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     As a realist about fictional characters, I hold that there are such fictional characters as Meursault, Hamlet, and Precious Ramotswe. This of course is not to say that are (or ever have been) such people, either here or in a spatially or modally distant ‘fictional world’. Fictional characters, on my view, are a certain kind of abstract artifact created in the process of writing works of fiction, and much like other abstract cultural creations such as laws, contracts, and stories themselves (Thomasson 1999, 2001, 2003a, 2003b). 
Realist views about fiction have some apparent advantages over those that insist that all talk about fictional characters involves pretense or failure of reference, since they enable us to take seriously claims, e.g. that Meursault is Camus’ most famous creation, that Hamlet was modeled on a 16th Century character, or that Precious Ramotswe appears in seven novels. Elsewhere I have argued in favor of the artifactual theory, on the grounds that it enables us to give a smooth, minimally revisionary account of fictional discourse, and that we appear to be committed to such entities anyway -they are (I have argued) ‘minimal’ relative to such entities as stories (1999, 2003a, 2003b). But the point of this paper is not to argue in favor of the artifactual theory or even to discuss the details of how it works. Instead, the goal is simply to address some of the most serious problems that the artifactual theory of fiction, along with other realist theories, is thought to face. 
The first is the problem of nonexistence: explaining why it is that, if there are fictional characters, we quite naturally say that Meursault, Hamlet, and Ramotswe don’t exist. In Part 1 will begin by reviewing the problems that arise for handling existential claims involving fictional names, and suggesting that the problem is even more complicated than the critics of the artifactual view make out, and that in fact most standard theories of fiction have problems fully handling these difficulties. Then I will proceed to discuss two prior approaches to handling negative existentials involving fictional names: the restricted quantification approach and the metalinguistic approach, noting both their virtues and their difficulties. I will go on to lay out an alternative approach that preserves the virtues of its predecessors: the application conditions approach. I will argue that it can overcome various objections, and is not a mere ad hoc amendment to a realist theory since it is not only consistent with fictional realism but essential to its support. 
In Part 2 I will turn to address the second range of major problems raised for realist theories of fiction: accusations that certain principles to which the realist about fictional characters is committed lead to major problems. These criticisms have been well developed in an important article by Anthony Everett, who suggests that principles that the realist must accept, linking truths within the fictional world to real-world truths about fictional characters, when combined with bizarre stories, may force the realist to accept inconsistencies and ‘pernicious forms of indeterminacy’ in the real world (2005, 628). I will argue, however, that in each case, either the realist about fiction is not committed to the problematic principle, or the principle doesn’t lead to such dire problems as Everett supposes. 
1. Problems for Handling Existential 
  Claims involving Fictional Names

Handling true claims of non-existence is often said to present the main difficulty for realist theories of fiction (Walton 1990, 386 and 2003; Sainsbury forthcoming a; Brock 2002, 2; Everett 2007). As Kendall Walton writes, “the evident literal truth” of sentences such as ‘The Big Bad Wolf doesn’t exist’ and ‘Santa Claus doesn’t exist’ poses “a severe problem for realist theories” (2003, 242). (Note that these examples aren’t exactly high literature and wouldn’t take place in literary discussions - instead they are cases of characters of stories or myths told to children, and the recipients of the nonexistence claims are assumed to be confused children. This is important for reasons that will become apparent later.). 
In fact, the problems surrounding claims of existence and nonexistence are difficult for everyone - not just for the realist about fiction. Direct reference theories face notorious difficulties admitting that any singular nonexistence claims could be meaningful and true (see below), and even pretense theories like Walton’s own can’t treat ‘Santa Claus doesn’t exist’ as a literal truth - instead, as he describes it, pretense is invoked as the speaker plays along with the standard use of ‘Santa Claus’, and then immediately betrays the pretense with the addition of the words ‘doesn’t exist’ (1990, 422ff.). 

Negative free logic views (Sainsbury 2005, Burge 1974) can treat nonexistence claims involving fictional names as literally true, and this is an important advantage for these theories. On these views (provided they hold that fictional names don’t refer) we can see nonexistence claims involving fictional names as true since they are simply the negations of existence claims that are false on account of reference failure. But they face a different problem that reveals just how complicated a matter it is to properly handle claims of existence and nonexistence involving fictional names. For even though in many contexts nonexistence claims involving fictional names seem obviously true, in others they seem to be false. 

The contexts in which these claims seem true, like those Walton cites, are those in which we are disabusing confused people (often children) of mistakenly thinking that there are such people (or animals) as are described in stories or myths. In less extreme cases, we may use nonexistence claims involving fictional names to remind people that what they have learned about in reading fiction may not carry over to count as evidence for real-world claims. So, for example, a young girl who is considering joining a mixed-gender sports team and cites Quidditch player Angelina Johnson as an example of how well this can work out might be duly reminded “Angelina Johnson doesn’t exist”.  
But in the contexts of critical discussions explicitly about works of literature and their contents, we can also make nonexistence (and existence) claims about the relevant fictional characters. Suppose, for example, that we are arguing over Dickens’ merits as a novelist, and I tell you that I do not care for him; all of his characters are simply cardboard cut-outs. “No”, you reply, “you are forgetting about Miss Fakenham of Our Mutual Friend, who is drawn with a depth of psychological insight that outstrips any Austen character”.  I recant, admitting to having forgotten most of that interminable tome, and promise to re-read it. But when I do I discover that you were just having me on: Miss Fakenham doesn’t exist. 
Or again, suppose I am singing the praises of the Harry Potter book series, and you say that they’re all right, but really isn’t it a shame that in this day and age there still isn’t a single black character in such a formative series of children’s books. “That’s not true”, I insist, “there’s Angelina Johnson”. In this context (unlike the prior one) a doubting interlocutor who said: “You’re making that up. I’ve read the Potter books, and there’s no such character; (the) Angelina Johnson (character) doesn’t exist” would be saying something false, as can be established by consulting the stories.  

In short, handling nonexistence claims involving fictional names is tricky: in some cases (e.g. the obvious ones regarding Santa Claus and the Big Bad Wolf) they are clearly true; in other cases (those that might be involved in discussions of literary historians, or on obsessive fan websites) they may be false. The really serious challenge is finding a way to read claims of existence and nonexistence that can, so to speak, handle both sides of the story.

1.a. The Restricted Quantification Approach

 The fact that existence claims involving fictional names may be true in some cases (where the intention is to assert the existence of a certain character), false in others (where the intention is to claim that there is such a person) leads naturally to the suggestion that the latter claims are involved in a form of restricted quantification. And indeed it has been very common among realists to endorse the view that, although there are fictional characters, nonetheless nonexistence claims involving fictional names may be true if they tacitly restrict quantification, say to people, or to real things -although, if they were taken as quantifying unrestrictedly they would be false. 
Thus, for example, Terence Parsons writes “In ordinary linguistic interchanges a limited range of things are under discussion, and both speaker and hearer take the common nouns that they use to be implicitly restricted to these things” (1982, 366). Following Parsons, I endorsed this strategy in my initial defense of the Artifactual Theory (1999, 112-13), and still think that the restricted quantification strategy is in various ways on the right track to helping us understand how existence claims involving the same fictional name may be true in some cases and false in others. Although it is no longer my preferred way of handling nonexistence claims, I will return to discuss some important continuities between the older view and the view I defend below. 

Kendall Walton has argued, however, that the restricted quantification approach cannot successfully account for the truth of nonexistence claims involving fictional names. Walton admits that claims that “there is no beer” or “there are no cheetahs” may be naturally understood as engaging in restricted quantification, so that if the first, e.g., is restricted to the contents of our refrigerator and the second restricted to the residents of the Taronga Zoo, both may (so understood) be true, although unrestricted versions of the claims would be false. 

