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for example Russell [1923], believe that all of natural
case is still a matter of controversy. This is not the omly
philosophy of language and logic. Natural language vagueness
has motivated attacks upon the acceptability of classical
logic in general, as well as assaults upon individual rules
of logic. The principle of bivalence and the lav of excluded
niddle have both been false as a result of
is another philosophical pussle which arises due to natural

proposed answer to a particular conundrum is dependent on
the view of vagueness held by its nominator. Por this
reason, it is surprising that so little attention has been
peid to the phenomencn/a of vagueness itself. The purpose of
this paper is to take a few steps to remedy this situstion.

In my istroduction, I give a brief cutline of the history of
the terne ‘vague’ and ‘vaguences’, and sketch some of the



this section I discuss ambiguity, generality, open taxture
and epistemic failure. Attention then moves to the
;;ﬁgnm;mmaummmnﬂaf
mmimafmtmh-lnmmm:
mum:mmlmmimmﬁmﬂ&
m:mmtmnhﬁmmﬂmm
semantics and pragmatics, and betwesn intension and
miﬁmmlm,tmuhfmmmnmmﬁr
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In 1548, Thomas Vicary, Nenry the EBighth’s iirjiintafthj

Surgeons’, published a book entitled Tha Ar

Rodia of Man. In the first chapter, Vicary ([1548: p. 185)
"Likevise a Chirurgion must take heed that he
deceiuve no men with his vagus promises, for to

ﬁhatl—llm:m because he woulde
be counted the more famous.*

Vicary’s book is noteworthy, not for its remedies, but for
this one sentence. According to the O.E.D. ([1961: p. 13), it
is the first recorded usage of the term ‘vague’ in the
English language. The term ‘vague’ either came from the
Thirteenth Century French adjective spelt the same way, or
vandering, inconsistent or uncertain. The 0.B.D. gives the
folloving as the primary meaning of ’vague’,
"Couched in general or indefinite terms; not

definitely or precis ,y expressed; deficient in
details or part )

The secondary use of the term is to specify a feature of
this interpretation sesms to be in 1690, in Locke’s "Epistle



svague and insignificant Forms of Speech and Abuse

of language, have so long passed for Nysteries of
Science;"

The third application which the 0.R.D. finds for the term
"vague® is to ideas and knowledge. In this instance, it is
described as “Lacking in definiteness or precision:
indefinite, indistinct."” Again Locke is given credit for
being the first to use the ters this way, (in 1704).} The
tera may also be applied to physical forms or outlines,
sensations and persoms. This immovation is credited to B. W.
Proctor in the Plood of Thessaly, (1822), by the O.E.D.
Proctor’s use of ‘vague’ was as follows,

"Chaos, touched with 1light and form, lLost its

vague being.”.
‘Vagueness’, (not used umtil 1799), has etymological roots
and uses similar to the term ’‘vague’. The O0.E.D. describes
the primery meaning of ‘vagueness’ to be,

" gulity or condition of being vague:; lack of
distinctness or precisensss; indefiniteness.”

ilaws _of Naturs, in the following passage;

"Notwithstanding the objections of some writers to
the vaguensss of the language.”

111“5:&““#1““&.“!&‘“““
the . locke wvas on of this text
wp to tine of his death. Ne hed not his



B ted by the 0.E.D.). The other mesanings will for

mafmtmmﬂﬁhnm:mthtﬂm

mmm.mtnm-atlmnm-m
to vould be a foous of philosophical attention. In the words

-linn-mlm:‘-iﬂ language has
ha_l!-ttira!pﬂ-rymmmlm
m.unm,mmﬁnmmiﬁ‘

the phenomenon of vagueness.®

following noun phrases,

(1) Institutions in financial difficuilties.

ﬁ%{ . ?iﬁtim with deficits of at least $4.8
The phrase “financial difficulties® is vague, whilst the
altermative formulation in (ii) is much more precise.?
Novever, there are circumstances where it would be

iﬁk. for example. Alston (1964: p. 86) gives two other

2 This is met to 1ehm1ymmg
case could be made t mm-mmh—'hvﬁi




opponant guessing. The second example involves a case vhere
mm-efﬁmlﬁhmmtﬁnhimmg

evidence, or even perhaps falsifying the statement. Alston
gives as an illustration the” clain "city life imposes much
more psychological strain than ocountry 1life®. The tera
‘city’ is vague, yet any precisification of the tera (say,
by stipulating that a city sust have a ocsrtain mmber of
inhabitants), would falsify the claim. There is no precise
psychological strain certainly will not ooocur.

This second exasple could be an instance of an occasion
whers Griceian [1975: pp. 159-170) conversational naxins
come into conflict with one another. The two maxime of
quality dictate that one should not say vhat is false, and
that one should also avoid making claims which one has
inadeguate evidence for. Bowever, there may be a oontext
wvhere the fulfilling of the maxims of quality might dictate
that one fails to satisfy one of the maxims of quantity, in
be as informative as the ciroumstances require. If this were
nmnm-ﬂ-mﬂmm.mum;
imclusion of vague terms (vis, ‘city’). The comvess
m.ﬁﬁlcﬁﬁhﬁ.mﬁuhﬂ hat is, the




wvhich satisfied the maxim of quantity) may well be true.3
80, the inclusion of vague terms in nmatural language enables
the expression of statements which are informative, though
arguably lacking in determinate truth-value.

Ordinary language philosophers see the vagueness of ultm!!.l
language as being absolutely vital for efticient discourse.
Wittgenstein ([1953: para. 98) summed up the attitude of
ordinary language philosophers to vagueness when he

Nevertheless, natural language vagueness can be problematic
too. Vagueness is not alweys be desirable. In fact, it can
be a positive nuisance, especially if it cannot be got rid
of. Cicero (48 B.C.: pp. 67-68) noted that,

", ..there is no matter vhatever, concerning which,
if guestions with gradual increases are put to us
(e.g. vhether a man is rich or poor, famous or
unknown, wvhether a number of things are many
fow, 1 or short, broad or narrow), we know
much tion or dimimution be made before we
ocan give a definite answer.®

3 X tahe the ociromstances outlined above ¢to B
signiticoantly similar to érice’s (1973: p. 163) ‘gxowp B

type examples.

4 Ciocero is discussing the difficulties which arise vith

tezns from which a scorites paredex can be gensreted. This

type of term is vague, (indeed, they are oftem cited as the
cases of vagus terms). Bowever, as I shall argee in
is, this type of tazrn is not the only kind of vagee



Although Cicero expresses the problem in terms which suggest
that the difficulty is epistemic, mnatural language
vagueness is usually understood as primarily giving rise to

ums. That ‘is to say, for an arbitrary vague
predicate ¥, and an object x which is a problematic case in
relation to F (for reasons of the vagueness of F), it is
indeterminate whether P(x) is true or false. This is the so-
called ’‘problem of vaguensss’.

certain terms in natural language lack of definite truth-
value be considered in any way remarkable? There are many
mm&;ﬂﬁttﬁlﬁrtﬂn- ﬁyﬁéfmﬁﬂg.

Eﬁn:ﬂn!mnmﬁﬂ;hmtmima:
sentences about chairs or days of the week cannot be true or
values. One of the major differences between objects and
vague terms however, is that vagueness is (primarily) a
feature of language. Given that when we argue and reason,
(at least in a public forum), we, of necessity, esploy
language, vagueness oan have a direct influence upon our
7'dmm1ﬁhgmmtﬁjmm




philosophy, involves the construction and evaluation of
argussnts in natural language.

Vagueness is of philosophical interest for other reasons
also. Nontague ([1969: p. 280] noted in a response to
in.ﬁ. Dummett m llia called ittﬁtiﬁn to the
thing to handle. I:hmm-mm
anyvhere else that the formal treatmsnt of natural

language presantly reguires a further developmsnt
of formal logic."

Classical logic runs into deep difficulties vhen faced with
natural language vagueness. Indeed, a nmumber of writers have
argued that the existence of vagueness in language is
suffticient to seriously

excluded middle, or the principle of bivalence, or both fail
classical logic on these grounds, his or her purpose is to
justity the proposal of an altermative logic. It is not
uncommon for these alternatives to employ a many- or
conceived as one side of a simple dichotomy, advoocates of
this approach argue that it sheuld be sesn as a continumm
from the most true to the most false.S Taking a differest

:“l;l;lu_lﬁdﬁhm. Lakoff [1973) and Sanford




reason to limit the scope of logic, so that classical rules
of inference only apply to precise terms.

AMvocates of both these positions freguently appeal to the
sorites paradox in order to strengthen their case. In a
sorites paradox apparently true premises, which contain at
least one vague term, give rise to a conclusion which is
fact that the argument appears to be valid. The first grouwp
of authors take the sorites as a raductio against classical
logic in general. The second group of writers believe this
conclusion to be too strong. Frege’s position is typical of
the second view.
»...logic sust demand sharp limits of what it will

uawmmitm:am
11 precision and ocertainty. Thus a sign for a

concept whose oontent does not satisfy this
utobongu’dnm;mtm
the logical point of view."
(Just prior to this section, Frege cites the sorites
m.;mmmmmv;ﬁ:g:ﬁ
from settled. But both sides agres that natural language
vagueness raises severe problems for classiocal logie.
Thomason (1970: p. 12) notes that,
., .ano@omﬂtﬂmnm
mmmmw-m-
One of the reasoms this is the ocase is beceuse matural
language is vegus, whilst (classicel) logical systems are

C-ﬁﬁmmm letter Frege wrote to Feano, dated
the 29th of Septeaber, ::nnon-p (1900: p. 118).



not. Vagueness Bay even be problematic when
between two natural languages. Mates ([1950: p. 116]) points
out that in order for a translation from ome language (I,)
L, must be true in L;, and sentences which are false in I,
must be false in L,. However, vague sentences do not appear

to be straightforwvardly either true or false. It might be
conjectured that a vague sentence of L, should be translated

case that the two languages will contain terms so synonymous
understanding of it may go some considerable way to as.ist a

situation can give rise to.

Vagueness is often seen as an especially troublescme feature
of natural language, because it is so ocommon. Indeed,
Ruseell (1923) and a mmber of other writers (E.g. Alston
[(1964)), have gone as far as to claim that all language is
a8 its base. On the other hand, if vaguenees is omly a
festure of a limited portion of lamguage, it may still be



10

feasible to retain bivalent semantics. So, the scops of
) what kind of

vagueness plays a role in the
theory of meaning would be adeguate for natural language.
mm-wimgmnamymmmmpm
made above about logic.

cimmtvmnimnﬂhwmam
wﬁ;m.hpﬂiﬂnhﬁﬂlﬂatmm
the philosophy of legic, it is mot surprising that it has
received much attention. But despite the time and enargy
uﬁmﬁjaffiﬁimgxm:ﬁymﬁag
affairs is, I believe, that insufficient attention has been
paid to the phencmenon/a of vagueness itself. The lack of &
plausibly be ted for by the fact that there is
mr:m-n_ﬁu—urlmm:mmmu—
utbﬁ“ﬂﬂw-!vnltlﬂtmih
the most significant of these (ambiguity, generality, open
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basic issues, such as identifying the primary bearer of
, are often left unaddressed. By discussing the
literature on vagueness, I will shov how little consensus
explain why it is that there is such a plethora of
incompatible solutions proposed for the various difficulties

to vhich vagueness gives rise.

Once the oconceptual anarchy of the literature has been
exposed, I will attempt to take a few preliminary steps
towards a better understanding of what vagueness is. Nuch of

the fact that it is seldom recognised that there is more
than one kind of vagueness. I will ocutline three different
types of vagueness. This list is by no means supposed to be
exhaustive, and it may well be the case that other types of
vagueness avait identification. However, before there can be
that vagueness ants, some at least of the - ’
notions of vagusness must be abandomed. I hope that what I
SOXVe as a small step towards a theoretical understanding of




wvay. But, vagueness is not the omly feature of language
which brings about semantic failure. There are a number of
vays in which a | i
has a range of features which are sometimes oconfused with
vagueness. For example, Copi ([1978: p. 129) notes that

sentence may fail to have a

versa. Before giving a positive account of what vagueness
is, I shall adopt a yia negativa, and (briefly) specity vhat
In much of this chapter, the notion of meaning will play a
significant role. It is worth making a few remarks about

#mmimlammgmazm.m:
of meaning are gensrally considered wosfully inedequate.l I
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difficulties which extensional theories of meaning run into
when proposed as general theories of meaning, do not, for
the most part, affect the current project. In a later
chapter it is necessary to use a wmore sophisticated
intensional theory of meaning, however here a simple
extensional theory is adeguate. It is uncontroversial to
clain that if ¢two sentences or terms have differeat
extensions, then they also have differeat meanings. Provided
it can be shown that there is (at least potentially) a
difference in reference between two terms, then it is
reasonable to conclude that there is a difference in the
meanings of the terms. As difference is all that needs to be
established here, a referential theory of msaning will be
sufficient.

It should alsc be mentioned at the cutset that a particular
sentence may fail to have a determinmate truth-value for more
than one reason. A syntactically ambigucus sentence, for
example, may also oontain vague terms. Consider the
sentence;

(1) Charles sav Diana drunk.

Sentence (i) can either be read two ways. It coculd either
mean that ‘Charles sav that Diama wes drwmk’, or it ceould
aodR that ‘Charles drwnkenly sev Diama’. On one readimg, it
would be mecessary for Charles to be drumk to make sentence
(1) tzue, en the other reading Diamea’s intoxicetion weuld be
aecessery for the truth of (1). Nowever, the teram ‘drumk’ is
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vague.2 Even if the syntactic ambiguity can be resolved, the
truth of the sentence oould still be uncertain in some
cases, due to the inclusion of the vague term ‘drunk’. This

semantically problematic features of language oan Oo-oOCuUr

1. Mabiguity.

than one set of truth comditions. Quine ([1960: p.129) notes
that,
an ambiguous term such as ‘light’ may be at once
feathers) and clearly falss of them.®

Quine’s example of the term ‘light’ is an instance of a




1s

ambiguous term has more than one possible meaning. That is
to say, paking extensionally, a lexically ambiguous tera
denctes more than one distinct set of cbjects. There are
a set wvhich is a proper sub-set of the set denoted by

example, on one reading, may refer to the class of all human
beings. Alternatively, it may refer to the class of all male
human beings.3 another more radical example of an
yaic vord is the term ’‘Yankee’. ‘Yankee’ may refer
to an inhabitant of the USA, an inhabitant of the Northern
United States, and inhabitant of Nev England, or even a
Pederal soldier in the American civil war. The terms ‘dog’
More usually however,

lexically ambiguous terms refer to disjoint classes. When

dealing with expressions oontaining lexically ambiguous

terms, disambiguation is reguired before the truth or

falsity of the expression ocan be determined. Indeed,
nt intelligible. Comsider,

(11) I walked along the bank of the Thames on my
wvay to the bank.

T™he meaning of the firet coourremce of ‘bank’ in (ii) is
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oocurrence of ‘bank’ ocould either be a slope or a financial
institution. Disambiguation is a necessary comdition for
ng vhether or not (ii) is true.

Lexical ambiguity is a fairly common feature of terms in
natural language. Fortumately, it is often the case that

(111) winston is keeping a book.

