the referent of the term is a useful posit, there will be true modal remarks about those objects—what they can and cannot be. 

Many of the modal truths associated with medium-sized objects will be weaker than necessity.
 For some natural kind terms, all the special modal truths about a given kind may be weaker than necessity. Such conditions would be probabilistic, in the way that Aristotle’s natural laws, which are “always or for the most part”
 are. Aristotle’s phrase for such weaker necessities, “always or for the most part,” I understand to be a claim of necessary conditional probability. If it is the nature of a cow to be “always or for the most part” single-headed, then that likelihood is a necessary feature of a cow. Such a statement of necessary conditions would be, for example, “Necessarily, if an animal is a cow, then it very probably has only one head.” Such necessary conditional probabilities are sufficient for tracking entities. 


We can, of course, arrive at posits that have non-probabilistic essences, or whose necessary conditional probabilities are higher, or are more useful for some purposes. For instance, we have supplemented Earth, Air, Fire, and Water as elements with chemical kinds. But that supplementation is compatible with continuing to posit earth, air, fire and water, which we of course do. We have earth-moving machines, water parks, air-quality indices, and fire departments. 



A posit will generally not entail necessary and sufficient conditions in other terms for the existence, persistence, and identity of a posited object. A posit of animals as a kind of being can take place without any speaker knowing what exactly it takes for an organism to be an animal, as long as the posit has useful enough connections with other predicates. However, any language-user who understands the term will know some necessary probabilistic necessary conditions and some necessary probabilistic sufficient conditions. In general, then, positing a kind of entity generates necessary truths.
II The Miracle of Beings and Properties

This section argues for a kind of Kantianism about general terms and singular terms. It is an interpretation of Davidson’s view on positing objects. In effect, I understand Quine, and Davidson following him to have proposed an alternative conception of Being. Beings are in a certain sense artifacts rather than givens. This is a Kantian interpretation of Quine’s characterization of entities as “posits” interpreted in Davidsonian given-less terms.

I start from this consideration: We cannot be rational agents and thinkers unless we can make well-founded inferences which are not truth-functionally valid. A rational being must be able to reason from, for instance, “All frogs are green” and “Joe is a frog” to “Joe is green.” Such inferences are only possible in a language with sub-sentential structure, that is, equivalents to singular terms and general terms. So, any thinking being must think in terms of objects as referents of singular terms, and properties, as general terms true of such objects.
On one conception, the anthropocentric one, our minds are suited to nature by a natural law about us. For Plato, there is an affinity of soul to the structure of reality. For Aristotle, the intellect is a faculty which gets forms of natural kinds without their matter. Nature is articulated into beings and properties and the articulation our thought and speech, happily, matches the articulation of the world. The modern version of the adequation of our minds to the joints in the world makes our minds conform to nature via an account involving evolution. But only very imperfect laws will result from this approach, given the vast difference between the equations that describe what happens in space-time and the crude generalizations available about macro-objects. It is difficult to see how any version of “natural joints” could correspond to the vague extensions of the predicates true of medium-sized objects that the sorites argument makes salient. This is the dilemma that post-Aristotelian essentialists have had to deal with since it became clear that the objects of the sciences with the strongest laws are not organisms and not the objects we organisms deal with in our lives. I regard this as the main crisis of contemporary metaphysics.
Given that we correctly make strong modal claims about medium-sized objects, some kind of basis in the natures of things must be constructed to support such claims. Many philosophers who quite reasonably wish to make their metaphysics accommodate common sense have proposed a variety of accounts of how the objects of everyday life fit with an underlying world of micro-particles. I do not intend to try to refute their views or to show that no such view could possibly work.

On the alternative Kantian
 conception, there is no miraculous match between the structure of language and a special ontology of beings and properties. Rather, we impose a structure of singular terms and predicates as a condition of thinking and using a language. This is not to say that we misrepresent anything in doing so, or that what our sentences are about is “phenomenal” rather than noumenal. Just as any text must be in some font or other, any thinkable thoughts and speakable discourses must have general terms and singular terms. From this point of view, the idea that nature itself is divided up into beings and properties to correspond to our predicates is like the idea that only Times New Roman gets English right. 

