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ABSTRACT

This thesis seeks to provide a theory of reference which preserves the
- lack of ngn-}igid uses of proper names and, at the same'time. takes into

-

account the social character of naming. The theories of reference which
we examine in.this thesis either fail to.preserve the rigidityﬁof names”
or ignore the social character of naﬁes (ususlly both) or érovide an
incorrect principle of decipherment for proper néges. Thus, the Descrip-—
tion theory and the different versions of the Cluster theory of names
suffer froﬁqéhe first two defects, while the Historical Explanation.
theory and the Causal theory of names provide an incorrect principle of .
deciphermgnt for referentially ambiguous proper names. The import;nce .
of preserving the lack of_non-rigid uses of proper names emerges in
connection with the problem of trans-world ideﬂtity. Following Kripke
we argue that the problem of trans-world identity which arises in con—-
nection with the applied formalrsemantics for.quantified modal logic can
be dealt with by means of the notiéh of a rigid designator. More pre—
cisely, we argue that although‘Quine is correct in thinking that quanti-
fied modal l&gic is committed to some form of essentlalism, his failure
toc come to ferms with essentialism is rooted in the fact that he is
unable to make sense of the very basic idea of a thing's having certain
propertiés necessarily and independenziy of the means by which the thing
is denoted and the property éxpressed. However, once we make a distincf
tion between the need to provide a criterion of trans—world identity and
theﬁrequirement that we make sense of the notion of one and the same

object in different counter—factual situations, the problem of trans-

world identity admits of an easy solution.
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INTRODUCTION

1. The primary aim of this thesis is to preaén; a theory of reference,

f.e., to list a set of conditions which have to be saﬁisfied before we

can say that a given proper name "N" is a name of such and such an

object x. There are various motivaticns for greseﬁting a theory of
reference and these will become clear as we proceed. - It is a well
known docfrine of Frege and Russell, who represent the classical tra-
dition of moderm Eggic,,fhat a proper name is simply a disguised or
abbrévia:ed description, i.e., simply an abbreviation for a phrase of
the form "the x such that #x", such as "thg teacher of Alexander".
According to Frege, the sense Pf a proper name is given by such a des-
cribtion.. Having said that a proper name was an abbreviated descrip-
tion, ‘Frege and Russell had a very simplg answer to the question: how
i{s the reference of 2 name determined on a given occasion-of its use
by a speaker? I1f, for example, the name "Aristotle" is simply an abbre- -
viationﬂfor "th; teacher of Alexander", then the referent of the name
"Aristotle" is th;t p;rson who (uniquely) taught Alexander. The theory
that names are abbreviated descriptions also enables us to an#lyze
identity statements. As Kripke poihts out,

¥ .. we may discover that two names have the same

referent, and express this by an ldentity state-

ment. So, for example ... you see a star in the

evening and it's called 'Hesperus' ... We see a2

star in the morning and call it 'Phosphorus'. Well,
then, in fact we find that it's not a star, but is

- . -
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the planet Venus and that Hesperus and Phosphorus
are in fact the same. So we express this by 'Hesperus
is Phosphorus'. Here we are certainly not just say—

.+ ing of an object that it's identical with itself.

' This is something that we discovered. A very natural
thing is .to say that the real gontent [is that] the
star which we saw in the evening 1s the star which
we saw in the morning ... This, then, gives the real
meaning of the identity statement in question; and
the analysis in terms of descriptions does this."l

There are other arguments which can also be regarded as motivations-
for accepting the Frege-Russell view that names are abbreviated
descriptions. One such argument is pentibnéd by Searle

"We use proper names in existential propositionms,
e.g., 'there is such a place as Africa’, 'Cerberus
does not exist'. Here proper names cannot be said
to refer, for no such subject of an existential
statement can refer. If it did, the precondition .
of its having a truth value would guarantee its
truth, if it were in the affirmative, and its
falsity, if it were in the negativ .« An exdsten-
tial statement dogs not refer to an ect and state
that it exists, rather it expresses & goncept and
states that that concept is instantiated. Thus, if
a proper name occurs in an existential statement it
must have some conceptual or descriptive content.”

Now, in spite of the fact that there are compelling arguments for
accepting the Frege-Russell view, we argue in the thesis that this

theory is, in fact, false. More precisely, we argue that a name is

not an abbreviated description/ﬁgg/zgat the reference of a name is
N

not determined via the description associated with the nam%: Since

we reject the Frege-Russell view (i.e., the Description theory), the

next step is to inquire about the alternatives to the Frege-Russell

view. There are two sets of altermatives to the Frege—Russell view
-— - -

that a name is simply an abbreviated description. Under the first

set of alternatives we can include the different versions of the

4



cluster theory of names and under the asecond set we can include the
hiatorical explanation theofy and the cgusal tyeory of-ngmes; Let
us concentxaté on the first set of alternatives to the Description
_ theory. “ '

Except for ome version of the cluster theory bg names (i.e.

Wilson's), the other versions of the cluster theory of names (Seafle,

"

Strawson,_ﬂittgenstein) differ from the Frege-Russell view only inso— -

far as they maintain that the referencs of a name is determined not
by a particular definite description but by some cluster oX family

of descriptions. Thus, for example, in arguing against the Frege-

Russell view Searle says,

"Suppose we agree to drop 'Aristotle' and use, say,
*the teacher of Alexander', then it is a necessary
truth that the man referred to is Alexander's teacher—
but it is a contingent fact that Aristotle even went
:zzg,pedggogy, though 1 am suggesting that it is a
#ssarly fact that Aristotle had the logical sum,
: inclusive.disjuwmction, of properties commonly attri-
. . buted to him..."? ‘

Furthermore, Searle mikes it quite clear that he is using the_terms
"pecessary” and "analytic" interchangeably. Thus, he says,

“Suppose we ask the users of the name "Aristotle'

to state what they regard as’ certain essential and

established facts about him. Their answers would

constitute a:set of identifying descriptions, and

I wish to argue that though no single one of them

is analzticallx true of Aristotle, thelr disjunc—

tion is."
According to Searle, then, a name is not an abbreviation for a single
-description; but, réther,'for a family of descriptions. And the refer-—

ent of the.name i{s that object which satisfies enough of the cluster

of descriptions. Alternatively, we can say that the meaning of the



name is equivalent to the meaning of a cluster or family of descrip-

tions and the féfetent of the name is that object which satisfies
ehough of'tﬂe dgscriptions; .

There are s:r&ng aEguments against tﬁe cluster theory of names;
for example, ic 15 open to a great many counter—examples. The case
againsc the cluster theory of names has been forcefully argued for
by Kripke and Domnellan, and we will deal with these arguments in the
thesis. Kripke, however, al;o argues against both the Frege—Russell
view and the cluster theory of names, by argﬁing fgr the thesis that

names are rigid designacbrs. Here, we will examine this particular

argument of Kripke's, for it will emnable us to see more clearly ome
of the motivations for holding the historical explanation theory or
the causal theory of names, i.e., for accepting the second set of

alternatives to the Frege—Rus§e11 view,

2. According to Kripke, proper names are always rigid designators

whereas descriptions generally are not rigid designators. By a

rigid designator Kripke understands a designator which refers to the
same object in 311 counterfactual situations, namely, the object to
which it refers in the actual world. Given this definition of ;
rigid designator, it follows that descriptions are not -always used

as riglid designators. For the description "the teacher of Alexander"
refers in our world to Aristotle: but in other possib{;'words it may
be used to refer to any one of a large number oé individuals.. Bow-

ever, if the meaning of a proper name was equivalent to the meaniﬂg
t

of some particular description or even to a cluster of descriptionms,

-~
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then pioperrnames, Kripke wants to argue, would not always be used as

‘rigid designators.. . . _ ’

-

“Suppose. the reference of a name is given by a des—
cription or a cluster of descriptions. If the mname .

means the same as that description or cluster of
descriptions, it will not be a.rigid designator. It

will not necessarily designate the same object in all
possible worlds, since other objects might have had

the given properties in other possible worlds, unless

(of course) we happened to use essential properties

in our description. So suppose we say ‘'Aristotle is
" the greatest man who studied under Plato'. If we

used that as a definition, the name 'Aristotle' is

to mean 'the greatest man who studied under Plato'.

Then of course in some other possible world that

man might not have studied under Plato and some . o
other man would have been Aristotle.t>

-

Accofding to Kripke, then, if we adopt the view that the meaning of

e description of counterféctual situétioys. Furthexrmore,
since it is {the congention of a clustqf theorist iike Searle that
names ;re‘ lytically tied to ; clusier of desecriptions, it follows
that the cluster ﬁheorist will be unable to account for the uses of

names in the description of counterfactual situations.

At first glanée it appears that there is a2 way of circum-

_venting Kripke's argument that_if.the meaning of a name was given .

by aomé particular descriptibn'or cluster of aescriptions then the
name will not necessarily designate the same objec: in all possible
Horlds l.e., the name will not be a2 rigid designa:or. Consider,
for example, the fol}owing sentence

(1) Aristotle might not have taught Alexander.

. Let us assume, furthermore, that the name "Aristotle" is equivalent
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in meaning to the description "ﬁhé'téacher of Alexander'. Substitut-
ing the phrase "the teacher of Alexander" for the name "Aristotle"
1:;-('1),';:e get - 7 |

(2) the teach;r'of Alexander might not have taught ‘Alexander.

If we abbreviate "x is the teacher of Alexander” as "Ix'", then we can
veite (2) as | LT -

(3) pos ~ TOx)(TX).

The problem with (Zz)though is that it can be understood in two ways.

-

It could be read either as

(4) 1Ie might have been the case that the teacher of Alexander did
not teach Alexander.
or as , ' - - .

-

(5) the: teacher of Alexander might not have taughc Alexander. .

_:Hhere (4) and (5) are to be written, respectively, as

(6) pos [(7x)(Tx)] a:T(7x)(EX)

D TORE] pos v TON (™ ¢

The sentenées (6) arnd (7) in turn expand as
~

(@) pos (AP [~Ty & (N(x= x = )]

Ly

and f | _ -

(9) (3Y) [pos ~ Ty & (X)(Tx=:x = ¥)]

Now, (8) expresses the sense in which (2) iIs false, i.e., the sense
in which we deny it by saying tha£ it could not have been true that
the teacher of Alexander did not teach Alexander. However, (9)
expresses the sense in which (is is true. In (9).we are trea;ing the

e

definite description as having, as its constant referent, that referent

‘ N '
£ -



which it has in the actual uorld, and this amounts to taking the
description as a rigid designator, 1.e;, taking the shope of the
desctiption_to lie outside the scope of the modal operator. It seems,
then, that it is possible to constrie a name as a rigid designator ‘
even in those cases_where the meaning of the name is equivalent to
the meaning of some particular description, since the descriptionm
which is substituted for the name satisfies the initial characteriza-
tion, i.e., it designates the same 6bject in all pessible worlds.

Are we fhen to coﬁclude that Kripke is mis:aken in thinking that if

a name was analytically tied to some particnlar description it would
not necessarily designate the same object in all possible worlds? I'
don't think so for the following reason.

To start with, if we assume that a definite description is
being used non-rigidly, then it is important tc note that the way in
which the reference of the description is determined in the actusl
world is carried over into each particular possible world. In any
possible world, the referent of "the man who taught Alexander" is
the one and only one object (if any) which, 1n.that world; satisfies
the open sentence "x is a man who taught‘Alexander". The situation
i‘ different with regard to a designator used rigidly. To say that
there is a possible world in which Aristotle did not teach Alexander,
- . .
implies: (in the appropriate sense) that, in that world, the reference
of the name "A;istotle" is mot decermiued in the way in which it is
determiﬁed in the actual world; rather it is determined in that world

via its reference in the actual world, i.e., as being to the same man

who is its referent in the actual world. Alternmatively, we can say
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that “to agsign to a tgfm a refe;énce farying from one possible worid
fo gnother is“just-to take-iﬁ as having, in each“worlq, the descrip-
}um (if.any).which 1f has in that world;léonversely, to ass%gn‘it a
constant reference, is to take it as having,.in each world, juég that
reference whichlit has in tﬁe actual world. Bu:.to take a description
in the former of these two ways is precisely to treat it as being
withip the ;cope of the modal 6p§rator while to take it in the second
way is to treat it as falling outside the écope of.the modal ope;atof.
Now, as we have seen, modal sentences séch as (2) will have

two n?nrequivglent readings depending upomn wheéher the descripcién
"the teacher of Alexander", is'being vsed rigidly or non-rigidly, i.e.,
as (7) .or as (5). However, Kripke wants to maintain tﬁat proper names
are always used as rigid designators.  But if the name "Aristotle” was
equivalent in meaning to the description "the teacher of Alexander",
it would have at 1east"30me uses yhich were non-rigid, viz., (6).
Therefofe, we may conclude that a name is not equivalent in meaning

t§ a particular Qescription, and that Kripke is right in thinking

that 1f a name waé analytically tied to some particular description

it would not necessariiy designate the same object in all possible
worlds. Since the above argﬁhent (with obvious modifications) can

be applied equally well to the theory that the meaning of a name is
equivalént to the mea;ing of a cluster or family of descriptioms, it
follous*thﬁ% a name is not equivalenf in meahing to a cluster of
-éeQEQiptions. We have, of course, been assuming thus far that the

thesis that proper names are always used rigidly is a correct thesis.

We argue for this in the main text.
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2. Ve are now In 2 position to see more clearly one of the motivations
. ,f, . -

for holding the causal theory of names or the historical explanation
theory of names, i.e., for écceﬁting the second set of #ltetnatives to
the frege—Russell view. If the reference of a name 1s not determined
via a‘clusﬁér of déqéribtious which are analytically tied to the nane,
then wg*are faced with the following question: how is the reference
pf 2 name determined on & particular occasion of its use by a speszker?
The causal theorist and the hf;torical explanation theorist give us an
answer to this question. According to ﬁhem, the reference of a nanme
on a particular coccasion of its use bi.a speaker is determined iia a
three~-place relation which holds between the speaker, the name and the
ébject named: and which does not consist.in the object named satisfy-
ing ﬁhe cluster of descriptions which the speaker associates with his
use of‘the‘name. A rough statement of the theory would be the follow-
ing:

. "Someone, let's say, a baby, is born; his parents call
him by a certain name. They talk about him to their
friends. Other people meet him. Through various sorts
of talk the name is spread from link to link as if by

-a chain. A speaker who is on the far end of this chain,
who has heard about, say Richard Feynman, in the market
place or elsewhere, may be referring to Richard Feynman
even though he can't remember from whom he ever heard

. of Feynman. He knows that Feynman was a famous physicist.

A certain passage of commmication reaching ultimately

. to the man himself does reach the speaker. He then is

referring to Feynman even though he can't identify him

*uniquely. He doesn't know what a Feynman diagram is,
he doesn't know what the Feynman theory of pair produc-—

< tion and annihilation is. Not only that: he'd have

. trouble distinguishing between Gell-Mann and Feynman.

! So he doesn't have to know these things, but, instead,
a chain of commmication going back to Feynman himself
has been established, by virtue of his membership -in a

community which passed the name on from link to link ..."6



So the reference of a pame, according to Kripke, is determined by .
means of a chain of .communication which holds between the speaker 8

use of a nane and the object which was initially bestowed with the

g
.

name, There are nc important differeué;; beGZZ; the views of Kripke
and Donnellan. The only. difference see;s to regside in the way in
which the historical chain of communication and the causal chain of
communication terminate at a given.objecc. For our purposes this
difference can be more or less ignored, elthough it 'will become clear‘
in the thesis. Of greater importance is the fact that the cadsal
theory -of names and the historical explanation theory of names pre=
serve the rigidity of names, or, to.be more precise, preserve the
lack of mon-rigid uses of & name. TFox since the referent of the name
;Ls not determined via the cluster of descripti_on's associated with the
{name, the referent of the name is going to be the same in all possible
worlds, 1.e., the name is goling to rigidly designate the same object
in all possible worlds. So if the causal theory oflnames and the
historical explanation theory of names were correct ;ﬁey would give

a nice picture of the way in which proper'naces fu:ction in the des-
cription of counterfactual situatioms. .Unfortuhately, there are 4if-
ficulties with both theories. The difficulties ;evolve around the
principle which these two theotries provide for theqdecipherment of

referentially ambiguous names. We discuss them in the third and

fourth chapters. The amended version of the cluster theory of names

i

vhich we offer is meant to overcome the difficulties facing the cluster.

theory of names and is also meant to preserve the lack of non-rigid

uses of proper names. -
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4, The unamenged version of the cluster theory of names, as ué have -
seen, is faced with two serious difficulties. The first is that a.
prope} name will ha%e certain non-rigid uses, since, on the cluster
theory of names, aungme is analytically iied to a cluster of descrip-
tions. Tpe theory presénhed by us preserves the lack of n;n-rigid
uses of a name. .Ic does this 5y asserting that the féference of 2

- .name an a particular occasion of its use by a speaker is determined

via a cluster of descriptions which fix the reference of theé name but

are not equigplth to it in meaning. Consider, for examble. the name
T . .
"Aristotle”. If the cluster of descriptions (both attributive and

definite descriptions) are only used to fix the reference of the name

YAristotle", then the referent of the name will be the same in all
. A ]

possible worlds. Thus, when we say counterfactually, “suppose

Aristotle had not gone into philosophy"”, we need not mean "suppose

. the student.of Plato, the teacher of Alexander, etc., had not gone

into philosophy"; we need only mean "suppose that that man had not

'“E}gone into philosophy”, i.e., the man who Is the referent of the name

"Aristotle” in the-ac:ual world'.7

. The secon@ difficulty faced by the unamendéd version of the
cluster tﬁéory of nameé has to do with the counter-examples to the.
theory.’”Tﬁe gmended version of the cluster theory of names provides
intuitively correct responses to Kripke's counter—examples to the

unamended version of the clustex theory of names, while at the same

time accounting for Kripke's criticism of the umamended cluster

theory, namely, that it ignores the social character of naming.



5. Once we have a theory of reference uhich preaervas the lack of
non-rigidfuses of proper names we can deal with the probl- of trans-
uorld 1dentity which arises in c0nnection with the applied formal
semantics for quantified modal logig. To ma&e sense of modal sentences
such as "@x) nec Fx'" we need some theory of‘iﬁdividuation which
;ccounts;fo¥;identification oérébjects from one possiblé wéfld to
another; Suppose, for example, that there is a possible world H
‘(distincc from the actual uorld) in which Aristotle is not’ the tutor

" of Alexandersa In the world H he may also lack other properties which

i

. he has in this world. But then how can we possibly identify Aristotle
in the world H? It cannot be argued that we identify Aristotle in
the world H by means of the properties Gﬁiéh he bbssesses in.the:

actual world. TFor it could well turn out that in the wofld H some-—

oné else possésses the properties which we use to characteriié
Aristotle in this world. ‘We argue in the thesis that the ﬁotiog of

a rigld designator can‘be used to solve the proslem of trans—world ‘
identity. This 1s basically Kripke's argument. However, we point

" out ;hat the notion of a rigid designator:can be used to solve the
problem of trans—wﬁrld identity because it picks out the same indi-
'vidual across possible worlds by means of its indivi&ual es;é;ce.

And that;‘therefore, Quine is right in claiming.that quantified modal

logic is committed to essentialism.
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UANTIFYING IN .

INTRODUCTION: Faced with the success of the various systems of quanfi-

fied modal logic conséructéd by_Carnap, Kanger, Kripke and §thers, one -

might'think that éﬁe insistence of duine that the‘interpret;tion of

quantified modal logic was beset with difficulties which might even
force a collagge of modal d}stinctions, was antiquated. Quine, h;vever,

has not altereé“his views on quantified modal logic ever since he first
explicitly formulated them in 19&1.1 The aim of Fhis chapteé is to

exanine Quine's atcaék oﬁ-ﬁoaal logic and to determine whether Quin;

1s justified in clinging so tenaciously to his former views. It will

be argued in this chapter that he is. More specifically, since Quine

1s concerned with the problem of interpreting modal logic, it will be
afgued that aléhoughrsemantical considerations on modal logic show that
modal logic can be given an Interpretation which appears to be offhanq\J}
intelligible, the inEFrpretatién is in fact philosophically dubious.

In other words, we will argde that the semantical account of quantified

' modal logic (i.e:, the possible world account) does not suffice to make
it philoéoph@cally respecfable. The main relevan;e of the semantical
account seems to be that it shows thaﬁ if one is to take exception teo
quantified modal logic it has to be on philosophle grounds, and not on
logical ones. This chapter is divided into three sections. In the

first section we will state Quine's objections to the problem of

14
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interpreting modal logic. And in the second and third sections we
will state and examine two attempts to'iender-q;antification into

opéqae ¢0n£éxts intelligible, i.e., the attempts by Frege and Sﬁullyan.

+

It will be argued that none of these attempts succeed but that the.

Jbest hOpe for modal logic is in accepting *Smullyan's solu:ion to

the difficulties raised: by Quine.

I

QUINE ON QUANTIFYING IN: ' THE PROBLEM STATED _

.\:P—

Quine's criticism of‘\"modai logic is directed, spé;cifically,
against the third and gravest degree to vhich we may allow our logic
and semantics to embrade the idea of necessity.z The first degree of
modal involvemerit is expressed by means of a semantical predicate which
is attached to names of statements. Ihu;, we can attach the predicate
"Nec" to a noun or a singular term which is a name of a Statement. For
example, we can ;rite
(1) Nec "9 > 5"

The semantical predicate "Nec" applies to 2 mame to yleld a statement.

When used as a semantical predicate Nec "p" is interpreted as being

_true if and only if “p" is logically true. Thus we will h?-e/ formulae

such as "Nec (p v “p)", "Nec (p> q} > (Nec po> Nec q)", ete. This
use of "Nec" 1is generally held to be unobjectionable. It is important
to note, however, that the letters "p", "q", etc. are not schematic
letters which depict the form of actual statements but special variables
which replace names of statements.

The second grade of modal involvement,is expressed by attaching
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the logical operator "mec” to statements to f&rm other statements. So
long as necessity is Sdop;ed 1n the form of a statement operator it can
be converted into -a semantical predicate which attaches to names of
statements. Thus, for example, we can convert the statemené operator
"nec" in the statement
(25 gec (9 > 7)

_into the seméntical predicate "Ne;" merely by supplying quotatiocn marks
in the follﬁwing manner

(3) Nec ™9 > 7

One reason for translating the %Eatement operator "nec” into its seman-
tical counterpart "Nec" is that it serves to remimd us that the context
in question is referentially opaque. A referentially opaque context is

- one where a term does not simply refer to its object. Consider, for

. example, the following statement:

(4) "Tully" contains six letters.

The statement (4) says nothing about tife man Tully and the occurr;nce

of the term "Tully" in (4) is not referential. The same is true of‘the
following statement: A

(5) "9 > 5" contains three-characters. -

The'stateméﬁt (5) says nothing about the numbers 9 and 5. The principle
of the substitutivi;zﬁef identicy c;q be used to determine whether a
tern occurs referentially in a given context. Since

(6) 9 = the number of planets' ‘

and since whatever is true of 9 is true of the number of planets; we

should be able to substitute the term "the mumber of planets” for "9"

in (5) and come_out with a truth. 3But since the substitution of "the
/ .
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number of planets” for "9" in (5) leads to the £alsehood

Nk?) ."the number of planets > 5" contains three characters.

we can say that'ﬁhg position océqpied.hy.thg term “Qé in (5) was not
lreferential. Thds, fol}quiﬁg Quine, we can-éay th&:;; context i3 refer-
éntially opaque ;hen."bi;pu:ting a statement @ iﬁtp that context we can

cause a purely referential cccurrence in @ to be not purely referentiai

in the whole conteXt."3

Thus far we “have been talking about the second degree of modal
involvement. However, once we turn to the third degree of modal involve-

ment and start using "nec" as a sentence operator in predicate logic we

.

can no longer translate it into the semantical predicate "Nec". Ve

- cannot, for example, write u@%
(8) nec (x > 7) |

as

(9) Nee "(x> N"

"*Nec' has been understood up to now as a predicate
true onlys/of statements, whereas (9) attributes it
rather to an open sentence and is thus trivially
false, at least pending some deliberate extension
of usage. More important, whereas (8) is an open
sentence with free 'x', (9) has no. corresponding
generality; (9) is simply a statement about a
specific open sentence. For, it must be be remembered
that 'x > 5' in quotation marks is a name of the
specific quoted expression, with fixed letter 'x' “4
The 'x' in (9) cannot be reached by a quantifier.”

Just because we cannot quantify intoc a quotation context so it wouldn't
make any sense to write (9) as
(L0} (Ix)MNec "'x> 7'). ., -.

Since "x > 7" is a name of the expression occurring in the quotation

marks, the "x" in "x > 7" is a fixed letter. It cannot be reached by
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a quantifief-'-Thé trouble ‘is tﬁat in modal logic ome wants‘to quantify
Into necessify cont;;zh and we cannot éuantify into quo;ations. So it
ﬁili not do to treat "nec" as a sentence Qperatpr, as a meTe sﬁorthand
for :he-semantical predicate "Nec" and & pair of quotation marks; The
problem we are faced with is the following. Eitﬁer‘we reéard "nec" as
a sentence operator, as a mere shorthand for the semantical predicate
""Nec" and -2 pair of quotation marks in which case we are not allowed to
quantify into those-contexts; or else we ﬁry and make sense of sé.ntence.s
of the {grm

(11) (d x) nec (x ?.7);

. The stumbling block to the second alternative is that there are numer-
ous difficulties which can be'féised concerning ;he Sehsé of (11). These
difficulties were first railsed, as far as I know,,ﬁy Quine in his '"Notes
on existence and necessity".5 In that article Quine asked "... would

9, that 1is, the numbex of planets, be one‘of the numbers necessarily

e
greater than 7?“6

%gs he pointed out that such an affirmation would be
true in the form (1).and false in the form

(12) nec (the number of planets > 7)

and yet we are confronted with the truth of
{(6) 9 = the number of planets

Unlike (6), the statement

(13) nec (I XY (x> 7)

that is, the stateﬁent "Necessarily something is greater than 7" makes

sense, according to Qﬁ;ne, because it is in fact a true statément. Tﬁg

difference between (13) and (11} is the difference between quantifica-

tion within an opaque.context and quantification into an opaque context.
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Consider, for exampie, the_follcwing sentences: "It is possibie that,” °
for some x, x will never cease to exist" and "For some X, it is pos—
sible that x wiil nerer cease to exist". The former involves only -
quantification within an opaque context and means that it 1s IOgicfll;
possible (gi;en'that we are operating with the loéical sense of pos-

sibility) that there should be something which will ‘mnever pass out of

. existence; the latter involves quantification into an opaque context,

and means that, among the objects which there actually are, there 15

at least one of which it is logically possible that it should never
pass.out of existence. - v

In the same paper ("Notes on existence and necessity"), Quine

'aiso pointed out the fallure of the law of substitutivity: of identgtzr
" in modal (alethic).contexts, such as “necessarily ..." at least when

- necessity is understood in the sense .of analyticity. He pointed out

that.fromutl) and (6) we cannot infer.(12), with the help of the law
of substitutivity of identity. Quine's conclusion was that necesaity
and-pcssibility contexts are similar to quotation contexts which do
not admit pronouns which refer to quantifiers anterior to the context.

Iz his review of Quine s "Notes on existence and necessity",

" Church agreed with Quine that modal contexts are opaque, but he insisted

that this does not prevent variables within the modal contexts from

-

.being bound by a quantifier anterior to the context, provided that the

R

quantifier has an intensional range, for instance, a range of attri-

bute's.7 Quine replied to this in a much later article and we will ¢

‘come to that, but in the meantime Quine was able to sharpen his criticism

of quantification into modal contexts.
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Thus, in another article. published in 1947, wuch’ later than his
_1 "Notes on e:d.sten‘c‘e and necessity Quine once again took up ‘the ques—
" tion of -referential opacity. Ian this article i':e arguec that acceptacce
of quantified modal logic leads us to“‘ cccept the view thcﬁ there 'are"

cnly a multitude of distinguishable entities and no concrete objects.

-..,‘

To show t:his Quine uses the symbol "C" to express the relation of “eon—
‘gruence” which Venus, the morning star and the evening star bear to
one another and 'tc themselves. Then we have

(liﬁ. }bmi;xg star C Evening Star & nec (Morning Star C Morning Star) ..
Quiﬁe also adopts =a critericn of existential generalization according

to wh;lch an e.:cistentie} generalization holds if there is a constant

- ‘-"whose substitution fcr the va;i-..able in the open sentence would make | -~
the open sentence true. So, from (14) with the help of the criterxion

‘we have -

as) Gl _ Evening Star & mec (x‘c Morning Stax)).

‘But ‘we also have . w7 5

(16) Evening Star C E;Ening Star & “nec (Evening Star C Horniné Star).
Again, ap‘p;'is'ing the criterion to (16) we get . ’

(1;1') G C ﬁvening Star & -nec (x C Morning Stari).

S:I;nce (14) and _(16) are mutual contraries, it can't be the same Indi-
v:‘Ldual which satisfies the opeicnds of (15) and (17). Quine concludes
that the'relare at least two objects congruent to Evening Star. Accord-

ing to Quine, -a similar argument can be constructed by the introduction

[N
1

of the term "Venus" to show that a third such object can be inferred.
Quine suggests that there are two options open to the modal logician

who ffhds this repudiation of concrete objects from his domain of

-
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discourse uncongenial. The first alternative is to régard modal logic
as a proper parE“of the total iogic to which the modal logician is
prepared to subgcribe so that the ontolog& of "individual conce%té"
will come to be regarded only as a part of the total ontology which
embraces material objects and maybe even classes. *In this case the

l variables of modal leogic would have to be distinguished from those

of the total logic so that in the total logic we would mot be able to
arbitrarily apply modal operators to any matrix and then quantify with
respect to the variable occurring in the matrix. The second alterna-
tive for the modal logician is teo insis; cn the universgl applicability
of his quantiﬁied modal logic but to repudiate the partial criterion
of qxié:ential generalization which was offered by Quine. However,

" in this case it is not clear what other criterion can be offered in
its place.

;n his article "Reference an& modality" Quine brought together
the arguments he had put forth in "Notés on existence and necessity"
and "The problem of interpreting modal logic", but ﬁe also added new
érgumeﬁts to.these to the effect that we camnot quantify into modal
contexts.9 In this article Quine tries to show the‘meaninéleséﬁess
of quantification into modal contexts without reverting to an
lexpository interplay between singular terms":

"Whatever is greater than 7 is a number, and any \\

given number:x greater than 7 can be uniquely deter-

mined by any of varlous conditions, some of which

have 'x > 7' as a necessary consequence and some of

- which do not. One and the same number x is uniquely
determined by the condition:
(32) x -J§y+f£ +dx $x
and by the condition:
(33) There are éxactly x planets,
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but (32D has "x > 7' as a necessary conseguence
while (33) does not. Necessary greaterness than
-~ 7 .makes no sense as applied to a number x; neces—
gity attaches only to the comnection between 'x > 7'
and the particular method (32), as opposed to (33), *
. of specifying x."10

Similarly Quine argues that

{18) (3 x)(necessarily if thexe is life on the Evening Star then there
is life on x). . _

.is meaningless because the physical object gﬁich fulfills the condition

(19) .necessarily, i1f there is life on the Evening Star then there is'
life on x

can be uniquely determined by different-conditions not all éf which

have (19) as a necessary consequence.

"Necessary fulfilment of (19) makes no sense as
applied to a-physical object Xx; necessity attaches,
at best, only to the connection between (19) and 11
one or another particular means of specifying x."

In Word and Object, Quine considers a tentstive solution to this

difficulty.12

The solution consists in narrowing the univerée of objects

so as to exclude thése objects which can be specified in different ways

that are not necessarily equivalent. He now comsiders admitting only

those objects which satisfy the following condition:

(C) 1If one and the same object is uniquely determineé by two open sen—
tences then the two sentences are necessarily equivalent.

Condition (C) has the consequence that modal distinctions collapse.

Suppose we write (C) schematically as |

(200 {((WFwv = w=x) &§ WO = w=x)] D nec(W)(Fv = Gw) -

From (20) we can deduce ‘necessatily p' where 'p' is any true sentence.

