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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to argue for a ‘unified’ stance on noun phrase 

classification; whereby, given a common-sense syntactic category like 

demonstrative or description, if one member o f  the category belongs to a  given 

semantic kind, then all do. The thesis begins by drawing a parallel between two 

debates which are not always brought together: the issue of whether all o r  only 

some definite descriptions are quantified noun phrases and whether all o r  only 

some complex demonstratives are referring terms. I suggest that we should 

prefer a comm on methodology for questions such as these, looking more 

generally at what features lead us to ascribe an expression any particular 

semantic analysis. I consider three options: intuited behaviour across contexts; 

syntactic categories; and syntactic properties which may cross-cut syntactic 

classes. The second option is then explored via an in-depth examination of 

complex demonstratives and is seen to be the most appealing.

However, unification is open to two serious objections: first, that it fails 

to account properly for certain recalcitrant noun phrases in natural language; 

second, that it is in tension with a (substantial) conception of reference and what 

it is to be a referring term. I dismiss both these arguments: rejecting the first 

through a recognition o f  the kinds of features natural language speakers use in 

practice for assigning syntactic category, and through an adoption o f  the Gricean 

distinction between semantic and pragmatic meaning. I reject the second by 

showing that the syntax-independent conception of reference the argument 

depends on does not fit ordinary language users actual conception of reference; 

rather w e should embrace a syntax-dependent conception, which lends credence 

to the mirroring of semantics in syntax. Thus I conclude there is no bar to our 

pursuit o f  unification.
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Chapter 1 ~ 

Providing a Methodology

It is indeed a generally  harm less  and  salu tary  th ing  to say that to k n o w  the 
meaning  o f  a sen tence  is to know  u nder  w hat condit ions  one  w ho utters it says 
som eth ing  true.

- S traw son ,  ‘M e an in g  and T ru th ’, p . l O l .

T
he aim of this thesis is to show that certain kinds o f  syntactic

categories, as revealed by the surface features o f  expressions,

provide the key for ascriptions of semantic allegiance for (at 

least some) noun phrases.' I will label this position the ‘unified’ stance and it will 

be contrasted with, and defended against, an opposing ‘ambiguity’ approach. 

The structure of the thesis is as follows: in this chapter and the next we will set 

up the background necessary to discuss the unified stance properly. This will 

involve, in this chapter, looking at what a noun phrase is and what kind of 

syntactic categories we are interested in (the tasks of §1); and explaining what a 

semantic category amounts to (in §2). The methodological framework adopted 

throughout this thesis will be that of a compositional, truth conditional semantic 

theory;" thus much of this chapter will be devoted to exploring the motivation 

and means for such an approach. The reasons for preferring such an approach 

to, say, any rival communication, or intention, based approach will be touched 

upon below, but limitations of space will prevent us exploring the debate in

depth. Thus the idea that some form of  truth conditional approach provides the

most successful account of natural language may be thought o f  as something 

which is assumed, rather than established, by this thesis.^

' L im ita tions o f  space will mean that I canno t a im  to show  this hypothes is  holds good  for a ll 
noun phrases; the most glaring omission in w hat fo l low s will be the class o f  plural noun 
phrases, which will rem ain  almost entirely unexplored .
'  In S traw so n ’s (1970) terminology we will be p u rsu ing  the rou te  o f  the ‘formal sem an tic is t’ , 
as opposed  to the ‘comm unicat ion  theore tic’ approach.
 ̂ For a fuller defence  o f  the truth theoretic f r am ew o rk  see D a v id so n ’s (1984) co llection  o f  

essays, or for a com prehensive  contemporary version o f  the approach , see Larson  and Segal 
(1995). F or  a c lear com par ison  between the truth theoretic  approach  and com m u n ica t io n -  
based accounts, see Strawson (1970) or Rum fit t  (1995).



