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v..,uaHL~/ Fuller and :,tt~cker/

im,pc)rtant is where we differ from Braun. We
values. does Braun claim

this for reasons:

or

that unfilled
that do. He

resemble

irr,pc)rtan.t semantical facts.

find neither reason cOJmj:lelimis. R.egarciing
both resemble and are dissimilar to
does not establish that unfilled have truth values. If unfilled

did not have truth would still resemble filled
pn1pc)siitioJr!s. So the between filled and unfilled
ositions does not determine unfilled are true. RE:gctrd1in.g

not encodes semantical facts has a truth
value. sentences, more all
encode semantical facts. None of have truth values. Hence,
encodl:ng irr,nf~,.t"n,t semantical facts does not that an has a

add that our account Braun's intuition
eU1P]ovil:1g vacuous terms do express

proj::,oE;itiorl-!ike entities without his claim that have
values.

At the heart
rO!!O'WIDZ rule:

our disa:gn~eln(:nt is his eI1:lp,!oyu1ent of the

If a proj::'oE,iti.orl-like structure is not true, it is false.

this rule because it is undermotivated. It seems to be
sole purpose sentences vacuous

of true or has no other basis. it
nonsense sentences to be false. Consider 'Framus / as

predicltive sentence. This sentence is not true because 'Framus' fails to
to any individual and fails to express a On Braun's

account 'Framus an unfilled with both subjE~ct

and the sentence is false. This seems
counter-intuitive. Nonsense does not articulate of
true or false. '°

}() To be fair to Braun, in he has told us that he fully intended his
account to only to terms'; that is, terms that have a use in
a language. would be ruled out as not terms. We are
uncertain that this in the run we are not clear
how to determine term'. Does a use a

of sentence? Are terms in
iike those of Lewis terms? After all, are

litE'ral:ur,e. Surely one cannot define 'sensible term' can
sOlnething true or false, without cir'cularity
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of

In the
sentences

Braun's basic motivations are hvo: to resist the view that
vacuous terms say at all or are

nonsense and to save the intuition that such sentences
existentialls) are true or false. Our account satisfies Braun's first
motivation. Our and his are
vi'chl;;llv identical the same semantical As for the second
motivation, we can account for the intuition that sentences such as'Vulcan
does not exist' are true; without the intuition. As we say above,
the sentence 'Vulcan does not exist' is not true, but it is associated with
sentences that are similar in content, from the Vulcan
pr'oj:m:,itions that are true. For instance, it is convenient <;horrh;,no 'the
tenth does not exist', etc. it seems to us on a direct
reference view on which terms like 'Vulcan' and have no seman-
tic content, sentences terms such as existen-

shouldn't come out true or What such sentences is 'y does
not exist'. We see no reason to say that such have truth
values, it seems to us a sound maxim that

express truths or falsehoods.
view that we will consider is the view

1977; The view treats sentencesll

vacuous and non-vacuous terms alike in ml~ar11IIg, viz.
sentences. 'The is whether thOUgtlt

elE:prlan,t}, ele'plllan.t2, or itself have truth c0l1ditions.
'That is

and Presum-
and 'Vulcan is also express the

same viz. 'x is , The main difference is that
for sentences siIlgll1a,r terms context a

while for enlP],o)'ing terms, context
does not rel'en~nl:s are not
of the content on account.

As far as do not discuss existential
sentences vacuous terms. So we will an extension
of their above account to this On their 'Vulcan does not
exist', as long as 'Vulcan' is treated as a term,12 should also express
an open sentence 'x does not exist' is no x such that x =

such sentences would lack a truth value because open sentences
lack truth values.

It is

11 n.c,w~";r, Segal not 'sentences'. However, for ease of
ex:po:3itl!On and we will to speak of sentences. \Vhat we say
here would equally apply to singular thoughts, as well (Adams, Fuller & Stecker,
1993),

12 does offer reasons to believe there can be pnedllcative
as 'Ted is , 'Aristotle is an . He might treat
exist' predicatively, as is no x such that x is a Vulcan'.

narnes,
does not
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There are similarities and differences between the view and
view. The is in the cases of sentences vacuous

SiIlj4111!2Ir terms. For of us 'Vulcan is expresses an open sentence
'x is and lacks a truth value. For 'Vulcarl does not exist'
expresses open sentence and lacks a value. Such sentences express
in,:Olnj:l!ete tll0'l1ghb" on both accounts Fuller and Stecker,

betV\rel?n our account theirs is
13 For

are no

differences between our view and that of
are differences. However, since are differences

to non-vacuous are not central to the of this
paper. What is more, discussed these differences in detail

\i'~U"H':j, Fuller and Stecker, and will not pursue them

have set out solve for direct reference theories con-
fronted vacuous terms: the of the
of sentences vacuous terms, and the
heh",vior in terms of sentences. We solve the first pr.Dblern
the of 'Fa', where 'a' is vacuous, is the content 'x is P. The content
of exists' is also the content of an sentence 'there is an x such
that x y' The variable cannot be with an individual. We
solve the second that the of such sentence in
the of with the semantics of the sentence
that associated sentences is all that is to behavioL

so.
we called 'linguistic rm~anjn,2;'. If so, there may be no

us. We could accept that the of 'Vulcan' (if it has a
m"arc:ing), be the same in both that bears name
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We have contrasted our view with those of Donnellan and Braun. We
that our view is to that of Donnellan because it

a unified account of the semantics of sentences vacuous terms
does not resort to a solution to these We

that our view is to Braun's because it doesn't
values to nonsense sentences and it doesn't violate the maxim:

cOlTIl=,le1[e tll01.1Khts or have truth values.
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