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SCOTUS, FREGE, AND BERGMANN

Elsewhere, I pointed out some crucial differences between Scotus’ haecce-
irgs and Bergmann's bare particular, even though, as individuators, they share
many interesting characteristics.! While Bergmann’s bare particular is a mo-
mentary individual. haecceitas is a continuant. While Bergmann's bare particu-
lar is an individual which supports or possesses characteristics, haecceitay is not
an individual but a principle of individuation. Further I went on to hint at the
lwo structural roots from which such differences between haecceitas and the
bare particular stem. First. Scotus and Bergmann philosophize under two
different systems of logic and theories of predication. While Scotus is a pre-
Fregean who does not distinguish between class inclusion and membership,
Bergmann is a post-Fregean to whom the method of ideal language, i.e., the
language of Principia Mathematica, is indispensable for philosophizing. Sec-
ond, they seem to address different problems of individuation. While there is no
place for a common nature in Bergmann's ontology, Scotus’ problem of
individuation is inconceivable without the common nature in itself. In this
paper. | would like to discuss these two structural roots of the differences
between haecceitas and the bare particular a bit further.

Interestingly. Frege looms large in understanding both of these structural
differences between Scotus’ and Bergmann’s ontologies. Frege is the undis-
puted founder of modern logic. So, if the difference between Scotus’ and
Bergmann's ontologies are reducible to the difference between their logics, we
have to ask first the implications of Frege's revolution in logic. Further, unlike
Bergmann, Frege's ontology has a type of eatity comparable to Scotus’ common
nature. For that reason, [ believe that it is much easicr to compare Scotus’
ontology with Frege's ontology rather than to compare the former directly with
Bergmann’s ontology.? Indeed, if N, Cocchiarella’s recent discussion of Frege's
function-correlate is correct?, we have reason to assimilate Frege's ontology to
the Avicennian-Scotistic tripartite ontology of individuals, universals, and
common natures in themselves* Further, since Bergmann himself discussed
Frege's ontology quite extensively®, to the extent thal Scotus’ ontology s
similar to Frege's ontology. we may have indirect evidence concerning how
Bergmann would think about our interpretation of Scotus’ haecceitas ontology.

Some may doubt whether my approach would result any interesting
historical or ontological insight. But, to those who have tried to fill the gap
between medicval and contemparary theories of individuation, the implication
of this paper will be obvious. Current treatments of individuation are being
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challenged by the possible return of the common nature,

My strategy will be as follows. In section A, T shall discuss Cocchiarella's
thesis regarding Frege's function-correlates. In section B, by using Cocchiarel-
la’s thesis, I shall try to compare Frege's ontology with the Avicennian-Scatistic
tripartite ontology. Some of the similarities and differences between these two
ontologies will become clearer in the process. In section C, I shall examine
Bergmann's interpretation of Frege's ontology. After having drawn attention to
how Bergmann criticizes Frege's introduction of concept-correlates and value-
ranges, we may understand, in section D, how Bergmann would view Frege's
and Scotus’ tripartite ontologies. Hopefully the peculiarity of Bergmann’s
theory of universals and his bare particular theory of individuation will stand
out clearly against the background of Frege's and Scotus’ ontologics,

A. Cocchiarella's Thesis

Cocchiarella’s recent discussion of Frege makes it quite plausible that
Frege's function-correlates are nominalized predicates and that Frege identified
function-correlates with value-ranges.* Indeed, Cocchiarella's discussion is the
stepping stone for the comparison of Scotus and Frege in the subsequent
sections of this paper. But, in order to appreciate the significance of Cocchiarel-
la’s discussion, let me first briefly explain some of the elements of Frege's
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ontology. . i o
As is well known, the distinction between function and object 1s the most