Let v be any object in our purified universe of discourse and let x = y.

o
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Then we have

(21) WMIp aw=y)= w=x]

F22) MW=y = we=x)

Next, by substituting 'p & @ = y' for ‘F@' and '@ - }.‘ for 'G@'
in (29) we get | h ‘
(23) (W sv=y)= wex] & W=y = v=x}> nec
Wi &w=y)= w=y]
From (23) by (21) and (22) we get
(24) "nec WMIp&w=y)= w=yl]
By instantiation and necessity elimination, we haﬁe
(25) (pa&y=¥V)=vy=y
(25) implies 'p'. Hence, since what is implied by a necessary truth is .
a necessary .truth, (24) implies that necessarily p.
We see, then, that narrowing ouj domain of objects will not help
since it.only leads to a collapse of modal distinctions. Since nothing
is as;dmed here about the objects over which we are quantifying, restrict-
ing the values of one's variables to intensional objects will not help
in avertiﬁg this collapse of modal distinctions. In the article “Reply
to Professor Ma;cus" Quine points out that Church was wrong in his
review of "Notes on existence and necessity"” when he said that inten— wl”
sionalizing the values of variables would prevent two specificatioﬁs -
of the same object which only coincide contingently.13
“"Now on this latter point Church was wrong. I have
been slow to see it but the proof is simple. Any-
thing x, even an intension, is specifiable in con-
tingently coincidental ways if specifiable” at all.
For suppose x is determined uniquely by the condi-

tion '@Px'. Then it is also determined uniquely by -
the conjunctive condition 'p. Px' where 'p' is any
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truth, however irrelevant. Take 'p' as an arbitrary
truth not implied by ?¢¥x', and these two specifica-
tions of x are seen to be contingently coincident‘
'¢x' and 'p. @x'."14
In "Three Grades of Modal Involvement”, Quine draws one further conse— -
quence of quantifying into mocol contexts.ls This is what he calls )
"Aristotelian essentialism", and by which he understands the doctrine
that some of the attributes of a thing are essential to it, necessary
-of-the thing regardless of the way in which we refer to it. For
- example, a man is essentially rational, not merely g___man, but qua
himself. According to Quine, this means that we prefer ccrtain ways
of specifying (uniquely) an object x while regarding other ways of -
uniquely specifying the object x as uncongenial. The ways we some— -
“how favour are supposed to better reveal the "essence" of the object
x. Thus, for exaoplc,
(26) x =ox +4x +Jx #Jdx
is to be preferred to
(27) There are exactly x planets
since_consequcnces of (26) can.be looked upon as necessatiiy true of
the object which is 9, whereas conseqcenCcs of (27) are only conting-

-

ently true of it. Quine's conclusion is "so much the worse for quanti-
fied modal logic:"ls We will examine Quine's objection to quantified
modal logie, i.é:, that it commits us to some form of what he calls
'Atistotelian essentialism' in the next chapter. It will be seen that
quantified modal logic is indeed committed to essentialism, to be more

precise, to the notion of an individual essence. BHowever, as it will

become clear later on, we do not have to accept Quine's conclusion:

«

e
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"so much the worse for quantified meodal logic". . But apart from'Quihe's
objection to essentialism, the Test of the difficulties raised by Quineh
regarding quantifiéatiohﬁintﬁ modal contexts all revolve around the
;failure of the law of sﬁbstitutivicy of identity in modal gontexté.
?e_can sum up the diffiéulty regarding the failure of thé law of substi-
tdtivity of identity in modal contexts ;n the following way. Consider
the following two éen:gnces:. =
(1) nec (9 > 7)
(6) The number of planets = 9
Now, according to Quine, one ﬁf the fundamentsal laws governing the
notion of ide;fifié*s the substitutivity of identity_gp;ch states
that given any Frue*identity statement, we can substitute either term
of that identity statement for the other in any other true statement
without altering the truth-value of the latter statement. However,
the substitution of the gxpressionl"the number of ﬁlanets" for the
term "9" in the true statement (1) gives-us the obviously false state-
ment |
(12) nec (the number of planets > 7)
Something has gone wrongi We have deduced a false conclusion from
true pfemisses using what seem to be perfectly legitimate modes of
reasoning.

b In the neit section we will gtate and e;amine two a émpts to
deal with the paradox that arises as a result ;f the failure of the

law of substitutivity of identity in modal contexts, nawmely, the

attempts by Frege and Carnap.
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CLASSICAL TREATMENTS OF THE PROBLEM.

1. FREGE.QE.OBLIQ§§ CONTEXTS: Since contexts which Quine calls
"opaque" occur frequently in substantual clauses, clauses govern;d
by "that" or ";hether", Frege refers to the topic as that of "indirect
speech” (oratio obliqua). It is a well-known doctrine of,Frege's that
proper names occurriné in a referentlally opaque context cannot have
their ordinary reference.t’ His reasons could be summarized in the
following Qay. Consider, for example, the following statement

(28) Frege believed that Kepler died in misery. '

Now, suppose in this case-the proper name "Kepler" in the subordinate
. clause stood for-ité customary referent, namely, the man Kepler. 1In
that case weuwould have to take the sentence appearing in the sﬁ%-
ordinate clause as saying SOme;hing about_the man Kepler. We would
then have to take |

(29) Frege believed thét x died in misery

as a predic#te true of the man Kepler. How;ver, if a predicate is
true of an object it is true of the object no matter how we refer to
the object. Suppose now, that we choose to refer to the man Kepler
by means of the name "the discoverer of the elliptic form of the
planetary orbits"”. Since the name "the discoverer of the elliptic
form of :the planetary: orbits" refers to the ‘same man -as the name
"Kepler", the statement

(30) Frege believed that the discoverer of the elliptic form of the

planetary orbits died in miserf



.should have the same truth-value as the gtatement (23). “But clearly .
it deesn't. Tpé;efore, the name "Kepler" does not ;efer to the man
Kepler in (28); Arguﬁeﬁta similar to this can be constructed to apply
to écétexts governed by alethic modalities.

at

) .IGiven that a proper name cCannot s:ané for its customary refer—
ence in an opaque\;onCext we h#ve to ask ourselves whai it could stand
for. To begin with, we may note that the above argument may be gener—-
alized. The same coﬁsiderations that appiy, for Frege; to proper names
apply equally to declarative sentences which occur in con:exﬁs governed
by substantival chances~or modal (glethic) operators. Since, for Frege,
the reference of a sentence is the truth-value, the replscement of one
part of a sentence by another having the same reference as the one
replaced will not alter the truth-value of the original sentence although
it nay Alter its sense.ls The substitution, ﬁowever, may not work in
the case of an opaque context. More specifically, the replacegent of
a sentence governed by a substantival clause by another with the same
trqth—value may not preserve Fhe truth-value of the original complete
sentence. .Now, in order to answer our former question, namely, what
doexpressibns in an opaque coﬁtext stand for, we must ask what replace—-
ments would leave the truth-value of a sentence like (27) unaltered..
Frege's answer was that the Eruth-vaiue of a sentence in a subordinate
clause would be unaltered if we replaced it by another sentence with
the ggygéT§ggggg

ﬁin such cases it is nét permissible to replace

one expression in the subordinate clause by another

having the same customary reference, but only by

one having the same indirect reference, i.e., the
same customary sense.'
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Normally, we use a sentence to express a sense (thought) but in doing
this we do‘not talk about the sense. However, when we say, for gxémplc
that "John said that Scotr was the author of Waverly” what we are
talking about is the thought expressed by John,. about the sense of
the words he used; : -

Frege's main idea is that there are no real opaque océuréénqesf
The appearance of opacitylcren:ed Sy apparent fallures of suﬁstituti;i:y
and the like is du; to confusion about what the reference of a given
expression is; It is easy to see how Frege would have handled examples
like (1), (8) and (7). BEe woula say that it does not follow from the
truth of (8) that the name "the number of planets” has the 'same refer-
“ence in (7) that it does in (8).

According to Frege, then, n#mes in oblique contexts acquire new
nominata and new éenses. The nominztim of a name in an oblique context
is its s;:nse in an ordinary context. Thus, two names in an obliqoe

context can be interchanged freely salva veritate if their semse in an

ordinary context is the same. But Frege's methed turms out to be nmuch
more complicated than it appears at first sight. On Frege's own prin-
ciples it is semnse which could be said to determine reference and not
Fhe other waf round, reference does not determine sense. We have seen
that the referent of a name in an éblique context is its custowmary
sense. What, however, is the sense of a name in an oblique conteé;?
Reference does not determine sense. So just knowing what the referent
of a name in an oblique coat;x: is, 1s not encugh to enable us to

determine what its sense in an oblique context is. Moreover, it is

doubtful that we will ever be ‘able to say what the sense of an expression
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when it occufs in an opaque context is to‘b;-t;kcn to be. Considqr,‘
for example, the name “Hesperus". Ope might say that since "Hesperus",
when it occurs in oﬁhque contexts usually stands for what in Eransparent
contexts is its ordinary sense, in opaque contexts its sense is the

same as the sense of that expression which iﬁ transparené context;
s:#nds for the customar& sense of "Hesperus". That is, the 1ndir§ct

sense of "Hesperus" in opaque contexts is the same as the customary

sense of "the sense of 'Hesperus'." This, however, doesn't work. It

meansﬁfgz one thing, that the doubly oblique sense of "Hesperus" would

be the same as the sense of the expression "the sense of ..."

applied
twice to the name MHesperus". 1Y is not clear how repeated applications
of the expression (or operator if you like) "the sense of ..." are
supposed to differ from just one application of it to the name "Hesperus".
It is not even clear how the sense of "the sense of "Hesperus'" is
p different from the sense of "Hesperus'.
ﬁcu, consider z statement containing two opacity-inducing clauses
such as
(30) Jones said that Jﬁck uantea to know whether Sikorski was bald.
),Since the name "Sikorski; occurs within the clause following "said
. f that ...", on Frege's theory it must stand for the customary gense it
would have in the statement "Jack wanted to know whether Sikorski was
bald". .ﬁowever,.this statenént alsﬁ contains an opacity-inducing
iffffhtor' namely, ''wanted to knéu whether".zo So combining the two
opaque contexts we can say that the name "Sikorski" in (30) has a

doubly obligue reference (and a doubly oblique sense). 3But it was-

argued above that we cannot say what the sense (simpie) of an expression
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in an oblique context is. Then, since according to Frege the sense of
an expression determines its reference, it follows that we cannot even
say wvhat the reference (simple) of the name “Sikorski", i.e., its custom-
' ary sense, in the statement (30) is. But if we do not know what its
customary sense is then how can we determine its reference? It follows
that we do not know how to assess the truth-value of a statement in
which two opacity—inducing operators occur. frege must have gone wrong
somewhere. ‘

Since Frege's theory leads to such unintuitive results we have
to ask ourselves whether or not it can be modified so as to restore the
original simplicity of the theory. Thus, for example, Kaplan writes:

"My own view is that Frege's explanation by way of ~

ambiguity, of wimt appears to be the logically

deviant behaviour of terms in intermediate contexts

is so theoretically satisfying that if we have not

vet discovered or satisfactorily grasped the peculiar

intermediate objects in question then we should

simply continue looking."21
By "intermediate contexts' Kaplan means opaque OT oblique contexts and
the "intermediate objects" are the nominmatum o©f expression in these
contexts. Now, Carnap's method of extension and intension can be

regarded as a modification gf Frege's theory and we will examine it

next.

2. CARNAP AND THE METHOD OF EXTENSION AND INTENSION: According to

Carnap, Frege's method of dealing with oblique contexts leads to a

multiplication of entities. Carmap, in his Meaning and Necessitv,

{1lustrates this schematically by means. of the following diagram.22
In the dlagram 'is' is the sentence 'Scott.is human’'. An arrow with -

's' srands for the sense relation.
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According to Frege, the entity named by "Hs' is the truth-value of
'Hs". In the diagram this is the entity e,. However, there is also
the proposition that.Scott is Human which is the seose of 'Hs'. Thus,
if we wish to speak about this proposition, i.e., the entity e, ve
need another name, distinct from n,. Bow, 1f we let o, be the nzme
of e, then o, wil]l also have a sense for which we will need another
name and so on. Thus, Frege's method leads to an infinite number of
e_nt:it:ies, and in order to speak about these entities we require an
{nfinite number of names. For his own method Carn'ap claims the
advantage of requiring only one expressibu in the object language.
Thus, he says

"On the basis of the method of extension and inten-

sion, on the other hand, we need in the object _

language, instead of an infinite sequence of expres—

sions, only ome expression ... and we speak in the

metalanguage only of two entities in connection with

" the opne expression, namely, its extension and its

intension (and even these are, &s we shall see later§

merely alternative ways of saying the same thing) ."?
Let us examine these claims. We need an exposition of the method of
extension and intension. In what fellows capital letters A, B, C ...

function atl;“metalingtd.stic variables which take expressions in the



32"

o object language as values. logicaﬁicmmu ;re to be 'regj‘a'.:ded as
names of :henaelses vhen combined uich capital 1et:ets. and. a string
of names of expraasions is the name of the expression forned by cone
catenxting the naned expr;ssion in the order named. . Horeover, in the
infornal exposition which follou: we will only be concerned with
individual expressions (constants or descriptions), sentences and
predicates.
- The two fundamental concepts employed by Carnnp in Meaning and and
Nécessigz are truth. :nd L-truth. A sentence Ay is L-true (in a seman—
tical systen S) if and only if Ay holds in every state—descriptipp (in
the syﬁten S). A stxté—description is = ﬁ::imally ;;nsistcnc sef of i
sentences, i.e..'a set of sentences which coqt;ins for every atomic
" gentence either this sentence or its negation, but not both, and no
other sentences. _if Ay and A, are two expressions of the same t}pe
(ind;vidual expressions, predicates with the ‘same pumber of plnées

and sentences) then Ay and A, are said to be equivalent if and omly
_if Ag = Ag 1is true, and L-equivalent if and only if Ay = An is L-
true.za A context Ap is called extension;l 1f every expression An
which is obtained by replacing an expression in Ay by an equivalent

expression is equivalent to Ap. A context Ay is sald to be intensional

with respect to the occurrence of A, in Ag if it.does not contain any

extensional context aﬁﬁ the occurrence of Ay in Ap can be replaced with
" any other expressiocn L- equivalent .to Ap. Carnap then calls any context

intensional if it contains at least one context which is intensional

with Tespect to the occurrence of an expresSion and whose othexr contexts

are extensional. In an extensional context equivalent and L-eequivalent



3
12

¥ 33

éxpressions can be subsfitqbed salva veritate. In an intmaional con-

text only L- eqml.valent expressions may be substituted salva veritnte.

Tt is pow apparen: how Carnsp's method my “be applied to the
~prob1en of qnnnt:ifying 1nto opaque contexts. The failure of the true

sent:ence (1) to.remain true \rhe.n the expreauion "the number of plmets

l'

i5 substituted for the expresnion g is expla.i.ned by pointing out

that (1) is an intensio'nal context, vhile “the number of planets™ and

'\' .
"9" are, althoagh equivalm:. not I.- equivalent.

Thus far we have seen how vit.h the help of the ‘notions of truth
and Lftruth Carnap was able to ta'lk about expressions of the object
Languag-e. Before we evaluate Carnap's method we have to show how
" Carnap was able to_translate sentences of the oblject: language into the
‘meta-language. To givé examples we will confine o:ir attention to the
-netalanguage Hl .the- extensional objecr. hnguage 51’ and. the intensional

object-language 52.25 'I.'he neta—lmguage Hl is mant to.be neut.ral.- It:

does not contain the phrases 'the property Human' .md 'the class Human'
but only the neutral expression 'Human'. Let ;RAf ‘mean 'is 'a ratiomal

aninal® in S;- and let "H' mezn ‘is human'. A chlaracteristic sentence
of S, woiuld then be ' e . S

(31) RA= E

(31) is a L-true sentence of 1Sy« Since S, is an extensional object
language we.cannot:fexpress the analytic character_ of (31) in S but

we can do’so in ul by pointing out chat 'RA' and 'E' ave 1~ equivalent

N

4o S,. Howeve::, the analytfl character of (31); can be expressed in .

S2 because Sz contains the modal operator 'N? (read "necessarily’ )

'N' is dcfined 1n terms of the notion of scate—description in such a
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ny that a sentence of 32 such as H(?) uill ‘be true Af nnd only if ,
' 9 is L—l:rue Thus, ve expresa the analyt:l.c chnracter of (31) in

52 by vrit:ing < - N S

"~
-
ey

(32) N(RA"" H).

.- -

Furthermore, (32) may be trmhted into the meta-language Hl as

(33) Rational Animal i¥ L- equivxlcnc to’ Bumaz.

-t

The next qnestion vwhich arises is wvhat entit:ies are presup-
. posed in order to interpret the sentences of Carnap's 1angu.ages.

To, eaéh"designat:o'r' there correspon'ds exactly two entities. The enti-

e

ties differ depending on the type of designator in question. We can-

represent the situation schematically in the follawix_w,‘g way:

- Extension Intension
Individual expressions [ Individuals Individual Concepts:|
Predicates ' Classes  Properties
Sentences _ Truth-Value U Proposition

-

L]

According to Carnap no two distinct individual constants correspond to
T o -
the same entity. Individual descriptions may correspcnﬁ to the same

-t

entity as individual constants. Moreover, two L- equivalent individual

descriptions may correspond to the same entity. There is one entity

. comsponding’ to each sentence md one entity corresponding to each

predicate. ' The relation between an entity and a deaignator is expressed

by means of "designates” and "L- designates"; and these notions are part
Y. 2 s

of the meta-language H1.26 Entities are equi‘tralent'if the -corresp.opq;ng

designa.t:ors are equivalent and L- eqm!.valent 1f the correspornding
designators are-L- equivalen:.

The difficulty with Ca.rn&p 's t.heory is that we are left with

-

P a

- . -
~ -
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mtensim; This has already been pointed out by l)av:f.dm:rn27

, and

Quineza.‘ It can be illustrated by means of individual expressions .

- although the same reasoning applies to predicates and sentences.

"“'Consider the following sentences

“(34) Scott :Ls.cqu:l.valen_t to the author of Waverly .

-

(35) Scott is equivalent to Scott.

.Although these two sentences are troe ;leﬁtences of Hl', (35) #s also

. l-true whereas (35) is not. Thus, we can re—write (34) and (35) as

(36) Scott is not L- equivalent to the author of Waverly

(37 ) ‘Scott is L- et{uivalent to Scott.

If we compare (36) and (34) we find that although the entities which
* correspond to the individual expressions "the author of Waverly" and
~""§cot,t“ are equivalent they are not L- eqﬁivalent. Furthermore, since
a designator may, in general, be replaced by another ome only if they
are x.:ot‘mre'ly equivxle.nt but L- equivalent and since, by Leibniz's

Law, only designators which denote the same entity are substitutable

salva vcritateh,\ it follows that the eutitﬁes which correspond to the
:Lndividua.l expressions "Scott” and "the author of Waverly" are not one
and the same entity. Howeve;.', the extensions of "Scott" and "the author
of Waverly” z;re the same, i.e., the individual Scott. In order to see
that thcextensions of "Scott" and "the author of Waverly" cannot be
Carnap's individuﬁ entities it suffices to see that from (34) we camn
get

(38) (dx){(x is equivalent to Scott)

If the variable in. (38) takes the individual Scott as its value then,
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since there is only one individual Scott, there can only be one value
'for. t:he variable in (38). But f:::om (34) - (37) we get
(35) (I x) (x 1s equivalent but not L- equivalent to Scott)
(40) (3 x)(x is equivalent and L- equivalent to Scott).
Since one entity carnot satisfy the contradictory conditions (39) and
(40), there must be at least t:vo distinct entities and ncithex; can be
the individual Scott. The sentences (34) — (40) belong to the meta-—
1anguxgel{1 but since they are correct translations of sentences of
52 what has been said about them can equally well be said of the sen-
" tences of which they are }:x;'anslations. The above argument is very
similar to Quine's Ho::ﬁzl_ng Star — Evening Star argument in "The Problem
of Igcezpreting;sodal Logic”. o

. The extensional object-language S:L does_not contain the transla-
tions of sentences (36) = (37) and (39) - (40). But it contains (34) -~
(35) and (38), or, rather, trar;sl.ations of these sentences. However,
the meta-language M* w1l contain a true statement like
(41) 'S'"-L- designates Scott

2
of L- designation is such that an expression L- designates all entities

(41) is a true statement in Hl of both S:L and S..  -Since the relation

T~

1~ equivalent to the entity to vwhich the expression corresponfls; from
(41) we can get -~ |
(42) Scott is not L- equivalent to the author of Waverly.

which is a true statement in Hl of §;. Fro:? (42) and (34)— (35) we
can get (39) - (40). And since vhatever holds of the designators and

variables of Hl also holds of the sentences of which they are traansla-

tions we again see that the entities corresponding to indfvidual ‘

]
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expressions of_Sl are not individuals but individual concepts. More-
over, as Davidson has pointed cut we cammot say that the extensions of
individual expressions are the entities designated 'by.thoae expressions:

"It would be a mistake to imagine that the entities
designated by expressions are the extensions of
those expressions. Designation differs from L-
designation, not in introducing new entities, but
in introducing a new relation between expmsions
and the same entities. The extension of 'Séott'
is intended to be that one individual, Scott; but
'Scott' designates each of the entities equivalent
to the entity L- designated by 'Scott' (and of
these there are at least two)."29

e see, then, that although Carnap's method achieves a "reduction of
entities™ it is at the expense of extensions. - As it has been pointed

out by Quine this is a very radical move. Thus, he says
d "The strangeness cf the intensional language becomes
more evident when we try to reformulate sentences
such ag these:
(1) the nunber of planets is a power of three.
(2) the wives of two of the directors are deaf.
In the familiar logic, (1) and {2) would be analyzed . -
in part as follows: .
(3) (3n)(n is a.patural number. -The number of
planets = 30)
(&) (3x)(3VN(32)(3w)(x 1s a director. y is a
director. ~“(x = y). z is 2 wife of x. w is
wife of y. z is deaf. w is deaf] . :
But the formulation (3) depends on there being numbers
(extensions, presumably classes of classes) as values
of the bound variable; and the formulation (&) depends
on there being.persons (extensions, individuals) as
valuea of .the four bound variables. Failing such values,
(3) and (4) would have to be reformulated in terms of
number concepts and individual concepts. ... whose senses
are more readily imagined than put into words."30

Quine. concludes by saying that although these considerations don't show
that a langusge such as Carnap's is inadequate, they point to the unusual
character of the language which comes out most clearly whe.n dealing with

examples such as (3) and (4)° (above).



ihui far we have examined Frege's attempt to deal with tﬁe
problems raised by Quine regarding qn:ntificati;n into opaque contexts.
Apart from philosophical difficulties we found that Frege's solution to
the problem of quantification into opaque contexts is wnnecessarily
conplicated’. It is natural to ask that since Frege's system leads to
such complexities whether or not it might be modified in such a vay as
to restore some of its lost simplicity. Since Carnap's method of exten—
sion and intension may be regarded as a modification of Frege's systenm
‘we were led to examine this uethoé. ‘We found that although Carmap's
mcthoa can be used t; deal with the puzzles raised by Quine regarding
quantification into modal contexts, it dods so ﬁnly at the expense of .
extensions. We will now examine Smuliyan's attempt to render quanti-

" fication into modal contexts intelligible. -

11T

RECENT TREATMENTS OF THE PROBLEM

1. SMULLYAR AXD SCOPE DISTINCTIONS: The distinguishing characteristics

of Russell's theory of descriptions are the doctrines of descriﬁpicna as
incomplete symbols, their contextual definition irn use and their scope
ambiguity. Let us concentrate on his discussion of scope amkiguity.
According to'Enqsell, the sentence "the present King of France is not
bald" (or, for short “n;B(?x)(kx)") is ambiguous and needs to be dis-
anbiguited. The sentence is subject to CU§ expansions-according to
whether the scope of the description is taken as large or small. That

is to say, we may take the sentence as first of all saying that the

el
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present king of France is baid and then dmyins it (small scope) or as
sixply aﬁ;:'fim:lng that the present king of France is mot bald (bas no )
hair). PFor the sentence ~ B(?x)(kx) to be the contradictory of B(?x) (k-x),
the ascope of the description must be :aklen to be aa. snall .as possible.

On this interpretation ~ B(7x)(kx) abbreviates ~ [(F){(X)((kx) = (x.= ¢))

& Be}ll.. This is true whenever (7x)(kx) does not.have a descriptym.
The other :Lnt‘erpretnt.ion of ~ B(?x)(kx) accords the description a large
scope.. Thus understood, ~ B(7x) (kx}_gbbmviates (FA@XD((x) = (x = e))

& ~ Bcl. This is false whenever (7x) (kx) éoes not have a descriptum,
\ et

" The contradictory of B(7x)(kx) is ~ B(?x')';'(-i::) with the description given

’ .

small scope.

The case of negatcjv.on may be extended to other truth—-fiiﬁr:tiong.

" Thus, Russell says:
"The purpose of the -following propositions is to show

- that, when E! (?x)(® x), the scope of (7x)(¥x) does

not matter to the truth-valve of any proposition in

wvhich (?x)(@x) occurs ... The proposition can be

proved generally whem (7x)(@x) occurs in the form
X0x)(Px), and X (Ix)(@x) occurs in what we may

call a "truth-function', i.e., a function whose truth

or falsehood depends only upon the truth or false—

hood of its argument or arguments. This covers all

the cases with which_we are ever concerned. That is

_to say, if X (?x)($x) occurs in any of the ways which

can be generated by the processes of *1 — *11, then,
provided E! (7x)(@®x), the truth-valuve of £{[OX)(Px)]. -~
X{x)(Px)} is_the same as that of '.[(7:)(?:}].96
{X 0x)(px)1."3 :

Russell’s statement that "this covers all the cases with which. we are
ever concerned" should be taken to mean -those cases with which we are
concerned in trutl;—fmi:tiana.l logic, i.e., extensional logic. When non
truth—ftm;'.;.ional forms of composition occur, as with logical necegsity

" and logical possibility themn even proper descriptions (i.e., descriptioms
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\d.th-a descriptum) :!;nduce. scope nb:l.s’u:[ties.' Smullyan vas the first
to make a no.te of this. Ee rightly argued that Quine's argument which
tries to show that the prindplé:'éf su'bat:itutivity of identity breaks
down in modal con:e:mqn;ffers from a fallacy of ambiguity - asbiguity
of scope.32 ‘ -

Let us ré-wr:l.te 1), (6) and (12), raspect:ively, in the abstract
,“'fom
(43) nec (Fy)
(44) Y = (Ox)(Gx)
(45) - nee [F(7x)(6x)]
we see that (45) is ambigwous. It is to be 'dismbiguated by placing 2
scope symbol somewhere.- (45) could mean either | |
- 46) mec {[UD) (D] . [FUN @D}, Lee., nec (INE@I(Gx= x = 7)

Con1

or
(47) [@x)(EX)]. . nec [F(?x)(Cx)]
Smul:lyan's point is sim;:ly that although (46) 1is false, it does ot
follow from (43) and (44). -What does follow from (43) and (44) is the

/

true sentence (47) which is the contraction of

! {n'v".
48)- (FYX[(6x= x=1y¥) & nec (Fy)] - -

Thus, Smullyan, in his reply to Quine, quite rightly c;bservea
that examples like (1), (6) and (12) which show the failure of substi-
tutivity of identiry ig.-m@al contexts, have'to make use of descrip—
tions and-not just names. We -can adjust matters by paying careful
att;entic;n to f];latinct:lons of scope in Russell's fheory of descriptions

and also by slightly altering the theory to make it accomodate modal
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logic. For Russell, as we saw from the quoted passage, the truth-
2
value o’."E a statement was not alt:e;red‘ by changing "the scope of the _
+ description oécurring in it, wiless the description in question £iiled
to refer., In modal contexts, howw.-.f, difference pf scope can affect
troth-value even where the description succeeds in nmaming. The fol-
lowing theorem does not held in non truth-fumctional contexts
Bl 00 (Pn) > £ {LONPD - X 00PN} = [0D(PD . f
(X O0x(P)

_TWe have seen that (46) does not follow from (63) and (44).
What does ind;ed 'follo:w by ordinary logic from (é3). and (48) is (47),
which is the contraction of (_68). _Moreover, there is no reascn for
not regarding (48) as true. Now, (5‘8) is clearly a statement involw-
ing quantification into modal or opaque context. Smullyan assumes
the intelligibility of statements like (48) without attemptinmg to
expiain them. This is natural since Smullyan's article ant-eda:es the
c;evelopnent of a satisfactory semantics for modal logic. Thus, in
’

order to explain constructions like (§8) we have to examine the seman-

tics for quantified modal logic. -

2. POSSIBLE-WORLDS SEMANTICS: As Kripke has shown we can use the

notion of a possible ;-rorld to interpret quantified modal logic.33 We

will start bj giving a brief accomnt of Kripke's semantics for quanti-

fied modal logic.
The systems of propositional modal logic which will be discussed

are M (Von Wright), B ("Brouwershe system") and SA and S5 {Lewis). 1In

the language under consideration there are to be some unambiguously
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constituted sentences. These sentences are the prime formulas or atoms

and we demote them by capital Rommn letters from late in the alphabet,

such as "P", "Q", "R", .., “1’1". ‘2" e.- Distinct letters shall

represent distinct atoms. Starting with the prime formulas or atoms

and osing the coanectives &, A and pec, we build other fomulu A,

B, C, .., (called composite formulas or molecules), in ‘f.he usual way.

The prime formulas and the composite formulas together constitute the

form;hs of the language under con_sidera:ion. The rules md axioms of

the systems of propositional modal logic are as follows: )

RO: If A is a theorem of the classical propositional calculus F A

Rl: If FA and FA D B, then F 3B ‘ -

R2: IfFA:henl—necA;

" Al: If Fonec A then FA :

A2: F nec (AD B) o (nec A D> mnec B)

A3d: F AD pnec pos A

Ad: ' [ nec A:pec nec A -

The rules and axioms RO, ‘kl, R2, Al, A2 belong to each system. We get

the systez B by adding %3; we get the system S 4 by adding A.& but exclud-

ing A3; and we get S5 by adaing both A3 and A4, |
The semantics for propositicnal modal logic invokes the idea of

possible worlds in which propositions are truve or false. A model struc—

ture is a triple <G, K, R where G € K and R a reflexive relation on

K. We mxy think of G, says Kripke as the real world and of X as a class

of possible words. R is to represent the relation of "relaf:ive pos—

sibility™. A world E, is possible relative to Ej if and only 1f every

proposition truve in Hz is possgible in B

1° We can get classes of valid
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fox:nmlae belonging to different systems by varying ‘the properties of
R. For exsmple, if R is transitive as well as reflexive we have as
valid the theorems of Lewis's S.. A model on a model structure is
just a function of two variables $(A, H) that assigns T or F to atomic
Formula A in world H. Truth-values for the complex formulas are defined
in the following way 7 |
V(A & B, E) = T if and only 1£ V(A, H) = T and V(B, B) =T
VA, H) = T if and-only 1f V(A, H) = F
V(nec A, H) = T if and only: if .V(A, Hl) = T for every B_le k such that
EREL o
1-‘61' quantified modal logic we add, for each positive integer n,.
a list of n-adic predica.lce letters (atomic formulas taken as o-adic), ’
together with individual variables and quantifiers. 'ﬁe define a quanti-
ficational model structure as a model structure <G, K, R> together
with a function ¥ which assigns to each H, a set ¥ (H), intuif:ively the
set of individuals in H. A qmtifiéadonal model on a quantificational
model structure <G, K, R> is a binary function P(Pn, H), where the
first variable ranges over n-—adic predicate letters .and H ranges over
elements of K.
The truth-value of an atomlc formula Pn(xl, vas xn) in E rela-
tive to an assignment of objects aj, ... ap of UE e K'&(H) to Xy» oo
c;m now be defined as follows: _
V(Pn(ii, «e. Xy}, H) = T 1f and only 1f the n-tuple <al, ces %> €@
(", B), otherwise V(" (x;, .-+ %), H) = F, Telative to the given
assigoment. The iss:!.gmnents for cocplex formulas can be bullt up by

induction. The induction steps for ~ , & and nec have already been
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g:lven. Consider tha fomuh A(x._yl, ces yn) vhere x and 71 are the
only free var!.ables. Then V((x) A (x, ¥yp - yn), H =T relative
"to an assignment of bl‘ «ee by to Yy» ++e Tn if and only if V(A(x, yi,
... y,:)-,_n) = T for every assignment of a member a of ‘}I-(ii) to x.
This completes the semantics for qmtified.mod;l logic.

We will illustrate thi; semantics by abow:\Lng how the soundness
of the vx;ious systems can be proved_. Fo}liowing Van Fraassen, we use
T as an index ranging over {m, b, &, 5}, and use ;'Syst:en T" to refer
to sys:tenHif T =, Bif":"'":- b, Sg 1f T = & and Sg 1£ T = 5.31'
The languages under consideration are L;, Lps I.é and Lg. A valuation |
V is a oppping which assigns T or F to each atomic fc;mla in each
world. Since the syntax for each language is the same, we can define
| '1angua3e Ly as the couple {Syat, Vy ) , where Vg is the set. of valua-
tions of Ly. We have to show that for each index T, Sys:en T is

argument sound for L N
Proof: We know from the classical propositional calculus that RO and
Rl are somd for Lp. |

Case (1). Suppose A is valid in the system T , where T =m. This
wmns that every val_uxtior_x Ve over the model structure < G, K, R)
assigns T to A. That is to say, for every Hl such that HRHl,

V(A, H?L) = T. So by the valuation rule for "nec™ we have V(nec A, H) = T:
Hence R2 1is m@d.

