Where do all the individuals go?PRIVATE 

Transparent intensional logic (TIL) as viewed by its creator Pavel Tichý is a very ambitious system. It is designed to provide a powerful theoretical means able to capture various contents expressible by natural language(s) in a specific interpreted formal language. Formal systems built with a similar purpose are usually thought of instrumentally way. Their metaphysical assumptions are chosen to assist the goals and are endorsed only insofar as they serve the goals. Proponents of the systems are, so to say, ready to betray their metaphysical allies.


The main proponents of TIL, however, seem to take a different stand. Both Pavel Tichý and Pavel Materna, who after Tichý took up the burden of protecting and proliferating the 'logical wealth', seem to take the metaphysical grounds not as theoretical postulates but as fundamental philosophical theses whose importance reaches far beyond the domain of logic. This position seems quite surprising especially if we observe that the metaphysical grounds are rather controversial. I and Pavel have spent many hours in lively discussions concerning the philosophical background of TIL. Although in these discussions I have mostly opposed his views, my aim in this paper is not to challenge them; for the purpose of this paper I adopt the tenets of the conception he advocates and try to develop the conceptual apparatus of TIL in a way that might perhaps help proponents of the system, including Pavel, in future debates concerning some controversial features of the system.


Among the most controversial points of the metaphysical background of TIL is the conception of individuals accepted by Tichý. He conceives of individuals as entities that do not have any significant essential properties. They are characterized as 'sheer individuals' that are 'bare' and 'colorless'. "A particular is the entity which enters the relation of instantiation with the properties it happens to have, while remaining itself distinct from every single property and from any collection of properties. It is bare not in the sense of lacking properties, but because for any non-trivial property P it happens to instantiate, the particular might conceivably have lacked P
and still be the same thing. [...] A particular rigidly sticks to its identity but is hospitable to any and all non-trivial attributes: there is no non-trivial attribute that it could not possibly instantiate.” (Tichý 1994, p.36)


Though both Tichý and Materna at some points speak about individuals as if they are simply material bodies (see e.g. Tichý 1994 p.38, or Materna 1998, p.27) individuals in fact do not have any 'internal physical attributes' (Tichý 1994, p. 36). Thus they are better seen rather as 'bare substrata' - metaphysical 'hooks' on which properties can 'hang'.


If we swallow this conception of individuals it seems rather natural to accept another thesis that otherwise seems quite controversial - namely the thesis that all individuals are present in all possible worlds. To say - as Pavel Materna does - that this thesis is a “technically important consequence” of this construal of individuals (Materna, 1998, p.28) is in my view somewhat too strong.  It would be more precise to say that the conception of individuals together with a conception of possible worlds as determination systems lead rather naturally to adoption of the thesis. To show why we should stop for a moment with the mentioned conception of possible worlds. 


What are determination systems? Tichý says that determination systems are "fully characterized by an assignment of objects (of appropriate kinds) to some determiners”. (Tichý 1988, p. 178) Determiners are abstract items capable of determining or picking out particulars - namely those particulars that exhibit a given feature (complex of features). Thus for example the expression the author of Waverley represents the determiner that picks out the only individual that wrote the novel in question and the expression rabbit represents the determiner that picks out the set of rabbits - familiar individuals characterized by four legs, long ears etc. (see Tichý 1988, p.145). The expressions the author of Waverley and rabbit thus serve to introduce two distinguished kinds of determiners - individual roles (or individual offices) and individual properties.


We could take as possible worlds determination systems that are of different 'sizes' as concerns the number of individuals they contain. They also may be designed in such a way that they all contain the same number of individuals but the individuals are (partially or completely) different in different possible worlds. But if the individuals are bare then it does not seem that we could gain much from considering possible worlds with different sets of individuals. Thus it is quite reasonable to identify the set of possible worlds with the set of all realizable distributions of the determiners among the same infinite set of bare individuals.


Introducing time completes the metaphysical framework of TIL. Time is represented as the real numbers. Thus we get an enormous class of all thinkable sequences of distributions of determiners across (among?) the individuals - the set of possible world histories. Among possible world histories there is the single one that is being realized. This prominent distribution is called the actual world or more precisely the actual world history.


While thinking about possible worlds (or more precisely about possible world histories) we usually have in mind something quite similar to the actual world. The actual world together with the actual language(s) represent firm ground from which we can start our attempts to consider situations that could perhaps take place. If our imagination runs too wild and we try to imagine worlds quite different from the actual one we usually lose the capability of getting a fuller picture of what the world in question might look like. We just concentrate on few features that characterize such a world and omit the rest.