fundamental distinction in Frege's ontology.” This distinction corresponds to lly::
distinction between function and argument in his conceptual notation which is
meant to replace the traditional subject/predicate analysis of prlup{htiliun:s.“ Of
course, Frege borrowed the notion of function from mathematics. But Lrn:it!'lc-
maticians in Frege™s time did not have a clear dea about what a function is.*
Frege generalized the concept of function in such a way llhEEI not only |r.m[hcmlal-
ical functions but alse concepts can be subsumed under it. A concept is nothing
but = fupciion whose value 15 always a truth-value," According to Frege, the
nature of functional expressions are essentially predicative." They are jncc:_m—
plete expressions with gaps which are to be filled by arguments. Curln.;spnnd_mg
to funcuonal expressions, we have functions that are unsatumTed entities. ™ m.m-
Frege characterized an object as something that s not a h!nctmn. ¥ Every entity
in Frege's ontology is thus either a function or an object. As examples of
objects, Frege did not cite ordinary individuals but 1rulh-1.rlulucs and ‘ihe 50-
called value-ranges." In commentators” list of Fregean objects, we find the
following: individuals, function-correlates, numbers, value-ranges, and truth-
values.™
As is clear from this list, hoth value-ranges and concept-correlates have
been considerad (separately) as Fregean objects. " To the best of my E-cnnwledg__e_.
Cocchiarella is the first to claim explicitly that Frege equated valu&rangc:_; wlth.
concepl-correlates.” Why couldn't all other commentators of Fn:gc notice of
that equation? The reason seems something like this. Many philosophers sun.:lh
as R, Wells believe that the notion of value-range is the obscurest of Ft_’ege.s
basic notions." But Wells says that it is very important because “it is his
[Frege’s| nearest approach to the madern notion of -C]ELSE..'_"“' What Wells :ir.ud
others have in mind is the nation of class in the sense of being composed of its
members, And as long as one understands value-range a5 class in the sense of
being composed of (s members, there is no hope w see the equation, Coc:n
chiarella Aatly rejects this popular way of understanding of valur.,:.-ran;;es.-
According to him, they ate “the saturated logical objects that Frege also
informally called concept-correlates.™™ That means, as Cocchiarella makc_s;
clear, that “wvalue-ranges are for Frege the denotata of nominalized predi-
cates.” Now we turn to the comparison of Scotus’ and Frege's ontelogy by
assuming that Cocchizrella’s interpretation is right.

B, Scotns and Frege

1. Owens admirably demonsteated that both Aquinas and Scotus developed
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thetr theories of common nature against the Avicennian background. Let us
briefly review Owens’ explanation of the situation. Owens summarized Avicen-
na's doctrine of the common nature in itsell in terms of the following three
theses: (1) a common nature or essence is of itself neither singular nor universal;
(2} the common pature in itself has no unity: (3) the common nature has its
proper being. According to Owens, these Avicennian theses should be revised
and qualified if the scholastic doctrine of the transcendentals 15 accepted. For if
being and unity were thought to be coextensive, there can be nothing that has
being but no unity. Aguinas gave up the Avicennian thesis {3), while Scotus
denied thesis (2) by ziving a real though less than numerical unity 1o the
common nature in iself.®

Given such background information concerning the Avicennean-Scotistic
tripartite ontologies, what would be the significance of Cocchiarella’s thesis that
value-ranges are concept-correlates? Though Cocchiarella himself values his
own thesis in some different respects. what is impaortant for my purpose in
Cocchiarella’s commentary is that in addition to the catcgory of Tunctions
themselves, Frege had a unique category of concept-correlates, ic., the
denotata of nominalized predicates. Further if a concept-correlate can be
equated with a value-range, as claimed by Cocchiarella, it may be the most
important type of Fregean objects that are not ordinary individuals. As Coc-

Hocchiarella, Gp, cir., p. T6.

"For example, E.-HW. Kluge wrote as fol-
Jows: “Functions and objects — or more cor-
rectly, the noticns of function and object —
oocupy A osniral place o Frege's meta-
physics.” E.-H. W, Klege, The Metaphysics af
Grorlol Frege: An Essay in Qniclogical Re-
corgtruction (The Hagoe: Martinus Mihoff,
19800, po 41, Frege himself discussed the
distinction in his papers, “Function and Con-
capt” and " On Congept and Qlject.” Both are
found in B Geach and M, Black {eds. ), Trans-
fations from the Philesoplhical Weitings of
Gonlob Frege, second Editien {Oxford: Basil
Blackwell. 1950, 19701, pp. 21=41 and pp.
42-535, respectively,

*CIL Frege. “Begriffsschridt (Chapter 177 in
Geach and Black {ed.), p. 2, 12-13; “Fune-
tion and Concept,™ p, 31,

*Cf. Frege, “Fuorction and Concepl,” pp.
21-22.
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“Frege, “On Concept and Object,” p. 43