Case (2). To show that Al is valid in the system T, where T m myeve
proceed 23 follows. We know that V(nec A, E) = T. This means that for
all Hl such that H.'Rﬁl, v{a, Hl) = T. Moreover, since R is reflexive,

we have as a special case V(A, E) = T.

-
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Case (3). Similarly, we show that A2 is valid in the system T._'h!'-'-!t
7" = m. We know that V(A > B, El) = T and f(A. Hl) = T for everyonl

such -t'hl.t E‘Rﬂ_l.

Furthermore, we know by the valuation rule for "> "

that in evers¥iworld H' such that HREL either V(A, EY) ='F or V(3, ED) = T.
But v:(A, Hl) = T. So V(B, !il) - T. Moreover, -since R is reflexive we
have V(B, E) = T. Therefore, by the valuation rule for ™nec”. we have
V(uec B, H) = T. ' | '

Case (4).. To show that A3 is valid in the system T, where 7" = b, we

upi)one V(A, H) = T. Since R is synetr.lcal we know that for every Hl,

1

>

if HRH thcn K]'RH So there ia a possible uorld relative to H]' in

wh.h:h A is true, naoely, H. 'rherefore. V(pos A, Hl) = T, Since this

is general and holds for all E]' suc'h r.'bat HRH]', ve have V(nec pos A

W) =T, . L e
Case (g). COns:Lder the system 7, uhere T = 4, and suppose V(nec A, B) -

= T, Because R is t:ransitive we k:now that for alil Bl and E.H such that- .

1 11

H 48 possible relative to B and H™ is possible'relat:lve “to -Hl,--.

11 . 11

v(a, BY) = v(a, 1) = T. Since this holds for all E'* such that HRET

we have V(nec A, HY) = T. Moreover, since it also bolds for all ET such

that ERHI, we have V(nec mec A, H) = T. Hence Aé4.

'.l‘o illustrate the sematics for qu:ntified modal logic we \rill :

show r_h.at )

(&9')' (—’3:)-;«: Fx 5 (3x) nec (Fx v Gx)

is a val:!.d formula of lLewis' system Sg-

._Prdof: To show that (49) is valid in_ the system T, vhere T = 5, we

., -

suppose v({(3 x) nec Fx E) = T. Assume for reductio ad absurdum that

‘_f

V((a_x) nec (Fx v Gx), H) = F. By the first hypothesis there is an

7



46

i

1

" ‘object a and for every Bl_such tha’: HRE™, V{(Fx, Hl) w T, relative to

the assignment of a to x. But by the second hypothesis, there is an
Hl such .that EREY and V((Px v G;:), Hl) - F,.-rela'tive to the assignument
of a o x. B; ehe valuation rule for._-"v'.', V({Fx v Gx), Hl) = F if and
.only if V(Fx,,ﬂl) = F and ‘“T(Qx', -HI) = ¥ under an assigfment of a to x.
But by the first hypothesis V(Fx, H ) = T for every Hl such th.ll: HRH]'
We therefore have both V(Fx, H 1) = T and V(Ex, B') = F which is a
contradiction. So (49) is valid. |

i We will now try to determine how const:ructions like |
8 (3y) @IEx= x =) & nec, (Fy)] |
can be explain;d by means of the semantics for quantified modal logic.
Before doing that, however, we have to make a distinction between
abstract formal semantics for quantified modal logic and appli.ed formal
semantics for modal logic.

‘There are two ways of construdng the semantical snalysis of '

modal logic that Kripke has given us. . Strictly speaking, what Kripke

is offering us is a system of abstract formal semantics for modal logic.

A model structure, for example, has no obvious comnection wi:fx our
ordinary modal notions. In Kripke's se{m_mcics a model structure is simply
any ordered triple (G, {(, ‘R}, wvhere K is a set, GéK and R 1s & relation on
K. K could be construed as a‘ seﬁ of baseball players with G as the short-
stop andt the relation "to the left of". Similarly, a quantified model

- structure is simply an ordered pailr whose first ‘rqember is a model structure,
and the second member is a b;Lna.;y function y,(H) which assigne to each -
member El _-_of X a set of indivi&uals—a set baseball players, for exanrple;'

'Kripkeié pure semantics does not, therefore, commit us to any philosophical



. Kripke says '

c - N o - - -

-

doct:xine. '.l'f-pw:e or abstract £om1 nenantics does not g:l.ve “us a ‘h
-eqing for "nec" or tell us vhen a proposition 13 necessar:l.ly true
) oxr vhnt 1:: :Ls for an’ o‘bject to have a property csse.ntially. Ic only

defines the noticm ‘of validity for each of t:he. systens under consider-

at:l.on. I-‘or exnple. it: tells uz that (&9) 13 vnlid in r.he syaten Sc .~

5.
if and only :Lf ({3 %) pee Fx - £} (3:) nec (rx v Cx), H) = T in every

' S5 qundficatlonal uodel on a qmtiﬂcational model structure. So

t:he absmct fornal smnt:lcl only tells us’ vhat :I.t 13 for a fornula'

to be vnlid :!.n a givcn mtm.- It does not-t:ell us what ne:_: - means.

Hor does it tell us what a: sen:ance 1ik.e (&8) neans For t:hat we have

‘ to t:urn to applied formal senmtics. ‘

N the applied foml senantics a model structure <G K, R )

: 'caxmot be constrmd as jnst any triple vhere G is a nmber of K and-

Ra relation on it. In 1pp1;[ed foml—uemantics K v:l.l.‘l. be a2 set ofA

possiblr. worlds vhere G is the actual world. And:-y»(ﬂ_)_will msign-
that dona:!.n of objects to H which-extst in’ n " Thus,. for example,

L]

"Intui;ively, we look at matters thus: K is the
. set of all 'possible worlds'; G is the "yeal world'.

s 1f By and Hy are two worlds HjKE; mesns intultively

that H2 is 'possible relative to' Hy; i.e., that
every proposition- true in H, is possible in H] ...
We may impose additional requirments, corresponding .
to -various ’'reduction axfoms’ of modal logic: If ..
R is transitive, we call (G, K, RYan Sbé-nm.s; B¢ SRTPI
R is symmetriec, <G K, R}in a Bropwershe m.8;- and'
if R ig an %uivalmcc relation, ve cm <c K, 'R}
an S5~m. 8. , ‘

- - = -
- ~

. One impormt diffetence, _then, betwéenﬁ abstract formal aemmt:l.cs
: and applie& formal senantics is that :!.n appli.e.d formal senmtics more

‘.conditions are :meosed on the notion of wmodelhood. For example, ve. have

-
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already seen that %~(H) assigns that domata of cbjects to B which

A et
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-

exist in H. Furthermore, in lpplied foml se cs the nembers

‘ ‘of the union of the domains -of the poss:l.ble words i.e., U ‘)“(H),

. are to have properties in the various worlds auch that various

-t

predicates are to ‘be regarded as bei.ng true of them, with reapecr, to

these worlds. And t:he same indiiidml nay have different properties

."4n the different vorlds. Thus, in applied formal sena_ntics we get a’

nem:l.ng ‘for "nec". For e;m;ple a:sentence like
(SO} (3 x) mnec, ('x is rational)

t:en.s us t.hat there ex:‘..ets an object. in the actual world whieh has

Z the .property of being, retional in every pouible wrld. Hence,

applied forml semandca gives us a meaning for stncements involving

'qnantification into nodal or opaque eontexts, such as (48). 7

" Let us, however, exmnine the notion of an object h.aving the

' same prop-erty in different possible worlds. To sdnplify t:hings,-

vill suppose that there are juat two objects a :nd b and just: two -
possible wrlds one of vhich is our world :L.e., the act:ual wrld.
I.et us suppose, furtherubre, that there are just two predicates 'F'

4

and 'G' which are to be regarded as t:rue or fa.lse of the o‘bjects a

'@b in the two possible words in the following 'way

Possible non-a.ct:unl Fa & Ga . Fb & Gb
' world
Actual world Pa & Ga "0 b &Gb

S:Lni:e, 1n:app1:!.ed formal semntics, necessity is charazcterized in terme
of truth in all possible worlds and possibility in terms of :ruth in

some possible world, we have nec Fa, pos Gb, nec 'Fb w-—_ etc. And ve

- -
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also have (3::) nec Fx, (3x) nec~Fx ... etc. Thus "nec Fa" is to

méan that "F" is true of a'in all wo::lde which are possible with respect

to the actual one (ind since there is only one non-actual ‘world it is

true of a in that.world), and "(3 x) nec Fx" is to mean that there is

" some object x of which "F" is true in "all these \rorlds. To make sense

of this, we need some theory of individuvation which accoumts éor identi-
fication of objects from one possible world to another. If for example,
one wvants to keep track of an o'bject from one possible world to another
by the help of its attributes one night hold that every object has some
attributes Hhic‘h it keeps in all worlds which are posaible with respect

to the actual one and which no othcr object has in any of these-pos-

’ eibie worlds. The problem of making such identifications (which has
* “been caned the problem of trans—world identity) and t:he difficulties

‘ which are raised by this problem will concern—us in the mext chapter.

The difficulty fnced -by suy theory of 1ndividu.ation which assumes the

‘notion of one and the same individual existing in two worlds, can briefly .

‘be spelt out in thc ’follwing way.

Let us suppose that Aristotle exists in some Horld H which 1is

distinct from this world. Let vs suppose, further, that in the world

_H, Aristotle is not. the tutor of Alexander the Great. In the world H

he may also lack other attributes or properties which he has in this
world. But then how can we possibly identify Aristotle in the world

H? It cénnct be argued that we identify Aristotle in world H by means -
of the properties which he possesses in this world. For, it could well
turn out that in the world H sonecne"elsc possesses the properties

wh;ch in fact characterize Aristotle in this world. But if we cannot
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(— identify Aristotle in the world H, then we do not reaily wderstand
the am.:eré:l.on that he exists there. And.it seems to follow that trans-
world identification doesn't make much sense at 21l and we will be led
to something like Lewis' Cqu:nterpart: theory according to which no‘ object
. exists in more than one world. |
In the next cﬁnpter we will argue that the problem of trans-
yorid identity can be resolved by means of ﬁhe notion of rigid deaigna—r
tion. But.; tentatively, “we may conclude on the basis of the above argu-—
ment that quantification into modal contexts doesn't make sense unless )
oner' can make sense of tra#s—world identification.
SUMMARY: In thi# chapter we have examined Quine's attack on modal logic -
by considering two proposed solutious for the difficulties arising out
"of quantification into modal contexts. Frege's theory of 1ndirect;
speech".and Carn.np' wodification ,of it we're examined and found inade~
quate .for Bandling the ‘d;l.fficulties :_aisgc} by Quipe. Smullyans solu-
tion for h_a-xlxdling failura:qf éphsFtitutiﬁ& -in op-;.que conﬁexts by -

making scope distinctions was seen to be adequate for haﬁdling the

difficulties raised by Quine in their origiml"fom. This followed
from the fact that all the difficulties raised by Quine had revolved
around the failure of the law of substitutivity of identity in modal
contexts which rested on the fallacy of ami:igui'ty exposed by Smullyan.
.However, the diffiCultics' become apparent once again when we tfy to’
interpret quantified mdal‘lqgic with the help of possible world -
semantics. ‘In particular, the interpretation (i.e., the-applied formal
#emantics) of quantified modal logic tends to give rise to the problem
of trans-wox:ld fdentification wﬁich once again threatens the Iintel-

ligibility of quantification into opique contexts.  ~
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7' CHAPTER II

‘ | RIGID DESIGNATION

INTRDﬂUCTION: In the last chapter we saw that to make sense of modal .
sentences like f‘nec Fa‘" and "(3 x) nec Fx" we need some -theor'y of
individuation which will enable Qﬁ to {dentify objects across possible
worlds. This followed frdn the fact that we took "nec Fa" to mean

- that F is true of g_iﬁ all ;otlds which are possibie with respect to

the actual world;. There are, basically, two ways'of-dealiné with

this problem of trans—world identity which give rise to radically dif-

" ferent golutioﬁs to this problen.' One way of dealing with cross—-world
identity puzzles i;'by adopting whgt I ;hall call the Frege—Carmnap-
Kapian method. This method ;f dealing.ﬁith thq problem of traﬁs—world‘
identity seems to me to be mistaien insefar as 1tlleads us to p@sit
counterparts of-actual objects in other pissible ﬁorlds. We will
examine this method in the first section. It will be seen that counter-=
part theory is vef& closely allied with anothexr theory which treaés
proper names as abb;eviated desc:iptions.: This is the view of the
classical logical tradition as represented by Frege znd Russell that

a proper pame siﬁtly was a definite description. Accordingly;‘w%rwill
examine this view'in section IIi The outcome of this investigation
will be that proper names are not abbreviated or &iaguised descxiptions.

In the third section the theory which treats proper names as rigid

\'\

-]
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designators rather than as abbreviated descriptions will be presented

and defgﬁded. We will argue that tﬁe notion of a‘rigid.desigﬁator can
be used to solve the pi-oblm of trans-world :dentity; ;rhe method of

| aoi;ing the problem of trans-world identity by treating proper names

as rigid designators is due pripa&ily to Kripke, and is_the second

metﬂod mentioned above. Finally, in the last section an important

distinction will be drawn (vhich is again due to Kripke) between fixing

the reference of & name and giving a synonym for it.l

I

THE PRDBLEH‘QEDTRAHS—WORLD IDENTITY: FREGE—CARNAP-KAPLAN METHOD

In tﬁe last chapter we saw that, according to Carmap,’ each
designator has both an intenéioﬁ and an extension. Sentences have
truth-values as extensions and propositions as intensions, predicates
have classes as extensions and properties as intensions, .terms have
individuals as‘extensions and 1nlividual'concepc; as intensioﬂs, and
80 on. Moreover, two sentences are said to have the same intensicn
1f they are L-equivalent. Carnap's method of extension andgintension
was meant to be a modificafion of Frege's doctrine of indirect deno—
tation. But Frege did not say what igtensions wére. In this respect
Carﬁap did not differ from Frege. Both Carnap and Frege were con-
cerned, rither, with the problem of trying to expiain‘when two d
designators have the same intension.z Kaplan, on the other hand,
proposes to understand propositions, i.e., the category of intensions

appropriate to sentences as characteristic functions ofr;éts of .
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péiiible worlds.? Theae'chn;acteristic functions assign to each pos—
gible world one of the two truth valuest This can be easily generalized.
lIhus, the intensi&n of an individual expression will be the function
vhich assigns to each possible world an individual in the d§m§in of :haé
world;'the intension of a predicate will be ; function which assigns to
qgcﬁ possible vorld a set of individuals, and so on. In order to handle
e:pr;ssions'uhibh do pot have an extension in a world we can divide the
world into two parts: the entities vhich 55;!5 in ﬁhn: world and those
which don't. This allows us to continue to treat intensions as functions
frﬁ? possible worlds to extensioms without the consequence that such a
fun;tion must alwsys assign to each possible world an entity which
exists in that world. . “

The problem whicﬁ concerus us arises when we tfy to determine
the intension of an open sentence. Cogsider, for example, the open
‘sentence "y {g the teacher of Alexander". We want to determine the
intension of "x is the teacher of Alexander™ under an assignnent‘;f
values to the free variable. ihe function associ;tedi;ith the open
sentence "x is the teacher of Alexander" is going to determine a pro—
pﬁsition for ever} assié;ment of values to the variable. And different
assignments of values to the variaﬁles'night vield different propositions.

Let us follow Kaplan and call the functions from $hdividuals to pro-

positions, propositional fuﬁctions.b. Thus, Kaplan:

"The more subtle among you will have noted that this
coining of the phrase 'propositional function' does
nothing to clarify the notion. Let me review: we

are clear on the proposition expressed by the closed
sentence T° .. it is that function which assigns to

cach world w, the truth valve of T' in w, and we are
also clear on the simpler notion of a proposition .. any
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function from worlds to truth values, We are clear
‘ on the simple notion of a propositional fumctionm ...
- a function from individuals to propositions (and
know what propositions are). But we are mclear*
tbe notion the pro Eosit:lonal function expressed by
t.he open formula

G:Lven that the intension of "an expression is its extension in all pos-.
sible wrld.;; in order to determine the propositional fumction ;ﬁsociated
with the iopen senteﬁce "x is the teacher of Alexander", we have to deter—
mine the exten;ion of this sentence under each assignment of a valuve to
the variable "x". Let us try this in the case where the value of "x"
is Aiistotle. In the case of the actual world we can say that "x is
the teacher of Alexander™ is truve of Aristotle. What about the other
poséible worlds? A possible world pretty much like the actual world

_ except that in it Eunphrey and not Nixon had ‘won the election in 1968,
would be a world in which the open sentence "x 1is the: ceacher of
Alexander”.would be true of Aristotle. What about a possible world

in which Aristotleﬁras not .t.he'pupil of Plato. How are we to deci_de -
in this case whether "x is the teacher of Alexander;' is true of
Aristotle? According to Kaplan we.are to peep into this other world

through his Jules Verme-o—scope .. "examine each individual, check

-

his fingerprints, etc'.'6 and try to determine whether Aristotle is the
teacher of Alexander in that world.

-Acco:ding: to Kaplan, then, we are to try a.nd;. identify individuals
in different possible worlds in terms of qualities:

"This gosition might be associated with the ‘bundie- -

of qualities metaphysics insofar as it is associated

with any particular metaphysical view. We sc—-to-s-

speak look only at the clothes, and we identify -n

individuals in terms of their strikingly similar : .
 manner of dress, i.e. their sharing of a large number +
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‘of proninent quilities. Our;Gieu';f 1ndivid;i1;
in different worlds is through the Jules Verne-
o-scope, which, you recall, enables us to csmpare
fingerprints, ASCAP registeries, ... but 'does mot -
allow us to see into any underlyins bare par:i— o !
cular cos” B S
Now, let us 30 back and re—consider the queltion whether the open
sentence "x in the :eacher of "Alexandexr" would hold of Aris:otle in
a world in which Aristotle wvas ot the pupil of Plato. Let us call
‘this possible worid vi. Ve have to decide uhether‘i:ietotle in wi'
is the :eacher of Alexander. Given that we have looked at ;he tran=
scrip:ions from the Verne—o-scope we should, according to Kaplam,
have no difficulty in deciding which individual in the world w3 is
to be comnected with our Aristotle. It is of some imporcance to note -
_ that we can only decide which indiviéeal is connected with our Aristotle
. in wj and not which individual is identical with our Aristotle in wj.
‘We cannot say thgt the Aristotle of w, is identical witb ocur Aristotle
because the Ariatotle.of vy is not the pupil.of Plato vhereas our
Aristotle is. ™And vhatever you may think about tﬁe identity of
indiscernibles, nc sensible person would deny the indiscernibility .
of identicals"s Kaplan calls the Aristotle of w; the counterpart of

our Aristotle.9 N
Keéording to Kaplan, then, the Aristotle of wj is the ceunter-
part of our Aristotle because the difference between our Aristotle and
the Aristotle of v are regarded by us as minimal, uhereas the similar—-
i:ies betwegn the two is great. Another vay to put it would be to say
that singthe difference ‘betveen our world and the wrld vy is |

inessential we can Tegard the Ar{atotle of w, as a counteIpart of our
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. Arintotle.wﬁ&wever, as the disparity between our world.and.the other

worlds gms it becomes more .and more difficult to regard individuals

1n these other possible worlds u:coumterparts_f‘bf our individuals, .

“4.e., as counterparts of. the individuals of our world. We have to

.o

-.expresses the essence of Aristoth_:.

make finer and finer di:crining;iona between vhat.‘is essential to our
Ar.tstotle and vhn.t is only acc:[dentally true of him. In otherx words,
we. have to search for Aristotle's essence, that which will identify an
mdividual of any possible world as the c;mter;an of our Aristotle. -
Kov one wvay we might do :his is by searching for a description which
spea.kers agsociate with r.heir use of :he name “Aristotle and which
10 Thae there mst be some descrip-
tion lassociated;vi:t‘:h;_ 2 proﬁe;‘ name .is the view of :he ﬂagsical tradi~
.aoh represented by Frege and Russell. We will m: ,t'iiis view in

the next section.

1I

FREGE-RUSSELL VIEW

1. THE DESCRIPTION THEORY: In The Philosophy-of Logical Atomism,

" Russell says that the only kind of word which can gtand for a parti-~

cular is a pmper nane.u Proper names are for Russell, by defini-

tion, words which stand for particulara. At the ssme time he main-

" tains that what we ordinarily call nmes, like “Socrates and

"Aristotle™ are really not names but abbreviations for descriptionms.
'.l'hus, he says.

... "The names that \?‘e comonly use, 1like 'Socrates', -
- are-really abbreviations for descriptions ... A ‘
nane, in the narrow logical sense of a world whose

meaning is a particular, can only be applied to a



te

| 60

particular with which :he .speaker is acquainted

because you. cannot name anything you are not

acquainted with ... we are not acquainted with

Socrates, and_therefore cannot name him. When

we-nse the word 'Socrates', we are really using

a description.. Our thought may be rendered by : '
some such phrase as, 'The master of ‘Plato’/, or )
'The philosopher who drank the hemlock', ...,
but we certainly do not use the name 'as & name
in Ehe proper-sense of the word."12 .

JThere are two important points to note about Russell's view. According
to Russell names (in the proper sense) don't abbreviate descripnions.

The sense of a nawme is the object or particular named. It follows from
this view that the ﬁhings which we normally eall "names' such as 'Socrates'

:~;and 'Aristotle because they abbreviate descriptions are not really
-names'in the proper semse. The second point to note i; that names as
.chey are ordinarily called do heve 2 sense which is given by the descrip—
tion associated with the name . It is not clear, however, whether Russell
would agree in thinking thac the sense of a proper name, i e., an
ordinary proper name, is given by the description associated with the
'i‘name. For one thing, Russell held that descriptions did not have sense.
In 'On Denoting he‘seems to hold the view that the sense-reference dis-

13

tinction was incoherent. When we talk about Russeli's view it should
be kept in mind that we differ from him in rwo respects. First, when we
talk about names, we are to be taken to be talking about names in the
ordinary senSe.-'SeeondIy, ve regaxd the sense of these names to be
given by the description which they abbreviate.

According to Frege, on the other hand, an ordinary proper name

always has a sense, although it may sometimes lack a reference. A cer-—

tain looseness concerning the sense of a prqper name was recognized by
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Frege. Thus, he says: '

" "In the case of an actual Proper name such as .
*Aristotle' opinions as to the sense may differ. g
It might, for instance, be taken to be the follow- :
ing: _.the pipil of Platé and teacher of Alexander
the Great. Anybody who does -this will attach

. another sense to the sentence 'Aristotle was born
4in Stagira' ‘than will a man who takes as the sense
of the name: the teacher—of Klexander the Great ¢

- who was born in Stagira. So long. as the reference

. remains the same, such variations of sense may be

" tolerated, although they.are to be avoided in the 7

theoretical structure of a demmttative science

and ought not to occux in a perfect language. "14

éFrege seems to be saying two things First of all, he is claiming

~

- that the sense of a proper name (the individnal'concept in‘Carnap's

terminolog&) is given b} a description 50 that-the propositions
expressed hy the sentence ‘'Aristotle was born ip Stagira' are differ-
ent . for tuo people who attach different senses to 'Aristotle . Secondly,
this difference is within tolerable limits because the propositions are
_not only "about Aristotle, they also have the same truth—value 80 long _
,as the different _senses associated with 'Aristotle present the same
referent. So 1t is the sense of a proper name which determines its
referent. . This is what is meant ‘by Frege 8 dictum that there is no
Eggg_back‘from denotation to sense. \?ollouing'Kaplan we-can:represent

the situation schematically.%s VU
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This Fregean picture is meangfto account for wore than just singular

- - -

' terms,. but since we are here concerned gnly with proper names, %E wili'

. - . - -

suffice for our %urposas. What is important for ‘our purposes is the

Tfaet_.that it is a descriptioﬁ in a2 qualitative language whidﬁ is the

o ) ; | .
——  sense of a singular term and which deteimines the referent of the .

—_— .
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singular term. We will now_eﬁlmine the Riissell-Frege view. '

"

2. ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE FREGE-RUSSELL VIEW: The difficulty with the

- ~

Frege-Russell view is that'according~t:’their theory even though dif-
ferent Eérsoqs may attach different senses to the same name, any one

person always attaches a unique sense to each name on all occasions,

-

or even on any one occasion of its use. The reason for regarding

 this as a difficulty is that it is just bad psychology. When I use -

the name "Aristotle", for example, I do not have any one description
~. . N

. s
in mind which determines the sense of the name "aristotle” for me.

~

But that is not all. Not only do I not have any one description in

L RS RN

IS
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mind when I use'thetname, I could not subsequéntly produce any one
déscripéiqn which ﬁou;d give the sense which I attach to my use of
the nahc "aristotle”. This remains true even if we grant -that there

is no description before my mind when I use the pame "Aristotle". In

some cases. the: Russell-Frege theory seeﬁg to be true but in most cases

Al

-

it fails.

. In the case of some famous historical figures like Homer or

-

Kerensky something like Russell' q_theory seems true. All I know about -

"Homer is that he is the author of the Iliad. Regarding Kerensky, the

description "the leader of the Russian Provisional Government” exhausts

my information about him. Howéﬁer, if we turn to our friends and

acquaintances we uill £ind it very difficultig?f not impossible, to

. give any one deSCription wvhich gives the sense of each of the nanes

of our friends or acquaintances. Perhaps, some such considerations

led Russell to distinguish between those whom we know by acquaintanﬁe"

and those whom we know only "by descriptiom”. Thﬁs, he says:

"A name in the narrow logical sense of a word whose
meaning is a particular can only be applied to a
particular with which the speaker i{s acquainted,
because you cannot name anything you are not
acquainted with. You remember, when Adam. named
‘the beasts, they came before him one by one, and

he became acquainted with them and named them."

However, it is quite clear that among some of ‘the objects which I know

. "by description" are people like Aristotle and Plato who are similar

in the relevant respect to .some of the people I know by acquaintance.

. There is no unique definite descriptioﬁ which I would be willing to substi-
titute for the pames “Aristotle" and "Plato” on all occasions of thelr use.
The difference is not between those people whom we know iby acquaintance'

and those about whom we know 'by description' but ?etwgen those about whom we

-
S
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havg,; gfeat deal'of'information and those about whom we have very little.
. As mentioned above it is only in the case of a name like. |
"Homer" that ﬁussell's theory seems to work. But even here it is.not R
completely free from difficulti;s.‘ Theré-arp some scholars who agree - ' o .
ﬁhatltﬁere was a poet named "Homer" wﬁ; wrote the Iliad and the Odiésez,
while other scholars attribute the Odzs;ez to a poet who lived-slightly
after the author of the Iliad. If it is possible that the Odyssey and
™ “the Iliad were written by different people, then there is the problem
whether Homer was the author of Iliad or the author of the Odyssey.
_Is it possible that Homer was neither the author of the'dessez nor
the author of Iliad but that he was a real person nonetheless? In
this respect, then, the pame "Homer" seems to function as Frege's theory
hoids nﬁﬁeg to function. But, of course, Frege and Russell's account
2f how the majority of-or@inary proper names fimction, appears to be
_.wrong. But if proper names are not abbreviations of some unique defi~
nite descriﬁtion, i.e., 1f péoper names are not abbrevia;ed descriptiﬁhs

then we have to ask ourselves what they are. To answer this question we

have to examine the view of Saul Kripke that names are riglid designators.

We will address‘ourselves to this task in the next section.

Se—e >
111 . | /\

SEMANTICS: OF DIRECT REFERENCE

-

1. RIGID DESIGNATION: The term "rigid designator" was used by Kripke
~

to characterize those.expressions which designate the same object in

.2

all possible worlds.17 Accordfng to Kripke, all proper names are rigid

" designators and so are many common ROUNS such as "gold” and "tiger",
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etc. Kaplan has pointed out that there is a confusion in the idea

that n‘proper,namc would designate nothing if the object which bears .

the name wer%-not to exist.ls Now, there are two définitions'given ‘

by Kripke of a rigid designator. The first definition is the follow-

-

ing:

“Let us call something a rigid designatggfff’in any
possible world it designates, the same ject, 2 non-
rigid or accidental designator if that s not the
case. Of course we don't require that the objects
exist in all possible worlds. Certainly might
not have existed if his parents had not gotten married,
in the normal course of things. When we think of a

* property as essential to an object we usually mean
that it is true of that object in any case where it
would have existed. A~ rigid designator of a neces-
sary existent can be called strongly rigid."19

According to this conception of a rigid designator, a rigid designator
'.gpnno;; at a given world, designate something which does not exist in
tha£ erlé:. The éecon&Adefinition of a tigid deéignacor which appears
to bé inépnsistent with the one glven above, apéears a few pages later.

"When I say that a designator is rigid, and designates
the same thing ia all possible worlds, I mean that, as
used in our language, it stands for that thirng, when
we talk about counter-factual situations ... It is
in this sense that I speak of it as having the same
.reference in all possible worlds. I also don't mean
to imply that the thing exists in all pessible worlds,
just that the name refers rigidly to that thing. If
you say 'suppose Hitler had never been born' then
'Hitder' refers, here, still rigidly, to something 2
that would not exist in the counterfactual situation."

The situation appears .complicated because of Kripke's distinctiorn
~a rigid desiégator and a st¥ongly rigid designator. According to the
first definition a strongly rigid designator designates the saﬁe object
‘in all possible worlds because a strongly rigid designator designates

an object which exists in all possible worlds. A rigid designater, it
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'Z,GESén seems, designates the same object in any possible ﬁorld,gg_nhich

the objéct¢ exists. According to the second definiuibn, however, a

rigid designator designates the same object ;n all psgsible worlds,

even though the object might not exist in some possible worlds.- The

- -

second definition of a rigid deslignator seems to suggest -that.in some

»
L

counterfactual situations the sentence 'Hitler does not exist' would

have.been true, because what the name 'Hitler' would have designated
voulé‘not have existed. -It is probaﬁly soms;ijiﬁ apparent inconsis-
tency that seems to be bothering Kaplan. Houeﬁgr, let us look a little
more carefuiiy at this matter of rigi§ designation. In another article
"Identity and Necessity",. Kripke writes: |

"Jhat do I mean by a 'rigid designator'? I mean
a term that designates the same object in all pos—
sible worlds. To get rid of one confusion which
certainly is not mine, I do not use 'might have
designated a different object' to refer to the
fact that language might have been used differently
... what I mean by saying that a description might
have referred to something different, I mean that
in our language as ve use it in déscribing a
counterfactual situation, there might have been a
different object satisfying. the descriptive condi-
tions we give for reference.. So, for example, we
use the phrase 'the inventor of bifocdls', when we
are talking about another possible world or a
counterfactual situation, to refer to whoever in
that counterfactual situation would have invented
bifocals, not to the person whom people in that

- counterfactual sitvation would have called 'the

' inventor of bifocals.’ They might have spoken 2
different language which phonetically overlapped
with English in which "the inventor of bifocals'
is used .in some other way. I am pot concerned
with that question here.™2l

E

In short, Kripke seems to be saying that a designator is used rigidly
if and only if, when using it to talk about another possible world or

counterfactual situation, we use it to refer to the same object that

A Y
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_'ittrefers to in the actual world.*;lf, howeier. in using it to talk

about another counterfactual situation, we use it toffefer to whoever

would have satisfied certain conditions in that situation, the designa-
tor is non-rigid. Thus, for éxample, if in another possible world
George Washington, not Ben Franklin had invented bifocals, then, if

"the inventor of bifocals" is being used rigidly; it still refers to .

Ben Fraoklin in that world, if used non-rigidly it refers to George

‘Washington.. It is, in a sense, misleading to say that "proper names

or, rather, rigid designatogs designate the same object in every pos-—

sible world”. The reason 1s that this suggests that there is no pos—-
sible world in which the proper name, hSocrates", for-example, denotes
gbéé individual other than Sécrates; This suggestion, as Kripke points
out, is misleading. It is misleading because Socrates does not have

essentially the property of being named "§o£?ates". His parents could

have named him "Aristotle"; had they dene so Socrates would not have
B’ -

been named "Socrates". Rather, Kripke'snclaim is- to be understood in

the following way. To talk about Socrates in other counterfactual

situations, ve use the napé "Socrates”"—even.1f, in these'situations
his name is "Aristotle” or he has no name at all. Thus Socrates

could have been:named "Aristotle"; if that had been the case then his
name would have begun with "A". Similarly, vwhen we say 'sufpose Hitler

had not been born', we use the name 'Hitler' to talk about a counter-

-

factual situation iz which Hitler does not exist, i.e., we use it to
talk about. a counterfactual situation in which the name refers to the
same object that it refers to in the actuzl world.

