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Native speakers of Polish or Czech could find several traps in English. One of the most common 

is the problem of definite and indefinite articles. While articles determine nearly every English 

noun, Slavonic languages as Polish and Czech do not require them. This rather linguistic question 

is interesting also from a philosophical point of view, as the articles play a significant role in 

Russell’s theory of description. Russell (1905) differentiated between a man, I see (an indefinite 

description), the man, who married my best friend (a definite description), Maria Theresia (a proper 

name), and Darth Vader (an empty name). Nonetheless, there are also theories in the philosophy 

of language that consider all these names the same. For instance, Leśniewski’s Ontology, according 

to which, all previously mentioned examples belong to the semantical category of names (see 

Urbaniak 2014, 191). This feature was appealing to several scholars (e.g. Henry 1964; Prior 1957, 

63–75) but they had to deal with the fact that it is difficult to approximate Russellian and 

Leśniewskian names. 

In my talk, I would like to advocate one of Prior’s attempts to approximate Leśniewskian and 

Russellian names, the concept of class names. Prior (1965) introduced this concept in his paper 

Existence in Lesniewśki and in Russell, where he argued that Leśniewskian names resemble Russellian 

classes, namely: 

… ontology is just a broadly Russellian theory of classes deprived of any variables of Russell's lowest 

logical type. Ontology's so called “names”, in other words, are not individual names in the Russellian 

sense, but class names. 

(Prior 165, 150) 

This concept was criticised by Simons (1982, 177–178), who claimed that Prior’s concept would 

be unacceptable for Leśniewski from the ontological point of view since Leśniewski was a 

nominalist. Furthermore, Sagal (1973, 259–262) pointed out that Prior misinterpreted in his 

concept both Russell’s and Leśniewski’s theory. 



Nonetheless, there are also researchers, for instance, Ishimoto (177, 285), who claimed that Prior’s 

class names made Leśniewskian names clear to them. The difference might consist in the focus of 

each author. While Simons criticised Prior from the ontological point of view and Sagal’s objections 

were based on the philosophy of language, Ishimoto focused on formal logic. From the formal 

point of view, class names could be an interesting concept, as there is also Lejewski’s (1977) attempt 

for the approximation of Leśniewski’s and Russell’s systems of logic. Lejewski replaced here 

Leśniewski’s operator ‘’ by the operator for weak inclusion ‘’, which is a part of the theory of 

classes. 
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