Nevertheless, there is, in my view, at least one exception from this rule - there is a possible world that is as far from our world as we can conceive, and yet, in spite of the distance, of which we can get a thorough picture of it. It is the empty world. I believe that it is intuitively rather clear what I mean by the empty world. Nevertheless, as we perhaps should not hinge the point of this paper just on intuition I will try to provide an explanation that could help fix the concept in theoretical terms. For simplicity’s sake I will first neglect the temporal aspect. Introducing the time parameter does not,  I am convinced, introduce any serious difficulties.


To many people the idea of the empty world may seem strange, but from the viewpoint of TIL it is perfectly sensible. As I have suggested, possible worlds are realizable distributions of different traits across the total set of individuals. The distribution that leaves one of the worlds empty in the sense that it does not contain any facts that could be empirically examined is surely among the logically possible ones. It is realizable in the sense that it does not involve any inconsistency.


Now I will try to indicate what the empty world looks like by two examples that are inspired by an example used by Tichý when explaining his conception of possible worlds (see Tichý 1988 p.178-9). Let us suppose that there are only two individuals Kip and Kap, and two determiners - the properties is a man and is a parrot and nothing else. 


Looking from the combinatorial point of view we can consider the following situations that differ in the way the particular properties are distributed across the individuals or (put more technically) differ in the sets of individuals picked out by the given determiners:

Table I.


is a man




is a parrot
1. 
{Kip, Kap}




{Kip, Kap}

2. 
{Kip,Kap}




{Kip}

3.
{Kip,Kap}




{Kap}

4.
{Kip}





{Kip, Kap}

5.
{Kap}





{Kip, Kap}

6.
{Kip, Kap}




{ø}

7. 
{Kip}





{Kip}

8.
{Kap}





{Kip}

9. 
{Kip}





{Kap}

10.
{Kap}





{Kap}

11.
{ø}





{Kip, Kap}

12.
{ø}





{Kap}

13.
{ø}





{Kip}

14.
{Kap}





{ø}

15.
{Kip}





{ø}

16.
{ø}





{ø}

Tichý stresses that "since determiners are not always mutually independent, not every combinatorically possible determination system is realizable." (Tichý, 1988, p.178) Understanding the words man and parrot we can easily spot the interdependence of the two determiners in question. It is impossible that one individual is both a man and a parrot at the same time. Thus distributions 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 10 cannot be embedded into a determination system that represents a possible world. We can say briefly that the distributions are unrealizable.


It is quite easy to see that the set of all possible worlds could be depicted in a similar way: We could start with a table that would have indefinite number of columns each of which would be assigned a different determiner. The rows would represent all the combinatorially admissible combinations of the different sets that the determiners could pick out. Each of the rows in which the properties would be distributed in a consistent (realizable) way would then represent one possible world. One of the rows would represent the actual world and some other the empty world. Our example might be, however, somewhat misleading as concerns determining which of the rows represents the empty world. If we suppose that the ordering in this enormous distribution table is designed in the same fashion as in our small one, we could expect that the empty world would be the one represented by the very last row - the row that has empty sets in all the columns.


But this is surely not the case. The very last row is the one where no individual has any property whatsoever. Such row, however, cannot represent a possible world. As we know from Tichý, each individual has a number of trivial properties such as is numerically distinct from all other individuals, is self-identical, is member of any class to which one belongs. (Tichý 1988, p.185). Pavel Cmorej moreover argues that there are empirical properties that some individuals have essentially in the sense that the individuals have them in each of the possible worlds (Cmorej 1996, p. 252ff).
 The fact that neither Tichý's trivial properties (determiners) nor Cmorej's empirical essential properties can have an empty extension in any distribution that is to be realizable imply that the empty world is placed rather far from the bottom line in the huge distribution table we are considering. But we should notice that individuals in the empty world would surely have also some nontrivial properties. Our next example will help us to illustrate this claim.