BCI. Frege. “Function and Corcepd.”™ p.
24 Tam concerned 1o show that the arpument
does not belong with the function, but goes
together with the lunction o make up a com-
plete whole: for the functon by itsell muost be
calfed incomplete. in need of supplementa-
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lion, or ‘unsaturated’.”
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chiarella points out, in order to understand what Frege had in mind, we should
he very careful not to confuse the function itsell” with function-correlates. In
order to express the distinction by using Church’s lambda operator, we have 1o
use [A x @ (x)] { )and [A x @ (x)] for the denoting function itself and function-
correlate respectively.® The empty parentheses in the former expression indi-
cate that the functional expression is incomplete and the corresponding function
itself is unsaturated, As an incomplete expression, the functional sign cannot be
placed in the subject position in a sentence. But functions themselves may have
properties of their own. In order to express such higher order predication, we
need nominalization of functional signs, Thus the denotata of nominalized
predicates are correlated to the functions themselves. They are saturated logical
ohijects whose expression can be placed in the subject position of a sentence. For
cxample. we have a predicate *--- is horse,” and as its denotatum the function
“oesis horse' itself. The nominalized form of the predicate "--- is horse’ is the
abstract singular term, ‘horseness,” and its denotatum would be the functional-
correlate “horseness.” Then, there are three different ontological categories in
Frege: individuals, function-correlates, and functions themselves. In Scotus,
we have the common nature in itself, the commeon nature individuated in
singulars, and the universal. Thus, we seem to have parallel tripartite ontologies
in Scotus and Frege.

Our next step should be to see in what significant respect there are
differences between Scotus” and Frege’s tripartite ontologies. The most erucial
point in this project must lie in the ontological status of functions and function-
carrelates: what kind of unity and being do Frege's functicns and function-
correlates have? In other words, we want to see Frege's position against the
backeround of Avicenna’s three theses and Scotus’ corresponding theses,

Dro functions and function-correlates have being? Yes! Since Frege treated
function-correlates as objects, there is no doubr that function-correlates have
being. Further, Frege seemed to claim that even functional expressions them-
selves have references.® So, Frege's position seems to be similar to Scotus at
least in that both allowed some kind of being to each of the terms in their
triparnte ontologies.

If Frege's function-correlates and functions themselves have some kind of
being. then our next question should be the following: Do they also have unity 7
I 5o, what kind of unity and what kind of being? But we have to resolve several
problems at this point, because it is by no means clear whether Frege used
‘being” always in the same sense. L. Haaparanta's discussion of the equivocity
of being in Frege seems to be relevant here, She writes:

The above discussion shows that Frege assumes “exists” and ‘5™ of
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existence o have two readings: they may refer cither to an empty first-

order concept, which he tries to treat from a pragmatic point of view, or

to a meaningful second-order concept. In the former case the existen-

tial statement becomes meaninglul if it is transformed into a metalin-

zuistic statement which expresses that a given proper name has a

reference. In the latter case the statement tells us that a concept is

mstantiated. i.e., that there is an object which has a given property.

First-order existence is formalized by means of the existential quan-

tifier and the symbol for identity, while second order existence is

expressed by means of the existential quantifier and the svimbol for

predication.®
Haaparanta philosophizes in the tradition of Hintikka, who has emphasized the
fact that though many authors must have noticed the ambiguity of 'is” before
Frege, it was Frege who for the first time clearly distinguished between these
several meanings of “is": (1) ‘is’ of identity, (2) "is’ of existence, (3) ‘is" of
predication, (4) ‘is” of class inclusion.” Now, what Haaparanta points out in the
above passage is this: Frege found an ambiguity even if one concentrated on ‘is”
of existence. ‘Is" of existence may refer either to a first-order existence orioa
second-order existence. On the ground that there are two such readings of 'is’ of
existence, she ¢laims that Frege had an equivocity view of existence. But, if she
is right, there seems to be an apparent conflict between Frege's and Scotus’
views of being. For Scotus has been known as a champion of the univocity view
of being,

But [ believe that the alleged conllict between Scotus’ and Frege's views of
being is merely apparent. Let me explain why [ believe so. Above all,
Haaparanta’s expression “Frege's equivocity view of existence’ scems o me a
misnomer. Indeed, while Frege distinguished between the first-arder concept of
existence and the second-onder concept of existence, Scotus was not armed with
quantification theory, and consequently had the first-order concept of being
only. But what seems relevant to our purpose here is the first-order concept of
existence. Let us take an example of the second-order concept of existence: (71x)
Human x. Haaparanta would say that in this case ~a concept is instantiated, i.e..