I call this view of ontology “Kantian” because of the strong similarity between Kant’s approach to metaphysical questions and what is being proposed here. Kant thought that many metaphysical questions were mistakenly taken to be questions about a given, knower-dependent reality. He had arguments designed to show that those issues were really about what knowers have to be like. In a similar fashion, the present view of ontology takes the articulation of the world into beings and properties to be an artifact of the necessity of thinking in a language that allows inferences that depend on sub-sentential structure, rather than a feature of the world itself, intrinsic to nature. This Kantian version of Davidson, like Kant, takes the structure of logic to be the structure of the world as we can think it, but with a better conception of the structure of logic. 

Quine’s and Davidson’s analogy is that to suppose there is a given articulation in nature would be like supposing that space comes intrinsically divided into meters, and time comes segmented into seconds. It is true that in order to apply mathematics to space and time, which application is a necessity for the possibility of formulating decent physical laws, some unit must be posited. Likewise, in order to think about the world, the thinking must be in an articulated language. To deny that space is itself articulated in terms of meters is not to deny that meters are real. Likewise, to deny that nature divides the world into chairs, squirrels, and hadrons is not to deny that chairs, squirrels, and hadrons are real things. Just as space in not given in meters, so the physical world of objects is not given in chairs, squirrels, and hadrons. 
The general character of the posits and predicates we in fact employ is by and large determined by our billions-of-years-long sequence of ancestors. Most of our posits are inheritances, rather than voluntary creations.
 By evolution’s mechanisms, we have come to apply medium-sized object predicates to ourselves and our surroundings. Since “is an agent” and “is a language” are part of our inheritance, and apply to us and to our thought, we are unlikely to coherently imagine a fundamentally different alternative, a radically different set of predicates, that language-using agents could be interpreted as having. On the other hand, we perfectly well envision regional alternatives, and over time our predicates change—we did not talk about gluons even seventy-five years ago.
To review: We could not think unless we could recognize formal inferential relations among truth-functionally simple sentences. Any language that allows logical relationships among truth-functionally simple sentences must have singular terms and something equivalent to predicates. A semantics for such a language of course assigns objects as semantic values of singular terms and is at liberty to assign properties or sets as semantic values of predicates. A natural question is, “How does it happen that reality happens to be divided into objects and properties just as it must be in order for us to think about it?” It is possible that the way the world is in itself, is divided into objects and properties, so that the world just happens to conform to the requirement of thought and language adequate for describing that world. It might be just lucky that nature is divided into properties and objects, which are just what is needed to be the semantic values of singular terms and predicates. Or it might be part of the Divine plan. 

The two real possibilities for this coincidence seem to be: 

a) We have evolved the singular term/ general term scheme as an adaptation to the world’s being naturally divided into objects and properties.

b) The singular term/ general term scheme is an artifact of the subjects who are thinking and speaking. Subjects who think and speak have to posit objects and properties in order to be able to think and speak. These subjects are of course also posits, as we will discuss below.


The next few paragraphs argue against possibility a). If there were objective divisions in nature, the most likely divisions in nature would have only a loose connection to the objects we have evolved to be and to notice. We impose the singular term/general term scheme independently of any pressure from the natural divisions of the world, if such there be.

As naturalists, Davidsonians take necessities to be grounded in natural laws. The “what it is to be” of an electron is constituted by the laws about electrons. If our use of the object-feature scheme were itself shaped by nature, in the way that, plausibly, the particular predicates we use are shaped by our evolutionary history,
 then the divisions natural for us would be the divisions in nature revealed by the most excellent natural laws. However, we have good evidence that the best candidates for reflecting the fundamental divisions in nature are micro-particles and fields, relative to which the medium-sized objects of everyday life, including ourselves, are not definable or really connected by any good laws. Most of our predicates have only the loosest connection to the micro-particle laws that would be the most accurate indications of nature’s intrinsic structure, if there were such an intrinsic structure.

So, we posit properties and beings whether or not our posits are dictated by nature’s laws. The explanation of why we impose the predicate-singular term format cannot be that that is how nature is. If there were intrinsically fundamental objects in the world, they would be micro-particles and fields, relative to which the objects of our “lived world” are not connected in a law-like way which would allow reducibility. The beings that include us organisms and are the focus of Darwinian concern of organisms are not the fundamental objects. If it had not been for the features of ribonucleic and deoxyribonucleic acid that brought about complexes that can reproduce, and the happy accident that there are environments in which such complicated compounds can occur, terms for organisms and medium-sized objects would have no application whatsoever. 