Having sketched the form of our semantic theory, the task of Chapter 2 

will then be to explain how we can accommodate noun phrases within this 

framework. The aim will be to survey the current state of play in this area, 

however, not to provide a complete account of all aspects o f  the semantic 

analysis of noun phrases. Once these semantic mechanisms are in place, we can 

then, in Chapter 3, begin to tackle the real work o f  the thesis: establishing the 

unified and ambiguity approaches clearly and looking at the motivations for each. 

Chapter 4 will help to clarify the positive proposal o f  this thesis, by examining 

what the unified stance might predict for a particular case, viz. ‘complex 

demonstratives’; and this position will then be defended against what I take to be 

the best objections available to the ambiguity theorist, in Chapters 5 to 7. Before 

all this, however, let us start at the very beginning by looking at the kind of 

expressions we want to explore.

L Noun Phrases:

Noun phrases are those expressions in natural language which are 

conventionally used for picking out entities in the world around us; they are the 

‘object-words’ of our language, like names and demonstratives, which form such 

a crucial part of any linguistic system.^ The category ‘noun phrase’ is a syntactic 

category, meaning that we are able to group expressions together as noun 

phrases simply due to the formal features of those expressions, like their 

sentential position and their potential interaction with other expressions. Indeed, 

categorisations like ‘noun phrase’ and ‘verb phrase’ form a key part o f  our best 

theory o f  syntax to date, viz. Chom sky’s ‘Principles and Param eters’ 

grammatical theory.^ In this account, the syntactic unit o f  a noun phrase is 

viewed as composed out of smaller syntactic items, like nouns and determiners;

This c la im  o f  im portance for noun phrases is perhaps re inforced by recent w ork  in 
developm enta l  psychology show ing  that object words form by far the largest p e rcen tage  o f  
words acquired by the infant in the early stages o f  language use, both before  and du r in g  the 
greatest period o f  new word acquisit ion (the ‘vocabulary  sp u r t ’)- Cf. C o ld fie ld  and R eznick  
(1990).

E.g. C h o m sky  (1965).



and as combining together to form larger syntactic units, like sentences/' 

However, alongside the divisions recognised within a syntactic theory such as 

Chom sky’s, ordinary language speakers recognise a further class of  categories; 

categories which appear to cut more finely than the broad label of  ‘noun phrase’.

Within the category of  object-words are thought to be such expression- 

types as proper names, demonstratives, indexicals and definite descriptions 

(phrases formed by concatenating the definite article ‘the’ with one or more 

common nouns). Furthermore, it is these common-sense syntactic categories 

which have, to a large extent, preoccupied philosophers in this area; with well- 

known debates including questions such as ‘is the meaning o f  a proper name its 

bearer?’ and ‘what is the correct semantic analysis o f  a definite description?’ 

Although such categorisations are not utilised within Chom sky’s account, they 

still seem to deserve the epithet 'syntactic’ or ‘formal’, since prim a facie  the 

criterion for something’s being a definite description, etc., seems to be the form 

of  words of the expression or similar formal properties.^ For instance, 

traditionally, it seems that it is sufficient for an expression to count as a definite 

description that it be o f  the form o f  words ‘the’^ ‘F ’ (where ‘F ’ stands for any 

common noun and ‘^ ’ indicates the concatenation relation); while it is often 

suggested that the words ‘this’ and ‘that’ are good examples of demonstratives 

in English. So, in what follows, I will often talk o f  these classes (the syntactic 

categories within the class o f  noun phrases) as ‘common-sense syntactic 

categories’, for they can be recognised by theorists and speakers alike on the 

basis of quite superficial formal properties (such as the orthographic or phonetic 

form) of  the expression.

A 'd e te rm in e r '  is an expression  like ‘th e ’ or ‘a l l ’ which co m b in es  with a c o m m o n  noun to 
form  an N P  (or noun phrase); we will be ex am in in g  the C h o m sk ian  theory  in m ore  detail in 
C h ap te r  3.
 ̂ As I hope will becom e clear below, w hat is required o f  characterisa tions like ‘defin ite  

desc r ip t io n ’ et a l is that they be access ib le  in d ep en d en tly  o f  any sem antic  evalua tion ; yet it 
does seem that such classes have tradit ionally  been thought to be specifiable  w ithou t appeal to 
sem antic  evaluation. Thus, even should it u lt im ate ly  be denied  that these classes  are  proper ly  
syntactic  (perhaps as syntactic c lasses are thought to be exhausted  by those appearing  within a 
C hom sk ian  account), my overall project would  be unaffected u n less  such a c la im  was m eant to 
deny their au tonom y from semantics.