Bibid, . p. 67 and p. 74, o Being { Dordrecht: 13, Reidel. 1D86),
B ). Owens, Op. i, SHaaparanta, op. ofi. . 141
“Cocchisrella, Dp. i, pp. B2-83. 2L, Shircel, The Univacitv af the Con-
S8 Dummett, "Mote: Frege on Functions™ cept of Seing In the Phifosophy of Jalin Shs
m Klemke (ed ). Qp, eit., pp. 205-297, Scones (Washington, [.C2 The Cathalic Uni-
L. Hasparamta. Frege'y Docteine of Being versity of America Press, 1942), pp. 3-4
{Helsinki: Acta Fhilosophica Fennica. 1985), AW Park, “Corumen Natwre and Haeooed-
pp. 140141, tos.” Franziskanssche Stdien, 710188
Tl Himikka. “Semantics: A Rovoh against 185~ 192
Frege™ in G. Floistad {ed.), Contemporary 1 Angelelli, Sradlies on Eonfol: Frige and
Philosopive: A New Swevey (The Hague: Mar- Tradiiomal Plilosopiy (Dordrechi: 1. Reidgl
tinus NijhalT. 1981, p. 72, Also sec papers m 19761, p. 157,
5. Knuuottila and J. Hintikka {eds )y, The Logic 2fhig
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that there 15 an object which has a given property”.* But is she referring to
“humanity” that is a function-correlate or “___ is human" that is a fupction in
itself? Does she interpret the formula as “there is an object which falls under
hurnanity™ or as “there is an object which is human™? When we raised the
gquestion as to whether the being of a function-correlate is the same as the
corresponding function itself, the issue is not whether one of them is a first-
prder concept while the other is a second-order concept. Rather, we wanted to
know whether we can place function-correlates and functions in the place of
“2" in the formula '(dx) g = x." In other words, if the first-order concept of
existence is formalized, as Haaparanta claims, by means of the existential
guantifier and the symbal for identity, we are raising the question as to whether a
function or a function-correlate can be placed in the argument position. The
answer is negative as to the functions in themselves. For function itself is
unsaturated, and only saturated object can fill the empty place. So, even if one
were Lo use the same sense of ‘being,' we are not prejudging the issue
concerning the difference between a function and a function-correlate with
respect to being.

MNow we have to note that Scatus” univocity view of being is one of the most
obscure among his theories. As C. Shircel reported, there are several divergent
approaches to his univocity view of being.” I cannot discuss all these serious
problems here. The only point I want to make is that even if Scotus would use
the same sense of ‘being’ when he discussed the being of common nature in
itself and the being of a universal, he could still allow different kinds of being to
them. Even if Scotus used the term “being ' univocally to both God and creatures
insofar as he was dealing with them as ens inguantum ens, he granted different
degrees of being to them. As was pointed out, Scotus did not know about the
second-order concept of being, Further, it 1s also clear that Scotus would allow
the being proper to a common nature in itself that has lesser than numerical
unity, because unity follows upon being. Then, the being of a universal and the
being of the common nature in itself must be different, as the unity of universal
is different from the unity of the common nature in itself. [ would like to believe
that Scotus used the first-order concept of existence in both cases, while fully
conceding that the common nature in itself and the universal are beings in
different degrees. That means, even though medieval philosophers had the first-
order concept of existence only, the question still remains as to whether they
would allow the same kind of being to the common nature in itself and to the
universal. In a nutshell, [ believe that we are making a category mistake if we
detect a conflict between the so-called Frege's equivecity view of existence and
the so-called Scotus’ univocity view of being.
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Now let us return to the problem of the unity-and being. As was pointed out,
Scotus acknowledged more than one type of unity® On the one hand, the
common nature in itself is neither individual nor universal; it has a lesser than
numerical unity. On the other hand, individuals have numerical unity. Finally,
universals also have a certain unity, i.e., unity of universals (or universal unity},
I. Angelelli emphasizes this point when he writes:

While the Aristotelian tradition, as well as Kant, had considerad

concepts as unsaturated entities (in a sense partially identical to Frege's

Ungesittigtheit), the fact that concepts or universals are well-

determined entities had also been stressed. Of course, the “individual-

ity of concepts were regarded as weaker than the individuality of real

things, as a unitas formalis and not as a unitas numerica; still, it was a

unitas.®
Angelelli goes on to point out that such a positive aspect of universals is
preserved in Frege. Further, he explains that Frege “gught to stress the ‘unity’,
the ‘individuality’ of concepts” (1) in order to solve the difficulties of the
Euclidean definition of number, and (2) in order to reject Cantor’s position on
abstraction.® Thus, the situation is not so different in Frege'’s ontology from
Scotus’ ontology, as far as individuals and universals are concerned.