The term ’‘book’ here is lexically ambiguous. Sentence (i11)
could either mean that Winston is taking bets, or
alternatively that he has some literary work in his custody.
For convenience, I shall call the first meaning "book," and
the second "book,". Obviously, the state of affairs which
vhich would make the second one so. If another speaker posed
the guestion,
(iv) what is Winston up to these days?

And sentence (iii) was the response to (vi), the questioner
(111), wes intended to be book,. If the term ‘book’ in
sentence (iii) was interpreted as book;, the utterer of
sentence (iii) would be viclating Grice’s (1978: Pp.162)
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first maxim of quantity.‘ Bowever, if sentence (iii) was the

response to the gquestion,
(v) What is Winston doing with that bag?

The intended sense of ’‘book’ in sentence (iii) would have to
be book,, otherwise the respondent would be violating the
maxim of relation. Needless to say, context does not alwvays
enable us to disambiguate. Sometimes in conversation we have
to ask the utterer of an ambiguous phrase or sentemce to
disambiguate.

This kind of ambiguity may be roughly captured by the
following definition.

A term is lexically ambiguous iff its denctation

on one occasion of its use is non-identical with

its denctation on another occasion of its use.
Unfortunately however, this cannot be a general definition
of ambiguity, as there are other kinds of ambiguity which

falls ocutside its scope.

1.2. Syatastic 2abiguity.

Bxpressions in natural language, are seguences of words. A
particular expression does not overtly display its symtactic
structure. There is a class of sentences vhich mey plansidly
be intecpreted as having more than one syntactic structure.
Bpressions of this type are syatactically asbiguous.
Symtactic ambiguity is estirely independent of the smbiguity

¢ Nete the speaker of semtemnce (iii) might also be accused
ummmmn‘-&r
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sentence is said to be amphibolous.

This kind of ambiguity often arises when the scope of a
modifier is unclear. Consider,

‘(':{L“ looictuch:;- :viﬂ l;qzm wearing black robes
Nere, the noun phrase is syntactically ambiguous. It is
wearing black robes, or vhether only the Pagans wore black
robes. A common way of bringing out this kind of ambiguity
is by the use of brackets.’ Using this convention, the two
readings of (vi) can be clearly shown.

(vi®) ((Rosicrucians and Pegans) wearing black
robes] walked through the village.

(vi®*®) (mosicrucians and (Pegans wearing black
robes]]) walked through the village.
The reading given to (vi) will obviocusly determine which
states of affairs would make it true. If (vi) wvas read as
(vi®), and it happened that the Rosicrucians were not
wearing any robes at all, or were wearing robes of, say red,
them (vi) would be false. But under the same set of

Rosicrucians and Pegans did walk through the village, and
7 See Bunt, (1908: p. 112), or Gillem (1990: p. 11}, for
oxanples
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however, that some syntactically ambiguous sentences of this
kind can be true umder any state of affairs. This is the
case with the sentence in (vii), as (vii) is a 1logical
truth.
(vii) Rosicrucians and jogans in black robes are
Rosecrucians and Pegans.
This kind of ambiguity is oftem encountered in daily 1life.

It is not uncommon to see a sign saying, for example,
(viii) Cold Beer and Wine Store.

(viii) is ambiguous in just the same way as (vi). The scope
of the tera ‘cold’ is unclear. However, there are some
sentences which exhibit syntactic ambiguity, although not
for the same reasons as (vi) or (viii). These sentences are
syntactically ambiguous, but cannot be shown to be so by
different bracketings. The sentence,

(ix) Bating pigs can be messy.

is an example of one such sentence. The ambiguity of (ix)
derives from the two possible readings of ‘eating’. If
‘eating’ is taken as having an adjectival use in (ix), then
(ix) can be read as inforaming the reader that when pigs eat
they have the potential to maks a mess. On the other hand it
is egually legitimate to read ‘esting’ as a participle. In
this case, (ix) can be read as informing the reader that the
oconsumption of porcine meat mey be a messy business. This
kind of syntactic ambiguity Bunt ([1965: p. 112) describes as

8 This fact is moted i Gillem, [1990: p. 13).



being “"desper” than the other type.® Bunt (1985: p. 112)
also gives an example of this second type of syntactic
ﬂﬂnt‘l:ti.ﬁtﬂtﬁtﬁtn!ﬂﬂmmﬂf!m
wvays. He gives the well known example,

(x) I heard the shooting of the hunters.

In (x), if ‘shooting’ is read with ‘the hunters’ as its
Alternatively, if ’‘the hunters’ is read as the subject of

Purther discussion of syntactic ambiguity is not called for
in the current context. It should be clear from the above,
and become clearer from what follows, that the probless
which syntactic asmbiguity can give rise to are very
different from those wvhich oocur because of vaguensss. An
individual term may be vague; syntactic ambiguity on the
other hand, can only arise in the context of a sentence or a
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ambiguity which is similar to lexical ambiguity. Grice
[1975: p. 167) called this variety “phonetic ambiguity”.
same, but have different meanings. For example, the two
terms ‘dear’ and ‘desr’ sound the same. There may be
well known example of this kind of ambiguity is, "I
stink/Iced ink®". Grice gives the example, "I have Sind/I
have sinned®”.

Yet another type of ambiguity is what Bunt ([1985: p. 113)
calls "structural semantic ambiguity”. In cases which have
this kind of ambiguity, the conocepts which the words of a
amsther, ntically, in different ways. These different
semantic relations are not made cbvious by the structure of
the sentence. Sentence (xi) exhibits tural sesantic
ambiguity.
(xi) Those lights are bright.

Sentence (xi) can be read to mean that each individual light
Bunt [1988: p. 113), followving common usage, calls the first
interpretation ‘distributive’ and the second ‘collective’.



Vagueaness. Rather than discussing every possible kind of
ambiguity individually, a more direct route wvould be to find
a definition of ambiguity which is general, and yet is
sufficient to distinguish ambiguity from vagueness, if such
. a detinition is possible. Gillon [1990] suggests that it is
possible to give a definition of ambiguity which is able to
capture all the different kinds of ambiguity. PFurthermore,
Gillon’s definition is sufficient to distinguish between
ambiguity and vagueness (according to Gillon [1990: pp. 25~
26]). T™he detinition which he offers goes as follows,
*An expression is ambigucus iff the expression can

acocommodate more than one structural analysis.®”

Gillon [1990: p. 13).
hnmn—tmmﬂ-mu:!inﬁ:uta!
partially ordered nodes.
syntactic features, such as syntactic ocategory, whilst
terminal nodes are the addresses of lexical entries,
including any lexiocsl syntactic information. The structural
mnuatgmummumﬁmmm
ﬂﬁ&l“iﬂaﬁ.mm“ﬁmu—lﬁ-

LEhszymum-ﬂ_lnd
“ﬁ,nﬂlﬁmﬂnm:ﬂ“ﬁﬁh
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is a pemmbral case of a ‘heap’, then sentence (xii) will
clearly bs vagus.
(xii) This is a heap.

However, if (xii) can only accommodate one structural
analysis, then, from the above definition, it is not
a mention before moving on to the next section. The
deginition of ambiguity givem above, in combination with an
extensional theory of meaning, under ocertain circumstances
will not succeed in differentiating vaguensss and ambiguity.
If the meaning of a vagues teram is taken to be a (possibly
infinite) disjunction of extemsions, then the above
definition will not be adeguate to shov ambiguity and
vagueness to be distinct.l? on this interpretation, (xii),
structural amalysis. This view s of oonsideradle
philosophical interest and is discussed in the literature on
vagueness (see for example, Pine ([1973: pp. 282-283)).
possible. It is also feasible to maintain that vague terss
(l1ike heap in (xii)), only have ome oorrect structural
analysis. To borrow an amalogy from Pine [1978: p. 283),

::”x-m-i—mﬁepmmm
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umimm;ﬂﬂtLﬂﬁa:mm:mm

vlnatmdsumbhmtah:mhﬂtm
ambiguity using Gillon’s detinition.

2. Gemerality.

mngm-utlmﬂiauwmm
context of a discussion of g is generality.
m:ﬁg—ﬂky:ﬂmﬂﬂminﬁm
Dhmiﬂmqfﬂﬂtﬂﬂﬁf'nlx‘iiﬂ?ﬂmi
is one kind of generality, the kind vhich gquantification
mhaﬂﬂﬁ.ﬁhm,hmmm:t

gmli:ytdﬁha:mmmnﬂmah
modifier ‘general’ in the expression “gensral termes®.
Imagine a proper name N, vhich stands for an object p.
mﬁ-nnm&!mﬂmﬁ-MEMﬁEm
language. Russell’s (19233 p. 86) example of ’‘Nr. Ebensser
mmﬂ-.mhnm-a:-m-mmen-i
hiﬂg-iﬂl.lniisﬁﬂmimmm:iﬂ

11 Assuning the pesiticn argued for below is correct, this
Uﬂﬂn—ﬁbﬁ!ﬂﬂnﬁqmlﬂiﬁ].



exhibit generality in this sense. Rather than dencting omne
individual cbject, they denote a whole class of cbjects.

Consider a mundane English word like ‘chair’. When it is
used in a sentence like,
(xiil) This is a chair.

its utterer is stating that ome particular object is a
member of the class of things which fall. under the tera
‘chair’. If the set picked out by a particular term has more
than one member, then that term is general. Only singleton
sets, liks that picked ocut by N, are not general to some
degree. One might propose a definition of this type of

generality as follows,

A term, c.um iff G stands for a set vith
more than one member

On this definition, N would fail to be general. Noreover
there is little danger of ambigucus terms being confused
vith terms vhich are merely gemeral. Suppose a term, A, vas
ambiguous, it is feasidble that the phomic units or the
graphic representation (i.e. the sound or the writtem word)
of A may stand for two (or more) distinct sets, although one
set may be general, the other(s) need not be. If A had one
reading, Ay, in which it wvas a synomym for N, according to
the definition given above, the other readings, A; to A,
are not precluded from being gemeral.

mmmmamuygaﬁmummmu
fres from difficulty. It may well be the ocase that



vith every last problem and difficulty. This need not be of
definition. It will be the case that many terms which are
vague are also general. However, it is also possible that
’‘Beijing’. There is only one Beijing, so the set wvhich the
term ’‘Beijing’ stands for omly has one member. HNence,
’‘Beijing’ is not gensral. Neverthealess, the term ‘Beijing’
is vague.l? For example, it is uncertain whether or not Da
Xin should properly fall vithin the socope of the tera
’‘Deijing’. (I.e. it is uncertain vhether or not Da Xin is
part of Beijing). So it is possible to distinguish vague

It is worth noting at this point that this is not the only
oconoception of ‘general term’. An altermative notion is that
offered by Quine [1960). According to Quine’s view, a




different notion of a ’singular tern’. A term is a ’‘singular

[1960: p. 95] notes that,
mﬂ!!mmhlﬁtmafmg
n@ﬁmmmmm
singular.®

singular and general terms, ’‘person’, ‘unicorn’ and ’‘natural

and ‘the senator of Nebraska’ are singular. Nowever, Quine’s
distinction does give rise to cases which are problematic.
For example, acvording to Quine [1960: p. 93) ‘Pegasus’ is a
ingular term despite having no referent. Also some singular
ﬁﬂi—yhtﬁthummmmm. for example,
pussle case general terms. ‘Unicorn’, is a ]

-m;gmuna:mmnmgmm:

distinguish veguencss frem gemerality, it is perhaps
prefershle to comcantrate wpen the slightly differeat



meaning of 'mncy'mmﬁ:mﬂmu
done to natural language by doing this, and it makes the
localizsed discussion being engaged in here flow much more
smoothly.

3. Opea Texmture.

In his peper “Veritiability®, Priedrich Waismann (1951)
though related. Waismann (1951: p. 120) claims,
“Yagueness should be df ol

mm texturs, ...1s something like [the)
Muum.mm'-qm,“mu
mu.hlmmlﬂﬂ!ﬂm
Wunm.mmmmeﬁ
m.lmmnﬂmlftﬁMMﬂHﬁt
that term is not exhaustive, or defined with “absolute
precision®. Waismann is primarily ooncerned vwith the
verifiability of empirical statemsnts. Ne attributes the
M.otnrttymmim&m&ﬁifm
Mﬂd““n“m-nhmﬁ
Mmcm-uhmm-ﬁtm:;ﬁ-ﬁm
u—nywmmm;ﬁ;

muw-.mnm;nmmhm



something we have been calling a cat does something very
uncatlike. If a putative cat suddenly grev to a very large
sise, or suddenly disappeared into thin air, would we still
feel quite justified in callimg that thing a cat?!? In this
kind of circumstance, according to Waismann, we would have
difficulty in deciding whether or not the term ’‘cat’ still
applied to that thing. Another example wvhich Waismann gives
is a situation in which a substance has the appearance of
gold, satisfies all the chemical tests for gold, and yet
emits a previocusly unkmown kind of radiation. Again there
would be doubt over whether or not the term ‘gold’ would
correctly apply to such an unusual substance, according to
Waismann. 14

Waismann, is that it may not be possible to know all the
relevant tests to completely verify a particular statemant.
If all the relevant tests for the ocorrect application of a
particular term are mnot known, them thst tera will have an

13 It that Maismann wes not the only individual to
be this kind of question at that time. Compare




Waismann [1951: p. 123) believes that mathematical ocomcepts

nn [1951: p. 120) gives two features which he believes
riﬂzly.lmmg'ﬁﬂhlﬂmmﬂ.m
is to say, the uses which are made of vague terms are not
believes that an individual’s use of a vague term varies, or
vhether the “fluctuations® ococur across the use of a term by
na—ﬁltyngm.m!mh-mm;ym

mm&nmaw:ﬂ&-mﬁ’m'm'ﬂ.

m-.

p-120).
It is not totally clear however, that vaguane )
easily be removed by specifying "more accurate rules®. Take

sand or grain, it needs to be applicable to all heaps,



31

is a problem which arises from our linguistic intuitions.
The proposal that one unit (of sand, rubbish, etc.) can maks
the difference between a particular collection being a heap

and not being a heap is simply implausible. On the other
hand, it does seem to be plausible to the claim that it may

be possible to specify necessary and sufficient oconditions
for a particular substance being ‘gold’, or a perticular

animal being a ‘cat’. Provided these conditions are
understood to be a preecriptive set of rules rather than a
descriptive set of rules, it should alwvays be possible to

deternine whether or not a tera applies to a particular
cl.o.”ﬂu.-lnhgoo, it sesems reasonable to conclude that
Waismann is wviong about the second feature which
distinguishes vague terms from those which only have open
texture.