The kinds of expressions we are interested in are, then, in the first place, 

the noun phrases, or object-words, o f  our language; and within this broad church 

1 will take it that we can recognise such things as proper names, definite 

descriptions and demonstratives. The issue for this thesis is ‘how should we 

construe the relation between these categories within the class o f  noun phrases 

and semantic categories?’ To begin to consider this issue we need to start by 

reflecting on how we might generalise across the class o f  noun phrases itself, 

considering whether it is possible to provide a single kind of analysis for the 

meaning of all token noun phrases in natural language. However, I believe that 

even a cursory consideration of the wide range o f  these expressions suffices to 

make us doubt the possibility o f  providing a single, universal analysis for the 

meaning of all noun phrases. For it seems, prim a fa c ie , that the meaning o f  a 

proper name like ‘M ary’, and the relation it stands in to its bearer, is quite 

different from the meaning o f  an expression such as ‘some girl’ and the way in 

which it secures an object.

The difference seems to lie in the way in which the object is secured in 

each case; for some noun phrases seem to arrive at an object by describing  it, 

whilst others seem to attach in some more direct, non-descriptive manner. To 

begin with then, as a working hypothesis, I should like to assume that the 

linguistic category of noun phrase contains (at least) two distinct types: those 

which arrive at an object via its satisfaction of predicative content and those that 

do not. Furthermore, I should like to assume that this distinction marks a 

sem antic  division between what we will call ‘quantified noun phrases’ (for 

reasons that will become clear in the next chapter) and ‘singular’ or ‘referring’ 

terms. What it means to claim the distinction as a ‘semantic’ one will be 

something we need to discuss further, when we come to look at what a semantic 

theory actually is (in §2). For now however, let us begin by considering the 

prim a facie  evidence for drawing any kind of distinction within the class of noun 

phrases. Although we will not be in a position to appreciate all the evidence until 

Chapter 3 (when we come to consider the evidence for any token expression’s



semantic category) we might still rehearse the pre-theoretical evidence for such a 

split.

The intuitive evidence for the descriptive class o f  noun phrases, which we 

are calling ‘quantified noun phrases’, seems clear: some expressions simply do 

appear to select objects only  through those objects’ satisfaction of certain 

predicates. The expressions themselves introduce a descriptive ‘profile’ or 

'template’ which objects in the world can be ‘matched against’, with the object 

(or objects) which satisfies that predicative complex becoming the ‘denotation’ 

of the expression (to borrow Russell’s terminology).^ In what follows the term 

‘denotation’ will be used exclusively  for objects selected by description; thus it 

will be used in contrast to the term ‘referent’ which will name only the object 

selected by a singular term. (It will also, however, be useful to have a more 

geneial term, covei ing the objects selected by both  quantified noun phrases and 

singular terms; thus I will stipulate that the term ‘extension’ will be used in this 

thesis to talk about the object selected by a noun phrase, which is agnostic about 

the semantic status of that noun phrase.) Expressions settling on objects via the 

properties they possess seem to have little or no regard for the particular identity 

of their denotation; thus we might expect an utterance such as ‘a boy is happy’ to 

be true if John or Peter (or any other boy in the domain) is happy, for the identity 

of which boy is happy is irrelevant. Intuitively, then, some noun phrases in 

natural language do seem to arrive at objects via those objects’ satisfaction of 

certain predicative material, and this is enough to warrant at least a tentative 

assumption as to the existence of quantified noun phrases.