How about function-correlates, which corresponds to common natures in
themselves? Did Frege allow numerical unity to function-correlates? The
answer seems to be positive. For Frege allowed nominalized predicates 1o
occupy the subject position or argument position in general in sentences.
Function-correlates are saturated objects to which laws of logic are applicable.
If so, in an important respect the paralle] between Frege's and Scotus” tripartite
ontologies would break down. For the common nature in itself in Scotus’
ontology is devoid of numerical unity. Also, since unity follows upon being,
unlike Seatus who granted being proper to the commaon nature in itself, Frege
would not allow any difference between the being of function-correlates and
that of functions themselves.

But how could Frege allow numerical unity to function-correlates? How
could horseness be an individual which has numerical unity? After all, if he did
not see any difference between ordinary individuals and function-correlates,
why did he distinguish between “falling undec™ and “falling within™? It is
strange that Frege did not subdivide the realm of objects inte two kinds:
ordinary individuals and the other types of objects. This line of thaught reminds

“Frege, “Function and Concepr.” p. 32
The Basic Laws of Arithmetic. pp. 35-36.

wCpechiarella, Op. o, p. 50 wrote as fol-
foows: “That s, unlike sets whose existence o
being is constituted by their members, concept-
correlates, and therefore valpe-ranges, are
“logical ohjects” whose determination is given
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by Frege's double correlation thesis . .. "

¥This issue needs extensive discussion of
the role of the context principle in Frege as a
prereguisite.

¥OF Covchiarella, Gp. ol p. 80,

711 is what Bergmann calls the “principle of
exemplifcation.”

us of the fact that Frege characterized objects as that which are not functions.
Why didn’t he start from ordinary individuals and then characterized functions?
It is true that in several places Frege uscd ordinary individuals as examples of
objects. But it is still very strange that he did not give ordinary individuals as
examples of objects immediately after he characterized functions and objects in
his major writings.” :

If Frege had to draw a sharp line between ordinary individuals and
function-correlates, function-correlates would lose numerical unity. And that
would be detrimental to Frege's logicism, if it means that one cannot place
function-correlates in argument positions in sentences, particularly, in identity
sentences. Be that as it may, it seems clear that Frege had some real difficulties
with handling unity of objects and identity sentences,

But what would happen if one takes Scolus’ strategy by giving lesser than
numerical unity to function-correlates? Ordinary individuals have numerical
unity, while logical objects have lesser than numerical unity. ™ The crucial issue
iz whether an entity having lesser than numerical unity can be placed in
argument positions in sentences. If that is possible, there would be nothing to
lose fram Frege's part.™

But, of course, there are lots of difficulties involved in converting Frege
into a Scotist in such & way. For example, there seems to be a crucial difference
between Scotus' and Frege's views regarding the ontological prionity among the
three types of entities involved. In Scotus” ontology, ‘common nature in itselt’
is a first intention notion. The common nature in itself s neither an individual
nor  universal; it needs individuation to become an individual and it needs to be
contracted by Aaecceiras o the individual, Thus, in a sense it 18 prior to
individual. Since universals are the result of abstraction from ndividuals, they
may have least priority among the three. On the other hand, in Frege's antology,
function-correlates are merely given by correlation to functions, In that sense,
we may say that functions themselves are prior o function-correlates.®

With all such difficulties, however, it i quite impressive that we have
purallel tripartite ontologies in Scotus” and Frege's ontologies. 5o, we now go
an to examine Bergmann s interpretation of Frege's ontology in order o surmise
how Bergmann would respond to our interpretation of Scotus” ontology.

. Berpmann and Frege

There would be no place for the common nature in itsell’ in Bergmann’s
ontology. For, according to him, there is no character that is not excmplified in
the world.® But, in the previous sections, we saw thal o some extenl we can
assimilate Frege's ontology o Scotus’s entology, That means, it Frege's notion
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of concept-correlate is a counterpart of the common nature in itself, it would not
be welcomed by Bergmann. As a matter of fact, Bergmann claims that the need
for concept-correlates is the most obvious intrinsic flaw n Frege’s system.” In
this section, | would like to examine briefly Bergmann's interpretation of
Frege's ontology. By observing how Bergmann criticizes Frege and how he
distances himself from Frege, we may pave the way for hetter understanding of
Bergmann's position.

