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Afterthoughts

David Kaplan!

Demonstratives is now being published, after all these years, in the form
in which it was written and circulated for all these years.? It is manifestly
unfinished. It atill retains bracketed metecomments like “[My current
inclination is to drop this whole section (rom the final draft.).” So why
have I not cleaned it up and finished it?

Two reasons: asmall one and a big one. First and least, I don™ know

exactly how to fix sorme of the sections that now seemn wrong, and I don’t
yel see exactly how to connect my current thinking, about prepositional
attitudes and proper names, with indexicals. Last and most, the spirit

@ 1989 by David Kaplan.

I am deeply grateful Lo John Peary, Howard Wettsieln, and Joseph Almog, not
only for their efforts in planning and executing the conference that resulted in
the present volume, but for their patient encouragement of the publication of
Bremonstretives and their gond-natured tolerance of the time it has taken me to
gather my aftershoughts, Throughout my life, I have had the uncommonly good
fortune to fall under the influsnce of persons of great intelligence, good humor,
and tolerance. Princlpal among these are my wonderful parents, Martha and
Irv Kaplan, my inspiring teachers, Rudolf Carnap and Donald Kalish, and my
rernarkable wife, Renée IKaplan, the ne plos ulfra of all three gualities.

31 have made the following changes to the civeulated Eext of draft $#2. Bibliograph-
ical references have been added and the foocinotes renumbered. In a few places,
a word or a bit of punctuation has been added or a phrase has been moved. I
have aleo corrected a few Lypographical errors. Mone of the philosophical errors
have been touched. (Thanks to Edward Zalta for hie logician's help with the
corrections, and thanks to Ingrid Deiwiks for her typographical skills.)
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Edé  David Kaplan

of the work—the enthusiasm, the confidence, the hesitations—has an in-
tegrity that I regard fondly. It reflects its time, the time described in the
preface. My owa concerns have moved to cther Ecpi{_:s. I have even Ifelt
a resurgence of atavistic Fregeanism. For me to revise ﬂemansimtw?s
now would be the intrusion of a third party between the author and his

audience. . .
I had thought of responding to criticisma, of which there have been

many over the past decade, several in this very volume, and some guite
technically challenging. Unfortunately, I do not have the space to agree
in detail with ali of them. Sc instead I have decided to try to lock more
closely at a few of Demonstratives’ central concepts. .

Wy reflections are divided into four sections, each of which is in-
tended to be more or less coherent {though I must confess that tangent
avoidance has never been my strong suit}, The separate sections are
somewhat disconnected, as one’s afterthoughts tend to be.
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568 David Kaplan

I. What is Direct Reference?

Demonsirafives was written against my own Fregean upbringing, as was
its progenitor “Dthat” 3 1 aimed io challenge several tenets of Fregean
semantics. In particular, I argued that Fregean Sinn conflates eiements
of two quite different notions of meaning. One, which [ called charac-
{er, is close to the intuitive idea of lingnistic meaning [and perhaPs of
cognitive content). Another, which I called confent, is what is said or
expressed by an expression in a particular context of wse. The confent
of an ntterance of a complete sentence is a truth-bearing proposition.
Where indexicals are involved, the difference between character and con-
tent is quite clear. The content of the sentence “Today is my birthday”
will vary with speaker and day of utierance. The character of the sen-
tence is the comnion meaning which each langnage user can deploy to
apeak of himself and of the day of utterance. It is this common character
that determines how the content adapts in the varying contexts of use.

The idea of Content—the whai-is-said on a particular occasion—is
central to my account. It is this notion that I saw, and continue to
see, as the primary idea behind Frege’s Sinu.? For what I call d:'r.ecﬂy
referential expressions, among which are indexicals and demonstratives,
I argue that the Fregean picture of the relation between Sinn (content)
and Bedevtung {referent) is entirely wrong. :

Directly referential expressions are said to refer directly without the
mediation of a Fregean Sina. What does this mean? There are two
things it might mean. It might mean that the relation between the %m-
guistic expression and the referent is not mediated by the coFrespondmg
propositional component, the content or what-is-said. This would. be
directly contrary to Frege, and it is what I meant. But it also might
mean that nothing mediates the relation between the linguistic expres-
sion and the individual. So stated, this second interpretation is a wildly
implausible idea. And it is contrary to the development of the notion of
character which occurs in the text. This is not what I meant.® -

#4Ththat” was written and read in 1970, published in Spnier aad Scmmnh'cs_. val’d,
ed. P. Cole (New York: Academic Press, 1873); and reprin_te-cl in The Philerophy
of Languege, ed, A. P, Martinich {Oxford: Oxford University Prlesa., 198:5}.

1My own analysis of the notion, however, s closer to Rn?sell's significatdion, than
1o Frege's Sinn, I have written mose recently om the difference I:etm_aen the se-
mantics of Russell and Frege in seclion VI of “Opacity” (in The Philesophy of
W. V. Quine, ed. L. E. Hahn and P. A. Schilpp {Ilinois: Open Court, 1086} }.

5Nor did I mean that whatever mediation takes place s nondescriptional. The
question whether some sort of description can be fashioned to give the correct
refevence for a term is not decisive for divect refevence {but see footnote 24 below].
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The “direct” of “direct reference” means unmediated by any propo~
sitional component, not unmediated simpliciter. The directly referen-
tial term goes directly to its referent, directly in the sense that it does
not first pass through the proposition. Whatever rules, procedurss, or
mechanisms there are that govern the search for the referent, they are
irrelevant to the propositional component, to content. When the in-
dividual is determined (when the reference is fized, in the langueage of
Sau! Kripke®), it is Joaded into the proposition. It is this that makes
the referent prior to the propositionsl component, and it is this that
reverses the arrow from propositional component to individual in the
Direct Reference Picture of the Preface to Demonsfratives.

How does rigid designation come in?

if the individual is loaded info the proposition (ic serve as the propo-
sitional component] before the propesition begins its round-the-worlds
Jjourney, it is hardly surprising that the proposition manages to find that
same individual 2t all of its stops, even those in which the individual
had no pricr, native presence. The proposition conducted no search for
& native who meefs propositional specifications; it simply ‘discovered’
what it had carried in. I this way we achieve rigid designation. Indeed,
we achieve the characteristic, direct reference, form of rigid designation,
in which it is irrelevant whether the individual exists in the world at
which the proposition is evaluated. In Demonstratives I took this to be
the fundsmental form of rigid designation.

So certain was I that this was the fundamental form of rigid designa-
tion, that I argued (from “systematic considerations” ) that it must be
what Kripke had #nfended despite contrary indications in his writing.”

It was not. In & letter (asking that I take his remarks into account in
these afterthoughts), Kripke states that the notion of rigid designation
he intended is that “a designator o of an chject = is rigid, if it desig-
rates ¢ with respect to all possible worlds where » exists, and never
designates an olject other than z with respect to any possible wortd.”
This definition is designed to be neutral with regard to the question

88aul Hripke, “Mamiog and Mecessity” in Semaréfer of Nateen! Longuage,
ed. G. Harman and D. Davidson (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1972); vevised edition pub-
lished ns a separate monograph, Naming ovd Neceasify {Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1580). References are to the revised edition. Alse see Saul Kripke, "Identity and
Necessity," in Fdentify and ndividuation, ed. M. K. Munitz (New York: New York
University Press, 1971).

TFootnoie 18, Demonstratives.
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570 David Keplan

whether a designator can designate an object at 2 world in which the
object doesn't exist. It was motivated, he says, by the desire to avoid
getting bogged down in irrelevant discussions of the existence question.?

My own discussion of rigid designation was motivated by the de-
sire to highlight the features of rigidity that are asgociated with direct
reference. In the first draft, of Demonsiratives 1 had actually used the
expression “rigid designation” where 1 now use “direct reference”. [
thought of my work as delving into the phenomena identified by Don-
nellan, Putnam, Kripke, and by me in “Dthat”. Direct reference was
supposed to provide the deep structure for rigid designation, to nnderlie
ripid designation, to explain it. It would never have cceurred to me to be
‘nentral” about existence.? Existence problems wonld simply disappear

BThe view I shought of &4 manifest in his texis, what I called “tha mors widely

held view," is skated on pags 146 of "Ideniity and Necessity” {1&N) in the words,

¥[n & situation where the object does not exiat, then we sghould say Ehat the [rigid]
designator has no referent and that the object in question 50 designated does
not exist.” Kriphe asserts {hat this view should not be attributed to him and
that it occurs nowhere, explicitly or implicitly, in Neming and Necdasity (NEN].
Hegarding the statement in I&N, he writes that it would be semewhst odd if
Iyhere was & mysterious changs of position between my explicit view in NMaming
end Necessity and Tdentity and Necessity', delivered 2 month or so later” (This
was the reason I used the remark in TN to resclve the uncertainties of MEM.)
He then guestions the accuracy of the langnage of &N {quoted above], writing
“]1 is also possible, 1 think, that the sentence is mistranscribed from tha tape of
the talk. A simple change of ‘and' to ‘ar’ in the scutence would make it entirely
consistent with what I gaid in Maming ond Mecessity.... The corrected version
would read even bekter if 'g" were changed to fthough' {an sasy mistaks in the
transeciption of an oral presentation].”

It is good to know his mind on this matles; and I regret misrepreeenting his
views. I cannot, howeves, fze] embarrassed by my reading of the pextunal evidence.
in the course of my diseussion of tigid designation in Flemonsireiives, 1 was carelul
to cite all the relsvant passages The neatral definition he intended, conkaining
the clause “and never designates an object other then %,” does not ooour in D&M,
I&M, or the new preface ko 1Lt writben ben years alter the lechures wese given.
1 continue to think Wat ‘the more widely held view', now seen not o be Kripke's
wiets, 8 the mere widely held view. w5

Proper naes are the main topis of MEMN, Regarding the righd designatich of
Propel Names, Kripke tella us in the pew preface that K5 PrOpEr TMATE rigidly
designates its referent sven when we speak of counterfactual situations where thal
referent would not have existed.” 1t is this view of ogid designation that I had
thought he intended all along.

9That is, to be peutral on such guestiona s whether a designator.can designate an
object at & world in which the object doesn't exist or whether a nama frem fiction
such as “Pegasus’ might designate & merely possible object thak exista in another
possible world. 1 had stated my views gtrangly om these jssues in appendices X and
%1 of "Beb and Cerol and Ted and Alice,” in Approoches io MNotural Language,
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11._rh:en the underlying, direct reference structure was seer. How could
].'llgld designation not be based on some deeper semantical property like
direct reference? It couldn't be an mecident that names were rigid and
descriptions were not.!? '

It all seerned of a piece to me: the singular propositions, the direct
reference, the rigid designation. And all of it could be illustrated by
the case of indexicals, in which the mechanism of direct reference was
undrersm-od. When I set out to revise the section distingnishing Kripke's
notion from mine, 1 realized that it is easier to explain the difference
between A and B if they are not both named “A”. I therefore deter-
mined to introduce a new expression, and so coined the phrase “direct
reference”.

. If we call a designator that designates the same object at all worlds
1rre§pe=cti\re of whether the object exists there or not, an obstinalely rigi-:i
designator,!? thep in the usual modal semanties, all directly referential
terms will be obstinately rigid {though not every pbstinately rigid term
need be directly referential}.!? It is obstinate rigidity that I took as the

fundamental form of rigidity in Demonstratives.

The paradigm of the variable

This conception of direct reference takes the variable under an assign-
ment of value as its paradigm.'® Tn evaluating “Fz" at a world w, we
do not ask whether its value exista in w, we only ask what value was
assigned to the variable before the process of evaluation at w began.
Until a value is assigned we have nothing to evaluate.l? Furthermore
and this is important, it is irrelevant how *x” gots its value, how thr;

med. 7. Hintikka et al. {Dordrecht: Feidel, 1973).
Tt shmfld be noted, of course, that even an accidental difference hetween the modal
I:-.ehmunrof names and descriptions is sufficient to esteblish that names aze not
. 1snnpl:‘r abbreviated descriptions.
Fo!lomng & suggesiion of Nathan Salmon in Reference end Essence (Princeton:
12P‘I‘u1ur:tzt-v|:|-1-| University Press, 1981) p. 34,
Aln ex-amp}e of an obstinately vigid designator that is maot directly referential is
given in Demeonsiratives, gection 1%, It has the {orm:

The n[(P And =) ¥ f~Patt=n+1)

:i See _paragra.pl} 3 of the Preface to Demonsiraiives,
Until a \r.alue is assigmed, the entity that is to be evaluated at the possible worlds,
whether it be Lhought of as an open formula or as the content of an open formula,

is incomplete, There may not yet be enough information available for it to bear &
truth-value.
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572 David Kaplan

assignment is made, how the value of “z" is described when it is assigned
to “z”. All that matters to the evaluation is that “=” has a particular
value.

Pronouns in natural language have often been analogized to vari-
ables. Pronouns are lexically ambiguous, having both an anaphoric and
a demonstrative use.'® An anaphoric use of 2 pronoun is synlactically
bound to another phrase oceurring elsewhere in the discourse. In mean-
ingful discourse, a pronoun not used anaphorically is used demonstra-
tively. As I saw the matter, 3 demnonstrative use of a pronoun was simply
a syntactically free use. Like a free oceurrence of a variable, it requires
sotnething extralinguistic, a demonsiration as [ then termed it, to as-
sign it a value. Demonstrative and anaphoric occurrences of proncuns
can thus be seen to corresponded to free and bound occurrences of vari-
ables. What 1 want to stress is that the difference between demonstrative
and anaphoric uses of pronouns need not be conceptualized primarily in
terme of lexical ambiguity; it can alsc be seen in terma of the syntacti-
cal distinction between free and bound occurrences of terms. I saw the
analogy between variables and pronouns as even closer than had been
thonght.