The second proposed category of noun phrase is ‘singular’ or ‘referring’ 

terms: these are expressions which are supposed to stand in some more 

immediate, non-descriptive relation to an object. I would suggest that a j?rimci 

facie  motivation for this category comes from a recognition o f  the usefulness of 

having such an immediate way to pick out an object; for instance, where that 

object is of such significance that it deserves a proper name, as Strawson notes:

Russell (1905).



|I]t is convenien t to have in circulation  in [such] g roups  a tag, a designation , 
w hich  does not depend  to r  its referential or identify ing force upon any 
part icu la r  such position or re lation, which preserves the sam e referential force 
th rough  its objects’ ch ang es  of position or relation and has the sam e 
referential force for co m m u n ica to rs  who know the  object in different 
connec tions  and for w h o m  quite  different descrip tions would be upperm ost.  It 
is convenien t,  in fact, to have  personal names.

What underlies the usefulness o f  proper names and other apparently referential 

expressions is thal they provide us with a way of keeping track of objects 

regardless o f  the properties they come to instantiate; by being concerned with the 

actual identity of their referent, rather than simply the properties o f  a denotation, 

they give us a direct way to make and maintain contact with an object. As 

Fpllesdal notes, this reflects an important aspect of our interaction with the 

world:

In our  practical life [therefore] it is often im portan t to keep track o f  [these] 
objects, through  the ch ang es  they undergo, th rough  our fu r ther  exp lora tion  of 
them , and through  our  c h a n g in g  op in ions  about them  and correc ting  our 
m istaken  beliefs about them . W e should expect that in our language  there 
ought to be a reflection of the im portan t role tha t  objects play in our  lives.
A nd I think there are such ref lec tions.. .nam ely , s in gu la r  te rm s. . . .W ithou t such 
term s in the language we w ould have a p rob lem  ta lk ing  about changes ,  about 
mistaken beliefs and so o n . '"

As we will come to see later (in Chapter 3), the idea that natural language 

does contain a semantically distinct class of expressions which are especially 

tailored for direct talk about objects can be denied. For some theorists have 

suggested that even apparently paradigm leferential terms, such as proper names, 

are in fact no more than specialised descriptive phrases." However, although we 

will eventually have to face the question o f  whether any observable behaviour of 

the proposed members of this category dem ands  semantic level accommodation, 

we may at least draw an initial conclusion from our first reflection on noun 

phrases. For intuition certainly does seem to demand a distinct class of genuinely 

referential expressions; and, while complete inability to accommodate such a 

class might make us look again at our strong intuitions, from the outset 

approaches which deny the existence of a distinct kind of referential noun phrase 

are handicapped by riding roughshod over our intuitive view of the explananda

Straw son  (1974), pp .45-6.
" ’Fpllesdal (1995),  pp.60-1.
"  Cf. Rus.sell (1911); Seaiie  (1958); Q u ine  (1953).



of natural language. The argument is then that pre-theoretical reflection tells us 

that some expressions, such as proper names, refer to, rather than describe, the 

objects they are about; and this is sufficient to warrant at least a prim a facie  

acceptance of a separate category of singular terms. In the next chapter, we will 

have to turn to the issue o f  how such an assumption (about the duality of kinds 

of noun phrase) might be accommodated within the sort of truth conditional 

semantic theory we will adopt (in §2). However, before we begin to explore 

truth conditional semantics there is one final point we should bring to the fore 

concerning our discussion of noun phrases: this is a possible equivocation in our 

talk of singular terms.

(i) The nature o f  reference:

In the above section we talked of  terms especially tailored for direct talk 

about objects: expressions which did not simply describe objects, but served to 

refei' to them. The underlying assumption seemed to be that reference was a 

relation that an element in a linguistic system could bear to an object external to 

that system; it was a ‘w ord-w orld’ relation (to borrow B random ’s terminology) 

in which it seemed possible to arrive at correct pairings without explicit mention 

of the user o f  the word.'"  This approach is perhaps to be found in Frege’s 

account of reference and other linguistic notions, for, as Nelson notes, in a 

Fregean framework :

