Chapter 9

GENERAL WORDS

We are prone to distinguish in lengusge tvo
Glasses of woxds, Ong, having for its typical
examples, such words as ‘man®, ‘yellow?, 'Indian',
‘healthy', and the like, are calied generanl wordsj
vhiie the other exemplified by expressions like
TAristotle?, tIncdia', "this University', etc. are
called singulasr words, The preliminary basis for
isdlating thase tvwo kinds of words from each other
ie, of’ooﬁraa, an appavent difference in their
soemantic funciioning., A singuler vord is said to
apply to only gne thing or individusl, Contrarily,

2 general vword is said to apply in the ssme sense to
wany things or individuals, This alleged peculiarity
of the semantié behavicur of goneral words bhecomes
however readlily thé source of a noloriocus problem,
which 45 § How 1s it thet the same word emn spply

in the same sense to things which are mmerically
distinct and diversoe gqualitatively? The official

practice in answéring this guestion is to invoke
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the notion of similarity. That is, saying that a
general word applies to many things because those

things ave similar. Vhether or not this similarity

hypothesis is at all céllcd for, or is in fact
Inenprihie inescapable, is indecd a major concern of
oura. to explere and examin®. And we shall teke up the m
mattgg;in thg next. chapter. What, however, as?a» 
logical preliminary, is to ocoupy us here is some-
thing more bagic, It is the consideration of vhether
there really are in ocur language general words, a
class of words which cennot be assimilated to words
called singular, For obviounsly, cne cannot talk of
a problem about éencral vords or of the similariby
hypotﬁgsio as a possible solution of it, unlees alrendy,
théfé are good reasons for admitting general woxrds
in our languege.

Our business now is, thersfore, to see whether.
or not a case can be made out for the alleged exis~
tence and identity of geoneral words; which, plainly
enocugh, amounts to finding out a sfiiieism criterion

of a set of criteria by which geneoral words may be
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nﬁfkéﬁ off féom gingulay #orda. Is‘thare any such
criterion or set of criteria?

Vhat about the nllnged ﬂisparity mf somantio func~
tioning which we “have referrod ta above? c:n't it
count os the needed criterion? = one may ask. Prima
Xacie, there appear to be points-in faveur of the
clajim. But the troubla'ié there aie philaséphern -
we have apeciélly 1n mind Johnson and Austin = who
‘seem to think othérwise; They wuuld-reject the claim
on grounds %o géma such effect asy e.g.y the seéantic
funotioning of épyvkind vhatever is not an essontiasl
point st 2ll about general words (Johnaﬁn)‘, or that

4t is odd to suppose that general worda have memantiec

- ¥ Vide ; &”K' Paxrt Iy Dover Publications, New
‘ 5, D970
‘The goneral name has usually been differens
tiated by referonce to number, and roughly
defined as a name predicabie of mors than one
object, In fact, however, there are goeneral
names such as Yinteger between 3 and 4 or
*snake in Iveland' that are predicable of no
. object, while 'integer between 3 and 5' and
{pole=star® are general names predieable of
- only one object, :
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behaviour in the same way as singular words do
(Austin).® These challenges will have to be exsmined
by us, before we can finally decide on the efficacy
of the semantic 6riteriqn. i.e, whethérlit eaﬁ truly
distinguish general words from singular worde., And
for fhia purpbse we shall no doubt be regquired to
£ind out the exact nature of the welation of gemeral
words to things. Before we undertake this work it
would be worthwhile to explore the possibility of
fihding supplementary criteria elsewhers,

It is plain that the possible oriteria, wha%sver
they nay pécoisuly be, mast consist in certain pro-
perties vhich woulad charécttriae only general words
and not those which are singular, But a small initial

queqtion is'wharain. exagtly, in a general word,.

2 Vide Philosophical Papers, Oxford University
_ Press 1197053 P01, ‘
2hgt this view that general names *have
denotation' in the same way that propar.
names do, is gulte as odd as the view that
. proper names 'have connotation'! in the same
way that goneral mames do see"
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should we look fdr then? For a‘g@neral word, gue
wapd ;word, shows more than one face for us to view,
{a) Like all vords which are written or uttered,
‘genaral words, wh&n»written or uttersd, bécomeg'far
#ﬁat reason, dccurrences in the'phy@ical wmridag As
written ﬁérds. they belong to tha class of physical
abjgcﬁs vhich ave visible, e.Zes 'the rainbow! v “tléﬁa‘t
bird on the tree!, etc.j vwhile as uttered words they
belong to the class of cbjects which areAaudiblsg |
Coe 'that.thud on the flocr', 'tﬁo foﬁw of o liont,
‘a whisper3; ete. gag\thiz physical side of the
. general words is on1§ incidental to them, in the
sense that thoy do not bear on their loglical charace
ter aé words, thet is to say, do not determine their
meaning{ And so there is nO'péint in scanning it for
the criterié we Qre se&rahing for. Hobedy, as a

matter of fact, has doné so,

3 gfs An Inguiry into Meaning. and Truth, ChapeXs
Penguin Books, Allen & Unwin, 1940,
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(B) In the same way, we:mny also ignoye tvwo
more aspects of general words. Insofar as thef'éxe
words,.geneial wordo. like words in general, wmay
assume twoe roles 1n 1anguage. In the terminoclogy of
Kerl Buhler.“ they are reapcctivaly (3) rolc as
symptom, and (ii).rnle as signal, | | “

The formor contiats in the faet that, like other
worda. a general word may indicate Lo ascme ezteut
what occurs in the mind of the perscn who utters it
while the lattei may be sald tp ;3and»for the effg#t.
it ﬁéy prddgce en the pe#sacn whé‘heafs 1t.

