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Abstract: : In this paper I will sketch a syncretistic theory of fictional beings, according to which fictional entities are compounds both of a make-believe process type and of a set of the properties corresponding to those mobilized in that process. This theory is syncretistic for it tries to combine the virtue of the two main contemporary approaches to ficta, the neo-Meinongian and the artifacualist. But it is also more conciliatory than that for it tries to combine both an antirealist and a realist perspective on such entities.
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In the camp of the believers in fictional entities, two main paradigms nowadays face each other: the neo-Meinongian and the artifactualist.
 Both parties agree on the idea that ficta are abstract entities, i.e. things that exist (at least in the actual world) even though in a non-spatiotemporal way. Yet according to the former paradigm, ficta are entities of a Platonic sort: either sets of properties (or at least ‘one-one’ correlates of such sets) or generic objects. According to the latter paradigm, fictional beings are instead abstract artifacts, in the sense that they are cultural constructions like games, laws and institutions. 


Traditionally, these paradigms are conceived by their proponents as mutually exclusive. In what follows, however, I will try to show that this conception is ungrounded. For a fictional entity is a compound entity made both of a property set and of the cultural practice-type that makes its own existence possible. This makes a fictum at least a ‘many-one’ correlate of a set, insofar as different practice-types may turn the same set of properties into different fictional individuals. In this sense, the present proposal is ontologically syncretistic, for it attempts at combining the neo-Meinongian and the artifactualist paradigm. 


Yet it is even more conciliatory than that. Recent disbelievers in ficta have maintained that as far as fiction is concerned, there is nothing more than fictional discourse itself, which consists in nothing but make-believe linguistic acts in which we pretend that there are things like fictional beings. Yet I take this make-believe practice precisely as the cultural practice such that a fictum not only depends on it but also is partially constituted by it.

1. Let me start by evaluating the neo-Meinongian position. According to neo-Meinongians, ficta are abstract entities, namely entities that exist albeit in a non-spatiotemporal way (i.e. subsist, as Meinong would have said).
 Moreover, they are individuated in terms of their properties. Indeed, neo-Meinongians defend a principle of object-generation that appeals to properties themselves: for any collection of properties, there is an object that has all and only them.
 Such an individuation may be either direct or indirect. In the former case, a fictum is a certain set of properties, or at least a ‘one-one’ correlate of such a set: for each set of properties, there is just one fictum that is either identical with or corresponds to it, and vice versa.
 In the latter case, a fictum is not a set, but a generic object, like the Beautiful and the Triangle. Yet properties count also in the individuation of one such object. For a generic object is what possesses in an internal way – it encodes, as some would say – a certain number of properties; in the case of a fictional being, these are the properties which according to a certain body of literature it possesses in an external way – it exemplifies (cf. Zalta 1983: 91-99). In both cases, a fictum is a Platonic entity. This is evident in the latter case – a generic object is something like a Platonic kind – but it also holds in the former case: qua mathematical entity, a property set belongs to the realm of Platonic beings. Thus, according to neo-Meinongians ficta are Platonically abstract entities: that is, they are atemporal beings – in all the possible worlds which contain them, they exist non-spatiotemporally – as well as necessary beings – i.e., they subsist in all possible worlds.


According to neo-Meinongians, therefore, property identity is a necessary, and (possibly) also a sufficient, condition for the identity of a fictional being.
 Yet as I see it, this position is threatened by at least two main problems affecting the thesis that properties provide a sufficient condition for a fictum. 


The first problem is the ‘no ficta’ problem. In actual fact, in individuating either a set or a Platonic kind, properties individuate what neo-Meinongians would call a Meinongian object. Such an object is an entity characterized precisely in terms of the properties that qualify its nature. Let me adopt the convention of using capital letters to speak of such objects. We thus have that the golden mountain is something that is a mountain and golden, the round square is something that is round and square. Now the question is, what makes a Meinongian object a fictional entity? Take the following example (which I borrow from Kripke 1973). Erroneously, former interpreters of the Bible have taken the name ‘Moloch’ as referring to a mythical monster where, as modern philology has shown, it is actually used in the Bible as a common noun either for kings or for human sacrifices. Now, the philological error notwithstanding, undoubtedly there is a set M={F,G,H...} constituted by the properties F,G,H... former interpreters have mistakenly understood the Bible as assigning to a certain character. Correspondingly, there is a Platonic kind that internally has only those very same properties. Yet neither that set nor this kind is by itself identical with a fictional character, insofar as within the realm of fictional characters there is no such a thing as Moloch.