T he  h u m an  user who know s the struc ture  grasps a ready-m ade  sys tem  of 
language , sem an tics  and all, and is in no way part  o f  the m ech a n ism s  of 
reference  and application. T he  user is not const i tu tive  o f  reference as he is for 
Locke, B ren tan o  and  Peirce, but wields a p re-fabrica ted  language-w orld  
system.'^

This idea o f  a ‘pre-fabricated language-world system’ seems, with respect to 

singular terms, to invoke a quite particular conception of reference. This is a 

view of  reference as essentially ‘language-bound’: as integral to, and arising out 

of, our understanding of the formal features of our language. On such a model 

the true home of a theory of reference will be within the theory o f  meaning for a

'  B r andom ( 1984).  
Nelson (1992) ,  p.43.



language, where this theory o f  meaning is sensitive to the systematic properties

of linguistic items.

On this kind of approach our conception o f  reference is tied to our 

understanding of the form and function of certain linguistic items. In this way 

the reference relation might be thought to be implicitly defined, or exhausted, by 

all the correct instances o f  a referential axiom for the language. There will be 

nothing more to know about reference than is supplied by claims o f  the form ‘the 

referent of “Aristotle” is Aristotle’ (or similar constructions) and there will be no 

substantial property of reference demanding non-linguistic explanation prior to 

the generation of such t h e o r e m s . T h e  reference relation will not stand in need 

of explanation or analysis in any terms which lie outside the semantic theory; to 

talk about reference we will not need a richer vocabulary than we need to deliver 

our formal, truth conditional semantic theory. This conception o f  reference, as 

part and parcel of our formal theory of  meaning, and thus as admitting words and 

objects as its primary relata, I will call a ‘syntax-dependent’ conception of 

reference, for it denies that there is any understanding o f  reference to be had in 

isolation from our study of the formal features of a language.

Yet, prim a facie , such a conception of reference, as intimately bound up 

with study of the syntax, might seem a somewhat technical or derived notion. 

Instead, it might be thought, we have a conception o f  the relation which can be 

arrived at independently of  our formal semantic theory; so that, when an 

expression refers to a given object, what this status reflects is not just the formal 

properties of the expression, but the instantiation o f  some non-linguistic state of 

affairs. That is to say, we have a conception of reference which is prior  to a 

study of the formal features of a language, and which can then be brought to our 

construction of a theory o f  meaning. So, the reference relation made use of in a 

clause like ‘the referent of “t” = t ’, which pairs natural language expressions with 

the objects they name, will be derived fro m  or supervenient on some state of

An exam ple  o f  a similai' construction  is B u rg e ’s (1974b),  p. 192, biconditional c lause; ‘(Vx) 
Ref ( “ t ” ) =  X i f f  X -  t' .

12



affairs beyond those captured within our formal theory. Statements of reference 

pairing words and objects will not be primitive but will rest upon some more 

fundamental condition, and thus the primary aim of a theory of reference will be 

to characterise these conditions. This kind of approach assumes that the 

linguistic relation o f  reference stands in need of explanation or analysis by appeal 

to features beyond those the formal semantic theory is sensitive to. We might 

think of this kind of conception of reference as a ‘syntax-independent approach.

Of course, given this kind of  syntax-independent view, the kind  of state 

of affairs the theory of reference needs to capture remains quite open. For 

instance, a syntax-independent view may form part o f  a wider reductive 

programme which seeks to explain all semantic notions in some more primitive, 

or physicalist, vocabulary (for instance, as we will see in Chapter 7, Field seems 

to advocate this kind of approach).'^ Or again, the vocabulary we are familiar 

with from the construction of a theory o f  meaning for a language may be 

retained, though it is to be understood through its role in characterising the 

mental states of agents. In this way, the true home of a theory o f  reference 

would be within a theory o f  mind, picking out the referential intentions of agents 

(e.g., as we will see below, Straw son’s ‘referential u se ’).'*" Clearly, then, 

approaches which will be grouped together as syntax-independent accounts may 

diverge significantly in further dimensions o f  choice, such as the status accorded 

to semantic concepts.