So, it’s hard to see how nature’s being divided into beings and properties would actually explain how it came about that nature is structured in a way that allows it to be intelligible to us.  The divisions into properties and beings that matter to organisms, including the ones that identify those very organisms, seem not to be a product of nature, but rather a very sloppy product of those very sloppy products, organisms, themselves. 


RNA and DNA, in the right environment, lead to complexes that respond to complexes differentially. In the longish run, selection leads to some of the complexes having languages whose referents, so to speak, are the sloppy objects recognition of which account for their existence. Organisms and medium-sized objects, that is, are best construed as cultural objects of the advanced carbon-based replicator culture. We make our objects. In Hegel’s sense, our objects are us.  

In any case, nature doesn’t seem to be doing any work on the object-and-property front that really accounts for the nice correlation between language being possible and nature’s actually having a particular articulation into beings and properties. That is, even granting that nature itself is intrinsically organized into beings and properties, that would not explain our accommodation to that fact.


The striking truth is that we have to think in terms of beings and properties whether or not nature dictates those properties and beings. We for two thousand years at least thought that the fundamental kinds of stuff are earth, air, fire and water. We still think those are kinds of stuff, of course, since there are truths about, for instance earth and earth-moving machines.  We can by and large sort stuffs according to those predicates, and it is useful to have them. Their usefulness means that there are some law-like at least approximate generalizations about them. However, we don’t think that nature divides the world into Beings such that this division is central. We do not think that Earth is a natural kind.

III) Alternative Positing and Alternative Conceptual Schemes

Following Goodman’s (1955), and the literature that followed, we tend to think of alternatives to our predicates as re-sorting of objects and stuff we already posit. This may sometimes be the case, perhaps in biological classification and perhaps other topics. In the general case, the situation with different predicate schemes is nothing like that. 

We share enough of Aristotle’s beliefs to understand him rather well. But what re-sorting of the extensions of Aristotle’s terms would yield magnetic fields, electrons, or neutrons? These entities are very likely to be preserved in future theories, and it seems reasonable to conclude that there are indeed truths about them. But no re-sorting of Aristotle’s entities will give the extension of “is an electron” even though electrons are ubiquitous as components of the entities Aristotle shares with us. We can reasonably suppose that if scientific progress continues, there will be truths discovered using predicates that are to us as “gluon” would be to Aristotle—not constructible by sorting the extensions of our predicates. Note that this is not to say that those predicates are inexpressible in English or that “gluon” is inexpressible in classical Greek. 
The very idea of positing objects is that those objects are not generally available to the thinker without the positing. This does not mean that, for instance, electrons did not exist before humans started to talk about them. We are using our language to correctly describe the way the world was. Since our utterances are true, electrons existed in classical Greece. It is of course the case that those truths did not exist then. 
Positing for Davidson cannot be an internalist stipulation of conditions. Quine’s conception of a posit often seems to presuppose a “fit” account of reference. The objects we posit are determined by the positing. The necessary truths about posited objects are as it were stipulated. For Davidson, that cannot be the correct account. On Davidson’s externalist view, we could be wrong about important features of the objects we posit. Extensions are not fixed by intrinsic features of our concepts. For Davidson, to say that we posit an object of kind A is to say that we utter things that it is reasonable to interpret as referring to As, and that that interpretation is not forced by the narrow choices made available by the intrinsic articulation of nature. 


Objects and properties are posits, but “posit” should not be understood as active, in most cases. The predicates we use are not generally chosen, but rather inherited from our ancestors along the lines Quine (1969) laid out. On Davidsonian interpretive grounds, most of what we say with our evolved predicates is true. The fact that “tall” or “earth” do not reduce to something precise and scientific doesn’t make sentences using “tall” and “earth” false, it just makes them less useful for some purposes. That is, given the Davidsonian account of truth, as long as there are true attributions of the predicates, the objects picked out by predicates in an imperfect predicate-system are real.  If “There are three chairs in the room” is true, then there are three chairs in the room. So chairs are real, even though there is no criterion in the terms of particle physics or any other predicate family for when “is a chair” applies to a collection of particles. Given that connection to the common world is how language gets underway, the vast majority of the things people try to talk about are there to be talked about. 
IV) Alternative Conceptual Schemes?


