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             NOTE ONE: Imaginism 

 

(1) They experience these doings as Dekker’s. 

 

(2) They know concurrently and full well what induces these experiences are actually 

induced by Harrison Ford’s  doing something else, namely acting.  

 

(3) They know that there is no one whomsoever who Dekker actually is, hence nothing at 

all that he does. 

 

(4) We experience ourselves as knowing that Dekker did these things, knowing that that 

couldn’t be true, and yet knowing it without an iota of cognitive dissonance.1 

 

(4) E[(K (Dekker did these things ))  K(~(Dekker did these things ))], 

 

(4) We experience ourselves as knowing that Dekker did these things and as knowing 

                   that he didn’t.  

 

(5) How in the world do we manage to do it? 

 

(6) We imagine an image of Harrison Ford as standing for Dekker. 

 

(7) There is something that we imagine an image of Harrison Ford as standing for. 

 

(8) There is nothing that Dekker is,  

 

            (9) There is something that Dekker is after all. He is the right-most relatum in the 

                  standing-for relation of (6) and the very thing that (7) quantifies over. 

 

(10) In doing what he did on camera, Harrison Ford made it the case that someone 

  was doing what Dekker does in the story. 

 

(11) There is something of which (10) is true. 

 

(12) When we imagine an image of Harrison Ford as standing for Dekker we imagine 

        that same image as standing for someone. 

(13) When we imagine an image of Harrison Ford as standing for someone, there is 

  something that we imagine that image of Ford as standing for. 

 

                                                 
1 Not, of course, in Leon Festinger’s original sense, as when the purchaser of a new stove keeps checking to see 

whether the proud acquisition had been purchased at best price. 
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(14) What are the sought-for benefits of the regimentations of our mother tongue? 

 

(15) By what means are these benefits effected by them?  

 

            (16) How do we know that they do? 

 

The Due Diligence Rule: Before modelling X as Y or restructuring E as RE, due diligence 

should be performed. 

 

(17) If a theory of meaning for fiction were called for, then M would be the right call for 

       fiction written or translated into English.  

 

    NOTE TWO: Semantics psychologized 

 

      (18) However can typeface on the paper of a text be causally implicated in 

             readerly grief and distress? 

 

       (19) For very wide ranges of cases, being told things in reportorial fact-stating ways 

                triggers a pre-existing causal disposition to believe what you’ve been told as 

                factual.2 

 

       (20) There is no state-of-mind type of which Jane’s belief that Dov lives in Muswell 

                Avenue and John’s belief that Holmes lives in Baker Street are tokens.3 

 

Explicit: Sentences occurring expressly in a fiction text. (“Holmes waved our strange 

visitor into a chair.”) 

 

Inferred: Sentences having an implicit occurrence in the text, arising from inferences 

drawn by the reader. (“Holmes had a spine.”) 

 

External: Sentences expressing the observations and speculations by readers about the 

goings-on in a story. (“Othello is not the main character in Othello.”) 

 

Intentional: Sentences reporting relations in which we ourselves stand to the objects and 

events reported by sentences of the first two classes. (“Agatha Christie admired Holmes 

more than any other detective.”) 

 

Cross-over: Sentences registering cross-story comparisons. (“Holmes was certainly more 

intelligent than Li’l Abner.”) 

 

                                                 
2 This is but a particular instance of a much more general fact about the causal impact on belief simply by being told 

things, not confined to fiction-writers and foreign affairs reporters. See here John Woods, Errors of Reasoning: 

Naturalizing the Logic of Inference, volume 45 of Studies in Logic, London: College Publications, 2013; especially 

chapter 9, “Being Told.” 
3 Unless possibly, there is some more generic state of mind – not generic belief – but a state of which both the state 

that Jane is in and the state that John is in could be types. Perhaps something along the lines of a Quinean disposition 

to assert. 
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Rest-of-the-world: Sentences true of the world of the story that are not themselves part of 

the story. (“London is thousands of miles east of Moose Jaw.”) 

 

            (21) The Anti-Closed World Assumption: Except for contrary indications in the stories, 

                    fictional works inherit the world. Save for those author-sourced exclusions, the 

                    world of the story is the actual world; everything true in the actual world at the time 

                    of the story is true in the world of the story. 

      

       (22) The-rest-of-the-worlds furnish premisses for a large class of a story’s inferreds.4 

 

     (23) The structure of a semantics for fiction: I, T, R.5 

 

     (24) The determinacy principle: Except where expressly provided for by an author’s 

              interventions, a story’s world is as determinate as the actual world is. 