A defender of a neo-Meinongian theory of fictional entities might try to circumvent the ‘no ficta’ problem by saying that a fictum is a Meinongian object whose constitutive properties are the properties effectively mobilized in some body of fiction (a text, a myth). That is, if some body of fiction effectively narrates that an individual possesses certain properties, then either the set containing all those properties or the corresponding kind coincides with a fictional entity. As in the ‘Moloch’ case the Bible effectively performs no such narration, there is no fictional character as Moloch. Alternatively, the neo-Meinongian might retreat to ‘one-one’ set-correlates by saying that even if the ‘Moloch’ case shows that a set is not the same as a fictum, the latter entity can still be identified with a ‘one-one’ set-correlate.


Yet these replies do not manage to face another problem. The Meinongian abstractionist says that the properties that turn either a set of properties or a Platonic kind internally having only those very properties into a fictional object are the properties mobilized in some body of fiction. Yet the trouble is that there may well be either one and the same set of properties mobilized by some body of fiction or one and the same kind internally having those very properties only and still different characters. 


This is the ‘many ficta’ problem. It is not only the case that either a set of properties or a Platonic kind does not by itself generate any fictum; it may also be the case that either Meinongian entity matches more than one fictum. Take the famous example where Borges imagines that a certain Pierre Menard, totally disconnected from Cervantes, happens to write a text that is word by word identical to Cervantes’ Don Quixote. In such a case, one and the same set of properties (or one and the same Platonic kind internally having those very properties only) matches different characters, namely Cervantes’ Don Quixote and Pierre Menard’s Don Quixote. It would be useless for the neo-Meinongian to appeal to the fact that the properties in question are mobilized in a body of fiction. For one such mobilization  yields different characters (Lewis 1978: 39; Thomasson 1999: 56). Moreover, appealing to ‘one-one’ set-correlates would not do as well, for the Menard case would show again show that one and the same ‘one-one’ set-correlate can match distinct ficta.


The neo-Meinongian might deny that in such a case two different ficta are in question: insofar as the set of properties / the Platonic kind is the same, so is the fictional object (Parsons 1980: 188).
 Yet this is hard to swallow. As I said, Pierre Menard is imagined as a subject completely disconnected with Cervantes, namely an individual that in writing his story just happens to repeat the words that were used by Cervantes in writing Don Quixote. Moreover, suppose Borges’ case were reformulated in terms of a Twin-Earth experiment. To be sure, notwithstanding their spatial difference Earthians and Twin-Earthians may well share their mathematics. So, the first may well conceive the very same Platonic entities (sets of properties, kinds) that are conceived by the second. Yet it would hard to admit that they share the same fictional characters and more generally the same fictional world (although of course the texts their fictions are made of would be syntactically identical entities).


So, given both the ‘no ficta’ and the ‘many ficta’ problem, it turns out that a fictional object cannot coincide with a Meinongian object, whether a set of properties, a ‘one-one’ set-correlate, or the corresponding Platonic kind.

2. Let us turn then to the other abstractionist position, the artifactualist one. According to this position, though abstract, fictional beings do not belong to any Platonic realm. They live with us, in the same way as games, laws and institutions do. They are indeed cultural abstractions. 


From now on, I will focus on Thomasson’s position (Thomasson 1999), for it is definitely one of the richest versions of artifactualism (previously Kripke 1973; Van Inwagen 1979; Salmon 1998). As Thomasson has maintained, the cultural nature of fictional beings means that their life is related to the existence of other cultural entities, like agents and their literary works. Indeed, not only they are dependent entities, in the sense that necessarily, if they exist, some other entities exist as well,but also they depend in respectively different ways on agents and their works. This makes it the case that, though abstract, ficta exist in a both modally and temporally different way from Platonic abstracta. 


To begin with, according to Thomasson the generic notion of dependence just recalled above must be articulated in further subdistinctions. First of all, one must draw a distinction between constant dependence and historical dependence. The first relation is such that one entity requires that the other entity exist at every time at which it exists, while the second relation is such that one entity requires that the other entity exist at some time prior to or coincident with every time at which it exists (Thomasson 1999: 29). Another distinction is that between rigid dependence, that is, dependence on a particular individual, and generic dependence, that is, dependence on something or other of a particular type (Thomasson 1999: 27). On the basis of these distinctions, Thomasson claims that a fictum is an entity that, on the one hand, historically and rigidly depends on the mental act by means of which its creator originally thinks of it, and, on the other hand, constantly and generically depends on some literary work or other in which it is spoken of (Thomasson 1999: 35-36). As a result, in this perspective ficta are neither atemporal nor necessary beings. A fictum comes into existence as soon as a certain creative act of thought generates it, and moreover ceases to exist as soon as there absolutely are no more copies of any literary work in which it was spoken of. Moreover, a fictum exists only in the worlds in which it has been generated by means of that very same creative act (Thomasson 1999: 7-11, 38).