The relative essentialism proposed here, which denies that nature itself is divided into objects, does not mean that there are alternative “conceptual schemes” in the sense of radically different systems of predicates. Without the picture of something given to be conceptualized in various ways, it is hard to make sense of global alternatives even as abstract objects. If there were sense to be made of such alternatives, they would not be alternative predicates. Predicates are parts of languages and languages are used by agents. “Is a language” is a predicate in our system of predicates, along with “speaker,” “thinks,” and the whole intentional framework. That intentional framework treats us as special medium-sized objects to whom those predicates apply. So, we think of ourselves as such medium-sized objects dealing with medium-sized objects. So, for us, while there can be substantial additions and modifications of our theories, when we stop believing in the Tooth Fairy and start to wonder about gravitons, global conceptual change, with mostly new objects and mostly new predicates, abandoning the intentional framework, is out of the question. If we did not have the intentional scheme, we would not be language-users of any kind. The same applies to any other language-users. So the idea of a global alternative predicate system is incoherent. If the predicates were very different, they wouldn’t be predicates.

So, even though the predicates and singular terms we posit are posits, there are no alternatives for language-users, just because there are no truths without language-users, and there are no “users” without the intentional framework. But the lack of coherently imaginable alternatives does not mean that the nature conforms in itself to the positing we do. 

Perhaps in some ontological sense there are an indefinitely large number of objects in the same place and time span that one of our objects inhabits. Even if that could be made sense of, the vast majority of such additional objects are not possible posits for language-users, and so not really possible posits, and so not really possible alternative predicates, except in some wholly abstract way.

V) Local variations 

Davidson’s remark that sameness is always relative to a predicate, while it does not countenance global variants of the “conceptual scheme” kind, does allow that different people and cultures can think differently. 

Davidson’s account of meaning and language-learning tolerates much variation within the framework of interpretable predicates. A language-learner will learn that this object is a cow. What “is a cow” is true of, though, the extension of the term, is something that is not immediately apparent. Whether, for instance, a capybara is in the extension of “is a cow” or not is not evident for a while. Different possible language-communities, that is, different possible variants of application of English predicates, will have different conditions required for “is a cow” to be true of an individual. Because truth requires the possibility of falsehood, the correct interpretation of the extensions of predicates is founded on, but not determined by, the application-practices of the culture within which the language-learner learns. This does not mean that the culture as a whole cannot make mistakes. The members of that same culture may also apply “cow” to deceased ancestors on the basis of religious opinions. In that case, even though there is an appropriate set, an interpreter (or skeptical language-learner later in life) may reasonably hold that what everyone else thinks is just mistaken.


So, we certainly sometimes would be justified in interpretations that, as it were, “divide up the world differently.” This kind of alternative is indeed just re-sorting of entities we have already posited. We allow that different cultures can divide emotions differently. It is well known that different cultures divide colors differently. But as a general rule, assigning strange extensions to other speakers goes against charity. The correct application of a predicate is determined by the format, “`F’ is true of an object A if and only if A is F.” 

VI Multiple objects in the same place at the same time


There are other possible predicates true of objects that occupy the same space-time region filled by Fred the frog that have different identity and sameness conditions. Fred’s material components will survive Fred’s being squashed whereas Fred will not. So, “This has to be an amphibian” will be true of the frog, but not true of the squashed animal matter. And that predicate, “is squashed animal matter” is only an easily available, comprehensible alternative we already can formulate. Familiar artificial objects, such as space-time worms and the Quinean ontological alternatives apparently supply more cases of multiple objects occupying the same space and time. 

Relative essentialism treats all such objects as equally real, and as distinct objects. If two things differ in their modal properties, they are different. This is the major deviation of the relative essentialism presented above and Davidson’s actual views. Davidson treats what I would regard as distinct objects as two descriptions of the same object. 

It is true that in many of cases of complete coincidence, there seems to be only one thing. The distinct things I would recognize are filling the same space at a given time, and perhaps for their entire careers. So, the statue and the material, for instance, may plausibly be thought to be one thing, as Aristotle thought. Davidson seems to agree, even though much of his thought would seem to indicate the opposite—if sameness is relative to a predicate, then multiple descriptions of the same thing will at least sometimes be descriptions of different things.
Davidson actually is committed to distinct objects filling the same space at the same time, if his remarks about emeroses are taken to be an endorsement of “Emeroses are gred” as a lawlike truth, and so about real objects. Emeroses are distinct from emeralds, but overlap with all emeralds that have been examined before 2020, as well as with very many other entities. So, at least in some cases, Davidson countenances the possibility that distinct objects occupy the same space at the same time.


VII How do we fit in?