I believe that the case of the free pronoun, the demonstrative, cat
take = lesson from the case of the fiee variable. As in the case of the
free variable, the mechanism by which 2 value is assigned to & demon-
strative, kow a particular demonstration demonstrates its object, is ex-
tralinguistic and thus off-the-recard, so to spesk. It should not figure
in the content of what was said. (This, of course, still leaves open the
possibility that it might figure in the cognitive value of the utterance.)
All that matters to the evaluation of what is said (content) is that the
demonstrative has a particular value.

Thus my vivid talk about loading the referent into the proposition
comes down to this: when using a directly referential term, the mode of
preseniation of the referent (if you will allow a lapse into the Frege idiom)
is no part of what is said. Only the referent itself figures in conteﬁ"t.
Directly referential expressions are transparent.1® Though there maybe

151n "Momoio inscribed his book" and "Each author inscribed his bock,” we would
ordinacily take “his" to be syntactically bound io “Nomato™ and “Fach author”.
Such syntactically bound usea of pronouns ave called atapheric. The same form
of words can be used with "his" occurring es a demonstrative, for example, if we
wete to point at a Fhird party when utkering “his".

16The gense of transparency 1 wish to evoke has nething to do with the contrast
between CQuingan opacity snd Russellian transpavency {for which see foolnote 30
of my “Opacity”). Rather, it is that of the wall-designed comprater program in
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a mn_lp!ex semau!;ical mechanism that mediates the connection between
linguistic expression and referent, that mechanism is unseen in what is
said.

Taxonomy: semantics and metasemantics

The inspiration for direct reference was, as reported in “Dthat”;, the
true demonstratives. One does feel initially that in the use of & true
demonstrative, not only is cne trying to put the object itself into the
proposition {direct reference), but that the connection between demon-
strative and object, call this reference, is also extraordinarily direct as
compared with the connection between a definite description and its
denotation. Tremonstratives are transparent, whereas descriptions are
visibly at work, searching, searching, searching. Despite this, there is an
elaborate theory of reference for demonstratives in Demonsiratives.

How should we organize our total semantical theory so as to take
acconnt of the mechanisms of divect reference? Some have questicned
wh.ether these mechanisms ever belong to semantics. I think that it is
quite important to get clear on this and certain related taxonomic gues-
tions if we are to improve our understanding of the relation of semantics
to thonght.'? And I am guite unciear on the subject.

T%lere are several interesting issues concerning what belongs to se-
mantics. ‘The fact that a word or phrase has a certain meaning clearly
belo_ug.a to semanties. On the other hand, & claim about the basis for
ascribing & certain meaning to a word or phrase does not belong to se-
mantics, “Ohsnay” means snow in Pig-Latin. That's a semantic fact
a_buut Pig-Latin. The rezson why “ohsnay” means snow is not a seman-
tic fact; it is some kind of historical or sociclogical fact about Pig-Latin.
Perhaps, becanse it relates to how the language is used, it should be
categorized as part of the pragmatics of Pig-Latin {though ! am not
reaily comfortable with this nomenclature), or perhaps, because itisa

Tl']:lj.{:h the commands are ‘obvicus’ and the user need not take account of, indeed
is usually unaware of, fow & command is executed. He knows ooly thet to delete
you press “Delete”. What else?

1705 my understanding of the controversy between Donnellan and Kripke, just
such a taxonomic question is one of the central poinks at ssue. See Keith Dom-
nellan, “Reference and Definite Descriptions,” Phifesophical Review 75 {1888):
281-304; reprinted in Martinich, op. cit.; Saul Kripke, “Speaker's Reference and
Semsntic Reference,” in Condemporary Perapeciives in {he Philoasphy of Fan-
guage, ed, P. French, T. Uehling, Jr., and H. Wettsteln (Minneapolis: University of
Minnescta Press, 1977); Weith Donnellan, “Speaker Refercnce, Descriptions, and
Anaphors,” also in Cantemporary Perspectives in the Philosophy of Languege.

——— / . -
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574 David Kaplan

fact aboul semantics, as part of the Metasemantics of Pig-Latin {or pez-
haps, for those who prefer working from below to working from above, as
part of the Foundations of semantics of Pig-Latin}. Again, the fact that
nauseous” used to mean nausealing but is coming to mean nausecled is
a historical, semantic fact about contemporary American English. Bui
. neither the reason why the change in semantic value has taken place nor
the theory that gives the basis for claiming that there has been a change
in meaning belongs to semantics. For present purposes let us getile on
mefasermantics. ’

Does the historical chain theory {or *picture’ as some are wont to say}
of what determines the referent of a proper name belong to semantics or
to metasemantics? The critical question seems to be: does the theory
state a semantic value of proper names, or does it rather tell us the basis
for determining a semantic value for a proper name. Those who believe
that the semantic function of a name is completely exhausted by the fact
that it has a particalar referent will regard the historical chain theory
as a part of metasemantics. Those who believe that a name means
something like the individual who Hes ol the other end of the historical
chain thal brought this token fo me will regard the historical chain theory
as a part of semantics, as giving the meaning rather than as telling us
how to discover it, n general, if a referent is all the meaning a name
has, then any information used to fiz the referent is metasemeantical.
if names have another kind of meaning, another kind of semantic value
{rmere cognitive value, if not identified with Sinn or with character, won't
do), then the fact that certain information is used to fix the referent may
well belong to semantics.'®

Now what about the mechanisms of direct reference? In the case of
an indexical, it seems clear that the rule that tells us how the referent
varies from one context of use to another, for example the rule that tells
us that “yesterday” always refers to the day before the day of utterance,
is a part of the meaning of the indexical. It is this kind of meaning that
1 call character. To argue that character belongs to metagemanties,
one would have to regard indexicals as systematically ambiguous and
as having ne meaning at all sutside a particular context of use. This
ig a view that seems reasonable for generic names, the kind of name
that all us Davids have in common. But it is decidedly implausible for
indexicals.

181t Te interesting to note that histovical chiains atso have a use in what we might call
metzagniaz, They give the Lasis for saying that various utterances are utterances
of the samme word, I will vetorn to Ristozical chains in ssction iV.
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Theze is also the fact thas there is a fegic of indexicals, a logic whose
semantically valid arguments deviate from the clagsically valid. This in
itsell seerns to argue that the mechanisms by which directly referential
expressions determine their referents belong to semantics?!?

Demonstratives seem to me a less certain case, perhaps becavse my
views about their semantics is less certain, However, 1 do think that the
indexical model-—a common meaning for all uses of, say, “you”, which
then determines a referent in.a particular context of use—is closer to the
truth than the generic name model aceording to which “you” would be a
meaningless symbol available to use in dubbing whoever one addresses.

This suggests & related reason for wanting to place the mechanisms
of direct reference outside of semantics. It is the analogy between these
mechanisms, which determine the referent of expressions that already
bear meaning, and the methods available to creste meaningful expres-
sions from empty syntactical forms, by dubbings, definitions, and the
like. Especially in the case of a true demonstrative, one may feel—
wrongly, [ believe—that one is assigning a meaning to an otherwise
empty form. If content were all there is to meaning, then, since the
mechanisms of direct reference do determine content, it would be rea-
sonable to clajm that such mechanisms belong to metasemantics. But in
general, it is incorrect to equate meaning with content, and it is certainly
incorrect in the case of indexicals.®®

So, as between semantics and metasemantics, I remain of the view
that the theory of the mechanisms of direct reference, at least as that
theory is developed in Demonstratives, in terms of character and content,
belongs to semantics.

A second interesting question is whether io call the theory of these
mechanisms semantics or pregmaiics. The central role of the notion
contezt of use in determining content might incline one to say that the
theory of character is semantics, and the theory of content is pragmatics.
But iruth is a property of contents, and one wouldn’t want to be caught
advocating & pragmatic theory of truth. ‘The problem is that on my
analysis, the mechanisms of direct reference operate before the familiar
semantical notions of truth and denotation come into play. If T continue

190 does jit? What does the fact that there is an interssting logic of indexlcals
tell us about the taxsnomle place of character? If there is no interesting logic of
names, does that tell us something?

207t way be corvect in the case of proper names, though even there I would be
more inclined to sguate meaning with refevent and to say that referent determines
content, I will return Lo the distinction between the assignment of meaning and
the evaliation of meaning i the finel section.
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to think, as Carnap taught me,?! that the overall theory of a language
should be constructed with syntax at the base, semantics bui-lt upon
that, and pragmatics built upon semantics, I am faced with a dilemma.
The mechanisms of direct reference certainly are not posisemantical,
But equally surely they are not syntactical, Thus I put them in the
bottom layer of semanties. 22 ‘

Whether semantics or pragmatics, it is important to emphasize that
there are two roads from singular terms to individuals. The road through
what is said, through the propositional component, through content.
And the direct road, cutside of what is said, outside content, Both
roads belong to the rules of the language, and not to the vagariea of
individue! difference among language users. Both connect language to
the world.

How do the two roads figure in names?

In Demonstratives I inquire into the semantic mechanisms whereby_ in-
dexicals and demonstratives are connected to their referentﬁ. ]f[ow might
an analogous discussion of namss proceed? Without prejudice _to any
ultimate issues of semantics versus metasemantics, we might begin with
a frankly metasemantical inquiry inte naming (what I e]sewhefeﬂa call
“dubbing”) and the process by which a given name can change its refer-
ent, over time (if, as seems to be the case, it can). The?e areimattaers o
which, in theory, Fiegeans and Divect Reference theorists might agree.

There is a second question: Daes the mechanism whereby the referent
of a name is determined belong to semantics, as does character, or to
metasemantics, as does the mechanism of meaning change? And ?f the
answer is "semnantics”, there is the third question: Is the mechanism a
parl of what is said wlen the name is used? Or, are names tlfmspa.re]j.t
so that only the referent itself figures in what is sald? il; is on this
question that direct reference theorists confront Fregeans,?

e
U Intreduction ta Semantics {Cembridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 19&;},
. 9.

ﬂghe time may have come Lo rethink what I think Carnap taught me.

¥In “Bob and Carcl and Ted and Alice.” X . .

N ore that the outcome of the jnitial discussion may prejudics (H11:1 teftmry question.
Even if the mechanism by which a naine is connecied bo its referent je teken to b‘u a
port of semantics, if the mechanjsim characterizes the referent frcm the perspective
of the context of use, as does the chavacterof an indexica.'l.rnthelr #:han from a world
perspective, it may not be suitable to play the role ?f propositional constifuent.
Thus the result of the first inquiry may argue for a direct reference snswer 1o the
third guestion.
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Finally, there i the question: Is the expression a rigid designator?
This again is a matter on which we may all agree,

In this last connection it is important to see, as [ earlier did not
consistently see, that even one who believes that a name is connected to
ite referent by a description that the speaker associates with the name
and who further believes that this description is included s part of
what is said when the name is used can achieve rigidity, even obstinate
rigidity, through the use of rigidifying operators. Thus, 2 Fregean who
takes the name “Aristctle” to have as its sense #he pupsl of Plofo end
teacker of Alexander the Greal need only add something like eciuality to
the content in order to account for the rigidity of proper names. We then
have something like the actual pupil of Plaio and teacher of Alezander the
{freat as the propositional component. Rigid designation without direct
reference.?® Well ... not quite entirely without direct reference, since
the rigidifying operator seems to involve some form of direct reference.
But certainly the nome has not come out directly referential.

But are names merely rigid and not transparent? 1, of course, believe
not. In some cases argumeants that have been given for rigidity can be
shown actually to support the stronger claim of transparency, but I wiil
not tzke up those arguments Lere.

A generic argument for transparency

There is, however, one generic argument for transparency which seems
to apply in many cases of alleged direct reference. It is not a decisive

argutnent. Hather, it is a challenge to those who maiotain a contrary
view.

Many users of the so-called directly referential expreasions lack a real
understanding of the exact mechanism or rule of reference by which the
referent is determined. Though we act in conformily with some such
rule, we do not invariably know the rule in the sense of being able to
articulate it.2® If one could articulate all the cultural rules one conformed

251 think that this form of vigidity, logical ratlier than mathematical or metaphysl-
cal, falls under what Kripke now calls de jure zigidity, which he describes as "the
reference of & designator [being] siipuizted to be a single object, whether we are
speaking of the actual world or of & counterfactual situation” [Maming and Ne-
ctasity, footnote 21 to the new Preface). Mote that such descriptions can be used
to stipulate the constituents of a possible world, &e in “Suppose that the actual
suthor had plagiarlzed the actual plagiarizer."

*5This is contrary to my claim in Demonsirafives that the character of purs index-
icals jg known to every competent speaker. There 1 claimed that Character =
Linguistic Meaning. I still believe that Character captures an important semse of
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to, anthropology would be a much easier discipline. In the case of syntax,
it is even move obvious that we act in accordance with & complex set
of rules which most of us could not even begin to articulate. Children
certainly master tle use of indexicals, demonstratives, and proper names
well before they develop the rather sophisticated conceptual apparatus
needed to undertake explicit semantical investigations. If we don't know
what the semantical rule is, bow could it be part of what we say when
we use the relevant expression? : ‘

Yo long as we were able to cling to the illusion that words like “T* a.l!d
“A mstotle” abbreviate simple descriptions that are immediately avail-
able io introspection, we could think that anyone who used such an
expression knew how it secured ita reference_ and might express this
knowledge in using the word. But who still thinks that nowadays?

The notion of Content is central to my account

To recapitulate: the issue is not whether the information used to deter-
mine the referent is deseriptive or not. It is rather whether the relevant
information, of whatever form, is & part of what is said. Cpening an al-
ternative semantic road to reference, one that does not run through con-
tent but may nevertheless play 8 role in'the analysis of cognition {beliel,
knowledge, etc.), may in the end heip us all, Fregean and non-Fregean
alike, to reach a deeper understanding of the puzzling phenomena that
challenged Frege. ’
As is apparent, the notion of content is central to my way of expla}m—
ing direct reference, 1 kuow that there are same who raject the- notion
of content. I can’t prove that my way of organizing the theoretwa! ap-
paratus is indispensable. Surely it isn’t. Bui there are obgewa.tmus,
intuitions if you will, both in the text of Demonsiralives I&m.i in the for-
mal logic, for which every theory must account. This és indispensable.