It might be objected that though the name 'Hitler' might denote
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- the same individual with respect to any possible world in which he
" exists, it certainly cannot denote him with respect to a possible

; uor1d in which hé does not exist. Thus, when we say 'suppose Hitler

had not been born', we couldn't possibly be using the name 'Hitler’

-

to talk about a.eounterfactual situation in which Hitler does not
;\//éxist, because 'Hitler' in that situation does not denote anyoune.

This, however, is a mistake. So what if Hitler does not exist in

the counterfactual situation which we are talking about, or if the

inhabitants of a world in which Hitler doesn't exist have no name

-

for him. nghave a pame for him, namely, "Hitler'. It is our terms

and sentences whose denotation and truth-value are being assessed

-

with respect to the counterfactudl situation in question.

CIf we keep the above considerations in -mind we can say that

a rigid designator is a designator which designates the same object

in all possible worlds, namely, the object which it designates in..
~

the actuall world. - n

We have seen that, according to Kripke, all proper names are
rigi& designators. Kripke's arguﬁents for the view that proper names

are tigid designators will be examined in the next sub—éeEtion;

2. KRIPKE ON PROPER NAMES: In "Naming and Necessity", .Kripke argues

for the thesis that proper names are rigld designators.. He does this

by trying to show that the meaning of a proper name is not equivalent
to the meaning of some definite deecription, or-even to the meaning

of a cluster of descriptions. We have already seen that the descrip-

tion theory is false;-i.e., a proper name -is-not an- abbreviated

-
- -
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.desc.ription. .One:-cmequence of this view is that the reference of
a name is not determdned by some uniquely identifying ﬁrk, some
unique property satisfied by the a;:ﬁ:f.t':x:e:.n: and known or believed to be
true of that referent by the speaker. If ."ftlar example, the name
"Aristorle” was a mere abbreviation for the description- "the teacher
of Alengndcr“, then one could determine the reference of the name
"Aristotle" by determining \rhi;:h o;»ject (1f any) is unique in having
the propert‘y of being a teacher of Alexander. But since the name ;
YAristotle" is not short for “the t;.acber of Alexander", the refer-

ence of the name is not determined by the uniquely inhering property

given by the descrigtion.

" One way of circunrvcnting this d:[fficulcy :I.s ‘to say that although
we camnot substitute a particular description for t.he name, we can
substi:ute a cluster of descriptions for the mame. In this case, then,
the meaning of a pame is not given by some particular description but

by a cluster of descriptions. Thus, for ex"ami)].e'; -i-?ittgeﬁstein:

"Consider this example, ¥f one says 'Moses did not
exist', this may mean various things. It may mean:
the Israelites did not have 2 single leader when they
withdrew from Egypt—or: their leader was not called
Moses——or: there cannot have been anyone who accom—
plished all that the Bible relates of Moses-- ...

) But when I make a statement about:'Moses,—am I always
ready to substitute some one of those descriptions
for 'Moses'? I shall perhaps say: by "Moses' I
understand the man who did what the Bible relates.
of Moses, or at any rate, a good deal of it. But
how much? Have I decided how much must be proved’
false for me to give up my proposition as false?

. Has the name 'Moses' got a fixed and unequivocal
use for me in all possible cases?"22

Among others who have held the cluster d,f d'esériptio:i.s view are N.L&

Wilson and J. Searle.23 However, for the present when we talk about

]
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.the cluster theory of names we are to be understood to be talking

about the theory which holds that the meaning of a name is equivalent

to the meaning of some cluster of descriptioms.

Kriﬁke's thesis that fréper names are rtigid designators con-
sists~in sﬂowing that the meaning of a proper name is not equivq;ent
to the meaning of some particular describtionlor evenr to the meaning
of a cluséﬁrqof descriptions. Since we have already disposed of the
description theory, let us concentrate on Kripke's arguments agaiost
the cluster theory of names. - ‘

Considér, for example, the name "Aristotle". Let us assume
for the- moment that Aristotle did not do any of-.the things that he
is claimed to have done, i.e.,-he did ‘not study philosophy, and was
not the teacher of Alexander, etc, Now, accgrding to Kripke, a
situation in which Aristotle did not do any ;f the.things which he
is in fact claimed to have done would be described as a situation in
which Aristotle did not do any of those'thingé. In describing the

situation we think of one and the same person, namely Aristotle, and

.
- - - A \

say of him that he migﬂt not have done any of théée things. It is

a part of tﬁe deséription.of this counter{actugl sitvation or possible
world that in that world Aristotle did no; do any of the things_ that
he is in fact claimed to have done. .

It is important to note that in thinking about a counterfactual
situation and in describing what would have happened to Aristotle in
this counterfactual situation we are not giving a purely qualitafive
description of Aristotle. -What ‘would constitute a purely qualitative .

description of Aristotle? Consider, for ‘example, the name "Nixon".
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Kripke says

"... if someone makes the demand that every possible
world has to be described in a purely qualitative
wvay, we can't say, 'suppose Nixon had lost the elec-
tion', we could say instead 'suppose.-a man with a
dog named Checkers, uho looks like a gertain David
Fry impersonation, is in a certain possible world
and loses the election.'"24

A demand for # purely qualitative description of Aristotle or Nixon
is a deménd-foria set of descriptions which exhaust the meaning of

the names "Aristotle" and "Nixon". And this is closely connected

- with the demand for providing a purely qualitative description of a.

counterfactual sifﬁation., Thus if we were to give a purely quali-
tative description of the situation in which Aristotle did not do
the things which are tommonly attributed to him, for example, did
not teach Alexander, then ve could not say 'Suppose Aristotle did
not téach Alexanﬁe;'. Rathg%, we would have to search for a cluster
of descript;bns which exhausts the;ﬁeaning ;f the name “Aristotle”.
Once we had done that we could‘say"something like "éuppose a man who
was a pupll of.Plato and one of the greatest philosoﬁhers éf our
time didn't teach Aléxander&, or something to -that effect, where the
descri;tions “One of the greatest philosophers of Bur time" and "thé
man who was a pupil of Plato® are part of the meaning of the name
“"Aristotle".

Rripke criticizes the cluster theory of descriptions by cri-
ticizing tbe attempt to look for purely qualitative descriptions of
individuals and. counterfactual situations. Thus, in talking about

Kixon he says: . B

-

"Why need we make this demand? That -is not the way
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1 * :
we ordinarily think of counterfactual situations.
We just say ‘'suppose this man had lost'. It is
given that the possible world contains this man,
‘and that in that world, he had 16st. There may
be a problem.about what intuitions about possibility
. come to. But if we have such an intuition about the
_possibility of that (this man's electoral loss), then
it i3 sbout the possibility of that. It need not be
identified with the possibility ' of a man looking
like such and such, or holding such and such poli-
tical views, or otherwise qualitatively described,
having lost. We can point to the man and ask what
might have bappened to him, had events been differ—
ent.

The general pictute, then, against which Kripke is-arguing is that

it’is d prdcondition of understanding the use of a proper name to

refer to an otject in a counterfactual dituation that one 1s prepared

‘to give spmpmuhiqueiy individuating property, or ﬁropertiés of the -
object. The description theory gives a uniquely fnd;viduating-pro-

perty by mean; ofisome particular description assoclated uitﬁ‘thé use

of a proper name; and the cluster theory of names attempts to giﬁe a i,
set of propertles by ﬁeans of d cluster of descriptions associated

with the use dfla name. Both theories give us qualitative necessary

and sufficient conditions fdr dting a name to refer to an object in
d.ccuntdrfadtual Situationf The acceptadce of the description of_the
cluster. theory of names' leads naturally to the demand'that e@ery pgs4
sible world has to be described in a purely qualitative way. For.i

each possible world contadps a number of individuals with certain
properties and certain relatdons to,each other. We are supposed to . <T~
use these properties and reihtions to decide which member (if aty)

of a given possible world is identical with a given member of another

possible ‘world. It is the attempt to try and 1dentify individuals in
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possible worlds by means of properties and ﬁglations, 1.e..-it is :ﬂh
Qttémpﬁ,to provide ;;rely qualitative crit;rig of idéﬂttty'for ihdif
viduals that gives rise to the problem of tramns—world identity. Thds.
for example, let us suppose that Aristotle exists in some: possible K .
;vorld (let us call it W) distinet from our world, a world in which,
let us say, he did no: teach. Alexander. In the world W he may also
lack othex properggbb which Bechas in this world; for example, he mny
not hav‘istudied philosophy or been the pupill of Plato. Hou would we: .
locate Aristotle in the world W?. The description theorist would say -
thaé it cannot bé done. If Arisﬁotle in the uorld W d;es not have the

unique prOperty, i.e., the" esseuce, which is given by means of some

;particular description associated wich the n#me "Aristotle"” in our

world, then there is no way of telling which individual in the world -
W is Dur Aristotle. The cluster théorist would say that 1f some
individual in W has a_sufficisnt nucber of properties ﬁhich.afe given
by %eans of a ¢luster of description§ assoclated with our use gf the
nanme "Ari%éotle“ in this world, then that individual is Aristotle.

-Kripke, on the other hand, wants to argue that it is our
ability to refer (rigidly) to Aristotle that makes trans;world iden-—
tifications unproblematic 1n:thé$e caseé. Thu;, he says:

"Those who have argued that to make sense of the
notion of rigid designator, we must antecedently
*  make sense of 'criteria of transworld identity'
have .precisely reversed the cart and the horse; it
is because we can refer (rigidly) .to Nixon and
. stipulate that we are speaking of what might have
'happened to him (under certain circumstances), that:
'transworld iden:ifications are unproblematid in
such cases.” n26 - . -

~

As it stands Kripke's pos;;lon is not wholly free from difficultles.
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Kxripke says that we can. refer rigidly to Nixon and‘stiguiate vhat
might have happened to hin But surely, ve cannot stipulate that
Nixon might have been an inanimnte object ‘or that Nixon might have

been a chimpanzee. If Nixon is in fact a human being then it seems

intui:ively bizarre to say that there might be counterfactual situa—

'xions 1n vhieh Nixon uas not 2 human being-dr in which he was a
ehimpinzee. Let us therefore take it that it is a necessary fact

. about_Nixon thatfge is a human being, that he is not an inanimate

object, ete. But this difticulty can be easily handled. We have to -

slightly modiff“the definition of a rigid designater. let us recall
that ouf definition of a rigid deSignatdr was that it designates the
' same object in all possible vorlds.: To accomodate the essentialapro-

perties of an object we have to modify this definition in the follow-

ing uay. A rigid designator 13 a designator which picks out the same

object by essential traits in all possible worlds. The advantages
that accrue from this modification is that we don't have to say that

the essential properties of Aristotle, for example, are given by some

. cluster of descriptions assoclated with the name "Aristotle”. Instead

we can say that the essential traits of Aristotle are captured by the
rigid designator, namely, the name “Aris;gsle". But, even the above
reformulation of the notiom of a rigid designator will not do. The
reason for this is that the above reformulation of the notion of a
rigid aesignator does not, in any way, Satisfy the requirement that
there be some sufficient conditioms. for Aristotlehood. It merely
satisfies the requirement cﬁat there be some necessary conditions

for Aristotlehood which we can spell out.. However, these necessary,

-
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' conditions will mot efiable us.to, pick out an individual in a possible

L

o T oo s : 75
. .

k)

world. For example, that it is a necessary fact about Aristotle that '

~he is a human being is of pno.use to us in pieking out Aristotle oT :

distinguishing hinufrom other members of a possible world. If it is

to be possible for us to stipulate.that it~is Aristotle and not some-

’bne else that we are talking about in'a counterfactual situation, then

-

this must be so because_thelproper name “Aristotle"™ expresses the

-y

individual essence of Aristotle. We will examine this,notion in the

, text sub-section. But for the time being we. can simply note that it

is-because prpper ‘nases like 5ﬁristot1e" express the essence of

Aristotle that we can stipulate that in talking about what would have
happeued to AristotIe in '’ counterfactual situation we are talking’.
about uﬁat would have happened to him. or to put it another way it

is because a proper name like “Aristotle expresses the essence of

.'Axtstotle that we can refer'(rigidly) to Axistotle and stipulate that

n

we are speaking of him in a certain counterfactual situation. bere-

- ¥ . - .
over, as it wii] become clear in the nextesub—section, our ability -

-

.to refer (rigidly) to- Aristotle, for example, does not consist in our

being able to spell out a set of qualitative necessary and sufficient

conditions for Aristotlehood.

! ]

To sum up. The general picture which emerges from Kripke's

treatment of proper pames is cne which is completely opposed to the

-Fregean picture of how the reference of proper names 1is’ secured.

According o Frege, the reference of 2 name is determined via Eﬁe

sense ofethe _name which is given S? some description associated with
. &

tbe name. For Frege there is{no read back from reference to sense.

- . - - . . -
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'ﬂclccording to Kripke, however, since the meaning of a name is not

‘ equivalent tqe the meaning of some description or a cluster of descrip--

tions, the reference of a name is not determined by the sense of the

)

nane. The picture which emerges'from'the above discussion of proper R
names may be represented schematically as _follows:28 .

N

P

DIRECT REFERENCE PICTURE . B

r,

¢ &— — — Propositional component.

13.. PROPER NAMES AND ESSENCES: We have seen above Ehat our definition

of a rigid designator as a desigpator which picks out the same object

by essential traits 1n all possible worlds, will not do. For essential

o o ’ i

B - -

properties can be of no use in providing a criterion of trans-world

identification. In particular, essential properties which are common

to sereral individuals will not serve to distinguish one individual
from“others. We, thus, had CO'fall back on the notion of an Indivi-
dual.essence, i.e., that property which a particular individual alone e

- P -
has in every possiblc woria. It does not seem to be too difficult to’

' specify one Such property in the case, for example, of Aristotle. One-

such property would be Aristotle s bein% identical with Aristotle. . o

However, this property villlpot help us to- pick out Aristotle in all

poesible worlds. Our problem is to identify Aristotle across possible ) g

-:. M _‘.--

. - - N N - N . .
_/\ . ‘ I i .
I - . N .
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worlds and this cannot be done by finding - the objeetswhieh‘ie,iden—
tical with Aristotle 1n each possible uorld, for, our problem is how
to do that. We.thus see that not even scome properties which Axistotle
alone has in every possible world can be used to identify Arigﬁetle

in each possible world. We must, at this point, maye a distinctioeh{

between two issues which arise in conpection with the problem of

trans-world identification. It is commonly assumed that when we ask

- for a criterioﬁ of. trans—world ideptificatioﬁ we are dealing with an

epistemological issue. chlcat we ideﬁtify the same object in différ-
eet possible worlds given that the object has differxent propertiesiin

different worlds? 1f we embrace some form of essentialism, then, our

answer will be that an individual is identified across possible worlds
by means of its individual essence, i.e., we must look for the indi-

vidual essence, where the individual essence is conceived as a set

x

of qualities which we have to be able to recognize in'oréer to iden-

tify the object in differemt worlds. But is it really the epistemo—

logical issue with vhich we are concerned when we are dealing with

K

the applied formal semantics for quantified modal logle? 1 don't

think so. What we have to do in order to understand’ the applied formal

L

semantics for quantified modal logic is to make sense of the idea’ of

\

‘one and the same,object in different possible worlds. In other words,

| X
we have to provide an answer to the question "What does it mean to

say that one individual in a world w1 is the same as another inm a

'different world wz’" But this question is quite diffgrent from the

question "How would we identify the same object in different possible

worlds?" This letter questf‘n is an epistemological question and we

-
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don't have to answer thid‘qucstion bgfore we can say that we. have an
intuitive understanding df the'semanﬁics for quantifded modal logic.
It is i;portaﬁt to keep the above distinction in mind bccduse
it is the. difficulty involved in providing an ansver to the epistemo-
logical question which is usually cited to discredit quantified modal
1ogic. On the other hand, the question "What does it mean for an
individual in a possible world to be identdcalAwith an individﬁal in
. anothex ﬁo;sible world?" which is really the only question which needs
to be answered if quantified modal logic is to make sense, can very
easily de answered. An object in a possiﬁle world is identical with
" another object in amdifferent possibie world if and oanly if the second
object has all the essential properties of the first object. Included:
in tﬁe-essential properties is the individual essenceNLf the object.
In othér words, Fhe question “Hbat does it mean to say that an indivi-
dual in 2 pqssible world is'identical with another individual in a
different poséisle world?", can be answered very eaéily and the'answer
to this question shows that the froblem of trans-world identity does
got.pose any probleﬁs for the applied formal .semantics for quantified
modal logic. ‘

v The epistemological question, 1. e.; the question "How uould we
identify individuals across possible worlds?” is a—ques:ion vhich we
will not attempt. to answeT in this thesis, Bqt it should be clear
that the absence of an answer 'to this quégtion'doed not mean that the
applied formal semantics_fo: quantified modal 1ogic-is unintelligible.
”. For; we must make a distinction‘betweep the claim that we are unable

LY

to'prgﬁide a satisfactory criterion which will enable us to answer



the question as to whether or not two individuals in different pos—

sible ﬁorlds are one and the same and the claim that such identifi-

cations are senseless in tﬂe‘#bseuce of such a criterion. This latter
claim does not follow from the'f;rmer'and it is false. Simply because
ve are unable to articulate a criterion for the re-identification of .
individu#ls across possible vorl@q does not mean that we cannb; make
sense of thesg re-iéentifications. "As we ha;; already seen ve use
pf?per names to make such re—identifications sucéessfﬁlly. And what
enables us to use proper names for the-sucéessful performance of this
""taék is the fact that proper names are rigid designatorg. However,

we have to slighgly modify our definihion of a rigid designator. Ve
q;fiﬁed-;'rigid deéigdatd&'hs a designator';hich picks out the same
object in all possible worlds by means of its_essential traits. But
.we havé seen that the essential properﬁies of an object are not suf-
ficient to make sense of the idea of trans-world identity. Accord-
ingly, we have to include the individual essence, i.e., a property or
set of properties whicﬁ an object alone po;sesses. If we take the
necessary properties of an object to be its essential properties
‘together with its individual essence, we can re—-define the notion of
a‘rigid designator along the following lipes.. A rigid designator is
a designator which picks out the same object by means of its necessary
properties iﬁ all possible worlds. We have seen that we don't have

to spell out what these pfoperties are in order to make sense of
’ trans-world identificiﬁions; that we can make intuitive sense of
trans-world identifications without being able to specify a criterion

’

of trans-world identity. The above view is very similar to Kripke's
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position regarding the problem of trans-world identity. Thus, for
e:ﬁmple Kripke says:

".e.. even if there were a purely qualitative set of

necessary and sufficient conditions for being Nixon,
the view Ifadvocate would not demand that we find
these conditions before we can ask whether Nixon'
might have won the election ... we can simply con-
sider Nixon and ask what might have happened to
him had various circumstances been different ...
Notice this question ... is not epistemological ...
It's a question about, even though such and such
things are the case, what might have been the case
qtherwise.“zg :
What Kripke is saying is that we can use rigid designators to refer
to Nixon, for example, in order to ask what &ighp have happened to
him under' certain circumstances, without being ab;e to spell out the
"neceséary properties required for Nixonhood. Aﬁd what makes this pos-:
sible is the fact that.we are not asking anﬂﬁpistemological question.;
To sum up. We have seen that to make sense of the preblem of
trans-world identity we don't have to answer the epistemological ques—
tion "How would we identify the same object in differemt possible
worlds?" ?or, it cannot be maintained that in the absence of an answer
to the epiétemologiéal questidn we cannot understand the applied for-
- . R
mal semantics for quantified modal logic. All that is required for
us to understand the applied formzl) semantics is that we can make
- sense of the idea of one and the same 1Mividual in different possible
worlds, i.e., that we can provide an answer to what it means te say
that one object in a possible world is the same as another in a dif-
ferent world. However, the answer to this question is very simple.

An object in a possible world is the same as another in a different

world if and only if the second object has all the necessary properties
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. of_the first. Horeover, the necessary properties of objects are

captured by rigid designators and it is because rigid designators

L]
express necessary properties that we can use them to refer to- objects

-

in counterfactual situations without spelling ouc the qualitative
necessary and sufficient conditions for ‘the identity of ‘these objects.l'
. It is_of some importance to.note that applied formal semantics,
in the style of"KIipke, is indeed committed to some form_of essen—
tialism. For, we have seen that to understand the eemantics.for

quantified modal logic we have to make sense of the idea of one and

LR A

the same individual in different counterfactual situationms. Moreover,

an object in a possible world is the same as another in a different
i )y )

possible world if and only if the second object has all the necessary
properties of the first. There is a sense, then, in which modal logic

is’ committed to essentialism. But we don't have to aecept'Quine's
) ¥

conclusiOn: "so tmuch the worse for quantified modal logie™. Quine'
rejects essentiaiism becausa he regards it as a-nonsensical'meta—
physical doctrine. But;'what, exactly are Quinels reasons for reject-
ing essentialiem? In a pacsage vhich we'have already quoted in the
last chapter, Quine argues that a eentence such as

LY (Ix)(x is \necessarily greater than 7) -

‘is wmeaningless. Thus, he says:
™Jhatever is greater than 7 is a number, and aay
given number x greater than 7 can be uniquely deter-
mined by any of various conditions, some of which
have 'x > 7' as a necessary consequence and some

of which do not. One and the same noumber x is
uniquely determined by the condition

(2) x=dx+Jdx+IX ST

and by the condition

(3) There are exactly x planets



but (2) has 'x > 7' as a necessary consequence while
(3) does not. Necessary greaterness thin 7 makes

no sense as applied to a number x, necessity attaches
only to the connection between 'x > 7' and the par- -

ticg%ar method (2), as opposed to+(3), of specifying
xl.

In the a§ove passage Quine seems to be arguing that wﬂether an object -
has a property essentially or neeessarily depends on our method of
..specifying the object. Thus,;for exaeple,;if;qge number 9 is wmiquely
determined bj condition (2), then it‘will have the property of being
pecessarily greater than 7. But the number 9 eo/;d)also be picked

out as the number of plamets. And in that case E:_:ilijnot'have the
property of being necessarily greater than' 7. Hence, whether 9 has

a certain property necessarily or contingently would de;end on the

way it is described. .

It should now be clear where the flaw is in Quine s argument.

1f we refef‘to the number 9 by means of the description the-number
:of planets , then, of course, if things had been different the number'
of planets mighf not have been 9. So the terﬁ 'the-number of planets"
does not designete'the same object in 2ll possible worlds, i.e., 1is
not necessarily a rigid designator. On the othexr ﬂend, the name "9
is just a name of the number 9. When'we ask;whethe;-it i; necessary _
or continéent that.9 is greater than 7, we are asking whether in some
. counterfactual situation 9 would in fact be lesslthan’or equal.to 7.
In other words,.we‘are asking of the number 9 whether it has the pro-
peftj of being greaﬁer than 7 necessarily or contingently. Thus, if

Quine thghks thaf it does not make any sense to talk about necessity

attachikg to the number 9, then he ig,wrong. It is because the term
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"9" is a rigid designator and can be used to refer (rigidly) to the

A

number 9 in all possible worlds, .that we can ask of the number 9

vhether it is necessarily greater.than 7 or not. Note that we are

not asking an epistemological question. We are not asking how we

could come to know that the number 9 is necessarily greater thanm 7.’

Ve are simply considering the meazningfuiness of the notion of a neces-

sary property. And we are arguing that it makes sense to say that

the number 9 has a property that can be held to be essential. To

the extent that we understand statements like "9 is necessarily

.greater than 7", we can make sense of the idea of one and the same.
v .“ .

‘ object in different possible worlds. And this understanding is all

that is required to give intPicive senge'to the applied formal seman-

tics for quantified medal logic. All the better for qﬁantified modal

logic. : -

Iv

ON FIXING THE REFERENCE vs. SUPPLYING A SYNONYM

We have seen that Kripke argues for the thesis that names are

‘figid designators by arguing that the meaning of a name is not equiva-

lent to the meaning of some particular description or even a cluster

of descriptions. Thus, for example, Kripke says:

-

"So suppose we say, 'Aristotle is the greatest man
who studied under Plato'. If we used that as a
definition, the name 'Aristotle' is to mean 'the
. greatest msn who studied under Plato'. -Then of
course in some other possible world that man might
not have studied under Plato and some other man
would have been Aristotle. If, on the other hand,
we merely use the description fo fix the referent
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then that man will be the referent of 'Aristotle'_
" 4n- all possible worlds.”3l S

Kripke's argument here is meant to demonstrate the possibilicy of
introdpcing a rigid-designg;orfby ci?ing a définite deécript;on;Enot
to give.aAdefinition#l-equivaleét but ;nly to "fix the reference".
~In the case of a pf&per name if it 1is specifically intended and
| stipulated that the introduction of the name is to be the introduc-

tion of a rigid designator by ﬁeans of a description which fixes its

referent, then there is nec reason to suépose that the stipulation

cannot accomplish what is intended. The situgtion we are concerned

with is”one;in which a.name is introduced by means of a description
which‘fixes its referent and to which the name is pegged for someA

time. There is no Yeason to suppose that what we would coqclude

abogt this sort of situation should have‘;mplications for what we , o

would say about, say, the present use of the names "Aristotle":ggﬁ

"plate”. We can maintain that these names are rtigid designatorscand Lo

o
#.

¥

vet deny that they aﬁgéhow pegged to some definite description that ~i

TN

fixes the referent. Consider, for example, a name such as "Neptupe". .
This name was first intreduced by means of a description which was

used to fix its reference.
"An even better case of determining the reference of
a name by description ... is the discovery of the
planet Neptune. Neptune was hypothesized as the
planet which caused such and such discrepancies in
the orbits of certain other planets. If Leverriery .
indeed gave the name 'Neptune' to the planet before’
it was ever seen, then he fixed the reference of 32
'Neptune' by means of the description mentioned."

- It is, however, certain thqt‘lt'isrno*iongér tied to the description

_that was used to introduce it: This is shown by the fact that if we
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vere to ask an astronomer now h&w he knows that Neptune causes the

perturbations in the orbit of Uranus, he would‘Be‘treated £6 a disq.'

cussion of such things as astrooomical observationms, details of orbits,

etc. wvhereas just after Leverrier's stipulation the same question

would have rece{ved some such reply as "That is just what we call

'Népfhnei". \

Now, .Donnellan and Kripke have advanced theories of naming

‘according to which someone who held that a name had originally been

introduced as a rigid designator by means of one description, has no

-

reason to say. that now, when it has been disengaged from that descrip—
tion, there is some other description that fixes i;s referent. Instead,
according ég_them, :her;'is another relaticonship that can hold between
the user(s) of a2 name, the name and the c%ing named in virtue of which

the thing3i§ named and that does not involve the thing satisfying any

description associaied with the name. Thus, Kripke spezks of a causal

33 Donnellan has talked about a relationship of being

involved in an historical explanation of the use of a name.Ba A name,

according to some version of such a theory, will be a rigid designator,r
but not because there is some de%ihite description that fixes the
reference of the name. A;ainst Dénnellan and Kripke we will arguell
that the breaking away of a name.from the description which was used

to introduce it 1s a case in which the introducing description has

come to be merely one member of a corpus of assertions describing the

indiyidﬁal {(where the referent is determined by being that which satis-

fies some préportion of the descriptions). It is of some importance'

to note that we will not be arguing that the name is- simply an

-

oo

~
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abbreviation for the corpus of utterances which de:ermdne the refer-

ence of the name. If that was the case then the name could not in

general be regarded as a rigid designatar. In order to presarve the
rigidity of names we will argue that the breaking away of the name

from the description which was used to introduce it is a case where

< -

_the introducing description has come to be merely one member of a set

of assertions which determine the reference of the name. However),
prior to our presentation of a theory of names which preserves the
rigidity of names we will examine Donnellan's and Kripke's theories

of naming. This will be the task of the nexr two chapters.

" SUMMARY: In this chapter we saw that the problem of trans-world

ident;ty can be solved by distinguishing between the question “How
uéﬁlé‘we identiry the srme individual across possible worlds?" and
che.Queétioﬁ "Doel 1t make sense to talk about one and the same indi-
vidual across possible worlds?” and alseo byvtreating préﬁer names as
rigid designators. To treat proper names as rigid designators is not °
to regard them as being equivalent in meaning to some particular
description (the Frege-Russell view), or to some cluster of descrip-
tions (the cluster theory of names). To say, for example, that there
is a possible world in which Aristotle did not teach Alexander implies
that, in that world, the reference of the name "Aristotle” is not
determined in the way in which it is determined in-the actual worId;“.
rather it is determined in that world via its reference in the actual
world, i.e., ;s being to-the same man who is'its referent in the

actual world. The reference,éf a name in the actual world is determined,



]

w

init-:l-.ally,fby means of a.description u;h:lch ‘f:I_.xes the reference of

the name but is not syponymous with it. The prol;lem to which we -

“now have to address ourselves is how' ;:he reference of a name is-

-determined. o-njéc'—iic has been disengaged from-.-the déscription which

was used to.introduce it. :

-

-
Y]
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CHAPTER IIIX.

THE HISTORICAL EXPLANATION TEEORY

INTRODUCTION: Im the laét chapter it was mentioned that Donnellan

. has defined a relationship that can hold between the user(s) of a
name, the name and the thing named in vittuc of which the thing is
namck’and that does not involve the thing satisfying any description
assoclated vith the name. A name, according to this theory, will be
a rigid design;tor since the meaning of the name will not be equiva-
lent to the meaning of some par;icular degseription or cluater of
descripticns. In this chapter we will examine_thé theory which
Dopnellan calls "the historical explanation’ theory". The historical
explaﬁation theory can be dividéd into two parts: the negative aspect
and the positive aspect. a

In the first seétioa of this chapter we will argue that the
negq;ive aspect of the historical explanation Eheory is closely con-
neéﬁéd to the positive aspect of that theory. According to Donnellan,
the negative aspect of the historical explanation theory, i.e., what
the theory denies and its reasons for'doing so have been better‘repre-
sented in the literature than the content of %he'pos;t;ve theory.
Donnellan me;tions Kripke's article "Naming and Necessity" as one
which gives arguments for the negative aspect of the theory. There

are, however, impoftant differences between the negative account of

91
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the historical explanation theory that Kripke gives and Donnellan's
own account of the negative aspect of that theory. The most impor-
tant difference, as we will point out in the firat section, is that
Donnellan's countef;examp;ea.:o the principle of identifying descrip—
tions have an air of attificiality, uher;as Kripke's do not. Thus,
o . ®

in the first_aection we will argue that Donnellan's counter—-examples
to the principle of identifying descriptibﬁs do not succeed in dis-
crediting that principle unless they are modified considerably. The
_nodified.counter—examplcs will enable us fo see more clearly ﬁﬁy the
negative aspect of the historical explanation theory has to be sup-
plemented with the positive aspect. Finally, in the second section
. of this chapter we will exaﬁine ;@g'positive aspect of the historical
explanation view.

-~

I -

THE NEGATIVE ASPECT OF THE HISTORICAL EXPLANATION THEORY

1. DONNELLAN'S ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE PRINCIPLE OF IDENTIFYING

DESCRIPTIONS: The negative aspect of the historical explanation

theory comsists in a criticism of the thesis which Donnellan calls
"the-principle of identifying descriptions”. Dobnellan formulates

the principle as follows:

""It states, in the first place, that ... the user(s)
of a proper name must be able to supply a set of «..
'non—question begging descriptions in answer to the
question 'To whom (or what) does the name refer?' ...
Secondly, the principle states that the referent of
2 proper name (as used by a speaker in some particular
utterance), if there is one, {s that object that .
uniquely fits a 'sufficient' number of the descrip-
tions in the set of identifying descriptions. As a
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coroliary, wheq,no' entity (or 'nbre‘ than one) satis- .
fies this condition, the name has no referent, and '
2 negative existential statement expressible by a

sentence of the form 'N does not exist': (where 'N’'
is the name in question) will be true".

éonnellan's formulation of the pfinciple-is such as to accomodate,
both,_theIDesc;iption theory ‘and two versions of the Cléster theory
of names, i.e., those.bf Searle and Strawson. Thus, the suffici;;f
aumber of descriptions that an object must satisfy might be all the
descriptions asaocinted_uith the name as:'on the Frege-Russell view,
or they might be an indeterminate number, as Seaéle and Strawson
would claim. Donnellan proceeds to give counter—examples to ‘the
principle as i£ hﬁs been foruulated by him. We have al;eady dealt,’
in the last chapéer, with the Description theory. So,‘befcre examin—
ing Donpellan's counter—examples to the principle of identifying
descriptions, we will try and formulate the.views of éearle and’
Strawson more precisely.

