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there could not be just one way that “some man" re­
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rance with regard to the remainder' has been refuted by 
Keynes himself, and cannot serve to explain the nondis­
tribution of the term “man" or “men". 34

8 “No men" assuredly does not refer to no men or to a

17



class consisting of о men. We should equally doubt the
view that “all men” refers to all men and “some men” to 
some men.

9 In a thoroughgoing class reading of categoricals there is 
no place for distribution.

10 The question whether a predicate term is distributed or 
undistributed does not really make sense.

11 This is specially manifest for the predicate terms of sing­
ular propositions.

12 The traditional ‘proofs' that particular negative propo­
sitions have distributed predicate terms contain gross 
fallacies.

13 The rules against ‘illicit process’ and undistributed 
middle’ are unsound.

14 A medieval example shows that these rules do not in 
general supply a workable test for validity.

15 Hamilton’s quantification of the predicate (apart from 
his incidental mistakes) would be a natural extension of 
the doctrine of distribution. But a difficulty about simple 
conversion exposes a radical defect in the doctrine.

16 The doctrine of distribution is thus quite indefensible.

two Subject and Predicate

17 Subject and predicate” in this work are always lin­
guistic terms. Provisional explanation of these terms.

18 It is convenient to say that an expression is a predicable 
when it can be attached to a subject, a predicate only 
when it actually is so attached.

19 In predicating we are not necessarily making an assertion 
or statement. Advantages and disadvantages of the term 
“proposition”.
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ing.

21 Proper names are parts of the language in which they are 
embedded.

22 The role of demonstrative pronouns in simple assertorie 
sentences.

23 A subject may be picked out of a proposition as an ex­
pression that could be linked up with an act of naming.

24 A proposition may admit of more than one subject- 
predicate analysis.
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48 A paralogism of Berkeley’s explained in terms of con­
fused suppositio.

49 The mode of reference of “every” phrases: conjunctive 
suppositio.

50 This kind of suppositio, as distinct from the distributive 
suppositio of “any” phrases, was not noticed by most 
medieval logicians, but was so by Russell.

51 My explanation fits almost all Russelľs examples of re­
ferring phrases.

52 Russelľs attempted explanation of the distinction be­
tween any” and “every” is different, but is anyhow in­
consistent with his own examples.

5? The distinction between “every” and “any” enables us to 
avoid fallacies.

54 It will, however, be shown that this no more justifies us 
in accepting the doctrine of suppositio than the falla­
ciousness of syllogisms with undistributed middle’ jus­
tified our accepting the doctrine of distribution.
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variables is work that could be done by the logical con- 
slants of the calculus of relations—which shows how
superficial the jargon of “variable” and “constant” really 
is.

80 A reflexive pronoun does not have the same reference as 
its antecedent.

81 Walter Burleigh on the suppositio of reflexive pronouns.
82 A reflexive pronoun cannot be taken as filling up one 

blank in a two- or many-place predicable.
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two-place predicable, but its own requirement for an 
antecedent reintroduces an empty place. This account is 
easily extended to many-place predicables. The matter 
illustrated by diagrams.

84 There are connected puzzles about those uses of bound
variables which correspond to the use of reflexive pro­
nouns.
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