However, although we will have reason to touch upon these further 

debates again (when we come to examine concrete examples o f  theories of 

reference in Chapter 7), we should note that these issues are orthogonal to our 

primary debate. The division we are concerned with is between accounts which 

view referential status as integral to, and delivered by, a formal semantic theory 

for a language, and, on the other hand, those which view reference as emerging 

from some state of affairs characterised independently o f  such a theory. To

'■'Field (1972). 
S traw son  ( 1950).

13



lepeat: the crucial distinction wc will be interested in is between syntax- 

dependent conceptions (which take our understanding of reference to arise out of 

our understanding of syntactic properties) and syntax-independent conceptions 

(which take our grasp o f  the relation to be autonomous from such formal 

features). Finally then, let us conclude this section by briefly considering why 

this distinction between syntax-dependent and syntax-independent theories of 

reference might concern us.

The crucial aspect of this debate concerns its repercussions for our 

account of the semantic assignments made to noun phrases. To advertise a key 

argument in advance: I will contend that the best theory of  noun phrase 

classification, viz. ‘unification’ (whereby whole common-sense syntactic 

categories map to a single semantic category), is threatened by a syntax- 

independent conception of reference, for this gives us no reason to expect the 

semantic category of referring expressions to be reflected in formal boundaries, 

like those of syntactic category. Yet, I will argue, we have reason to believe that 

the conception of reference actually deployed by natural language speakers is the 

former, minimal model, where an expression’s status as a referring term is 

determined by a formal theory o f  meaning, independent o f  a speaker’s aims or 

intentions; thus the reference relation itself, properly conceived, will be seen to 

give us no reason to reject unification. This is a complex matter and one we will 

return to in much more detail in Chapter 7; but let us for the present note that 

talk of an expression's  status as a referring term glosses over fundamental issues 

about the way in which we are characterising referential expressions in the first 

place, issues which we will have to return to eventually.

However, what we need to do now is to take a step back and begin to 

clarify those fundamental notions which have a central role to play in our 

discussion. For instance, we need to understand what is meant by the term 

‘semantics’ and what sort of background methodology our debate will employ. 

For only by settling our general methodology can we give content to the 

technical terms we will employ and see what positing the division in the class of

14



noun phrases as a sem antic  distinction amounts to. So, let us begin by looking at 

the aims of, and the constraints on, semantic theorising in general; before 

ultimately embracing the truth theoretic account owed to Frege, Tarski and 

Davidson.

(2) Semantic Theories and Truth Theoretic Accounts:

( i) The aims o f  a s em antic theory:

Let us begin by asking what we want a semantic theory /br: what is a 

semantic theory a theory of and what should a successful one do? A semantic 

theory is a theory of meaning, but only o f  one particular aspect o f  meaning: our 

theory should deal with that portion o f  meaning derivable solely from the 

meanings and composition of  solely linguistic items. That is to say, it should 

account for the literal meaning o f  utterances, sentences and words in a given 

language. We might think o f  such a theory as the most basic level of linguistic 

analysis, yielding what Recanati has called ‘the minimal proposition’, from which 

further meaning analyses may be drawn (for instance, once pragmatic features 

have been brought into play, as we will see b e l o w ) . F r o m  the outset we should 

distinguish this kind of endeavour from a distinct project, which might also 

warrant the label ol' ‘a theory of m eaning’, one which seeks to explore the nature 

of meaning itself. The kind of semantic theory which is of interest to us in this 

thesis is one which yields, for each sentence, s, a way of  completing a sentence of 

the form: means that...’; while the alternative conception of a theory of

meaning would offer us some (possibly reductive) account of what meaning is 

(along the lines, say, o f  an account o f  knowledge which analyses it as ‘justified, 

true belief’).'^ Since we are not involved in this latter kind of project we must 

accept the possibility that a satisfactory theory of meaning, in our first sense, may 

yet not fully explicate the meaning relation itself and thus may not serve as a 

theory o f  meaning in the second sense.

Recanati (1993), p .243. pp .265-6; p ragm atic  re f inem en ts  to sem antic  p ron ou ncem en ts  wi 
com e to the tore  in C hap te r  6.