S:nce the principle of ident%fying descriptions, as it has
been formulated by Donnellan, is a tﬁo-#ta;e thesis, we will try and
formulate the views of Searle and Strawson in two stages. The principle
of identifying descriptions requires, first of all, that the speaker
be able to supply a set of descriptions in answer to the question "To
whom (or what) does the name refer?™ Searle has the following to say
about thé:firat stage of the principle of identifying descriptions:

Yeees an;one uhé uses a proper name must be prepared

to substitute an identifying description (remembering

that identifying descriptions include ostensive pre-

sentations) of the object referred to by a proper

name. 'If he were umable to do this, we shonld say

that he did not know whom or what he was talking
about ..." '

v
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‘Searle goes on to qualify ﬁhi; i; order to accomodate certd!hlcounter-
_examples. For, suppose I learn the use of the name "Aristotleﬁ‘by

being tél& that i; is the name of thefcreek philosopher who taught
Alexander. Howeve{, if I later lea;n from Greek scholars that Aristotle
did not teach Alexander, I-couié not accuse them of self-contr;dictioa
which I would be forced to do if.the_deqcriﬁtion "the teacher of.
Alexinder” was the only one which I associated with my use of the

pame "Aristotle". Thus, since a particular descriptiom msthurn out

to be false, Searle proposes to substitute a set of descriptions for

" just one description. Thus, he'éays:

"Suppose we ask the users of the name 'Aristotle'
to state wvhat they regard as certain essential and
established facts about him. Their answers would,’
constitute a set of identifying descriptions ..."

‘The ;econd part of the principle of identifying descriptions states
that the referent of a.proper naﬁe, if there is one, is that object
that uniquely fits a "éufficient" number of the descriptions in the
set of identifying descriptions: Once again Searle's C%uéter theory

of names satisfies this requirement.
"... suppose we have independent means of identify-
ing an object, what then are the conditions under
which I could say of the object, 'This is Aristotle?’
I wish to claim that the condition, the descriptive
power of the statement, is that a sufficient but so
far unspecified number of these statements (or des
descriptions) are true of the object. In short, if
none of the fidentifying descriptions believed to be
true of some object by the users of the name of that
object proved to be true of some independently
located object, then that object could not be iden-
tical with the bearer of the nmame. It is a necessary
condition for an object to be Aristotle that it
satisfy at least some of these descriptions. This
is another way of saying that the disjunction of
these descriptions is analytically tied to the name
'Aristotle’ ..."4
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Thus, Searlé'p Cluster theoi} of names satisfies both the require-
ments which Donneilan has included in the priqciple of identifying
descriptions.

~ Strawson's Clu;ter théory.of names, too, sagisfies both the
requirenent; that ﬁave been stated by'tﬁe principle of i&entifying
déactiptiuns. Thus, for example, straunon writes:

"Consider the situation in vhich a eeference is

. made, by name, to Socrates. ... both speaker and
hearer, in this situation, satisfy the conditions
for successful term—introduction if each knows some
distinguishing fact or facts, not necessarily the
same ones, about Socrates, facts which each is pre-
pared to cite to indicate whom he now weans, or
understands, by 'Socrates'. But what is the rela-
tion between these facts and the name? .... Sup—
pose we take a group of spenkers vho use, or think
they use, the name, 'Socrates', with the same
reference .... Now it would be too much to say

- that the success of term—introduction within the
group by means of the name requires that there
should exist just one person of whom all the pro-
positions in the composite description are true.
But it would not be too much to say that it requires
that there should exist one and only one person of
whom some reasonable proportion of these proposi-
tions is true.

It is quite clear from .the above passage that in order for a name to
‘be introduced successfully the user(s) of the name must be able to
supply a ;et of distinguishing facts about the referent of the name.
And, secondly, the referent of the name is going to be that object
of whom some reasonable number of descriptions in the set of identi-
fying descriptions are true. Hence, both, the theories of Searle
and Strawson satisfy the requirements that have been formulated by
Donnellan in the principle of identifying dedcriptioms. We will now
examine Donnellanis objections to the primciple of identifying

descriptions.

-
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As ve have already seen the first part of the principle of

: . /
identifying descriptions states that the user(s) of a name must be

able to supply a set of lléniifying descriptions. Donnellan con—
structs the following counter—example to’ show that the user(s) of a

name Deed not supply a set of descriptions which identifies the

referent of their use of the name.

"Suppose a child is gotten up from sleep at a party
and introduced to someone as 'Tom', who then says a
few words to the child. Later the child says 'to his

" parents 'Tom is a nice man'. The only thicg he can
say about 'Tom"' is that Tom was at a party. More-
over, he is unable to recognize anyone as 'Tom' on
subsequent -occasions. His parents give lots of
parties and they have numerous friends named 'Tom',
-+» Does this mean that there was no person to whom
he was referring? It seems t6 me that his parents-
might perfectly well conjecture about the matter. and
come up with a reasonalle argument showing that the °
child was talking about this perscon rather than

, that."6 '

Why would the pareuts 9f the child be inclined to say in this sitoa-
tion th;t their child g;s referred to someone? ?robably beca;se they
think ‘that their child is capable of meaning something by uttefiﬁg
the English sentence "Tom is a nice man". The parents thus take the
trouble of trying to identify the referent of their sén's use of the
pame "Tom" because they believe that their child intends ;o refer to
soﬁcon;, i.e., he has some particular person in mind. But then it is
up-to Donnellan to explain what it is to intend to refer to an object
and succeed or fail in doing s0. And Donnellan does, in fact, give
an explanation of what it ix to‘intend‘to refer to an object. We
will &eal with this when we examine his account of the distinction

between the referential and attributive uses of definite descriptions.

Yet, even without an account of what it is to intend to refer to an
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objéct. we can see that Dénﬁellan's counter—example shogi that the 8
requirement that every use of a pame have a backing of'descriptiéns.l
is highly ﬁubious? Eo;eve:. o{ngfeater ionr:ance are the counter-
'exxnples-to the second stage of the principle of identifying descrip-
tions, and it is here that a certain amount of artificiality is intro-
duced by Donnellan in connection with his counger—examples.

According to Donnellan, the artificialicty of the counter-
examples is forced on him by the Cluster theory of names as it has
been formulated by Searle and Strawson, since this theory invokes
the potion of an object satiafying # "sufficient"” number of dcécrip;
tions associated with a name in‘order to be regardea as the referent
of the name. Now,‘the'mbre artificial a counter—example, the more
we have to wonder how much importance we are to acta:h.co the counter—
example. But this fact can be overlooked if, as Donnellan claims,
the artificiality of the counter—examples is, indeed, forced con him.
However, it is not clear that it is. Most of Kripke's examples
against tﬁb Cluster theory of names can hardly be regarded as arti-
ficial and yet they serve to.nail down the position againat the
Cluster theory of names beyond reasonable doubt. So, in the case
of Donnellan's counter—examples the ingeniousness of the scenarios
must be regarded as depriving them of theiT importance. But it is
not very difficult to think of counter—examples to Searle'# and
Strawson's theories and we wiil construct two such counter-examples.

To construct counter—examples to th; principle of identifying
descriptions we have to show that there are possible situations in

wvhich the referent of a name does not fulfill the requirements

- -
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mentioned in the principle of identifying descriptioms, or situations
* L 7 ‘

in vhich an object satisfies those requirements but is not the refer-

ent. We will consider, first of all, a situatfon in which an object

satisfies the condition stated in the principle of identifying des—

criptions but is not the referent of a name. The counter-example is

imodification of one of Donnellan's é:aﬁples. Suppose, a teacher.
of philosophy who knows a great dea) about Aristotle and h:Ls student
.who knows less than him abnut. Aristotle, are conversing vii:h each

o bout Aristotle. Snppose, f;:rthermre, :hnt.the descriptions

vhich the student associates with his use of the name "Aristotle"

derived from his teacher. Now, given the second part of the
prihciple of identifying descriptions Chenceforth ID), wheﬁ the
udent and the teacher affirm the existence of Aristotle one could
——
be right and the other wrong, since they both possess different
criteria for identify.tné Aristotle. Furthermore, suppose that the
description(s) which the.student associated with his use of the name
"Aristotle"” are in fact true of Plato, whereas the descriptioms which
the teacher associated with his use of the name "Aristotle" are :rne
of Aristotle. Accofding to the séc:md stage of ID we would have to
say that the student used the;name "Aristotle” to refer to Plato.
But in the context of our scenarioc this is absurd. For the social
context surrounding the utterance is such as to preclude the pos-
sibility of the referent of the name "Aristotle™ turning out to be
Plzto. The context is one in which the student and the teacher \are

conversing together using the name "Aristotle™. And in such a

context it seems natural to ascribe to the student the intention to

e

Pl
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refer to the same man to v£3h\his téncher refers when he uses tﬁe'
name "Aristotle”. If this is the\qfudent's intention then we can
reject the conclusion that the stud;:ixgtffrs':o Plato when he uses
the name "Aristotle". Moreover, this rejcc{}on Tuns counteT to ID.
For, an advocate of ID camnot now Say that the description that the:
student sssociated with his use of the name "Aristotle" is "the man
referred to by my teacher”, for that would be éircﬁlar.

In constructing the second counter—example to ID Qe will try
to show that there are possible situations in which the referent of
2 name does pot fulfill the requirements mentioned in ID, Comsider,
for example, a name such as "“Yevtushenko". Now, although some people
may'be able to give a description that picks‘out Yevtushenko uniquely,
most of us when we use the name vi}l‘;ay: well he's & poet or some—
thing. We may not think-that this picks out anyone uniquely. But |
I still think that we use the name Yevtushenko" as a name for
Yevtushenko. Heré, then, we have a8 case where we are not able to
supply a backing of descriptions which will pick out Yevtushenko
uniquely, but where we still use the name "“Yevtushenko” as a name for
Yevtushenkc. In the next_;hapﬁcr we will mention other counter-
examples to Searle‘s apd Strawson's theory of names which are due
to Kripke. But there is another way of seeing that the Cluster theofy
of. names, as formulated by Searle and Strawson, must be false. To see.
vhy it must be false we have to examine Donnellan's distinctiop between
the referential and attributive uses Qf definite descriptions; The
reason for this is that descriptions are paradigms of referring

expressions and a particular treatmcné of descriptions can lead one
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to adopt a similar treatment of proper pames. Thus, for e:xnple,
Donnellan vrit.l.

"The model referring expression has been for many
philosophers of language, I believe, a definite
description ... An object is referred to in virtue

" of possessing uniquely the properties mentioned in
the definite description. It is not hard to see
how this standard leads to adopting the principle
of identifying deseriptions for proper names. .
Proper names are refeérring expressions, yet on the =7
surface fail to exhibit any descriptive contemt. :
Given definite descripti as the paradigm, one

"1s forced to look under tHe surface ... for ';he
backing of descriptions’ ‘that must be there.”

M

2. DONNELLAN ON ATTRIBUTIVE AND REFERENTIAL DESCRIPTIONS: - In his

article "Reference and Definite Descrip:ions n8 » Donnellan argues
that the following kind of situation tells against Russell's theory
of definite descriptiops. Suppose someone at a party. looks in a
certain direction and says to his companion

(1) "The man over there drinking champagne is happy tonight"
Suppose the man to whom both the speaker and the hearer reter is
actually drinking water but he is, nevertheless, happy. Now, if
there is no one -drinking champagne over there, Russell would regard
(1) as false. However, as Dommellan poiﬁts out, with c;ses that

-

are similar to (1) we think that the speaker said something true of
the man to vhom he éeferre& in spite of his mis{gpression. Consider,.a
once again, the following example. Someone sees a woman with a man.
Taking the man to ‘be her husband, and observing his attitude toward;
her, be says "Her husband is kind to her". Kow, sup;ose that the

man in question is not her husband. Suppose he is her lover, to whom

she has been driven by her husband's cruelty. Once again Russell



101
would say that the statement is false, on the basis of the cruelgy of
a man no ;ne'uas talking lbo;t. .

To handle these cases Donnellan distinguishes two uses of
definite descriptions.. In t#e ":ttriFutive" use, a speaker "states
gsomething about whoever or whatever is the so-and-so".” In the

.freferen:ial" use, a speaker "uses the description to enable his
audience to pick out uﬁon or what he is t;lking about and Qtaies
‘something about that person or thing. In the first (accribptive)
case, the definite description might be said to occur essen:inliy.
for the speaker wishes to assert something about whatever or whoever
fits that description; but in the referential use the definité des—
eription 1§'mare1y one;tool for ... calling atten;ion to a person

or thing ... and ... any other device for doing the same job, anoéher
deséription or name, would do as well".lo We can illustrate the
distinction‘by considering another example from Donnellan. Suppose

I encounter the body of Smith who has been murdered. The condition
of Smith's body leads me to say “Smith's ﬁnrdere; is insane". Here
we have an attributive use: we are speaking of the murderer whoever
he may be. On the other hand, suppose that Jopes is on trial fér
Smith's murder. Observing the neurotic behaviour ;f the defendant,

I may say "Smith's murderer is.insane“ (wvhere I ﬁave forgotten the
pame of the defendant but am convinced of his guilt). Then my use

4{s referential. One test for deciding whether a description is being
used sctfibutivcly is the appropriateness of the comment ‘Whoever he
4s". Thus, in the first case -we may say "Smith's murderer twhoever

he is) is insane", but not in the second.
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Accerding to Donnellln,.there.are seVetal thinga_uhich may be
regarded as being true -of ‘the referential use of a description but
not true of the attributive use. Thus, if a'speaker S uses a definite
description "the P referentinlly then the speaker uill at least
intend that there should be an object about which the followins may
be . regarded as true.;l x is the intended object.

(2) S will have referred to x whether or mot x is the Q.

(b)l S will hgve seid something true or false abeut x whether or not
x is in feet the P . | ,

(c)"S, in using "the.,)“ to refer to x will have pre;upposed or ieplied
that x i; [ ) ‘

(d) Im reporting S's speech act we can-use expressions other than
"the @ " or expressions ‘that are synonynous to "the @".

0f all these theses, (a) may be said to be the most controversial.

ItAis, of course, true that a speaker.;;y %efet to an gE}ect x by‘

means of the description “the @ " even though the object does not )

. uniquely satisfy'the property mentioned in the description. Thus,

for example,-qhen I use the description "the Great Emancieator", I
could refer to Abraham Lincoln despite the fact that there were other
great emancipators like Moses, Jesus, etc. The problem ia; rather,
can reference fail when -a' definite description is being used refetf
entiail}r Let us examine Donnellan's view regarding this matter in
"Reference aﬁd Definite Descriptions™. . -

Actording to Donnellan if a speaker S intends to refer to an

Aobject then he does not fall to do so simply because his auvdience

falls to identify the cbject which he has in mind. Moreover, the
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speakai nay refer even if nothing fits the description which is. being
;sed refefentinlly: Donnelian goes even further and says that a
' épeakgr'may succeed.in réfé;ring to an object to ;hich he intends to
refer even if he does not believe that the description bcing used by
him fits aoy object. This last rcquirenent clearly conflicts with
condition (c) which says that if a speaker uses the definite descrip-
tion "the 92 referentially to refer to an object then he presupposes.
) o implies thaﬁﬂthe'qugct_is¢g>k However, if the speaker does not
bclieﬁe chat the‘ohjecé he intends to refer-to fitsftﬁe deScription
which the spcdker uses with the intention to refer to the object, -
then how can the speaker be sald to presuppose or imply that the
object fits the description? Donnellan gets around this difficulty
" by admitting that those cases where aﬁspeaker dq;s not believe that .
the description he uses fits any bbject, are Egijnormal cases of the )
use 6f a description and are, in fact, "pafasitic on a more normal
<
n

use". Thus, he saa

L3

¢ .
"When the definit;\ﬂescription is used referentially

«+s the presupposition or implication stems simply

from the fact that normally a person tries to describe
correctly what he wants to refer to because normally

this is the best way to get his audience to recognize .

vhat he is referring to."12

For all {!ract:icar purposes, then, we can ignore the case where a
speaker does not believe that the description which he uses fits any
object. This seems & sound policy given the fact that it is not even
clear whetﬁer the speaker has referred In these cases. For, if a
necessary condition for referring is that a speasker should intend to

refer, then, clearly, that condition is not satisfied in the above
1, :
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case. As a.nnnter of fa;t, vhere the npeaker dnes not believe that
the descrip:ion uhich he uses fits the object which he has in mind,
he may be said to intentionally uin-refer to the object in question.
This, in spite of the fact that hc way succeed in communicating to *]
his audience who or what he is talking about. TO'illustrate this,
consider the following example from Donnellnn Suipose I wish to

~ communicate to tte followers of a man wvhom I believ; to be a usurper
" and not a king. Now, the followers of this man may regard him as a
king and not as a nsurper. Fnrzhermo;e, I may know that they thus
regard him as a king. With ch{s in mind I may utter the sencence
"the king is holding court". It seems natural to say in’ this case
:hat my primary intention is.to communicate witn the foilnwe;s ;f
the usurper whom I'm talking about. And in order to accomplish this
I intentionally mis-refer to the usurper as the king. Anyway, not
much hinges on it once we reéognize that these cases are indeed
parasitic on the nornnl uses of dnscriptions.

Let us return to our 6Eiginal question,'which was whether one
can fail to refer by means of a description if the description is
being used referentially. We hnve seen that accorsing to Donnellan
it is not necessary that in or&er for us to succeed in the act of
rcférring, the audience be able to identify the object to which we
intend to refer. We can refer to an object even though the auﬁience
is unable to pick nut the object to which we haﬂe referred. More-
over, the speaker may refer even if there is no nnique object which

fits the description being used by the speaker. Donnellan evern allows

for a referential use without a referent. This, presumably takes place
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“when no eatity canlbe cdfrectlf-identified as ;uhnt the speaﬁer meant
to be talking about’, although the speaker intended that there should
| be.' Ihis *failure of reference' will not come about simply because
nothing is ? or 'becau;se more than one thing is 9‘9 and, moreover,
could happen when there is a unique P ee- exac‘tly vhen iﬁ will happen
-‘could be specified only after an andlysis of the criteria fqr'deciding
vhat enticyhit is to which the Speaker is referring, an analysis“i
bave not tried to give in the original paper".r3 It is not too.clear
what Dopnellan is saying here but it seems- that he wants to distin-.
'gdish between two senses of "reference". The sense of reference with
vhich he is not concerned in the article from which :he‘aﬁove pabsage
has been quoted is one in which the speaker intends to refer to an
object, in using a description referentially, and succeeds in doing
so, even though there is no entity which can be correctly identified

_as the referent by the speakers audience. In this sense the speaker

nay succced.in referring to an object, but, because his audiende is
wnable to identify the object to which he has réferfed,'he fails to
refdr to it in adot@gr sense. Thus, the "failure of rd}erenge“ does
not consist in .there mot being an object but in the audiendes' inabilicy
. to identify the .object of.refdrence. The sense of reference which
concerns Donnellan here is illustrated by him by means of the follow—
ing example.

Suppose the speaker thinks that he sees 2 man at a distance.
He may then ask the question "Is the man carrying a walking stick
the professor of history?" Donnellan distinguishes three cases in

which the speaker may be said to refer and one case in which it is
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doubtful whether he could be said to refer.‘ In the fitst case there
1sja man in theldi;tnnca carrying a walking stick. Here thc‘spcaker
may be sald to have referred to the.man and asked a question about

him which can be answered given the appropriate information. In the o
second case the man is not carrying a walking stick iu: an umbrella. -
Here, too, the speaker may be said to refer to the man although ‘some-
one way correct the speaker s misimpression that the man is carrying

-a walking stick. Once again the speakers question may be answered

by someone with the information at his disposal. Intthe third case
there is no man in the distance but a rock uhich lcoks like a man.
According to Donnellan, in this case, too, the speakgr may be aaid

- to have referred to something although it is now not clear that ;he
question he asked can be answered cor;ectly. ﬁut the reason why the
question cannot be answered is no2- ecauSe the speaker has not referred.
but because it would be mislea;1::E§> someone who knew that the
speaker had mistook the rock for a man, tried to amswer the question.
Finally, there is the case where there is nothing to which the speaker
may be said to have referred. There is¥no rock or anything else which
looks like a man carrying a walking stick. Thus, even though the
speaker intended to refer to an object he fails fo do s0 because

there is n;thing to which he may be said to have referred. In this
case there is nothing of which the speaker can say "I wés referring

to that although I now see that I was mistaken-iﬁ using the expression
which I did use to refer to it". Thus, we finally have an account of
what it is for a speaker to intend to refer to an object and £fail in

doing so. A speaker fails to refer to an object 1f. there is nothing
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to which he could be said to have referred even if.mistakenly. In

‘the pext gub—-section we will examine this view.

3. HUMPTY DUMPTY AND REFERRING: Mackay has criticized some of the

things that Donnellan says about intentions by comparing his notion
of intention to Humpty Dumpty's theory of meaning:

"'There are three hundred and sixty—four days when ¢
you might get’ un-birthday presmts.

'"Certainly’, said Alice.

'And only one for birthday presents, you know.
There's glory for you!'

'I don't know what you mean by "glory",' Alice said.
Humpty Dumpty smiled contemptuously. 'Of course

you don't—till I ‘tell you. I meant "there's a .
nice knockdown argument for you!"'

'But "glory" doesn't mean "a nice knockdown argu-
ment”,' Allce objected. )

'When I use & word', Humpty Dumpty saild, in rather

a scornful tone, 'it means just what I choose it

to mean—neither more nor less',"1l4

According to Mackay, Domnnellan is giving a Humpty Dumpty account of
referring. ‘I'he account he gives of_referr:l_ng is such that it leads

to a collapse of referring into intending to refer. We have Qee;:

that this is not the case‘ since B speaker ca:: fail to refer when he

is unable to ider;tify the object to which he intended to refer. Let
us examine Mackay's criticism more closely. In considering Domnnellan's
examples involving the referential use of descriptions, Mackay dis-
tinguishes four elements, namely: (a) the Intentions of the speaker;
(b) the referring expression; (c)  the object to vhich the speaker
intends to refer; and (d) the speaker's audience. Mackay understands
Donnellan to be saying that if the audience is able to pick out the

object to which the speaker intends to refer then the speaker may be

said to refer and it doesn't really matter which referring expression
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he has used. Thus, ;ccording to Hackaf; the Humpty Dumpty
Jiew of referring that Donnellan is presenting is masked to
a considerable.extent by‘thg.fact that the examples which
Donnellan gives of the referential use of descriptions involve
"near misses". For example, -he uses the deséription "the
book on the table" vhen talking about the order “Bring_me
the book on the table"”. And he éoints out that it is pos-
sible for someone to fulfill this order even if there is

ne book on the table but one, say, besidés ic. Similarly,

a spéaker uses the description “ﬁhe kiﬁg“ vhen talking

about the usurper. Mackay thinks that i1f in these examples
and others in which Donnellan illustrates the referential
use of a description, Donnellan had used descriptions like
"the rock" to refer to the book or "the Janitor" to refer

to the usurper, then it would be much clearer to us why
referring, on his account, collapses into intending to &
refer. Since the whole point of the referential use of a
descriptioﬁ is that a speaker may be said to have referred
to an object even though the description does not fit the
object, Mackay doesn’t see any reason for not using out-
rageously inappropriate déscriptions to talk about objects.
But if one uses the expression “the rock" to refer to the
book, then, according to Mackay, one could use any referring

expression to refer to the book. Thus, referring expressions



~ .

drop out of ﬁhe plcture altogether and‘reference collaﬁées \\
into,intending to refer. .

Donnelan'g Teply to this criticism is quite straight-
forward. According to him, if it is merely a verbal dis-
pute that what Mackay calls "what the speaker is talking
about", Donmellan calls "what the speaker is referring to",
then why not adopt Domnellan's way of talking? Mackay's
reasons for not accepting Donnellan's way of talking have
been mentioned above, namely, that they lead to a collapse

of referring to intending to refer. Thus, Domnellan's replym

N
to Mackay consists in refuting the charge that to refer is”~ =

nothing more than to intend to refer. He does this by try-
ing éo sh&w that it does not follow from the fact that in
some cases a speaker can refer to a book by means of the
descriﬁtion “"the rock" that he could do this in any cir-
cumstance:

"The fact about intentions that I want to
streas is that they are essentially con-
nected with expectations. Ask someone to
flap his arms with the intention of flying.
In response he can certainly wave his arms
up and down .... But this is not to do it
_with the intention of £lying ... Perhaps
one can, by a stretch of the imagination,
concelve of someone (a child, say, who has
seen birds flying) doing this. But such a
person—the child, for example—would have
expectations not shared by us ... To
the next person who comes in the
room I say, 'It's cold here'.
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I have no expectations, any more than Humpty Dumpty.

did about Alice, that the person will construe my

words in a novel way. Could I really intend that

"cold' should mean 'hot'? Or would my performance

not be so much arm-flapping?"i>
Thus, what the audience takes the speaker to be referring to depends
on the expectations of the audience. We cannot say to the next man
who comes into the room to bring us the rock on the table lnd\_s‘ucceed
in referring to the kbook by means of "the rock" unless we believe
that the person is going to take-ua to be referring to the book by
t'.he- description "the rock"; Most of the cine even if our beliefs
are false regarding what we take our description to be chanc:er:l.z:l_.ng
we succeed in refen‘iﬁg to th.e objeci:l to which we intend to refer.
The reason for this has been noted by Evans. The pr‘.'.ncl.pl.e which
our audience u.ses.in these cases is one which "enjoins min:inizing
the attribution of inexplicadble m'rm:."""6

It is important to note that this is not the Principle of
Charity which we will come across in the next chapter. It is with
the intention to use an‘expression referentially to refer to an cbject
in the presence of the mudience with which we are here concerned.
. The principle of "minimization of inexplicable errof". can be said to
apply when the audience is capable of independently identifying the
object. We can, perhaps, best explain this principle in the follow-
ing way. Wwhen a person deﬁcribes something, a2s vhen he describes

wvhat he is referring to, we are not limited to looking for scmething

that fits his description (the Priticiple of Charity), or, rather;.
R - ) ™~

that fits his description better than anything else. We can also ~.

ask curselves another question. We can ask "what thing would he
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judge to fit these descriptions even if it does not really do so?"
In trying to answer this qﬁéstion the speaker's iu&ience villuitilize
- the desé.:‘:ipci_onQ which the speaker uses but the question will not be
decided on the basis of vhat is demoted, if anything, uniquel& by
them. It is this question which we have to ask when dealing vith the
referential use of expressions. To sum up we can saf that wvhen a
spé;ker intends to use an expressi{on referentially he has certain
expectations regarding his audience and regarding the object which he
is attempting to characterize by means of the referring expression.
These expectations cgnsis:lin certain beliefs which the speaker holds
about the audience and the object which the speaker attempts to des-
cribe; The speakerfs beliefs n;y all be false or his expectations
may not be fulfilled and the speaker may yet succeed in referring to
the object fé vhich he intends to refer. In these c;sel, the success
of the act of referemce would consist in the application of the
principle of the "minimization of inexplicable error" by the speaker's
audience.

We saw earlier on that Donnellan distinguishes between two
senses of "reference” in characterizing the referential use. of descrip-
tions. In one of these senses the speaker intends to refer to an object
and succeeds in doing so if the speaker's audience can correctly iden-
tify the object to which the spesker intended .to refer by applying
the principle of the "minimization of inexplicable error". This is
the sense of reference we have been dealing with and since Hackafaa
criticism was directed against this potion of refcrenc; wve can say

that his criticism has been adequately dealt with. We will call this
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notion ﬁf tcfefence "social reference". But there is also :ﬁg second
notion of reference that Donnellan talks about -in conne;tion with the
rﬁferential use of descriptions. Let us recall vhat‘this notion of
reference was. According to annellan?'a speaker may use a descrip—
tion or a prop&r name referentiaily intendiné to refer to an object
and succeed in doing so evea though there is no ébject vﬁich can be
correctly identified as the referent by the speaker's audience. Let
us call th%h notion "actual intended reféﬁzhte". Donnellan does not
give a rationale for making a distinction between social reference
and actual intended reference, but 1t‘is not too difficult to sce wvhy
he ;ould make t§is distinction. Im "Refe{enée and Definite Descyrip-
tions" and in "Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again", the examples
which ﬁonnellan gives of the referential use of definite descriptions
by a spesker are those wvhere the speaker's audience is directly
acquainted with the object of refe ce and is, therefore, in a posi-

17 However, it

tion to correctly i&éntify the object|of reference.
is possible to use referring expreasioTs referentially in those cases
vhere the speaker's audience is not 1ni2,fosition to be directly
acquainted with the object of reference, or, for that matter, neither
is the speaker. Thus, for example, if I say to someone “the Prime
Minister of Germany commirted suicide in 1945", that person may reply,
"“But Germany did not have a Prime Minister inm 1945". I could clarify
the situation by saying something like "Oh, you know who I mean, I'm
talking about Hitler". In this conversation i axm willing to abandon

the description when it becomes clear to me that the description

cannot be used to achlieve i1ts purpose which was to use it to refer to
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Hitler. - Therefore, the désérip:ion is being used referentially.

' Bﬁ:, at the same time, neither I nor the person I'm talking to are

[

directly acquainted with Hitler or were directly acquainted with
Hitler. Thus, thé person I'm talking to cann;t correctly identify
the referent of my use of the description by applying the principle

of "the minimization of inexplicakle error™. Ee has to do that by

some other means. An even better example can be found in Kaplan:

"There was always something implausible about the
idea that the referent of a proper name is determined

- by the currently assoclated descriptions. For example,
the entry under 'Ramses VIII' in the Concise Bio-
graphical Dictionary (concise Publicatioms: Walla Walla,
Washington) is "One of a number of ancient pharachs
about whom nothing is known.'"d

It is possible to think of ;ontexts in which {someone uses the name
"Ramses VIII" referentially without the audience being in a position
to apply the principle of "the minimization of inexplicable error”.
Thus, for example, ff I say to someone "it is poasible that Ramses
VIII wvas very rich" and he asks me who I'm talking about, I could
reply by saying "One of a number of ancient pharschs'. Here the
 expression "Oné of a number of ancient pharachs” does the job of
calling attention to the person I'm talking about. However, my
audience is hardly in a position to correctly identify who I am talk-
ing about, since the expression "Cne of a number of ancient pharaohs™
does not pick, out Eamséa VIII uniquely and neither I nor my aué{ence
is directly acquainted wirth Ramses VIII. In this case, wvhere the
pame is being used refercgfially, one could object that the speaker
has not really referred to Ramses %III although he has succeeded in

commmicating who it is that he is talking about. But it is difficult
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to seé how the speaker could have succeeded Q‘;Wcsung wvho it

is th;t‘he is talking about siﬁcg‘the audience cannot correctly igén; "
tifﬁ vho is b:;ng talkéa.about. unleasggég audience: takes the‘speiier
to have reféi;x;g to Ramses VIII. On the other band, it ;.-ould be.

wrong to argué‘:hat the‘spé;kgr has'ﬁbt referred to'#nyﬁnc 1§{usiég_
the name "Ramses VIII" because the name is being used attrib;tively.
For, as*we have seen, an intuitive test for déteruining whether a
rgferring expression i1s being used attributively is the legitingcy

of the comment "whoever he is (was)", and this comment does not a;ply
to the abowe scenario, although we can imagine a_situation in which

it does. For'example, if I say to.sonéone_"Oné digg number of ancient
pharaohs, it is possible, was Qery fich",.ana he asks me who I'm talk-
iné about, I might reply by saying “Oh; Ramses VIII, whoever he was",
In this case it would be appropriate to say that the name "Ramses VIII"

is being used attributively.