But, he argues, while claims about what ‘there is’ naturally take such restrictions, claims phrased explicitly in terms of existence are

not so easily construed that way

It is only with considerable strain, if at all, that I can hear “Cheetahs don’t exist” as an assertion merely that none of the animals in the Taronga Zoo are cheetahs… [it] is almost inevitably understood as a denial that there are cheetahs anywhere, even if the zoo and its holdings are the topic of conversation. (2003, 241)

As Walton describes it, claims about what exists (as opposed to claims about what there is) naturally are understood as dropping any implicit restrictions about what to quantify over. Everett makes the similar point that “the existence predicate cannot… be implicitly restricted in the way ordinary quantifiers can. Upon opening the fridge and finding no beer it is acceptable to say ‘there is no beer’ but infelicitous to say ‘beer doesn’t exist’” (2007, 67). If so, then while it may be plausible for realists about fictional characters to read a claim like “There is no Santa Claus” as true given its restricted quantification, the same move is far less plausible for claims like “Santa Claus doesn’t exist” and “the Big Bad Wolf doesn’t exist”. Reading these nonexistence claims as implicitly restricting quantification to people and animals (rather than fictional characters) would thus be, Walton suggests, an ad hoc and unsatisfying way of trying to account for their truth. 

It is worth noting, however, that the restrictions Walton invokes to account for the truth of ‘there is no beer’ and ‘there are no cheetahs’ are different in kind from those the fictional realist invokes to account for the truth of ‘There is no Meursault’. The former claims involve local, spatial restrictions (e.g. to beer around these parts), while the latter are supposed to involve categorial restrictions (e.g. to persons rather than fictional characters). Even if talk of what exists rather than of what there is naturally involves dropping restrictions of the former sort, it is less clear that it revokes restrictions of the latter sort. While I won’t defend a restricted quantification view per se below, I will pursue the idea that what category of entity speakers intend to refer to makes a difference to the truth-values of existence claims involving fictional names. 

1.b. The Metalinguistic Approach

To avoid accusations of ad hocery, it is best to seek a way of understanding nonexistence claims involving fictional names as part of a general proposal about how claims of existence and nonexistence should be read. But there are no fewer difficulties to be found there.  

Direct reference theories notoriously face the problem of saying how singular nonexistence claims can be meaningful and true, for it seems that if they are meaningful, the singular term must refer, making the nonexistence claim false. The classic strategy taken by direct reference theorists for dealing with this difficulty is to go metalinguistic. Thus, for example, Keith Donnellan has argued that direct reference theorists should treat nonexistence claims as having the following truth-conditions:
 
EX1: If N is a proper name that has been used in predicative statements with the intention to refer to some individual, then ‘N does not exist’ is true if and only if the history of those uses ends in a block. (1974, 25)

But what is a block? On Donnellan’s formulation, a name use chain ends in a ‘block’ when “the history of our use of a name… does not end in the right way” (1974, 24); or “ends with events that preclude any referent from being identified” (1974, 23). Donnellan also gives three examples of where blocks occur: a child whose use of ‘Santa Claus’ traces to a fiction “told to him as reality by his parents” (1974, 23), a child who introduces a name for an imaginary companion—mistakenly thinking there is a companion to name, and the name ‘Homer’, if it were introduced by a scholar mistakenly thinking a set of Greek texts had a single author (1974, 23-24).  But he says little more about how to understand blocks, and calls it an “admittedly not well-defined” notion (1974, 25). 

Even as stated, Donnellan’s solution clearly gives us a way to say why claims such as “Santa Claus doesn’t exist” are true, since the child’s uses of the name may be traced back to a mistake, and don’t end “in the right way” (at a person or animal). But what about other existence claims involving names introduced in works of fiction? 

It is often supposed that Donnellan’s solution entails that name use chains end in blocks whenever the name use chain traces back to the introduction of the name in a work of fiction, but this doesn’t follow from his own discussion. The use chain for ‘Santa Claus’ ends in a block since it ends “where the parents tell the children a fiction as if it were fact” (1974, 26, italics mine). But what about where a fiction is told, non-deceptively, as a fiction? Do name use chains that end that way end in a ‘block’? Donnellan’s general idea was that a name use chain ends in a block whenever it doesn’t “end in the right way”. In each of the examples Donnellan considers, that is a matter of the name-use chain ending in a mistake (the mistake of the child thinking the story was true, or the friend real; the scholar thinking the works were written by a single author). But where fictional works are discussed (e.g. in literature classes) without any such false suppositions, no mistakes are being made (no one in the class assumes ‘Hamlet’ to refer to a real person), and if the name use chain ends with the introduction of a name in a work of fiction, it seems to end in just the ‘right way’ for a use chain for the name of a fictional character. So we might hope to use this metalinguistic strategy to account for why nonexistence claims uttered using fictional names might (in different contexts) be true or false.

At least two objections might be raised here, however. First, though we have tied the idea of a block to that of a name-use chain ending in ‘the wrong way’ or in a mistake, the notion of a block is still quite vague—to handle various cases, we will need to know what kinds of mistakes can lead reference chains to end in blocks, or (perhaps more generally) what counts as a reference chain ending in ‘the right way’? Second, understanding ‘blocks’ as arising where speakers have made a mistake apparently involves introducing a role for speakers’ intentions. For whether or not the prior speakers are making a mistake depends on what sort of entity they intended their term to refer to: if comparative mythology scholars intend ‘Santa Claus’ only to refer to a mythical character, they are not making any mistake, and their use encounters no block. Yet, it might be said, Donnellan’s goal in laying out this understanding of nonexistence claims was precisely to save causal or (as he calls them) historical theories of reference which eschew a role for speakers’ intentions.

Our goal here, however, is not Donnellan interpretation, nor to save pure causal or historical theories of reference, but rather to find the most plausible way for the fictional realist to handle nonexistence claims. As I will argue presently, we have independent reason to think that pure causal theories of reference should be rejected in favor of hybrid theories that provide some role for speaker intentions in establishing very basic application conditions for their terms. The above understanding of blocks may be compatible with a hybrid theory of reference even if it is not compatible with a pure causal or historical theory. Moreover, placing the notion of blocks in the context of a hybrid theory of reference also enables us to say more about what sorts of mistakes lead reference chains to end in blocks, and under what circumstances these chains end in ‘the right way’, thus responding to the first objection. 

1.c. The Application Conditions Approach

The idea that speakers’ concepts or intentions play a role in determining the reference of their terms has fallen out of favor with the ascendency of causal theories of reference. But as I (2007) and others (e.g. Devitt and Sterelny 1999) have argued extensively elsewhere, we have reason in any case to replace pure causal theories of reference with a hybrid theory. The central problem facing pure causal theories is generally known as the qua problem.
 Put roughly, the problem is that the appeal to causal relations alone leaves it radically indeterminate to which thing our terms refer, or even whether they refer at all unless speakers’ concepts are invoked to play a disambiguating role. 
The problem of to which thing our terms refer is the more familiar side of the qua problem. For, in any situation, there are a great many things to which I am causally related: the tiger, its nose, its fur, its temporal part, the species and genus it instantiates… Which of these things the term refers to thus must be disambiguated at least by a very basic concept of what general category of thing the term is to refer to (Devitt and Sterelny 1999). 
A version of the qua problem also arises regarding whether our terms refer at all. A speaker who attempts to ground the reference of a term is always in causal contact with a great many things, even if those are only her own clothes, the sunlight, or the ground she stands on. So how can a reference grounding ever fail, and a term fail to refer? Informally put, the answer seems to be that if, e.g., a speaker attempts to ground the reference of a name ‘Squeaky’ as the name for a mouse behind the wall, and the noise was caused only by a short in the electrical system, ‘Squeaky’ does not refer (not even to the wall or the cord), since there is nothing the speaker is causally related to that is of the category (animal) the speaker intended—it is this sort of mistake that seems critical to whether or not the term refers. This suggests that we should allow that our terms, including names, come associated with at least some very basic application conditions associated with a highly general category of entity to be referred to, and that these application conditions must be met if the term is to be successfully grounded, and so if it is to refer at all. If they are not met, the speaker has made the sort of mistake that leads a reference chain to end in a block.