Ct. Davies (1981 ), pp .3-6.
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Concentrating on this first form, then, we might immediately recognise 

two distinct components o f  any semantic theory; there is the language the theory 

treats of, which we might call the 'object-language', and there is the language the 

theory is stated in, which we might call the ‘meta-language’. So the task o f  our 

semantic theory is to give, for each sentence of the object-language, some 

specification of that sentence’s meaning. We want a systematic account which 

yields, for each and every (well-formed) sentence o f  the object-language a 

theorem of the form, or equivalent to:

( 1 ) .V means (in-L) that p.

Following Frege, this sort o f  statement of the aim of semantic theorising takes 

the primary display o f  linguistic meaning to be the sentence, rather than the 

word.''^ The sentence seems to be a good candidate for the principal level at 

which meaning is assessed, for it is only at the sentential level that agents are able 

to express thoughts and represent states o f  the world. As Wittgenstein noted:

N am in g  is not so far a move in the language-gam e - any m ore  than pu tt in g  a 
p iece in its p lace on the board is a m ove  in chess. W e  m ay say: no th ing  has so 
far been done, w hen  a th ing  has been nam ed. It has not even g o t  a nam e 
except in the language-gam e. T h is  was what Frege m ean t too, w hen he said 
that a word had m ean in g  only as part o f  a sentence.

111 this way a w ord’s significance can be characterised in terms of its role in 

sentences and the contribution it makes to the meaning o f  larger propositions. 

This conjecture, that it is only within the context o f  a sentence that a smaller 

linguistic item can be assessed for meaning, is sometimes labelled Frege’s 

‘context principle’."'

On its own, a theory which yields specifications like (1) above will not 

however be sufficient, for it requires some way of connecting with the speaker’s 

aims or intentions. That is to say, we need to recognise that it is not just 

sentences per se that are the candidates for meaning, but rather what Austin 

called ‘illocutionary acts’."" W hat we are concerned with are meaningful

Frege  (1918); this, as D u m m e t t  (1978),  pp .94-5, points  out, should  not be taken as the 
assertion that ‘the sen tence  is the unit o f  m e a n in g ’, i.e. that the sen tence  p rov ides  a single, 
non-com plex  meaningful sign.
'" W it tg e n s te in  (1953), 24e, §49.

Frege  (1884), In troduction X\ see a I.so D um m ett  (1973), pp .495-6.
■■ A ustin  ( 1975).
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linguistic acts, which are constituted not just by the production o f  a sentence, but 

the uttering of an expression under some particular ‘cognitive guise’, e.g. an 

assertion that p, a question or command that p. This recognition that what a 

given sentence in some sense means has much to do with what it is being used to 

say has led many theorists away from a formal approach and towards approaches 

which try to account for linguistic meaning in terms o f  ‘speech acts’ or 

‘communicative intentions’."’ However, it seems that the need to accommodate 

illocutionary force may be viewed as an addendum, rather than a rival, to a 

formal, truth theoretic approach. As Dummett notes:

W hen we make an assertion we are not merely u tter ing  a sen tence  with 
de term inate  iru th-conditions unders tood by the hearer, and hence  with a 
part icu lar truth va lue .. .W e are also, r ightly o r w rongly, say ing  that the 
sentence is true. This  activity o f asserting  tha t the though t  we are  express ing  
is true is su i generis: it is not a fur ther de te rm ina tion  o f  the t ru th -cond itions  o f  
the sentence, which rem ain  unch ang ed  w hether  w e are  asser ting  it to be true 
or not, but ra ther  som eth ing  w hich we do  with a sen tence  whose tru th- 
conditions have already been fixed.