The difference, then, between the notion of social reference
. . <

By

and that of actual iftended reference is the following. 1In the case

of social reference the speaker's audience is directly acquainted

with the objegt to which the speaker intends to refer aﬁd, therefore,
-is in a position to independently identify the referent of the 5peaker's
use of & referring expression by applying the'prinéiple of the "mini—.
-mization of inexplicable error”. Ih;;, if I order someone to bring

me the book on the table then he can fulfill my order even if thqij

book is not on the table but next to it, because he is directly

acquainted with the object to which I intend to refer and carn thus

identify it by applying the principle which enjoins minimizing
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inexplicable en-_'or. In the_.cnse of actua_l intended ref_ecence, ‘on the
o?her hand, no such means cf identifying the object of reference are
available, since ne:l.ther the speaker nor the speaker ] audi,dnce is
directly acquainted with the object. Successful reference, in the
case of actual incended reference will depecd on other facts which
we wil.l exa:mine in t:hc next section. | ' |

To sum .up. An Lmination of the referential use of definite
descripC1ons has shown that we can use a definite description refer-
entially to refer to an object e@ though the object does not umi-
quely.possess the prcperti;s mentioned in the dcscriptic;n. Since
descriptions are paradigms. of referring expressions we can see that
treating proper names on the model of definite descriptioms-.enables
us to see more clearly why the Cluster theory of names, as formulated
by Searle and Strawson, must be false. A proper name need not have
a backing of descri;;tiona, a sufficient number of which an object must

. .

satisfy, before being regarded as the referent of the nm:?. For,
just as the referential use of a definite description does not con-
‘sist in the object referred to uniquely satisfying the groPerty Dmen—
tioned in Fhe Adescriptioc, ao the referential use of a proper name’
does ngc consist in the object Teferred to satisfying a sufficient

~

‘number of the descriptions backing up the name.

I

THE POSITIVE ASPECT OF THE EISTORICAL EXPLANATION THEORY -

1. ACTUAL INTENDED REFERENCE: In this section we will examine
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In p:esenting Donnellan' :heory we will try and . ﬂll in the details
s:l.nce Donnellnn only prests us with a sketch of his t.heory.
Donnellan formlxtes the--posit:l.ve upe:cl: of the historical

exphn.ntion theory in the following way.

"The" min ide.a is that when 2 speaker uses 2 name
intending to refer to an individual and predicate
something of it, successful reference will occur .
when there is an individual that enters into the
historically correct explanation of who it is that
the speaker intended to predicate something of.

" That individual will then be the referent and the
statement made will be true or false depending upon
whethe has the _property designated by the pre-
dicat

o~

Donnellan gives an example to ilflustrate what is meant by “historical
conﬁéédon". ) If, for example, someone SayS “Socrates was snub-nosed"
then the vay to determine.who he was referring to 13 by searching for
: an :l..ndiv:.!.dual who is historically related to the speaker's use of the
name ‘"SocraEe‘_s", and not by searching for an individual who best fits

the desc;ipﬁiéhs associated by the spéé;ker with his use of the name

“Socrates”. We search foz: an individual histoi'i._c"él‘?.‘l.ly related to the
speaker's use of the name. Donnellan :I.ntro;iuces the notion of an |
om:iscient obse;:ver,_ of history to explain what is meant by an indi-
vidual beipg historically relat‘ed to a speaker's use of a name. Thus,

he says; -
"It might be that an omniscient cbserver of history
would see an-individual related to an =uthor of
dialogues, that one of tlie central characters of
these dialogues was modeled upon”that individual,
that these dialogues have been handed down and that
the speaker has read translations of them, that the
speaker's now predicating snub-nosedness of some~ -
thing is explained by his having read those translatioms.
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This is the sort of account that I have in mind b} -
a 'historical explanation'."?0

On this account, them, descriptions do play a role but not the one
vhich was assigned to them by the principle of identifying descrip~ .
tions. Consider, for example, the role of,descriptions in connection
with our use of'proper'hdies of historical figufeé.' In most cases,
according to the historical explanation theory, our use of proper
names of persons with whom we are not directly acquainted is parasitic
on uses of these names by other people. If we do assoclate a set of
descriptions with names of historical figureé, these descriptions
. would be derived from the things which other people have said about
the presumed refereht. For example, the descriptions which we asso-
clate with our use of the name "Socrates"” could be traced back through
many levels of parasitic—aérivation, to what was said using the name
"Socrates", by Aristotle and Plato. But the descriptions which we
might associate with our use of the name ﬁSocrates“, do not, om the
historical explanaticn theory, play & role in determining the refer-
ent of the name. As Donnellan puts it

" .. the historical explanation as seen by our

omiscient observer may pick out an individual as

the referent of the name 'Socrates' even though

that individual is not correctly described by the

Speaker's attempt at identification. For example,

the speaker may believe that Socrates, i.e., the

person he refers to, was a philosopher who invented

the Socratic method. But it is clearly imaginable

that our omniscient observer sees that while the

author of the dialogues did intend one of the

characters to be taken as a portrayal of a real

pezson, he modestly attributed_to him a method

that was his own brain chilg."21

Now, although the descriptions which we associate with a given name
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do not determine the referent ‘of the name, they can normally be re-

- gatded as reliable guldes to the existence of a historical connec-

tion between our use of the name add the referent of the name. Most
of the time, if the descriptionk which a speiker associated with his
use of the name "Socrates", for example, jibe more or less with the

descriptions which we would associate vith- the name, then we g;mply

-assune that the speaker is reférriﬁg to the same person to whom we

refer when we use the name "Socrates”! The ultimate test, however,

for determining who the speaker is referring to is the existence of

-

the appropriate sort‘of historical comnection.

It is &6f some importance to note that the notion of an omni-
;cient observer is a heuristic device which we can take quite
seriously. Any theory of reference must allow for the possibility
that its decipherment procedures are failible. They could be wrong.
The right decipherment is that of the omniscient observer. Thus,
for ;:nmple, there is a theory that Axis:étle was not referring to
the famous Socrates but rather to a snub-nosed individual of the

22 Hence, when a

same name who sat in the front row of his seminar.
speaker asserts that Socrates was Snub-nosed, he may in fact be talk~
ing about Scocrates the pupll of Aristotle uheré we all thi#k that
he is talking about Socrates—the-teacher of glato We may be wrong
in thinking that the speaker is talking qbout the teacher of Plato.
In this case the right answer, the right decipherment is that which
an ommiscient observir of. history would provide. In other words,

the ommiscient observer plays the role vhich we cannot be expected

<

to play. We carnot know in detail the history behind the uses of
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names. For us the only reliable guides to thle existence of a histor—
ical connection bet:\'reen a speaker's use of a name and the refereat |
of a na:ne are the de;crglptions wvhich the speaker associates with his
use of the name. We have to operate oﬁ the basis of the Princigile

of Clu;rig vhich states that the referent of a s.pcake‘r'a use of a

name is'that object which best fits the descriptions ui:ich the speaker
associates with his use of the name. We have nothing else to go on
wvith in those cases where we are not directly acquainted with the
referent of the speaker's use of the name.

- The above account of the historical explanation theory, is,

as ;l)onnellan himself”admits, only a sketch. But the theory is not

80 -vague that we cannot see what Donnellan is getting at. Thus, we
can offer the following as a ,firsc‘appr.oxim:ion of the type of con-
dit;pm that an historical explanation theory of names might specify,
and which have to be satisfied before we can say that a proper name
is a name of such and such an object.

(H) Xf 'N' is a proper name uttered by a speaker S at a time t, then
'N' refers to x if and only if x is the one znd only one object such
that. |

{1) There is an appropriate historica—l connection beﬁeen S's utter-
ance.‘ of "K' at t and the object x. '
There are two points of clarification that ocught to be mentioned c;:;n—
cerning condition (H). The first is that clause (1) of condition (H)
does not provide us with a formula for obtaining the referent of a

pame because it iz pot clear which historical comnnection is to be

. regarded. as the "sppropriate' one. The exarples given by Donnidllan
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in this connection only show what is to.cbunt as an historical cop-
nection. But Donnellan has the following to say in support of his
theory: ‘

"In defence against this charge that the theory is
excessively vague, it is helpful, I think, to com-
pare it with another philosophical theory about a
quite different problem. The causal theory of per-
ception can be taken as holding that an observer,

0, perceives an object, M, only if M causes 0 to
have sense impressions. The theory seems to me to
‘have content and to be important, whether or not it
is correct. For ome thing, if true it means that
certain other theories are mistaken. But the theory
as stated does not, obviously, allow us to say which
among the various causal factors involved in an
observer having sense -impressions is the thing he
perceives; nor does it tell us which ways of causing
sense impressions are relevant. Possibly no philo-
sophical analysis can determine this ... Analogously,
the historical explanation theory lacks this sort

of specificity. But for all that, if true, certain
other theories, in particular the identifying des-
criptions theory, will be wrong and the theory does
tell us something of inpor:ance.“23

The second point of clarification that ought to be mentioned is the
following. Clause (1) of condition (H) provides us with a principle
of decipherment for paradigmatic uses of proper names, i.e., uses of
naﬁes 1like "Piato“. "Eant", "Winston Churchill", ... etc. According
to this view, a proper name such as "Plato" or “Kant", i.e., a name
which is not referentially ambiguous, is deciphered on 2 particular'
occasion of its use in terms of the appropriate historical connection
between the utterance of the name by the speaker and the object which
bears the name. EHowever, there are some proper names which are

‘ referentially afg;ggzus, i.e., names like "Zeno". When a speaker

utters the name "Zend",” for example, we want to detercine wvhether he

is talking about Zeno the Stoic or Zeno the Eleatic. In other words,
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we want to dismbisunte his use of the name "“Zeno", we want to deter-
mine which object the speaker has in mind in uttering the name ."iem"
at a given time. Thus, for.refergntially anbiguouQ names we have to
add an extra clsuse to condition (H). We can re-write condition (H)
to ncconoaate referentially ambiguous names in the following way:

(H) XIf 'N' is a proper name uttered by a speaker S at a time t, then
'N' refers to x 1f and only if x is the one and only one object such
| “that

(1) There is an appropriate historical comnection ;etueen S's ﬂt:cr-
ance of 'N' at t and the object x.

(11) S has x in mind in uttering 'N' at t.

Thus, & name which islambiguous is to be deciphered on a particular
occasion of its use by means of two facts: (a) which individusl the
speaker has in miﬁd“in uttering the name in question, and (b) whether
" or not there is‘an appropriate historical connection between the
utterance of the name by the speaker on the occasion in question and
cb; individual which the speaker has in mind.

To arrive at a final account of the historical explanation

theory w? have to examine Donnellan's account of the way in which

the historical chain terminates and his account of the notion of a

block. We will do this in the next sub-section.

2. TERMINATION AND BLOCKS: The notion of a block is introduced by

Donnellan in connection with the problem of negative existence state—
ments. So it will be yorthwhile to briefly introduce the problem of

negative existence statements.

-
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The problen of negatiﬁe existence statements can be briefly
sunnmxi:ed in the follouing way. Eow is it ponlible to wmake a true
statenent abou: an object which does. not\exist? In order for a
statement to be about lomnthins that thing\must exist, otherwise how
could the statement mention the thing or r;%er to it, for one cannot
refer to nothing It seems, therefore, tha% it is not possible to
make true or false statements about an objeét wvhich dees not exist.
We cannot even say that it does not exigt. But, of course, we do -
make assertions in which we deny the existénce of objects, such as
"Santa Clause does not exist" or "Pegasus does not exist™. Ana therein
2ies the puxzle. How is it possible for us to tefer to objects onli.
to say about them that they do mot exist? '

-The question, then, which Donnellan attempts to apswer is how
the historical chain terninates when a speaker asserts a true negative
existence statement. Consider, for.cxample, the statement "Santa
Claus ﬁoes not exist". According to Donnellan, in order for  this
statement to be true a failure of reference would have to occur in
other possible and actual predicative statements involving the name
"Santa biaus“. In other words, there will be no individual related
historically to the use of the name "Santa Claus” in such statements
as "Santa Claus comes at Christmas”, etc. Thus, the question which
has to be apswered is what is invelved in saying that a failure of
reference occurs when proper names are used to make predicative
statements. Domnellan introduces the notion of a block to explain

failure of reference in predicative statements. Like the positive

aspect of the historical explanation theory, the notion of a block
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has not been too clearly formulated. But it is still possible to
see what Donnellan is getting at. Basically, the 1dea-is that 1if no
individual can be identified as the referent of the use of the name,
then we can say that a block has occured in the history of the use
of .the name. It is not too clear wvhat woﬁld counﬁ a8 identification
in this case but we can at least point out what would not count as
;identification. Since the historical explan;tion theory denies t;at
the referent of the speaker's?uae of the name is the object which
satisfies a sufficient number of the descriptions which the spca#er
aksociaicd with his use of the name, we cannot say that the referent
of a speaker's use of a name is identified by means of the descrip-
tions which the speakér associates with his use of the name. Thus,
the speaker must be capable of identifying the referent of the name
independently of the descriprions which he associates with his use
of the u#ne. And when ;e is umable to do this we have an occurrence
of what Doonellan calls a "block”™. For example, if a2 chiid who
formerly believed in Snow White now finds out that Snow White does
not exist, then we can say that what he has learned is that there is
no individual historically related to his use of the pame "Snow White"
in predicative statenents‘involving the name which he might have pre-
viously asserted. Rather, the historical claim connected with the
child's use of the name in predicative statepens ends in a block.
The block in this case might be a story which has been told to the
child as factuaal.

"... the block is the introduction of the mame into

the child's speech via a fiction told to him as
reality by his parents. Blocks occur in other ways.
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.

For example, children often invent iﬁginn’y com-

panions vhom they themselves come to speak of- as

actual. The block in such a case would occur at

the point at wvhich a name for the unreal companion

gets introduced by the child himself via his mis~

taken belief that there is a companion to name."24
Thus, one way in which the historical chkaim may terminate is via the
notion of & bleck. But, there are two other ways in which a historical
chain can terminate. We will consider these now.

Most of our beliefs about material objects will have their
origin in 2 causal transaction which takes place detween us znd some
object or the other. This causza]l transaction may take place or be
derived through a long chain, from the transaction of others. Thus,

we can form a belief about an object by means of perception (i..c..

because we see it), or by reading about it, in which case our beliefs

about the object can be traced back to the object via the author of
the book or ar:-ticle. At this point we can ask hm;- an object x, for
example, can be the cause of the belief on the part of the speaker-
that ? (a)? A rough answer would be the following. The object x

is the cause of the belief oﬁ- the part of the speaker, the belief
vhich would be expressible in the form "(@(a)" if an event occurred
in vhich r;he object x and the speaker were related causally in such a
way that t:l;xe belief that something ? 'd was produced. Now, in order
for the name "a" to figure in the expression of th; belief, one of
the two possibilitieé have to be fulfilled. Either the name "a"
must already have been comnected by S with the object x, or in the

wom

situation described the speaker S bestows the pname "2 on x. If the

speaker has already baptized the object with the name then this oxnly
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takes us back one step. Thus, we are left with the situation where
the object x causes the belief that something g"a and S bento:rs the
nane‘on:the object-wither by ostension or by means of a reference-
fixing geacripgion. And if this happens we can say that a referential
connection has been established between the object X and the name "a".

/ ‘ )
So the two other ways in which a historical chain may terminate is
if a referential conpection has been estazblished between 3 pame. and
an object either by ostension or by means of a reference-fixing
description.

There is one more issue which has to be resolved before we can
write down the final version of the historical explanation theory.
The issue revolves around the problem of deciphering z speasker's use
of a pame at a given time. For example, if a2 speaker denies the
existence of Aristotle, we must have some means of determining whether
he is referring to the philosopher or to the Greek shipping magnate.
Domnellan makes the following suggestion to deal with this problem:

"Certain uses of the name ‘Aristotle' in predicative

statements will have similar histories, histories

that will distinguish them from other uses of the

name, Each use of the name will, of course, have

its own historical explanation, but these mav, at a

certzin point, join up. So, in tracing back several

uses of the name 'Aristotle' by me and several uses

by you, we may find a common root in certain ancient

writings and documents. While other dses of the name

by me or by you may have nothing in common with the

history of the first set of uses. It is possible

that the histories may join at vhat I have called a

block."23 ' '

Eence, if a speaker uijé the name "Aristotle” and we wmt to detercine
vhether he is referring to the philosopher or the shipping magnate, we

_have to know something about the history of the use of the name, %.e.,
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ruhe:her different uses of the name ﬁAxis:otlz" have similar h;ntﬁries; R
or not. If we incorporate Donnellan's suggestion we arrive at the

following re-formulation of condition (B) which may stand as the |

final version of the hil:orical explanation !:h;ory. -
(H) If %' isla pProper name uttered by a speaker S at a time t, then ‘
"K' refers to x if and only if x is the one and only one object such'

that |

(1) There is an abpropriace historical connection between S's utter—- -

ance of 'N' at t and x.

(1) S bas x in mind in uttering 'N' at ﬁ.

(111) The historicxl comnection between S's utterance of 'N' at ¢

and x must be such that there is some characteristic which the his-

" torical chain possesses and by virtuve of which it terminates at x

{(iv), A historical chain n;ay be said to terminate at x if and only

if a referential compection has been established between a name and

x either by ostension or by means of a reference-fixing descriptdom

or via the notion of a block.

3. A FROBLEM: We have seen that the historical explanation of a
speaker's use of a nane must be taken into account in deciphering the
speaker's use of the name. As ve will see in the next chapter, the
historical expisnation theory does not differ from the causal theory.
of names in. essential reapects. Hence, the difficulties that arise
in comnection with the account which thoe historical explanation theory
gives of the decipherment of names will be deazlt with in the next

chapter. We can however, briefly state the nature of the difficulties.



Considexr, once again, the name "Santa Claus". Suppose a
speaker utters the sentence "Santa Claus -Uili come gonigh:" and we
wvant to determine vhéther he is referrihg to the ane-believc charac-
ter or éb one of his friends who is.:lno called "Santa cinus".
Aceording to the historical explxnation‘fheory this will have to be
doné iz the following way. We have to find a means of bringing to-
gether the uses of the name "Santa Claus” which refer to the make~
believe character and distinguish them from other uses of the name

" which refer to the speaker's friend. The only way in vhich we can

| do this is bj classifying those uses of the name "Santa Claus"

which have similar histories from other uses of the name with differ—
ent histories. But in order to do this we have to know s;me charac—
teristlc which the historical explanation of each use of name has

and by virtue of which ceréain uses of the name "Santa Claus” can
be distinguishéd from other uses of the name. Thus, we have to be
able to trace back the various uses of the name until we find some
feature which is common to certain uses of the name and which will
distinguish them from other uses of the same name. But it is obvious
that we do not and cammot be expected to do this, i.e., we do not

and cannot be expected to trace back the historical chain connected
wvith the speaker's use of the name "Santa Claus"” before we can say
one way oY anoéher who the speaker is referring to. We will consider
this in greaﬁer detail in the next chapter wvhen we deal with the

causal theory of names.

SUHHAR?: In this chapter we have dealt with the negative and the
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positive‘aspectb‘éf.th;jhistoriéal‘é!blanatioﬂ thg;;;. The'importan:
point which emerged from a discussion of the nesative'é;pec: of the
hiséori;al ei?lana:io; theory was thnt.Searle‘s and Strawson's version'
of the Cluste; theory of names was oﬁeﬁ to counter-examples. We gavﬁ
two such counter-exzmples which discredit tﬁ? principle of ideqtify—
ing descriptionms. To further éee that Searle's and Strgyson'é fﬁrsiogl
of thenciﬁsté;rth;ory ;f names is false, u; were led to éxaminen‘
Donnél}an's distinction ﬁeCHegn the réferential and attributive”;ses.‘
of definite des;rip:;ons. In.exaﬁining ﬁonnellgp's account of this
%}stinction we éQw tﬁaﬁ_Donncllan distinguishes'Sétweegatwo senses

of reference, i.e., socizl reference and actual intended reference.

4 ’ - . .
We saw that in the case of social reference a spesker may be said

‘to have failed to refer to the object to which he intended to refer

just in}gase the speaker's audience is unable to idenﬁify the object
of referc;ce. To examine ;RE';;:ion of actuzl intended reference we
had to turn to the positive aspect qf the historical explanation
theory which tries to preserve the rigidity of names by postulating
ai%hree—place relationship between the user of the name, the name
and the thing named. It is a consequence of the historical explana-
tion theory, as if has been formulated by us iﬁ coédition (B), that
in order for us to de;crmine vhom the speaker intends to refer to
vhen'he uses a name ve have to know something about the historical
e;plagation wgich lies behind the speaker's use of the name. But

since we cannot be expected to know this it is clear that there is

something wroﬁg with ché;principle of decipherment provided by the

“historical explanation theory. .
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:CHAPTER IV *

L
-

'CLUSTER THEORY OF. NAMES

INTRODUCTION: In the last chapter we saw that the historical explana-

tion theory tries to preserve the rigidigy.of a name by defining a
relationship that can hold between the user(s) of a name, the name
and the thi;g-named 15 virtue of which thé thing is named and that
does not i;volve the thing satisfying any description associated with
the name. But the historical expla;a:ionxthéory is not the only
theory ﬁhich defines a three-place reiation between the user of a
name, the name and the thing pamed. The ceusal theory of names also
dées that. In this chapter we‘will examine the question whether the
relation wﬁich holds between the user of"a name, the néme and the
thing named could be a cau;al relation. This chapter has tﬁo main
objectives. The first task of this chapter is to expound the causal
thgory of names and to show that -'the theory is false. The second task
of this chapter 1is to skétcﬁ a new theory of names which does justice
to important intuitions which underlie the cluster theory of names
and which, at the same ﬁime, presefves the rigidity of names. The
causal theory of names,hgs been put forward by Kripke as an altérna—

" tive to the description and cluster theory of names. It was the

outcome (i.e., ‘the causal theory of names) of the difficulties,

pointed out by Kripke, that beset the description and the cluster

131
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- thggrf of‘nnmes,_notibly. the criticism that both the déséription_and
the CIQQCer théories'ignored'the social character'of-nnning. It is

not our intention here to try and rehabilitate the description theory

of names which we take to be false and against which we argued ico

some detail in the second chapter. However, sit_tce we will ultimately

: addp: & modified version qf the cluster theory of'nmgs, we will start
. by giving an exposition of a particular version of the cluster theory
of names (Section I); next, we will consider the difficulties ra.ised
by Kripke against the cltnqter theory of names and glve an exposition
of Kripke's causal theory of names (Section II); the diffitl:ulcies
involved in giving a causal account of names will be the subject nat;ter

- of section III; and, finally, in the last section we w‘ill present the

modified version of the cluster theory of names which we regard to be

the correct one and which we take to preserve the rigidity of names.

I

THE CLUSTER THEORY OF NAMES

In the second and third chapters the cluster theloriea-of names
vhich were criticized were the o-nes defended by Wittgenstein, S;arle
and Strawson. It j;s not, hwevef, with their version of the cluster
theory of names with which 'we. are concerned in this chapter. The
cluster theory of names vhich we will present here is the one which
has been proposed by-H.L. H:tlson.l Consider, for example, the naﬁe
"Julius Caesar", as used by a person whom we will catl "Charles".

According to Wilson, the problem we are faced with is that of trying
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to determine which individual (if any) is designated by the nawe
"Julius Caesarf‘in'Charles' language. Since in this context the words
"designates” and "signifies" are used interchangeably by Wilson, we

can say that the problem is one of trying to determine the significance
‘of the name "Caesar" as it is used in Charles’ language. According to‘

Wilson, this question belongs to the field of theoretical descriptive

semantics where we are concerned with giving truﬁh—conditions for

descriptive semantic statements. Descriptive semantics deals uith‘

factual questions such as "wM™h language is the language . used by
Charles?" Thus, in trying to aﬁﬁwer the question which individual
‘(if any) is designited by the name "Caesar" in Charles' language,
i.e., in tfying to answer the question which beloﬁgs to the field of
theoretical descriptive sqmnntiés we are laying down the procedure
which the descriptive semanticist is to use.in trying éo determine
the truth-value of factual statements. Wilson tries to show how
descfiptive semantics should be pursued when we are trying to deter-
mine which individual is designated by “"Caesar” in Charles' language,
by. means of an example.

Suppose that Charles makes the following assertions which con-

tain the name "Caesar".

(1) Caesar conquered Gaul. - © o (Ge)
(2) Caesar crossed the Rubicom. (Re)
{3) Caesar was murdered on the Ides of March. Mc)
(4) Caesar was addicfed to the use of ablative absolute. (Ac)
(5) Caesar was married to Boadicea (Be)

According to Wilson the five statements taken together entail that
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there is at léast one indiiidull who has the properties in question
and at most one such individual. Thus, what Charles is really nafing
is: ' : -

(6) E! (7x)(Gx & Rx & Mx & Ax & Bx)

In (6) the name "Caesar” has been replaced by the varisble "x" along
with the E-Shriek-iota operat:c;r and (6) exhausts the, cognitive con-
tent of the five statementsmmide by Charles. "Wilson concludes that

proper names are reallv variables. However, in order to distinguish

proper names from genuine variables, i.e., variables which occur in

sentences like
(7) (3 x)(x disliked Caesar)

Wilson proposes to call proper names quasi-variables.

t "The difference between a genuine and & quasi-variable
is this: when we use a genuine variable 'x' we close
the scope of the quantifier quite promptly and it stays
closed. When we use a quasi-variable or name, the
scope of the initial E!-iota operator goes tight down
to the end and we add further asserted matrices as
conjumets to the scope of the operator as we come to
have more knowledge. Thus, the totality of a person's
beliefs is to be expressed in one vast multiply general
sentence which changes and grows with the gassage of
time and the acquisition of more beliefs."

Let us now try to determine the designation of the name "Caesar" in
Charles' language. Given the five assertions that Charles has made
about Caesar we conduct an empirical investigation and apply what

Wilson has called the Principle of Charitv. The designation of the

name "Caesar" in Charles' language will be the individual which maxi-
mizes Charles' true beliefs, i.e., the individual which makes the
largest possible number of Charles' statements true. Since the

historical Julius Caesar satisfies more of the asserted matrices
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which contain the word "Caesar" than any other individual, we can say
that Caesar is the referent of'th; name “Cﬁ;snr" in Charles' language.

| Since the historical Julius Caes;r is the designatum of the
pame "Caesar" in Charles' language, we can say that any asserted matyix .

such as "Caesar is F" in Charles' language is trme if and only 1f Julius

Caesar satisfies the matrix "x is F". Wilson call these primary truth-

conditions. The sense of a proper name which is simply a fumction of
the assertions which are made using the name corresponds to what Wilson

calls secondary truth-conditions. The secondary truth-conditions for

Charles' sentences about Caesar can be stated as follows:
"1Caesar is F' is true if there is one individual
vhich satisfies more of the matrices 'Gx', 'Rx',
*Mx', 'Ax' and "Bx' than any other individual does
and that individual satisfies the matrix 'Fx'; .and

is false if there iz one such individual and it

does not satisfy the matrix 'Fx'; and is non-significant
if there is no such individual."

The primary truth-conditions are derived from the secondar; truth-
conditions and the secondary truth-conditioms do not require that we
conduct any empirical investigation before we can lay them down. A
proper name can, thus, have a sense but no designatum. I1f, for example,
we are williﬁg to assert different things about Pegasus we endow the
name "Pegasus” vith a sense, but the name has no designatum or signi-
ficance. Since sense is a function of the assertions which are made
using the name and since different people may make differcnf asser-—
tions usipg the same name, It follcés that different people may use

the same name with a different sense. Thus, if two people use the

5
asme name but attach different sense to the name, the success in

commmication would consist in their using the name with the same
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significance:

"On this account it is significance rather than
sense which offers itself as & replacement for
meaning and "significant’ (rather than 'sensible’)
which offers itself as a replacement for 'meaning-
ful’ or 'having a truth-value'."$

To .suft up we can say that an individual hooks on to a quasi-variable
or an individual constant by virtue of the fact that it satisfies

., more asserted matrices in which the constant occurs than any other
individual. In other worﬁs, the cluster of information that a
speaker associates ﬁith his use of the name determines its reference
by fit. If the speaker has no individuating information he will

denote or refer to nothing.

II

TOWARD A CAUSAL THEORY OF NAMES

\u
A

1. KRIPKE'S OBJECTIONS iQ_THE CLUSTER THEORY OF NAMES:  In this sub-

section we will consider Kripke's objections to the cluster theory Qf
names in some detall. Kripke states the cluster concept theory of
names by means of a number of theses and a2 condition on .the satisfac-
tion of these theaea.s Accordingly, we will state the theses in the
order in which he presents them and then comsider the counter-examples
he gives to these theses. The theses can be stated in the following .
way: |

(1) Associated with every designating expression 'X' there is a
cluster of properties @, such that S believes "@x'.

(Z) One or some of the properties are believed by S to pick out some
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individual un;guely.

(3) If most ér'n weighted most of the properties are satisfied by
one unique object Y, then Y is the veferent of .

(4) 1f no ﬁgique object is ylelded by the vote‘then 'X' does not
refer. . ‘

(5) It is known é_ériori by the speakeffthat if X exists, X has

most of the @'s. ' ,i;n

(6) It is a2 necessary truéh in the speaker's idiolect tﬁ;: if X
exists, X has most of the @#'s.

(C) The account.thaz a successful theory gives must not be circular.
The properties which are used to pick out the individual must not
themselves involve the notion of reference in a way that it is iﬁp;s—
sible to eliminate.

Some words of explanation are in. order ragirding Kripkg's formulation
of the above theses. Thesis (i} has to do with the voting procedure.
| As Kripke points out it is implausible that the most trivial proper-
ties are of equal weight with the most crucial. It:is more plaﬁsible
to suppose that some weighting takes place in these cases. The pro-
perties which are assigned the most weight are tq.béié;ternined by

some sort of vote. Theses (5) and (6) involve a distinction between

a priorl knowledge and necessary truth. According to Kripke, the

‘fotion of a prioricity belongs to epistemology and the notion of
necessity belongs to metaphysics. His claim is that although it might
turn out that everything a priori is necessary and vice versa, it will
pot turn out to be the case simply on the basis of definitional

equivalence. It will require some philosophical argumentation. Ee
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gives an example to show that there are necessary truths or false-
hoods which are not known a priori:

"If the Goldbach conjecture is false, then there is
an even number, n, greater than 2, and for no primes
Py and Py, both < n, does n = P] + P3. This fact
about n, if truve, is verifiable by direct computationm,
and thus is necessary if the results of arithmetical
computations are necessary. On the other hand, if
the conjecture is true, them every even number exceed-
ing 2 15 the sum of two primes, Could it then be the
' cagse that, although in fact every even number is the
sum of two primes, there might have been an even
mumber which was not the sum of two primes? What
would that mean? Such a number would have to be
one of 4, 6, 8, 10, ...; end, by hypothesis, since
we are assuming Goldbach's conjecture to be true,
each of these can be shown, by direct computation,
to be the sum of two primes. Goldbach's conjecture,
then, cannot be contingently true or false; whatever
truth-value it has belongs to it by necessity ...
But ... we don't know whether Goldbach's conjecture
is true or false. So right now HE certainly don't
know anything a prioxi asbout it.”

The ﬁoint of this example is that thFre are necessﬁry statements which
are not known a priori, and, thus, that the terms "necessary” and “a
priori” are not synonymous, at least, on the face of it. A philo-
sophical &rgumcnt is required to show that they are synonymous.
Similarly, although it may be knowmn é_griori that 1f X exists, X has
most of the @#'s, it does not follow that it is a necessary truth that

if X exists, X has most of the @'s.” If, for example, a man has fixed

the reference of the name fAristotle" by means of the description “the
tegcher-of Alexander"”, then in some sense he knows a priori that Aristotle
is the teacher of Alexan&er. However, it will not be 2 necessary truth
for the speaker that Aristotle is the teacher of Alexander. Aristotle

might never have gone into pedagogy. So thesis (S) and (6) do not
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' mutually entail one another, and a counter-example to thesis (6) viil
not necessarily be a comter;uuple- to thesis (5). Theuc;u (5) and
(6) also have converses which are derivable from theses (1) - (4).
Thus, the converse of thesis (5) 18 that the atatement "if there is
some unique object which has most of the 9's in the properly weighted
sense, then it is X" is knc;wn a priori by the speaker. And the con-
verse of thesis (6) is that the statement .":Lf there is some unique
object which has most of the ¢'s in the properly vei:shéed sense, then
it is X" is a necessary gruth in the idiolect of the speaker. Taking
theses (5) and (6) together with théir converses we ‘can say that it
is both a priori and necessary that someth;Lug is X if and omly if it
has .uniquely most of the @'s in the properly weighted sense. Let us
now consider the counter—examples which Kripke giveg to these (1) -
(6).

Thesis (1), as Kripke points out, is a definition. So it camn
be regarded as true. Theses (2) and (3), according to Kripke, are
both false and Kripke gives counter—exsmples to both these theses.
Let us consider theses (2) first. The cowunter-examples that Kripke
gives to thesis (2) are meant to show that either the uniqueness con-
ddtion is not satisfied and yet the speaker may be lsa:!.d to refer, or
the circularity condition is violated without prevent;ng the speaker
from picking out the referent of the name. Consider an example where
the uniqueness condition is not satisfied. An ordinary man in the
street may use the name "Feynman'. When asked who he is talking about
he may say "a famous physicist". Clearly, he does not pick out amy-

one uniquely and yet Kripke maintains that he still uses "Feynman" as
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a name for Feynnan; Rext, consider a case where the circularity con-
dition is violated. Suppose (once again) that the man on the s;reet
wvants to refer to Einstein and he does this by using the description
"the man who discovered the theory of relativity". Here he has given
a2 unique descriptiéh‘vhich is supposed to pick out Etmstein. But if
w§ ask him what the theory of relativity was he might reply it was
the‘theory that Einstein discovered". Here he has clearly violated
the non-circularity condition. Now, Kripke vantﬁ to maintain that

he has even in this case used the name "Einstein” as a name of the
man Einstein. In o:he£ words, he has referred succeasfully te
E{instein.