‘Theso twé aapaeta‘qf a genorai.werd. like its
physical aspecty are also incildental, they may cone
txributs at best to its psychological wmeaning, But
they have nothing to do with tﬁd logical meaning of
it,. Foﬁ}'ﬁha man£a1 statos of pursun;'uﬁtering the

same general word may well vary according to circums

4 Vide A1f Ross, Directive and Norms,
De204
The asuthor refers to Kerl Buhlexr' s
Sprachtheorie (1934), p.28.
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stances, dnd Bo may itis affeeta'en thosse who happén
to hear it. | |

Sofit seems pointloss to go in for 2 search of
what 1s to distinguish general vwords from ainguler
wo:di either in.their roles an@‘phyaigalﬁoccurreﬁces
or in their rolas»aa symptoms or . signals, This 1§p1193
that we have to 1511 back on other aspects of general
vords, One such aspect ia already known to us. It
is their semantic a?pect; i.8, their relation to the
objecta they refer to, We shall no doubt make an o
'eexpioration of 4it, But right now we shall occcuny oure
selves with two more facets which are prime facis
BISTENGREIRE distinguishadble in a general wbrd.

(i) Gpe consists in the fact that, as paris of auﬁ
disoourée, ths.us. of goneral words is governed by
™Miles af Erammar;

(11) while the othar in the fact that 1t is
governed by the laws of logic,

The former constitutes the gremmatical GiMeasion
of a general word and the latter the logical dimen- .

sien of ite
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* The basic imporsaonce of these two dimensions
for general words (as also words in general) is indeed
undeniable, For it is because of these = semantic
aimenﬁion‘apart'wlthat the goneral words_(alse wvords
in general) can assume sonseé for themselves by being
used in sentences and give sense to the sentences in

wiiich they ave used,

' 2. Jolmson, for whom gensral words are not semdne
tically éiutinguishable from singular vords, suggests
.a.aius%ar of grammatical concepts to distinguish them.
‘They are ealleﬂ‘”égplieativee or selectives® by him.

‘H¥,ee & gensral name ig distingulehed as that to
which any applicative com be significently prefized,t>

~ As per Johnson's iist, the applicatives inoclude
{a) definite article *the', (b) the indefinite articles
g and ‘an®y {g) damonsirative particles like 'this,

‘that', (d) such vords as *all', *some',’every’,

5 Yide logie Part I, Dover Publicatiocn, New York
1192115P-B7.
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tanyt, etc, In addition to the applicatives he alse
 speaks of (g) the use in the plural number, and (f)the
numorical prefixes as distinctive of general words,
And a further and comnected characteristic
of the gensral name is that it can always

‘hsbe used in the pluyel, or, im fact, with
any numerlical prefix;é

Johnson's formulatiOn‘af tﬁe prammatical eritefia
of genefal wcrds ééema quite e@mpreheneive,'gn the
sense that subseguent 1ogic1ana - .4 Quine7.
tbynesa, atebﬁingg amoug others - who have amplayed
‘them do not add X anything new to 39hnaon's list,. On
| the contrury, they have usuaily been satisfied with
even less than what the iist contains,

About the grampatical oriterla one thing seoms

'definxte. They do not in all cases distinguish

g@neraz words from singular words., Their application

7 Vide Ford and obgact New Vcrk (1960),pp-99~10@.
8 Vide Formal Logic, London, p.12.

9 Vide Modern Iutraduction to Logie, New Ycrk, o
- ﬂarper & Row Pabl,(1961), peble = -
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is confined to mouns and pronouns, As a matter of fact,
oneg may well feel that in dréwing up the ceriteria the
logicians eoncerned have:ﬁad in their minds as model
pevhaps thé éis#inction of proper names amd common |
nouns (in some cases, pgrhébs;alse singulay neouns and
plaral nﬂunsio) vhich, ghnerallﬁ speaking, are the
grammatical counterparts of sirgular and general
WOords reSpectivelyo.Anyway, the rénge of 3enéral
words is widgr‘than nound and propouns, Fox, it
eovars; noung and pronouns apart, adjectives (red,
ﬁwnet,igenerous, etc, ), words deslgnating velations
(under; above, asidey etc,), verbs (run, sing, writs,
atu,), and sb one |
Thgnrestric%ed efficacy of the grammatical crie

teria mbove, i.0. their incapacity to identify all

10 QOnpare Cuine saying, "..e. the dichotomy
- betveen singularx teormp and general terms,
inconveniently similer. in nomanclabture to
“the grammatical one between gingular and
plural, is less superficial."
Yoxrd and Gbiect, New York (1960), p.9C.
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gén@rdl words; may well ceﬁnt as a mark of inadequaey
of the criteria themselves, However, this inadeguacy,
in the present context, does not seem to maitter mucﬁ.
The oriﬁeria may be taken to have accomplished enough,
if they just succeed 1in distinguishing only some
words as general, Forg in that caso, there will be
that possible problem about general words to vhich
asimilarity hypatheiiu is alleged to be a possible
.aolution.