:1'..

Are dthat-terms directly referential? »

Some semii-technical meditations on dihat-terma may help to illuminate
the notions of content and of direct referance. . .

As parents soon reslize, any worthwhile creation quickly becomes
autonomous. Recently T have found mysell bemused by my own uses of
“dihat”. :

Linguistic Meaning, but I have become more scepiical about the competence of
competent speakers and aboul our access to whab our words noean.

Afterthoughts 579

Two interpretations of the syntax and semantics of “dihat”

The penultimate paragraph of section IV of Demonsiratives warns that
the possible world semantics of the formal system in section XVIII ob-
scurss the distinction between direct reference and rigid designation.
The representation of content as a function from possible worlds does
not allow us to distinguish between a directly referential expression and
oune that is merely obstinately rigid. Both cases are represented by the
same Fanciion, a constant function. There are two separate reasons for
this. First, in this representation the content of a syntactieally com-
plex expression does not reflect that cornplexity. I call this the problem
of multiplying through, as when the content of “4x(5+4)4-8x(7-2)+-56"
is represented by a constant function to 82, Second, even for syntac-
tically simple expressions, the functional representation captures only
the obatinately rigid designation, there is no further distinction among
obstinately rigid designators that marks the directly referential ones.?”
The representation in possible world semantics tempts us to confuse
direct reference and obstinately rigid designation.’® Could anyone have
confused them after the clear warning of section I¥? Could I have? Yes.
This is very unfortunate, because I coined the term “direct refer-
ence” just in order to keep the distinction clear. I find the confusion
most evident in connection with dihat-terms, about whose syntex and
interpretation I seem to equivocate. On one interpretation, “dthat”
is a divectly referential singular tern: and the content of the associated
description is no part of the content of the dthat-term. On another inter-
preiation, “dthat” is syntactically an operator that requires syntactical
completion by a description in order to form a singular berm.2®

7Y, as some have hypothesized, an expression ls dirsctly referential if and ondy i it
is syntactically simple and cbstinately rigid, then the second problem Is spurious,

28 go, why ues jt? First, because the functional representation is sufficient 10 do
the work of Demonatrafives, namely to show that character and content must bz
distinguished and to develop a coherent theory within which some unconventicnal
claims about logic, belief, and modality could be grounded. Second, becausz it is
& precise and reliable tool, withia the scope of its representational Lmitations.

29 Properly speaking, since descriptions are singular tenns rather than formulas,
“dthat® would be a funciional expression rather than an operator. But I wish I
had made “dthal” into an operator forr {his usage. [ wish I had made it into &
varjable binding operator for which T would write "dthat = Fx" instead of writing
“dthat{the z Fo|*. Then there would hava been a riuch clearer distinction between
the fwo uses of "dihat™, and I would not have been led into temptation.

In Demonsfratives dihak-terms are eliminable in favor of definite descriptions
plus the Actually and Mow operators {Remark 13, section XIX), It should be noted
that this result 1s not fundementeal. [t is dependent on the possibilist trealment
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If “dthat” is an operator

H “dthat” is an operator, and if the description, which constitutes the
operand and thus syntactically completes the singular term, induces a
complex element into content, then the correct way to deseribe “dthat™
is as a nigidifier. Complete dthat-terms would be rigid, in fact obshi-
nately rigid. In this case the proposition would not carry the individual
itself into a possible world but rather would carry instructions to run
back home and get the individual who there satisfies certain specifica-
tions. The complete dthat-term would then be a rigid description which
induces a complex ‘representation’ of the referent into the content; it
would not be directly referential. The operafor “dthat” might still be
regarded as involving direct reference, though its own referent would not
be the individua! denoted by the complete dthat-term, but, like that of
all operators, would be of an abstract, higher-order functional type.S0

of variables in the formal semantics. The vartables range over all possible individ-
uals, and & primitive predicate of existence is intraduced fo raprosent tha varying
domaing of the different possible worlds, Thls form of language is mors expressive
tham one in which at each warld, the variables range only over the individuals
of that world and Jexiats’ is expressed by Jwr = . Inow incline toward a
forra of language which preserves the distinction hetween what is (i.e., what the
variablea range over) and what esizts, but which does not automatically assume
that all possible individuals have being (i.e., does net assume that tha variakles
range over all possible individuals).
30The apecators “it is actually the case that” and "it is now the case that™ could

also be thought of as rigidifiers on this model. In all shree cases I am somewhat
ancomfortable calling the operator directly refevential, though they certainly seem
to contain a directly referential efement, Perhaps, in view of the highly abstract
nature of their content, the content should be thought of as & complex, only one
part of which is induced by direct relerence. The operator "it [ now the case
that™ would then be seen as & syntactically complex application of the grammat-
ical formative, ‘it is the case ab — that" to the directly referential term “now”,
And similariy for the operator “it is actuaily the case that", which would be seen
as a syntactical combination invelving application of the same grazomatical for-
mative to Lhe term “actuality”. Such a treatment would comport better with
tha suggestion that only names, including “now"”, Uackyality”, ctc., are dsre-rﬁbr
referential. -

Tathan Sahmen points ouk that if one wished to treat species names like “horee"
as directly referential, and as having the species Equas caballza as referent, it would
be required to adept & similar device regarding the predicats “is & horse", treating
it as a syntactically complex application of the gramraaticel formative ¥is 8" {a
kiod of copula) ko the divectly referential term "horse”. Salmon is sceptical, but
to me this seems natural. The content of the predicate "is a horse” would then be
& complex formed of copulation with the species £, cabailas.

The desive to treat a variety of lexical items as directly referential requires
more attention to the distinction between grammatical formatives and those ‘pure’

Afterthoughts 581

If “dthat” is a demonstrative surrogate

The operator interpretation is not what { originally intended. The word
“dthal” was intended to be a surrogate for a true demonstrative, and
the description which completes it was intended te be a surrogate for the
completing demonstration. On this interpretation “dthat” is a syntacti-
cally complete singular term that requires no syntactical completion by
an operand. {A ‘pointing’, being extralinguistic, conld hardly be a part
of syntax.] The description completes the characier of the associated
oecurrence of “dthat”, but makes no contribubion to confent. Like a
whispered aside®! or a gesture, the description is thought of as off-the-
record (1.e., off the content record). It defermines and directs attention
to what is being said, but the manner in whicl it does so is not strictly
part of what is asserted. The seimantic vole of the description is pre-
propositional; it induces no complex, descriptive element into content.
“Dithat” is no more an operator than ia “I°, though neither has a ref-
erent unless semantically ‘completed’ by a context in the one case and
& demonstration in the other. The referent of “dthat” is the individual
described (rather than an abstract, higher-order function). It is directly
referential.

The operator interpretation is more *natural® for the
formal system

The predominant interpretation of “dthat” in the text seems to be as
demonstrative surrogate except, I am sorry to say, in the formal sys-
tem. There, the natural interpretation is as rigidifying operator. The
reason for this is that the ‘completing’ description has a syntactical re-
ality within the formal language. It plays an essential role in the logie,
for example in the theorem of Remark 13 showing that dthat-terms are
eliminable. Although Frege claimed that the context of use was part of

laxical items that might be regarded as naming an abstract chject, lilke a specias
or & color. I would freat "is a bachelor™ in the same way as “is & horee”, While
acknowledging the metaphpsica! differences beitween & specles and dacheforhood,
the ayntactical unity of “horse” and “bachelor” suggests an analogous sementical
ln:eatmeut. Keith Donnellan makes Hus point in "Patnam and Kripke on Natural
Ku}ds," In Knowledge and Mind, ed. C. Ginet and 8. Shoemaker {Oxford: Oxford
.l.Tnn'ersit_v Press, 1983}, pp. 84-104, espacially section I, Also, I would go further
in :_ayntacl-ical decomposition and fivst form the complex dencting phrase ®a horse”
31{w‘-th- appropriale content) before forming the predicate “jz a horse”,
This is how Kripke characterized the description which completes a dthat-term in
his lecture at the conference.
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“the means of expression” of a thought,3* he never, to my knowledge,
attempted to incorporate “the pointing of fiagers, hand movements,
glances” into logical syntax. Can an expression such as the descrip-
tion in a dthat-term appear in logical ayntax but make no coniribution
to semantical form? It would seemn strange if it did. But there is, T
suppose, no sirict contradietion in such a language form.

If there are two different interpretations of “dthat” in Demenstrs-
fives, they seem to be run together in footuote 72. But maybe there
aren't. Probably there aren’t. Probably, I was just farsighted in envi-
sioning yet-to-be-realized forms of formal semantics. I eatlier held that
wmy views were inconsistent, I now deny that my views are inconsistent!®®

II. Do Demonstrations Complete Demonstratives?

In Demonsiratives T took the demonstration, sty pically, a (visual) pre-
sentation of a local ebject discriminated by a pointing,” to be criterial
for determining the referent of a demonstrative. While recognizing the
telectogical character of most pointing—it is typically directed by the
speaker’s intention to point at a perceived individual en whom he has
focused—I claimed that the demenstration rather than the directing in-
tention determined the referent.™

I am now inclined to regard the directing intention, at least in the
case of perceptual demonstratives, as criterial, and to regard the demeon-
stration as a mere externalization of this inuer intention. The external-
ization is an aid te communication, like speaking more glowly and loudly,
but is of no semantic significanee.3®

32 1otelob Frege "The Thought: A Logical Inquivy,” Mied 85 (1853} p. 286, Orig-
inal German publication in Befirige 2ur Philasophic des Deusischen JTdealismus
{1818-19).

23T hanks to Mathan Salmon and Juseph Almog for help with this section.

4 This view goes back to vhe case, discussed in “Dithat”, of Carnap’s picture. I now
regard this a8 a rather complex, atypical case. "
35] contrast ne semantic significance with the fundamental idea of direct reference:
that there are matters of semantic significance which do not appesr in content.
In my esslier treatment, I regarded demonstrations as off-the-record in terms of
condent, but as semantically relevant in determining charceter, I now regard them
gs totally offi-the-record i regard to the gemmantics of demonstralives. I mow see
demonstrations as playing the same role for true demonstralives as doss poinking

at cneself when using the first-person pronoun.

We might think of the demonstrationon the modsl of & term in agposibien to the
demonstyalive. Such & berm appests to duplicate the demonstrative syntactically,
but jte semantic contiibution is to & subordinate, gide remark; its ssmantic contri-
bution to the main clause seems to be only to hold targets for anaphora, (I know

Afterthoughts 583

I had rejected this view earlier, in part because it seemed to confound
what Donnellan might call the referential and the etiritutive uses of a
demcns‘trative. It seemed to me that this should not happen in 2 proper
sernantical theory. I recently realized that the distinction still held. In
the case of a perceptual demonstrative, the directing intention is aimed
at a perceived object. This shject may or may not be the object the
speaker has in mind. We can distingnish between Donnellan’s kind of
having-in-mind and perceptual focus.3®

A benefit of the view that the demonsiration is a mere externelization
of the perceptual intention, which determines the referent, is thaf it

offers a new perapective on one of Donnellain’s most compelling cases of
referential use.

Sup?ose somecne is at a party and, seeing an interesting
locking person holding & martini glass, one asks, “Who is
the man drinking & rartini?™ If it should turn out that
there is cnly water in the glass, ons has nevertheless asked a
question about a particular person.?’

B:ecause of the importance of the perceptual element it is tempting
to tl_unk of this cose in terms of demonstratives. Here the directing in-
tention is aimed at the interesting locking person seen holding a martini
glaza. Had the speaker pointed and said “Who is that man?, the case
would have raised no question of referential use. But suppos:,e having
been taught that it is rude to point at people, the normal mocie of ex-
ternalizing the intention is unavailable, What to do? He cannot simply
say, “Who is that man?” with ne externalization. This would baffle his
auditor, who would say, "Which man?"'. To which the original speaker
wpuld have to reply, “The man with the martini.”” So he shortens the
d1}3.|0gue and uses the description *the man with the martini® as a sub-
st.llt.ute for the demcnstration. Here the speaker might equally well have
satd, *Who i3 that man with the martini? or, “Who is that?" followed
by an appesitive, parenthetical, whispered “mns mes mith e muestany.”

Now according to my new view of what determines the referent of &
demonstrative, the demonsiration (here, the description) is there only to

aad no wtzril-:ieve]n?ed sema_utiua of apposition; it seems a topic worth pursuing.)
Just as ft is posaible to misdescribe a perceived object, for example, &8 & martini
when it is really only water in a neartini glass, so it js also possible to misrecognize
one. F?r example, I may have you in mind, and believing that it {s you whom I
see !:uding 1.}nder the bad, begin beyating yon. Even if it was not you under the

BTbﬁ*i’ might it not still be you whom ¥ criticized? -
Keith Donnellan, “Reference and Definite Descriptions™.
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help convey an intention and plays no semanfical role at a}l. We mijght
sum up the case by saying the speaker had a demonsirative 1!:|tenl;lon
and, constrained by the conventions of polite behavior, substituted a
description for the usual pointing.3® The slight misdescription has no
more effect on the deterinination of the referent of the tacit demonsira-
tive than would a slight error in ahn have had on the determination of
the relerent of a vocalized demonstrative accompanied by & pointing. In
both cases the referent is properly determined by the perceptual inten-
tion. In neither case is anything semantical at stake in the descr_ipti::m
or the pointinlgf "All that is at stake is the accuracy of communicating
what was said. , 1

YWhat makes this analysis especially intriguing is that this dassufa.]
case of the referential use of & description can be seen as an afiributive
use of a tacit perceptual demonstrative.

Mot all of Donnellan’s cases can be accounted for in this way, And
in any case, as 1 have alveady stated, I believe the distinction between
referential and attributive uses is fundamental. But still the idea of ﬁl.ld-
ing & role for nonsemantic, communication facilitators, and accounting
for referential uses of definite descriptions in this way, is appealing. The
theory of direct reference, with its prepropositional semantics, seems
especially open to such off-the-record elements in language.