There is a prima facie problem of how to think of thinking, speaking, positing subjects (like us) existing in such a world. We ourselves, the language-users and object-positers, are among the objects we posit.  Some account of self-conscious objects, objects who are also subjects, is demanded. Such objects are self-positers. This will sound paradoxical if “positing” is identified with “making up” or “constructing a convention.” That is not the thesis here. The present theory does not deny that human beings are real and does not say that humans or any other objects other than things like ground-rule doubles are conventional. There is no obvious reason why, among the objects that are posited, human beings are not themselves posited. In fact, it would appear from animal studies that self-consciousness is rather late among the positings, when the organism has a lot of conceptual or proto-conceptual equipment. Nevertheless perhaps a story is needed.

So the next few paragraphs are a sketch, details of which would be filled out by virtually any respectable biological story about how humans emerge from the slime, of how self-positers could happen. The key is that “positing” need not be construed as voluntary choice, but rather as evolved discrimination. Positing or perhaps proto-positing, is not limited to self-conscious or even conscious beings. The positing of self-conscious beings should be seen as a special case of the more general phenomenon that organisms can come to respond to their environment and to each other. As far as I can see, at no point in the story do we need to appeal to a given articulation of the world into beings and properties. There is an articulation appealed to, of course, namely the one we medium-sized organisms have evolved and the one which includes us self-representing, self-positing positers.
In an environment with medium-sized objects interacting with one another, it can happen (in the right environment, given DNA or the like) that some medium-sized objects reproduce similar medium-sized objects. Given differential success in such reproduction, it can come to matter that such medium-sized objects respond differentially to medium-sized objects. Patterns of responses that increase the probability of reproduction, when those patterns are themselves reproduced, lead to greater probabilities of reproduction. It can turn out to be advantageous for such organisms to respond to their own responses, and to represent their responses. They can come to have a language that embodies a medium-sized object predicate scheme. Of course, such medium-sized objects will think of themselves as medium-sized objects. Given that their entire language is built on medium-sized objects and their properties, they could hardly do anything else. 

While such a scheme is indeed natural for such objects in such specialized and rare environments, that does not mean that nature selected that scheme. It means that, in this specialized environment, this scheme works well enough to be selected. The positing is automatic, up to the point at which some of these organisms are so self-conscious that they are conscious of their scheme and the possibilities of alternatives. 
In this story, it is of course important that the items in the story be real objects. At no point, though, is there anything that requires a single domain of objects given by nature. Any story of how humans come to be objects and to recognize objects on a “realist,” unique- given- domain- of- beings story will do just as well according to a story on which the objects are real, but not naturally given, as feet are real but not naturally given units of length. 


The usefulness of the different posits for different purposes has to be based on something. Clearly, there have to be laws of nature that apply to any useful posited object. Laws of nature need not presuppose any particular articulation of the world into objects.

VIII Names and Demonstratives: Direct Reference
An advantage of the realist conception of given beings is that realism coupled with a causal account of reference
 explains the apparent phenomenon that we are able to indicate beings directly. We are able to refer to things by their names without mentioning a kind to which they belong. A use of “Fred” designates Fred the human. An explanation of the fact that we do not have to specify “human” is that the human is the only candidate object. Likewise when I hold a stiletto up and say “This is what you need.” The stiletto is referred to, but nothing is selecting it. It must be already selected.  If there is no privileged division in nature, it would seem that neither bare naming nor bare demonstratives could succeed. 