H§ ﬁay now preoceed to examine the working of the

criteria listed above within their limited fiecld,

‘(2;1) To begin with the criterion which says that
ggneral‘words ¢can be used in the piural but singﬁiér
words éannot be so used, |
For Quihe in particuviar, this evriterion seems to
agssume a prdvileged poaition., And there is reason
for thet. For, a notabl@‘peculiarity of erite-
rion ie that it shows a kind cftparallelism with
the semontic criterioun end, thet way, tends %o

provide a grammatical justification for the latters
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because s per semauntic criterivn, as we know, a
general word is supposed to designate more than ons
objecty while a aingulgr word only one,
Usual examples of general words and singular words
would both supporé this criterion. Take geueral words,
G.ge "book?, 'bag', ’hachelor‘, atc, They all admit
plural endings s we do say 'bookg', 'bags', 'bacheibzg',
‘and 80 on, Confrarily, singular words, e.g. pronouns
like 'I'y, 'he'y ete., or nroper names like "Ravindra-
neth'y 'Javharlal', etc, are not normally used in the
plural ~ we do not say 'Raviadranathg', 'Javharialg?le
However, the criterion does not function es smocthly
2s one might expect, Firstly,we have difficulties
over words like 'furniture?, 'sheep'!, 'news', ete.
Semanticallf; they are general words; yet Lthey are
not amenable to being made piural « w# are debarred
by yule from saying "furnitures'; ‘sheepg', ‘newses’,
and the like, Yo have difficulties also over those
vords cailed 'muss t@rus' Ly Quine, For example,
’yatqr’g ;wine’,~'gold', etc., Though general seman-—
ti?aliy”tnéy tpo ara impervious to being made plurgl

by the addition of the particle '=a‘',
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Again, there arise'uome-compiiéatione from‘the
fact thet, on occasions; certain ordinary general
worda tend to functioﬁ'in our lunguage as 'mass
terms's Por instance, the word ‘apple! in Quine's
example °‘Put same_aégie.in the salad?,!

‘ Fiually. p50per'names vihich are'éingulérvwords‘
per excellencoy may assume ﬁlural éndings; Following

12 e myy mention at least four cases

Otto Jaspérson
~whare it so héppens. (1) vhen 2 pumber of individue
als héve been arbitrariiy designated by the same
prOper'ﬁnme,Aas forlexaégle. '"There avre ten wWilliams
in this viilage', *7 have not visited any of thé ’
Romes in America', ete, (11) ®hen wo want to desig—
lnéte wpeople or things like the individual &énotéa
by the éame“; for instance, ‘Ve can't have many

Ganthis in a century’, (121) When éraﬁer HAReSs

11 Ibid, p.91. (Italics mine)
12 Vide Philosophy of {rammar, George Allen &
Unwin, London ¢ DeEDa
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designate members of the same family, e.g."All'tha
Nehrus are not great', 'It happened during the days
of the Henrys', etc. (iv) When, "by metoromy”, a
proper name may stand for a werk of the indifidual
denoted by the name", e.g. 'X deon't have all the

Ravindranaths in my library?.

(2.b) Let us now switch over to the considera~
tion of all the oiher grammatical councepts ('applie
cativer? in Johnson's 1anéuage) which are said to
distinguish penerel words, As listed above, the§~ |
incdude {a) definite ariicle ('the}). (b) indefi-
nite articles (‘a’, 'an’), (g) demonsirative par-
ticles {'this!, 'that'), (Q) words like ‘'ald’,
'some’, etc. They ara all of them Qaliod ‘axticles?®
by Jphnspﬁg obvicusly, in an extendeﬁ sense of the
tormi and we too may well use this name whilé
referring to them bslevw, For Johnson, the articles
(which are co-extensive with his appllc?tivea) axre

the allnlmporudnn mark of genoeral words.



GENERAL WORDS 101

He says ¢

eee We n&y point ocut that universal character-

iagtie of the general name is its connection

with the ariticleld - the use of the grammati-

cal term 'article'! being extended to inolude

this, that, some, Overy, any, ete.t
and further,

The cousideration that to the general

name any applicative can be prefixed, distine-

guishes it {rom the singular name, whether

descriptive or propev.id

The article-crijeilon of general words and the
-pluralwendlng-crztericn uiacussed avove, are nov. to
be comstrued as mutually exclusive, That ie, it is
‘not such that the general words which are distingutie
shable by one ars not distinguishable by the other,
;They do, in fact, apply jJoiatly, And mostly this is
vwhat 4s the case, Take, fcxr instance, the general
word *Look' vhich is amensble i plural ending, It
- may go equally well also with any of the articles
in cur iist. One can say 'a book' 'the book', 'this

book', 'soms books', and so on,

13 ITtalice ours, '

4 Vide Logic Part I, Dover Publications,
New York, D97

15 Vide Ibid. pc990,
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On cccasions, again, the articlee~critexion may
supplement in varying degrees the pluralecndinge
criterion, in the sonse that it goes to oovef up
cases where tha latter does not 6§arateg Words
like 'furnituxre?, 'sheep', ‘news’, 6iC., on the
one hand, and mass terms like ‘u&tar!,.’wine',
‘gold?, etc. on the other ~ will illugtsate the
point. As alrandy stated, nove of these words ﬁake
plural endiugs, Nonethelecs, we can well say 'some
furniture®, 'this furniturei, ‘the furniture'’, and so
" on, In the same w way, we can also say 'some water?,
'ﬁggg wine', ‘some gold', and =20 on,

To examine the workability of the article-criteria,
Quine16 makes a distinction between definite and
~indefinite singular words, and awmeong the instances of
the latter he wonld sometises inélude such phrases
‘aa 'a wman®, 'zn ant', and the like. This, naturally,

oy ralse a doubt as £0 whether the articles cen

16 vide Kord and Obiect, New York (1960),
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rightly be said to go witﬁ general vords alone,

fapunxy b Ons waj to avoid this smill difficulty is to
assume ‘& position like this. ' Well, phrases like ' a
maxt, 'an ant'; like 'Bne book', 'something', 'ever&-
thing*,ﬂatc.,-are not. pavadigi cases .of singulay.
worda;rﬁhey aré singular only in a secondary éense, i.a.
a senéé which éefives-from the'singularity vhich goes
witlk what we call definite singular words, e.g,. ‘SRea
tCaesar', {when I am speesking of a particular indie
vidual). Definite singular words are the true spedimene
of singular words : the singnlerity which goes with

them is singulerity in the primary sense,

Cervain einguldr deéseriptive names, ior éxampis; ‘
 tthe Prime Minister of India' also tenhd to cccasién
dcubt, ineofar as they are prefaxed by 'the?, But o ‘