Let us suppose that there is only one individual Kip and the following properties: is a man, is not a man, is married, is not married. Considering the individual and the properties yields the following distribution table:

Table II.


is a man

is not a man


is married 

is not married
1. 
{Kip}


{Kip}



{Kip}


{Kip}

2. 
{Kip}


{Kip}



{Kip}


{ø}

3.
{Kip}


{Kip}



{ø}


{Kip}

4.
{Kip}


{ø}



{Kip}


{Kip}

5.
{ø}


{Kip}



{Kip}


{Kip}

6.
{Kip}


{Kip}



{ø}


{ø}

7. 
{Kip}


{ø}



{Kip}


{ø}

8.
{ø}


{Kip}



{Kip}


{ø}

9. 
{Kip}


{ø}



{ø}


{Kip}

10.
{ø}


{Kip}



{ø}


{Kip}

11.
{ø}


{ø}



{Kip}


{Kip}

12.
{Kip}


{ø}



{ø}


{ø}

13.
{ø}


{Kip}



{ø}


{ø}

14.
{ø}


{ø}



{Kip}


{ø}

15.
{ø}


{ø}



{ø}


{Kip}

16.
{ø}


{ø}



{ø}


{ø}
Quite obviously, rows 1,2,3,4,5,6, and 11 cannot be embedded into a determination system that represents a possible world. One individual cannot at the same time both have and lack a property. The distributions are unrealizable. But it would be premature to classify the rest of the distributions as possible ones. We should appreciate the fact that the properties in question are further interrelated. I have suggested that they split into two couples of opposite properties and it is impossible for any individual to have both the opposite properties at the same time, but can an individual lack (miss) both of them at the same time?


The answer to this question depends on the nature of the opposite properties. We may say that the answer will be negative or positive depending on whether the opposite properties are strictly kindred or not. 

Def. I

Properties P and Q are mutually strictly kindred iff for any individual x it holds that in any possible world,  x has either P, or Q, but not both.

Now we should inspect whether some properties from those mentioned in table II. are strictly kindred. If we will find such a couple, then not only the distributions where Kip does have both the properties, but also those where he has neither are unrealizable. 


Employing my best insight into the nature of the properties in question I came to the conclusion that the properties is a man and is not a man are strictly kindred. We apparently cannot allow for possible worlds where an individual is neither a man nor an entity that is not a man. From this I conclude that distributions 14, 15 and 16 are also among those that are not realizable.


At first sight it may seem that also properties is married and is not married are strictly kindred. But are they really? I think not. Let us suppose that Kip is in a certain possible world a lollipop. It seems obviously foolish to speak about married or unmarried lollipops. Thus it would be both strange to place Kip into the set picked out (in the particular world) by the property is married as well  as to the one picked out by the property is not married. More generally: it is strange to ascribe or deny marital status to an individual that lacks properties that make such an association sensible. Generally speaking, we should notice that in some cases ascribing as well as denying a property to an individual makes sense only if the individual has some other properties or if a certain state of affairs is the case. As an example of the latter case we can take the pair of opposite properties is taller than the king of France and is not taller than the king of France. In the worlds where the office of the king of France is not occupied none of the individuals exhibit any of the two properties. Thus the two properties in question are not strictly kindred.


What I have just said suggests that properties is married and is not married are not strictly kindred.  Ascribing any of the two properties presupposes that the individual in question is a suitable bearer of the property i.e. that it has some requisite property or properties. I conjecture that the requisite property in the particular case could be is a(n adult) human. Generally we can capture the general relations among properties as follows.

Def. II.


For any two properties P and R, if for every individual x both P(x) and (P(x) imply R(x), then R is a requisite property of P.


From the definition it follows that every property has some requisite properties. The trivial properties mentioned by Tichý can serve as an example of properties that are requisite of any properties. More interesting, however, are the requisite properties of only certain properties. If we consider a particular property, it may often be difficult to determine which properties (if any) are its requisite properties. Nonetheless, in some cases our intuitions are rather clear. While ascribing property is of caliber 9 or is not of caliber 9 to individuals that exhibit the property of is a shooting arm surely makes sense, ascribing any of them to individuals that (in the given world) do not (they may be frogs, clouds or cities) does not make a good sense.


Looking back at the table II. we can say that while distribution 13 is among those that qualify as a partial description of a possible world, distributions 8, 10, and 12 do not.


Revealing dependencies among different determiners is patently a very complex task, but if we accept Tichý's conception we are led to assume that we can in principle complete the task and do so without involving experience. Here we will naturally accept this optimistic stand and suppose that for any property the set of its requisite properties is (objectively) given.


Now we will proceed a bit further developing our conceptual apparatus. 

Def. III.

A property R is idle iff there is an individual that has R in all possible worlds or in no possible world.

At this point we can attempt at providing a definition of the empty world: 

Def. IV.

The world in which any property P that is neither idle nor strictly kindred with (P picks out empty class of individuals is called the empty world.