a) Names

An account of names that seems to accord with Davidson’s views treats names, when used as names of individuals, as predicates with a concealed demonstrative. This demonstrative itself only demonstrates relative to some general term, filled-in in interpretation.  That is, just as the interpretation of “John is tall” interprets the sentence as “John is tall for a man/ basketball player/ Medieval monk,” so the interpretation of  “Aristotle is intelligent” interprets the demonstrative element of the name as relative to some count noun, in this case. The general term relative to which the demonstrative is interpreted is not part of the meaning.
Necessities about Aristotle are then necessities that rest on the theory of organisms or men. Aristotle (this man) in counterfactual situations is still Aristotle this man. While there are other naming intentions that could have been present when Aristotle was named (this batch of baby-flesh, this space-time region, etc.) those intentions are biologically unlikely, and the interpreter is unlikely to couple the demonstrative part of the name with such entities. Organisms that exist only because of reproduction and survive primarily by dealing with other organisms must take account of organisms. Organisms whose young require care will have evolved so as to identify their young as continuing objects. While organisms labeling organisms is normal and natural, that naturalness is biological, not metaphysical. 
A name’s containing a demonstrative element that refers relative to a general term means that the person using a name generally has some count-noun in mind, even if the hearer cannot identify which count-noun. We could think of the general term as filling an argument place that is left unpronounced, but I am inclined to spoken or too obvious to mention. The treatment would thus be formally like the unspoken general term presupposed on many accounts of the attributive construction of comparative adjectives. The general term is not part of the “meaning” of the name, which, as always, is given by the appropriate truth-definition clause. “`Is John” is true of an entity if and only if that entity is John.” “John is a man” is not analytic. 
The general term can be of greater or less specificity, and have more or fewer consequences.  “Professor,” “human,” “protoplasm,” “organism” “stuff” and “thing” would be a some alternatives. “Thing” and “stuff” would qualify as a general terms at all only as distinguished from “shadow,” “illusion” and perhaps “hologram.” “Entity” on the present account would seem not to be a general term that could strictly provide a referent. “Entity” or “being” could be interpreted, perhaps, as a disjunction of the kinds of entity that the speaker and hearer posit. So, “What the heck is that?” with a pointing may succeed in referring, even though the speaker has no intention to refer to what is there under any general term. 

Most of our intuitions about “initial baptism” work as well on the present account as on accounts that presuppose a privileged articulation. Let us consider a simplified naming event, by Balboa at the western shore of Central America. Suppose Balboa says, “Pacific,” gesturing towards the west, and then, overcome by the rigors of his recent journey, collapses and dies. Balboa’s men then split into two groups, one headed north and the other south. Balboa’s speech act may have been a description, but let us suppose he intended to be naming. Balboa himself may have had in mind the Pacific Ocean, San Miguel Bay, or the Isla del Rey among plausible objects intuitively deserving of a name. His men, though, never find out what object he has in mind. When they, with the intention of following their former leader, use “Pacific” as a name, they are interpreting by assigning a coupled count-noun. The two groups may interpret differently, and maps drawn by one group may label San Miguel Bay “Pacific Bay” while maps drawn by the other group label Isla del Ray “Pacific Island.” Thus, even if Balboa himself had had “ocean” in mind during the baptism, that is not part of the meaning of the name. 

The interpretation of what kind of thing it is that the name names determines what the necessary truths about the item are, according to the interpreter. The authority, though, does not necessarily rest with the baptizer. If Balboa intended “island” and his followers interpret “bay”, “Pacific (bay)” is a misinterpretation of Balboa, but a correct interpretation of the name in the idiolect of the followers.

 b) Demonstratives and Pure Indexicals

Balboa in the above example of naming, used a demonstrative, “this” or “that” coupled with a general term. How do “this” and “that” work? Simple demonstratives, on the present account, refer only relative to a general term. The model is Jeffrey King’s (2001) account of complex demonstratives. Balboa at the edge of the Pacific saying “This is rather attractive” might have had the bay, the beach, water in general, or the ocean in mind, among other objects before him. Roughly, his demonstration is successful when a case of the intended count-noun is before him. 

Demonstratives locate the case of a general term relative to the speaker’s location and the time of the utterance. “This (frog)” will be “the frog here now that I’m pointing to,” roughly. Given that the reference is to the case of the count-noun with the indicated relation to the speaker, the continued reference to that individual in counterfactual situations (the firmness of the demonstration) can be explained by the theory associated with the general term.
 The de re necessities that are true of the kind coupled with the demonstrative determine what counterfactuals are about that object. But don’t we need direct reference to the time, place and speaker? Indeed.


The one place where there is direct reference is with words like “here”, “now” and “I”—the indexicals, which directly refer to the place, the time or the speaker of the utterance or text. The tenses also locate events by reference to the speaker’s present. Why don’t we need count nouns here? Different explanations are required. In the case of space and time (“here” and “now”) no one supposes that there is a natural segmentation into units. While there are count-nouns, there are no illusions of privileged count-nouns. Anyone knows that, while there are feet and meters, so that 100 meters is roughly 300 feet, nature itself does not segment space into either meters or feet. Likewise, everyone knows that years, seconds, hours, et alia, are, while real, not naturally selected units.  So, the vague, contextually specified locations in time and space that “here” and “now” refer to don’t need a general term because there is no illusion of natural articulation into units. The reference of “now” can range from billions of years (“Now that eukaryotes are on the scene…”) to microseconds. Likewise with “here.” We talk about our local cluster of galaxies as well as a place on a DNA chain.