Of course, even pure causal theorists often allow that conceptual content may be relevant in grounding the reference of a term - e.g. ‘Smith’ is to refer to ‘the man in the corner holding the martini’ - but insist that such concepts are merely relevant to fixing the reference of the term, but form no enduring part of the term’s meaning. For, e.g. ‘Smith’ may still succeed in referring even if the person standing in the corner is drinking water from a cocktail glass. But this kind of conceptual content, which plays a role only in fixing the reference of our terms, is not what is at issue here. The point here is that in order to play the needed role, the conceptual content in this case must not merely determine which individual is referred to (e.g. which person at a party), but rather whether or not the term succeeds in being grounded, and so in referring at all. What apparently makes ‘Squeaky’ fail to refer (while ‘Smith’ refers) is that the basic application conditions associated with terms of the associated category - plausibly, animal - were not fulfilled. Instead, all that was behind the wall was some cords, two by fours, and dust. In the absence of the application conditions for the relevant categorial term (‘animal’) being fulfilled, the name ‘Squeaky’ fails to refer at all. Those application conditions are thus a genuine part of the conceptual requirements associated with the name, not mere reference-fixers.  

Application conditions enable speakers who grasp a term’s meaning to say of various hypothetical situations whether those would or would not be situations in which the term would apply and thus in which the term’s reference could be grounded—they thus yield basic existence conditions for the things (if any) referred to (see my 2008).
 These highly general application conditions are those conditions that are conceptually relevant to whether or not the term applies or may be reapplied to the same thing. They may be quite vague, and they may defer to the world in various ways to flesh out the full empirically relevant criteria of application and reapplication.
 So, e.g., while it may be a conceptually relevant criterion for the application of an animal name that there be life, what exact chemical conditions are required for there to be life (and thus for the name to apply) is left for empirical discovery. 

In short, to avoid the qua problem (as I have argued in greater detail elsewhere (2007, 2008)), we need to allow that our terms have at least some conceptual content in the form of basic (category relevant) application conditions (and co-application conditions), and that a well-formed noun term refers if those application conditions are fulfilled.
 Using this notion of application conditions, then, we can say more precisely that a history of uses ends in a block if the application conditions associated with the term (on some tradition of use) were not met in a grounding situation. If those who use the name ‘Squeaky’ intend only to refer to a wall, their use encounters no block and may refer; if they intend to refer to an animal, since the basic application conditions for an animal term are not met the chain of reference does not end in ‘the right way’ and they are making a block-inducing mistake. 

This gives us a way of answering the question posed at the end of Section 1.b above: what kinds of mistakes can lead reference chains to end in blocks? The answer we can now offer is that it is at least sufficient for there to be a block that speakers made a mistake in thinking that the basic (category-relevant) application conditions associated with the term were fulfilled. Thus on this view whether a chain of reference ends in a ‘block’ apparently varies depending on what application conditions the relevant prior speakers associated with the term. A name (or, perhaps better: a series of letters or phonemes) may be associated with different application conditions on different uses; fictional names, in particular, may be used with the attempt to refer to a person, or only as the name for an abstract literary creation. If speakers intended the name to refer to a person, then tracing the name back to its introduction in fiction shows the chain to end in a block. But tracing a name-use chain back to the introduction of a name in a work of fiction does not necessarily make it end in a block. For if the relevant prior speakers only intended to refer to a fictional character with their use of the name, then no mistake is being made, as the application conditions associated with their use of the name are in fact fulfilled if their use of the name traces back to its introduction in certain kinds of use within works of fiction.

(Tracing it back to someone making a mistake about (or trying to fool others about) the contents of a work of fiction would, however, reveal a block.)

With that much in place about the basic application conditions associated with names (and other general terms), we can now return to address negative existential statements. I have argued that the application conditions associated with a name may vary, but which associated application conditions are at issue in negative existential statements? I suggested elsewhere (2003a) that someone who utters a nonexistence claim is normally implicitly criticizing past uses of the name (as failing to be properly grounded), and that the truth-conditions for a nonexistence claim vary based on what prior history of name-use (with what presupposed application conditions) the utterer of the nonexistence claim is implicitly criticizing. The application conditions for a character-name are satisfied by there being a certain use of the name in a work of literary fiction (cf. my 2001), while those for a person-name are not, enabling us to distinguish true from false nonexistence claims involving fictional names by way of the application conditions associated with the criticized prior uses of the name. Thus I suggested that we use the general notion of a block developed above to suggest a revised statement of the truth-conditions for nonexistence claims modeled on Donnellan’s:

EX2: If N is a proper name that has been used in predicative statements with the intention to refer to some individual of category K associated with application conditions C, then ‘N does not exist’ is true if and only if the history of those uses does not lead back to a grounding in which C are met. (cf. my 2003a, 217)
This captures the idea that a block is encountered where speakers make a mistake in intending to refer to an entity of a certain category, where the basic application conditions for terms of that category are not fulfilled. For nonexistence claims like ‘Holmes doesn’t exist’ are normally uttered only in contexts in which we think that someone has made a mistake in their prior use of the term - a mistake we seek to rectify by uttering the nonexistence claims. This is why the best examples for those interested in true nonexistence claims are almost always, like the examples Walton uses, cases of names drawn from myths or stories told to (confused) children - cases like ‘Santa Claus doesn’t exist’ and ‘The big bad wolf doesn’t exist’, not denials of the existence of proper literary characters.

But there is one further difficulty, aptly raised by Mark Sainsbury (2009). That is, while nonexistence claims are normally uttered (in ordinary life) to implicitly criticize the uses of some past speakers, it seems that they may be true even if there have been no mistaken past speakers. As Sainsbury writes “The problem is that there’s no reason to suppose that ‘Emma Woodhouse’ has been used, in any way relevant to our present discussion, with the intention of referring to a real person” (2009, 110). It is perhaps worth noting that - outside of the philosophy room, or a context in which we take someone to be using the name under false assumptions - ‘Emma Woodhouse does not exist’ is not something we would ever utter. Nonetheless, Sainsbury is surely right that, even if normal speakers would probably be puzzled about the point of the utterance (or take the speaker to have misunderstood his interlocutor’s intentions), they would consider it to be true. 

With that in mind, perhaps we shouldn’t (as I did earlier (2003a, 217)) say that the application conditions that are relevant to the truth-conditions of negative existentials are those prior speakers have actually used with the intent to refer. Nonetheless, given the above hybrid approach to reference, if the utterer of a negative existential is saying something (publicly) meaningful at all, the name used must be associated with application conditions, and these must be part of a tradition of use. The associated application conditions for ‘Emma Woodhouse’ in the above negative existential must be those for a person name, and the speaker is indicating that these aren’t fulfilled (although there are no actual speakers to criticize). But while there may have been no past speakers who used the name with the intention to really refer to a person, there still is a tradition of using the name as a person-name rather than as a character-name: the tradition readers engage in when they discuss what happens in the story. There, the name is used as a person-name, it’s just that the readers do not genuinely intend to refer using the name in that way; they only pretend to make assertions involving it. But while the force of their utterances differs from that of an assertion, the meanings of the terms used in them (including the meaning of the name - the application conditions with which it is associated) don’t change. 