Nevertheless, there does sesm to be a gemuine distinction
betwesn terms which merely have an open texture, and those
which are vague (this does not amount to the claim that open
texture and vagueness are mutually exclusive). Nowever, one
of the differences between the two seems to be the exact
opposite of what Waismamn claims. It is the case that,

*(When) We introduce a comcept and limit it in
M:...mmmmmm

o and vo do not any farther. We temd to
the fact there are alwvays other
in which the oconcept has not been

15 For a irief account of the differemoce Dbetween
preseriptive and descriptive rules, ses Tvining and Niers,
(1976: pp. 40-49).
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the kind of animal we now refer to using the tera ‘cat’. In
‘cat’ should be applied to this beast. Provided that the
necessary and sufficient conditions fer the application of
the term ‘cat’ are satisfied (these mnight be found, for
mhh:b&ﬂqghﬂ);nmﬂhﬂﬁiﬂmﬂﬁﬁ
:ﬁpljth:ﬁﬁ‘ﬂtkﬁhﬂﬂﬂtﬂiﬁhmnu
these circu
sdditional condition to the rules for the applicability of
the term ‘cat’ to the effect that all cats are of
terrestrial origin. This should be unproblematic if the
conditions are understood as prescriptive rules, as it would
jﬁtmﬁaimmﬁ-mﬂ-mm“mﬂ
would be specifying an additional “direction® to the
definition of the concept. A similar proocedure however, is
considerably less satisfactory in the case of vague terms.
To suggest that an cbject can be a hesp if and omly if it
ﬁﬂl;ma!;;ﬁammefﬁin,pndﬁﬁﬁﬂ
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adding conditions for the applicability of a vague term is
not specifying a new "direction®” for the definition, rather
it is making an already existing direction more precise.l®
This is a gemuine difference betwesn vague terms and terms
distinct.

¢. Bpistemie Pailure.
An expression may fail to have a determinate truth-value for
reasons other than vagusness, Or as a result of the other
features of language outlined above. Even if an expression
is quite clear and unambiguous, it may still be unknown
vhether or not a particular sentence is true or false wvhen
applied to a particular state of affairs. Consider the
.“]gmﬁi s
(xiv) There are two phnﬁf' in the universe which
support some form of life.
Sentence (xiv) may be true or false, however at the current
time its truth-value is unknown. The fact that we do not
know whether (xiv) is true or false has nothing to do with
the vagueness of any of the terms in the sentence, rather it
results from an epistemic failure.

umgpue ,;nﬁicm.;tvillm

:l‘:uir the vagueness of the tera ‘hesp’
o,

17I gi—llglgiﬁltth:RiulhgﬁmJ”ii

aﬁt &lﬁ,;,_jtﬁ ‘lite’. I = oring 1
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sentence (xiv) bears some resemblance to a future comtingent
sentence, like,
(xv) There will be a sea battle tomorrow.

hﬁmgthlﬂvlllbllﬁlpLﬂﬁlmm.“
the truth or falsity will be known. Sentence (xiv) differs
from (xv) m.nnmmﬁﬂummm—
value of (xvi), but not when we know the truth (or falsity)
of (xiv). Ithdﬂﬁtﬁfﬂtmﬁltlthgﬂlm
1ikely that the truth-value of (xiv) will become kmown if
the sentence is true than if it is false.

This kind of epistemic failure need have nothing to 4o with
mmmhmmmiMLEm;ﬂn&
past are wmuch less 1likely to be able to satisty the
-pi:micenﬂ;ﬂmmﬁ:thﬁnb-mwn

know what that value is. Furthermore, the truth or falsity
of (xvi) cammot be Kknown, unless nev archasological or
ﬂﬂmmnmmgﬂh(ﬂu

Bpistemic failure, causes truth-values to be
may even suffer from epistemic failure. Por example,



k1]

(xvii) iihi: plank has a length of 2.94238

maters.
The truth or falsity of (xvii) will only be ascertainable if
one has access to measuring devices of sufficienmt accuracy,
othervise the truth-value of (xvii) will simply resain
unknown. This state of affairs is different from the case
vhere the uncertainty over the truth-value of an expression
Expressions which have unknown truth-values because of
epistemnic failures are alwvays (at least in principle)
resolvable, given the correct equipment, circumstances and
amount of additional information. The failure in the case of

vague expressions is much deeper in nature.

[
 » i
[ |
I




, it is all too often assumed
by authors that an intuitive, prethecretic notion of
RgUENE is adequate. Occasionally, the terms ‘vague’ and

slightest explanation.! Sometimes, explanations take the
form of an appeal to an example of a vague expression, which
the writer takes to be a paradigm case of a vague term.?
Obviously, this is preferable to no explanation at all;
however, this still leaves the notion of vagueness nebulous

Consider for example, Kenton Nachina’s (1972) approach in
to be a synonys for the term ‘vague’.} He then describes a
situation which, he believes, highlights the vagueness of
light of wavelength 6463 (Angstrom) (in the middle
of the borderline region betwesan clear reds and
clear oranges) if you will, presest in a normsally
conditions." Nachina, [1972: p. 228).

Given the artifact described above, there is a diftioulty in

1 See for example, Lycam, [1984: pp. 62-70).
2 Soxeneen, in [1908), ﬁ!ég_ p do this.
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he wishes vagueness (or more accurately, imprecision), to be

understood.

“Iet § be the moe, ‘This chip is red,’
Mmmummﬁﬁiphm-m. Is §
true? False? These gueries seem hard ansver
wvith any certainty.” Nachina, [1972: p. :35].

Machina explains further by claiming that the sentence, § is
non-bivalent. Beyond this NMachina does not clarify his
notion of vagueness/imprecision. This minimal explanation is
pernicious for at least two reasons. Firstly, it leaves the
scope of the oonclusions MNachina vwishes ¢to draw
undetermined. It is far from unproblematic to claim that
every individual’s intuitive grasp of the notion under
discussion is going to be similar to Nachina’s. Secondly,
Machina’s use of an undefined prethecoretic notion of
vagueness leads him into confusion. Be fails to distinguish
tvo differenmt kinds of vagueness, vhich have different
features. His exemplar term, ’‘red’, (vhich he uses
throughout the peper), exhibits one type of vagueness.
Bowever, he talks of,

..the family resemblances which wvill come under
mm in this paper,...”". Machina, (1972:
’o u" ﬁ ’)o

Vagueness . tmlottﬁlmiﬂtma:m



this kind of paradox.
"pl: Chip #1 is red.

P2: &.i.pl?hi.ﬁlitim@lnzﬂmﬁm
colour appearance.

P3: If any chip g is ind ' le from a red
chip in colour appearance, ghlﬂﬂ:ﬁlp.

C: Chip #2 is red.” Nachina, [1972: p. 228].

the term ‘gams’ is vague, there is no way that it can be
tntnﬂargﬁﬂmldhiuﬂtdﬂmﬁm:
1mmm1ﬂmug1mmtﬁ.umnm
family resemblance concepts are not.5 These two different
magmdﬂm-ﬁituminm.bmzﬁ
1;iﬁ1ymﬁﬂ:mmtﬂgthtmafmuﬂgz
mumauimmwnmlmﬁn
just what Machina is in danger of doing, because of his use
of a confused notion of vagueness.

7 This Is an apt example of a family resemblance term as it
is the term vith wvhich Wittgemstein [1983: paras. 66 & 67],
introduoed - 2. HNowever, By use of ‘family
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discussing or introducing their mnotion of vagueness.S
Indeed, the sorites paradox is arguably the most ocommonly
found feature in discussions of vagueness (and related
notions). Supposedly, on the authority of Diogenes Laertius
(II, 108), the sorites argument originates from ERubulides.
Diogenes describes this argument thus,

"It cannot be that if two are few, three is not so
A AR S S
Bxamples of authors who cash out their idea of what
vagueness is in this way are legion. Black, for example,
uses this approach. HNe formulates his version of the

argument thus;

"Every man whose height is four feet is short.
AMding one tenth of an inch to a short man’s

Bvery man is short.®™ Black, [1963: p. 3].




Haack notes that versions of the sorites are givem by
Russell, Dusmett and Cargile.® Other examples of the sorites
(ormrvn:hntﬂinﬁh“ﬂ!cﬂmiﬁat
vagueness, can be found in the works of Ballmer and Pimkall,
(1983: p. 1), Pine, ([1975: p. 283), Sainsbury, [(1988/89: p.
33), Sanford, ([1975: pp. 29-30), Soremsen, (1985: p. 134),
Todt, [1983: p. 213] and Wheeler, [1975: pp. 368-369).

All sorites arguments depend upon the gradual varistion of
some magnitude. The difficulties arise over what quantity of
those midwvay between the extremes. Arbitrary stipulation of
.mttyofthimmliﬂmlumm_ In
Black’s version of the sorites guoted above, the megnitude
umuiﬂtamevMIanmthmﬂy
is tallness. The difficulty is supposed to derive from the
vagueness of the property term used to gensrate the
argument. Hence, terms with which a sorites can be generated
mWﬁhqﬁmlﬁatmm-nmﬂ
required is

8 Eaack, (un: p- 113). Note, Dummett’s (1978) dea
type paredox (vhich he calls Lﬁi';’
1 ! n that he offers of vhat |
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"...a preliminary account of what it is for a
p;ﬂiﬂtltahmmtdﬂ-mtrikaIym

vague predicates seorites predicates.®
nsbury [1988/9: p. 34).

Thus, authors who introduce and explain their conocsption of

their notion of vaguensss is to appeal to the process of
notion of vagueness in Nord and Ghiact. Be initiates his
discussion of vagueness thus,

Although this does offer a plausible explanation of iy some
of natural language is vague, it does not explain what
sctually is. It merely presupposes that vague
value, as it

ef prior account of vhat vaguensss is takean to be, it seems
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outlined above will obtain. That is to say, there is a
danger that different kinds of vagueness will be confused
with one another, and the scope of the oonception will be
occult.

Quine is not alome in telling a tale about hov vagusness
comes about and taking it for an explanation of the notiom.
Under the heading of an "explication of vaguemsss®, Kindt
adopts a similar approach.

", ..the interpretation of a vague predicate 1like
'0ld’ will be learned by perceivimg situatioms in
wvhich this expression or its negation is
uneguivocally asscciated with some . In the
case of primary langusge aoguisi . the ohild

will first learn that, ¢.¢., his grandmother oan
be ocalled ‘0cld’ whereas he himself be

expanded to other clear ocases of old/mot old
perecns. This expansion, however, will not lead to
.“muy defined predicate.” Kindt [1983: p.
3 ]o .
Kindt continues to note that this kind story fails to take
into account the oontext dependence of interpretation.
Bowever, like Quine’s account, this strategy may explain why
there are vague terms, but fails to tell the reader what
vagueness is. Thus, Kindt’s “explicstion® is cbjectionable

as a definition, for the same reasons that Quine’s is.

One commonly finds writers explaining their motion of
wum-otmumwumm
'mo.mmm.wwac
*inprecise” predicates. Ne takes the term ‘impresise
M'uummmuommn
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things), for the term ‘vague’ are of 1little use in
explicating what vagueness is.® For, if an ideal synonym
result would be a trivial ELBGQI@.“' Nevertheless, non-
ideal synonyms can be used to give the reader an idea of

There still remains a problem however. There is no consensus
amongst authors of vorks on vagueness as to which terms are
the term ‘loces’ instead of ‘vagus’ (applying to oconcepts)

to ‘vague’ as the latter
oMoy bs misleading and has pejorative
bucatiﬂ " Black [1963: p. 5).
‘vague concept’ is mislesding in a way that ‘loocse concept’
is not. Dummett, (1969: pp. 277-278), on the other hand,

’:'1‘..1’ 'I—nitﬁ'x'mﬁﬁﬂmh
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not definitely true or false. Nargalit (1976¢: p. 211) also
identifies a sense of the term ‘vague’ which is eguivalent
further sense of the term which is eguivalent to "being
whole host of candidates. In addition to the terms meationed
above, other plausible non-ideal synomyms for the tarm
‘vague’ might be ‘borderline’, ’fuszzy’, ’insxact’,
'unspecific’, ’‘ill-defined’, ‘uncertain’, or ‘unclear’, to
name but a few. It is unfortunate that the ratiomale for
or justified. It leaves it unclear exactly wvhich features of
the alternate teram are salient in illuminating the notiom of

(1) The susp bolt is looee.

It would be very umnatural to say, instead of (1),
(11) The sump bolt is vague.

There are some kinds of wses of the term ‘locse’ which would
mhhl;ﬁlin-lm&lﬁtMﬂm-ﬁh
difference is not merely grammaticsl. Both (iii) amd (iv)
structure as (i) and (i1).
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(1ii) The main thesis is loose.
(iv) The main thesis is vague.

This kind of problem also exists between other putative
synonyss of the term vague. Sentences (v), (vi) and (vii)
rather different.

(vi) The regquirements are uncertain.

(vii) The requirements are vague.

Sentence (vi) has epistemclogical overtones which (v) and
(vii) do not. This being the case, ’‘inexact’ would seem to
As has been argued above, vaguensss should be distinguished
from, and not confused with, epistemological failure.
synonym either. ‘Insxact’ implies that a definite value can
value by a small amount. By contrast, ’‘vague’ implies that
there is no exact value possible. The utterer of (viii)
' st, vhilst someone saying (ix) would be

uwpon the reader’s understanding of a term which is
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supposedly a near synonym of the term ‘vague’ will not be
adeguate. Adequacy can only be achieved if it is made clear
exactly which features of the putatively synonymous term are
their notion of vagusness by appealing to » synonym owe the
reader a further explanation of why that particular synonya
is to be preferred over other contenders. Unfortunataly,
these conditions of adeguacy are seldom, if ever, met. The
diversity of proposed synonyms for the term ‘vague’ seems to
be a reflection of the lack of consensus, and general
confusion which surrounds the notion of vagueness.

It is regrettable that so few writers follow Fine’s example,
Fine says on the very first page of his paper

Truth and logic®,

"Let us say, in a preliminary way, vhat vagueness
13_ I take it tﬂhhktlig _nti: notion. ﬁig

v-ﬁ-nfll iency of meaning.” F
[1:75: p. 265).**

The scope of this definition is anything which is “"capable
of meaning”. Even this preliminary definition is sufficient
and ambiguity, iing to Fine. Nowever, this definition
is not entirely -pml.—eu As Pine, ([1978: p. 266)

[nn: p. 134).
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make the definition multiply ambiguous, as the definition
may have as many scopes as there are theories of meaning.

Essayists who offer a definition of the tera ’‘vague’ have to
rely far less heavily upon some unspecified pretheoretic
definitions wvhich have been proposed do not all ;m:;.:g the
same features as being fundamental to the notion of
vagueness. It may be instructive to compare a few of the

other proposed definitions at this point.

An intuition similar to Pine’s seems to motivate the
®...a conoept is imprecise or (as we shall prefer)
vague, itmmrigithﬂtdiﬂmﬂ!arueh
and every argument.” Boech (1983: p. 190]).

There is an obvious similarity between this definition and

the one Russell (1923: p. 89) proposed. Bosch claims that

his definition derives from Frege’s position on the semantic
status of vagueness. Bosch (1983: p. 190] also adopts

Frege’s view that conocepts are the referents of predicate-

truth-values. Novever, this embrecing of a Fregean position

cannot be complete on Bosch’s part. If he acoapted a truly
...6 Concapt that is not sharply defined is

vrongly termed a concept.® Frege (1970: p. 159).
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S0 on a strictly Fregean reading of Bosch’s definition,
anything which might satisfy the definition would fail to
fulfill the antecedent condition for the applicability of
the definition, that is, would fail to be a comospt. It
Bosch’s adoption of the Pregean position is only partial (as
it seems must be the case), then he fails to explain how his
position differs from Frege’s, and thereby leaves it
undeternined wvhat exactly he takes a ‘concept’ to be.