Ococurcences

As 1 carefully noted in Demonstratives,® my notion of an oceurrence
of an expression In a context—the mere combination of the expression
with the context—is not the same as the notion, from the theory of
speech acts, of an viferance of an expression by the agent .Df a context.
An oceurrence requires no utterance. Utterances take tlme,_a_nd ars
produced one at a time; this will not do for the analysis of vahd}ty. By
the time an agent finished uttering a very, very long true premise a.r:d
began uttering the conclusion, the premise may have gone false.. Thua
even the most trivial of inferences, P therefore P, may appear invabid.
Also, there are sentences which express a truth in certain contexts, I:tut.
not if uttered. For example, “I say nothing.” Logic and samantics

%8 4 guite different summary would deny the demonstrative element a-.nd‘say that the
conventions of polite behavior constrain the speaker to use d_um::nptwus and not
to use demonsiratives. This yiclds Donnellan's original arfal_}-sjs. Accept my sum-
mary. {Ie there a basis in the speaker's intentions for cla.umng that & description
ig, or s mot, being used in apposition to a tacit demonstrative?)

*¥Section XIH.

Afterthoughts 585

are concerned not with the vagaries of actions, but with the verities of
meanings. ¢

Problems with occurrences of true demonstratives

On the theory of true demonstratives in Demonstratives, a demonstra-
tion accompanies every demonstrative and determines its referent. On
my current view, the referent of a true demonstrative is deferniined by
the utterer’s intention. But if oceurrences don't require utterances, how
can we be sure that the requisite intention exists in every possible con-
text? We can't!

A verslon of this problem already existed in a proposal considered
in Demonstratives for the formal treatment of “vou" 4! The jdea is
that the context simply be enriched by adding a new feature, which we
might call the addresses. But suppose there is no addressee, Su ppose the
agent intends no one, e.g., Thomas Jefferson, dining alone, or surrounded
by friends but ot addressing any of them. Or, suppose the agent is
hallucinatory and, though addressing ‘someone’, no one is there 42 The
preblem is that there is no nature! addressee in such contexte, and thus
no natural feature to provide within a formal semanties,

A refined conception of Context for true demonstratives

There are really two problems here, calling for separate solutions, The
first is the case of the absent intention. In this case one would want to
mark the context as inappropriate for an occurrence of "wou"”, and rede-

°I am unclear even as to what arguments ought to come out as utberance-valid
{as opposed to cocurrence-valid), There are different notions of ubterance-validity
corresponding to different assumptions and idealizatlons. With no idealizations,
the rules of repetition and double negation become mvalid, “This seemna hopeless.
Should we agsume then that utlerances take no time? {We might imagine writing
out premises and conclusion ahzad of time and helding up the paper at the moment
of asscrtion.] Should we assume that the agent knows the language? Shonld
we assume that the agent ssserts the premises and conclusion, that he delieves
them? Thie last is related to the question: should “F, but I don’t believe it"
{Moore's paradox) come out to be an ulterance-contradiction? It certainly is not
an pccurrence-conkradiction.

4! Possible Refinement #4 of section XIX combined with the 'indexical theory of
demonstratives' of section X VI, The idea is considered, not advecated.,

7] have in mind the dassic halfucination involving an imagined person, not a hal-
lucination ef an actual person who happens not to he present.
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fine validity as truth-in-all-appropriate-possible-contexts.*® The semn-d
is the case of the hallucinatory agent. Here the context seems appropri-
ate enough, the agent is making no linguistic mistake in osing “you®.
But the occurrence should be given a ‘null’ referent. _

Another proposal I have heard is just to impose a_m_intenti_m} o’n
the agent wlether he has it or not. Put more gently, thls_ls 2 ]:ngmfa.n a
proposal; just assige a referent. There are two problems with this, Flrs.t,
if it is possible for the agent to intend the proposed addreas_;ee, _t.here will
already be a possible context in which he does, S_o fmthmg is _loat by
ignoring the context in which he doesn’t. And _ii' it is twi possible for
the agent fo intend the proposed addressee, t.]:.F 31'.:1p051t.mn seerns much
too heavy handed. (We don't want an impossibility to come out true.)
Second, if we are impatient with intention and just want tﬂ: 0SSN BWLY
and get on with the logic, we could formulate the expression with free
variables instead of demonstratives. And wa should, Why pretend t-]u?t
real demonstratives are nothing more than free variables? If ‘the logic
of real demonstratives turns out to be identical with the logic of free
variables, well ... that’s something that should furs out. It shouldn't
be presupposed.i®

I:Ne n?t?st make one further refinement in our conception of & wnt{fxt-
for a true demonstrative. The same demonstrative can be repeated, \'i:lt]'l
a distinct directing intention for each repstition of the demcnsirative,
This can occur in a single santence, *You, you, you, and you can le&vi,
but you stay™, or in & single discourse, “You can leave. 'itou _must atay.
Such cases seem to me to imvolve an exotic kind of ambl.:;ult}r, Perhaps
unique to demonstratives {see below). Where different intentions are
associated with different syntactic occurrences?® of a true demom?t.ratwe,
we would want to use distinet symbols in our formal language in order
to avold equivocation, .

Why do we not need distinct symbols to represent different s:.rn’fac—
tic oecurrences of “today” 747 If we speak slowly enough (or start Just

43The jdea, once broached, of defining validity .i'“ terms of approprisle contdiis
might also be used to approach utterance-validity. ) . .

44 There are several ways to accommodate this in a formal semantics. I am imsagining
a treatment elong the lines of my use of t in section KV of Demonatratives.

¥ There are morals to be drawn From these argumnents. 1 uge the young suathor of
Demansirafives to take them to heart if he wishes to do serious worl.

18] gay syntactic occurrence to differentiate from my expression-in-a-context sense
of "eccurrence” . o

7] choose "today™ rather than "now” to avoid the distracting issue of the vagueness
Df iln’owll‘

Afterthoughts 587

before midnight}, a repetition of “today” will refer to 2 different day.
But this is ouly because the context has changed. It is a mere technical-
ity that utterances take time, a technicality that we avoid by studying
expressions-in-a-context, and one that might also be avoided by tricks
like writing it out ahead of time and then presenting it alf at once. It is
no part of the meaning of “today” that noultiple syniactic ocourrences
must be associated with different contexts. In contrast, the meaning of a
demonstrative requires that each ayntactic occurrence be assoclated with
a directing intention, several of which may be simultaneous. And if it
happened to be true that we never held more than one such intention si-
multaneously, that would be the mere technicality. In fact, it is not true.
In the aforementioned cases (“You, you, you, and you ...”), in which
there is simultaneous perception of all addressees, | think it correct to
say that are several distinct, simultaneous, directing intentions, indexed
to distinct intended utterances of the demonstrative “vou” {which are
then voiced one at a time).

The basic fact here is that although we must face life one day at a
time, we are not condemned to perceive or direct our attention to one
object at a time, {If we were, the language of thought would be monadic
predicate logic.)

Thas within the formal syntax we must have not one demonstra-
tive “you”, but & sequence of demonstratives, “yow,”, “youy”, etc., and
within the formal semantics the context st supply not a single ad-
dressee, bul a sequence of addressees, some of which may be *null’ and all
but a finite number of which would presumably be mearked inappropricie.

We will need to be able to formulate sentences of the formal language
in which different intentions are associated with different syntactic oc-
currences of & demonstrative, if we are to face the looming challenge
of Frege’s Problem, in which cne who is simultaneously perceiving two
parts of whet may or may not be a single object asserts, “That, is
thatg” %8

The semantic role of directing intentions

What sitould we think of as the contextual feature relevant to the eval-
uation of a demonstrative? In the formal semaintics, it may be taken to

8 Consider, for example, & magician performing the 'sawing & woman in half' illusion,
The audience sees somecne's head sticking out of cne end of a box and what

appear to be somseone's feet sticking out of the cther end. “Is that peraon really
thaf person? they wonder. .
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be the demonstratum. But at the preformal level, T think of it as the
directing intention. The directing intenticn is the element that differen-
tiates the “meaning’ of one syntactic occurrence of a desnonstrative from
another, creating the pofential for distinet referents, and creating the ac-
tuality of equivocation.?? It also seems critical for the ‘cognitive value’
of a syntactic occurrence of a demonstrative, at least for the speaker,
Note however that it is neither character, content, nor referent. In the
case of the pure indexicals, “today”, "hexe”, etc., the relevani contextual
feature is always the referent, and there doesn’t seem to be any role, let
alone a semantic role, for a comparable entity. Curiouser and curicuser!

In Demonsivatives | accepted “tentatively and cautiously” what I
called the Fregean theory of demonsirations. The demonsiration—a
‘manner of presentation’ of an individual that was separable from any
particular context and eould be evaluated at other contexts and circum-
stances—supplied the character for the associated demonstrative.5® A
reason why I favored the Fregean theory of demonstrations was that the
need for a completing demonstration distinguished the true demonstra-
tives from the pure indexicals. A second reason was that the Fregean idea
that #hat very demonstration might have picked out a different demon-
stratum, an idea that depended on the separability of a demonstration
from & particular context, seemed to teack very closely the cognitive un-
certainties of “that; is thats”. This coghitive value appears’in character,
and thus as an aspect of meaning.

The need for a directing intention to deiermine the referent of a
demonstrative stil) allows us to distinguish the true demonstratives from
the pure indexicals. The parameters for the latter are brute facts of
the context, like Jocation and time. But if directing intentions are not
separable and evaluable at other points {perhaps they are}, the cogritive
uncertainties of “that, is thats” may no longer be an aspect of meaning.
Shouid they be?

1

Linking true demonstratives wr

g,

It is interesting to note that in natural Janguage every new syntactic oc-
currence of a brue demonstrative requires not just & referent-determining
intention, but a new referent-determining intention. When two syntactic
oceurrences of o demonstrative appear to be linked to a single intention,

197 yogard it as an equivocation whenever o new direcking intention is involved, even
if it directs a second syntactic oecurrence of a demonstrative to the samwe refer=nt.
EPSee sections XV and XY of Demenastratives.
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at least one must be anaphoric. When we wish to refer to the referent of
an earlier demonstrative, we do not repeat the demonstrative, we use an
anaphoric pronoun, "He [pointing] won’t pass unless he [anaphoric pro-
noun] studies.” The fact that demonstrative and anaphoric pronouns are
homonyms may have led to confusion on this point. The cass is clearer
when the demonstrative is not homonymous with the anapheric pro-
noun. Contrast, “This student [pointing] won't pass unless he [2naphoric
pronoun) studies” with “This student [pointing] won’t pass unless this
student [pointing a second time at what is believed to be the same per-
son] studies.” The awkwardness of the second, shows that the way fo
secure a second reference to the referent of a demonstrative, is to use an
anaphor. F

This implies that it is impossible to uiter an instance of the rule
of Double Negation using a premise containing a demonstrative, “You
atay. Therefore, it is not the case that you do not stay.” We have a Hob-
son's choice. We can intend the “you” of the conclusion as anaphoric
across the sententisl barrier to the “You® of the premise {something
we readily do in ordinary discourse, but are ill-prepared to do in for-
mal logic).5! In which case, the argument is valid, but not really an
instance of Double Negation {at ieast not as we know and love it). Or
we can concentrate, iry not to blink, and try to hold our attention cmI
the same addressee, in the hope that we will suceeed in targeting the
same individual with the second demonstrative. {Can we ever be cer
tain that they haven’t pulled the old switcheroo?) In this case, the
form of argument is really something like, “You, stay. Therefore, it is
{mt the case that yous do not stay”, and hence not valid. Even if we
idealize the speed of speech, so that we are certain that they haven't
pulled a switcherco, the form of the argument is still not that of Double
Negation becanse of the eguivocation involved in the use of a second
demonstrative.

Perhaps we should give up on Double Negation, and elaim that the
argument is a valid enthymeme with the implicit premise “You; = youg”
the premise we strove to make true by fixing our attention. “All right »
said the tortelse to Achilles, “repest the argument and this time remen;-
ber to utter the additional premise.”

The source of the difficulty is the principle, the correct principle,

51T weonld be good if sur formal language allowed variables to be bound to arbiteary
terms both within the sentence and accoss the sentential barvier jn the way in which
anaphorle reference takes place in natural tanguage. The problem of how Lo do
this in a szitably smooth way seems quite iuleresting,
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that every new syntactic occurrence of a demonstrative {one that is not
2 disguised anaphoric pronoun) requires its own determining intention.
The problem, in a nutshell, is that where demonstratives aze involved,
it doesn’t seem possible to aveid equivecation. There is an understood,
harmless, systematic equivocation built info the semantics of demon-
stratives in natural language. It is this that I termed “an exotic kind of
ambiguity, perhaps unigue to demonstratives.”

For purposes of logie, on the other hand, it seems essential both to
avoid equivecation and to allow any well-formed expression to have mul-
tiple syntactic occurrences {in antecedent and consequent, or in premise
and conclusion) without changing s sentantical anafysis. The validity
of the sentence “If you stay, you stay” {with no anaphors) depends on
using the same intention to determine the referent of both occurrences
of the demonstrative “you”. Just as maultiple occurrénces of “now” in
2 single argument must be referenced to the same time parameter, so
multiple occurrences of the same demounstrative must be referenced to
tle same directing intention. Gtherwise the language would suffer the
same systemic equivocation that natural language does, and there would
be no logie, at least none with Double Negation and Repetition and the
like. Using the refined conception of contexi described above, if is easy
to write semantical rules that give the same analysis to recurrences of
the same demonstrative {what is hard is to write rules that don't). It
seems certain that this ia how we ouglt to proceed.