In his paper, “Frege’s Hidden MNominalism,” Bergmann claims that the
structure of Frege's ontology is nominalistic.™ To show this, Bergmann first
draws a distinction between two uses of the dichotomy of realism and nominal-
ism: { 1) the broad use, and (2) the strict use. In the broad use, a realist discerns
many kinds of existents while a nominalist discerns only a few. In the strict use,
a realist counts some characters as existents, while a nominalist counts no
characters as existents.® In this context, Bergmann uses ‘existent’ for “what
philosophers, speaking philosophically, assert to “exist™.™ According o
Bergmann, Frege is an exuberant realist in the broad sense, bul “in the strcl
sense at least implicitly a nominalist.”® Further, he claims that Frege's exuber-
ant realism in the broad sense was forced by his nominalism in the strict sense.”
Furthermore, he claims that “the most obvious intrinsic flaw™ of Frege's system
is another consequence of Frege's hidden nominalism. ™

What does Bergmann mean by Frege's hidden nominalism?  From
Berzmann's point of view, “while within his system at lcast Frege succeeded in
securing full ontological status for his odd objects, he did not so succeed, even
within the system, in the case of functions.” And he traces it back to what he
calls “its root.” i.e.. “the contrast between exemplification and mapping.™* In
other waords, Bergmann believes that by contrasting his exemplification ontol-
ogy with Frege’s function ontology, he can uncover (he hidden nominalism of
Frege. !

Then. what is the crucial difference between Bergmann’s exemplification
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ontology and Frege's function ontology? According to Bergmann, a realist
starts from individuals and their characters, and wses ‘Peter is blond” as the
paradigm.* That suggests two major claims. First, in this paradigm, both
‘Peter’ and ‘blond’ stand for existents.* Second, the state of affairs that 'Peter is
blond’ stands for is actualized if the individual and the character enter into a
certain relation — or what Bergmann prefers to say “nexus.” And this nexus is
nothing but exemplification *® These two major claims imply, Bergmann points
out, two further claims. First, the nexus is asymmeltrical. While an individual
mayv or may not exemplify a character, it is nensense (o say that a characler
exemplifies an individual. Second, in the paradigm ‘Peter is blond,” the verb,
i.e., ‘is" of predication, stands for exemplification,

There may be many reasons why a realist adopts his position, But Bergmann
wanis 1o point oul two weighty reasons why “in some respect individoals and
characters are alike " The first fundamental Iikeness is the principle of exempli-
fication we saw above:® “Just as there is no individual that is not qualitied, so
there is no character that is not exemplified.”® The second likeness is that
“neither an individual nor a character is the kind of entity. . . a sentence stands
for”® According to Bergmann, this 15 another way of saying that ‘Peter,” "blond’
and "Peter is blond® stand for three different entities.® Agam, Bergmann points
out, this second likeness may be expressed, in Frege's terminology, by saying
“individuals and characters are equally unsaturated.”

On the other hand, Bergmann observes that Frege's ontology starts from
numbers and their functions and uses ‘x*' as the paradigm.” Bergmann's
stralegy in contrasting Frege's function ontology with his exemplification
ontology is to show that “numbers and their functions differ from each other in
the two fundamental respecis in which. . individuals and characters are
alike."# If the relation between numbers and their function is so different from
the relation between individuals and characters, Frege's strategy to apply his
fundamental function/object analysis to a fact consisting of individual and
character is a total failure,

Bergmann first wants to fix the meaning of function: “The current mathe-
matical name for the crucial idea is mapping.”* I cannot examine here whether
his claim is correct and justified. What is important at this stage is to see why the
notion of mapping docs suit Bergmann's purposes. Apparently, Bergmann
wants (0 emphasize the fact that the ontological status of [unctions is nol as
secure as that of objects. For he hastens to peint out that “a function is a
mapping rule, mapping each member of one of the classes upon one (and, in the
paradigmatic case, only one) member of the ather.”™ The heart of the matter, he
believes, 1s that “a mapping rule - . . is & thing much more shadowy, much less
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real, less palpable, less substantial than the things mapped and mapped upon gl