Another definition of ‘vague’ is offered by C. 8. Peirce.
His understanding of the term turms upon indeterminacy of
intention.
"A proposition is vague wvhen there are possible
states of things ooncerning whioch it is
intrinsically uncertain whether, had they been
contemplated by the speaker, bhe would have
then as excluded or allowed Dby the

regarded
proposition. .{n intrinsically uncertain we mean
not uncertain

as admitting, those states of um-.‘ Peirce
(1902: p. 748).
This definition is ocited (slightly abridged and with
additional emphasis) by Ballmer and Pinkal in their
introduction. They maintain that this detinition can be
" ..taksn as an appropriaste characterisation of
this concept, vithout modification.” Ballmer and
Pinkal [1983: p. 1).
Unfortunately, they fail to explain why they believe this to
be the case, for there are ressons for finding this

definition less than satisfactory. Pirstly, the ®imtrimsic



uncertainty” of the speaker appears to be epistemic in
origin. Peirce gualifies the above by contimuing,
*"Yet this must be understood to have reference to
vhat mnight be dadugoad from a perfect knowledge of
his [i.e. the speaker’s] state of mind; for it is

y because these Questions never did, or

prec
didnottmuy,mm'umtthh
habit remained indeterminate.® Peirce [1902: p.

748).
As vas argued in an earlier chapter, epistemic failure must
be distinguished from vagusness. It is in principle feasible
that a speaker ocould ask the "guestions® Peiroce refers to,
and thersby render his use of a particular proposition
oconsistent with respect to “states of things®. Given the
distinction drawn earlier between epistemic failure and
vagueness, Peirce’s definition fails to distinguish between
the two.

It seems that Peirce believes that vague propositions (to
use his terminoclogy) gcan be given a truth-value. The
vagueness of a proposition simply amcunts to the fact that
truth-values are not attributed oconsistently ¢to that
proposition with respect to identical states of affairs.
That is to say, Peirce’s definition of wvagueness is
primarily pragmetic rather than semantic. This must be the
reading that Peirce intemds, given the expliocation of
‘intrinsic unceztainty’ found in the second sentence of the
definition, and his choics of the term ’‘proposition’. This
is an wnuswal way of conceiving vagusnsses. Eaack, [1974: p.
109) d@escribes DJNeirce’s oconception of vagueness as



", ..somevhat ecoentric...®. The oddity of Peirce’s view can
be seen by cowparing his definition to that of Ballweg. This
comparison will also serve to highlight the lack of
consensus over what vaguensss actually is. Ballweg’s
definition is not based on either concepts or propositioms,
but rather upon predicates. It runs thus:

",...we vill talk of a predicate being vague in the

et he predicate, indivisusis which don’t, and

a third group of doubtful imdividuals, whers you

can neither clearly say that they do nor clearly

ayth.tﬂwydw'ttallmtlnm.'

Ballweg [1983: p. 65).
The force of this definition seems to be differemt from that
proposed by Peirce. Ballweg’s definition is semantic rather
than pragmatic. That is to say, Ballweg vishes to maintain
that vague predicates cannot be assigned a truth-value for
certain states of affairs. The difference between Ballwveg’s
definition and Peirce’s can be clearly seen by considering
mtmuh-nmwvmutwdbyaoolmm
1ike the one Nachina describes (see above). According to
Peiroce, if someocne wvas presented with this colour chip, and
asked vhether or not it was red, that individual might
dtmmy'm'u'n'.m.um
presentations, the same individual may well give differemt
responses. Ballweg’s definition, on the other hand, predicts
that in the same circumstances, the individual vill not be
abhto'tnau.hmw.mmwm
to answer the guestiom, or tell the inguirer that she simply
could mot tell for certain. This being the case, it seems
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that Ballweg’s definition is much more ocompatible with our
experience of this kind of situation. The point here though
is that the two definitions are dissimilar in a significant
vay.

Ballweg’s definition is typical of the kind most frequently
given in the literature. It is significantly similar to
Alston’s for example. Alston maintains that,

TN o N AL

the term applies.” Alston, [1964: p. 84].
This type of definition acknowvledges that there are cases
vhere vague terms are applied in a wmanner wvhich is
unproblematic. For example, vhen the vague term ‘tall’ is

tean, the resultant expression vill, in most cases at least,
be true. Altermatively, vhen a pygmy, a dwarf or a midget is
described as tall, the resultant expression will be false.
cases where things are not so straightforwvard. The term
‘tall’ being applied to a man of just under six foot might
be an instance of this.

Consider Sainsbury’s definition of example:
umm.ﬁl_gﬂiﬂhﬂmm.mﬂ
false.” Sainsbury, [1980: p. 26).



Sorensen takes the very existence of borderline instances to
be sufficient to Jjustify the application of ¢the term
‘vague’, sccording to the definition he offers. Amazingly,
he also believes that all other theorists agree with him:
T Ir T e o porkatiing case.e Sorensen,
[(1988: p. 199].
These last four definitions all bear a certain resesblance
to one ancther. As such, it sesms reasonable to maintain
mtww.mlmmictiﬁﬁrtﬂﬂ.
Bowever, it is not the case that they can be considered
equivalent, just because they attend to a similar feature
mumim_mmgnm.munm-
consensus on wvhat the primary ‘bearer’ of vagueness is.
sorensen and Ballweg talk of “predicates”, whilst Sainsbury
Furthermore, Peirce’s definition is ocouched in terms of
“propositions®, whilst Bosch’s is based upon the notion of
"conospts®. Mo doubt, all these items are related to one
another in some way; however it is simply wrong to say they

are all the same.

It is also worth noting at this point, that there are two
mmw.mhmummunﬂm
Mwumm-dmhiﬁﬂmny
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complex expressions.l? Different considerations come into
play in the two issues, and I believe that it is most useful

There is a further reason for 3judging all the above
definitions to be in some sense
views. As wvill become clear in the following chapter,
vagueness has a fairly complex internal structure, and
although the definitions described above may be of some use
in deciding wvhen a particular term has the property of
adeguate characterisation of what vagueness is.

I hope that the preceding discussion has mede it clear that
vagueness, as discussed in the literature on the subject, is
theoretic notion. There is no consensus as to

largely a
all too often fail to specify in an adeguate mamner wvhat
they take it to be. Noreover, it seems clear that the
mgfmmwnmnimmzm
iﬂnﬁ:m,“h“hnﬁﬁﬂd“ﬂ
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the project of sorting out the so called ‘’‘problem(s) of
vagueness’ be feasibly undertaken.



Having shown that much of the literature on vagueness is
based upon notions of vagusness which are inadeqguate, an
is, in some detail. In the literature on vaguensss, there
does seem to be some degree of consensus that borderline
mmumimnm.im;imnnm
vhere the application of a particular expression to a
particular object (‘object’ here is construed broadly), does
not yield a string vith a definite truth-value. A particular
expression, e, is vague if it is possible that ¢ gives rise
expressions do not mﬂy giu rise to borderline
cases. Take, vertibly vague term
‘red’. It may play a role in a sentence like (i),
(1) Red is a colour.

(1) will not have any borderline cases; it is not vague.
However, there are sentences where the tera ‘red’ does give
rise to borderline cases (see for example, Machina’s exssple
vagueness is always infectious.l That is to say, if a

1 Ses for euample Russell ([1933].



that sentence is automatically rendered vague itself. Cases
1ike (i) above, clearly shov that this is not the case.

The above criterion, that vague expressions admit the
possibility of borderline cases, might be thought of as
sufficient to determine the ‘gemus’ of vagusness. However,
vagueness also has a mumber of sub-types, as I will argue
below. These sub-types, or kinds of vagueness, should not be
thought of as ’‘species’, as strictly speaking, species are
fact exhibit more than one kind of vagueness. Again, more
will be said about this below.

The first oonsideration is to ask what the vehicle of
vagueness, shows particularly little oonsensus on this

i. The Vehicle of V

1.1. Ghjescts.

It has been proposed that scome of natural language is vague
iﬁlymimafﬁ-ﬁmmmﬁﬂﬂmm
Mhmmﬂtﬁm those
abjects. mry-umnﬁr_hﬂﬁuﬁnm
thet this is the case.? Ne gives the example of Noumt

3 Ter further dlscession of this position aleo ses van
Iavagen (1988).
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Everest, which he believes to be a vague object. Nis claim

is that,

"It seems ocbvious that there is no 1line which
mxyummmmiqmtm
the matter outside it." Tye, [1990: p. 1).

Parsons (1988) argues for a fundamentally similar position.

Be says,

*I take it that it may be neither true nor false
(and is thus mm:g)...m a virus is
alive, and whether the p

The view that there are vague objects, historically, has
come in for comsiderable criticism. It is commonly claimed
that this view is an instance of the ®verbalist fallacy®.
That is, oonfusing the properties of a linguistic
representation wvith the properties of the things in the
world that the items in the linguistic representation stand
for. This is the critique of the position offered by
Rassell. Russell claims that,

“There is a ocertain tendemcy in those who have
are n“ miiilm agoanaes and
alike are - 'm

Margalit (1976: p. 213) alee coriticises this viev om similar
further criticised on logical grounds, by Rvans [1978). Ne



m&tt&l&lo&“imiﬁmt“iﬁy
objects has been argued against by Pelletier (1989). Again,
the argument is mede om logical grounds. Pelletier comcludes
that,

»_..no standard logic, not even a standard mam

valued logic, can admit vague cbjects, if that is
taken...to include the possibility of making vagee

identity statements, under pain of explicit, two-
valued contradiction.” Pelletier (1989: p. 492).
These arguments mitigate against the plausibility of the
thesis that there are vague-cbjects-in-the-world. Hence, I
vill consider this suggestion no further.?

1.2. Comoepts.

Amﬁmulomhumtthﬁmﬁmgg
wumwummﬂﬁmiﬂnh
uuy,mmwumozm:ﬁﬁim
of vaguensss.® This view sesms to be broadly supported by

language aoguisition offered by Quine ([1960: p. 125) and
Kindt (1983: p. 362). If it is the case that language is
#

:nmummmtmm:mg-ﬁ




believe that positive reinforcement is given in a consistent
believing that conocspts are the primary bearers of vagueness
comes from the empirical studies of categorisation done by
Rosch, and other cognitive psychologists.® Lakoff ([1987: p.
42) remarks, vhen sumsarising Rosch’s work on categorisation
that,

*Wittgenstein had speculated that categories were

structured by what he called ‘family

osophears
teﬁtulﬁttnatlpﬂeﬂmlt ocould be
demonstrated empirically.”

umgzmﬁﬂazvmmtliglmgymﬂi
closely related.
"Conoceptual systems are organised in terms of
categor .

: ies, and most if not all our thought
involves those ocategories.” Llakoff, ([1987: p.

S Por a dlscwssion of a variety of thess, ses Lakoff, [1987:
p. 12-57, pesain). ’ ’



w.thmmmldm:a!mmtﬁmm
concepts have features similar to the types of vagueness.
One kind of vagueness I have already mentioned in an earlier
exhibit family resemblance, acocording to Lakoff (1987: pp.

435 & 378). Lakoff (1987: p. 153.] says of radial
categories;

models organised around a ocenter, with links to
the center."”

’Prototype phencmena’ are seen in categories vhich have
minmamm.mmﬂfm
often shows up in the wvay goodness-of-example judgements are
sade. That is to say, radial categories wvill have a central
pﬁtﬁmmamhm“lprﬂiﬁms!ﬁ
mtm.mmﬂﬂnymnlm
resemble the prototype. lLakoff ([1987: p. 91) describes the
relationship between non-central members of a radial

categories and the prototype for the category as follows;
*Ihese variants (i.e. non-central mesbers) are not

mwatmi;ﬁmrmﬂinhm
categories. Graded cstegories are significantly similar to
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sorites vagueness. Lakoff (1987: p. 856€) summarises his
understanding of what graded categories are as follow;

“Some ocategories, 1like
graded; that is, they have dqr_ﬂ
m. fussy boundaries, and central members

ﬂ-g-atmip (on a scale from sero
taﬁi)

Obviously, ‘tall man’ and ‘red’ can both easily be used to

There are difficulties associated with maintaining that
oconcepts are the primary bearers of vagueness however.
Firstly, there is the guestion of how we are to utilise the
notion of a concept in a definition of vagueness. ¢

not being directly observable items, are difficult ¢to
individuate from one another. A more easily identifiable

unit would be preferable, if one can be found. Secondly,
talk of concepts sesms to be dependant upon the use of
have no terms for, is a decidedly contentious issue.
Bovever, it is uncontroversial to claim that knowing the
neaning of a word or term is to have a ocertain idea or

m using ‘short’, ia Rlack
also Machina’s ([1972: p. 238) seorites

¢ C.2. Black’
(2973: p. 3




via language. ﬁhhﬂntﬁnm.m-ﬁtaljipﬁ
reasons to take some variety of linguistic entity as the
primary vehicle of vagueness.

1.3. Linguistic eatities.

There are a nmumber of linguistic entities vhich oould,
plausibly, be candidates for the primary bearers of
possibilities. Propositions also most naturally fall under
this heading. Peircs, it seems from his definition, believed
the main vehicle of vagueness to be propositions. This is a
view which must be rejected however. One of the significant
features of propositions is that they are truth-bearing.” It
ngmmmtmnmmﬂm;mg
entities which are vague. Indeed, vagueness is often cited
as a reason for rejecting bivalence, (i.e. suggesting that
mmlgmrmmmymlﬂmtal.
bivalent sense, then the suggestion that ‘propositions’ are
the primary bearer of vaguensss vill be cbjectionable. To
“ﬁmitﬁﬁhmﬁmmﬂf
vOgueneas, m;mynpmmmmmﬁn

‘erue’ and
atible with

- , ,
7 Besck (19743 p. 82),0ays, "...the predic
‘galee’ Oon...enly be signiticestly applied
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gives rise to truth-value gaps).? If propositions are alwvays
epistemic failure and vagueness prevent any defense of this
proposal on epistemic grounds. That is to say, to claim that
wvhat there truth-value is in certain cases, simply will not
do.

bearers of vaguensss, as their vagueness is derivative. The
vaguensss of a santence comes from the vaguaness of the
sentence,

(i1) This person is male.

Another sentence of the same structure (although differemt
neaning) can be vague. All that is reguived to make the
second sentence vague is the inclusion of a vague word.
Compare (iii) to (ii),

(i111) This person is bald.

There are a class of individuals of which (ii) is true, and
another of which it is false. The same is the case vith
(111), however with (iii) there will also be a class of
that (1ii) is tres, mor that it is falee.
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Another reason for rejecting the proposal that sentences are
tbprmmotvmumtmm-nﬁ-
grammatical units wvhich are vague. Por example, moun phrases
can be vague. Rarlier, (iv) was given as an example of a
vague noun phrase:

(iv) Institutions in fimancial difficulties

Maminmlumttnnmqﬂulqﬂ
vegueness are individual words. This is suggested by
Sainsbury’s ([1988: p. 26) definition of vagueness.l® The
idea that words are the primary bearers of vagusness avoids
the difficulties mentioned above with the proposal that
sentences or propositions perfora this function. Noreover,
it is often the case that the examples discussed in the
literature focus upon the putative vagusness of single
vords. The vords ‘heap’, ‘bald’, and ‘game’, all exhibit the
kind of features which we are imclimed to associate with
w.mummmmuuumnn.
Mcmiwotmtvmu.am
mu&mmumummmgg
identification of the vagus ocuponent(s) in larger
grammatical umits. The vaguensss of sentence (v) (assuming
unuu.uy..umowmtmum.-sigi.
Mﬁec..ot'ml')mmuyhmihtdﬁﬂ:
term ‘tall’.
(v) 3411 is tall.