With those caveats in mind, it seems we should revise Donnellan’s suggestion in two ways. First, it seems, we should broaden the idea of a block still further. We should allow that blocks may occur even where mistakes aren’t being made, provided the name use chain doesn’t end ‘in the right way’. And we can now say more precisely what it is for a name-use chain to end in the right way: a name use-chain ends ‘in the right way’ if it leads back to a grounding situation in which the associated basic application conditions are met; otherwise, it ends in a block. Second, we should drop the requirement that the name (associated with those basic application conditions) have been used in prior predicative statements with the intention to refer. Putting both of those changes in place, we can then offer the following proposal for the truth-conditions of nonexistence claims: 

EX3: If N is a proper name that (in the range of uses the speaker presupposes) has been used with associated application conditions C, then ‘N does not exist’ is true if and only if the history of those uses does not lead back to a grounding in which C are met.

This approach preserves continuities with both of the prior views. It obviously preserves continuity with Donnellan’s metalinguistic view, but as it comes with a hybrid rather than a pure causal theory of reference, it is perhaps properly thought of as a metasemantic rather than a metalinguistic approach to nonexistence claims. It also preserves the idea familiar from restricted quantification approaches that true nonexistence claims involving fictional names are implicitly denying the existence of any such person (or animal). But the point now should not be put as suggesting that true nonexistence claims involving fictional names require restricting the quantifier (to only range over persons), while the false ones leave the quantifier ‘wide open’. Instead, the idea is that existential claims generally (whether positive or negative) always at least implicitly presuppose certain application conditions that specify what it would take for the relevant term to apply, and are only truth-evaluable to the extent that such conditions are presupposed. The application conditions for person-terms differ from those for fictional character-terms, yielding different truth-conditions depending on whether (in the presupposed tradition) the term was used as a person-name or as a character-name.
 

1.d. Objections and Replies

Because they take names to be meaningless marks merely mentioned in nonexistence claims, metalinguistic views have fallen under a great deal of criticism to the effect that they misrepresent what our nonexistence claims are about, or what it takes to understand them. To the extent that the view defended here draws on the metalinguistic approach, it might be thought to suffer from the same faults. 

One common objection to metalinguistic views is, as David Braun puts it, that these claims seem “to be about the existence of an individual”, but metalinguistic views present them as being “about words and semantical relations, though they don’t appear to mention either” (Braun 1993, 455).
The view on offer, however, is not and does not entail that existence claims are about words and semantical relations - only that their truth-conditions may be stated in terms of claims about the prior uses and conceptual content (application conditions) of the term, and whether or not these are met. Claims about existence (and nonexistence) are of course stated in the object language, using the name in question, and in that sense are ‘about the world’. But we can make simple moves of semantic ascent and descent that take us between object-language and meta-language talk.
 As a result, (provided that we have the meaningful name ‘Holmes’, and retain its conceptual content and history of use as fixed), we can shift from the metalanguage claim “[The name] ‘Holmes’ (on a particular tradition of use) ends in a block” to the object language claim “Holmes doesn’t exist”, which uses the name mentioned in the metalanguage claim. And (given that it trivially follows from the metalanguage claim) the object-language claim is guaranteed to be true if the metalanguage claim is true. On this view (which I have more extensively explained and defended elsewhere (2008)), nonexistence claims are the object-language shadows of claims about reference problems, and share their truth-conditions. And this is a good thing, too, since, given the available move up via semantic ascent, we can state the truth-conditions for a nonexistence claim in the metalanguage and avoid the problems that notoriously arise in thinking that there must be nonexistent objects for nonexistence claims to be about in order for them to be true. Moreover, as I have suggested above, if we consider not the surface form of nonexistence claims, but the ways in which they are normally used in discourse, I think it is not so far-fetched to think of nonexistence claims as generally criticizing prior uses of the term as ill-grounded. 

Mark Sainsbury suggests that metalinguistic views face the classic problem that since “Whereas a sentence containing a word which is mentioned but not used can be understood by one who does not understand the name, understanding [nonexistence claims] requires understanding the name” (forthcoming a, 11). But this problem is overcome by the view defended above, since it is not presented as, nor intended as, friendly to preserving a pure direct reference theory. For here names are not seen as mere ‘meaningless marks’ that nonexistence claims (properly understood) merely mention. Similarly, understanding a nonexistence claim on the view I have suggested above requires understanding what history of term-use (with what application conditions) is being criticized, and so in that sense does require understanding the name. 

Anthony Everett (correspondence and a related point in 2007, 69) has raised a different sort of objection to this treatment of nonexistence claims. Works of fiction of course may concern real people like Napolean as well as purely fictional characters. But suppose there is a range of historically-ignorant readers of War and Peace, who associate the name “Napolean” with the application conditions required for there to be a fictional character (having no idea that Napolean was a real person). In such a case, Everett argues, we would not correct them by saying “Napolean doesn’t exist”.
 

It is no doubt true that this is not how we would react. But, on my view, this is because (despite their historical ignorance) it would still be wrong to criticize their use by saying ‘Napolean does not exist’. For I have long held that, although fictional works may be about real people, even when they are, we can also successfully speak of the fictional ‘surrogate’ (to use a term of Parsons’ (1980, 57-59)) characters that appear in the story - Napolean-as-he-is-represented-in-the-story. There is a Napolean character created in the story (to which readers can refer) even if the story is making de re reference to the historical Napolean and pretending to assert various new things about him. That, on my view, is why we would not correct such speakers by saying ‘Napolean doesn’t exist’.

What then about other cases in which massive category mistakes are made about the intended referent of a name? Everett (correspondence; see similar point in 2007, 75) suggests another case: If all your friends think that Kilimanjaro is a person, you wouldn’t correct them by saying ‘Kilimanjaro doesn’t exist’. But I think if we fully imagine this case, that is not so clear. We must suppose not just a mistaken individual, but a tradition of name use that has evolved of using ‘Kilimanjaro’ as a person-name - so that the criticized speakers ultimately count not as mistaken participants in the old mountain-naming-practice, but as members of a new attempted person-naming-practice. So suppose Jane says she spent last summer visiting Kilimanjaro, and her friends overhear, thinking ‘Kilimanjaro’ is a person name. A whole mythology builds up among them about her secret friend Kilimanjaro. Jane’s boyfriend finds out and becomes jealous, and finally confronts her about her foreign lover, about whom she has never told him. It does seem perfectly appropriate for Jane to say - now, with a tradition of using Kilimanjaro as a person-name fully established and open for criticism: “This ‘Kilimanjaro’ you’re so jealous of doesn’t exist.” She might of course add: “‘Kilimanjaro’ is a mountain”, but that is just the informal way of saying (under semantic descent) the name “Kilimanjaro” [in the more established public use I was originally taking part in] is a name for a mountain” - for normal people don’t generally speak in the metalanguage (cf. my 2008).

Other worries might be thought to arise involving anaphora (Everett 2007, 59). A claim like “Holmes does not exist, he is just a fictional character” seems intuitively true, but if the ‘he’ is anaphoric on ‘Holmes’ it must have the same rules of use and the same referent (if any); thus if ‘Holmes’ in the first half is used as a person-name, it must be so in the second clause - but then the second clause would have to be false (on account of reference failure). 