After presenting functions as mapping rules, Bergmann points out the two
fundamental respects in which numbers and their functions differ from each
other while individuals and characters are alike. First, Bergmann believes that
there is no counterpart of the principle of exemplification in function ontology.
For* . . . there are of course numbers whether or not they be either arguments or
values of functions.”® Second, while the notions of individuals and characters
are equally saturated or unsaturated, “the notion of number neither contains nor
presupposes that of a function. The latter, however, contains and presupposes
that of the two ranges (of numbers).”™®

As we have scen, Bergmann believes that ordinary individuals are one kind
of object in Frege's system.* Further, he enumerates the following entities as
what would be counted as objects: “individuals, numbers, truth values, value
ranges (class of objects), senses, propositions (thoughts). concept correlates, ™
If Frege had used ‘existent’ as Bergmann does, Frege would have agreed,
Bergmann assumes, that every Fregean object is an existent,”™ In other words,
Bergmann refuses to view Fregean objects, which seem odd to him, as
existents. Berzmann declares that he rejects Frege's exaggerated realism (1.e..
realism in the broad sense).”

As is clear from Bergmann's list of Fregean objects, Bergmann counts
value ranges and concept-correlates as two different kinds of objects. Both
kinds are odd to Berzmann. And, interestingly enough, he tries to show how
Frege was forced to have each of these odd kinds of objects by the very togic of
his nominalism. He does it for value-ranges in section 3 of “Frege’s Hidden
Nominalism.” Also. he does it for concept-correlates — the need of which is
believed by Bergmann to be the most obvious intrinsic flaw of Frege's system —
in section 4 of the same paper. Let us take a look at each of these cases.

According to Bergmann, Frege was forced to introduce “classes (exten-
sions. value ranges) " into his ontology by the very logic of his nominalism,® He
writes:

Corresponding to each concept, which according to him i5 not an

abject and (if I am right} at least implicitly not an existent, Frege

“creates” another entity, which according to him is an object, namely.
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the class of all objects which, as he says, fall under the concept.®
Then, he promises to give two reasons why Frege's nominalism forces him 1o
create such an entity.™ The first reason 1s that “Frege cannot and in fact does not,
specify conditions of identity for concepts and functions. "™ The problem arises
hecause 1l function is a mapping rule, the denotata of the functional expressions
“x¥ and *2F —x +x" cannot be the same. But, Bergmann points out, Frege must
have wanted to preserve “what as a mathematician he surely wanted to
preserve, namely, the equation ‘x*=x*—x+2x" and the truism for which it
stands, "™ So, Bergmann believes that Frege's way out is “'to interpret it as an
identity not between the two functions but, rather, between extensions.”™™

The need for concept correlates is, Bergmann claims, again a consequence
of Frege’s hidden nominalism.™ He explains how such a need arises by referring
tor the infamous puzzle “The concept horse is not a concept.” By taking sides
with many commentators of Frege, he claims that it is a simple truism to say “the
concept horse is a concept.”™ But, in Frege's system, every saturated expression
beginning with ‘the’ is a name which denotes an object. However, since a
concept is not an object, according to Frege, *The concept horse is a concept” is
false. So, Bergmann explains that in order to avoid this nonsensical conse-
guence, Frege introduced a new kind of object, i.e. | the concept-correlate, ™

Bergmann goes on to point out that “once the new kind, the concepl-
correlate, has been introduced, one cannot escape answering the guestion in
what relation, or connection . . . it stands to the other two, the concept itself and
its extension.”” But, according to him. there is no answer o the question. ™ That
is the major reason why Bergmann calls the need for creation of concepl-
correlates as ‘the most obvious intrinsic flaw of the system as it srands 7™

Further, Bergmann believes that, unlike value-ranges, a very simple emen-
dation eliminates the need for the reification of concept correlates as a further
kind of objects. Bergmann proposes to consider Frege’s three basic grammatical
categories exemplified by the following: (o) ‘Peter, {B) ‘Peter is blond,’
() “blond."® Interestingly, Bergmann believes that only in the first two expres-
sions do we have both a reference and a sense, ™ “The pattern does not apply to
the unsaturated expression "™ That means, Bergmann thinks that there is no
such thing as the reference of the concept itself in Frege. As it turns out from
Frege's posthumous writings. however, Frege had the reference of concept itsell
it his system.® By failing to note this, Bergmann thinks that “that dangling
third entity, the concept correlate’™ 15 the trouble maker®