30 This definition 1s guoted in the previcus chapter.



T™he name ’Bill’ way have a mumber of possible bearers, but
it is not vague. Anyhow, we can Quite easily imegine a
situation in which it is quite definite who the name ’Bill’
refers to. The ‘is’ in (v) is performing its familiar role
as copula, ascribing socme state or guality to the subject.
As such, it does not ocontribute to the vagusmess of (V).
Thus the vagusness of (v) must arise from the vagueness of
ths tera ‘tall’.

Ascridbing vagusness to individual words also helps to
explain hov the deletion of a single word may transfora a
vague sentence into a precise one. (For example, if the tera
‘almost’ is removed from (vi®) below, the result is (vi).
wilst (vi®) is vague, (vi) is not). This is often the case
when the vagueness of a sentence arises due to the inclusion
of a ’hedge’ vord. Lakoff defines ‘hedges’ thus,
", . .vords ‘uo Muy involves

fussiness -

m:utcchuhuy Ivin ‘m

as ‘hedges’.” Lakoff, [1973: p. 411).
Also, the inclusion of a hedye term in a sentence can change
& precise sentence into a vague one. Consider (vi), which is

precise,
(vi) The angle is a right-angle.

mwmmu.uamu
aattess vhich he deals vwith ia paper. See laketft,
;t." P-.' o u'-’u:' .l"”ﬂl-tu). . ’ -u::m-u -
are as

4 eu-'e.nluio hl{-'. (1963: pp. 100~

1).



mmm'M'm“wm (vi), and the
resulting sentence, (vi®) will be vague. (Now many degress,
minutes or seconds must the angle be avay from a right-angle
to count as being ‘almost’ a right-angle?)

(vi') The angle is almost a right-angle.

mmwmwmmotmm-m;i
words. Bowever, there is ome final difficulty which suggests
that this proposal may regquire ome slight further
modification. Scmstimes vagueness arises in sentences, not
because of the inclusion of a single vague word, but beceuse
otmtwlutcaotactrtagotmlvoﬂiihiﬁmr
have the effect of making the sentence vVague. In these
m,uumunpwnxouwmmmu
one individual word of the string. The clearest, least
controversial emamples of this ococcur with hedges. Indeed,
mmm-bwotmmamﬁﬂamm. for
cxample, the following hedges; ’...sort of...’, ’'...08N be
vieved 88...’, ’‘...for the most part...’ and ’,..m0Fre OF
1e88...°.12 This seems to suggest that the primary vehicle
otwuntjmunlom.

munmaupmumamm::

isportant distisction. Vagusness may enter a partioular
sentence in one of two vays, either through the inclusionm of

(3073: p. 473) proposss. This 1list is by m0o BnoaRe
cxhaustive.
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an expression wvhich is vague ‘in-itself’, or through the
inclusion of a ‘vagueness generator’.l? Terms which are
vague ‘in-themselves’, like ‘red’, ‘heap’ etc., actually
have the property of vagusness inherent in them. That is to
say, they have extensions which are not precisely determined
for every case, and therefore have borderline ocases.
‘Vagueness generators’ are aeaxpressions which have no
extension of their own. They introduce vaguensse Dby
aoditying expressions which do have extensions. Redge terms
are vagueness generators. Both those expressions which are
vague in-themselves, and those which are vagueness
generators are bearers of vagueness in the sense under
discussion here.

The fact that many vaguensss generators oconsist of more than
jJust individual words, suggests that, rather than individual
words Dbeing the primary bearers of vagueness, instead
individual terms are.l¢ An individusl word can be correctly
described as a ‘term’, but so can a string of words. There

is no problem with saying,
(vii) ’...can be viewed as...’ is a hedge tezrm.

This proposal avoids the difficulty described above.
Regrettably though, the uwse of the word ‘terms’ for the
primery bearer of vegueness may vell produce seme confusion.
This is because Nontagus restricted the wee of “tern’ to the

13 Prefesser Matthen this termimclegy.
14 Alsten [1964: p. 84) seans to sugpest that ‘tesms’ are
suitable as the bearers of vaguensss When ¢giving his



kind of phrase which can be the (complete) subject of a
sentence.l3 There are parts of language which act as bearers

of vagueness, but camnot easily be subjects of sentences.

Nedges (i.e. vaguensss generators), for example, camnot be

grammatically used as subjects of sentences (although of

course they can be mentioned). ‘Term’ as it is uwseslly

oconstrued also sesms to be inapplicable to certain suffixes
(viii) The box is sqguare.

Assuming (viii) is uttered in the right kind of ocontext,
(viii) is precise. It ascribes a precise gecmetric shape to
a particular box. The suffix, ‘-ish’ can be added to
‘equare’, this has the effect of making the sentence vague.
A vegue version of (viii) is (viii"),

(viii®) The box is square-ish.
Notice how the effect of adding the suffix ’‘-ish’ is very
sinilar to the effect of adding the hedge term ‘...sort
of...’ as in (viii®").

(viii®®) The box is sort of square.




plausible thing for the primary bearers of vagueness to be
is ‘expressions’. The reason for this is that
. ..an expression can be any wvord, group of words,

or other (perhaps smaller) mesaningful unit of any
category.® Pelletier & Schubert, [1988:

p. 396, fn 1).
I propose to follow the use of "expression® intended by
Pelletier and Schubert. It seems that expressions are the
most suitable candidates for the primary wvehicles of

Vagueness.
2. Semantica/Pragmatiecs.

At this point it is worth introducing the distinction
betwveen semantics and pragmatics, as this distinction will
be of use in removing some of the coafusion which surrounds
the notion of vagueness. Scme philoscphers, particularly
‘oxrdinary language’ philoscphers, deny that the distinction
between semantics and pragmatics can be justified. According
to this view, the difficulties which vagueness gives rise to
have their origin, not in the meaning of an expression, but
rather in whether or not an expression is assertable in
certain circumstances. Nowever, as most of the litersture on
Vagueness concentrates Won & seaantic notion of vagueness,
it seems most appropriate to do likewise. Thus, I assume a
traditional position on the semantio/pregmatic distimction.
It may be the case that an ordimery language appreach to
vegueness may yield wseful imsights, however, this would be
a different project frem the ene being pursued here.
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In traditional philosophy of language it is common to
distinguish three areas: semantics, syntax and pregmatics.
According to Lyons [1977: p. 114] this classifiocation has
its origin in the work of Peirce. Nowever, it is wmore
usually associated with Norris’ work [1938) on semiotics.
Morris gave early and late definitioms of both semantics and
pragmatics. Eis early definitions went as follows,
wgemantics deals with the relation of signs to

may or do .® Norris [1938: p. 35]).

"Dy ¢ cs’ is designated the science of the
rela lon of signs to interpreters.” Norris [1938:
’0 ‘3 o

Later, he revised his definitioms, so as to make them more
precise. To a certain extemt, these revisions were motivated
by Carnap’s use of the terms, which Morris believed to be
too restrictive.l® morris’ later detinitions were,

®eeo is that portion of a semiotic which
deals with the origin, uses, and effects of sign

vithin the behavior in which they coour;: ASRADELGCE
deals vith the signification of signs in all modes
of signifying...® Norris, (1946: p. 219).
As lyons (1977 pp. 118-117) notes, the ourrent
MumMﬁﬁ;ﬂlhtﬁﬁnltﬁ
the developmeat of it by Norris, Carnep and par-nillel.}?
Nevertheless, uuunmuum:nmn.
in many respects, still controversial [lyoms, 1977: p. 117).
M _
16 See Lyens (1977: pp. 118-117), for an account of Carmep’s
positien, and how it wes mble to Meeris. ;
17 Per referemses to the relevant works of these three
suthers, see lyems (1977).
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Indeed, Kempson ([1975: p. 3] notes that the two sides of
this dichotomy are often conflated, (at least by linguists).

The understanding of the aant pmatic distinction
vhich will be employed below, is roughly that which
Martinich [1983: p. 4) suggests: Semantics is the study of
meanings. Words, terms, phrases, sentences, etc., oan all
have meanings in this sense. The notions of truth and

derable importance in the ocontext of
semantics.1® one primary focus of semantics is to consider
far more concerned vith the way that speakars of a language
use their language. EKempeon (1975: p. 138) descridbes a
pragmatic theory as a theory vhich explains hov a language
hearer. There are a whole range of things which are not

(1975) ocalls oconversatiomal implicatures). Any particular
utterence will be affected by a whole range of factors in
uttezrence. It is e meaning(s) alome which are part of
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pragmatic influence; indexicals are a reasonable, though not
uncontroversial, example of linguistic entities in which
both semantic and pragmatic features combine.

2.1. Pragmatice.

Despite the roughness of the pragmatic/semantic distinction,
it can still be usefully employed. In particular, in the
context of vagueness, it can be asked whether or mot the
vmat:pﬁimn:ﬂﬂhmmahm
inherent feature of the ters itself, or whether it is merely

mmmﬂ—:m:ﬂimnﬂmmw
mggilmimtm:;ﬁf;hmlﬁ'mia
vagueness’ and the latter oould be dubbed ‘pragmatic
m'-mi—:ﬁtﬂmdnpﬂm
m&mhmﬁiﬂmﬁn&lmﬁnat
the ocomtext of utterence. The pragmatic vagueness of an
expression, on the other hand, is intimately connected with

the context of utterence.l?

Hempel (1939) discusses vagueness and the pragmatic/semantic
distinction. Ne describes his of the
distinction in terms of an analogy vith a game of chess. Ne
sees the pragmatic (or ‘behavioristic’, in his own
terainclogy) aspects of language, as basically an empirical
*ﬁ:gmltﬂmm&luiﬂ:mh
a series of empirical statements which are,

Jos’s ([1973) distinction between neaning and
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parable with the description which an
m who does not know the rules of chess
might giv- of the behavior of pecple playing
chess." Hempel [1939: p. 172]).

!hitiitﬁﬂy.thhﬁiﬁiﬂﬁ!tﬁﬁnﬁldhﬂluﬂl
features which were both )

gane. m-—nuﬂofnp-ﬂlﬁlnmhmtafn
theoretical linguistic systea, mmmﬁ view.

mummmafmlmmm_ﬂmm
semantics of such a theoretical 1linguistic system are
precise. In terms of the chess analogy, semantic rules
correspond to the rules of chess. Obviously, the rules of
chess are important to a game of chess, and they too are
precise. Pragmatic features, however, are inessential. It
makes no difference to a game of chess whether or not
Players make their moves with thoughtful frowns upon their
faces. Likevise, acocording to [HNempel’s view, the
pesychologiocal effects (i.e. pragmatic features) which
accompany a particular expression’s use are irrelevant to
the meaning of the expression. Nempel (1939: p. 176)

Margalit [1976: pp. 213-214), points out that this view
chess player, it is more like a sleppy player wvho places his
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piﬂmmlmmmm.md—ﬂm
the process of abstraction thus,

“In abstracting...a thecoretical linguistic system
from the aemwpirical data obtained in the
behavioristic study of a language, one has to omit
mﬁtmmthmatmlmiga
their psychological reactions connected with the
use of the terms, etc.; in other words, one has to
disregard...the pragmatic rules of the language.®

Hempel, [1939: p. 172).

This viev suffers from a number of shortoomings. PFirstly,
mmumhinmiﬁﬁnma!mgh
going to handle indexicals. Secondly, Hempel’s example of an
empirical description of ths use of a language, is based
upon the language of a “"newly discovered tribe in Borneo®.

t of the total nh-v:l.af of its users. An
gation of this ¢type would aia at
) the different expressions of the
language and the modes of ocombination; further,
the subject matter which they serve to refer to,
(and] the oonditions under vhich they are

employed,...” Nempel [1939: p. 172).

Quine [1960) has pointed out the pit-falls and difficulties
translation. Nempel needs to explain why abstraction should
ﬂlﬂrmﬁﬁlIMILmhﬁﬁmﬂﬁHMS
plmétﬂﬂm-meﬁl-n_m:h
mﬁhﬁﬂiﬂtmmmﬁtmmml
include scme representation of vagueness vithin it. Thus,
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the data. Hempel fails to describe in sufficient detail
exactly how this is done however. This is just the crux of
the matter though. How is it that precise rules can be
generated from imprecise data, in a non-arbitrary way? This
kind of problem has to be faced vhenever something precise
is generated on the basis of something imprecise.

Consider the case of a red rectangle on a wvhite background.
suppose also that the edges of the rectangle are blurred so
they merge with the wvhite background at the extreaities,
wvithout any noticeable break. If one were &sked to draw a
precise outline of the rectangle, how would one proceed?
This is a set of circumstances which Wittgenstein considers.
He remarks,
%"0f ocourse - several such sharply defined
rectangles can be drawn to correspond with one
indefinite one. - But if the oolours in the
original merge wvithout a hint of any outline wom’t
it become a hopeless task to drav a sharp picture
to the blurred one?" Wittgenstein
[1933: para. 77]).
This kind of situation seems to be similar to that which
Nempel describes. Given the empirical data with all its
vagueness, vhat good reasons can be given for preferring one

set of precise, abstracted rules over another?

Nempel also gives nO reason to believe that the abstracted
rules will themselves be precise, (even assumming a
partioular favoured set ocan be found and the ochoice
Justitied). Rather, he merely assumes that this must be the
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'Itmmiﬂa!ilmhmw
means of a relation of designation wvhich admits of
degrees, mtlmmhmhtﬂm
English.” Hempel [1939: p. 178).
This in effect is just to claim that the underlying logic of
the semantics of English is classical. This clain is really
quite astonishing, and is far from rersial. It
certainly requires more justification than Nempel supplies.
Rempel can only be justified in maintaining that vagueness
is only a pragmatic feature of language if this claim, as

well as his views upon abstraction are entirely correct. As
noted above however, Hempel’s account of abstraction is far
from problem free.

So, Hempel’s reasons for claining that vagueness is a
feature only of the use of terms in a language (i.e. the
pragmatics) are inadequate. Thus, there is no good reason to
acoept his oconclusion. It is plausible to maintain that
mmh:txmatmhmﬂm, and the use
that is made of them.30

Mmmznmg:muﬂ:m;ﬁmmy
mimwmm:tm;mmha!;hunﬂﬂ
feature, might be what I shall call ‘appropriate vag
Consider, for example, a situation in vhich somecns says,

(ix) Peter wvas late.