I am somewhat afraid that this definition may confuse those who up to now thought that they had a good intuitive idea of what the empty world looks like. To avoid (or reduce) the possible confusion I should perhaps explain the idea behind the definition. To be frank I have to observe that my original idea of the definition did not involve neither strictly kindred nor  idle properties but it was based on distinguishing between positive and negative properties. Tentatively I though about the empty world as about the one where all the individuals had only negative empirical properties (is not a man, is not a parrot, is not a key, is not married, etc.). But I could not find a way to reasonably fix the intuitive distinction between positive and negative properties.
 Thus I decided to try another way around the problem. I begin from an assumption that the only world  where all the properties that have some non idle property as their requisite pick out the empty class of individuals is the empty world. In other words - as soon as a world contains an individual that has some property that is both empirically interesting (in the sense of not being idle) and self sufficient (in the sense of having only idle properties as its requisites) than the world is not empty. If it does not contain such an individual, it is empty.
 


I hope that the preceding explanations have clarified the theoretical construal of the concept of the empty world. It is, however, not too big a problem if you do not have a good grasp on the definition. In this case I would suggest that you forget  about the last several pages and stick with your intuitive understanding of the concept of empty world.  I believe that in any case you will be able to decide which of the distributions in tables I. and II. are those that could be embedded into the determination system that represents the empty possible world (numbers 16  and 13).


Assuming that we have the notion of the empty world at our disposal we can define a notion that is crucial for my argument.

Def. V.

An individual x is in limbo in a possible world w and a time point t iff  x has in w and t exactly those properties it has in the empty world.

From this definition it trivially follows that in the empty possible world all the individuals are in limbo. We can also easily define the temporal variant of the empty world.

Def. VI.

The world-history where all the individuals are throughout all points of the history in limbo is called the empty world history. 


The notion of limbo enables us to formulate answers to problems that Tichý, as far as I know, never addressed. First of all we may answer the question of what happens to an individual that seems to appear in, or to vanish from, the actual world.


We know that all individuals are shared by all possible worlds throughout their histories, and so their appearing or vanishing is, strictly speaking, impossible. Nevertheless, it is difficult to deny that, intuitively, some individuals seem to disappear from the actual world. Many examples are at hand.


Let us for example consider a particular snowflake that falls down from the clouds in the actual world. The snowflake is surely an individual that has many properties and perhaps occupies rather distinguished individual offices. It can be observed, described, moved to a different place, stored in a refrigerator etc. We will call the snowflake - the individual in the focus of our consideration - Snoo.
 


Normal snowflakes, as we all know, do not have names and their 'lives' are rather short. They usually melt into a tiny drop of water that disintegrates and disappears in the process of water circulation. Though we may be (together with most metaphysicians) tempted to suggest that if a particular snowflake melts and evaporates then an individual ceased to exist, we must repudiate the temptation. As said above, such view contradicts what Pavel Tichý said and in this paper we take the word of Pavel Tichý and Pavel Materna as revealed truth. Because, as far as I know, neither Tichý nor Materna have ever explained what happens to an individual that is devoid of all the properties that seemed to be constitutive of it, I dare to present my own hypothesis. The hypothesis says is that in the actual world as well as in worlds that are similarly ‘normal’, if Snoo melts and evaporates, he comes to a rest in limbo. 

Thus the hypothesis presupposes that the actual world (like many other worlds) have a specific ‘appendage’ in which
 all the idle individuals reside during the time they don't have any positive empirical (physical, chemical, biological etc.) attributes.


This hypothesis has, I believe, its appeal. But can it be somehow supported by arguments? I think it can, though the strongest of the arguments is in a sense negative - there does not seem to be any better hypothesis in view. To support this last claim I will now try to assess other explanations of what might have happened to our little Snoo.

 
According to our story, a few moments ago Snoo instantiated the property is a snowflake together with many other empirical properties. By an unfortunate accident it suddenly fell on a fiery stove and evaporated. The snowflake disappeared but what happened to Snoo? One option is that as soon as it lost its properties and offices it took up some others. It is for example possible that Snoo began to instantiated another snowflake that has just come to existence somewhere in cold clouds. This scenario is perfectly possible logically and so we are guaranteed that this is exactly what happens in many possible world-histories. But I cannot see any reason to assume that Snoo's fate in our world would be similar.