But does it leave our logic vuluerable to a charge of misrepresen-
tation? What is it that we hope to learn from such a logic? [ don’t
think we can regard this as an idealization comparable to that involved
in referencing all occurrences of “now” to a single instant. To assuine
that one intention can drive two oceurrences of a demonstrative seems
more falsification than idealization.

I hope that there is a key to this problem in my earlier remark that
logic and semantics are concerned not with the vagaries of actions, but
with the verities of meanings. There iz something I'm not understand-
ing here, and it may be something very fundamental about the subjeii
matier of logic.
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III. What is Context?

Context provides parameters

SDPIE directly referential expressions, most notably the indexicala, re-
quire that the value of a certain parameter be given before a dete;mi-
nate element of content is generated. Context of Use is this parameter.
For example, the content of the word “today” is a function of the time
oi: th_e context of use. If we think of the formal role played by context
within the model-theoretic semantics, then we should say that context
provides whatever parameters are needed.®* From this point of view
context is a package of whatever parameters are needed to n:l-*:tern‘linler

the referent, and thus the content, of the directly referential EXPLessions
of the language. -

An assign{:neut of values to variables is the parameter needed
to determine the referent of a variable

Taking context in this more abstract, formal way, as providing the pa-
rameters needed to generate content, it is natural to treat the assignment
of values to free occurrences of variables as simply one more agpect of
context. My point is taxonomic, The element of content associated with
a fr1ee occurrence of a variable is generated by an assignment. Thus, for
variables, the assignment supplies the parameters that determines con-
tent just as the context supplies the time and place parameters that
determine content for the indexicals “now” and “here”.
The.&ssignment, a8 I am arguing we should conceive of it, is not
‘evaluating’ the variable at a world, rather it ia generating an element
of content, and it is the content which is then evaluated at a world.5?
Content is generated at a context, and each context is associated with
a particular possible world.® The agent, time, and place are all drawn
irom that world. Similacly, an assignment associated with a particalar

52This, rather than eaying that context is the needed parameter, which seems more
mtural_for the pretheoretical notion of a conterf of wae, in which each paraimeter
E‘3]1.% an interpretation a8 & naturs feature of a certain region of the world.
I k:now, Iknow! There are other ways to treat assignments, but they obscure my
point. Ha.v.ing returned to the semantics of free variables, it may seem that T am
5;:!l:nsl:aaied with the topic, but bear with me.
‘-fl-"heu; I re‘mrt to the standard “possible worlde" nomenclature rather than the
“poesible circumstance of avaluation" terminology of Demenatratives, it is in order
to connect certain points I wish to make with the atandard Literature. [ use the
two phrases symonymously.
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context may be taken to assign only vaiucs that exist in the world of
the context. Once such a value is assigned, that is, once & content is
determined, the content can, of course, he evaluated at worlds in which
the value does not exist. .

In arguing that assignments of values to variables play & theoretical
role analogous to contexts, I harp upon my theme that free variable
can be taken as paradigms of divect reference. Though the theme was
stated in Demonstratives, I did not then recognize how thoroughgoing
it was, becanse 1 did not then think of free variables in the robust way I
now do, 88 demonstrative uses of pronouns. Not as real demonstratives,
which require a directing intention from the agent of the context, but as
a kind of fauzr demensiretive, one which looks real until you check into
the origin of its value.

"As remarked above, free oecurrences of pronouns in meaningful dis-
course are demonstratives, But a free occurrence of an anaphoric pro-
noun would fiterally be meaningless. In our logical formalisms, variables
play the anaphoric role. Thus a free cceurrence of a variable is the mark
of an incompletely interpreted expression. The case we are dealing with
here is the free occurrence of a variable in a premise or conclusion of an
argument. Do not confuse this case, the case with the interpretationsl
gap, with the case in which a bound occurrence of a variable appears
free becanse we are focusing attention on & subformula, It is the sec-
ond case, the case of dound variables, for which the Tarski apparatus
of setisfaction and assignments was originally designed. In that case
there is no interpretational zap; it is the guanfifier (or other variable
binder) that is being interpreted, and we must get it right. So the rules
for evaluating bound occurrences of variables are another story entirely,
and an irrelevant one.

That which is interpretively unconstrained is available for office, and
those femiliar with Jogic will be aware that authors of deductive systems
have chosen varying paths in their trveatinent of free variables. Some pro-
hibit them entirely. Some treat them as if they were bound by invisible,
outer, universal quantifiers, what is sometimes called the generality Tn-
terpretation. Some treat them as if they were individual constants. My
own treatment uses the familiar idea of an assignmend, taken from the
Tarski apparatus for the treatment of bound veriables, I even confine
the values of the variables to the domain of gquantification {assuming the
domain of quantification consista of what exists). This seems natural
encugh, But it does, as will be seen, have surprising consequences.

The discussion of parameters completes the analogy between free
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variabies and indexicals. From an abstract formal point of view, they
are highly analogous. Both are parametric, their content varies as the
parameter varies, I we package all parameters under the heading con-
“ﬂ.’ an odd but interesting thing to do, we could even claim that content
varies with context, the mark of indexicality. (Note that not all directly
referential expressions are parametrie; proper names are not. =%

These formal analogies should not canse us to lose sight of the fun-
damental difference -between free variables and indexicals.5® Indexicals
are real, meaning-bearing elements of language. Free variables are not;
they are artifacts of our formalism. Assignments are stipulative; they
have no fact-of-the-matter parameter as do the pure indexicals and true
demonstratives. Indexicals are perspectival, their content is dependent
on the speaker’s point of view, the context of utterance. Free variables
are not perspectivel in any but the most attenuated metaphorical sense.
It 18 for these reasons that I use the term parametric for what indexicals
and free variables have in common.57

The rule of Necessitation fails for free vaviables

F}ne of th‘e things that delighted me about indexicals was the convine-
ingly devisnt modal logic. As shewn in Demonstratives, the rule of
Necesaitation:

If ¢ is valid, then ¢ is also valid,

fails in the presence of 1'1'1r:lv::xi1:als.EE"r The same role also fails in the
presence of free variables. If our assignments to free variables draw their
values from the domain of quantification, then

Jy y=z

is valid, but if the domain of quantification varies from possible world
to world,

5:571%-’:., at least on my interpretation. One who thought of proper names as generic
(s standing for any ndividual so named) until set into & context of use would be
thinking of them as parametric.

584 ahlou.!d i?e clesr that I am exploviag the notion of & content-generaling parameter,

5?Im:nt malating on one way of developing the semantics of fres variables,

Per}na;:s the closest analogy is that developed abovk (in the snbsection: “The
paradigm of the variable) between the free vaziable, the fres’ pronoun, and the
Eie:mn:nal:.rative. whoae referent must be stipulated by a directing infention. Even
in this case, however, there remains the puzzling problem of Lhe seeming remantic
role of the directing intention. In the case of an assignment, jt is surely only the
value that matters.

5% For exampie, take ¢ to be *Tam here now® or “I exist.”
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D3y y=r
is not valid.5® _ _ _
Harry Deutsch points out a relaied feature of the _]oglc of fme vari-
ables. On the present interpretation, although the basic guanfifier logic

for variables is classical, a free logic is sitnulated within the scope of the
necessity operator. Thus, although

WeFz — Fy)
is valid,

Of¥zFz ~ Fy)
is not. An additional antecedent that is characteristic of free logic is
required within the scope of O

O{{Iz 2=y AVelz)— Fy).

The failure of the rule of Necessitation in the presence of free vari-
ables results from the play between context {if the a.asignm_ent ]?aran}eter_r
is taken as part of context) and point of e\raluatio?. T view it as md-l-
cating that & parametric expression, likely to be directly referential, is
at worl 5?

The actual-world as an aspect of Context

The world of the context of use—what is taken for mo-:le]-th..eoreti? pur-
poses to be the acfual-worfd—plays a dusl role in the logic. IF is the
parsneter that the context provides for the indexical operator “it is ac-
tually the case that” It is thus a generafion parameter required to fix

5¥Jsing a domain of quantification that varies from world to world Ideviat.ea from the
forinulation in Demteonatrativer. As noted earlier, i‘n’Demom:rnnuf Tused a flixed
domain, thought ol as including all 'passihle;liéldlnduﬁs, along with a praedicale
Yeriats" whose extension could wary from world to warld. Lo

WT?:::::is another, more sceptical, way to view [mluu-.s of the rulle—as an hld.llc:.;gr
of waclavity regarding the interpretation of fiee varlnb1¢:s. ;I'Ius may beCKn]_:d [
outlook in his pellucid discussion of the Barcan l’nlrmu.]a in Semanl:lcall on_;;l er-
ations on Modal Logie," Acte Phifesophica Fm:f:cu. {1983): 813—9-1. His anf _;Ima
assumes the generality interpretation of fiee variables {on which the fule o t:
cessitation does in fact hold). He then shows that an appfi.renf.l cuunfeunat.nnoe
the rule is based on an incorrect formulation of the rul‘e lu-tlus; environment, As
a cotrective he proposes to lormulate the aystem of derwat:g:n in & way t.hatfp;?-
hibita free variables in asserted formulas. He does not queation the \'ahcht,!.rﬂ:iucul &
rule. I, being familiar with other cnunterimt:anoes to e rule, ha.vle uo-dj by
with an interpretation of free variables that simply makes Lhe rule invalid.
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& determinate content for sentences containing the indexical operator.
At the same time, and quite independently, it is also an evalustion Fa-
rameter that playe a special role in the notion of validity. The latter
s its more fundamental role, a role that would be required even if the
language contained no indexicals for which the actual-world was needed
as a generation parameter 5! }

Validity is truth—no-mqtter—wh&t—the-circumsta,nces-wereb:'r:-wh:’ck-
the-sentence-was-used. As I would put it, velidity is universal truth in
all confexts rather than universal truth in ail possible worlds. Where
indexicals are involved we cannot even speak of truth until the sentence
has been set in a context. But it may appear that for a modal language
withou! indexicals, without expressions that require a parameter, the
notion of a context of use has no bearing, This is not correct. Truth in
every model means truth in the ‘designated’ world of every model. This
‘designated’ world, the world at which truth is assessed, plays the role
of actual-world. It is all that remains of context when the generation
parameters are stripped away, But it does remain.

Perhaps this is more easily seen if we add the indexical operator “it is
actually the tase that” to the language. It is then apparent that the ‘ae-
tuality’ referenced by this operator is what we have become accustomed
to refer to as the “designated” world.

The notion of the actwalworld can be obtained in either of two ways.
As I did, by starting from a full-blown language containing indexicals,
deriving the notion of a context of use from ifs role in the semantics of
indexicals, and then recoghizing that truth, absolute truth in a model,
is assessed at the world-of-the-context, i.e., the actual-world; or alterna-
tively, by starting from a modal language without indexicals, recogniz-
ing that truth, absolute truth in a model, is assessed at the ‘designated’
world, and noticing that if we were to add the actuality operator this
designated world would be the actual-world, Briefly, we can come upon
the notion either in its guise as ‘world of the context of use’ or in its
guise &8 ‘designated world’. On either approach, the notion of actual-
world plays a special role in validity. It is the indispensable residue of
the notion of contert.

The terminology “context of use” evokes agents and utierances; the
terminology “it is actually the case that” does not. There is, how-
ever, this common, underlying idea, one which I continue to think of as

#1%ithin the formal system of Demonstratives, a content js evaluated at both a
world and & time. Within that system, whal is sald here of the world of the
context alac holds of the time of the context.
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perspectival—the actual world is where we actually are ... now. Recog-
nizing that there are these two faces to the one notion makes me want
" to diflerentiate the posaible worlds that can play the role of actual-world
from those that are ‘merely’ possible, for example, by requiring that the
former but not the latter not be empty; but not all will agree that there
should be such differentiation. It is, in the end, a question of what you
want to de with your logic.

Why the deviant logic?

The intuitive distinction between the actual-world, in which the content
is gemerated, and all those possible-worlds in which the content can
be evaluated,® lies at the heart of such interasting logical phenomena
as the failure of Wecessitation, Any feature of a possible world which
flows from the fact that it contains the context of use may yield validity
without necessity. Such features need not depend on the contingent
existence of individuals. For exammpie, in the actusl-world, the speaker,
referred fo by “T”, must be located at the place referred to by “here”
at the time referred to by “now”. Hence “I am here now” iz valid. But
this requirement holds onfy in the actual-workd, the world in which the
content is expressed. Hence, what is expressed by the sentence need not
be necessary. No ‘existence questions’ cloud this case, ‘

1 find it wseful to think of validity and necessity as never applying
to the same entity. Keeping in mind that an actual-world is simply the
cireumstance of a context of use, consider the distinetion betwean:

(V) No matier what the context were, ¢ would express a truth
in the cizeumstances of that context

and:

{N) The content that ¢ expresses in a given context would be
true no matter what the circumstances were. -

The former states a property of sentences {or perhaps characters): va-
lidity; the latter states a propeity of the content of a sentence (a propo-
sition); necessity.

The nonstandard logic of Demeonsiratives follows from two fea}tlrl?es
of the semantics of context and civcumstance. The fivet is the possibility

52 Joseph Almog emphasizes this distinction in “Neming without Necessity,” Journat
af Philesophy {1986): 210~42.
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that a given sentence might have a different content in different COR-
texts. It is this that makes “I am here now” z valid sentence. And the
second is the fact that not every possible circumstance of evaluation js
asgociated with an (appropriate) possible context of use, in other words,
nct every possible-world is 2 possible actusl-world. Though there may
be circumstances in which uo one exists, no possible context of use can
occur in such circumstances, It is this that makes “Something exists” a
valid sentence. Even if no indexical ocours in the lenguage, the second
feature puts bite into the notion of the actual-werld.