But it is not uncommon for anaphoric pronouns to function as ‘pronouns of laziness’ - where “It is characteristic of pronouns-of-laziness that they can be substituted for expressions that are identical, but not necessarily co-referential, with antecedent expressions” (Lyons 1977, 674). A pronoun of laziness “may be seen as a purely stylistic or rhetorical device, which enables the speaker or writer to avoid repetition of the antecedent” (Lyons 1977, 674). 

Everett rejects the idea that ‘Holmes’ and ‘he’ in a sentence like that above could have different semantic values on grounds that such “cases of syllepsis characteristically have a painful or punny quality to them” (2007, 59). But the use of an anaphoric pronoun as a ‘pronoun of laziness’ needn’t leave us with a sentence that seems punny. One common situation in which an anaphoric pronoun functions a ‘pronoun of laziness’ is where the uses of a name are inter-related, but intended to refer to entities of different categories so that (given standard background assumptions) confusion doesn’t generally arise about the different uses of the name (unlike different uses of “Aristotle” to refer to two things of the same category (persons)--where confusion would more easily arise).
 And in these cases, the sentences that result typically don’t seem to involve puns or anything odd. 

So, for example, consider this conversation between two students in the music library: “The Rite of Spring is in the top left drawer; you know I heard it in Boston last week, it went on for 45 minutes!”. This is a perfectly straightforward and easily parsable sentence in ordinary English, and doesn’t have a feeling of being ‘punny’ or painful like the examples Everett notes (2007, 59). It is also plausibly true; yet “The Rite of Spring” in the first occurrence must refer to a copy of the score, while the later occurrences of ‘it’ must refer to a performance of a musical work. Given their category differences, one and the same thing can’t both be in a drawer in Miami and heard in Boston, and go on for 45 minutes, so the pronoun can’t refer to the same thing as the original name. Yet the occurrence of ‘it’ signals listeners to tacitly reiterate “The Rite of Spring” at that point in the sentence, and anyone who does so can understand the latter clauses with ease. Something similar, I would contend, is going on in sentences like “Holmes doesn’t exist, he is just a fictional character”: if we substitute “Holmes” for ‘he’ in the later clause the sentence is perfectly parsable and true, but we needn’t take “Holmes” in the first occurrence and “he” to have the same rules of use and referent any more than we need do so for “The Rite of Spring” used to refer to a copy of a score and to a musical performance. The pronoun is simply functioning as a signal to reiterate the same term uttered before, and needn’t share reference (or even rules of use) with the prior occurrence. 

A final line of objection to my view is based not in allegations that it can’t handle the intricacies of fictional discourse, but rather that it is implausibly ad hoc. Kendall Walton takes this line, dismissing my suggestion that a modified Donnellian strategy may be used to handle nonexistence claims involving fictional names. He writes: 

…But Donnellan introduced the notion of a block precisely to account for failures of reference; a name whose historical chain ends in a block is one that does not refer to anything (Donnellan 1974, 22-30). Thomasson’s realism forces her to insist, gratuitously, that, despite the block, ‘Holmes’ refers to a character (2003, 240n4). 

But this is based on a misunderstanding of my position and reasons for holding it.
 It is crucial to see that the approach to existential claims I have endorsed above is broadly motivated independently of the theory of fiction, and not arbitrarily attached to realist theories of fiction but rather integral to their support as well as defense. 
First, the view is not that, despite blocks, names like ‘Holmes’ refer to characters. (Indeed if the view were that such terms always refer to characters despite blocks, there is no way I could invoke a strategy like Donnellan’s to account for any sense in which nonexistence claims involving fictional names could be true!) Instead, the view is that whether a name-use chain encounters a block depends on what application conditions prior speakers associated with the name. Wherever the application conditions presupposed are not met in a grounding situation that name use chain ends in a block. So in cases in which prior speakers used ‘Holmes’ as a person name, the reference chain does end in a block, and the nonexistence claim is true (cf. my 2003b, 141). But in cases in which prior speakers used ‘Holmes’ as a character name, the reference chain is not blocked but properly grounded in certain uses of the name in works of literary fiction. 

Second and more importantly, allowing this variation in when a name-use chain traces to a block (and thus in the truth-conditions for nonexistence claims) is far from gratuitous. As I have already argued above, allowing this kind of variation is useful as it enables us to account for ‘both sides of the story’ about nonexistence claims involving fictional names, distinguishing the uses in which the are true from uses in which they are false. This, as I have already suggested, is a challenge any complete theory of fictional discourse must address. Moreover, as I argued above, these modifications are needed in any case to enable us to overcome the qua problem and to make good on the general idea that blocks arise where name use chains don’t end ‘in the right way’. 

The important point to note here is how the views on fiction, existence, and reference fit together. It is not accidental that this particular approach to reference and to existence questions is conjoined with a realist theory of fiction, nor is it brought in at the eleventh hour to save an ailing theory. Instead, the problems with understanding fictional discourse (confronting those of all theoretical persuasions) provide one motivation for adopting the application conditions approach to existential claims and a hybrid theory of reference. As I have emphasized, however, this is not the only motivation for such theories of reference; other issues like the qua problem provide further independent reason for adopting a hybrid view of reference. Once we adopt the application conditions approach to existential claims and the hybrid theory of reference that naturally goes with it, we can see how to defend a realist view of fictional characters against the most central objection against it: that it can’t explain the sense in which nonexistence claims involving fictional names are true. And we can do so from the basis of a quite generally motivated theory, not via an ad hoc amendment.

More importantly, we can use this approach to existential claims as the basis for arguing for fictional realism itself (cf. my 2001, 2003b). For if we approach existence questions by asking whether the application conditions for the corresponding term are met in the grounding situation, we can see that using names properly in works of literary fiction is quite sufficient to ensure that the application conditions for fictional character names are fulfilled. Given that they are, we should accept that there are fictional characters. And given these close interrelations of ideas, it is quite incorrect to think that the solution I have suggested to the problems of nonexistence claims is ad hoc; the approach to existence claims is both independently motivated, and integral to my way of arguing for realism about fictional characters as well as to defending it against objections. 

2.Indeterminacies and Inconsistencies

The second major line of argument that has emerged against realism about fictional characters is that accepting the existence of fictional characters leads to insuperable problems such as accepting vagueness and even inconsistencies in the (real) world. The argument has been cleverly developed by Anthony Everett, whose strategy is to show that given certain principles the realist must accept, which link truths within the fiction (e.g. about the existence and identity/distinctness of certain persons) to truths outside it (about the existence and identity of fictional characters), weird features permitted for fictional worlds (e.g. having indeterminacies, incoherencies, inconsistencies) inevitably cross-over to infect the real world. 

The linking principles, which Everett claims have a ‘near platitudinous status’ (2005, 627) are these:
(P1) If the world of a story concerns a creature a, and if a is not a real thing, then a is a fictional character.
(P2) If a story concerns a and b, and if a and b are not real things, then a and b are identical in the world of the story iff the fictional character of a is identical to the fictional character of b.
Presumably what it is for a and b to be identical in the world of the story is for it to be true that: according to the story, a and b are identical.  And surely it is true enough that the fictional realist takes certain real-world truths (regarding what fictional characters there are, and when characters are identical or distinct) to hinge on what the relevant stories say. So at first glance these are plausible principles, though it is important to note that they are Everett’s own formulation, not anything that fictional realists themselves have directly endorsed. But Everett argues that these principles lead to trouble-indeed to “certain pernicious forms of indeterminacy and to objects that flout the laws of logic and identity” (2005, 628).