I Seonus and Bergmann

We opened this paper with discussion of the two possible structural roots of
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the differences between Scotus' haecceitas ontology and Bergmann's bare
particular ontology: (1) Scotus was a pre-Fregean, while Bergmann was
equipped with modern symbolic logic; (2) Scotus’ problem of individuation is
inconceivable without the common nature, while there is no place for a common
nature in Bergmann’s ontology. Since Frege looms large in both points not only
as a founder of modern logic but also as having a tripartite ontology comparable
to Scotus. we compared Scotus and Frege in terms of the being and the unity of
the terms involved in both. Also, we examined Bergmann's interpretation of
Frege's ontology. Thus, now we should be in a better position lo compare
efficiently Bergmann’s ontology with Scotus’ ontology.

What is most impressive is that Bergmann flatly denies the need for
exuberant tripartite ontologies. As he criticizes Frege's function-correlates and
value-ranges, he would also criticize Scotus' common nature in itself. As he
criticizes Frege's functions as nominalistic, he would also criticize Scotus’
universals in the same vein. Then, among the so-called triple status of univer-
sals, the only aspect left is universale in re. Indeed, Bergmann believes that his
ontology is the truly realistic one in that it secures the place for universals in the
physical world and not in a Platonic heaven or in some mind. Since there is no
commaon nature in itsell in his ontology, for him the problem of individuation
cannot be that of “what makes the common nature in itself indivisible {or
incommunicable)?” or “what makes the common nature in itself contracted o
this or that individual?™, as it was for Scotus. Thus, while the problem of
individuation was primarily a problem of incommunicability and only deriva-
tively a problem of distinction (or numerical difference) for Scotus,® for
Bergmann it was just the problem of explaining the numerical difference
betwesn the individuals of the same kind. While universals are used for
explaining the samengss of the individuals within the same kind in Bergmann’s
ontology. bare particulars are meant to explain the numerical difference of
individuals within the same kind.

There seems to be another interesting point that enables us to uncover the
differences between Scotus’, Frege's, and Bergmann's ontologies. Bergmann
correctly observes that Frege would view function-correlates as existents (in
Bergmann's sense). But, from Bergmann’s point of view, itis odd to view them
as existents. In order for entitics to be existents in Bergmann's sense, they
should have cither numerical unity as individuals or universality as universals
{in Bergmann's sense). Mow, by using Bergmann's criticism of Frege as a
springboard. Scotus would make the following comments. Bergmann isright to
the extent that he views, unlike Frege, function-correlates as neither individuals
having numerical unity nor universals having universality. But Bergmann 15
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wrong to the extent that he refuses to allow any unity, e.g., lesser than
numerical unity, and thereby any corresponding being to function-correlates.
Frege is right to the extent that he grants being and unity to the third type of
entities, {.e., function-correlates. But Frege is wrong to the extent that he gives
mumerical unity to function-correlates,

These results do not seem to bring about, of course, the clean explanation
of how the two structural differences between Scotus’ and Bergmann's ontolo-
gies led to the differences between haecceitas and the bare particular. But our
discussion may at least shed some light on the second structural difference, 1.e.,
that Scotus and Bergmann seem to discuss different problems of individuation.
By assimilating Frege to Scotus, I hinted at how to welcome the long awaited
and inevitable return of the common nature. [ believe that the current discus-
sions of individuation without common nature are empty. As far as the first
structural difference is concerned, 1 have to concede that not much was
achieved in this paper. The emergence of modern logic must be at the core of the
philosophico-historical explanation of the differences between Scotus and
Bergmann. But, as it turns out, it is not easy to determine whether Bergmann's
ontology, in particular his theory of individuation, is the background ontology
of Frege's logic. For we have seen above that in many respects Frege is more
similar to Scotus than Bergmann. Probably, we will be able to learn a lot by
further comparison of Frege and Scotus, For example, one might want to exploit
Frege's innovation in understanding Scotus” obscure theory of haecceltay or 1o
modify Scotus’ theory in some respects in the light of Fregean logic. On the
other hand, one may use Scotus as a measure of Frege's ontological develop-
ment. Frege had started his career as a mathematician, and worked on the
borderline between mathematics and philosophy. By having a glimmering of
function-correlates, wasn’t Frege becoming a lesser-than-subiele doctor?
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