Armed with these theoretical tools, artifactualists like Thomasson may easily solve both the ‘no ficta’ and the ‘many ficta’ problem. As you will recall, the ‘no ficta’ problem was exemplified by the ‘Moloch’ case: although a set of ‘Moloch-ish’ properties is already at one’s disposal, there is no such a fictional thing as Moloch insofar as no ‘Moloch’ story is really recounted in the Bible. Yet it is clear how there might have been such a thing as Moloch: if the Bible had really contained the ‘Moloch’ story. And this means if at the times in which the Bible was composed there had been someone who had conceived (and accordingly written in the Bible books) Moloch as the protagonist of the story we erroneously think it is actually contained in the Bible. (This is the solution suggested by Kripke 1973.)


The ‘many ficta’ problem has a similar solution. Remember Pierre Menard’s case: two both syntactically identical texts however written by two totally disconnected people, Cervantes and Pierre Menard. Such texts imply that there have been two different mental acts both thinking of a person named ‘Don Quixote’, one had by Cervantes and another had by Pierre Menard. Given historical rigid dependence of ficta on their creators’ mental acts, two different characters are brought into existence, two Don Quixotes: they are distinct ficta even though they are ascribed in such texts all the very same properties (Thomasson 1999: 6-7, 56).


According to this position, properties ascribed to a character in the relevant body of literature do not seem to play any particular role in the individuation of a fictional being. As Thomasson maintains, a fictum remains the same entity across different possible worlds even if in those worlds its author had decided to ascribe different properties to it, by writing altogether different works (Thomasson 1999:39). For Thomasson a fictum possesses the ascribed properties only in a relative sense: when a sentence involving the ascription of one such property is evaluated with respect to a certain fictional context (the relevant body of literature), then it is true that the fictum has it; when the same sentence is evaluated according to a real context, then it is no longer true that the fictum has it (Thomasson 1999: 105-107). Yet for Thomasson, to say that one such sentence is evaluated as true with respect to a fictional context is the same as saying that according to that context, the fictum has the involved property (Thomasson 1999: 107). Thus, she seems to admit that a fictum has in an absolute sense the corresponding relative property – i.e., what could be called an ‘in the story’-property. For instance, Othello is not absolutely jealous, he is only jealous with respect to Othello; as a result, it absolutely has the relative property of being jealous according to Othello. Yet given that she seems to acknowledge that a story might remain the same even if it were altered a bit (Thomasson 1999: 109-111), then not only absolute, but also relative properties are contingently possessed by fictional beings. So, it remains that properties, both absolute and relative, are not necessary conditions for the individuation of a fictional being. What does replace properties, then? 


In point of fact, Thomasson says that the appearances of a character in different literary works in different possible worlds do not affect the identity of such a character, “provided that its point of origin in the author’s creative acts exists in that world, and that the literary works concerning that character may be traced back to it” (Thomasson 1999: 39). Indeed, Thomasson clearly thinks that, insofar as a fictum rigidly depends on its creative act – taken as a certain mental particular – such an act is a necessary condition for it (Thomasson 1999: 39, 109). Yet if we push the train of ideas contained in the above quotation up to its extreme consequences, it seems that Thomasson should maintain that the creative act also is a metaphysically sufficient condition, namely a condition whose satisfaction in any world enough is in order for something to be the fictum in question in that world. For suppose a world in which a certain author, Collodi for instance, performed the same creative act he had in our world when generating Pinocchio, by writing (if not merely thinking) ‘Mastro Cherry happened to come across a thing’. Suppose moreover that Collodi, after having written (or simply thought) the above sentence, instead of proceeding in the story as he actually did, simply stops writing and just gives up his literary project. If we followed Thomasson’s account, we should conclude that Pinocchio – our Pinocchio – also exists in that world. Yet this idea strikes me as utterly implausible. For argument’s sake, let us acknowledge that Collodi’s thought would be directed upon a certain intentional object, and even that such an object would be a fictional entity (admittedly, a rather tiny one): the thing to which is ascribed the property of being come across by Mastro Cherry. Yet it seems to me that such a tiny entity could hardly be the same as our Pinocchio. 