Another option is that at the moment when Snoo was devoid of all the properties snowflakes usually have it took up some completely different properties and offices. Let say that at the moment it ceased to exist as a snowflake it took up the properties of a human being and begun to occupy the office of the pope. Such scenario seems quite odd but no matter how unlikely it may seem there is no reason to consider the given course of things (logically) impossible. Undoubtedly, there are plenty of possible world-histories where exactly this course of things takes place. It is, however, difficult to believe that our world is one of the worlds where such things happen.


Why is it difficult? We optimistically assume that we have some elementary epistemic control over the individuals in our world. Thus we assume that we are able to identify the same individual if we come across it after some amount of time. This assumption is quite obviously too optimistic. We do not posses a divine gift that would allow us to unmistakably identify any individual. We recognize individuals according to their empirically accessible characteristics, but unfortunately the characteristics may change quite a lot: Women change color of their hair,  men loose it, children grow, boats on the sea are being continuously rebuilt and (to use Tichý's example) some watches get remade into keys. Anyway if we admit that we cannot recognize the same individual in different situations  we are in deep trouble. To show this I will make use of the Tichý's example.  (Tichý presents it when he argues against essentialism.) In the example Tichý presents a story about a man who goes to a locksmith and asks him to make a key out of his watch. The locksmith fulfills the task. Now, argues Tichý, according to an essentialist the key that resulted from the locksmith's melting the watch and giving it a key shape cannot be the same individual as  before because it does not have the essential attributes of the watch. Thus the key must be a numerically distinct individual.  “If the essentialist is correct, however, what right do I have to claim the key as my property? What case do I have against the locksmith if he declines to surrender the key?  I can hardly accuse him of a fraud: he did not steal my key because I never owned the object." (Tichý, 1994, p. 38) But according to Tichý it is “absurd to deny that a watch can be converted into a key. By melting and reshaping a watch one does not put it out of existence: one only makes a different sort of thing out of the watch: a key. And given that the watch is mine, the key is mine for the simple reason that the two are one and the same particular“ (Tichý, 1994, p.38).


The moral of the argument (whether or not you buy it) is obvious. The identity of an individual is an issue that highly matters to us. If we could not decide (in principle) which of the  objects we come across during a period of time (notwithstanding whether or not we have had a continuous empirical access to them) are identical, our world would turn into an epistemic and social chaos. Knowing how strictly Tichý held conservative political views (at least at the time he developed TIL) we are surely justified in claiming that he presupposed that our world is conservative in the sense that we are able to spot the identity of its individuals. If we deny that the actual world is conservative in this sense the only alternative would be communism, as nobody could be justified in claiming property of any individual thing. Tichý could not insist that the watch on his hand (and any other item of his private property) is really his. Anybody could come to him and take the watch claiming that she believes or suspects that the individual object that is on Tichý's hand is the same one  that few moments ago was in her pocket shaped like a key. Tichý could not exclude the possibility that she is right.


I am sure that Tichý is not the only one who would not wish to live in a world where claiming any property is utterly dubious. To avoid this logical path to communism we must suppose that our world is conservative in the sense that objects, as concerns their individual identity, are controllable by us. According to the assumption humans, fallible as they are, are in fact the ultimate arbiters as concerns identity of any individuals that can be found in the actual world.
 It seems to me that the only reasonable way how to combine Tichý's conception of individuals and his right wing creed is to allow for limbo as integral part of the actual world.


As the space of this article is limited I cannot proceed much further in explaining the import of the conceptual apparatus that I propose in this paper. Let me only briefly mention two examples.


Cmorej turns attention to some strange consequences of Tichý's conception of individuals (Cmorej, 1996). He mentions Tichý's example concerning Etna - the famous volcano. Contesting Frege's views Tichý claims that "a lump of lava which happens to be part of Mount Etna could be removed or replaced by another lump without depriving us of the mountain. A mountain and a lump of matter belonging to it are thus two distinct individuals, only contingently related as a whole and its part". (Tichý, 1988, p. 209)


Cmorej considers three individuals: Etna, a lump of lava that is removable part of Etna - the individual is named k1, and the part of Etna that consists of the rest of the mountain without k1. This third individual is denominated as k2. Cmorej points out that if we really remove k1 from Etna, then Etna and k2 suddenly coincide and thus we are left with only two individuals instead of three that we originally had. But such "change of cardinality of the universe is in Tichý's system unacceptable ..." (Cmorej, 1996, p.260, transl. V.S.) Cmorej regards this as a serious problem that leads him (together with other reasons) to suggest that we perhaps should accept some kind of essentialism after all.