36 This conciusion 1s also argued for, albeit rather weakly,
by Asstin (1963: pp. 1326-127).
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‘Late’ is vague here. Suppose (ix) was said to someocns in
the context of a discussion about a dinner party. Chances
are, Peter would not be thought of as being late if he
even if Peter had arrived as much as five minutes after he
vas supposed to, he would not be considered as being late.
Due to the vagusness of the term ‘late’ however, it is
indeterninate how many minutes after the appointed time
Peter would have to arrive in order to count as being late
(i.e. to make (ix) true). Obviocusly, if Peter’s arrival wvas
four hours later than reguired, (ix) would definitely be
true. On the other hand, suppose that Peter was a basson
player and (ix) was said in a discussion about a particular
orchestral rehearsal. In this case, if Peter had begun to
play as little as half a second after the correct time, he
would definitely count as beirr; late. Indeed, lagging behind
the beat at all, in a musical ocontext would constitute being
late. If (ix) was said to another individual who had been

doubt over the truth or falsity of (ix). Appropriate
vagueness is vhen a sentence is vague in the abstract, but
loses its vagueness because of the context in which it is
used. Thus, appropriate vaguensss is in some sense very

is something which falls into the scope of pragmatics rather
than semantics. When language is used to communicate, it may

‘4\



78

be permissible to be vague, without the truth of a
particular utterance being in any doubt.

Context can play a role in the peraissibility of vagueness
in other ways too. If somecne asks the veight of an object
before lifting it, it would be quite alright for someons to

respond by saying,
(x) "That box weighs about a hundred weight.»21

This is the case even if the box in question actually
veighed considerably less than a hundred weight. The
response (x) would be adequate in the circumstances, even if
the box only weighed ninety pounds. The person about to lift
the box would still have a fair idea of what to expect wvhen
M.twmpicknpmm;mthhta:
situstion in which someone is buying something (say,
potatoes). A purchaser is 1ikely to be gquite annoyed if she
weight of a particular box and she received (x) as a reply
from the vendor. The greater the difference (assuming it is
a deficiency) between the weight of the box and a hundred
weight the greater will be the purchasers irritation. The
permiseibility of vagueness in communication varies with
oontext.

There are circumstances where the applicability of a
mmuawmaﬂnmmh

31 A hundred weight is an isperial measure equal to one
mlnl’ sixtesn imperial pounds (just over giftey
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crucial. When recalling a social event the vagusness of the
tera ‘drunk’ in (xi) may be of no
(xi) Peter was drunk.

Suppose someons wvas telling a friend about a party which
ococcurred wvhile they were out of town. This person might say
sentence (xi) to her friemd. Whether or not (xi) is true is
of no great import in this circumstance. On the other hand,
crime, it may be of crucial oe for determining
culpability wvhether or not (xi) was true or false.

is a topic of considerable

Although pragmatic
interest, it will not be discussed in detail here. The
1 with semantic

literature on vagueness is mostly oconcer:
vagueness.3? 1t is the semantic difficulties which vagueness
raises which vill be pursued here. The greatest confusion in
the literature concerns this type of vagueness, it is this
kind vhich is most in need of clarification.

mmﬂﬁ:ﬂmmﬂ“EHMymu




an extensional sense.?¢

The extension of an expression is the ocbject or set of
objects which that term refers to.23 so, for example, the
extension of the term ‘unicorn’ is all the msmbers of the
set of unicorns. It just so happens in this instance that
null set as its extension. The extemsion of the expression
‘even natural number’ is just all those numbers wvhich are
members of this set, i.e. (2,4,6,...).

Sets may be specified, or named in one of two vays. Prirstly,

their members.” Thomason, [1970: p. 283]}.
If this method of naming a particular set is employed, and
mmiﬁﬁ!mtnmtm.tmmlmnlm
:ﬂ;ﬂafmmnmn:en;meummamin
the extension of that expression. 8, for example, the
extension of the expression ’‘planets orbiting the Sun’, is
all the objects named in (xii)}.

24 Fine ([1975: p. 266]) invokes this distinotion. It is of
u“mummﬁummmn
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(xii) (Mercury, Vemus, BRarth, HNars, Jupiter,
Saturn, Uranus, Neptune, l‘luts).

Not all sets can be specified ;u:i.ny this method. PFairly

lwmmmmm. Purthermore, not all sets
are finite. It would be, in principle, impossible to name an
infinite set by naming each and every one of its members.

According to Thomason [1970: p.287), this is the most m
language apply to. The property or group of properties which
expression, x, constitutes the intension of x.2® That is to
say, the intension of an expression is the set of conditions
such that, if any given object satisfies those conditioms,
then that object is in the extension of the expression. This
being the case, an expression’s intension picks out the set
of objects in the expression’s extension. 8o, intensions
give the relation between expressions in a language and the
intensional rather than extensional, as a purely extensional
theory of meaning runs into significant difficulties.3??

27 Ses, feor m Quine, [1961: p. 27). Quine also gives
lmgi!ummﬁlmsﬁ[hﬁ:mi)m ° 9



Firstly, consider the meaning of the term ’‘peach’, it cannot
just be peaches. One can eat peaches, but not meanings. One
differences between cbjects and meanings, so to identify the
two (with identity taken strictly), is untemable. Frege gave
a famous example, wvhich serves to 1illustrate another
difficulty which arises with referential theories. Comsider

(xiii) The Norning Star is the Bvening Star.
(xiv) The Morning Star is the Morning Star.

» they do
sane as ’‘the Evening Star’, then (xiii) and (xiv) should be
identical in meaning. In the normal sense of ’‘meaning’, the
must mnean something different because, (xiii)
tells us something about heavenly bodies which is
contingently true, whilst (xiv) is analytically true.2®

the same extension, i.e. the planet Vemus.

Designating meaning in terms of intensions lnidl this
difficulty. The properties which intensionally specify the
meaning of ’‘the Morning star’ include the property of being
visible at around dawn. The properties which specifty the
meaning of ’‘the Evening sStar’, on the other hand, do not

: tern ‘normal’ here is supposed to distinguish it from
;ﬁ- way IKripke understands ‘meaning’. EKripke, amonget
others, retracts this nermal sense.
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include the property of being visible at around dawvn. Thus,

Pine [1975: p. 266), draws a distinction between intensional
determines the possibility of the latter.
"A predicate F is extensionally vague if it has
borderline cases, !Jll;ﬁ-lmny vague if it could
have borderline Cases. T™hus ‘bald’ is
ut-niimlly vague,...and remains intensionally
in a world of hairy or hairless men.” Fine
(197S: p. 266).
A term is extensionally vague vhen it is indefinite whether
a particular object should be included or excluded from the
soope of the term. A term is intensionmally vague when the
socope of the term is indefinite. Pine is not the only author
to notice this feature of vagueness, although other writers
characterise it in slightly different ways. Quine [1960:
p.126), for example, notes that,
"Commonly a general term true of physical ocbjects
vi;lhmlnﬁnnﬁ' as to the several
boundaries of all its ocbjects [intensional] and as

to the I.nﬁlul.%ar exclusion of marginal cbjects
(extensional).*®

this distinction is to make it clear

The purpose of noting

that, given the relation between intensions and extensions
that the origin of vaguensss lies in the intensions of
terms.

t, (1976: p. 211).
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A word or two about truth are in order at this point. Not
all expressions in natural language are uncontroversially
considered to be truth bearing. PFodor (1977: p. 850), for
example, notes that,

*"Isperative sentences, interrogative sentences,

and even soms sentences which are declarative in

-~ vit:ctig tm,...::ulw to have little to
This being the case, truth-conditions cannot be given for
every expression in natural language. Bowever, in the
current context this difficulty can be avoided. Any ters
wvhich is vague can play a role in a simple declarative
expression. Thus, matters can be considerably simplitied by
just comsidering truth in relation to simple declarative
expressions.3? Ancther simplification can be achieved by

considering only the subject-predicate form of sentences.3?!

Let F be some predicate of a natural language L, and let x
bomwiouotl.uhuhmumuaﬁjocttorr.
mxuummtr(z)mwm-mu
subject-predicate fora mentioned above. Then, most
linguistic semantic theories would express the truth
conditions for F(x) as follows;

3omm-'-upu'mwmmtxmxmu
avoid the difficulties which ocan arise with declarative
:ﬁmum.mummmmqum
uam:ocau-mumummmuux
mm,-:{mwumnwvmx
o 1o carest for mouns and noun-phrases. It may
also work for oomplete sentences, slthough not nearly as
straightforvardly.



(A) P(x) is true in L, if and omnly if the object
denoted by x belongs to the set specified by PF.

(B) P(x) is false in L, if and only if the object
denoted by x does not belong to the set specified
by PF.

It might be objected that this specification of truth
conditions is overly ocomplicated. It perhaps night be
proposed instead that (A) alone would be sufficient, if .11:
wvas stipulated that in all other cases F(x) was false. That

is,

(A") P(x) is true in L, if and only if the object
m-owr(:) Tie Telee in'L, T°C Specified by .
Nowever, the first formulation better reflects the wvay vague
teras behave in natural language. For most vague expressions
there are objects which are such that F(x) is clearly true.
For example, if P is the predicate ’...is tall’, and x is an
individual who’s height is six foot seven inches, then P(x)
is clearly true. ™hat h.touy, x is a member of the set of
tall things, so by (A) in this case F(x) is true. On the
other hand, it is also the case that for most vague
expressions there are objects which are such that P(x) is
clearly false. If P wvas predicate ’...is tall’ and x is an
individual who’s height is four feet ome inch, them P(x) is
clearly false. That is to say, x is not a member of the set

of tall things, ®0 by (B) in this case F(x) is false.

But nov suppose that x was a borderline cese of an P.
Neither (A) mor (B) would wmproblematically be applicable.



This would is commensurate with the intuition that in

not F(x) is true or false. On the other hand, if the truth
condition (A") was employed, then the borderline case would
be judged false (due to the ’‘otherwise...’ condition).

The preferability of taking ¢ ditions as (A) and (D),
rather than (A*') can be seen when considering the following
examples. MNoreover, the following examples also illustrate
the difficulties which arise over the applicability
conditions of vague sentences. Suppose that F stands for the
precise predicate ’...is rectangular’. The conditions for an
An ocbject o is rectangular if and only if, o is planar, o
has four straight sides, and the adjacent sides of 0 mest at

ar can easily be specified as follows;

right angles. MNote, this is an intensional definition. Fr
names the set of rectangular things. Suppose x is assigned
the value ‘The side of a cube’. Then by (A), F(x) will be
true. That is to say, x is a member of the set specified by
F. On the other hand, if x were agsigned the value ’‘The
cricket ball’, then, by (B), F(x) would be false. That is to
say, x is not a member of the set specified by F. In these
examples, matters are quite clear. Truth and falsity would
be the same in the two instances even if condition (A") hed
been used instead. This is typical of non-vague sentences, a
non-vague sentence is simply one in which (A) and (B) can be
vreduced to (A"). The differences in the two ways of



specitying truth oconditions only become
handling non-precise cases.3?

Next oonsider the predicate F*, which stands for the
predicate ‘...is sort of rectangular’, which names the set
g generating hedge ’...sort of...’ makes r*
vague. Unlike P, the conditions for an object being sort of
rectangular are hard to specify. It is unclear how exactly
the oconditions for an object o to be F', Aiffer from the
conditions for o to be F. Perhaps the regquirement that the
sides of 0 meet at right-angles would be relaxed to some

degree. Alternatively, maybe the condition that the sides of
© be straight would be dropped. Yet again, a mumber of the
other oconditions may be dropped or modified. Extra
conditions may even be added. The set vhich the predicate F
stands for is clearly determined. It has sharp boundaries.
The set specified by P, hovever, is not clearly determined,

If x vas assigned “he value ‘The province of Saskatchewan’,
then P*(x) would be true, by (A). On the other hand, if x
wvas assigned the value ‘The British Isles’, by (B), P*(x)
vould be false. Nowever, if x was assigned the value ’‘The
provinoe of Alberta’, neither (A) nor (B) seem to be




applicable. Without a clear idea of the conditions which
must be satisfied for an object to fall under r*, it is
indefinite whether or no. ‘The province of Alberta’ is a
member of the set specified by F'. In this last case, the
truth or falsity of F°(x) would be uncertain. Now, if the
truth condition (A") was employed instead of (A) and (B),
things would be a little different. As before, if x was ‘The
province of Saskatchevan’, then P®(x) would be true, and if
X was ’‘The British Isles’, then P"(x) would be false.
However, in the final instance where x is ‘The province of
Alberta’, rather than P"(x) being of indefinite truth value,
it would be false. So, using truth conditions (A) and (B)
permits truth-value gaps, whilst the condition (A") does
not. This is of significance, as some authors (e.g. Fine
(1975: p. 267)) maintain that one of the significant
features of vagueness is that it is truth-value gap
inducing.

From the above, it should be clear that vagueness can be
either pragmatic or semantic, and that the latter kind of
vagueness has its origin in the intension of a term. If the
conditions for the applicability of a particular teram are
insufficiently specified, so that membership in the set that
the term (or an otherwise precise expression containing that
term) names is indefinite in some instances, then that term
is vague. (Assuming truth-conditions are oonstrued as
suggested above). Vague terms fail to have a definite



(bivalent) truth-value in some instances, because of the
indefiniteness of their applicability conditions.

3. Types of Vagueness.

e intension3? of a term <can be oconsidered as the
qualification(s) which an object’! must satisty in order to
fall within the scope of that teram. That is t> say, if an
object x satisfies the condition(s) for being an F, then Xx
is an F. From (A) above, it also follows that P(x) is true,
if the condition(s) are met. As vagueness has intensions as
its origin, it is possible to distinguish different kinds of




It seems reasonable to assume that gualification conditions

are normally related to one &

vay to make the distinction between simple and ocomplex
qualification conditions clear, as well as to highlight the
importance of this distinction for identifying types of

conjur :tions® and what I shall call "open conjunctions®. A
normal conjunctive expression is true just in case all its
conjuncts are true, othervise it is false. That is to say, a
normal conjunction is just the standard oconjunction of
classical 1logic. Open conjunctions are oconsiderably more
problematic. The primary purpose of an open conjunction is
to ooncatenate gqualification oonditions into a single
inhtension. Open oonjunctions are not truth axving
comnectives. When the gualification oconditions ftor a
oconjunctions, if all the oconjuncts are satisfied by a
particular cbject o, then o0 will be a clear instance of a
thing which is E. Likewise, if another object o satistfies
mone of the qualification comditions for B, them o' will
clearly mot be an instance of a thing which is E. In both
these cases matters are straightforward, regretably with
open conjunctions, things are mot always a simple. One of
the wausual features of expressions (like B) which have
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are satisfied by a particular cbject, E may still apply to
that object. That is to say, if it is unclear hov many or
which of the gualifying conditions must be satisfied for an
object to be E, then the qualifying conditions for E are
expression E, has four individual conditions which plausibly
mhsﬂiﬂ:ﬁﬂf@rhiﬂpﬁ@ftﬁ:iﬂiﬂiigﬂii It
ughtbtmmmtlprnmlnﬁjﬂ. p., omly
satisfies two of the conditions for being E, although p is
clearly a case of a thing which is B. (i.e. E(p) 1is
definitely true). Open oonjunctions are such that they may
be true, although not all their comjuncts are satisfied. A
l1ittle more will be said about open conjunctions when 1

discuss type II vagueness below.

Alieaﬂliliigmmm:mafium;l

qualification is either a 1iteral or a disjunction of more
than one literal, the former is a simple qualification and
the latter is a complex qualification. The qualifications
for x to be P is a conjunction of qualifications. 3% mis is
m:—gu“mdmmuwum“




There are exaaples of terms which are precise (i.e. non-
vague). Consider the familiar example of the ters
‘rectangle’.