Perhaps Thomasson would reply that Collodi’s creative act in such a world is not the same mental token as the creative act actually generating Pinocchio. For what Collodi actually wrote (and thought) was not the previous sentence, but rather the following one: ‘Mastro Cherry happened to come across a piece of wood that wept and laughed like a child’. In actual fact, Thomasson is silent as to how the particular creative act of thought must be individuated. Since she says that one and the same character may appear in different works in different possible worlds, provided that the creative act is the same, one is legitimized in supposing that the mental particular which constitutes such an act is individuated regardless of its content (so that it may have different contents in different worlds). Yet even if we conceded the above reply to Thomasson, and we got a fictional entity to which is ascribed the mere property of being a piece of wood come across by Mastro Cherry that weeps and laughs like a child, we would still be very far from having our Pinocchio. Is there any reason as to why this tiny fictional entity, unlike the previous one (i.e. the thing merely come across by Mastro Cherry), should be the same as Pinocchio?


Let me just add that in raising these doubts I do not presuppose a realist conception of possible worlds à la Lewis. My issue is not that we first have to identify a possible world so that only then we can ask who is a certain individual in such a world. Rather, my point is to check whether certain properties are or not essential for a certain individual. If a certain property is essential for an individual, then, if in a certain world that individual does not instantiate that property, it does not exist in such a world (cf. Brody 1980: 84; Forbes 1986: 3). As a result, we can imagine a many possible worlds in which it fails to have its accidental properties, but not worlds in which it fails to have its essential properties. So, we can peaceful imagine worlds in which a fictional object, say Pinocchio, is not loved by children. Yet to imagine a world in which Pinocchio fails to have the in-the-story-properties it actually has is to imagine a Pinocchio-less world.


Thomasson might rejoin that she just has the opposite intuition, namely that the tiny entity in question is Pinocchio, for it is conceived in the same creative act as in the actual world. Yet the problem here is not a mere clash of intuitions, as for instance in the case of biological individuals, where some – the Kripkeans – say that identity of origin suffices for individual identity, and others deny that it does (cf. Forbes 1980). The point is that if ficta have to be artifacts in any interesting sense of the word, they have to be constructed entities. As a result, identity of origin cannot suffice at all, for the constructive character of a fictional being cannot reside at all in such an origin (similarly Sutrop 2001: 137-138). Otherwise, any object which is brought into existence by its being thought of in a certain intentional act – as Brentanian intentional objects are (Brentano 1924: 88) – would eo ipso be an artifactual entity.


In point of fact, I think that Thomasson would share these doubts. Following her idea that a fictional entity not only both historically and rigidly depends on its author’s creative act, but also both constantly and generically depends on some literary work or other in which it is spoken of, she says that what is sufficient for a fictum is not only the creative act, but also some or other literary work about it: “an author’s creative acts and a literary work about the character are jointly sufficient for the fictional character” (Thomasson 1999: 39). Yet this move actually fares no better. First of all, appealing to literary works in the individuation conditions of a fictional character raises the question of how such works have to be individuated, and we have to be sure that there is no circularity in such an individuation.
 More problematic, however, is that such an appeal just pushes the original problem one step backwards. Suppose that Collodi, after having written (or thought) the above sentence (‘Mastro Cherry happened to come across a piece of wood that wept and laughed like a child’), started writing a story that from that point onwards were utterly different from our Pinocchio. True, this time we would have a large character at our disposal. Yet again it seems to me that such a character would hardly be the same as Pinocchio. Of course, this time we would have not a merely thought-of, but a really constructed entity. Yet the construction involved would be utterly different from the actual one. In the case of concrete artifacts, if, identity of plans notwithstanding, the construction had given rise to a completely different thing from the one actually built, we will speak of different individuals. Why should matters be different in case of abstract artifacts?


Thomasson would probably reply that by “(jointly) sufficient conditions” for a fictum’s individuation she does not mean metaphysically sufficient conditions, as I have done all along, but merely factually sufficient conditions, namely conditions whose satisfaction in a certain world (typically, ours) is enough in order for something to be the fictum in question in that world. Yet I strongly doubt that creative act + maintenance in some literary work or other provides even factually sufficient conditions. Suppose that after its completion, the original and unique textual copy in which a certain act of story-writing has been performed disintegrates; nor its author can talk about her literary project to anyone else, for she is disintegrated as well. In such a situation, in fact, there would be no way out of a certain make-believe practice of story-writing. Hence, it would be improper to say that that practice has been crystallized into a piece of fiction. A fortiori, in such a case, no ficta would be generated out of that practice.