If we look at the problem through the prism of the conceptual apparatus introduced in this paper, we immediately see that Cmorej's problem is to a large extent avoided. We need not assume that the number of individuals present in our world has changed after we removed k1 from Etna. The only thing that happened is that there is no longer a distinct part of Etna that would be different from it. k2 ceased to occupy a place in space and retreated to limbo. Such an incident naturally does not have any impact on the cardinality of the logical universe because the limbo appendix pertains to the world.


In the last example I will once again focus on the conception of individuals to which this paper is devoted. I will explain why for example the sentence "Pavel Materna cannot be a star"
 sounds so reasonable, though it is (according to its standard reading in TIL) clearly false. Its falsity stems from the fact that there undoubtedly are lots of possible worlds where Pavel Materna is a star and there are even many possible world-histories where he makes (slow or quick) career during which he progresses from the occupant of the role of the most admired professor of logic in the Czech Republic to the occupant of the role of the brightest star on the sky. I conjecture, however, that the sentence turns out to be true if we take it as talking about conservative possible world histories that share (up to the present time point) their history with the actual world. It is impossible that in a conservative world an individual could undergo such an amazing change.


If Pavel Materna will sometime during the next millenium disappear from the surface of the Earth (to a great grief of many people) then he will, according to my suggestion, come to a rest in limbo. If Hinduists or Buddhists  are right he will probably several times reappear on the Earth in different shapes before he will find his way to Nirvana (the true limbo?). If Christians are right he will, I suppose, wait in limbo until the last judgment, when he will be once again equipped with body and sent to hell.  Other scenarios are of course available as well. Anyway, I hope that before some of the scenarios will take place he will find some satisfaction from the fact that TIL (equipped with the limbo theory) is compatible with all the different religious and non-religious ideologies and that it can resist some attacks aimed at the character of its universe.
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� The English version of the text comes from an unpublished manuscript by Pavel Tichý which was translated into Slovak. A German translation of the study was published at Zeitschrift für Semiotik (Band 9, Heft 1-2 in 1987) under the name Einzeldinge als Amtsinhaber.





� Let us recall that in TIL properties are explicated as functions that assign sets of individuals to pairs consisting of a possible world and a time point, while individual roles are functions that assign individuals to such pairs. It is notable that the functions can be total as well as partial.


� Unfortunately Tichý does not explain what 'realizable' means. Thus we do not have any clue as to how to answer various questions that such a term raises.


�We should keep in mind that the actual world, in this context, is not a totality of real things that can be found around us. It is just a theoretical construct that adequately represents the world we live in.  


� I should stress that this example introduces only a kind of a thought experiment that presents a strange world that is designed just for didactic purposes and it does not make much sense to ask whether the example is generally plausible.


� As an example of such a property can serve any property that is captured by an expression of the form: ((x)(x = I1 (  x = I2  ( ... ( x = In ( E(x)) where I1, ...In stand for individuals and E for some nonessential property.


� This definition is inspired by a definition of properties kindred through object X introduced in Cmorej 1996, p. 255.


�If we turn our attention from properties to sentences that ascribe the properties to an individual, we would get into a more familiar talk about presuppositions. See e.g. Materna, 1989, p. 91nn.


�Among idle properties are those possessed by all individuals have in all possible worlds and also the empirical essential properties of Cmorej 1996.


� I speak only about properties and omit other determiners, e.g. determiners representing individual roles, because I assume that an individual that does not have any property cannot occupy any individual office.


� Later on Pavel Cmorel pointed out to me that properties in TIL are simple entities and thus it does not really make sense to distinguish positive and negative properties. We can only construct a property using negation.


� Though Cmorej's empirical essential properties are empirical I regard them here as empirically uninteresting. I want also to stress that we need not suppose that we are immediately capable of deciding which property is idle etc. It is enough if such a division makes sense from an objective point of view. 


�We suppose that the name serves as a label of the individual - as a rigid designator (determiner) that picks out the same individual in all possible worlds. This conception of proper names is explicitly endorsed by Tichý (Tichý 1994, p. 208). 


� 'In' is not to be taken spatially here.


� Here “humans”  should be perhaps taken as a community consisting of subjects that can in principle reach mutual agreement as concerns different things. In practice the competence (for example w.r.t. identity of a key that a locksmith does not wish to give up) is delegated to more definite bodies - judges, juries etc. 


� I should stress that I use the word „star“ here is used in the astronomical and not in the showbusiness sense.
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