'here, again, as poznted out by Johuson, the singula—

: 1742£.'Stréwson, *Singular Terms and Fredication®,
Philosophical Logic, ed. Gtwawson, Oxford
University Pressy p.69. \
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rity of the descriptive names is derivative, 1.9,
tsecured through its reference to a proper namd,"‘s
But how far do the articles or applicatives
demarcate general words from paradigm cases of
singular words, i,e, definite singular wdrds,
proper names, ake,?
The articles are used with general woxrds, wvhich
is true; énd 1t 4s further trus that they are not
normally ﬁ-ed before proper names or definite singuie
lar vords (e.g. we do not generally say 'a Jawharlal
Nehru® or fthe Jawharlal Nehru5, or the like). To
that extent they may be said teAda thelr job. But
" mumerous excepitione, tlihi(':h oné discovers ;:r. language,
tend to limit this svccess, To mention 2 few. (g) There
. are cases of prépeﬁﬁ;hames ang definite singulay words
which take the erticie 'the' before thems c¢.ge 'The
Ganges*y, '"The Green Park', *The earth', and so on.

~»(§) Likewise, we have instances of proper names and

18 Vide Loggic Pavrt X, Dover Publlieations,
New York, p.20, .
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singular words with %a’, 'an'; *some', etc, usecd
before tham, We say, *Calcutta is not a New Yerk',
‘He speaks like a Socrates', 'Scome Mr. Khem is
here!, atc,

To wind up our survey of the grammatical
criteria, -

(EJ The aritéria, Jointly, 40 not eover tne
entire range of wordes vwhich are gener=l on semantic
consicerntion; they cover a cross-section of it,

() within the Llimit of the cross-scotion, again,
no single grammatical criterion willi: held good
unlversally,

(c) Nonetheless,; a general wowd which is not
distinguishable by one particular oriterion may be
distinguished by another; and that way, the gramma-
tical criteria may be said to be matually supple-
mentary., ‘

(d) vhat, however, is most important to note is
this, The grammatical criteria,; insofer as they
hold ¢f a part of the range of words which are

general on semantic criterion, shovw a dégroe,or
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cmawpondenet to tho 1attcr‘ This corre-pondena.
1. unukoly to be a nor- co-inc:ldonce. And 1in that
nnoe. ﬁ; provides a kind of Juatificat::l.on for thc

acmantio criterion.

3. Lot us naw ‘consider anothtr "!7 or diat:lngni.-
ahing ganoral words fyom singular words which iu
soughit to bs correleted uith their distinction based
- om. semantic groumds. Jhis  distmehion aleo b based
.- vhat may be called a grammatical criterion; since
:Lt a.nvolvon eonaidaration of the grammauoal posia
- t:!.ons or roles of the two kinds of words in’ the séne

teneu m which they ave uaed. It 1- Qﬂin‘. aaain,

vhu is tho prineipal exponsnt of this oriterion, The

i crit.rion :I.o 'y Whilo [ ganoral word is capab!.o of

plny:!.ng thc role of a pﬂdicata :ln & sentence, a '

s:lngular wox-d 1: not capab!.a of pluyang such a rolc.'

In Qu:tne'a huguago .

It i.a by grammatical role that genoral and
' s:l.ngular terma are p:'Operly to be dist:lnguishod...

19 Vide Vord and ob ic‘t., New York (1960), p.96,

19
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The general term (unlike the singular term) is
what 1s predicated, or occupies what grammari-
ans call predieacive posmtaon oo'

Interestingly opeugh, this grammatical critof;on

. of éuine’s shows two sides which, sﬁfictly speaking,
are not grammatiéalg.xa a seﬁae, they tend to con=~
tribute, at the logical level, a kind of deepor dimenw
sion to the contrast of genar&lland singular woi&-
already marked ont bﬁ the criterion, One of the two
szdéa is that tﬁo genoxral word, becaﬁse of its pre=
dicative position in a mentence, can be true or false
of the object to which the singular word refers, while
we cannot say the converse of it, 1.0, that the

singular word is true or faise of that te which the

20 Ibid. The portion in parenthesis is ours,

Geach zixm and also Frege seem to maintain
fundementally the same positions as Quine. Frege
gays,:. A propsr name can never be in a predi-
cative expression ... ("On Concept and Object"™,
translation from the Ph¥flcsophical ¥Writings of
Gottlob Frege, ©d, Geach and Black, Pe30%s
while Geach says, "The name of an object can
ese be used as logicak subject of an amsertion

about an object ..s It ¢annot ..« be 2 logical
predicate,”
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‘general word refers. The second side, on the»oéher
handg is that whilévthefpoéition'éf:gubjeet ocecupied
by the singular vords is alse posatipn aeceséiblé to
- qnanﬁifiarg, the predicative position of the general
word is not eo, |

 Anyway, this new grammatisal‘critericn, it is not
difficult to see, has a special advantage-éver tﬁe
earlier one. The earliier criterion, which involves
the concepts of articles of Tapplicativea® or thét‘of
plurhl onding, we have ssen, could be useful at best
eo.identify those goneral words which fall within the
ranges of nouns and pronouns; iﬁ'does'nét apply to
general words outside this limited range, 1.8. to
verbs, addec@ivas, substantivew, Bﬁt the now cfiterion
- can do justice to these, insofar as verbs, adjectives
\ and substentives can well ogeupy the required predie
cative position 4n sentences, e.g. "She sings®,
"She is a singer", "She is tall®, etc, As a mabter
of fact, the criterion temds to cover adjectives,

verbs arnd substantives sc well that Quine is inclined
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even to view thom_?ﬁerely as vuriant’fdrmnﬂz‘ of
genofal WOrds, | _ _