3. So far, we have seen that both the neo-Meinongian and the artifactualist conception of fictional entities face the same problem. Even if they managed to provide necessary conditions for fictional characters, they definitely fail to provide sufficient conditions. This prompts the question of whether the two perspectives are really mutually exclusive, as their followers seem to think. To my mind, there is room to answer this question negatively. Once both conceptions are suitably adjusted, one may say that both succeed in providing necessary as well as jointly sufficient conditions for fictional entities. Defending this idea amounts to maintaining what I would like to call the syncretistic theory of ficta.


According to such a theory, ficta are compound entities, made both of a set-theoretical and of a game-theoretical part. Each of these components is thus a necessary condition of a fictum; both are also jointly sufficient conditions.


The former part is easy to tell. As in the neo-Meinongian theories, there is a set involved in a fictional entity as one of its components, hence as a necessary condition of its individuation; namely, a set of properties. Unlike the neo-Meinongian theories, however, I do not say that these properties are those mobilized in the relevant literary work. For I want to leave the question of the identity of a literary work unsettled. I prefer to say that these properties are those mobilized in the relevant game of make-believe that underlies the constitution of the fictional entity in question. In the simplest cases, the make-believe game is the one a certain author engages himself while writing a certain text. In more complex cases, it may be a game played with oral words, involving more than one participant in its institution. (Mythological entities come out of games of this sort.)


The latter part, sufficiency, is perhaps a bit more complex to establish. First, artifactualist theories seem to hold a quite similar thesis when they say that a fictional entity depends on a creative act. Yet by saying that a creative act is (as well as a property set) a component of a fictum, I mean something stronger than the fact that the fictum depends on such an act, namely, that such an act is relevant for the individuation of that fictum. As Fine has nicely shown (Fine 1995 and elsewhere), mere dependence relations do not suffice for individuation. To be sure, a fictum rigidly depends on (the creative act) of its author; but it also rigidly depends on that author’s mother. For not only it is true that necessarily, if that fictum exists then its author exists, but it is also true that if that fictum exists, then that author’s mother exists as well. Yet the author’s mother is clearly irrelevant for the individuation of that fictum.


Moreover, unlike Thomasson I do not think that the creative act is a mental particular, but rather that the creative act is the relevant typological part of a certain make-believe game. For if we want the fictum to be a constructed entity, there must be a practice that supports its constitution, not a mere act of thought. I take the practice in question the relevant part of the whole make-believe game in which originally the fictum in question is spoken of, i.e. the game where the properties constituting the set-theoretical component of that fictum are mobilized.
 Such a practice is moreover to be meant as a type, namely, something which may be instantiated by different (durative) event-tokens.


Both conditions are necessary; neither is by itself sufficient. The set-theoretical component is not sufficient, as both the ‘no ficta’ and the ‘many ficta’ problem show. But the game-theoretical component is also not sufficient. As I said above, if after its completion the original and unique copy of a certain work is disintegrated, and its author cannot talk about his literary project to anyone else, for he is disintegrated as well, then no ficta would be generated out of that fictional practice.


Nevertheless, these conditions are jointly sufficient. The make-believe practice-type mobilizes a certain set of properties. Yet, as we just saw, the practice itself is not enough. In order to have a certain fictum, that set must be added to that practice itself. (Typically, this is what happens when we step outside the practice and we start speaking about it: see later.)


This is why in the Menard case two ficta are involved. For although just one property set is mobilized, two distinct types of practices are at play. These practices are indeed different in type,for, although they mobilize the same properties, they are causally disconnected.
 In this sense, we may take a fictional entity at least as a ‘many-one’ set-correlate, rather than as a ‘one-one’ correlate as in some versions of neo-Meinongianism,for different fictional beings may correspond to one and the same property set.


Two more questions have to be addressed. The first is: why does a fictum have to be taken as a correlate of a set rather than of a kind? As we have seen before, the neo-Meinongians hold either that a fictum is a set or that it is a kind. Why in this syncretistic approach do I opt for the former?


My answer involves saying something more about the practice (type) that supports the constitution of a fictional entity. In such a practice, what is mobilized is precisely a certain amount of properties: normal, ordinary properties. In actual fact, as Castañeda originally pointed out (Castañeda 1989a: 186-187), nobody doubts that the predicative terms which are involved in such a practice (whether oral or written) have the same meaning as they have outside such a practice: that is, they denote the same properties. Now, it has been traditionally said that unlike the games of make-believe involving real concrete individuals, the analogous games allegedly involving fictional individuals are existentially creative rather than conservative. Instead of taking a real concrete individual and make-believing of him that it has certain properties, in existentially creative games the actors of the game makes-believe that there is a certain concrete individual and that it has certain properties (Evans 1982: 358). Yet, under the assumption that a make-believe game mobilizes a certain amount of properties, the distinction between existentially conservative and existentially creative games of make-believe can definitely be attenuated. For, given the above assumption, making believe that a certain individual has certain properties is then the same as making believe, of a certain amount of properties, that a certain concrete individual has them. But then one is legitimized in taking an existentially creative game precisely as a game in which, of a certain set of properties, its actors make-believe that it is a concrete individual having those very properties.
 So, a fictum must be composed by a set of properties rather than by a Platonic kind. For it is precisely on such a set that the relevant make-believe practice (type) operates.


