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UNRESTRICTED QUANTIFICATION II: RAYO 
 
1. ‘Just Is’ Statements 
 

E.g., ‘For the glass to be filled with water just is for it to be filled with H2O’, ‘For Susan 
to instantiate the property of running just is for Susan to run’, ‘For the number of 
dinosaurs to be Zero just is for there to be no dinosaurs’.  
 
Significance for the philosophy of mathematics: it can seem puzzling how one would 
ever know anything whose truth requires the existence of abstract objects such as 
numbers (since—one might have thought—it seems that for all we know there are no 
such objects!); but ‘just is’ claims such as above seem to offer an epistemically 
unproblematic route to a claim that entails the existence of a number (i.e., Zero).  
 
1.1. Understanding ‘Just Is’ Statements 
 

When is ‘For p to hold just is for q to hold’ true?  
• When there is ‘no difference’ between p holding and q holding. 
• When p and q are ‘full and accurate descriptions of the same feature of reality’. 

 
What are ‘features of reality’? Facts? 
 

On a natural conception of facts, these are constituted by objects and properties. E.g., the 
fact that this table is in this room would be made up out of three things: this table, this 
room, and the in-relation.  
 
One might then worry: how could a ‘just is’ statement ever be true? E.g., ‘for this table to 
be in this room just is for these particles to be arranged table-wise in this room’. But this 
worry might be answered: the relevant fact/feature of reality has a priviliged 
‘decomposition’ into objects and properties; that doesn’t mean that it cannot be truly and 
accurately described in a range of non-isomorphic ways. —This is not of course Rayo’s 
way of thinking about things, but it seems compatible with what he wants to claim. 
 
What alternative is there?  

• Facts as unstructured entities—or at least entities without any privileged/unique 
structure? 

• But then the relationship between facts and the sentences that they make true 
seems rather mysterious.  

• What is it about the relevant feature of reality/fact that makes ‘this table is in this 
room’ true, but not ‘this chair is in this room’ true?  

 
Another question: in general, when is a ‘just is’ statement such as ‘For p to hold just is for 
q to hold’ true? 
 

One answer: precisely when p and q are necessarily equivalent.  
 
Consideration in favour of this answer: 
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• What tighter relation between p and q might make Rayo’s examples true? 
• Consider true sentences of pure mathematics. Suppose we say that these do not 

always describe the same feature of reality. E.g., suppose ‘there is an even prime’ 
describes a different feature of reality from ‘there is an infinite set’. How then can 
we be sure that reality has these features? 

 
On this view, there is one necessary fact/feature of reality, and all pure mathematical 
truths are alternative descriptions of this feature. Is it then particularly hard to make sense 
of what this feature of reality is like? (Perhaps one could say there is no feature of reality 
in this limiting case?)  
 
2. Metaphysicalism 
 

On this view, features of reality/facts are structured (as above), but truth requires 
correspondence between the logical form of the sentence and the fact described. I.e., 
F(t1,…,tn) will be true iff there is a fact 〈P(a1,…,an)〉 such that F refers to P, t1 refers to a1, 
…, tn refers to an.  
 
‘Just is’ statements will then be false.  
 
2.1. ‘Bad Philosophy of Language’ Argument 
 

Rayo’s reason for rejecting metaphysicalism is that sentences with different logical forms 
are often used interchangeably in everyday life.  

• Isn’t this compatible with metaphysicalism? 
 
3. Compositionalism 
 

Truth of sentences such as F(t1,…,tn) requires no such correspondence with the feature of 
reality described.  
 

Rather, we are perfectly entitled to introduce terms such as ‘the direction of a’ or ‘the 
number of Fs’ without first checking that there are facts made up out of the relevant 
objects. All that is required is that we specify when sentences containing these terms 
(namely, the sentences that we wish to use) are true (i.e., we give them truth conditions).  
 
E.g., direction case; or with numbers? 
 
What is the point of mathematics (i.e., talk about numbers, etc.) on this view? 
Presumably, to allow us to describe certain facts/features of reality in a concise way. 
Perhaps also to allow us to see logical connections between non-mathematical claims.  
 
What is lost (on this view)? Of course, we lose the idea that mathematical claims about 
very different features of reality than non-mathematical ones; or that different 
mathematical claims describe different features of reality.  
 
One might also worry that we lose the right to ever say that one mathematical claim holds 
because (or in virtue of, is explained by, etc.).  
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• Since would have thought that ‘p because q’ would require p and q to describe 
different facts—i.e., one would have thought that this requires p to describe a fact 
that obtains because the fact that q describes obtains.  

• Cf. causal case.  
 
4. Unrestricted Quantification 
 

Initial worry: if compositionalism is true, then unrestricted quantification is quantification 
over absolutely every sort of objects talk of which we can introduce into our language; 
why then think that we have a determinate/definite conception of what this range of 
objects consists in?  
 
But Rayo also seems to invoke a more focused argument—which one might take as 
showing that we cannot even make sense of talk of all sets. This argument seems to run 
something like as follows.  

• Any definite conception of ‘set’ will correspond to a certain sort of iterative 
hierarchy (of the sort we are familiar with from Boolos; i.e., different conceptions 
will correspond to different such hierarchies; i.e., longer or shorter ones).  

• Given any such definite conception, there is a definite conception that 
corresponds to a ‘longer’ hierarchy.  

• Thus, no definite conception is maximal; i.e., there is no definite conception that 
includes all the sets that exist on any definite conception.  

 
Another way to think about this: the notion of an ‘iterative hierarchy’ seems to lead a 
paradox.  

• It seems that for every iterative hierarchy, there is a longer one. 
• But it also seems that for any plurality of iterative hierarchies there is one that 

includes all of them. 
• But it seems that these things can’t both be true! 

 