 

 (25) The completeness principle: Except where expressly provided for by the author, 

             fictional objects are as complete as are objects of their same type in the actual world. 

 

(26) A theory of inference for fiction: Whatever the correct, or best, theory of inference 

             for English itself may turn out to be, it is also the theory that works for stories told in 

             fiction, subject only to disallowances recognized by the anti-closed world  

             assumption. 

 

        (27) The no-reification principle: A semantics for fiction that honours these four 

                constraints – especially the particular quantifier one – must withhold its true FS- 

                sentences from positions de re. 

 

            (28) Our four fiats require the suppression of EG in fictional contexts. 

 

(29) How does DA-referring get to be like DA-hating? 

 

(30) How do sentences constructed around DA-references get to be true? 

 

            (31) “Holmes waved our strange visitor into a chair” would be ambiguous with respect to 

                    contexts of occurrence. 

 

 

        (32) It is a requirement of a DA-semantics for fiction that it reflect the relevant 

                ambiguities in the semantic structure of f-sentences. 

 

 (33) The natural way to do it by construing the scope of ⌐ f (S)¬ as carrying the a- 

                                                 
4 Even “London is thousands of miles east of Moose Jaw” stands ready for premissory service. In conjunction with 

“Holmes lived in London”, it gives “Holmes lived thousands of miles from Moose Jaw”, which although not part of 

the story, is nevertheless true.  
5 This is a departure from “Psychologizing the semantics of fiction”, prompted by fruitful correspondence with 

Matthieu Fontaine. 
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                operator.  

  

 (34) The explicit sentence “Holmes waved our strange visitor into a chair” comes out in 

                the syntax of the theory as “f (a(Holmes waved our strange visitor into a chair))”. 

 

            (35) (f “Sherlock Holmes” refers to Sherlock Holmes) 

 

            (36) When we ourselves read those stories we are induced to DA-believe its scope. 

 

            (37) She flat-out knows that f (‘Holmes’ refers to Holmes), but DA-believes that 

                   ‘Holmes’ refers to Holmes 

             

            (38) In uttering “Holmes lived in Baker Street”, she knows that she refers to what  

                   “f (‘Holmes’ refers to Holmes” refers to, but DA believes that she refers to Holmes. 

 

            (39) ‘Holmes’ doesn’t refer to Holmes. That’s why her belief that it does is a DA-belief. 

 

            (40) Barbara experiences her situation as if Frege’s Law is false, believing all the same 

                    that it’s not false. 

 

           NOTE THREE: Objectless truths 

 

(41) “Holmes wears underpants”,  

 

            (42) “It is true in the world of the Holmes stories that Julius Caesar had a determinate 

                    (natural) number of full-grown hairs on his head when he died.” 

 

            (43) In none of these sentences is there anything whatever to which such expressions 

                    refer. 

 

            (44) Although all those sentences are true, there is nothing whatever of which they 

                    are true.  

 

    (45) What are the truth conditions of these true sentences?  

     

            (46) What notion of truth would such conditions embody? 

 

(47) The ER-theory does not cohere with what virtually everyone else believes; e.g., that 

        there are lots and lots of things that don’t exist and Holmes is one of them.  

 

(48) The ER-sentence “It is impossible to refer to Sherlock Holmes of Baker Street” is 

        not derivable from any empirically vouched-for regulatory apparatus of English 

        speech. 

 

           (48) The invitation to assert the impossibility of referring to the nonexistent hasn’t been 

                     taken up by the human speech community at large. 
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   (49) As far as I can see, Alward’s book offers no principled guidance concerning the truth 

          conditions of its own ER-sentences.  

 

    (50) What is more, it is not clear to me what those truth conditions would be. 

 

          (51) Santa Claus doesn’t, Othello doesn’t, and, some even say that God doesn’t.  

 

          (52) English dislikes existence-dependent quantification every jot as much as it disdains 

                  existence-dependent reference.  

 

          (53) Since English doesn’t want to interpret the “existential” of “existential 

                  quantification” asexistence-imputing, it doesn’t want to obey the particular 

                  quantifier law. 

 

     (54) “There exist things that don’t exist, e.g. Santa” is neither inconsistent nor untrue  

 

    (55) There is someone of whom “crossed the Rubicon in 49 BC” is true. 

 

          (56) “Fa(p) iff Revealedn (NS, p)  

 

          (57) “The narrative informant of The Last Chronicles of Barset revealed that Joseph 

                    Crawley was accused of stealing twenty pounds.” 