The basic idea behind the argument, then, is that the concept of a fictional character (one which Everett thinks realists about fiction have to employ) involves certain principles that lead to major problems, and that as a result we should deny the existence of fictional characters. Before looking at the details, it is useful to consider this sort of argumentative strategy more generally. There are at least three questions to ask here: first, are these principles really part of the concept of a fictional character; second, if so, do they really lead to big problems; third, even if the answer to both questions is ‘yes’, does that really give grounds for denying the existence of fictional characters? 

Let me begin with the third, most general, question first. Suppose for the sake of argument that Everett is right that these principles are part of the concept of a fictional character, and that they lead to big troubles-the worst of which is contradiction. Should we take that to show that there are no fictional characters? According to the application conditions approach to existence questions I have argued for above and elsewhere (2008, 2009), existence questions involving a well-formed term K may be answered by determining whether or not the frame-level application conditions for ‘K’ are fulfilled. According to the standard use of the term ‘fictional character’, it is sufficient for the term to apply that there be a literary work employing a name in a pretenseful way, where the author does not intend to refer back to any real person. So we should conclude that there are fictional characters. 

The difficulties Everett claims to find in the concept of fictional characters come from attempts to precisify and generalize certain principles (P1) and (P2) regarding the existence and identity of fictional characters - in effect in a way that makes the general term ‘fictional character’ and names associated with that sortal ill-formed. But what should we do when such attempts to precisify and generalize an everyday concept lead to problems - the worst of which is inconsistency? A great many of our everyday concepts are alleged (by philosophers) to be inconsistent, and some are demonstrably so. The official rules of baseball, for example, turn out to be subtly inconsistent (as an ingenious paper by Ted Cohen (1991) shows). Does that entail that the entities of baseball don’t exist: that there are no base hits, no runs, no fouls or outs? Surely (as I have argued elsewhere (2009)) that is an unnatural attitude to take. The rules of baseball are attempts to specify and codify an informal practice; if it turns out that they, as stated, are inconsistent, the more natural response is to revise our precisification of the concept in a way that avoids this problem - not to deny the existence of base hits, fouls or outs. Similarly, the philosophical concept of a property is arguably governed in part by the rule that, from any sentence ‘x is F’ we may infer ‘x has the property of being F’ (Schiffer 2003). This, of course, notoriously leads to paradoxes when we consider second-order properties like the property of being a property that doesn’t instantiate itself. Should we take that to demonstrate that there really are no properties (including all of the non-problematic ones like the property of being red or being a goat), or rather take it as a sign that we must minimally revise our way of generalizing and precisifying the concept of property in a way that will avoid the relevant contradiction? Again, the latter pragmatic solution seems to me far more natural than the eliminativist’s dramatic suggestion, and more in keeping with the basic, everyday uses of the term in question.

In any case, these general considerations aside, I will now go on to argue that it is not the case that these two linking principles both are part of the realist’s concept of fictional character, and lead to big trouble. Everett’s (P1), I will argue, is no part of the realist’s concept of fictional characters, while (P2) doesn’t lead to the major problems Everett alleges it to lead to. 

The problems for (P1) are supposed to arise when we consider a story like Tatyana Tolstaya’s The Slynx, in which it is left open whether or not (in the world of the story) there really is a Slynx. If we combine this with (P1), Everett argues, “it follows that it is an indeterminate matter as to whether there is such a fictional creature as the Slynx” (2005, 630). 

The fictional realist, however, easily avoids this first problem, for (P1) is no part of her concept of a fictional character. At least on a fictional realist view like mine (1999), there is no requirement that according to a story, there (really) be a certain creature for there to be a fictional character. Instead, the approach is to suggest that if a name is used pretensefully in a work of fiction, then we are thereby licensed to use it in the hypostatizing way to refer to a fictional character. The principle (P1) should be rejected in its stated form. In its place we have a principle more like:
(P1*) If an author pretensefully uses a name N in the context of writing a fictional work, where the author is not intending to refer back to any real thing with the name N, then there is a fictional character N.
 (cf. Schiffer 2003, 51)
Thus as long as ‘The Slynx’ is used pretensefully in this work of fiction, regardless of whether (in the world of the fiction) it is supposed to refer to a creature or a mythical character or left indeterminate which, we can conclude that there is the relevant abstract artifact.
 

After endorsing a similar initial reply, Robert Howell (forthcoming, 14-15) goes on to argue that a serious problem nonetheless remains: while it may be determinate (on the fictional realist’s view) that there is a Slynx character, it is not determinate “which of… two evidently distinct abstract objects exists in the actual world” - one that is identical to a flesh-and-blood creature in the fictional world, or one that is identical to a mere abstractum in the fictional world? But from the point of view of a form of realism like mine, this is a false dilemma. On that view (in the earlier (Thomasson1999) form)
, abstract objects (the fictional characters) don’t have the properties they are ascribed in the stories. It is merely the case that they are ascribed these properties. But then even if the Slynx was said both to be a flesh-and-blood creature and a fictional character, that would not require us to distinguish ‘two distinct abstract objects’ to have these properties, any more than the fact that G. W. Bush is said to be evil (by his critics) and good (by his supporters) requires us to posit two distinct G. W. Bushes. In fact, it is merely indeterminate whether, according to the story, the Slynx is a flesh-and-blood creature or not. But that indeterminacy doesn’t entail that we must posit two different Slynx characters, one for each of the properties it might be ascribed, and leaving it indeterminate ‘which’ of these ‘two’ is in the actual world. There is one abstract artifact, the Slynx character, and it is indeterminate whether, according to the story, it is a flesh-and-blood creature or not. 

One final note on this issue: Though I have handled the cases actually raised, it might still be possible to come up with a new case in which a principle like (P1*) leaves it indeterminate whether a character is created or not. This cannot be ruled out (particularly as (P1*) gives only a sufficient, not a necessary, condition for character creation). Should we take that to raise insuperable problems for positing fictional characters? Again, I don’t think so. For most of our standard cases of terms for everyday, and especially social and cultural objects, there may be cases in which it is indeterminate whether or not there is something of the kind. Although there are similar principles to (P1*) that tell us when a marriage or a crime comes into existence, there are notorious difficulties arising in particular cases—cases in which the rules apparently leave it indeterminate whether or not a marriage came into existence or a crime was committed. But again, the right reaction seems (to me anyway) not to deny the existence of any marriages or crimes on those grounds, but rather to accept simply that there may be cases in which it is indeterminate whether or not one exists.
 

Other problems are supposed to arise from employing principle (P2):

(P2) If a story concerns a and b, and if a and b are not real things, then a and b are identical in the world of the story if the fictional character of a is identical to the fictional character of b.
But on closer examination, the problems Everett claims to arise either do not arise or are not nearly as problematic as he supposes. Everett argues that (P2) leads to serious troubles by combining it with some charming and ingenious stories of his own. In one story concerning ‘Frick’ and ‘Frack’, it is left indeterminate whether or not Frick and Frack are identical (2005, 629). But then (P2) leaves us with the result that (in the real world) it is also indeterminate “whether the Frick-character is identical to the Frack-character” (2005, 629). Moreover this indeterminacy, Everett argues, is a genuine and problematic ontic indeterminacy, not a harmless indeterminacy attributable to vagueness in our concept of a fictional character. But that is not all. Everett argues that (P2) can get the fictional realist into even worse trouble: not just positing ontic indeterminacy, but inconsistencies in the world. For a story (like Everett’s ‘Dialethialand’) may also describe an inconsistent world, e.g. in which Jules and Jim both were and were not distinct people (2005, 633-4). But, given (P2), this forces us to conclude that the fictional characters Jim and Jules both are and are not identical, introducing inconsistency into the real world in which (according to the realist) fictional characters dwell. 