These two featurea correspond te two kinds of a priori knowledge
regarding the actusl-world, knowledgs that we lack for all other possible
worlds. Corresponding to the first feature, there is our knowledge that
certain semfences always express a truth regarding the world in which
they are expressed. Corresponding to the second feature, there is our
knowledge that certain faels always hold at a world containing a context.
The latter is independent of the indexical rescurces of the language.53

A word for cognitive value

The contexts of Demonsiratives are metaphysical, not cognitive. They
reach well beyond the cognitive range of the agent. Any difference in
world history, no matter how remote, requires a difference in context.5

In Demonstratives I tried to get at cognitive value through the no-
tion of character.®® When the twins, Castor and Pollux, each sincerely
say, "My brother was born before I was,® they are said to be in the same
cognitive state but to believe different things.® Though the utterances
of the twins have the same cognitive value {same character), they do
not bear the same truth-value (nor have the same content). I found it
attractive to follow Frege in using a strictly semantical coneept {tharac-
ter), needed for other semantical purposes, to try to capture his idea of
cognitive value.®”

3 The preceding material of this section resulied from & conversation with Hary
Drentech and Kit Fine,

9% &5 noted, the sntire world history is an aspect of context; it is the parameter for
the indexical "Actualiy”.

541 heve bean told that "cognitive" is mot the right word for what T have in mind.
(I have alsg been told that what I have in mind is not the right idea for what I
am trying to do.} T am not committed to the word; I take it from Frege {who
probably never used it}

*% As indlcated in Demonstratives, my views on this have been influenced by John
Perry.

P Even granting that we cannot arficulaie the rules of character for all directly
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Asin the case of content, the possible-worids style of formal seman-
tics in Pemonstratives represents chavacter as a function, in this case
as a function from possible contexts of use. I continue to believe that
proper names are not parametric, i.e., the same name®™ does not vary
in referent from context to context.’® Thus, the characiers of two dis-
tinct proper names of the same individual would be represented by the
sarme constant function, and thus, under the functional interpretation,
coreferentizl names would not differ in character. Since it is indisputable
that distinct proper names have distinct cognitive values,™® the project
of discriminating cognitive values of proper names by character is im-
mediately defeated.™

Lately, T have been thinking that it may be & mistake to follow Frege
in trying to account for differences in cognitive values strictly in terms of
sermanfic valoes, Can distinctions in cognitive value be made in terms
of the message without taking account of the medium? Or does the
medium play a central role? On my view, the message—the confeni—of
a proper name is just the referent. But the medium is the name itself. ™

referving expressions, we may still recognize a difference in cognitive value when
presented with & pair of texma of different chavacter, there may still be a correlation
between distinct characters and distinct cognitiva values, Joseph Almog suggests
that we might express the poinl by saying that cognitive value supervencs on
character.

88 4 Jegs obvious notion than may appear,

82 4 proposed counterinstance: If a name can changeits referent over time, as “Mada-
gascar” 1s sald Lo have done, then would not thal very name have had one referent
in an early context and another in a recent context? (For a partial responee see
the discussion below of logically proper names.)

T07¢ s om the rock of distinct cognitive values for distinct names that Frege erscted
his gossamer theory. Mote that Frege's initial argument makes use only of the
uninterpreted forms "a=a” and “a=b". The distinction between repetition of a
gingle name and the use of two distinct names fs already sufficient to make the
points about cagnition even befors any examples [or even the notion of Sinxn) ara
introduced.

T10ns could, of course, argue that distinct namss do differ inn character ond abanden
the idea that character represents only the parenmeirie determination of reference,
i.e., how content varies from comtext Lo combext. The [act that indericals dve
parametric, that their character can be represented as & fanction from possible
contexts, would then be regarded as a special case. The danger of trying to
find characterological differences in distinct proper names i that the notion of
charecier either will slip over from sernantics to metasemantice or will become an
&d hoc pastichs. In either case the dignified reality of chavacteras the fundamental
semantical value for indexicals would be seriously diluted.

21 the case of indexicals, the character, which I tock to represent cognitive value
in Pemonsirniives may also be thought of as the medivm by which content is
generated [though character is semantic rather than syntactic in nature].
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Therrf are linguistic differences between “Hesperus” and “Phosphorus”
even if _t.here are no semantic differences. Note also that the syntactic
properties of “Hesperus” and “Phosphorus”, for example, their distinet-
ness 8§ words, are surer components of cognition than any purported
semantic yalues, whether objectual or descriptional.

I words'are properly individuated, by their world histories rather
than by their sound or spelling, a name might almost serve as its own
Fregean Sinn. The linguistic difference between “Hesperus” and “Phos-
phorus™ —the simple difference between thinking of Venus qua Hesperus
and thinking of it qua Phespherus—may be all the difference in mode
of preseptatinn one needs in order to derive the benefits of sense and
denotetion theory. Words are undoubtedly denizens of cognition, If
through their history, they also provide the worldly link that determinesF
the referent, then except, for serving g content, they do all that Fregean

Sian is c.ha.rged with. But they do it off-the-record, transparently and
nondescriptively, ™

IV. Who Can Say What?

:l‘c complete my afterthoughts regarding the semanties of direct refer-
ence, I must address ceriain issues on the border between metasemnantics
a_n-:l epis?emolngy." My reflections were driven by a puzzle about Russel-
11&1:1 ‘logically proper names*. In the end I concluded that the puzzle has
a simple answer (to which I will return in the end).™ But it prompted
Ithmaghts on the more controversial issue of constraints on what an agent
in & particular epistemological situation cap express.

What we can’t do with words: the Autonomy of
Apprebension

As ] u_nfierstand Frege and Russel!, both believed that the realn of
propos1t{ons accessible to thought, ie., those capable of being sppre-
hended, is independent of end epistemologically prior is the acquisition
of language. In using language we merely encode what was already

" Here I echo an {dea urged by Felici i

ged by Felicia (then Diana} Ackerman in “Proper N

Propositional Attitudes, and Nond ipti i " PRI A rudics

?!35 ey escriptive Coninotations,” Philesophice! Stadies

”I am indebled to Keith Donnellan for several formative discussions of this makerial,
It has at least cne simple answers it also has severa] less simple answers.

AQ00°d

FIO0Z-F2-AON

GE:ET



600 David Kaplan

thinkable.™ Therefore, whatever can be expressed using language was
already, prelinguistically, an available object of th::ugl.lt.” _

I see this view of the aulonomy of apprehension in Russell's claim
that

in every propesition that we can apprehend (i.e., not only in
those whose truth and falsity we can judge of, but in all t.h‘a.t
we can think about), all the constituents are really entities
with which we have immediate acquaintance.™

Perhaps it accounts for the feeling one has in reading Russell on
logically proper names, and even more so in reading Frege, that, like
Humpty Durapty, everyone funs their own language. When we speak,
we gssfgn meanings to our words; the wards themseh:es do not have
mesnings. These assigniments are, in theory, unconstrained {except by
whatever limitations our epistemic situation places on what we can ap-
prehend). In pracbice, it may be prudent to try to caord:'nate Wlt];gt—he
meanings others have assigned, but this is only a practical matter.

Subjectivist semantics

We may term this view, subjeciivis! semantics. Although t.Pe eilaﬁt:'es
which serve as possible meanings may be regarded as chjective, in the
sense that the same possible meanings are accessible to more than one
person,®0 the gssignment of meanings is subjective, and _thus the_ se-
mantics ia subjective. Since each individusl user must assign meanings
rather than receiving them with the words, each user's semantice is an-
tonomous. What the language community does make available to each

T6Hera we may have the foundation for the view that meaning iz all in the head, or
at Jeast all already directly accessible by the head, . . -

TTLanguage, of course, aids comununication, and alse makss it easier, perhaps ave
posaible, to reasan using very complex thoughis. But the manipufzitan of thoughts
is not what I am getting at here. My interest is in what can be apprehended and

be expressed. -

n;‘;‘;::: Russell, “"On Denoting,” Mind 14 (1908): 47953, . ‘“-

™ Prudential considerations of this kind will not, of courae, affect a fres spiris like
H. Bumpty. An analogy: the concept of driving a car in traffic does not imply
obedience to the conventions (sometines called "rules” or “laws") whereby -l:.h.e
movement of different drivers is coordinated. Bub it is usually {aften?, occasion-
ally?} prudent to so act. Dumply’s Iviend Dodgson appears to hav_e shared his
views. See Lewis Carroll [with an Intvoduction and MNotes by Martin Gardl‘mr]l,
The Aanoctafed Alice {Cleveland: World Publishing Company, 1983), especially
the notes on 265349,

80 This was oerti?gl\e: the view of Frege and sometinie the view of Russell.

Afterthoughts 601

of its members is a syntax, an empiy syntax to which each user must
add his own semanties,

The individual can express only those propositions that were already
available to him as thoughts before receiving the benefits of linguistic
communion. We cannot enlarge the stock of possible meanings that are
available to us by drawing on the total stack of meanings extant in the
language community. In this sense there is no semantic sharing. What
each user can expreis is independent of the rescurces of other members
of the language community, and in this senss what each user can eXpress
is independent of langunyge.

There are differences between Frege and Russell in the way in which
one’s epistemic situation is seen to influence the propositions one can
apprehend. Frege suggests that all mankind has access to the same
thoughts. Thus that differences in our experience, our location in space
and time, our culture {including in particular our lingaistic community),
do not affect what propasitions we can apprehend 51

Rassell’s view was plainly different. He believed that our idicsyn-
cratic experiences do affect what propositions we ecan apprehend. For
Ruassell one can apprehend a proposition containing an individual » as
a component if and only if one is directly acquainted with z. And it
is clear that what one is directly acquainted with is 2 function of one's
experience.??

A fixed point of all such Russellian theories is that we may be so
situated as to be able to deseribe a certain individual = buf not to
apprekend it; whereas a friend may be able to apprefiend that selfsame
individual. The friend can dub z with a logically proper name n, and
try to communicate his thought using n. No use. We cannot just accept
f with his meaning, we must assign it our own meaning, and in this case
his meaning (namely, %) is not available to us for assignment. Sightss

In “The Thought! A Logical Inquiry,” his discussion of the first-pereon promoun
indicatessome ambivalence regarding this view. His suggestion that context of use
in & partial determinant of the Sins of an indexical may aleo indicate ambivalence
if it jmplies {what T believe to be true} that persows in different contexts have
access to different (indexical) thoughtas.

82Let different views of how direct direet acquainiance must be reflect different
Theoties of Apprebension. Russell suggests n the beginning of "On Denoting"
that we may be acquainted with other people’s badies though we are not acquainted
with other people's minds “secing thai tlhese are nok divectly perceived." This
suggestion does not nccord with Russell's later views, and some think that this
wag not his frue view even at the time of "On Denoting”.

82 This is the eituation in which we are forced to assign a descriptive meaning to
the word ouer friend used 28 & name. Bad coardination, but wnavoidable accerd-
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Consummerist semantics

Contrast the view of subjectivist semantics with the view that we are,
for the most part, language consumers, Words come to us prepackaged
with & semantic value, If we are to use those words, the words we have
received, the words of our linguistic community, then we must degﬁr to
their meaning. Otlherwise we play the role of language creators.™ In
our culture, the role of language creators is largely reserved to parer_lts,
scientigts, and headline writers for Variety; it is b}r‘no means the typical
use of language as the subjeclivist semanticisis !)elleve?. To us= language
as language, to express something, tequires an intentional act. -But the
intention that is required involves the typical consumer’s attitude of
compliance, not the producer’s assertiveness.® .

There are two senses of “naming”: dubbing and referrmg.. Tc_) the
consumerist, subjectivist semanticists have not adequately distinguished
them. -

To some, subjectivist semantics will seem a right and proper ::onser—l
vatism: Practice self-reliance—these is no such thing as a free. thought!
But it should be recognized that the view is incompatible with one of
the most important contributions of contemporary theory of reference:
the historical chain picture of the reference of names. -

The notion of a historical chain of acquisition by which a name 15
passed from user to user, was first used to facilitate aba_ndonment of
the classical, description theory of proper naines found in ?‘rege and
Russell 3 The notion of a historical chain does this by offering an al-

i sell. Frege's theory of appreliension seems to germit perlect o.oord.ma.-
i?gn:awil:uci he urgeg for scientific discourse while recognizing that we don'’t always
ieve it in ordinary discourse. .

“"'a‘ﬂcflnu;umay, like the prﬂeut subjectivist semanticist, always altempt to give a_lmo'ﬂlrln
word the same meaning as that commonly gives t.oiit: Vife would stl]J:be playing t.t @
role of language creators, though without the creativity of somecne liks H. Du:t:;:] LY

5T would like to formmutate the relevant jutention as one to use the word wi ;.f:
mesning, rather than with the meaning assigned Ly E.]m person from wll:iog ';1'-.'6
consumer heard {first Leard?] the word. The immediate source from wl p;
word was received seems to me to be primacily relfvant, to question ::f wh;h o
it ie {among homanyms), rather than to the question o_f what meaning it has. i

B8 The idea, and its use in the argument against d:esu:rfpt‘lon t.laeor.y, l_irst :]?ea:: in
print in Keith Donmellan's “Proper Names and Tdentifying Descriplions, Dyn._d:se
21 [1970]: 335-58; reprinted in Semantics of Natural Languege, ed E'.! ;\u iom
and G, Harmean (Humanities Press, 1972). It lher-l appears in Krip 1:;]:; zaring
end Mecesaity, which, colncidentally, was first plubhshe-d in the sams ¢ ec}t;::-nla;
which Donnellan's article is reprinted (Semantics of Matursl leyu:tje]. npl
notes, “the historical acguisition picturs of naming advecated here is apparently

Afterthoughts 603

- ternative explanation of how a name in local use can be connected with

a remote referent, an explanation that does not require that the mech-
anism of reference is already in the head of the local user in the form
of a self-assigned description. In determining the referent of the nama
“Aristotle” | we need not look to the biography’s text, instead we look
to its bibliography. :

A role for language in thought: Vocabulary Power as an
epistemological enhancement

There is another, possibly more fundamental, use of the notion: to tilt
our perspective on the epistemology of lanpgnage away from the sub-
jectivist views of Frege and Russell and toward 2 mere communitarian
outlook 3™ The notion that a referent can be carried by & name from
early past to present suggests that the language itself carries mean-
ings, and thus that we can seguire meanings through the instrument
of langnage. This frees us from the constraints of subjectivist seman-
tics and provides the opportunity for an instremental use of language to
broaden the realm of what can be expressed and to broaden the horizons
of thought itself.