According to Kripke, similar counter-examples can be- constructed
to show the f£alsity. of thesis (3) since it, too, depends on our being
able to state unigue conditions which are satisfied by an object.
Thesis (3) states that if most or a weighted most of the properties
are satisfied by a unique cbject Y, then Y is the referent of 'X';
Kripke gives an example to show that although most of the #'s are-in ‘
fact satisfied by a2 unique object, that object is not necessarily the
referent of 'X' for the speaker, A speaker who assoclated with the
name "G3del™ merely the description "the prover of the incotipleteness
of arithmetic"” would nonetheless be referri;g to Godel and saying
something false of him in uttering "nggl proved the 1ncom§le:eness
of Arithmetic" even if an umkiown Viennese by the name of Schmidt had
. in fact constructed. the proof which Godel had subsequently stolen.
.If wve ag&ee that the speaker does not refer to Schmide, theq theais‘.

(3) does not provide us with sufficient conditions for successful
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- reference to take place. If it is asreeé that. the speaker refers to

Ghdel then the conditions stated in thesis (3) are not necessary.

Apother counter—example to thesis (3) which Kripke gives is the fol-

lowing:

"What many people ... may 'know' about Peano is that

he was the discoverer of certain adoms which charac-

terize the sequence of patural numbers, the so—called

'Peano axioms'. ... these axioms are not actually

‘due to Peano but to Dedekind ... So on the theory

in question the term 'Peano’, as we use it, really

refers to.... Dedekind."’
Ktipke's point is that if it is true that 1f most of the @#'s are
satisfied by a unique object Y then Y is the referent of the name
'X' for the speszker, then a speaker who only knew that Peano was the
discoverer of certain axioms would be referring to Dedekind when he
used the name "Peano". But since he doesn't it follows that thesis

. . N -’ \ -

(3) is false. In a footnote to the article “Naming and Necessity",
Kripke concedes that there are other uses of proper names like
"Godel" and "Peano", which satisfy the cluster theory of names.a
When someone says that Godel proved the incompleteness of arithmetic
then he may be taken to be referring to Godel and not to Schmide.

L

But when someone says "Godel relied on a diagonal argument in this

step of the proof”, he may be said to be referring to whoever proved
the theorem, Following Donnellan this can be called the "attriburive"
use of proper nzmes. On this account the sentence "Godel proved the
incompleteness of arithmetic" would be false given that it was Schedde
who actually ;roved the incompleteness of arithmetic. But the sentence
"GBdel used the diagonal argument” would be true for some uses of the

name "GBdel". The cluster theory of namcs,’;::;;EIEg’fg Kripke,
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would still, #n general, be false. But, as he admits, 1t would be

. applicable in a wvider pumber of cases than he previously thought.

. What about thesis (&) \}h:f.ch. asserts that if-no unique object
is yielded by the vote the;“a'“.‘,"x“ does not refer. This thesis ‘has- been
shown to be"l false by one of the previous counter-_emples_,‘ nawely, -
the Feynman ei:anple. In?;‘the case of that ;nﬁple the vote did not _
yield a2 unique gbject but the speaker still used the name "Feymmp"

as a name of the man Feynman. But even i1f the vote ylelds no unique

object: or no object at all which satisfies a weighted number o'f the -

"@'s, the speaker may still use a name to refer to an object.  Thus,

-

for exaﬁ:ple, ;hqixgh mQt.pebple believe (falseiy) that Einstein inv;;ted
the atom bomb, no one person could really be said to have {nvented :
the atom bomb. And yef: a speaker still uses the pame "Einstein” as

a name of the man Einstein \rhen he safs "Einstein :waeth:ed .che atom
bomb". :

Thesis (6) states "the staten;nt 'if x exists, then x has most
of the ¢'s’ expresses a necessary tmt“h (in the idiolect of the
speaker)."’ ﬁe have already'argueg against this thesis in the-second
chapter, but let us recollect. Thesis (6) st.#l:es that Aristotle,
for example, has the logical sum of properties vhich are commonly
attributed .to him and that it is a necessary fact that he has these

proiserties. As against this Kripke argues that most of the properties

vhich are commonly attributed to Aristotle are properties which Ari

Aristotle might not have possessed. In a situation in which Aristotle

A

did not do any of the things which he is commonly said to have done,

wve would describe that as a sitmti/_cn;in which Aristotle df{d not do

ie
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any of those things. Similaily, in the case of a pame 1ike "Hitler":

"When I hear the name 'Hitler', I do feel ith sort
of analytic that that man wsssevil. But really,
probably not. Eitler might have spent all his days
in quiet in Linz. -Ip that case we would not aay
that then this man would not have been Hitler, for
wve use the name 'Hitler' just as the name of that
man, even describing possible worlds. (This is the
notion which I called a rigid designttor in the .
previous talks)?"10

Given that this is the case we must cross off thesis (6) as false.
But it is important to oote that thesis (6) is not a pa.rt of Wilson's
theory. It is Searle's cluster theory of names which is committed
to thesis (6) vhereas Wilson's theory is not. As we will point out
when we are dealing with the anended version of the-é.luster_theory of
names, one can uintait that Aristotle is the person who in fact has
a plurality of the properties which are comonly attributed to him,
but he might have had almoat none. of them.

Thesis (5) which states that it is known a priori by the speaker
that {f x exists, x has moat of the .¢'s,: ‘has nothing to do with neces-

sity and it can survive. If, for example, one fixes the reference of

the name “Aristotle" as the man who did most of the things which are
commonly attributed to him, then it will not be pecessary that Aristotle

did any o_f the things which he is claimed to have done. But it may be

2 priori in that this is how the reference of the name "Aristotle”

is determined. So thesis (5) survives. The rémaining theses, accord-
. o -

ing to Kripke are all false. Theses (2) - (4) have coumter instances.

Thesis (6) has the consequence that names are not rigid designators

and iz to be rejected on those grounds alope. For, if it i1s a neces—
. ¢
sary truth that Aristotle did most of the things which he is commonly
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clained t:o have done, t:hia can only be so if the neaning of the name
_.."Arictotle" is. equivalent to the neaning of ‘& 'cluster of descriptions

"

But: 15 chat: case, as we have seen, the nane "Aristotle" will not

uecebsaril;be a r-lgid deciguator. ‘r '

| According to Kripk.e thc picture which 3ivea ‘rise'to the cluster

e ‘theory of names '‘is one which ignorec the aocia.‘!. character of naming.

| One th:l.nks of the- senant.ical subject as isolated frcm thc rest of the -

commmity when determining the reference of a name such as "‘Godel"

Thus, a speaker night simply say that by "Godel“ I s};all mean !:he ‘

man uho proved the incampleteness of arithnet:ic. If a speaker does e

: this and if it is actually Schmidt who prowved the inconplereness of
arithmetic, ‘then when the speaker uses’ the name "'Godel™ he is actually

' -referry:'g to Schmidt, But rore inéor:an_t,such an’ account cf reference -
uld TIm int:o s circle. I1f everyone deteimines the reference of che

“Godel" by saying to hinself that Gode11 is the man who proved.

the incomp.]_.eteness of ar:lthnetic,‘ then ‘none of us will get started

with any cctriburion unicss -there is cone indepcndent crite'rion for -

the reference of the name other than _"thc'nn:n to vhom the incomplete-

'ncce of arithmetic is commonly attributed’. Otheruise ‘all we will

be saying is, 'we att:ri‘bute t:hia achievenent to the man to whom we

attribute it:' without ssying who that ‘man.is, wit'hout giving any

independenc criterion of the refergnce .“.'.11 Such an account would

violate what Kripke has cciled_chccircularity condition (C).. And

~ no thcory of reference should be cir.:cu]:ar.- |

| .In t:he last section we will examinc Kripke's counterinstances

to thesee (1) - (&), 'but Dow let us ask ourselves what theory of names
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Kripke offers}ae an alternative to the -el‘ueter theoi:-y of names. Kripke
only preaents__r a sketch of his thedry and we will -have to f£i11 in the
details.’ The:tﬁeory that Kripke presents might'ﬁest be characterized

as the causal theory of names.

2. THE CAUSAL THEORY OF NAMES: 'A causal theory of reference like

any other theory of reference, mn;t ptovide a set of conditions which
"have to be satisfied before we can say that a given proper“eaee N is
a name of such and sueh an object X. Kripke does not claim that he
is givins.a set of neeessaty and sufficient conditions which have to
be satisfied 1n order for a name to be za name of an object. But he
does claim that he is giving a better and quite different picture
from the one given by the cluster theory of names. What is the ple—-
ture that Kripke gives? According to Kripke, first of all sn initial
baptism takes place, i,e., the name is introduced by ostension, or 1

by means of 2 definite description that fixes its reference.  Subse-

quently, the name is passed on to others.

"When . the name is 'passed from link to link' the
receiver of the name must, I think, intend when he
learns it to use it with the same reference as the
man from whom he heard it. If I hear the name
"Napoleon' and decide it would be a nice name Sor
my pet aardvark, I do not satisfy this condition.
(Perhaps it is some such failure to keep the refer-
ence fixed which accounts for the divergence of
present uses of 'Santa Claus' from the alleged
original use.)"12

.According to Kripke, then, once an object has been endowed with a
given name, the name is passed on to others. This process continues
as the name is passed from link to 1ink of a chain of communication.

What joins each link to the next is its causal connection with it,
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together with ché intention to use the name with the same reference |
as the.'previot':s ‘speaker. - One can thil.nklof the intermediate 1inks in
such causal chains of cmmic;ticn as points at which one speaker
acq;:ires a way of using the name.' from another person, by witneau'ing
the others .us‘e and by forming am intention to use the name to refer
to the same thing as does the other personm. Consider, - for ﬁ:mple,
the following situation. A kitten is acquired by a man (let us call
him "Kuba™) ;nd his wife. There is an initial baptismal.ceremony
_, in vhich the kitten is given the name ;‘Ginger", by Kuba and his 'n_.r.:lfe.
The two of .then gain ,the:h:' abiliﬁy to refer to Ginger at the naming
ceremony. Everyone else will ‘borrow their reference -either directly
or indizectly from these two. Thus, someone else might be 1ntroduce:ci
‘to the kitten and told "This is Gin_'ger". And this persom in tur'n
nighﬁ tell somedne .tl'se that Kuba's cat is‘called-."Gir;ger". So the
name will be passed on fmm one person to another. _ The acquisition
of the name by one person from another would constitute part of the
social practice iuvolﬁng the name, And :underlying thé. use of the
name "Ginger" will be causal chains grounded in Ginpger. Thus, th.e
fact that a speaker in a‘ commmity is able to use a name to refer to
the same ot;ject as the other speaker's in the community, would be
accounted for in terms of the causal chain extending all the way back
to the initial baptismal ceremoﬁy'.

For the time befng let us ignore the bit about intentions by
offering the following as a first approximation of the type of condi-
tion that a causal theory of names might s;:ecify as constituting the

naming relation. Our reasons for not introducing the notion of an
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iﬁtention at thia‘atagg will become clear as we pﬁoceed.
(11) If "N" is a proper name uttered by a speaker S at a time t,
" then "N" refers to x if and only if x is the oné and only one
object such that:
(1) S's utterance of "N" at t 1s cnusaily connected with the use
| of the name by a group of speakers who believe that they-are
using the name Hitﬁ'the same reference.
' (11) There is a causal connection between S's utterance of the name

"N" at t and the cbject x.

The causal theory of n;mcs, a8 it has been fo:mulageé ¥y us
in cc;ndition 1), 1s meant to deal with the paradigmatic uses of
proper names, i.e., uses of mames like "Plato", "G8del", "Winston
Churchill",'etc. fhese names do not require the notion of an inten-
tion and should be dealt with separately. Kripke, on the other hand,
wants ko intro&uce the Potion of ‘an intention in connection with the
use of all ptop;r names. We will point out the difficulty with this
view below. But, first of all, let us try and determine Kripke's
reason's for introducing the notion of an intention in comnection
with the use of all names.

There seem toc be two reasons why Kripke introduces the notion
of intehdipg to refer to the same object as the person fromwhom one
hears it (i.e., the pame). First of all, he wants to eliminate'those
cases where someome uses the name "Mapoleon", for example, uﬁicﬁ he
has heard from another person, as a name for his pet aardvark. ~Secondly,

the notion of an intention is introduced ‘to account for reference

shifts. Gareth Evans has given one such example involving a2 reference
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shift:

"In the case of 'Hadasa;cnr' a hearsay report of

Malay or Arab sallors misunderstood by Marco Polo

... has had the effect of transferring a corrupt

form of the name of a portion of the African

mainland to the great African island."l13
In this case, as Kripke points out, the preqentjintention to refer
to the African.island overrides the previous 1ntentibn to "preserve _
reference in the historical chain of cransmissi Y

N&w, thefe are cases where it nakes sense to.say.that th;
speaker intends to-refer to an object. Thus, for ex#mple, if I
use the name "Pierre Trudeau" and intend by it to refer eo my next
door neighbour who is called'"Pierre Trudcau“ then I could be taken
to have done so. But this is onlyﬂpossible because I can describe.
what it is to intend to refer to Plerre Trudeau, i.e., my next door
neighbour rather than the liberal poiitician by saying something l%ke
"Pierre Trudeau—and I don'; mean the liberal politician—did so-
and-so". That is, it only makes sense to say that I intend to refer

to Pierre Trudeau, my next door neighbour because I can describe

wvhat it is to refer to my neighbour independeﬁtly of the existence

of the intention to do so. It is because we know what it is to refer
to an object independently of the presence of any intention, that it
makes sense to say that in the case of ambiguity, as in the caserof'
a name like "Madagascar" or "Zepo", it is the intention of the speaker
uhicﬁ determines which object the speaker is referring to. Similar
considgrations apply in the case of Kripke's ﬁépoleon example. Ordi-
narily ;e do not form an intention to imitate our informants. We

" Just do it autdmatically. We can say that we refrain from using the
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name in some new uny,.and not that we form an intention to use it in
the same way as the person from whom'we hear the name. To sum up we
can say that condition (1 ) is to be regarded as constituting the’
naming relation, on the cansal theory of names, for the paradignatic
uses of proper namep, ‘We will now try to eucnd condition (I ) to
néco;;daée those names which are referentially smbiguous. However,

it is of some importance to'separat; condition (11) from. its subse—
quent modifications which are meant to accomodate the use ‘of names
which are referentially ambiguous. For, one can a;g;e that the causal
theory of names is false beéause of its treatment of names which are
ambiguous. But even  4f this is the case there will still be a motiva-
tion for holding the causal theory of names, since it may 8till be
pecessary to give a causal account of the use of a name on & particue-

lar occasion by means of the chains of communication.

-

3. REFERENTIAL AMBIGUITY: To deal with cases of referential ambi-

guicy we have to introduce the notion of intention. There seem to

be two intentions associated with the use of a referenﬁially ambi guous
-proper name, on the causal theory of names. There is tﬁe intention

to use a proper name to refer to the saﬁe individual as the.persoq
from whom one heard the name. And there is_ad®b the intemtion to
refer to a pre—conceived object, i.e., the individual who was baptized
with the name. This is borne out by the account which Kaplan gives

of the cauéal theory of names.lé

Ax ﬁhplaﬁ sees it, on the causal theory of: names there are two

eritical intentions associated with the use of a prbper name, namely,
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the two intentions mentioned above. According to Keplan, most uses
_of proper names involve a mixture of the intention to conform to a
pﬂor usage of lt_:he name, togeth.er wvith the intention to r:eft_ar to a
pre—cmcdmd object. Thus, for example, if I‘ :Lﬁt.rodi:ce a2 name into
your idiol;;ct by means of a false introduction ("This ia Jim O'Comnor",
but actually it isn't), you will be left with a mixture of the inten-
tion to refer to Jim O'Connor and the intention to refer to the man
to whom you. wer-:e introduced. We have already seen that it only makes
‘sense to imroke the notion of intention in the case of re.x".erentially
anbiguous namess Kaplan's enmplel 1llustrates this point well because
cases of miéidentification are rare. However, there seems to be
little doubt that for the causal theorist there wiill be two intentions
associated with the use of referént:l.al].}; ambiguous names. TFor, the
intention to use a name to conform to a prior jusage does not eliminate
the notion of referencel If, for exmple,l I use the name "N" to refer
to what X referred to by "N" who in turn referged to what Y referred
to by "N" who ... etc. then none of us will get started unless there
is some independent mears of determining which object is the referent
of the name "N":¢ Thus, I must also intend to use the name "N'f to refer
to the object which was baptized with the name or the object with
which I a2m acquainted, 1.e., must intgnd to refer to a pre—cgnceived
individual. |

One way .in which w.e might account for these mixed intentions
is by distinguishing between speaker's referenc; and semantic refer-
ence. Following Kripke, we may tentatively define the speaker's

referent of a designator to be that object which the speaker intends
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to refer to on a glven occasion and which he believes fulfills the
conditions for.being the semantic referent of a designator. The
speéaker uses the designator to make an assertion about the object in
question which may not really be the semantic referent, if the speaker’s
beliefs that it‘fulfi;ls the appropriate semantic conditions are in
error. The speaker's referent is the thing or object the speaker
referred to by the designator, though it may not be the semantic
referent of the designator. Coaéider, for example, the follouing
. situatdion: - )

"Two men glimpse someone at a distance and think they

recognize him as Jones. 'What is Jones doing?’

Raking the leaves'. If the distant leaf-raker is

actually Smith; then in some sense they are referring

‘to Smith, even though they both use 'Jones' as a name

of Jones." B :
We don't have to agree with Kripke that the speaker's are referring
to Smith when they use the name “"Jones". In order to determine who .
it is that the speakers are referring to we have to determine which
of the two of the speaker's intentions is the dominant one. We will
deal with this below. For present purposes, we can say that if the

speaker's have referred to Smith with the name "Jomes", then the

speaker's ref;rent in this case is Smith, but Smith is not the refer-

ent of the designator "Jones" which the speaker uses to refer to Smith.
' Thus, we might try to incorporate the notion of speaker's

reference andlthat of semantic refe;ence by offering .the following

.as a first approximation of the type of conditions that a causal theory

of names might specify as constituting the naming relation for refer-

e
entially amgibuous names.
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(I") If "N" is a proper name uttered by a speakef S at'a time t,
then "N" refers to x 1if and only if x is the one lhdLEhlyloner
object such that:

(1) S's uttcrance;of "N" at t is causally Eonaected with the use of
the name by a group of speakers who believe and intend that
they are using the name witﬁ the same reference.

(11) There is a causal connection between S's utterance of "N" at t
and the object x.

(111) S bhas x in mind in uftering "N" at t.

The semantic reference ;f a name "N" as uttered by a speaker S is

determined by the causal connection bétween S's utterance of the name

and the use of the name by a group of speakers who believe and intend

that they are using the name with the same reference. The speaker's

reference of the name "K" is determined in terms of the object which
the speaker has in mind in uttering "N". ‘For the causal theorist
something like clause (i{11i) will be invoked when we try to decipher
2 pame on a particular occasiom of its use. Which individual is to
be regirded as the referent of a referentially ambiguous name on a
particular occasion of its use by a speaker is going to be determined
by deterﬁining which object the speaker has in minh on the occasion
in question. -ﬁowever, the satisfaction of clause (iii) cannot‘be .

sufficient for an object to be the referent of the uvse of a name,

According to the causal theory of names, there must also be a causal

connection between the speﬁker's use of a name and the referent of

the name. Therefore, we have to 2dd the further requirement that the

use of the name by a speaker on a2 particular occasion must be causally.
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* connected with the use of the name by a group of speakers who delieve

and intend that they ;re using the nameﬁvitﬁ the same reference, that
is, clause (i) of c;ndition'(I“). But, since clavse ki) doeg not
eliminate the notion of reference, we have to add the further requiré—
‘ment that the reference of a name being used is decermin;d by a causal
chain of communication reaching back from the use of the name by a
speaker to the referent of the name, i.e., clause (i1) of condition

(I“) .

III

THE CAUSAL. THEORY OF NAMES

1. OBJECTION TO. THE ALLEGED SUFFICIENCY OF CONDITION (I"): There

. are several objections to the causal theory of names as it has been
formulated by us in condition (I"). The first difficulty which con-
fronts the c§u331 theorf of aszmas has to do with clause (111) of con-
-dition (") which is meant to providé‘; principle of decipherment for
the use of referentially ambiguous names by speakérs. To see why it
does not ﬁrovide a correct principle of decipherment for names we
only have to consider the_folluwing situation.

Two speaker’s use the na;: “"Jones" to refer to the man in the
distance who is raking the leaves. Now, the man in the distance rak-
_ing the leaves is actually Sﬁith. Clearly, the two speakers intend
to refer to Smith with the name “Jones'", since they intend to refer

to the man in the distance rtaking the leaves and that man is Sodth.

They also, of course, intend to refer to Jones, i.e., they intend to
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use the nane "Jones" as a nm‘ of the man Jones. Thus, the speakers
have both Smith and Jones "ir mind” when they use the nsme "Jones"
“to refer to the man :ln the distance raking the leaves. Now, on the
account ﬁe have given of what it is for a speaker to have an object
"in mind" we have to say that the two objects which the speakers have
"in mind" are linked by means of two causal chains with two persons.
But the speaker's use of the name "Jones" mﬁo: refer to two persoms.
The problem remains as to who the speaker'§ are referring to when‘they
use the name "Jones". oo Lo

However, an extra clause can be added to condition (I ) _to
handle the sbove Aifflculty. ¥e can say that the question whether
the speakers are refé;ring to Jones orJSmith when they utter the name
"Jones" can be determ{néd by adding the further Qpecificatiou that :
one of the ;ucencioés, (1.e., either the 1ntent;on to u;é a.nsme in
conformity with the userof the ‘name by the other speakers in the
linguistic commmity or the intention to refer to a pre—conceived
object) is the dominant one. Kaplan, for example, makes this sug-
gestion.16 In most cases the-context will determine ;hich of the
two intentions is the dominant one. In those few cases where the
contextual features are Iinsufficient to determine which intention
dominates, we may simply ask the spéaker. So condition (I") is now
to be re-written as follows: ’
(I"") If "N" is a proper na;e uttered by a speaker S at a time ¢,

then "N" refers to x 1f and only 4f x is the one and only one

object such that

+

(L S's utterance of "N" at t is causally connected with the use
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" of the name by a group d! speakers who believe and intend that
they are using the name with the same :eference.
(i1) There is a causal connection between S'a uttexance of "N" at
t and the object x. - |
(411) S bas x in mind in uttering "N" at t.
(iv) S has x in mind because either the domipant intention is the
.intention to use the name "N" to refer to the object x which
is the object referred to by the group of speakers with whose
use of the pame "N S's utterance of “N" at t is causally con-
nected; or because the dominant 1utention.1s the intention to

refer to a pre-conceived object x.

]

-

2., INTENTIONAL REFERENCE: We have seen that on the causal theory

of names, the speaker's intention to refer to an object x.will be
determined in terms of the causal connection between the intention

of the speaker to refer to x and the.object x. So‘causality carries
the chief burden in this attempted reduction of intentionality. There
is much to ggt clear about tﬁ? nature of this causal comnection, but
one thing is clear. The causal connection which holds between the
speaker's state of mind and an object must bé a reference—preserving
connection. However, in order for us to decipher a speaker's use of

2 referentially ambiguous name it is not‘enough that there is an
appropriate causal comnection between the speaker's intention to refer
to an object by means of the name and the object which is the referent
of the name. We also need to know something about the causal chain

by virtue -of which the intention of 2 speaker is the intention to refer
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" to a given object, vhich is the refere#t of the pame in question.
The reason for this is :he following.- ‘ : ) B -
Suppose a speaker intends to refer to Zeno the S:oic. ‘ue can
_ chara:terize the apeike:n intention to refer to Zeno the Stoic by

means of the following sentence:

g *

(1) S intends that he refer wvith "Zeno" to Zeno.
The question which we have -to answer is how we vould distinguish the

speaker's intention to refer to Zeno the Stoic from the speakers

intention to refer to Zeno the Eleatic which can also be charaqterized;

’
!
-

‘Zb;‘neans of (1), We gannot characterize the speaker's intention to
refer'ts Zeno tthScoic as opposed to Zeno the Eleatic by invokiﬁg
the notion of identification by descriptiom, i.e., we camnot charac-
terize the spesker's intention to refer to Zemo the Stoic by means
of the following sentence: |
-(2) S intends that he refer with "Zeno" to Zeno the Stoiec.

For; on the causal theory of names when the use of a name refers to
aﬁ.object, it would have referred to the object even if that object
h;d failed to uniquely possess all 6: most of the properties which

* the speaker belie are uiquely possessed by the referent of his
use of the name. Bnt.chis means that a causal theorist cannot appeal
tora speaker's intentions to refer to an object as tge means whereby
the speaker's use of the name is deciphered unless the intentions in
question are other than ;hose whose content can be given by means of
an identifying descriptiom.

It seems, then, that the only way in which the causal theorist

can distinguish between the speaker's intention to use the pame "Zeno"

*
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to refer to the Stoic, from his-intention to use the name "Zeno" to

. - refer to the Eleatic, is by distinguishing‘between the causal chains

which determine the referents for the speaker‘h use of "Zeno" in the

. two .cases. And in order to distinguish between the two chains he

'{ would need to know some characteristic vhich one chalin possesses and

the other lacks. The only possibility, then, seems to be that the
charactefistic‘possesaed.by the causal chain which determires the

referent of the name "Zeno"; where the speaker intends to refer to

" the Eleatic, is different from the characteristic possessedvby the .

~

chain which determines the referent of the name "Zeno" in the case

‘where the speaker intends to refer to the Stofc. Let us call the two

characteiisg;cs “Cl“ and "C,", respectively. We can now say that in
order for the séeaker to refer.to Zeno the Eleatic there must be an -
;ppropg§ate causal chain possessing the characteristic C1 between the
speakers state of mind1and Zeno the Eleatic. And in order for the
speaker to refer to Zeno the Sﬁoic there must be a causal chain -
possessing thg chatacteristic C2 between the,speékers state of wind

and Zeno the Stoic. It is important to note that the characteristics

C, and C, do not function like Frege's notion of sense as Kripke

h thought.17 The speaker does not have to know what characteristic is

possessed by the causal chain in order to know that he intends to
refer to Zeno the Stoic rather than Zeno the Eleatic. It is we who -
have to fnov something about the chain in order to decipher the
speaker’s usé of the pame. But, of course, if these ch;racteristics
functioned like Frege's notion of sense then the speaker would have

to grasp or understand that the chain in question possesses one of

v
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. these character:l.stiu before he can say l:hat he uses the name "Zeno",
for e:anple. tq refer to Zeno the Eleat:lc._ Ato this point we _can 're-
\rrite eondit:l.on (I"') as !ollovs . .

(I'"') If“n“isapropernmutteredbyaspukerSltatiﬂe
t, then"ﬂ“referatoxifandonlyifxis theoneandonly
one object snch that
(i) | S 8 utterance of "H" .at, t is_causally comected with the use
of the nne by a group of speakm who believe and intend that
they are using the name with the same reference.

(1) '.l'here is a causal connectim between S'_s‘ utterance of "N at

i t and the object‘::.

J

(111) S has x in mind in ul:tering “N". at t. - |
- _(;Lv) $ has x in mind because either the diminant intention is the
intention to use the name "N" to refer to the object x which_:'
| is the object referred .to by thé group - of speakers with whose
: nse of the name "N" S's utterance of "R" at t is causally't-;on-
‘- nected; or because the dominant intention is the intention to
Tefer to a pre—-concehed object x: '
(v) "I‘he caml connection between S's state of mind and the object
x must be such that there is some characteristic which the

causal chain possesses and by virtue of which x is the cbject

'at which the chain. terminates.

3. 'TERMINATION: Before'.-'.we exarine the_causal theory of names as it

has been fomulayed by us in condition (I"7):abowe, something has to

be said about :he way Q‘\@a c.ausal chain' terminaﬁes at 2 glven
: r . ) _—
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‘4ndividual., According to-Kripke, there are two ways in which the
initi{al referential counection is established between the name and

the object named. The first is by ostension and the second is by

_neans'of reference-fixing descriptions. Cases of.naning where some-

one introduces a name for an object by ostension are more frequent

than those cases vhere a name is introdoced by memns of reference-

' fixing descriptions. What are the conditions which have to be satis—

-

fied in order for an object to be named by ostension? |One o'bv:lo?s
condition is th_it: "it:; order to name an object, we must somehow succeed
4n naming that particular objecf and not some other ome. Thus, when
we” gm'ne an l,c.vb_‘)c.zct:-'by ostension there must be some relation that
obtains between us anc__l the object' named and that same relation must
act of naming. PFor in that case we would not succeed in naming thé

ob'jec:t which we intended to name. It seems, then, that in order to

ident_ify an objec;: for baptisgal purposes a perscon must be in direct

'éognitive. contact with the object. Once someone has named an object

e .
by ostension the name is passed from link to link of a chain of com-—

munication. What joins each link 'to the next is its causal connec—
t::!:on with it, ‘togethgt with the -persistent intention to use the name
.with the same reference as the previous speaker. At each link in

the chain there is also the intention to refer to a pre-conceived
‘objéct,and this intention in most cases will coincide with the inten-

~

tion to use the name with the same reference as the previous spe'laker
“but it need nbt, The pre-conceived object is the object which Ehas
: §

" been named by ostension or the object with which the speaker is

not obtain between usﬁ.zand some other obj;?t as well, during the same

1]



aéquiinted. So the 1ntand.on to refer to'a. pre-concg:lved object ‘is

the inteation to ‘refer to a Er:icular object, i.e., that | that object

which \ru 'be.s:wed v:!.t.h a name at a bapt:l.sml ceremony .
It is mnereat.:lng to note that Kripke's account of naming by
ostension is very similar to the account given by Russell of ‘ﬁming'

by acquaintance. Thus, Russell says:

A nane, in the narrow logical sense of the word
qvhose jﬁ!m::l.ng is a particular, can only be applied R

to a particular with which the speaker is acquainted, ~
because you cannot name anything you are not )
.acquainted with., ‘You remember, when Adam named . )
the beasts, they came before him one by one, and he

became acquainted with them and named them. We are

not acquainted vith Socratea, and therefore cannot

name him, w18

. Russell is here giving an account of vhat we may call “bapd@by

acquaintance”. According ﬁo Russell we can nape, i.e., give logically @:
proper names, only to thpse objects of which we have knowledge by
acquaintance, that is, w.i..th which we are directly acquainted. 3“83811_'3
acooﬁnt, hovever., only a{:plies to cases of estension. But Kripke

admits another way in which a name may attach to an object. The

second way in which a name may attach to an object is one wvhich we

P ———

have already encountered in the second chapter. In this case an '

objeci: is endowed with a name by means of a definite description

which fixes the reference of the name but is not synonymous with it.

" Naming by meauns of a refe:ex;ce—fixiné descriptions is quite different
from ostension i;z that the ;:erson who bgstm the name on the object

does not ha.ve to be directly related to the obiect which is being

given the name. Thus, for example, I can fix the reference of the .

name "Neuﬁan 1" by means of the description "the first child to be
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born in the twenty-first century”. However, ‘most cases of_‘naning'
involve ostension. Thus, for example, Kripke says:

"Two tid.ngs should be emphasized concerning the

case of ifAtroducing a name via a description in an

initial baptism. First, the description used is - o

not synonymous with the name it introduces but B

rather fixea its reference ... Second, most cases

of initial baptism are far from those which ori-

ginally inspired the description theory. Usually

a baptizer is acquainted in some sense with the
object he names and is able to name it-ostensively.
>

w19

We can incorporate the above account of how an object. acﬁuires a

into condition(I"") by adding the following clause to it.

(vi) A causal chain may be said to teminate at an object x if and
only if a referential connection has been e_sta‘blished between
a name and the object x either by ostension or by means of =2
reference-fixing description.