Let me address the second problem first. It is true that the fictional realist generally holds that what’s true according to the story about the identity of persons is relevant to facts about character identity in the real world. So, for example, I held (1999, 63) that it is a sufficient (but not necessary) condition for characters to be identical that they appear in the same literary work and are ascribed the same properties. But this relies on an understanding of what’s true according to the story. Determining what is and is not true according to the story requires a sophisticated act of interpretation, operating under a principle of charity - not just restating what’s on the page. On no one’s account is the mere appearance of the relevant phrase P in a story sufficient (or necessary) to warrant concluding that, according to the story, P. Direct statement is not necessary since, e.g., it is typically held that, if P is fictionally-asserted, then obvious logical consequences of P are also true according to the story (even if not directly stated). Nor is it sufficient, since we must sometimes find ways of resolving apparent contradictions, discount the direct statements of unreliable narrators and the like. So is it the case that, according to the Holmes stories, Watson’s war wound both is and is not in his leg? (Since, in different places, each is apparently fictionally asserted.) It doesn’t seem that this is the best interpretation of what is true according to the story; instead, it would be better to say that (given the conflicting statements) it is simply indeterminate whether, according to the stories, the war wound is in his leg or not. 

Everett’s dialethist story clearly differs from the Holmes stories in lacking any aim of realism in style; yet interpretive difficulties arise for a blatantly contradictory story just as they do for interpreting a person who speaks in direct and obvious contradictions. Just as a minimal level of coherence is required to even identify a speaker as a speaker, so a minimal level of coherence is required to take a text to be giving us a story according to which certain things are true. (Imagine in a court of law asking what happened on July 9th according to Witness B. “Well, he said Smith didn’t shoot, and he said Smith fired a shot, so (shrug)” - we can’t make sense of what’s true about that day according to the witness. The more blatant and less resolvable or isolatable the contradictions are, the more we are prevented from treating a person, or a story, as holding a view according to which certain things are true. In extreme cases, what remains may be a babbler in the case of a person, or a philosophically interesting, playful, or poetic use of language, in the case of a literary work, but not a story according to which certain things are true.
 Now I don’t think that even Dialethialand is quite as extreme a case as that; but given the blatant contradictions, I do think there are troubles interpreting what is true about Jules and Jim according to the story. As in the Holmes case, the best thing for an interpreter to say seems to be that (assuming that there is an interpretable story at all) it’s indeterminate whether, according to Dialethialand, Jules and Jim are or are not distinct.
 If it is not the case that, according to the story, they both are and are not distinct, the fictional realist is under no pressure to say that the characters really both are and are not distinct, and so the most serious alleged problem with (P2)-leading to contradictions-is avoided. 

This, of course, is just a way of making the second problem with (P2), the alleged inconsistency problem, resolve into the first: the indeterminacy problem. So let us now turn to that. I think there is something right about Everett’s observation here: where it is indeterminate whether, according to the story, two individuals are identical, it may also be indeterminate whether or not (in the real world) the two characters are identical.
 But to allow for cases of indeterminacy (and make explicit the role and placement of the story operator) we might revise (P2) to read: 
(P2*) If a story concerns a and b, and if a and b are not real things, then if, according to the story, a=b, then the fictional character a =the fictional character b; if, according to the story, a≠b, then the fictional character a≠the fictional character b; otherwise it is indeterminate.
This preserves the basic idea of (P2), that what the story says about the identity of people in it has impact for the identity of fictional characters (spoken of from the real-world point of view), but explicitly allows for indeterminacy. The real question, however, is: is this indeterminacy a problem-is it a serious form of ontic indeterminacy that is untenable? 

I don’t think so. Everett argues that this can’t be a ‘benign’ case of indeterminacy that results from ‘imprecision in our concepts and language’, but rather must be genuine ontic indeterminacy, since “no attempt to refine or precisify our concept of a fictional character can remove the indeterminacy in [the story] and, granted (P2), this indeterminacy… will carry over into an indeterminacy [concerning the characters]” (2005, 629). But principles such as (P1) and (P2) are supposed to, in part, articulate our concept of a fictional character. So attempts to precisify the concept of a fictional character needn’t involve retaining (P1) and (P2) as given; instead, they may involve changing them as we precisify the concept. So, for example, one could precisify (and change) the concept of a fictional character in part by altering (P2*)-holding that if a story concerns a and b, and if a and b are not real things, then if, according to the story, a=b then character a=character b; and otherwise (even if it is left indeterminate in the story), character a is distinct from character b, and thereby prevent the indeterminacies in the fictional world from infecting the real world. Now I am not suggesting that that is how our fictional character concept works. I don’t think it is; our actual fictional character concept is much vaguer and permits indeterminacies in the content of the story to carry over to indeterminacies regarding character identity. 

The point instead is that (by insisting that we grant (P2)) Everett hasn’t demonstrated that no attempt to precisify our concept of a fictional character can prevent the indeterminacies in stories from carrying over to indeterminacies in the world - for some attempts to precisify the concept may involve dropping or altering (P2). As a result, Everett hasn’t shown that the “indeterminacy does not arise because our concept of a fictional character is vague and imprecise” (2005, 629), leaving open the possibility that we can see the indeterminacies in character identity as resulting from indeterminacies in our concept of a fictional character, and so as being (in Mark Sainsbury’s (1994) phrase) anodyne. As I have argued elsewhere (2007, 104-107)  the vagueness affecting ordinary objects generally should be considered to be a form of vagueness in the world, in the sense that our terms like ‘table’ ‘mountain’ and (I can here add) ‘fictional character’ refer, if at all, to vague objects. But this vagueness can still be explained as a reflection of (or trivial consequence of) the vagueness in our representations, and so is a harmless or anodyne sort of ontic vagueness. There is not space to review the full discussion here, so I refer interested readers there (2007, 104-107) for fuller discussion. In addition, I might note, Everett’s argument that ontic vagueness is problematic is based on Gareth Evans’ (1978) well-known argument that there cannot be indeterminacy with respect to identity  (2005, 629-30). But I have also argued elsewhere (2007, 107-9) that, contrary to Evans’ argument, even if we are committed to a serious kind of ontic vagueness, this is not a problem.
 

In short, then, I think that Everett is right to point out that certain kinds of indeterminacy regarding what’s true according to the story may carry over to indeterminacies regarding fictional characters themselves, on the realist view. But I think that he is wrong to think that this is a problem, or that worse problems (such as worldly inconsistencies) arise. The principles Everett thinks are so problematic either are no part of the (realist’s) concept of a fictional character, or do not lead to the dire difficulties he supposes. But even if they were and they did (as I have suggested above), I think it would be jumping to conclusions to suggest on that basis that we should simply deny that there are fictional characters, rather than taking it as suggesting the need to minimally revise the concept as we philosophically precisify it.
 

3. Conclusion

If the above arguments are correct, then the toughest criticisms of realist theories of fiction in general, and the artifactual theory in particular, have not defeated the view. While some criticisms (such as accusations of inconsistency) may be defused, the other major ones can be seen as answerable as soon as we place the artifactual theory in a larger philosophical context. Thus, for example, I have argued on independent grounds elsewhere (2007, 2008) that we should take a metasemantic approach to existence questions, according to which there are Ks just in case the application conditions for ‘K’ are fulfilled. This not only enables us to account for the variations in truth-values in existence claims involving fictional names, it is also what enables us to argue straightforwardly and simply for the existence of fictional characters - and for much else besides, including other ordinary objects such as tables and chairs, and social and cultural objects such as laws and corporations. Similarly, I have argued elsewhere (2007) on independent grounds that we should accept that there is, in a certain sense, vagueness and indeterminacy in the world - including cases in which it is indeterminate whether or not an object survives, whether object(s) a and b are identical, etc. - but that this indeterminacy should be seen as a harmless and expected consequence of indeterminacies in our language and ways of representing the world (2007, 87-109). Accepting vagueness and indeterminacy in the world is, again, essential not only to making sense of fictional characters, but also of other ordinary objects.  