The second question is: how can the relevant practice in a make-believe game be ontologically constitutive, or better, support the constitution of a fictional being? My answer is: look at the cases in which we resume an original practice, by playing a (possibly enlarged) game of make-believe involving such a continuation. This is what we typically do when we write a new body of literature that is intended as a continuation, or as a variation, of a previous narrative game. Literary cycles, as well as mythological stories, work precisely like this. Now, whenever we resume an original practice we change the fictum involved in the original practice, by adding properties that the original fictum did not have. Resuming a practice is not a neutral matter. For as soon as we resume it by uttering e.g. that a certain fictum is not only F,G,H... but also I,J,K, we mobilize a larger set of properties so that, at the end of such a resumption, we end up with an utterly different character.
 


In looking at the same matter, Thomasson (1999: 67) says that in such cases it is just the same character that is involved all along. By linking one’s self intentionally back to an original creative act, she claims, a new author (or possibly even the same author) simply ascribes new properties to the very same fictional being that has been generated in that act of creation. To be sure, the new part of the make-believe practice starts with pretending that the same concrete individual as the one that the previous part of the same practice made-believe it existed has different properties. Yet this does not mean that the new part of the make-believe practice manages to offer new characterizations of the very same fictional object. For, if as we have seen before a make-believe practice does not manage to support a mental act in order to get a fictional object, it cannot help such an act in order to get the same fictional object either. In actual fact, Thomasson’s claim shows again her dispensing with ascribed properties in the individuation of a fictional being. As for her it is the very same x which in a certain possible world is described in a certain way (in a certain literary work) and in another possible world is described in another way (in another literary work), provided it is generated in the same creative act, for her it is again the very same x which in the very same world is described in a certain way (in a certain literary work) at time t and described in another way (in another literary work) at time t’, provided both descriptions effectively trace back to the same creative act.
 Yet as this theory sounded implausible in the modal case, it seems to me implausible in the temporal case. For, as I said before, adding maintenance of a fictum within some literary work or other to a creative act (conceived in terms of a certain particular act of thought) do not provide a jointly sufficient condition for the identity of a fictional being. Sic stantibus rebus, if we disregarded ascribed properties in the individuation of fictional beings, the upshot would be that we would have constituted no ficta until we were sure that the relevant make-believe game purportedly concerning such entities had come to an end. As no such assurance can be provided – for everybody can at any moment extend a make-believe game – we would end up with the ontologically disastrous result that we would have at our disposal not even a fictum up to the end of the world!

4. At this point, however, a further, though related, doubt arises. What proves that, although admittedly along with a set-theoretical element, the make-believe practice is ontologically constitutive? Traditionally, those that have appealed to games of make-believe in order to account for fictionality have maintained that whenever it is a question of fictional entities, make-believe is all that there is. That is, there is just the discursive practice of making believe that there are such entities, but there are no such entities in any genuine sense of the term ‘there are’ (cf. Evans 1982, Walton 1990).


To be faithful to believers in mere make-believe, their ontologically dismissive attitude does not absolutely mean that whenever we speak of fictional entities, we are engaged in a make-believe game. There is a distinction everyone taking part to the discussion wants to retain, namely the distinction between conniving and non-conniving uses of sentences allegedly involving fictional beings.
 One would have a really ad hoc theory if one maintained that, unlike all the other cases where games are involved, as far as make-believe games are concerned there is no distinction between speaking in the game and speaking of the game, between speaking in fiction and speaking of fiction.


Put another way, a sentence allegedly involving fictional beings has not only mock-, but also serious, truth-conditions for believes in mere make-believe as well. The point is that believers in mere make-believe try to account for serious truth-conditions allegedly involving fictional beings in an ontologically non-committal way. Generically speaking, the idea is that the serious truth-conditions of one such sentence are the same as the conditions of its fictional truth. In other words, such a sentence is seriously true iff it is fictionally true. Using asterisk notation for signaling fictionality, we can say that ‘p’ (when non-connivingly used) is true iff *‘p’ is true* (for this general formulation cf. Crimmins 1998: 2-8). In a make-believe approach to fictional truths, moreover, to say that a sentence is fictionally true means that if one mockly asserts that sentence in a certain make-believe game, one makes-believe of herself in that game that one is speaking truly; more succinctly, a sentence is fictionally true just in case it is correctly attributed truth within the pretense (Walton 1990: 400; Crimmins 1998: 4; Evans 1982: 365).