Thus in axecuting the common business of dig=
tinguishingugeneralﬁwords from singular ones the ..
new grammati@gi-critmrion is in o position to do
something impoxrtant vwhich the éarlier‘one cauld.not%
That way it is e&mplementary to the latter, Nonethow
less, there is a point on which the two criteria
appear in a way to conflict with each otﬁer, that is,
yvield Opposite;raanltu. The ﬁoint in qguestion is what
has been reforred to above as "masz terms®, e.ge
‘gold!, ‘sugsr', 'water?!, etc, The maas torms,_aa ve
have saecn qarlier. dq.not admit.of plural endings;
noy do'thoy take articles lika-'é'. an?, ftho’ as
prefixes, In ﬁhat aensa.iby the first criterion,
more procisely, & part of i, they become branded as
singular woiége However, the nﬁw‘cfiterion tends to
p\ii‘. them in the cl_ées of general wordsj because they

can well occupy pradicative positions An sentences

21 Eead.
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¢.5e "The content of %he»glasa is water", “Whatéﬁer
glitters is hat gola®, ete,
| The way to resolve . this eonflict, as suggested by
Quine, is te recegnise a kind of "ambivalencq" as
: regérds ﬁass terms. That is, to admit that mass'terms,
predicatively uwaid in a sentence, are to be treatead
as genaral, though they are $o count as singulay words
when they happen to figure in qﬁbject-positions in ’
pentences, But in whot does a mass term in snbjecte
position differ from itself in predicative position,
so that 1t might be justified to eall it a general
word in the latter case and a singular word in the
former? Does it agsume differont functions in the
two ponitions? Quine‘a ansver would be that a maes :
term in the subject peesition of a sentence refers to

1ts objects "cunulatively"-“2

on the oﬁhor handg used
in the predicative position 1t makes a "divided

! hrid . \ &
refarence"z’ to ¥h 1its objectaysthat is, refers {o ¥each

22 Ibidg pa91.
23 Ibid, p.914.
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’water' in ite nubject and predicativu positionﬂ in':

the two sentenﬁea “water 13 laquidﬂ d “The liquidg.

in the glass is water® In the fermer role, 1.03 in
the role of & singular word, it refers to uhoia of
the stuff ealled water; in the other role, BRab ie. '
in the rale of a genaral word, it rofera to oach
part of the atuff, the liguid in tho glass.

The criterion of subdeot-poaition can by and large
“mark off general words. Bt at times 1¢ fails, and
fuine himself is not unawere of that. Common nouns on
semantie considerations a?e»paradigm cases of general
worda, yet there are sentences in which théy cen '
octcufy subjectepositions which axre supposed to be
aéceeaible oniy to singular words, Exomples § 'A:
gggg’had two quecns'’, 'Some Men were present?, and
B0 ON, |

But cen we avoild such difficultles by recourse to

al’ ﬁbid’ 9.980



GENERAL WORDS ' 112

an.amended version of Quine’s criterion proposed
by . some. philosophers? These philosapheps include,
among othexs, Nicholas Yolterstorff who follows
Geach, {perhaps also I'rege) in the matier, The
amended version which preposes to read Quine's
fsubject” and "predicate” as 'logical subjeci! and
‘logicel predicets' respectively is this.

Only singular terms ¢an function as the iogical
subjects or seontencesni general terms o ot.25

. Can we, by treating the wq?d ‘ing' 4o our
example above as a lmg&qél subject, make it claésiu
fiable as an instance of singular wordé that, howe
evér, is more basic is vhether the woxd 'a king?
above eén at 211l function as a logleal subject, Quin326
is in§i&n@d to aﬁswar in the negaiive, His grcun#ris
théﬁ a loglcal sabjéaﬁ iglrequireﬁ ﬁo be the nage of

one definite thing or individual, while there is mo

25 Vide On Universalé $ An Essay in Ontologv,
The 1 University of cnikago Preas, 119707,
9.560 :

26 ¥ido Xord and Object, Now York (1960), pe¥13,
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one thing named by the word 'a king', WOIteratefff.27
on the other hand, meintains otherwise, He admite.
" that *a king' does not rofer to one definite indim
vidual in the sense Anlwhien the name 'King Ashokg'
does} howevar; i1t may be vieved as standihg fox tﬁe
single thing, the class of kinga, and, that way, as
.legical auﬁject in Quine’é'sanae. :

ﬁut thia.poéifion of Wolterastorff's does not
heve any particular appeal for us. For the single
thing for which the name 'king Ashoka' atémds is
vaicﬁsly not of the same kind as the supposed single
thing callég c}aaa of all things, The latter ié not
iﬁtelligiblc in the way the former is, ‘
| As a matter of faci, the am&ndmenf ofAQuéne'a
critorién by substituting the conceptsvof 'logicai
aubject5 and 'logical prodicate! for those of
‘erammatical subject® and ’grémmatical predicatet,

doss not mark any 1mpr6vement on ity Forp in ﬁhe

27 Vide Oy Universsls : An Essay in Ontolop
. The University of Chicasz0 Press (1970), peli9,



CENERAL WORDS ' ST

first plaac; it is not true that genéﬁal woxrds g;ggg"
ﬁﬁi FUROTLIOH o logieﬁl'predicéteg.‘as menticned by
Woltér3€orff himselfj contrary %o the“otiﬁﬁlation
of the ameuded eriterion, singulax words, o.gs 'ie
identical with Vanua'28 eiso can figure as logical
predidates, ‘ o