On my view, our connection with a linguistic community in which
names and other meaning-bearing elements are passed down to us en-
ables us to entertain thoughts through the languege that would not oth-
erwise be accessible to us, Call this the festramental Thesss 88

The Instrumental Thesis seems to me a quite important, though
often tacit, feature of contemporary theories of reference, and one that
distinguishes them from many earlier views. It urges us to see langoage,

very similar to views of Keith Donnelian” (addenda to Naming ond Neceasity,
p- 164},

#7The two uses of the notion of & historical chain of communication are related. It
ie bard to see how to avoid some version of & description theory of proper names,
at leasl for namss of individuals we are not acquaiited with, if one maintaine a
eubjectiviet semantics. Thus the attack on description theory {by which I mean
not jush the atlack on clessice! description theory but the claim that descriptions
are not sven required as reference flvers) is s forfiori an attack on subjectivist
gemantics,

8% Gjven the wide acceptance of some version of the historical chain explanatjon for
the mechanisin of reference for proper names, it is surprising that there has been
so little explicit discussion of the epistemalogical jssues to which the Instrumental
Thesisic addressed. A notablesxception is the discussion of Levertier's original use
of “Neptune” i Keith Donnellan’s "The Contingent A Priori and Rigid Designa-
tion," in C'ontemporary Perspectives in the Philosophy of Languege, ed, P. French,
B. Uehling, and H, Wettstein [Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 19735).
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04 David Kaplan

and in particular semantics, as more autonocmous, moge independentr of
the thought of individual users, and to see our powers of apprehension
as less autonomous and more dependent on our vocabulary.3® _ .

Contrary to Russell, I think we succeed in thinking :ab::-ut things in
the world not only through the mental residue of that w!nch we ourselves
experience, but also vicariously, through the symbolic rescurces that
come to us through our language, Ib is the Iatter-—volr:abu!'::r:y power—
that gives us our apprehensive advantage over the nonlinguistic animals.
My dog, being color-blind, cannot entertain the thought that: I am wear-
ing a red shirt. But my color-blind colleague can entertain even the
thought that Aristotle wore a red shirt. )

One need not fall in love to speak of love. One need not have grieved
to speak of grief. The poet who has never felt or observed love may yet
speak of it #f ke has Aeard of it. The fact that the language to speak of
it and to enable us to have heard of it exisis may show that someone
once [elt love. But it need uot be the poet. And as with ]cm_z, 80 with
Samarkand {and red, and Aristotle). Our own individual experience may
play 2 dominant role in providing the conceptual 1-'ea.c*.tu1':',\%'Esf:]I with which
we address the world, but it does not play the whole role.

So how shall I apprehend thee? Let me count the ways. I may
apprehend you by {mwore or less) direct percept:ion. I may apprehend
you by memory of (more or less) direct perception. And_ fir{allr, I may
apprehend you through = sign that has been crested t.o signify youl.

Does a name put us in causal contact with the referent?

I should add that I do not believe that the third category ca.n.he sub-
sumed wunder the fitst, Apprehension through the ]angl.ra.ge is not a
very indirect form of perception that yields a very indirect form of
sequaintance—like hearing a scratchy recording of (;aruso or perhaps
viewing his letters to his manager. Names are not, in general, among
the causal effects of their referents. Perhaps a name should be regarded
as among the causal effects of the person who dubbed the referent, b&i:
poly in unusual cases will this be the referent.

8 How could Putnam have apprehended the dismaying thought that _he?wu]d.n’t iell
& Beech Irom an Elm, without the help of hisqlingum.lc commuznity? Could one
Lave such a thought without having the words? i

#0hIy grand Instrul;flentalist views regarding ved and love go beyond & more c?uhou:
version of the Justrumental Thesis that would be limited to names llk'ﬂ A.nsto.tle
and "Samarkand®. [ note this at the urging of Giends who characierize the cautious
view as "“persuasive” and my view as "shocking”.

Afterthoughts 805

Even if we granted the referent a causal role in a typical dubbing by
ostension, we can introduce a name by describing the referent {e.g,, as
the ratic of the circumference of a circle to its diameter). Such names
are still directly referential and, in my view, still have the capacity to
enlarge what we can express and epprehend. If we were to discover that
Aristotle had been predicted and dubbed one year before his birth, or
kad been dubbed “Aristotle” only in medieval times, the name, like “r”,
would still be a name, with all its attendant powers, !

I recognize that some will find my tolerance for nonostensive dub-
binga unacceptable, and may insist that the mere reception of a name #s
the reception of a causal signal from the referent. The name is likened to
& lock of hair, & glimpse of one far distant, uninformative, but evocative.
If names were like this, if there were a simple, natural {i.e., noninten-
tional) relation between name and named as there is between hair and
behaired, the theory of reference for proper names would be a sirnple
thing ... and it isn’t.%2

On my view, acquisition of & name does not, in general, put us en
rapport (in the language of “Quantifying In"} with the referent. But
this is not required for us to use the name in the standard way as a
device of direct reference. Nor is it required for us to apprehend, to
believe, to doubt, to assert, or to hold other de dicto attitudes toward
the propositions we express using the name,b?

The de dicto hedge reflects my current view that de dicfo attitudes,
even those toward propositions expressed using directly referential texms,
cannot easily be translated into de re attitudes.® The reason for this
lies in part with the problems that led to my original claim that we need

to be en rapport with those toward whom we hold de re attitudes and
in part with technical problems involving reflexivity.®3

# Howard WetLstein points out that whereas dubbing by ostension has o speacial
Ruseellian flavor, dubbing by description seems the paradigm lor Frege. Since
both adhere to sabiectivist semantics, they believe that thelr dubbings are strictly
for home use and will never go on the apen market, {Did either have children?)

%3 Those who see names as among the causal effects of the Ltiing named sesm torme to
be iusufficiently appraciativeof Grice's distinction between nonnatural and natural
meaning. H. P. Grice, “"Meaning” Philesophicel Review 66 (I857): 377-88.

931t is required, however, Lhat we use Lhe nama. I would suppose that with some very
exotic naraes we mlght forbear their use in favor of Ehelr mention, and conceive of
the referent only as fhe referent of thal name.

%4 This representss change{ram Lhe view expressed in fosinote 89 of Demonstratives,

¥The fret sort of problem Invelves vnderstanding the conditione under which we
correctly ascribe to Holmes, for example, vhe de re attitude that there js BOINEOLE
whom he believes to have commitied the murder. It seems clear that the meve fack
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The proponents of connectivity urge that although the language en-
ables us to ezpress contents that would otherwise be inaccessible {khus
contradicting subjectivist semantics), something more, something like
being en rapport with the eomponents of the content, is required to ap-
prehend the content {and thus to hold attitudes toward it).*¥ I think
of the proposal as & requirement that we have krowledge of the com-
ponents. This certainly does not require direct acquaintance with the
components, but it may require a natural connection to the components
that ig stronger than that provided by a name introduced into the lan-
guage by one who did not himself have knowledge of the object [for
example, a name now introduced for the fiest child to be bom in the
twenty-first century, or for the next president of Brazil, whosocever that
may be).¥? The suggestion seems to he that all names [including perhaps
names of colors, natural and unsatural kinds, etc.), however introduced,
carry their referent as meaning; but not all names carry knowledge of
their referent. Those names that were propetly intzoduced, by ostension
or based on some other form of knowledge of the referent, carry and
transmit the requisite epistemic connection. But in a tiny fraction of
cases the connection is absent—semantics {or metasemantics) does not
require it—and in these cases we have direct reference, and expressibility,

but ne apprehension.?®

In theory, this is a dramatic weakening of the Instrumenial Thesis,
since it urges that more than a semantic connection needs to be es-
tablished between a name and its referent hefore a name can attain its
full powers. In practice, because only a tiny fraction of cur vocabulary

would lack the requisite connection, it may be almost no weakening at

that the murderer has given limself & nowm de crime and leaves A TRESEAES WBITIK
this neme should not suffice, (In fact, I suspect that there are no Axed conditions,
anly conditions velative to the topic, inleests, aims, and presuppositions of &
pariicular discourse }
The second sort of problem ia discuseed in 10pacity” , appendix B: The Syntag-

tically e Re. C

#6 5 version of this view can be found in my “Quantifying In,” Synthese 19 [(1968]:
175—214; veprinied in A. P Mavtinich, op. cit. Others have espoused more sophis-
ticated versions,

3T The second example ghows Ehab what is required is that the knouledge of the
individus! play & special role in the dubbing, It must be intended to dub the
individual as fnewn. If someons Iknow well were Lo turn out, to ray astonishment,
to be the next president of Brazil, that would not gualify: Donnellan might say
that in & dubbing by description, the deseription must be used referentially to dub
an individual that one has in ménd. :

14 name may later take on the required epistemic connection when the referent
appears upon the scene and is recognized as the named ohject.

[T

s Sy A

[
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all 9%

I am not entirely unsympathetic to this view.*® We do distingunish
knowledge from belief in part by the way in which we are connected fo
t_he: object of knowledge. And thus insofar as one needs #o krow what
it és that one apprehends, o knew what # is that one believes, doubis
Fsase,rts, etc., the demand for epistemic connection may seem reja.sonable,
in analogy to that demanded for knowledge of facts (knowing-that).
;\Iofue that on this view what gives us knowledge of the content of a pame
is just the connection, not eny (new) beliefs. In fact, in this sense of
knowing-what-we-apprehend, nc beliefs at all ave involved, only a well-
connected name. In any case, a caveat must be added. To know what
one apprehends s not to be able to individuate it. The Babylonians
knew what Hesperus was, ard knew what Phosphorus was, but didn’t
know 1':hal; they were the same. Similarly, one might apprehend ihe
proposition that Hesperus is a planet, and apprehend the proposition
that Phosphorus is a planet, without knowing that they are the same
proposition (if they are).

Naming the nonexistent

There are certain categories of cbjects which clearly have no causal ef-
fects upon us. If sauch objects can be given names, the view that names
are aInong the causal efects of their referents cannct be correct. 1have in
mind foture individuals and merely possible individuals. Such putative
entities are nonecistent !0
If we can give & name to the person who ence nccul ied thi

{*John Doe #256"), why should we not be able to gi\reI; namest:(:,ii
person who will, in fact, arise from this fertilized egg¥ And if we poassess
an actual knock-down lectern kit, containing instructions for assembly

My own ]u?sit:ationa regarding de re atbitudee {the de dicfo hedge) can also be
seen 25 a limit on the scope of the Instrumentel Thesis, a limit comparable to
that proposed by thowe wiwo suggest that an epistemic conmection s required, Il
those who demand an epistemic conneclion identily de dicla attitudes toward
propositions expressed weing names [singular propositions) with de e atlitudes
[as T did in Dt:fwnstmﬁvea]. it may even be that tleir gualims are really qualms

100 about d_e re ablitudes. Buat .I had better nok speak for others' qualms.
i1 Mot entlr_z]'y, though I do still maintain the view of lootnole T6 of Demonatratives.
}ﬂ-’e cert?m]y can't gek en rapport with auch individuals, Past individuals are also
i;:l. my view, nonexiatent, I::ut. they do aflfect us caussliy. Some abstract nbje:c!.sl,
t}l:]:ynmm:i?:;ndub;::;:ntfuuk. afge;t uE :ausa!ldy {in the appropriate sense), and
ramea. I do nof :
the objeckivity of such objects. consides them becarse of quaks sbout
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and all materials (form and matter), why should we not be able to name
the unique, merely possible lectern that would have been assembled, if
only we had not procrasiinated until the need was past:

The sceptics, who take the position that an individual cannot _be
dubbed until it comes into existence, wonld insist that there is no naming
the baby until the end of the first trimester {or whenever th.e current
metaphysical pronouncements from the Supreme Court may -1ﬁd1c.?.te}.
One may, of conrse, express an intention to dub whatever first solisfies
cerfain conditions with a particular name. Perhaps one may even fzunch
the dubbing before the referent arrives. But the naming doesn't _take,
the name doesn’t mame it, one cannot use the name to refer to it {at
least not to refer directly to it in the way names are gaid to refer by
direct reference theorists) until the refersnt comes into existence.

A difficulty in the sceptical position is that in planning and in other
forward-looking activities, we often wish to speak adoul such unname-
ables, perhaps through the nse of descriptions.}®2 In my expetience,
those who protest the possibility of naming the first child to be' h?rn
in the twenty-first century often accept the view that the description
is—how shall I put it—not recuous, N . ‘

Perhaps they accept quantification over such entities a:nd just ubj?ct
to the prectice of introducing names on the basis of arbitrary descrip-
tions (for names they want connectivity). It would then be ‘na.turai to
add a narrow evistence predicaie to distinguish the robust benllg of true
lacal existents, like you and me, from the more attenuated being of the
nonexistents. N . ‘

If such quantification is nei accepted, the position seems m_id. IEE it
assumed that there are clever ways to reformulate any sentence in wh!ch
such descriptions accur so as to ‘aliminate’ thuse_ that appear outside
the scope of a temporal operator?!® It is not obvious to me how to do
this. How would the de dicto sentence, “Kakie owes her firat- (to be)
born child to Rumpelstiltskin® be reformulated 704 n

R

10203y other ‘denoting plirasss’ as Russell termed them. . i

malo:.nte that if I.hler:ii such & methad, then thers is probably a similar moethod f
eliminating descriptions of past individuals lha.t: no lenger ax:rst. .