 

          (58) “Finally, the fourth theme is that reader access to the fictional worlds generated by 

                     the works they read is mediated by a non-actual fact-teller: the narrative informant.” 

                     (p. 171)  

 

          (59) The Bootstrapping Problem: Beings like us, speaking the only languages we are fit 

                    to speak or think in, are unable to bootstrap ourselves from the grasp of those 

                    languages even for the purposes of giving up on them.  

 

          (60) They can be thought, understood and believed. 

  

          (61) They cannot be consistently voiced or sententially expressed. 

  

          (62) Yet in a great many cases, perhaps typically, they can’t get to be thought or 

                  entertained, much less than understood or believed, except as voiced or 

            sententially stimulated. 

 

          (63) They are, as we might say, empty revelations. 

 

          (64) That is, they lack expressible semantic content. 

 

  NOTE FOUR: Fictional discourse is not systematically ambiguous 

 

          (65) Wouldn’t it be lovely if there were something of which the contested sentence is 
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                    satisfyingly true and something else of which it is satisfyingly false?6 

 

        (66) A given single sentence S can be simultaneously true and false when it concurrently 

                carries two different meanings.  

 

 

     (67) “I’ll meet you by the bank.” 

 

     (68) “Lucille’s coat is quite dear.” 

 

    (69) “Visiting relatives can be boring”. (Chomsky) 

 

        (70) The detective who resided at 221B Baker Street was both respected and disliked by 

                the Metropolitan Police 

 

        (71) The sisters who taught Joan’s mom at Loretto Abbey were both respected and 

                disliked by their pupils 

 

The Ambiguation Strategy: Deadlocked philosophical problems seek and attain relief by 

postulation of independently unevidenced ambiguities. 

 

 (72) The ambiguation strategy has a tendency to make things up. When it does, its 

               meanings are fictions. 

            

            (73) Ambiguities are much more frequently invoked than shown to exist. 

 

       (74) Showing should precede invoking. 

 

       (75) Is the predicate of “true” lexically ambiguous in English ? 

 

      (76) Is there a known theory of meaning for the English language in which (75) is 

              answered affirmatively? 

  

      (77) Whereabouts differentially distribute truth values over lexically and syntactically 

              unambiguous sentences. 

 

      (78) “Sherlock Holmes lived at 221B Baker Street” is not a modally structured sentence, 

               notwithstanding its sensitivity to whereabouts. 

 

       (79) v (~A) = T iff  v (A) = F 

 

       (80) Meanings influence truth conditions in English. Meanings do not perform this role in 

              the model theories of languages like L. There are no meanings in L.7 

                                                 
6 This is what in Paradox and Paraconsistency, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003, I called the 

Reconcilation Strategy; see pages 80-90 and 151-154. 
7 A closer look at (79) will help drive the point home. It is customary to read (79) as saying the same as  
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          (81) Not-A is true just in case A is false.  

 

          (82) The value of ⌐~A¬ is T just when the value of A is F. 
 

 

     (83) “Sherlock lived at 221B Baker Street” and “Barack lives at 1600 Pennsylvania 

               Avenue” are both made true by the world, but are so by different types of fact. 

 

     (84) “Sherlock lived at 221B Baker Street” is concurrently true and false, made so by 

              different facts in the world. But the facts that make it true are not themselves at any 

              odds with the facts that make it false. In other words, they are compossible facts. 

 

          (85) The doxastic formulation: No one can believe that the same thing can (at the same 

                   time) be and not be. (1005b 19-20) 

 

          (86) The ontological formulation: It is impossible that the same thing belong and not  

                   belong to the same thing at the same time. And in the same respect. (1005b 19-20) 

 

          (87) The logical formulation: The most certain of all basic principles is that contradictory 

                  propositions are not true simultaneously. (1011b 13-14) 

 

      (88) It is true in respect of the facts that brought Smiley’s People into effect that Karla 

              arrived 

 

      (89) It is true in respect of the other facts constitutive of the goings-on that night at 

              Checkpoint Charlie that no such thing happened.  

 

      (90) If we found ourselves drawn to a respects theory of truth for fiction, we’d have a 

              difficult time to continue to side with the four horsemen of the logic of fiction. 

 

      (91) Not to worry; why martyr English to the ontic anxieties of some philosophers, the 

             fastidious high priests of lessness? 

 

          (92) Farewell to at least the first three horsemen. 

 

          (93) “There were several planets in Le Verrier’s theory, of the solar system. The one that 

                    turned out not to exist was Vulcan. 

 

          (94) Does a dual-aspect theory have a tellable story about anaphoric contact between one 

                  aspect and another? 

 