Bisides, iﬁ the definiﬁibn‘of the singulaf word -
in Yerms of the logical subject there 1&. if wo may
say sa, a1 asmount of what is c¢alled begging the
qudatioh. For the conceph of'siggular wa&d itssls

is invoked to define the notion of logical subject,

LIT

Thué, together, thé grammatical-c;iteria dige=
cussed above tand in a waﬁ to. cover by and large
the entire range of words whicﬁ,are classed; on
ssmantic consideration, as general words, In this

soense, the grammetical ecriteria may well be saild
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to provide for a kind of 0xterna1 rationale Ier the
semantiﬁ crite ion¢ What, however, is going to be
considered by us now ls how far, if’ at ali, the
sepantic critawion can ba Juatified on £ts cwn
‘strength. That 1= to say,:we éhall dieguaé whether
‘ ;it'hgs eny internal vationale, in oﬁher vords,
reasoﬁs witﬁin itself for accepbing it,

As per éemantie eriterion, axgenerai word differs
from a aingular word in thnt, unlike the latser
which is correlated wvith ouly one object, it can be

corralated with more than one, A convenient way to

eocnduct our sesrch for a possible justificatlion of
it within itself is to note at the very beginning
the alleged difficulties of it, the major ones

at least,

(2) On smemantic eriteriovn the general word is:
differentiated in terms of the concept of applying to
more than one thing, in other words, by reference to

number,. Some logicians, Johnaon29 being .onee find

29 Vide Logic, Part I, Dover Publications.
Now York.
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.a difficulty in 1t Foﬁ it is alleged that there is
®nothing in the gg§gigg of a genoral name which
could determine the number of objecis to which it ia
applicable.gc |

{3} Take'expreaaionm such as 'integer between 3
and 4%, ?snake in Ireland?!, 'King of France', and the
like, They are general names, though they would apply
to no object whatever, |

{1i) on the other hand, consider expressions like

‘integeyr between 3 and 5%, "noleestart, ‘natural .
'matelite of the sarth!, ﬁ'efc., wirdch also are general
names, though they relate to only one objecﬁ. And
there is nothing in the expressions themselves which

would explain the diversity of the two ssts of expre-

ssiong in reapect of thelr sesmamntic Punctioning,
{e) (1) Contrarily, a singular word, as for oxample ,
the proper name ‘Caesar’, may apply to more than oae

object, 2.2, Julius Caesar, Octavius Cassar, or the

30 Vide Ibid, ps97.
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A’deg called b; that n?meg though, on semantic criterion,
it is to apply to only one ob;ect. |

| (&~) In the same way, 'Pegasust {Quine's &xampl@),
a singular word, whigh,‘én semantic cgitérign, is to
-apply:%e one thinge dvaes mot, in fact. gpply.to any
thiné.l" o -

Iu the light of thésa difficulties it seems pessible
nov for us to und@rstand what ome is to ﬁo if one is
-to fihé the required Justification ef the seﬁantic‘
cr¢tarion. Tha 3upposed semantie rblation of general
and singular wordsg to thelr respective abdacts haa‘.
so faxr been described in terms of such phrases as
'apply t0!, ‘correlated with', and the like, whach'aro
deliberately vague, The thing for us to do now would
be to see whether the somentic éelation is amenable
to iﬁterpretatiqn in any precise terms which, plaw
sible iﬁ’itself, wéuiﬁ}'a@ the same tilue, solve all o

or at leaet some of the aileged'diffieultiéa above,

h. We may begin with J.5.Mill's interpretation.
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‘Agccording to Mill, a general word is appliﬁahle in
the aame gense £o an indefinite number of thingssg
while a singular word is applicable in the narne
sonse to cnly one thinga'Tb quote Mill 3

A pensral name is ese @ name which is capable

of being truly afiivmed, in thei/ same sense,

of each of an indefinite number of things. An
- dndivideal or simgular name is a name wvhich

iz only capable of being truly affirmed, in

tho_same senae, of one thing,3%
And the reason why it is aso, is, according %o Mill s
( A general word ) fexpresses cartain gualities, and,
when we predieate i€ of those persons wa asaert that
they all possess those gualities®; but a singular word
is not conferred upon its object to indicate any
qnalitiés.Bg

¥M111l%s position makes a e¢laim to offer a kind of
solution of the difficulty stated in (b) (1). That’

is, it purports to provide an gxplanation of why &

singular name which happons to apply te sany abjcciég

- 31 Vide 4 System of L0gicg Longman's Groen & Co,
London ?965 s DPe 170

32 Vide Ibids
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does not heve t6 be identified with a general name
just on thet gfcund. Por, as quoted above, a siqgu—
lér word, unlike a general word, doas not apply to
the wmany objects in the samo senses The concaept of
does not apply in the same sense', hovwever, tends
to’menn. Lor Mill, ‘does not apply in zny sense at
g&;'.sg Mill's position may be formulated alternately
thus @ While application of a general word is sense-
based that of‘a singuler word is not sense«based,
There is a eertéin inner discrepancy in Miilts
interpretation which 1; not far to see. Ho speaiks
of a singular word as a word ﬁhieh does not apply
to many objects iﬁ the.: same sense,.
| ‘Gontinﬁing, he deseribes:éiagular word also aas
;:word which doea not épply_ta its objects in éni
schae at _a3l, But hov are the two deseriptions,