An object, o, is wvithin the scope of the tarm

‘rectangle’, if and only if, (a) o is a plane, and

(b) o has four straight sides, and (c) the sides

of o meet at right-angles.
For an object to be ocorrectly termed ‘a rectangle’,
conditions (a)-(c) all have to be fulfilled. If o" were to
be a parallelogram or some other kind of guadralateral which
failed to meet condition (c) then, o* would not be a

rectangle.

Below, using this kind of specification of intension, I will
identify three different types of vagueness. The notion of
‘specification’ is important in fully unders '
three types. By ‘specified’ I mean formulated in an definite
manner. If something is formulated in a definite manner,
then it will always be clear whether or not any particular

give some appearance of circularity with respect ¢to
vagueness, as something which is inadequately specified will
have problematic ocases. This is not objectionable here
hovever, as the point is to show that troublescome Cases come

about for differant reasomns.

features of more than omne type. Por example, a partiocular
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expression’s qualifications may bhave the form of an open
uajmtlw,mmo!thmjm—ysmmtm
certain ciroumstances it is unclear whether or not the
these features would fall under type I and type II
vagueness, as defined presently, any expression vhich falls
into at least one of these three types is vague.

The three types of Vagueness are;

Type I, ("sorites Vagueness®). Type 1 vague
expressions have either simple or oomplex
qualifications for applicability, but at least one
of the qualifications is mot fully specified. As a
result of this lack of adequate specificatiom,
there are cases where it is indefinite whethar
these conditions are satisfied. Purthermore, the

m(-cunm Vagusness®) . Expressions with
of vagueness have complex qualificatien
conditions. Nowever, in osrtain instanggs, the

as vell. The distinctions between the differest types of

Lumnmmgmcmzp.mj.
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vigueness ®may also be a little suspect. There may be
grounds, for example, for maintaining that vhat I am calling
type III vagueness is in reality just a special case of type
IXI. I will address this particular difficulty below. One or
more of thase three types may also exhibit significant
description of thres possible different types of vagusness
should be sufficient to show that not all vaguensss need be
types may form the basis of a better theoretical
understanding of what vagueness actually is.

3.1. Type I Vaguenees, (“Serites vagusnces”™).

vith which a sorites paradox can be generated. Nopefully the
folloving examples vill make this clear. But I also wvish to
emphasise that, although it is often the case that type I
paradoxes, there are also other examples of type I vaguenesas




for example, if one of the applicability comditions for that
and there was no alternative non-vague way of specifying

tomnmtit;:mythhunEa!mmm
arise vith expressions vith simple qualification conditions.
™us, ifmmignhm;ﬂitmimh
qualification conditions, it follows that it must have
mattml-mmmnﬁhﬂmm
only cocur when applicability conditions are complex. Type I
vague expressions have at least one oondition which is
under-specified. In the examples wvhich follow the under-
specified ocondition will be marked by the inclusion of a
mm-(wgalmmLM)mhm
ummma:m_h:mlmwﬂ
two-fold. PFirst, ltm;aﬁﬂmmﬂhnﬂiﬁnﬂu
Mynmimy.mmm:mna



begin with, consider the following qnitiatim of what it
is for something to be red.

An cbject, O, is vithin the scope of the tera
‘red’, if and only if, under normal viewing
muan. o ﬁﬂﬁh l”t of a wavelength

should be. There are instances where the term ’‘red’ does
apply obviocusly, for example, to old fashioned English
telephone boxes. Uncontroversial examples of red things

of the range v; to w,. The difficulties arise at Anstrom
valuss close to w; or v,. Even the range of acoeptable
values close to v, and w, are left uncertain. The upshot of
this is that the scope of the term ‘red’ is insufficiently
defined at the boundary. Without w; and w, being given
precise valwes, it will be in principle impossible to tell

It night be proposed that the values of v; and w, should be
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into a prescriptive rule for the application of ths tera
‘red’. Unfortunately, there are a mmber of reasons why this
proposal is problematic. FPirstly, such a suggestion has
strong oocunter-intuitive implications. It ocan omly be
justified if there are principled reasons for thinking the
solution correct. This brings ms to the second objection.
mitht&ttﬁWnlnﬂ-ﬂnﬂ
above should be substituted for w, and v, respectively,
vithout the inclusion of any hedging terms. Then it would be
Mtﬂuummlymtmﬂdh
mtumuomnotatum-aﬂarlgg- There
of values over another. Hence, the stipulation remains to
some extent arbitrary.4!

xt.mxdmuwmtmm&jﬁiaﬁmcm
the use of precise values for v; and w, under all
circumstances. There may be situations in vhich precise
values are reguired, for example in ocertain scientific or
technical contexts. In these kinds of instances, principled
Justification for the values chcsen may be possible.
m.uus-eumm-unmaﬁn
context of use.42 The point here is just that there is mo
mmlpkotmmmgmhﬂﬁtaﬁgﬂi‘r
they are in principle indefinite. As such, the expressiocs
‘zed’, at least as defined above, is semantiocally vegue.
T T S, s, 5 o i =
43 C.2. Wittgemstein, (1983: para. 69).




Without firm values for wv; and v,, there will alwvays be
certain cases for which it will be indeterminate whether or
not the gualifications for being red are satisfied.

definition. The difficulty with this proposal is tuv find a
plausible alternative. It might be proposed that a
definition based upon a clear case of something red would
suffice. For example, an cbject could be sajid to be ’red’ if
it had the same colour as an old British telephone box. This
the first one proposed however. Pirstly, old British
telephone boxes are not all idemtical in colour. The effects
of weathering means that the paint on some is more faded
than the paint on others. Secondly, it seems fairly obvious
colour as an old British telephone box. If some attempt wvas
made to stipulate a permitted degres of deviation from the
colour of ‘phone boxes, then either, the previcusly
discuseed difficulties of borderline cases would reimerge,
or the problem of arbitrariness would be encountered.
Noreover, it seems that similar cbjections could be raised

‘red’ really is ssmantically vague, until an unproblesatic



The term ‘heap’ is also type I vague. The reasons ’‘heap’
vague are similar to the reasons ‘red’ is vague. The

conditions for something being a heap might be as follows,

mﬂjﬁﬂi:tﬂluﬂﬁmmmegmtm
‘heap’, if and only if, (a) O is an
contiguous collection of n items of H, and (b),
the base of O is vider than its apex.

Almost anything can be substituted for NH. N can be grains of
sand or wheat, parts of agricultural machinery, bits of
rubbish®3? or even the bodies of dead babies. Condition (a)
specifies that a heap cannot consist of just one K. This is
ruled out by ‘collection’. Condition (b) rules out
collections of B which are spread in a thin layer, or have

any other kind of other than one in which the

mhvihrmnthigm“ﬁiprﬁblnhtaﬂmani
value of n which !s sufficient to meet this condition. It is
fairly obvious that two or three R will be insufficient. To
a ocertain extent this is an empirical guestion. A little
experimentation with balls of screved up peaper, reveals that
an absolwte minimum of four balls of paper are required to
meet condition (b). Thus, if K is balls of paper, then n
must be greater than four. This value of n doss not
mmm.mmﬁnﬂeﬂmhﬂmn
z things’ cen be & type of N.

43 I taks it that ‘discerded thi ps’ Oam be a
difficulty here.
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arranged, it seems implausible that ocondition (b) could be
satisfied. The vagueness of the tera ‘heap’ comes from the
fact that n is not adeguately specified in the
qualifications for an object, O, being a heap. Purthermore,
it seems to be in principle impossible to specify an
adeguate general value for n.

Other examples of type I vague expressions can be generated
in a straightforvard manner. Bvery expression wvhich is type
I vague, will have at least one @ualification condition
vhich is inadeguately specified. Another type I vague term,
for instance, is ‘city’. Alston {1964: p.86)], gives this as
an example. ‘City’ is not a totally unproblematic example
hovever, as it is a lexically ambiguous word.43 If the
Qualitication ocondition for the applicability of ‘city’ is
taken to be the number of inhabitants (as Alston takes it to
be), then ‘city’ is type I vague. On the other hand, if the
Qqualification condition is taken to be having a charter, or
having a cathedral, then ‘city’ is not vague at all. On a
third hand, ‘city’ may also fall under the other types of
vagueness. Which type of vagueness the term has will depend
upon howv the conditions in the intension are specified.

3.2. Type II vaguenses, ("Panily resemblance vaguensss®).

It should be immediately pointed cut that the use of the
label ‘family resemblance vaguensss’ is not supposed to
imply that this is an amalysis of the Wittgensteinian
45 See the definition given in section 1.1. of Chapter 3.
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concept of family resemblance.!® Nonetheless, the term is
appropriate, as a nusber of Wittgensteinian family
resemblance concepts do exhibit this kind of vagueness (see
the example belov of the term ‘game’).

The qualification conditions for a type II vague expression
are ocomplex. The conditions may often have the fora of an
open conjunction (see sectiom 3. above) . The reason for this
is that with this type of vagueness it is not necessary for
all the qualifying conditions to be fulfilled in order for
the vagus term to apply. It may be the case that some
qualifications are more important than others, but with a
type II vague term it is not definite which qualifications
are the most important. Indeed, it may even be the case that
all the relevant qualification conditions for the
application of a particular expression are not known!
However, if all the conditions were specified, and a
particular object satisfied thea all, then that object would
definitely fall under that term. Bt such situations are

Expressions of this type have a mmber of significant
features, all of which play a role in determining the

#

«mmmm':mym-bmumm.u
significantly similar to what Bellaimey ([1990] ocalls “the
basic solution® version of family resesblances.
Por a um.ummmmmu
mm.—-nmuwmw,mmm
[w:n.n-:o.mmtmumuw
notion of ¢ y resemblances is still a socmswhat
mmm.nmmumm.mm
discusses other proposed imterpretat .
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applicability of the expression to particular cbjects. None
of these features however, are necessary or sufficient
conditions for the applicability of the term. Suppose a
particular type II vagus expression R was known to have only
four applicability conditions, (Cy,C3,C3,C¢). If all the
conditions were satisfied by an object o, then o would be
wvithin the scope of R. That is to say, o would be a mamber
of the set of things named by R. Suppose that another object
o' only satisfied conditions C; to C;. It might be
reasonable to think that o' might be within the scope of R,
but this is by no means oertain. Although individual
conditions may not be necessary or sufficient, oertain
subsets of the set of conditions, wvhen found together may be
sufficient. This being the case, an object which satisfied
C, and C, may not be vwithin the scope of R, vhilst another
object which satisfied C; and C; may well be within the
scope of R. This can be made clearer by oconsidering an

example.

The expression ’‘religion’ is type II vague. Alston [1964:
PP. 88-89) discusees this term in some detail. He gives nine
features which a cultural entity may exhibit and whioch
increase the plausibility of terming that cultural emtity ‘a
religion’. They may be paraphrased as follows.

1. Belief in supermatural beings (gods).

3. A w botween sacred and profane

3. Ritual acts fooused arcund sacred cbjects.



4. A moral code, sanctioned by the gods.

S. Religious feelings associated with oertain
objects and acts vhich are 1inked with the gods.

6. Prayer and other forms of communication with
the gods.

7. A world view which includes a specification of
the role of the individual.

8. An amount of organisation of a believers life
around the world view.

Lo ek, SR o Someher by e
When a cultural entity has all these features, it is a clear
case of a religion. Alston suggests that paradign examples
of religions are Roman Catholicism and Orthodox Judaism. The
problems arise over ocultural entities which satisfy only
some of the conditions. A good example of a problematic case
of a religion is Hinayana Buddhism. Hinayana Buddhisa
clearly satisfies conditions seven, eight and nine. It has
features roughly similar to conditions three and four. It
has a strict moral code (but not a theistically motivated
one) and certain texts are reversd. However, it explicitly
dces not satisfy any of the other conditions, as it denies
the existence of either a God or gods. Keeping these facts
in mind, 1tilmta§!§ﬁm=rnﬂtm
Buddhisn falls within the scope of the teram ‘religion’. If
mm&ﬁhﬁﬂtn:mgiﬁn.mﬁ:ﬁ
that Communiss must also, as it satisties the same
conditions. Indeed, ltﬂﬁthmmtitﬁtﬁflﬁ

47 Por a brief &:ﬂmuﬁﬁ-ﬁtﬂﬂ
dootrines of Ninaysnma see Resee [1980: p.72).
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even more conditions than Hinayana Buddhism! There are other
problematic examples also. Do the practices of the Quakers
or the Unitarians satisfy a sufficient number of conditions
to fall within the scope of the tarm ‘religion’? Given the

number of conditions which Fres r satisfies (almost

the protestation of its practitioners? There are no easy
ansvers to these guestions, because the term ’‘religion’ is
type II vague.

A further point to note however, is that certain conditions

cultural entity being a religion. Suppose an anthropologist

in combination, seem to be sufficient conditions for a

difficulties of learning their language, she could begin to
scrutinize their culture. Were this anthropologist to
discover that the tribe believed in gods who authorised the
anthropologist would believe (and would be justified in
believing) that this cultural entity wvas the religion of the
tribe. Bven if none of the other conditions were met, it
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not a necessary condition), for a cultural entity to be a

religion.

Another term which is type II vague is ‘game’. This is a
classic family resemblance notion, both in the
iimﬂmm“.muiymimtmm
application conditions for ‘gams’ have the form of an open
conjunction. That is to say, we do not knovw vhat all the
conditions are. Wittgenstein (1953: paras. 3 and 66)
applicability of ‘game’, but none of them is essential, as
each proposed ocondition. ‘BHaving pieces’ is one proposed
condition, but blind man’s buff does not involve the use of

xamples of games which do not satisty

ﬁaiﬁpl:m,nfnmﬂ;ﬁ?nm:gm:ﬂ;
condition either. Many games involve vinning and losing, but
catch played against a wall does not. WNo element of
competition is included in solitare either. Some games
miﬁmu;m:gﬁ:ﬂﬂsmnmnﬂnlg
is 1ittle or no luck involved in chess, and a geme of ring-
a-ring-a-roses requires no luck at all. Wumsrous other
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The lack of clear qualification conditions for determining
wvhether or not an activity is a game (i.e. the problems with
the intension of the term) means that there are borderline
cases of games (i.e. ‘came’ is extemsiomally wvague). PFor
example, would it be correct to teram sexual play between two
lovers a ‘game’?‘® ‘Game’ has all the features ome would

expect to find with an expression which is type II vague.

A third example of a type 1II vague expression is ’‘sufferer
froa schizcphrenia’. This expression is similar to the
religion example discussed above. The qualification
conditions for a person, p, to fall within the scope of the
expression ‘sufferer from schisocphrenia’ are something like
the following,

(1) exhibits a discomnection between thoughts,
fesl and actions.

(2) p is subject to delusions.

(3) p retreats from social life.

(4) p suffers from hallucinations.

(3) p’s word use is idiocsyncratic.
g‘)nb‘mhamiwhtotorm

(7) p is hypochomdriac.

(8) p attempts to attain impractical goals.