Now, there is an already wide debate in the literature on whether the pretense approach gives adequate truth-conditions for any case of non-connivingly used sentences. As many have maintained (cf. Stanley 2001), the answer to this question is negative. I believe that this answer is correct. For any particular non-committal paraphrase of such sentences in that use that can be provided within such an approach, I think that it is possible to find a convincing counterexample. Yet I do not want to take on this debate, for I am here mainly concerned with ontological rather than semantic issues. So, I limit myself to raising a general problem to the very truth-conditional strategy this non-committal approach intends to pursue. 


Let us go back to the alleged equivalence according to which when non-connivingly used a sentence is seriously true iff it is fictionally true. I have no qualms as to the right-to-left direction of the equivalence: being fictionally true is definitely a necessary condition for a sentence to be seriously true. All the game situations whose players engage in the same pretense as the original player of the game (possibly, a writer) make those players utter fictional truths.
 Moreover, the original player of the game utters (or anyway generates)
 those very same fictional truths by stipulation. For in mock-asserting (directly or indirectly)
 anything within that game, she eo ipso make-believedly speaks truly.
 Now, it may be the case that there are no further participants to a certain make-believe game pretending the same as its original player. Yet there must at least be such an original player in order for the relevant fictional truths to obtain. Now, if there were no such truths, there could hardly be the corresponding serious truths either. How could it seriously be the case that Pinocchio is a piece of wood if nobody, ultimately not even Collodi, had make-believedly spoken truly by mock-asserting (directly or indirectly) the corresponding sentence? 


Yet there are problems with the left-to-right direction. For being fictionally true hardly is a sufficient condition for a sentence to be seriously true. Saying that a sentence is fictionally true does not eo ipso mean that the sentence is also seriously true. Assigning a sentence a fictional truth-value has no import at all on whether that sentence also has a serious truth-value. To assign it a serious truth-value we have to step outside pretense, hence outside also the very practice itself of mock-speaking truly. If we appealed to the (admittedly dangerous) terminology of fictional worlds, we might put things in this way: the fact that a sentence is true in a fictional world has no import at all on whether that very sentence is also true at the actual world.


We can clearly see what the problem is if we consider the admittedly analogous case of dreams.
 In a dream, its subject utters certain sentences.At least some of these sentences are oneirically true: in the dream, things stand as these sentences present them to be. Yet the fact that these sentences are oneirically true does not eo ipso mean that they are seriously true. Real truths are not acquired for the simple fact that one dreams sentences as true.


In my ontological framework, I can easily account for this problem. In order for a non-connivingly used sentence to be seriously true, it does not suffice that it is fictionally true. For one and the same sentence moves from being fictionally true when connivingly used onto being seriously true when non-connivingly used insofar as its singular terms move from pretending to refer to (concrete) individuals onto really referring to other individuals, namely the ontological compounds in which ficta consist. 


As I said at the very beginning, this shows that my theory fulfils an even more conciliatory aim than that of combining neo-Meinongianism with artifactualism. For if I am right, then the make-believe approach to fiction is compatible with a committal approach such as the one presented above. Indeed, insofar as ficta figure within the serious truth-conditions the connivingly used sentences possess when they move onto being non-connivingly used, my committal approach only regards non-connivingly used sentences, whereas the make-believe non-committal approach limits itself to regarding connivingly used sentences.
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� There is at least another paradigm, namely possibilism. Yet there are serious drawbacks in conceiving fictional entities as possible entities. On this point, cf. Thomasson (1999: 17-18) and Voltolini (1994).


� For Meinong’s thesis to the effect that abstract entities subsist, cf. e.g. Meinong (1960: 79-80). To be sure, in this conception neo-Meinongians part company with Meinong. For Meinong is ordinarily taken to hold that ficta are a subset not of abstract but rather of außerseiende beings, i.e. entities that are existence-indifferent (“beyond being and not-being”). 


� In Meinong this generation principle is expressed as follows: an object corresponds to every being-so (Meinong 1916: 282). For more technical formulations cf. Parsons (1980: 19) and Zalta (1983: 12).