. namely, 'doeés not apply in the szme sense' and

‘does not 2pply in any sense® to be undsrgtood in
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reference to aaeh athﬁr? Fer-Mill, they geem to
have the same meaning. But this is absurd. 1£ a
word doesn't apply in any sense then it just doesn't
apply in any mense, To say that it does not apply
&n the same sense {or in some pax'tic’ular SeN86 )
wauld ocutrage speech. The 1&63 of gﬁt being anglgm
' cable in anx sense. exclndea the idea of bsing
appucable in. i:.he some. sense cw in a different
sense or in any par’bieular: sense, Toe put the mutter
in another *miy, saying that a aingnlar‘ word appllies
to its objscts in different senaes is to presupposme
tﬁat it han' aome songesg not that 1t does not have
any sense, |
Thus the two posit&ons of Mill's, vw., _
(a) that a singular word dees mat apply to 4%
objects 1n the same senee,~ l
and{b) that a singulier word does mot apply to its
6bject9 in any sense whatever, |
' dé, in,fact,.atand'for'very different positions

which convey very different meanings,
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. But neither of the positions is without
diffieui#ieaé - | ‘

(b)s that 1s, that s singuler word doés mat apply
g any -génse, is not quite tm#ﬁle. Iﬁ aseme néee&éary
" t9 grant that a aingulér-word can ésaumn eoﬁe Senee
for,itaeif,thr,otharvisa,Aﬁhat,iiu our eyésgrténda
. to becoms unacceuntable is the fact that in certain
caeeﬁ instmz@kas' of the same grammatical sentence
with ﬁhn aém@-aingulaf'wefd may -assume very different
‘senses, To mention a feu\examplésy | B

(L) T have a headache (said‘by me){

I have a headaaﬁe (said by my cousin),
"I have a headaoche (said by my neighbour),

{13 )This ia‘Elizﬁbeﬁh-(a name of & girl),

‘This‘is Blizaveoth { = rowme of 2 ship)y
This is Blizmabeth {a name of & queen),

{a), that is, that B singuler vord does nos épply
to its bbjeata in the aamé seuso, tends, on the other
héné, to do away with 4ts distinction from general
wofda, and that way, i% may be said to defeat iis

swn purpose, For, os poleted cut by Wolterstopfi,
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'Y genﬁral vord, when it is an ambiguous (or paro-
‘nymous) word, does have different senses and so)
‘naturally, one san well say of it aleso that it is
) not applicalbe to its objects in the same sense,
Thus, take the word *healthy*® which is a general
'word, though it may be applied to its objects in
: dtﬂ&ﬁht sennen, Such sentencss as followe will
4lilustrate this point, ®.g.
(;_L_) Her complexion is heslthy,

The men is heslthy,

This &s a healthy food,

¥alking 1s & heslthy hakit exercise; etc,
ox (11)This 18 a pen (vritting squipment),
This is a pen (enclosurs for cattles).

5, Thus Mill's :intczpmtatzi?n' is not relevant
" at all té the entire rangs of diffienlties that
Q:iﬁno t’rh the .,nei,t.ant:lc ocriteriony while it fails
_4n respect of the small avea (L., (b)(1)) it is
- spscinlly designaed to cover, S0, we may turn to

" the consideration of & second interpretation
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vh:tch wcmld appoar for noro eompx'ohon-i.vo in it-
| se(:po and wh!.ch wouid sesm to have - far greatar
dogrt. of pluunib:l.lity. ‘lhis :lntarpratation is
'Quin.*m
. . The d:l.st:tncfifa ﬁdﬁ:ig nt Qﬁinc‘ 'a Mtarpreiation
'ﬂ.n his crucisl use of two things which ore i
| Q ) the emcopt ‘of purporting to be true of
 am oppoud to being actually true of,
(ﬁ) the dineinctian. hie makea, bestvesn the
ctmecpt ‘of swbiguity and that of geneml:tty-
‘l‘u Iu oxpliait, ‘the nl.’l.ogod aulanc:lc relation of

a gancml vord to an 1ndor:lni.co mmbor o!' thil.ngs
7 and that of a ﬁ.ngniw werd to Just ono thing are
undomtood by Quine ﬂupact:lvciy to mean t
| (;_) that a gon-ml word purports to be m

" an mmﬁns.u number o:r ﬂu.ngn
i__t_!__ (g) that a singuhr word pgggnrﬁs to bs E.ma
f " only one things
The m.an:lng of the cxpresston ‘boing true of' m
- Qainu's formulat&.on is not’ as olear as one night

_desize, It is =pt to be construed in different ways,
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To mention a few examples. By saying 'w is true of
ae'onQ may aimplﬁ'moan that w 15 the name ofigleither n thx
in the ordinary sense or in some special sensos, Op
one may also c¢hoose to mean by 4t that the asserition
tovié w' wonld be a trne assertion. Similarly,
fallowing Wa;terstorffggu one may furthar mean that
Sy auppositeéBs for o'. And s0 oOn, |
| Anyway, the concept of 'being trme of' will not
detain us, We nceed not go into the details of its

oxpliaation; since whatﬁla erucial in Quine's

34 cf, On Universals 31 An Tssay in Ontology,
The Unlversity of Chacagso Prees; ppe53=55.
35 Supposition is a medeavel concept, Its
oiucidation, as qguoted by Welteratorff
from William of Ockham, is as follows 3

" iSupposition' means taking the position,

as 1t were, of something else, Thua, if a

term stands in a proposition instead of

something, in such a way (a} that we use

the term for the thing, and (b) that the

term {(or its nominative case, if 1% cccura

in an oblique case) is true of the thing

(or of o demonstrative pronoun which pointst the Lhing) thew wesay
the terphias suppositio for the thing.",

Vidg Ibﬂ.g' pp.sg—:}h,
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interpretation is (i) above, i.e. the expression

Tpurport?!, It is mainly this which, (combined with o

(ég»,lenablea him to get over the difficulties of
th@ usual semantic Eriterion listed above, To
explain this,