How can a speaker refer to herself in order to locate “here” and “now” without using a count noun? Given the she is a speaker, she can only take herself to be an agent. So the count-noun for an utterance of “me” or “I” is an agent, a medium-sized object conscious of itself as such. There are of course indefinitely many entities in the place from which the utterance emerges. However, only the agent is speaking. 

d) Why does there seem to be direct reference?

The counter-examples to absolute essentialism are stuffs. Stuffs are easier to construct counterexamples for because with stuffs, there are alternatives available for us to candidate metaphysically natural kinds. We can easily imagine that the very same atoms that make up water can exist in other configurations. There is no reason not to think of being water as an accident of some hydrogen and oxygen. This is not generally the case with count nouns that determine individuals. Individuals such as my dog are intuitively more plausible examples of entities that have metaphysically significant de re properties because, as it were, there is nothing else we can conceive of that they could be. Aristotle is correct to take organisms as the best case of Beings. An organism’s organized transient relation to its matter means that, for medium-sized organisms at least, individuation can only practically be done in one way. An organism has few intuitive alternatives. Organisms of roughly our size yield an articulation that would be difficult for organisms of our size to track as any other kind of medium-sized objects otherwise. Furthermore, hundreds of millions of years of evolution have made organisms salient to us. So any alternatives, other than “this plant stuff” or “this meat” leave us with nothing recognizable at all. The intuition that people and frogs are metaphysically special is explained by the unavailability for us of medium-sized object alternatives. But that’s just us.
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� Davidson, Donald. (1966).


� Quine (1953) page173-174.


� Davidson (1974), p. 198: “In giving up the dualism of scheme and world, we do not give up the world, but re-establish unmediated touch with the familiar objects whose antics make our sentences and opinions true or false.”


� Quine (1969) page 23.


� Of course, in a sense that will not produce useful essential truths, every posit allows specification in terms of necessary and sufficient conditions. “Is a cow” is true of an object just in case it is a cow.


� Aristotle, Physics, B5 196b10;  Metaphysics Epsilon 2 1027b30ff.


� By “Kantian” I mean that the accommodation is from our side rather from the side of the world. We impose an articulation on what is not intrinsically articulated.


� Quine’s (1969) is an early expression of this idea about the acclimation of our posits with the workings of the physical world. 


� Quine’s(1969) argument gives the best explanation of the happy match between our predicates and the world we live in. Billions of years of evolutionary history has indeed shaped our conceptions to the phenomena recognition of which is of supreme practical importance. Such an evolutionary argument, though, is ill-equipped to explain how we have come to have the object-property scheme itself. Our starting point, surely, would have nothing to do with nature’s fundamental joints.


� The Quinean-Kantian conception that all beings and features are posits should not be confused with the idea that the universe is gunk, i.e. infinitely divisible stuff with no intrinsic articulation. The gunk hypothesis is a view about how many beings there really are; the present theory is the claim that any objects and properties whatsoever are posits. There is no number which numbers the beings, just as there is no number which gives the distance between Grand Central Station and the Empire State Building. It all depends on whether the measure is paces, meters, or cubits.





� If there are no entities of which “F” is true, the term does not have an extension. How, then, can “phlogiston” be deemed not to refer at all? In interpretation, we take into account the connections of the term being interpreted with other terms of the speaker’s language. The advocates of phlogiston held a number of views about when phlogiston was present and what de-phlogistonated air was. Since application behavior is relevant, but not constitutive of extension, we can reasonably conclude that this predicate does not apply to anything, even though there is a kind that fits all of the users’ actual application-behavior. Such a conclusion rests on a substantial amount of agreement between us and the phlogiston-theorist. We have to understand the phlogiston-theorist by interpreting him as largely believing truths in order to see that he is mistaken in positing phlogiston.





� Nothing, by the way, prevents Davidson from saying that, by and large, when a name is learned by ostension, the referent of the name is the object which causes the joint response. A causal story does not require a unique articulation of reality into beings.


� The speaker’s intention does not necessarily determine that anything is named, even by the speaker himself. If Balboa mistakes the expanse of water for a mirage on a great desert, and intends to name that desert, he has not succeeded. 


� In some cases, it can be indeterminable exactly what “that” refers to. After an enjoyable time, your partner says, “Let’s do that again.” Neither you nor your partner may know exactly what event-type is being referred to.