� The set-theoretical conception is defended in Parsons (1980). To be sure, Parsons officially defends the possibility of conceiving a fictum as a ‘one-one’ set-correlate, rather than as a mere set. Cf. Parsons (1980: 18 and fn.1, 54-55). This possibility is thoroughly developed in Castañeda’s theory of guises. In Castañeda’s theory, individual guises are the ontological results of the application of a certain operator c to a certain set of properties (the so-called guise core). Cf. Castañeda (1989b: 240). So, a guise precisely is a ‘one-one’ set-correlate. Of course, in Castañeda’s picture a fictum is not exactly a guise, but rather a system of guises tied together by a specific type of predication, consociation. Cf. Castañeda (1989a).


� I say ‘possibly’ for if a fictum is taken as a ‘one-one’ set-correlate rather that a set, then of course properties do not yield a sufficient condition for a fictum.


� In the Menard case, the abstractionist would probably maintain also that there is just one literary work at issue.


� For how such a problem affects Thomasson’s account, cf. Iacona – Voltolini (2001).


� Of course, speaking of disintegration of a written copy as well as of its writer is a way of dramatizing things. To make my point, it would be enough if, after the completion of the act of story-writing, the author had both abandoned the relevant copy and forgotten having written it.


� In actual fact, I think that Thomasson points in the same direction when she says that the creative act is a necessary condition of a fictum.


� In principle, Thomasson is not against this idea. For she admits (Thomasson 1999: 7) that the creation of a fictum might be, as she says, “diffuse”.


� A causal-intentional link between pretenses is definitely a necessary condition for their type-identity, as both Evans (1982: 362, 368) and Walton (1990: 403) suggest in general. By itself, it is however not a sufficient condition. Cf. Thomasson (1999:68-9).


� In this sense, my proposal remains different from Zalta’s recent attempt at combining make-believe practices and neo-Meinongian abstractionism. According to Zalta, a fictum is an abstract Meinongian object that originates in a story and is thereby grounded in a certain make-believe practice. Cf. Zalta (2000: 127-128, 138-141). According to this position, although a fictum depends on such a practice, it is not a set-correlate, not only qua ‘one-one’, but also at least qua ‘many-one’ correlate. I say ‘at least’ for ficta may also be more naturally conceived as ‘many-many’ set-correlates: distinct practice-types may match not only the same, but of course also different, property sets.


� To be sure, those taking part in the practice are not aware of making-believe of a set of properties that it is a concrete individual with those properties. Yet this is not a problem insofar as – pace Currie (1990) – making believe it is not a propositional attitude, but rather a use of props in an imaginative activity, as Walton (1990: 67) maintains; hence, something that does not automatically require first-person authority.


� In point of fact, we can even take the resuming practice as constitutive not of a ‘larger’, but of a merely different fictional entity, the one characterized simply by the properties that are mobilized in this practice.


� I say ‘effectively’ for, as Thomasson herself acknowledges (1999:68), the intention of talking again of the same character in a new narration is merely a necessary, but not a sufficient, condition for intertextual identity of a character.


� For this terminological pair, cf. Evans (1982: 365-366). Currie (1988: 471, 477; 1990: 146-162) draws a similar distinction between fictive and meta-fictive uses of fictional sentences. Yet this distinction is not the same as the previous one, for in Currie’s account both the fictive and the metafictive sentential use have – admittedly distinct – serious truth-conditions. 


� If I understand Walton correctly, for participants to further instances of a make-believe game to engage in the same pretense as the players of its original instance means that those participants comply with the prescriptions to imagine that are given in such an instance. As Walton (1990: 51) puts it, what I call further instances of a make-believe game are different make-believe games that are authorized by the original make-believe game, insofar as both rely on the same props.


� I put this clause in order to take into account that there are not only uttered, but also implied, fictional truths.


� See previous footnote.


� In this sense, as far as the original players of a make-believe game are concerned there is no difference between making-believe and making up a story, as Deutsch (2000) instead maintains. For one makes up a story insofar as what one makes-believe is eo ipso a fictional truth.


� Note that this problem would not affect those that were tempted to analyze the non-conniving use of a sentence ‘p’ à la Lewis (1978), i.e. in terms of an intensionalist paraphrase of the kind ‘in the story S, p’. For within the intensionalist approach, a sentence of the latter kind, hence the paraphrased sentence in its non-conniving use, is true at the actual world iff the embedded sentence ‘p’ is true not in, but at the world of the fiction. However, I cannot deal with the intensionalist approach here.


� Walton (1990: 43-50) has precisely maintained that dream sentences have to be treated in the same way as fictional sentences.


� Zalta (2000: 141-144) provides another attempt to combine make-believe and genuine reference to ficta. Yet his ontological perspective is different from the one presented here. Cf. fn. 12.