So although I have argued that the criticisms are not fatal, examining how to respond to these criticisms has nonetheless proven extremely useful, for it helps make it clear how the artifactual theory of fiction naturally fits into a broader philosophical approach. I argued in my first book (1999) against piecemeal approaches to ontology, and here again we can see the import of taking a broader view. For the most critical issues that arise for making sense of realism about fictional objects are also issues that arise in making sense of an ontology of ordinary objects more generally. Once again making sense of fictional characters turns out to be not a specialist problem to do with resolving peculiar paradoxes and the like, but rather part and parcel of making ontological sense of the everyday world.
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� This is presented explicitly only as a view of the truth conditions for these utterances, not of what these statements mean or what propositions they express (1974, 25). 


� For discussion of the qua problem see Devitt and Sterelny (1999).


� For further discussion of how to distinguish categories of entity, and explanation and defense of a hybrid approach to reference, see my (2007, 38-53).  


� I do not mean here to prejudge the issue of whether or not speakers may refer parasitically without such a grasp of the terms’ meanings, so I will just speak of the abilities of those speakers who do grasp the term’s meanings. 


� They play much the same role as the A-intentions of the Chalmers/Jackson (2001) approach to two-dimensional semantics. 


� As I argue elsewhere (2007, 38-53), to resolve the other side of the qua problem and disambiguate among many different categories of entities a speaker might intend to refer to, we must also accept that our terms come with certain basic, conceptually relevant co-application conditions; conditions which enable competent speakers to say, of various hypothetical situations, whether or not the term could be reapplied to one and the same thing - they thus yield basic identity conditions for the things (if any) referred to. But discussion of these is not directly needed for handling existence questions, so I will leave it to one side in this paper.  The need for a term to be ‘well-formed’ for the guarantee of reference (given fulfillment of application conditions) to apply reflects potential difficulties that can arise when a term has application conditions that are fulfilled but violates other constraints such as consistency (e.g. if co-application conditions are inconsistent), conservativeness, etc. I discuss the need for well-formedness at greater length in (2009).  


� Here I only have space to discuss existence claims involving names, but the approach I favor is quite general. I extend this approach to existence claims to cover quantified claims as well in my (2007, 110-125), where I argue that quantified claims similarly require implicitly presupposing a certain category or categories of entity in the domain over which we are to quantify. 


� Robert Howell (forthcoming) makes similar use of the idea of semantic descent. He argues that readers unconsciously hold certain assumptions about the terms appearing in works of fiction (viz., that there is some object the name ‘Anna Karenina’ rigidly denotes, who satisfies the predicate ‘is a woman’), and argues that semantic descent then takes them to singular judgments about the relevant characters (e.g. that Anna Karenina is a woman). He argues that claims about what is true in the world of a fiction are understood as true (only) relative to the metalinguistic assumption about the words in the text. 


� A similar objection is raised in Sainsbury (2009, 110)


� Note that for brevity here I speak of repetition of ‘the same expression’ or name, but tricky issues arise in individuating words, some of which I have discussed elsewhere. Strictly speaking, we should instead, in my view, speak of repetition of the same sequence of letters or sounds (as the rules of use, history of use, and referent may vary, and words may also be individuated in ways that require keeping any of these constant).  


� Everett (2007, 73) seems also to misunderstand my initial (2003b) defense of a Donnellian view, saying “…if the abstract object theorist genuinely thinks that our tokenings of ‘Raskolnikov’ refer to a fictional object then it is hard to see how the historical chain of use associated with our uses of that name can end in a Donnellian block”. But I did not say that all uses of fictional names end in blocks; only those “uttered when the interlocutor is supposed to have mistakenly believed that the… stories refer back to an historical personage” (2003b, 141). My (2003a), which contains a fuller discussion of the metasemantic approach to existence questions also does not (as Everett claims, 2007, 74) represent a change in view from my (2003b), and did not even (as his mistaken (2004) date also suggests) come out later than but (roughly) simultaneous with the (2003b) paper, expanding on different issues--especially the central issue of negative existential statements, which was not the main topic at issue in (2003a).


� Note that this is a sufficient condition, not a necessary condition for there to be a fictional character. Thus it does not preclude there being surrogate characters also created where an author refers back to a real thing (and pretends to ascribe it new properties). 


� Similar replies to the Slynx problem are made by Schnieder and Solodkoff (2009, 144-146).


� On the later version of my view (2003a) we shouldn’t even say that the abstract artifact itself is ascribed properties in the story at all. Instead, the story pretends to assert things, and in virtue of that, a character is created to which we can refer in literary criticism. So on this later version of the view, it is even clearer that indeterminacies in what properties are ascribed in the story does not require us to posit two or more distinct abstract artifacts that would be ‘identical with’ different figures that could be described in the story.


� Those worried about ontic vagueness are referred to the discussion below. 


� Notice that these problems are different in kind from those that arise in interpreting blatantly fantastical or unrealistic stories. If someone in court says a bear fired the gun, we may not believe him, but we know what to make of him; if someone says Smith shot and Smith didn’t shoot, we simply don’t know what to make of him. (Compare Strawson and Grice (1956) on the difference between analytic and empirical claims). So similarly, the problems with interpreting apparently contradictory literary works do not carry over to difficulties for interpreting merely unrealistic works of fantasy, science fiction and the like.


� Even if one wants to allow that, according to the story, Jules and Jim are identical, and that, according to the story, Jules and Jim are not identical, there is still another option for the fictional realist. She may hold that (given odd cases like this) the appropriate linking principle is not (P2) but rather something like this: If, according to the story, a and b are identical and this is not contradicted elsewhere in the story, then character a is identical to character b. If, according to the story, a and b are distinct and this is not contradicted, then character a is distinct from character b. Otherwise, it is indeterminate.  


� Though see Schneider and Solodkoff (2009) for an interesting criticism of Everett’s indeterminacy argument and a different line of reply (holding that the characters are determinately not identical).


� Robert Howell argues that the realist cannot escape the problem by simply accepting the indeterminacy of character identity. For, he argues, it’s not the case that, according to the story in question, it’s indeterminate whether or not these characters are identical - there is no “positive, ontic indeterminacy within the story world”; rather the characters are “determinately identical or distinct in the [fictional-]world. So [they] should be determinately identical or distinct in the actual world, too.” (forthcoming, 23). But we must be careful how we describe the realist view here: the realist is not saying that (According to the story [it’s indeterminate (whether Frick and Frack are identical)]; instead, the claim is that: It’s indeterminate whether [According to the story (Frick and Frack are identical)]. It is this latter failure of determinacy that, I have argued, fictional realists should allow infects character identity - so that it is simply indeterminate whether the characters are identical. I don’t see why the fact that, According to the story (it is determinate whether (the people) Frick and Frack are identical) should be taken by the fictional realist to suggest that it really is determinate whether or not the characters are identical. (Certainly most things that are true according to the story we don’t expect to carry over to what’s really true.) And in any case, as I have suggested above, I don’t think the indeterminacy that results presents a problem for the fictional realist.


� This in effect is what Schneider and Solodkoff (2009) do in their response to Everett. 


� My sincere thanks go to Anthony Everett and Robert Howell for challenging and very helpful comments on a previous version of this paper. My thanks of course should not be taken to imply that either of them agrees with anything that remains.
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