1M Jging “Fy"* for "y is a first-boin child of l{?he". and Ly rfm‘ Fatle -clu-wesd:
to Rumpelstilislkin® , we might Ly the fallowing 'ell._rmnat,iurf of tl"Lﬂ definite e
serlption from what s roughly "Ofthe £)Fe" (ignoving the 5 any’ aspect of the
description "her fist-born" ),

Future x| AluwaysVylFy — v = &) A Now o).
This symbolization would be corvect fox Wi¢atie will give her flrst-born child to

EXY

Afterthoughts 609

What sounds like scepticism with regard to naming the nonexistent,
may merely be the quite different concern that the description of the
intended dubbee is insufficiently specific to select a unique nonexistent
individual, Such may be the case of the possible fat man in the doorway.

Insufficient specificity seems to be Kripke's gqualm in Naming and
Necessily regarding the merely possible species Unicorn and a merely
possible referent for “Sherfock Holmes”.!% Howewver, his discussion of
what he calls “the epistemoclogical thesis” (that the discovery that there
were animals with all the features attribuied to Unicerns in the myth
does not establish that there were Unicorns) suggests an entirely different
argument, namely that {he way in which these particular names arose
{from pure myth and pure fiction) makes it impossible for them to name
merely possible entities.'®® This argument is independent of the degree
of specificity in the myth or in the fiction.}07

Rumpelstiltekin®, but not for “owes”. The problem is that "owes" (liks "needs”
and "szeks” ) is an intensicnal verh witl respect bo lie gramumaticat abject. Even if
it turms out that Katie's first-bora child is her ugliest child, Afways ¥ 3(Fy = Uy},
ghe does not now owe Rumpelstiliskin her ugliest child. (However, if she will give
her first-born child, then she will give her ugliest child.] The ‘elimination’ of the
definite description translorme the predication from de dicls to & quantification in.
And this leads to incorrect results [or intensional verks. [Note that the same sort of
‘elimination’ occurs aubomatically whenever we wse fizst-order logic to syubolize
& sentence with an indefinite descriplion as grammatical object. Compare the
symbolizations of “Katie cwes a bushel of gold to Rumpelstiliskin®™ and "Hatic will
give a bushel of gold to Rumpelstiliskin,. The interesting problem about indafinite
descriptions as grazmwmatical shjects of intensional werbs ia how to ‘uneliminate
them.}

Se long as there are no intensional verks, Ehe eliminations ars not plainly in-
correct, Intemsional sperziors, so long as they arve senienfial operators, do not
creats & problem, because definite and indefinite descriptions can be sliminated
from predicates while remaining within the scope of the operator.

Some think ilat “ewes” can be paraphrased to produce a sentential cormplement
where the grammatical object of "owes" appears, for example, a8 “Katie la now
obligated that at some future time she gives her fist- {le have been) born child
to Rumpelsliltskin”. This allows a tense cperator (“at soms [oture time") to
be inserted between the new sentential operator and the old grammatical object
of "owes". If you are of this view, try "Hatie is thinking about her first (to be)
bom child" , and read appendix A: Paraphrasing Inte Propositional Attitudes from
“Opacity”.

My aim bere iz to indicate that there is & substantial technical problem [aced
by thoss who hope to achieve the effecl of quantification cwver [uture individuals
through the use of temnporal cperators.

105 A ddanda, pp. 166-58.

108 4y Harry Dentsch puts it, reference i1 no coincidence,

187 In lecture, Kripke has made bhe intriguing suggestion that there are abetract but
actusl {not merely possible) fictional individuals that serve as the refevenis of
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Neither insufficient specificity nor the objections concerning extant
names from fiction or myth apply to the case of the first child to be
born in the twenty-first century or to the case of the possible lectern, in
both of which a frank attempt is made to dub-what is recognized as a
nomexistent object.

Logically proper names

The question that prompted all my thoughts on subjectivist semantics,
the Instrumental Thesis, and vocabulary power is this: How should
Russellian *logically proper names’ be accommodated in the semantics

of Context and Circumstance? :
Using “name” for, what he sometimes called a “logically proper

name,” Russell writes,

a name ... ia a simple symbol, directly designating an n-
dividual which is its meaning, and having this meaning io

names like "Sherlock Holmes”. The admission of such entities might be accem-
penied by a narrow existence predicate to distinguish the fictional from the nom.
I am oot aware of Ruseell's views on fubure individuals, but he expressed him-
gelf in opposition to fictional entities in Iuireduction to Malhematical Philoao-
phyy

I no cne thonght about Hamlet, there would be nething left of him;

if no one thought about Mapoleon, he would have soon seen to ik that

somacme did. The sense of reality is vital in logic, and whoever juggles

with it by pretending that Hamlet has another kind of reality is doing

e disservice to thought.
Drespite Russell's chetorical power, 1 must confess to having been persuaded by
Kripke's analysis. {As Joseph Almog polnts out, it is not clear that Russell's
insistence that Hamlet does not have kgnolher kind of reality” would apply to
what I take Eo be Kripke's view that Hamlat, though not a person, existe as &
Fictional characker in sur reality.)

I Kripke is correck, it would seem 1o settle the case in which en author cre-
ates & fction ‘oot of whole cloth! bub specifies one of the characters, which
he name: “Woody?, to have particulas characleristics which, though nothing
does in fact have the cheracleristics, our favorite theovy of essentinllam tae]_]ls
ai that there is exactly ome possibla object thet could have them [e.g., Be
characteristic of having been assembled from a certain lectern kic) "Woody"
would name an actust fictional entity, not 2 merely possible nonfictional en-
tiky.
Or should we say instead that the author made up a story sbou? a pariicular
werely possible nonfictional entity] The falily plain distinction between an in-
dividual, z, having the prepertics of & character in & story and the story being
shout x, grows dim when © is merely possible. And if we add the difficulties of
the distinction between being atout snd being modeled on £ (a hard enough
distinction for real x), I Tose disceiminability.

Afterthoughts 611

its own right, independently of the meanings of all other
words, 108

It ig ha}-d to resist the idea that for Russell, such names are directly
refebentla_l. However, his id2as about the existence predicate are baffling
He continues, -

The propositicn *the so-and-so exists” is significant, whether
true or false: but if a is the so-and-so (where “a” is & name)
t‘he words “o exists” are meaningless, It is only of descrip:
tions—definite or indefinite—that existence can be signifi-
cantly asserted; for, if “a™ is a name, i mus? name some-
thing: what does nct name anything is not a name, and
theret:ore, if intended to be a name, is a symbol devc:id of
meaning.

His claim that it is meaningless to predicate existence of a logically
proper name is plainly & mistake.!®® Far from being meaningless, such
propositions are reqaired as the objects of what Russell called ;ampo-
stfmm:l n.ititud'es, “T regret that this pain exists”, “I am pleased that
Nixon exists” (taking "Nixon” and “this pain” to be logically proper
namnies}, The_se assertions are by no means either trivial or meaningless.

The requirement that a logically proper name name something seems
to have the result that "z exists” (“a” a logically proper name]) cannot
be used ic express a proposition that is false. But unless “a” names
a necessaly existent, the proposition expressed would not be necessary.
Thus we have & seeming failuze of the rule of Necessitation. This, along

108 Froim chapter 15 of Jafreduction te Mathematica! Philosophy [London: Allen &

Unwin, 1918, reprinted in Martinich, op. <it.

1Y Go not understand why Fussell did net recognize that the inlolerable existence

Pwdicate could be defined by [ooming the indefinite descripti “an indivi
identical with o, and then predica.t?ﬁg existence of {he i]lc{:E{r:?E’e ::aézzitgiuiﬁ
the way Russell finds a0 commendable, "3r 2 = a".

The problem with empty names showld not have dissuaded him. If such names
are takan to be.{di.aguised} definite descriptions, as hie usually claimed they were
E.Ihen !:wlt:sm s is now a definite descriplion], “3r & = ¢" is again equivalent t:;

& exlst-s according to Russell's own theory of descriptions. (As a sidelight, it is
hterem!:,; to note that even if an emply namme i taken to be “a symbol d;\rold
:f mearung.:' it is possible to develop 2 rigorous semantics according lo which

EE z= a" is again equivalent to "z exists”, Russell was not aware of this,}

It is not my claim that the notion of erisfence is caplured by the existential
t:auzn;t:;fti::;anabl;s ?hagrearg domain. My argument is er concessis. Insofar

can be “sigmifican o o ) i .
B s o i ngl']mmeal y asserled” of indefinite descriptions, it can be
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with Russell’s episterological ideas, which emph:-asi‘ae the :;pe-:aal Zlﬂu:;
tion of the agent who uses the name, is highly reminiscent of my analy
of indexicals. _ oo
These reflections made logically proper names seel Ti n;itu:lali by frn X
for the apparatus [ had developed in Demonstrafives, and this
in deeper. . N
* ‘Ee".?ﬁen I attempted to apply the aplfaxa,ttus,. I1 wa; zt;;igls:cinlgc :“:r
7 wi izzle. The principles go
1ts. | was faced with a puszle :
;&:;lpesr names seemed to imply that a logically pn;pertname m::i er;:;nr;
i igts it i text of use, but neesd not name a
something that exists 1 118 con T T B ot
istent. But if the referent is not s necessary exisLent,
Efz,t?foﬂd and time &t which it does not exEt, and 1;‘ :.; is & cg::f:t. of :::
i i hat would be named by an uETen
in such a world at such a time, wi . 0 mence”
i 1 ! possible oco _
e in the context ¢7 Briefly, how can every pos
sz‘t: enﬁ: have an existent referent, if the referent isn’t & necessary
i tl? 4 »
exls%inmake things definite, consider the puzz]mgicase of I'Iut:;l “S#ii[;iie
i in wi hich T am directly acquainted, .
that I name a certain pain with w ) e
ix t have necessary existence,
We agree that Nixen does no ; . e s
i i in which Nixon does not exist.
be & happier world (or time] in w R
ixon” in thi jer ¢ tance, what existent wou
tter “Nixon” in this bappier clreums ' 1
::f:rring to? If “Nixon exists” cannob be uzed .tu EXDTess & przg:ﬁilri]:
that is false, an cceurrence of “Wixon™ in such ?ncumst?lncest ;‘nﬂ name
gomething t,ha.t exists there. This cannot be Nixon, ex hypoines:.
H 7
wu]];ielil‘:; that T am not raising questions about how to eut;ﬁ;;;c ;;z
the happier circumstance what is EKEEMd ;,y an ﬁ:umnﬁl:::i;’g oo
i i i f dubbing. No pro i
ists” in the painful context of dub - j
?:igain ¢x hypothesi}. The question 1s: What is .ezpn::ssed by an ;:-c;'u::d
rence c,:f “Nixon exists” in a context in the happier circumsiance?
it be true there? ) 1 N
howszazllat is the referent of “Nixon” when 1t occurs in & context 113;
ime i ' % exist? o
and time in which Nixon doesn .
wor}ife can be certain that names do uo;;fer;itex vo:gbit;lﬁzaizh::;i:
tld chain of commuunication. the wor
;i:::?i::;r exists, how is the agent of the context able to use the term

i i i . Or, if you
110y examiple, the next day, when Mizon has s].ll:isn‘ied into mqma;ilzofhey:p p:“'
hink that pains like Nixon never cease ko texist’ {in some BenBe) o e e
:alim the day before Nixon came inko exiat.e‘noe. Or, better yet, take s
world in which Nixon never comes into existence.

PR ORI SN P
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“Nixon"”; was the name introduced there to dub a merely possible entity?
Not likely.

The solution to the puzsle is, I think, independent of all the issues
surrounding subjectivist versus consumerist semantics. As was empha-
sized earlier, our notion of an srcurrence of an expression in & context
does not require an uiterance of the expression nor even that the agent
of the context have the use of the expression. The apparatus of Context,
Character, and Circumstance is designed to help articulate the seman-
tics of an inderpreied language, one for which meanings, however derived,
are already associated with the expressions. It takes account of what
the meanings are, not of how they came about. Given an interpreted
language, a sentence is valid if it expresses a truth in every context, in-
cluding those contexts in which the language doesn’t or couldn’t exist,
or doesn’t or couldn’t have that interpretation. Thus the objection that
certain meanings could not arise or could not be used in certain contexis
i8, strictly speaking, irrelevant to our issue: What is the content in such
contexts of an expression which already carries a certain meaning?

So the answer is: Nixon. {Just as vou knew all along.) The intu-
itton that “Nixon exists” must be logically valid whenever “Nixon” is
a logically proper name, is in error in tacitly assuming that to evaluate
our language in a foreign context, the language, with its interpretation,
must exist there,1t! .

I see here a reaffirmation of the importancé of a central distinction
that I have tried to build jnto my very nomenclature, the distinction
between what ezisis at a given point and what can be ‘carried in’ to
be cvaluaied at that point, though it may exisi only elsewhere. My
‘Circumstanees of Evaluation’ evaluate coutents that may Liave no native
existence at the circumstance but can be expressed elsewhere and carried
in for evaluation. What is crucial to the puzzle about “Nixon” is that my
'Contexts of Use’ are also points of evaluation, they evaluate characters
{meanings) that may have no native existence at the context but can
also be created elsewhere and carried in for evaluation.

Where within the formal theory do I take account of the locus of
creation of characfer, the assigmnent of meanings that is presupposed

111 This, however, suggests that there may be another intevesting analysis of the
puzzle about logically proper names in terms of utterance-validity, And another
using the notion, from the discussion of contexts for demaonatratives, of a context
spproprisfe for a particular expression. These considerations may throw Light
on & kind of metasemantical analyticity, not the usual: tyuth solely in virtue of

what the meaning is, bul instead: tzuth in virtue of having come to have that
meaning.
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in the notion of an interpreted language? Where within the formal
theory do I take account of such mietasemantical matters as constraints
on the kinds of dubbings aliowed? I do not.13

1131, addition to assistance specifically acknowledged, I hava bean mouch helped {pro-
vided one includes expressions of dismay 2s hefp) by Joseph Almog, Harry Deutsch,
Eeith Donnellan, Kit Fine, John Pemiry, Eiisabetta Fava, Nathan Salmon, and
Howard Wettstein.
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