Take the general words 'integer between 3 and
v, 'ing of France', 'snake in Ireland', eic. in
(2)(1) avove., Take also the singular words like
‘Pegasus! in {(b)(ii). The generality of the former
set of words and the singularity of tha latter, ve
have meen, aye sapposed to be impaired in the eyeél
of some logicians, because, in actuality, none of
those Qorda refer to anything at all, so that,; as
required, no‘yord in the former set can be said to
refex to maro.than‘ane thihg, Just as no word in
the latter set can he said to refer to any single
thing, Buﬁvthis"ao-éalled aifficulty causes little
diaturbande fér'Qnina. The concept ’purport5 tends
to provide him with a way to gat over it, That is,
he argues that the words like 'imteger between 3

end 4¢, 'King of Fronce', ‘snake in Iveiand' are
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genoral by semantic criterion itéelf, becauae
ﬁha§ purport te be true of more then one thing, no
ﬁattér that iﬁ actuality they sre not true ef any-
thing et all. Inlthe'bamﬁ wayy 'Pegasus' also
would count as & aingular word secerding to Quine
on semantic considevation, for although it is hot
trna'bf'anything, it pﬁrpbrta to be so of one
single thing, |

In the same way, Quine would justify the
generality of expressions like *pole-star?,
fnatural aateiiteiof the earth' in (2)(4t) abovo%
He would say tﬁaﬁ, even though each of such words
18, as 8 matter of feoct, true of just onolthing,
yot»it-gurgbrta to be true of more than one thing.

But how is Quine t¢ handle the difficulty in
(b)(i)s i.e. that & singuler word, e.ge. the proper
name 'Cassar’® or 'John’, is true of more than one
thing? -

HQTOAaiﬁOQ Guine might take recours® to the
notion of ‘purpert‘..That ia; helQAght argue that

thhough the singular'name"ﬁbhn' ir 'Coesar® is
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used in practice to stand for more than one

indfvidgal. yet agch purports ie refer to.anly :
one inﬁiv&dualg;and thﬁt way,iiﬁ is a2 singulax
words However, in sctuality, Quihe relies pmore on a

supplzmentary course, To solve the difficulty he

. makes a‘ﬂistiucﬁicn bstWQ¢n the notion of genorae

1ity and that of ambiguity which are apt te be

eonfuseds Yees ganerality". Quine says, "is not

‘to be confuded with ambiguity.3®

To explain the point, Take 'pen', a word vhich
ia ambiguoucg it.refers tc moze than ome thing, &
‘writing equipment'; alse en ‘enclosure for cattles'iy
In this, it sliulates o general woxd, Segs 'OTAnNgET,
which reféra-ta'mdra then one objects. Yot a word -
w&th}ambig@ity and genaral word are very differeﬁt.
An ambiguous word refers to its more  tuen one
ijeeé by vizrtue of the fact that it has more than
one aéﬁme; that way,; 4t may be said to fuanction as
more than.oné wuédp_ﬁoﬁwithatanéing that it is the

same verbal shape or the some verbal noise. Bub -

36 Vide Methods of Lozic, Routledge & Kepan
Panly London, p.203,
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contrarily, Q'WQrd's g&neraliﬁy is ﬁo'eonsist in
its oapacity to refer to more than one thing in
the mame_gonses in other words, gua the same word.
in the light of this distinction between
general word snd ambiguouns word, the difficulty
alleged to arise from singular vords like !'Caesay?,
1John?, otc, scems to dissolve easily, For ‘John'g
while it means gsur neighbour's son,; has one senseg
but it assumes another when it vefers to, say,
‘the 0ld grocer'. Similarly, 'Cacsar'!, meauning
the Roman General,; has & sense different from
‘Caegar' which vefera te our dog. The singular word
tJonew' is smbiguous in that it might be used in
different contexts (0 name any of various persons,
but it is atill a singular word in that 1% purports
in an§ particular context to name ane and only
one pérsou.37-
Thus the peculiarily of a préper neme to

deaignate'mora than one thing, atcording teo Quine,

37 Ibid.
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is to be understood after the me&ol_of an ambiguous
ﬁorﬂ; itfia ay ground for denying'tha gingulnrity
of a proper name oxr for its assimilaﬁion into the
cléss of‘genéral worday 4

Quine!s major remedy for the alleged difficulfien
of the aemantic oriterion is ﬁis concept of Tpurport?,
. The way it has been foﬁnd so far to worklis not-
unaaéiﬁfactary. However, thers arise certain bééic
guestions, For example, what is it that 1is tﬁer& |
in a general word or alsevhere because of which it
purporis to uténd for moré than ona:thing? In the
- same vay, what is there in 2 singular word itself
or elsevhere because of which it tends to be true
of Jjust one objeet and not more? Such questions ere
nob eﬁsy to answer, And thisy very rightly, should
make one s bit doubtful about the ulbimate efficacy
of the'concept of Buréort, its capecity to do its
"Joby i.é. to reconcile the alleged difficulities of
the semantie eriterion.

Guine himself a2lso ié ndt perhapa unavare of

this weakness of his particular conceptual tools
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and that is perhaps the reason why he is inclined
toe give more credence to the grammatical criteria
discussed above, He says @

Such talk of purport is only a picturesque

vay of allmding o distinctive grammatical

reles that singular and general terms play

in sentences, It ls by grammatical role that

. general and singular tevrms are properly. to
he distinguished,38

11T

To wind up.‘

The common sémantic ground for diseinguishiﬁg
genoral words does not, on ultimate enalysis,
appear as st?eng as one would desire, On the other -
hand, neither is it as weak as some are inelined
to make it looks As & watter of fact, semantic
conslideration, combined with the grammatical paecue -
liaritiaé of their vole in lénguage, tond to nark
off general wokds quite clearly as a class by itaself,
1,20 & submclags of wéxdsvwhieh‘eannot be subsumed

in any other cco=ordinate sub-elaabo.

98 Yide Wozd and Object, New York(1960), p.95.