(9) pumzmuummmmmm
conorets and

the abstract.
ﬁu ent
“cu.“ J with ngn
cxpression are clearly itied in Nagel [1m: PP

3



107

(10) p is paranoid.
(11) p claims to have psychic powers.
{ﬁ;ﬁpim-ﬂnafmmmt'u:t
As wvith the religion example, an individual which satisfied
all these conditions would be a clear case of a sufferer

Bowever, when only a few of the
conditions are satisfied by a particular individual, it will
be indeterminate whether or not that individual is a
‘sufferer from schisophrenia’.

conditions which must be fulfilled in order for an abject to
fall wvithin the scope of a particular type II vague tern,
and then generating a sorites argument. The argumsent would
An object x which satisfies all of Cy to C, is

, If an object x satisfies i-nny of Cp
and is an S, then any object x, whi -ﬁhﬂu

(k-1)-many of C; to Cp will be an s.

individual comditions C; to C,, are either neos
sufficient, for an cbject to fall vithin the scope of 8.
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the term ’‘religion’, to the effect that certain conjunctions

of conditions may be sufficient, the claim that the sorites
is plausible seems to be considerably weaksned. The second

of conditions which an cbject has to satisfy in order to be
8. However, conditions will not necessarily fall into a

instances. If the conditions for x to be 8 are ordered in a
particular wvay, then it may so happen that x is an 8, whilst
x* is not (vhere x satisfies exactly one more qualification
condition than x" does). Whether or not this is the case
vill depend upon the importance of the condition satisfied
by x, but not by x", and the importance of the other
conditions which they both satisfy. Thus, despite the
oconsidering the nmumber of oconditions which need to be
satisfied. Thus, the attempt to collapse type II vaguensss
into type I vaguensss will not be successful in every case.

Bven if it were possible to generate sorites type paradoxes
type II vegue terms also (‘religion’ might be an example),
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others (e.g. gams) have oonditions which fora an open
conjunctions (i.e. the complete 1ist of conditions are not
available). Intuitively, ‘religiom’ and ‘game’ seem to have
mchmiumthn'uligioa'“'w'.nhhm
the case, it seems much more appropriate to group ‘religion’
vith ‘game’ than with ‘heap’. Secondly, in type I vagusness
mimp.ndommmtdbymﬂrhuu of some
magnitude which is inedequately specified in one of the
conditions. In type II vaguensss however, all the conditions
may be perfectly clear in themselves, it is their relation
mmmwxaumlmttc.mmmm
mmm.mmldmmamimmw
mmmmrotmumummmumuqu
order to a heap (see the conditioms ocutlined above). If even
one condition was not satisfied, them the object in question
would fail to be a heap. One final ainor difference between
typu!aadnmuﬂntuhmibhtorm
expression to have a simple qualification condition, and be
tyvam.m.umtunwlmuhm
II vague, it is necessary that the qualification conditions
are complex. Given these objections, it seems such mnore
mm;uummttmxautmnwm
distinct. This is mot to claim however that the two types
are mmtually emclusive. As noted earlier, it is pessible
that there are scme expressicns which have both kinds of

Vagueness .
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3.3. Type III, (“Comfliet vagueasse™).

[ 2]
-
-

There are certain similarities between types II and
vagueness. In fact, it may be the case that type
vagueness is merely a special case of type II. However, as
type III vague expressions have features which type II
not, this seems a sufficient reason to distinguish the two
kinds. The most noteworthy of these distinguishing features,
is that the conditions for application of expressions of
type III actually come into oconflict with one another in
ocertain instances. This is not the case vwith the
applicability conditions for type II vague expressions. For
example, none of the conditions for the term ’‘religion’ are
such that if they are satisfied, then other conditions are
precluded from satisfaction. It is also the case that type
III vague expressions often have fewer gualificatiomn
conditions than expressions of type II.

[ ]
[ 2]
=

g ¢

Expressions which are type III vaguse have applicability
conditions which are complex. What causes vagueness of this
type is that in certain ceses, the gualification conditions
oconflict with ome anocther. This type of vaguenese is
significantly similar ¢to Nellor’s ([1963) notion of
‘conceptual imprecision’. The differemce between this type
ispueision agpliss to variable terms, whilst this type of
vogiliiiies cccurs in nem-variable eupressicns. The wpshet of
this is that whilst comceptual imprecision may be removed
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(acoording to MNellor ([1965: p. 111)), “by ascribing a
definable imprecision to its (i.e. the variables) value®;

Type III vagueness is easiest explained by giving an
example. Haack [1974: p. 111] gives Quine’s [1960: p. 128)
example of the term 'tﬂ.huf;'. as does Mellor ([1965: p.
uumﬂﬁ-ﬁhmﬂuﬂmﬂlnysuﬂﬂ
distinguish a river from its tributary: volume of flow,
length, and whether or not the two bodies of water are
connected. The difficulty which type III vagu

conditions. 1t 4is obvious that the oondition of
sss of the two streams is vital. The relation

betwveen the other two oonditions is wmore problematic
of another might be something like the following,
Lm&m,lghﬂmmmﬂm
term ‘tributary of 8 ii:- is another stream
of water vhich is Lgmm it,
(:)mvﬂﬁ:n!nmmlmhm t
is mﬁmtﬁm_ﬂﬁmpkm:lm
8 t, or (b), the length of S, is greater than
the length of 8,
The ‘or’ between conditions (a) and (b) has to be inclesive,
than ¢the Wharf. 8o, in wmost

1
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~

specification of qualification conditions will determine
vhich of two converging streams of water is the tributary of
the other. It is not the case that there should be a
conjunction between oconditions (a) and (b) however.
Difficulties arise wvhen two wvater bearing channels

volume of water than the other. This is just what happens if
one attempts to judge vhether the MNissouri is a tributary of
the NMississippi, or vice versa. If the conditions (a) and

(b) were related to one another by a simple conjunction,
tributary of the other. This is obviocusly not correct. This
is the reason why (a) and (b) must be connected by an
inclusive disjunction. The difficulty however, is that in
this kind of circumstance, given the conditions (a) and (b)

.uwetmm.mnmmm_mn
as there is a commonly made, but problematic, assumption in
of thea is the tributary of the othar. Nellor [1965: p. 111)
®A precise definition of Bﬂnﬂrg oould easily
hﬁvﬂmitﬂtﬁnﬁimgﬁ
legioally distinct inferemces: that the
Mhmﬁﬁﬂm.MEIﬁgl
~ volume c{ ﬂﬁ. lh. ﬁt as the two
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There is a conflict between the assumption that only one of
qualification conditions for something being a tributary, in
these problematic cases. The result of this situation is

that the truth-value of

like (xv) remains

ﬂm?;pi-nm; is a tributary of the
Although in many cases s...is a tributary of...’ can be used
unproblematically, it also has borderline cases, like (xv).
An expression vith a borderline case is vague.

Itiiﬁfﬁhﬂﬁﬂmiﬂthﬁttﬂﬂhmﬁhtnyagmtmﬁ
around the problems which arise over deciding which of two
mﬁqmum&mﬂm@m that is to use
different terminology all together. For example, rather than
mlﬁnjﬂwmﬂrﬂ:mmmmm:
tributary of the South

or vise versa, an
alternative strategy is adopted. This is to simply say that
the two rivers mest at a oertain point (their oconfluence),

Blue Nile, the river is simply known as the Mile.

In:m.mmuthntsm-tﬁ:ihiﬁ:gmﬂ
another are a little more | ting than the specification
mimmmmuuﬁﬁn“ag
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of two converging streams wvas the tributary. There is no
immediately cbvious reason for preferring one condition over
the other. One wvay of resolving this dilesma would be to
appeal to a member of the community of experts on the
subject of tridutaries.3? Indeed, in the 1literature on
vagueness, from time to time one finds the suggestion that
problematic cases can be resolved by appealing to the

work however. In the case of tributaries, the relevant
expert would be a geomorphologist. Unfortunately,
gecmorphologists neither have overtly stipulated conditions
for one stream being a tributary of another, nor do they
even have a definition of the term ‘tributary’.5!
Gecmorphologists just employ a common sense notion of
tributary, as this suffices for most cases.

Another, slightly different, example of an expression which
appears, at least initially, to be type III vague might be
the term ‘fruit’. Alstom [1964: p. 87) uses this example in
his discussion of vagueness. ’‘Fruit’ is an ambiguocus word,

ing bein - _ part of the
g . ﬁﬁiﬁy of experts. See
nu— u,m: . 237-339).

$1 I have this infermation om the awtherity of Dr. R. B.
m.nmﬁmmmg of Asscciate
mcg,-gn the geography departasnt at The University of
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being used in the biological sense, or in a culinary sense.
In the biological sense, fruit is the part of a plant or
tree which carries the seeds. Clear cases of fruit in this
Therse may also be unclear cases of the biological sense of
the term ‘fruit’, however I am not awvare of any. The
culinary sense of ‘fruit’ is more difficult to specify.

Alston suggests that it should be with the

culinary sense of the tera ‘vegetables’. This contrast gives

rise to a problematic background assumption, similar in role

to that in the tributary example. The assumption is, that
Mmmmm-gmgmnmhnmm
time. n:ﬂigimatv-pﬁblninmm;mrym
might be, turnips, cabbage, leeks and potatoes. Now, the
biological sense of the term sfruit’ seems to have some
bearing upon the culinary sense. The examples of fruit
mentioned above, all seem to U

sially fall within

in the biological sense is not sufficient to guarantee that
it will also be a fruit in the culinary sense. Peas,
tomatoes and peppers all satisfy the biological condition,
without being fruit in the culinary sense.

Alston suggests another ocondition for eomething being a
appear to be an adequate qualification for scmething being a
fruit, at least not on its owm. Tepiocce is almost alwvays
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eaten in a sweetened form, yet it is certainly not a fruit
in either the culinary sense or the bioclogical sense.
(Tapioca also fails to satisfy the first condition as it
comes from the root of the cassava plant). It might be
proposed that the two proposed conditions be used in
conjunction. This would make the gualification conditions
for something to be a fruit in the culinary sense take the
following form:
An object O is a fruit, if and only if, (a) O is

the seed bearing part of a plant or a tree, and
(b) O is naturally sweet, or is usually eaten in a

svestened form.
Despite the initial plausibility of this proposal, there are
still problematic counter examples. Alston, notes that
although pumpkins satisfy both conditions, it is not clear
that they are usually considered to fall within the socope of
the culinary sense of fruit. Purthermore, there are examples
of items which fulfill the second conjunct and not the first
vhich are often thought to be fruit. Rhubard is a reasonable
candidate for ‘fruit-hood’.52 mhubarb is alvays eaten in a
svestened form (theredy satistying (b)), yet it ocomes from
the stalk of the plant (i.e. it does not satisty (a)). 1t
shubard is taken to be a fruit in the culinary semse, then
it seems that although the conditions for something being a
fruit are (apparestly) clear, it is not alwvays the case that
they bhoth have to be satisfied. Meplacing the conjunction
32 Alston (1964: p. §7) even claims that there was omce, in

Canada, oven a legal case which turmed on wvhethsr or not
shaberd was a fruit.
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betwveen conditions (a) and (b) will not help matters, as it
wvould make peas, beans, etc. fruits in the culinary sense.
In the case of the term ’‘fruit’, it appears that there is no
mtmﬁjﬂtmmta!lllvi.ﬁlnﬂnmnfm
term. This seems to be indicative that the expression
sfruit’ may well exhibit conflict vagueness. (Note also, a
similar kind of analysis mnight be feasible for the
expression ‘culinary vegetable’).

mghmniﬂ-mmmwafm
expression ‘fruit’, in fact is false, for two Treasons.
rirstly, the background assumption, that sometl
both a culinary fruit amd a biological or culinary vegetable
at the same time, is simply false. This makes its role in
the reasoning above illigitimate. Secondly, there is a third
condition which plays a role in ini ’gruithood’.
Whether or not we usually ocall a particular vegetable
product ‘a fruit’ n-ﬂmmmamm
which it is usually consumed. That is to say, the third

condition is sociological in nature. The third ocondition
might be expressed something g 1ike this:

(a)@hﬂi@lyﬁmnaﬁﬂat:m. or
as a
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gualification conditions arises because not all the
conditions have to be satisfied, and the reasoning is lead

The reasons for discussing this example (even though it is
flaved) are straightforwvard. Examples of type III vague
expressions are fairly rare.3? It is unusual for qualitying
conditions to come into conflict with one another, so clear

Nevertheless, the ‘fruit’ example does go to illustrate both
the similarity between types II and III vagusness, and the
fact that there are subtle differences betwesn the two. Even
if my type III vagueness is really just a special case of
type II vagusness however, hopefully from the discussion of

[ ]

;: 7&: tern m g;t' - y
traditional systemstist. Ses Gow (1983 , 32




mmatmﬁmlmmmafmlm
mmmatmm;mmmmmmm
of vagueness. Baving vagueness from other
features of language vith which it gets confused, I then

sesm to be almost as many conceptions of v nass in play

mﬁMMiuﬁﬂmia‘im;ﬁnfﬁr

distinct kind of vagueness. Noreover, I claim that these

different types of vagueness have significantly different
characteristics, and for the most part vill not oollapse

The identification of at least two, and possible thres
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attempts at solutions to the problems to wvhich vaguaness

vagueness than has hitherto been the norm. There is even a
possibility that some of the strategies proposed so far for
handling vagueness may be more successful for one particular
kind of vaguensss than the others. Whether or not this is
the case deserves further investigation.

It is important to note however, that there may be more than
Just three kinds of vagueness. The examination offered here
is only a first attempt at trying to come to grips vith the
internal structure of natural language vagueness. Nopefully
at some point in the future, more work will be dome which
wvill make it clear whether or not a yet more subtle analysis
of vagueness is reguired. There may be other kinds of
vagueness which I have nmissed, or some of the ocategories
vhich I identify may have a more complex internal structure
investigation.

one of the striking things about the curremt state of play
ummotvmumma—;rmmﬁn

non-philoscphical speakers of a matural language underst

and handle vaguensss. Nost studies (regrettably,
mmym“mxmmun-ﬂﬁ-
auther, sugplemsnted by the claims of previows writesrs on
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the subject. If detailed psychological studies of vagusness
mw.mﬂmmmmnﬁﬂlm!ﬂnﬁ
considerable importance would oome to light. The
'Win'wmhﬁlqﬂhmm{ﬁ
m.umeazmﬁﬁhmmum.g
uyuuqnumturmztmwnm;ﬂﬁ.

anyhmjﬁéfﬂlmmmi
As I briefly noted in section 1.2. of chapter IV, there are
signiticant similarities betveen at least two of the kinds
othttSﬂlﬁi(tﬁﬂImn);gﬂmﬁt
the non-classical ocategories identified by Lakoff (1987)
similarities ‘o turn out to be gemuine, the empirical study
otwwmm;ﬁmmmﬂnﬂﬁitﬁ
the further study of non-classical ocategory theory.
umeﬂm.m:ﬂym
ummmmmmzmmnmm
mmmxnmmmwzmmm
is mere idle comjecture.
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existence of three distinct categories of vagueness would be
thres types could handle unproblematically a much larger
range of examples than I have givea above. Attempts to test

vhether or not type III vagusness is a special sub-class of
of an autonomous class.

distinctions. Another possibly fruitful line of
of msaning other than that which I have employed ocould be
no other theories of meaning ocould be employed to make
would serve to bolster belief in the correctness of theories
distinction.
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that expression being vague, consider asking him or her
which kind of vague they mean.
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