The addition of clnu§e (vi) to condition(I"") gives us thedf:lnal

version of the causal theory of names,

4. SOME OBJECTIONS: In this sub-section we will consider some

o‘bjéct_:ions to the causal theory of names as it has been formulated .
by us in condition (I""). More precisely, we will argue that thé
causal theory of names does ndt provide a correct prlncipl:e for the
decipherment of names.: Let us recall that the ‘:::;-}:iple of decipher-
ment is provided .by thesis (v). Thesis (v) asserts that a speaker

" has a particular ocbject in mind in uttering a name at 2 given. time,
1f the causal connection between tt-:e speaker's state of mind and

the object which the spezker has in mind is such that there is some

characteristic which the causal chain possesses and by virtue of



162

vhich the object which'thé'speaker‘hss in nisd is the object at shich
‘the chsin‘teruinates. The speaker, of course, does mot hsve to know
anything about the chsrscteristic possessed by the caussl chain by
. virtve of which his u;terance of a name is the nttersnce of a name
of a particular objest.- But we in order to decipher the speskeg's‘
use df a name must know what Tacteristic is possessed by the
csssal_chsin by virtu;.of which the spesker's.use of a2 name is a
name of that particular objectly This, however, is 3just the difficulty.
In actual prac-ti.ce it is highly dubious that we ever trace out in
-detsil a chain of communication of the kisd requised Sykthe causal
theory of.nsmes, which we wosld have to do to discover soms charac-
teristic which would help us to decipher the speaker's use of a name,

Tﬁs'notion of referencs as explained in terms of a chain of communi-
cation has no bearing oh the wa& ip which we do,. as a matter of .
practice, decipher the use of a name'by a speaker. We verj rarely |
establish with certainty, and sometimes are unable to establish sven
with probability the existence of snch'a'chsin of communication. In
other words, we cannot‘trsce the use of a name-ﬁack és its first
introduction. And, even in those cases where we can trace the use
of a name bask‘to its introduction, such etymological research
usually plays no part in the way in vhich we decipher a sentence
containing s.name. So thesis (v), which was meant to provide a
principle of decipherment, is false. What about thesis (i1)?

Thesis (11) asserts that there is a causal connection between

the speaker's utterance of a name and the referent of sse-nsme.

Although in need of clarification as to the nature of the causal
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connection, we may lgé~this thesis stand. For the causal theorist,

"however, this thesis plays no p#rt in deciphering the use of a name

by a2 speaker. And it is with the problem of decipherment that we
are primarily concerned. Thesis (ii), on the other hand, is meant

to.eliminate the notion of reference which task was not accbmblished

by thesis (1). And it does s0 because it asserts that a connection

exists between a speaker's use of a pame and the original act of

baptism, by means of which a particular object acquired the name

‘which the speaker uses. But thesis (1) is hardly, iliuxinating.

For thesis (ii) msserts that a épeakér's use of the name "Zeno",
for example, refers to Zeno just in case a causal connection exists
between the speaker's utterance of the name and the object Zeno.
But this dﬁéﬁ not tell us which one of the two objects which bear
the name "Zeno" is the referent of the a;eaker's use of the name
"Zeno", Fér that we have to turn to thesis (v) which, as we have
seent, is false. | ) i

The other theses plg? no role in deciphering the use of a

" name by & speaker and théy can survive. For example, thesis (vi)

asgserts that a causal chain may terminate at an object in either‘of

the following two ways. It may terminate at‘an object 1f a refer-
ential connection has been established between a name and the object

by oatension; or it may terminate if a referential connection has

been established between a name and the oﬁject by means of a reference-
fixing description. This thesis describes a viable procedure, due

to Kripke, for introducing a name into our language and there is no

>
reason for rejecting this thesis.
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To sum ﬁp.. wc .can say that tbe causal theory of names as it
has been fornulnted by us is to be rejected on the grounds that it
does not provide a correct principie of dec:l.phement for referentially
ambiguous names. Moreover, it is difficult to see how to modify the’

causal theory of names so as to get a correct principle of decipher-

" ment. Instead of attempting to nodif§ the causal theory of names we

will, in the next section, present and defend a modified version of
the cluster theory of names which preserves the rigidity of names.
Iv

THE AMENDED VERSION OF THE CLUSTER THEORY OF NAMES

1. KRIPKE'S COUNTER-EXAMPLES RE-EXAMINED: Befor& we attempt to

modify the cluster theory of names as it was presented by ;s in Section
(I); vé.vill re-examine Kripke'stcounter—examples.to the cluster theory
of names. Let us recall that Kripke'é counter-examples to the cluster
theory oﬁ names were meant to show that either the uniqueness condi-
tion was not- satisfied and yet the ;peaker could be said to refer, or
the circularity condition was violated without preventing the speaker
from picking out the referent of the name. ‘Consider, for example,
thesis (3) which states that 1f most or a weighted most of the pro-

perties are satisfied by a unique object y, then y is the referent

of "N". Kripke gives an example to show that although most of the

" @"s are in fact satisfied by a wmique object, still, on the basis

of ‘our intuitions, we might judge (in some cages) that y is not the

referent of "N". Thus, for example, a speaker vho associated with
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the name "G8del" merely the description "the prover of the incomplete-
ness of nﬁthne;icf' would nonetheless be referring to GBdel and saying

something false of him in uttering "“Gbdel proved the incompleteness

of arithmetic" if an unknown Viennese by the name of Schmidt had in’

fact conttmé:ed the proof which G5del had subsequently atc_xlén. Thus,

according to Kripke, most peopie can o-niy explain the reférence, of
the name "GBdel" by means of the single description "the man who
proved the incompleteness of #rit‘hmetic". But in spite of this,
intuitively, we feel that the speaker's se;tence “Gbdel did not

(after all) prove the :Ln‘_couplet:eness- of arithmetic” would be true on

“our huppoétion.

Now, 1f the only means of determining the reference of the
name "Godel" is by means of the description "the mﬁ who proved the .
incompleteness of arlt‘ﬁmtic" then it does not make sense ‘to say
that G&l?l did :.:;ot prove the incompleteness of ari.thmeticu For, in
that.-case we would ask "who, then, was G3del?” And to this question
it is no good replying "'the man to whom the proof of the incourplete—
ness of arithmetic is commonly attributed”. V'For, that would be
circular as noted by Kripke himclf: ) |

"A1] of us in the commmity are trying to determine
the reference by saying 'G8del is. to be the mar to
whom the incompleteness of arithmetic is commonly
attributed? None of us will get started with any
attribution unless there is some independent cri-
terion for the reference of the name other than 'the
man to whom the incompleteness of arithmetic is com—
monly attributed'. Otherwise all we will be saying
is 'we attribute this achievement to the man to whom
we attribute it', without saying who that man is,
without giving any independent criterion of the
reference, and so the determination will be circular.™
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The fact that we can entertain :hé'pggsibilicy that- G8del did mot
prove the incompleteness of ar‘:lthnetic without asking the question |
“vh.c.a,. then, is GYdel?" shows that there is some independent criterion
for determining the reference of the nme "G8del". This would have
to be true about any name about whose referent a gfeat deal is kno¥m
by at least some nembera of the Iinguistic éomtniity. So that the
independent criterion for identifying kthe referent of the name .
"GS_del" would be provided by those wmembers of the community who know -
a great deal about GSdel. What we do in the case of a name like |
"GSdel" where all that most of us‘l;:now-about.‘cgdel :is that he proved .the
incompleténess of arithmetic, is exploit the fact that the name is |
part of a common. language. We use the name knowing that the bearer
of the name could be more p.":_ec.isely identified by‘.some members of
the community who know a .great deal more ab;out Gidel than we do. In
other words, there will be some individuals in the commicy who have
a suf-ficient:ly rich concept of t:he individual Godel (i.e., a large
.enough éec of beliefs about him) s0 as to be a‘b}e to single him out
uniquely. The referent of the name "GEdel"” wil‘l be l'thac individual
who best fits the cluster of .descript:.loﬁls which the most knwledgea‘Ble
mmb;rs of the commmity associate with the name "GSdel™.

Similar considerations apply to the other cormi:ei'-e::amples
which Kripke gives; for example, his counter-examples to thesis (2).
‘I'hles:ls (2), it wiil be recalled, states that one or some of the pro-
perties associated with every des:{.gnating expression are believed
by the speaker to pick ocut some individual uniquel.y. One of Kriﬁke's

counter—examples to this thesis is the following. According to Kripke
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.
; man on the stréec.uiy want to rgfer to Einstein and he will do
this by using the description "the man who discovered tﬁe theory ‘of “??
relativity".  Here he has given a unique description which 1is sup- o
" posed to pick out Einstein. ﬁut if we aai him what the theory of
relativitfluas he might reply it was the theory that Einstein dis-
covered". In other words, he is very likely to violate the nom-
circularity conditionm. Kripkeswanté to maigtnin, however, that.he.
has in this case used the name "Einstein” as a name of Einstein.
That is, he has referred to Einstein. xripke's.péint is that people
‘can u#e a nampe like "Einstein” by associating the description "the:
man.who discovered the theory of relativity" with it and yet with-
out being able to state the theory of relativity.
N
It is important to note that the above counter—example to the

cluster theory of names relies on the fact that if the speaker is
unable to state the fheory of relativity then hk violates thé non-
circularity condition. But to ask that a person be able to stage
the tﬁeéfy.Bf Telitivity is to ask for too much. -All that is re-
qﬁired is that a person be able to discover # statement of the theory
and be able to identify i;'is'the referent of thennmme. Moreover,
| the tdentification of the item which satisfies thé éescription "the
theory of relativity" does not have to take place via the person who
first formulated the theory. Here again we are exploiting the fact
that the name is being used by a community of speakers and that the
reférent of the name could be more precisely identified by other

people in the linguistic comimumity if necessary.

At this point we may be able to get some leverage on the
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problem by appealing to tbe noticn of a eonc.ept. Thus, vhen we uy
that someone has a suffieiently Tich concept of an individul we are’
to be taken to mean that that person has a large enough set. of be-
liefs ebout the individunl‘ in Euestion. ) Since 'dif_t'erent people may
make different assertions u:\ing the same name, it follows 'that . */

understanding of the concept of the indiﬁdml which 1is the refer-‘
ent c;f the name will vary from one person to another._ Using .thia
notion of a concept we can say that sonecne wl.:e uses the name
“Einstein" by associating with it the assertion "Einstein discoveted
the theory of relativity" does not have to be able to state the theory
before we can say that that person has grasped the concept of the
referent of the name "Einstein". All that is required is that he be
able to identify a statement of the theory as the referent of the
name "Einstein's 'I'heory". And this identification may proceed v:!.a
the knowledge of other pecple in the l;gguietic commnmity to which
he belongs. What lthis means is that some people in the unguist;c
rcom{mity have a sufficiently rich concept of the individual Einstein
even though anyone speaker who us#s the name “Einstein" may only
have a partial gresp of that concept.

There do seem to be cases, however, ﬁhere we have to say a
' speaker has no understanding of the _concept‘of the individual which
1s the referent of the name he uses. Evans has identified these
cases as ones where the "mouthpiece syndrome" (as Evans calls it) is
in operation, i.e., where "we attach sense and reference to 2 man's
remarks only because we have somecne else speaking through him; as

we might with a messenger, ean'ying a message about matteps of which
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he was entirely 1gnorant".21 But there does. not'_seu-n to be any :

aha.rﬁ distinction between this case and those cases where we would
say :hat a speaker has a sufficiently rich concept of an 1pdiv:!.duni
vhose name he uses. There seem to be a whole spectrum of.lc.ases io

between, as, for example, with Kripke's scenarios regarding the name

P"Einstein” and "G8del". Irn general it is very difficult to identify

those cases where we may say that a speaker has acqu:f.red a complete
grasp of the concept. of an individual. EHow nmch must a speaker know
before we can say that he has acquired a mastery of the semantics of
the name in the semse of kpowing what individual is named? Take, -
for example, a mme. 1ike "“Yevtushenko". If all tl-xat somecne knows
about Yevtushe-;ko is that he is a poe;:, we could hardly say that he
has acquired a mastery of ‘the semantics of the name. However, it is
not clear how much a speaker must knc;w about Yevtushenko before we
can say that. Is it enough if th-e speaker knows that Yevtushenko
vas a Russian and that he wrote the poem "Babi Yar"? But we all use .
names where we know very little about the referent of the name and
yet would be surprised if we were told that we had not acquired a
mastery of the semintics :f the name. In all these cases we rely-on
the fact that ;he names employed by us are part of a commen la;nguage.
Given ﬂ;e above account it is easy to see how t© d@. with the
rest of the coun lea that Kripke gives to the cluster theory
of names. Consid for example, thesis (5). Thesis (5) states that
it is known a priori by the speaker that if x exists, X has most of

the 9's. Xripke's counter-example to this thesis i1s the following:

“"Suppose that someone says that no prophet ever was

]
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on ‘that basis, that Jonah did not exist? There -
still seems to be the question whether the mblic.al
. account,is a legendary account of no person or a . Cee T
’legendary account built on a real person. In the ' -~
latter case, it's only natural to say that, though’
Jonah did exist, no one did the things commonly
Trelated to him. I choose this case because while
Biblical scholars generally hold that Jonah did
exist, the account not only of his being swallowed
- by a dbig fish but even going to Ninevah to preach
QT anything else that is said in the Biblical story - - .}
is assumed to be substantially false. But never— T Py
theless there are’ reuons for t:h:l.nking this was
about a rexl prophet
Kr:!.pke's scena.rio seems to go like this. To start with we use the
name "Jonah™ (for whatever ‘reason) as the name of the prophet who
was swallowed bf a whale,’ uﬁo px_‘eached at Ninevah, etc. Here we
are following the Biblical account. Now, we un'imgine the Biblical
s‘cholars telling us tf:aﬁ the Bibl:l.cal- account is a hngendary account
of a real person. In such circtances, we \rould be led to say
that Jonah ﬂd not. do any of the things that he is. auppoaed to have
done on the B:_i_blical account. Thus, Kripke wants to say that we
 were all the time u.ﬁing the name "Jonah" -se=the name of the person
" who did not do any of the things vhich he was aa:l.d to bhave done in
the Bible. Hovever, 1f we were to apply the unanended vernion of
the Cluster theory of namea, we wounld be ‘Z_led to aay that initially
“Jonzh" had no referent. But this runs counter to. our intuitions.
‘To deal with Kripke's scenario we have to fall back on the
& . . .
notion of a2 name being part of a common language. As Kripke himself
" points out, the reason it makes senae to say that Jonah did not
preach ét_Ninevai;, ce. ete. is because there are independent reascnps

" for thinking that the Biblical account is not a pure legend about an

-
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hnsinary character but one about a real char:cter, 1 €., there 'is
some evidence for think:!.ng thlt the Bihlicnl account of Jonah is an
:lng:lnn‘y account of a real person. So in this ca.se, too, we have
to rely for the refarem:e of the name "Jonah" on those speakers in
‘the conmumity who know mch more about Jonah than we do, i.e., those

speakers who possess evidence for Jonah's historj.city. As an example,

‘)we can cite the author H.L. Ginsberg from whose boo\'r. The Five

Megilloth and Jonah, Kripke derives the evidence for saying that’ the
Biblical account of Jonaijx is an imaginary account of a real person.
In general, there will be mome people in the Iinguistic ;omunity
which employs the name "Jonsh", who possess an independent criterion
for identifying the bearer of the n.une.23 Por if no ope possessed:
a criterion for identifying the Teferent of the name there would be
no such thing as the commonly agreed referent of a name.

Now, what about thesis (6)7 Thesis (6), {1t will be recalled,
states that the statement, "If x exist:#, then x has most_.of the @¢'s"
expresses a necessary truth 1n the idiolect of the speaker. It is
quite clear that we have to give up thesis (6). For thesis (6),
we have already seen in the second chapter, has the consequence that
names are not rigid designators, that they do not necg.ssarily desig; l
vate the same object in all counteffactual situvations. So thesis
(6) has to be given up. It does not follow that we have to give up
the cluster theory of names to preserve the lack of .the non-rigid
uses of a name. For one can maintain that the reference of a namc
is determined by _applying the Principle of Charity to the corpus of

utterances in which the name occurs, and at the same time maintain

.
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. nne object in all eounterfaetull lit:utions._ o L - . o

. r.hat on snbaequent: oeeaeions the nane is nsed ris:ldly to rl'-fer to the

i

Vearenow:!nepoaitiontoofferannendedversionofthe

cluster theory of .:' it 1: !.nporttnt to keep in mind the fact

t.hat the nod.'l.fied version of the clust.er t.heory of napes \rh:!.ch wve

wﬂ.‘!.presentisonlyneanttodealvlth thehardcases, snchuthose
which Kripke invokes against the cluster !:heory of names , :ﬁ;.e.., .those

cases vhere a apea.‘t.er knows wvery I:Ett:le nbout‘ the referent of his use

"of 2 nane. Hilson 8 cluster theory of names aufﬁ.ces to deal v:Lt:h

- the standard cases where a speaker has a sufficiently rich concept of
- an o‘bject: which is r.he refex:ent of the speaker's use of a name. I.e: .
» then, offer the fo.uowing as a first nppmxinyion of. the mended

version of t:he cluster theo:y of names.
(C) If "K" is a proper name uttered by a speaker S at a time t, then

"R" refers ‘to x if and only_if x is the one and only one object

such that: . .

(1) There is s linguistic coomunity C whose members use "N"” to refer
'-‘hﬁ . . .
CO xo N

(11) ‘Reference in any parcieular";abe being taken to rely on the satis-
faction by x of some open'sentences essociated with "N" by those
nénbers of C who have a sufficiently rich concept of x.

-~

2. WEIGHI‘IﬁG: Clause (ii) of condition l(c) above asserts that if a
speakermesanm"ll" torefertoa.nobject::e:agiven:inet. S

then reference is determined by the set of. qpe&aentences wh:!.ch some

speakers belongin.g to the lingu:l.st.‘.lc comunity associate with the name

. . { ‘ - , .-

.
- . .. ’
- - v Ny Q . . '
s N . - ) - .
= ’ - : * ) N N -
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at t. -Ait:erne_tively, given that pred:!:carea hook- on to properties,

ve' can say 'that vhei:her a epeaker is referring to an object id.th

' sueh and’ aueh a name at a given r_'l.ne :ls deternined by the cluster

of properties moc.tet:ed with the name at t:hat: time. ‘The propert:_l.es'

in queation have to be non—qmstion—begg:l.ng pmperties.zl" The pro— -

blem we are faeed with is how these properties my be used to del:er-

~ mine what speakers are referring t:q with pames on particular occasions.

As we saw in the fira-t:_‘seetion, the suggestion made by 'Hiisoe is that
we shoild apply what he calls the "Principle of Charity" or the cri-
terion of "best fit". A.cc'ordinlg to this criterion, 2 speaker refers
to an object with a.-name if and only if. that object satisfies more

of the open séntences which the speaker associates with his use of

the name than any other objec‘:t..' 'l'he'ije are, however, some cases in
e - R

vhieh this crit:erion does not work. For example, those cases in which

~

it is clear that a spe.aker 4s referring to different individuals on .

different occesions with the same name, even though the open sentences '

-
associated with the different uses of the name are the same. A good
example of this is provided by Donnellanis "Aston-Martin" case which
he describes in "Proper msmes and Identifying Descriptions".>> A

student meets someone at a party whom he mistakenly regar;ls ‘as the

. . famous philosopher J.L. Aston-Martin. The student knows a few i:hihgs

-l .
about :he‘pﬁilosopher Aston—}iartin such as the fact that he is the

-

auchor of Other Bod:les etc. The man_ vhom the student meets at the

‘-party is also called ".I.L. Aston—Ma "_ At the party the student

engages the/mn :Ln a conversatiou which has nothing to do w:l.th philosophy.

“_Imagix_xe, t'.hen, a eubsequent conversation with his - 7

. . . -
. " . - [
- . -
. ~ .
. . - . .
. - ~ : N
- - . !
. .

-
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friends in which the atudent relates whnt happened :
at the party. BEe might begin by saying, '"Last night
I met J.L. Astnnruhrtin and talked to him for almost
an hour'. To whom does he refer at, ‘this point? I
strongly believe the answer should be 'to the famous. y
_ philosopher’, and not, "to the man he met at the party'.
° What the student says is simply false; a friend 'in
the know' would be justified in replyigg that he did
not meet J.L. Aston-Martin, but someone~who- had the
same name .... Suppose, however, that the audience
contains.no such doubting Thomases and that the rest
of the party was of sufficient interest to generate
© several more stories about. wvhat went on, . The student
- might use the name 'J.L. Aston-Martin', as it were,
incidently. For example, '... and then Robinson
. tripped over Aston-Martin's feet and fell flat on
his face' ... In these subsequent utterances to
whom was the speaker referring in using the nane
'Aston-Martin'? My inclination-is to say that here
it was to the man he met at the party and no: ‘to,
the famous philosopher.“26

This fact suggests that a speaker may attach differing weights to the
.members of a cluster associated with a name on diffefent occasions, °
and what is béing geferfed to depends on these veiéhféf' Intuitively,
the iééalis Ehat thoﬁgh the set of open sentences as;ociated with a
nampe may be the same on d%fferent occasions of the use of th; nane,
_the speaker ma;:place greater or less emphnsig on the satisfacéion

of some open sentences by;the‘objéct'on one occasion than he does on

Y

another, depen&ing on whqs the point of his_usg of a name on. the
?ccasion in question 18.27 Thus, we need a weighting p;ocedﬁre before
we can tell how the referents of a speaker's usé-of a pame'are‘to be
idgnfified. Now, the Qotion of a "weighé" is fuzzy and 1t_may well
be, as Hilson_poihts out, that it is not éusceptible to being treated
systema:icall;.zs However, it can be -made more precise for a specific

example. Consider the example from Domnellan quoted above, -Suppose

that Donnellan is right and that the first time tﬁq student uses th

\
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lr;an;e f'ABto;:_—Hart‘..ln"' he -.ref.ers to the philosopher Aston-Martin whereas
the:seco'nd time l;e uses the name hg refers to the man heme: as the
party. 1f this is so then in.the t§o cases he :Ls attaching different
weights to the assertioms. My s;xggestion is that this should be
expl:l;:!ned by invoking a distinction between dominant and secondary
beliefs. Ihlis needs clarificarion. ..

. In the case where the student ;xt:tersl the s;f.ntence "Last night
"I met J.L. Aston-Martin and talked to him for almost an hour", the
student uses the name "AstomMartin" with some belief about the man
he ﬁet at t:hé party, say, the belief that the man he talked to for

-

almost an hour was the author of Other Bodies. But this bellef can

~

- - \
be regarded as secondary in the sense that it is seen as derlving.

from other beliefs about Aston-Martin vhich would be expressible as
"Asto_ri—Hartin.is the author of Other Bodies", etc. It :Ls. cause
the student believes that Aston-Martin is the author of é:_B:ies
anél that Aston-Martin was the man he met at the party that he believes

»

that he talked to Aston—Martin for almost an hour at the party. When

a persons having a belief or a set of beliefs could be used to explain
the possession of other bgiief? by him, we will say that the former.
set of bellefs are dominant and the latter set 6f'be€l.‘,l_efs aré secon-
dary. RKow, in tryi to d\&cipher the use of the name “Ast:'on—Hartin" )
by the student in the gentence "Last night I met J.L. Aston-Martin
and talked teo him fos-‘al::ost an hour", we can appeal ht.:o the distinc-
tion between dominant and secondary beliefs. Briefly, we adopt the
hypothesis that in hard case.:.s, the secondary beliefs do mot play any-
role in deczi:phe':;ing the uses of nawes on given occasions. The 1?eason

i
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for'eccep:ing this hypoti:esia is that 1t: g:ﬁves us results that appear .
to be 1nt:uit1ve1y correct, as in Dcnnell.nn's e:unple above.

We have to, of course, allow for the poasihility that beliefs
which were regarded as don:l.na.nt on one occasion of a speakers use of
a name may be relegated to the sl:at:ue' of secondary beliefs. Thus,
in Donnellan's example, the etqdente use of the name “Aston-Martin" .
in sentences describing the events' that occurred later om in the
party, may be taken to refer to the man he met at the party. In other
words, the beliefs of the studeat which he would e#mu.u "... and
then Robinson tri;pped o'ver Aston-Martin's feet and feil flat on his
face", etc. are to be accorded the statue of deminant beliefs, -
Ihes,'dge reference of the name in this case is to the man over whose
feet Robinson tﬂpped and fell. The secondary beliefs would be those
expressible as "Aet‘oﬁ-Hartin is the author of 'Other Bodies'," etc.
Now, at first-glance this may seem strange. H;:w, one may ask, can
the s;udent believe that Aston-Martin is the author of "Other Bodies"
becaﬁse he believes thht.RobinEOn tripped over Aston—Harciq's feet

and fell flat on his face? Or, to put it a;no:her way, how can the

. belief- that Robinson tripped over Aston-Martin's feet be regarded as

partly‘explainin‘g the belief_ of the student that Aston-Martin authored
"Other Bodies"? However, to lo-ok at the matter in this way is already
to prejudge the issue. That is, this way of looking at the matter
assumes that the name "Aston-Martin" is being used by the student to
refe} to the ﬁh:!ilosopher Aston-Martin when .he ‘describes the subsequen;:

events that occurred at the party. If we 3re.nt, however, that the

name-on these occ;mions of its qu-e\tefers to the man the student meets
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regarded as dominagt‘because they explain partly why ghe student

then believes, although falseiy, that Aston-Martin, i.e., the man

he met at the party, authored the book Other Badies. Similarly with

other beligfs about Aston—Martin that he-held before the party. It
will not be possible, in most cases, to idéntify the precise moﬁén:
at which one set of beliefs ceased to be dominant andKanochef set
took their place. But,.in general, which set of beiiefs is to be
regarded as dominant and which écco;dary can be determined‘by con—
text. The answer would depend-uppn what the point of .2 speaker's
use of a name on the occasion in question is. We can now Te-state

Co-

condition (C) so as to accomodate those cases wheré ﬁeighting ;akes
‘$ place.

(c') 1If "N" is a proper name uttered by a speaker.S at a time t,
then "N" refers to x if and only if x is the one and only ome
object such that: )

'(i) There is # linguistic commmnity C whose members use "N" to
refer to x. ‘ |

(ii) Reference in anﬁ;;articular case being.taken to Tely oﬁ the
satisfaction by xoof some dominant open sentences associ;ted
with "N" by those members of C who have a sufficiently rich
concept of x.

The above reformulation of condition (C) is to be regarded as our

final version of the amended cluster theory of names. The Principle

b
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of Charity is to be apbl:led to the set of dominant open sentences.
We can mow sum up the conclusions vhich we have reached in

this chapter. First, of all, we saw that the unamended version of

\he'clus'ter theory of 'na'nes is open to Kripke-type counter-examples

v

vhich are meant to demonstrate that either the uniqueness condition

is not satisfied and yet the speaker may be said to refer or the

circularity conditicn is violated without preventing the spesker
from pid!:ing out the referent 6f the name. Secondly, we have seen
that the causal theory of\‘ names which was put forw#rd by Exripke to
handle his cou‘ntew_.:-mmples to the c¢luster theory of names and ﬁo
.preserve the lack of non-rigid uses of names, is open to a serious
Ii: does not provide. a correct i)tinciple of d'eciphex:—

T referentially ambiguous names. Finally, we presented the

ded version,of the cluster theory of names which preserves the
lack of the non—rigid uses of qame.s and which also accounts for
Kripke's counter-examples to the unamended versfon of the cluster

.theory of names. . ’ .

SUMMARY: In this thesis our main concern has been te formulate a
theory of names according to which names are riéid designators, that
is, a theory of names according tc; which the meaning of a pame is .7
not equivalent to the ne‘aning‘of some particular description or even
to a cluster of descriptions. BHowever, it is important to note in
this connection ;hat Quine has been vindicated in a certain sense.
For, one .of Quine's objections to quantifying into modal contexts

was that it 'comits the modal logician to essentizlism, Now, although
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‘.'i't is' not clear why t:h:is is to be rega;ded as an bt_aje;tion'to modal . -
logic, the doctrine that names are r:.lgid .degignnltorﬁ does commit one

to some form of gasentia]:im.'- 'For, as we m in the second chapter,

.the theory of rigid desiénators presuﬁposes? that the :li:_ldividual named

has an individual essence (vhatever it may be) and it and only it |

has that essence in every possible world.

)

If we were asked to contrast the Fregean picture of reference
and the direct reference picture with our own, we could do so by

means of the following diagram.

¢ Sense

This relation is deter—
mined by factual know—
ledge gained from
empirical investigation.

S

N
) O‘_Object

- denotes
This relation is the product
of the other two relatioms. -

There are two ways ing which the a;.bcrve picture of reference differs
_from the Fregean picture of reference. Pirst of all, the sbove picture

18 not meant to suggest that tl;llere is such an entity as the sense.of
a proper name. As pointed out/l‘ by Wilson the sénse of a proper name
my simply be taken to be thqr’féet of asserticns which a.speaker is
'qilling t:o'.make in using -the(@m. Secondly, in o?:der te apply the
-P'rinciplgz of Charity we have to cox:;duct an empirical investigation to
determine which object best fits the descriptioms which a speaker

associates with his use of a pame. We don't, as the Fregean picture”
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suggests, look fo.x" an objec.t which uniguely falls unde:_.', a given

180
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FOOTNOTES

lﬂilson, H.I;. ¥ "Substances without Subatrata" ' The Review of

‘ Hetnghzgics. 12 (1959), pp. 521-539.

21bid., p. 531.

3Ibid., p. 533.

41bid., p. 534.

5Kr:!.pke, S. "Naming and Necessity", in Semantics of Natural
Langusge, D. Davidson and G. Harman (eds.) (D. Reldel Publishing
Company, Dordrecht - Holland, 1972), p.285.

S1bid., p. 262.

"n4d., pp. 294-295.

8Iﬂ::id.., P 348, note 36. It. is not clear why Kripke thinks
that the name "Godel" is not being used attributively in the sentence
“G8del proved the incompleteness of arithmetic". . It seems that Kripke
wants to say that in the case of a sentence like *"GSdel used a diagroal
argument in the proof",” it can happen that the ‘main interest of a
speaker who utters the sentence is to vefer to vhoever proved the
theorem. But then it is not clear why a speaker cannot:use the name *
"Gldel" at:tr:l.butively in the sentence "G8del proved chgjincompleteness
of arithmetic” if he is interested in talking about whoéve.r proved
the incompleteness of arithmetic.

Ibid., p. 285. a : -

10rp1a., p. 288.

Mypid., p. 297.

12144., p. 302 .

IJEvans, G. "The Causal Theory of Names", Part I of a symposium
with J.E.J. Altham, Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, Supplemen—

_ tary Volume 37 (1973), p. 196.

léxaplan, D. Demonstratives (Draft #2) mimeographed, UCLA
I’hilosophy Deparmen:, pp. 93-99. .
SKripk.e s. ’Naming and Necessity" in Semantics of Natnral
Egge, op. cit., p. 343, note 3.
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. -16‘Kaplnn, D. Demonstratives,.op. cit., pp. 96~97. Kaplan .
seems to think that we can account for the mixed intentions by either
making a distinction between speaker's reference and semantic refer-
ence or by regarding one of the two intentions to be the dominant one.
It did not occur to him that we would need to do both.

17Kr:l.pke S. "Nan:l.ng and Neceuity" in Semnt:l.cs of Natural
Language, op. cit., p. 346, note 22. Kripke credits r.he idea that
the -Fregean notion of sense be replaced by that of a ‘causal chain to
Hartry Field. :

. lsmmsell. B. Ru.ssell's Logical Atomism, ed. D. Pears (Collins
Sons & Co., London, 1972), p. 56. '

19Kripke S. 'Hming and Necessity"” in Semantics of Natural
Language, op. cit., p. 349, n. 42. )
20p44., p. 297.

21I->rans, G. "The Causal theory of names", Proceedings of the
Aristotelian Society, op. cit., p. 192.

2%ripke, S. "Naming and Necessity", Semantics of Ratural
Language, op. cit., p. 282. :

231: ig, of course, possible that those people in our commmity
who possess an independent criterion for identifying Johah derive
their evidence for the historicity of Jonah from a reference to him
in II Kings, as suggested by Kripke. In that case the author(s) of
II Kings would have tc be included in the community of speakers under
consideration, since they possess a sufficiently rich concept of
Jonah.

2I'Dc.'num.-.llan, K. "Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions"
in Semantics of. Naturai Language, op. cit., p. 365. As examples of
question begging properties Donnellan gives the following:

(a) "the entity I had in mind“ . ' /(

(b) "the entity I referred to".

251b1d., pp. 356-379. ‘ ' .- o/

261v4d., pp. 370-371..

27':1:13 has already been noted by Dommellan. Cf. “Px.‘oper
and Identifying Descriptions™, Semantics of Natural Languace, op. tes
P. 371. ' : o

284.L. Wilson. “Substances without Substrata”, Review of
Metaphysics, op. cit., p. .
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