On this kind of picture, it seems that we can posit a degree o f  meaning which a 

sentence possesses independently, to some extent, from the use it is being put to, 

which remains static throughout different uses. This would then be subject to a 

further mechanism introduced to accommodate differences in mood, such as 

M cDowell’s theory of f o r c e . A  theory of force would take us from our 

provisional description of the meaning of the utterance ( ‘j- means that p ')  to a 

particular, contentful linguistic act; e.g. the assertion that p. Prim a facie , then, a 

foi'mal semantic theory can resist the pressure from divergent kinds of  speech 

act; however, the requirement for a theory of force (or some equivalent notion) 

is not the only aiea in which our semantic theory will prove wanting. A 

successful accoLinl will also need to work in tandem with an account of 

knowledge of grammar or syntax, phonological production and recognition, 

lexical information, etc; in addition to a wealth o f  further, non-linguistic 

knowledge, such as that usually labelled ‘pragm atic’. Clearly then, the 

endeavour of our semantic theory to give an account o f  meaning is a modest and

24
' C l. G rice  ( 1957); S tiawson ( 1970); B arw ise  and Perry (1983). 

D um m ett  ( 1978), p. 106.
M cD ow ell  (1976).
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restricted project; and yet the opaque and peiplexing character of the connective 

‘means that’ makes the task still a very difficult one.

(ii) Condi rions o f  success:

Providing a systematic specification of the meaning of sentences is the 

primary aim of our semantic theory; yet such a statement of  our aim still provides 

us with no definite suggestion as to how we should proceed. One difficulty is 

that we have, as yet, no clear idea o f  when we should accept that a theory has 

successfully  given us the meaning o f  all sentences in a language; that is to say, 

wc need a less opaque and more specific criterion of success. A second difficulty 

is that, however we are to measure success, we still have no notion o f  how to 

achieve our aims; i.e. what /brm  a semantic theory should take. As Davidson 

notes:

W hile  there is ag reem en t  that it is the central task o f  sem antics  to give the 
sem antic  in terpre ta tion  (the m ean in g )  o f  every sentence in the language, 
now here  in the linguistic literature  will one find, so far as I know, a 
stra igh tforw ard  account o f  how a theory perform s th is task, or how  to tell 
when it has been accom plished ." '’

Initially, then, it seems that, in addition to our overarching aim, we need some 

more specific idea of what will constitute success for a semantic theory. This is a 

very complex question, for we do not have just one description o f  the evidence 

the theory must account for (e.g. in speech do we hear just noise disturbance, 

phonetic forms or words with meanings attached?), nor do we have a single 

model of how the information the theory captures should relate to speakers. 

Since these issues remain very much alive in the contemporary debate, the most 

we can hope to do in setting up the background for our discussion o f  noun 

phrases is to survey the area and hope to say enough to motivate one particular 

kind of approach. So, we are in search of  some plausible but less opaque 

conception of success for a semantic theory and, the suggestion now is, this 

might be thought to arise out of how we conceive of the relation between the 

theory and the speaker. For how we relate the information captured in the 

theory to that deployed by the agent will, to a large extent, dietate the nature of

D avidson  ( 1967), p .21.
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the evidence for semantic theorising and the conditions of success for that 

account.

One aspect that we might stress is that a semantic theory should suffice 

for understanding or interpreting other speakers; in this way we would be 

looking to capture a body of  knowledge, possession o f  which would allow 

someone to understand the language, regardless of whether this was actually 

identical to or divergent from the knowledge possessed by natural language 

speakers. On this conception a theory of meaning might seem akin to a kind of 

'tianslation manual’, ready for use by speakers of different languages in order to 

understand one another. A second possibility, however, is to relate the speaker 

and the theory more intimately, maintaining that what the speaker knows is the 

proper explanandum of a semantic theory. On this model we would be 

concerned to capture the actual body of  knowledge which speakers of the 

language operate with; a natural language speaker is in fact, tacitly or otherwise, 

in possession of the knowledge captured by a semantic theory. To see why we 

might want to embrace either of these claims and to ckuify their implications for 

our present task, lei us look at each of these options in a little more detail.

The first suggestion is that a good semantic theory must make speakers 

and their behaviour (both linguistic and non-linguistic) explicable. That is to say, 

it must embody knowledge which suffices to explain or make non-mysterious 

those who use the language of which the theory treats. In this way, we might 

envisage a semantic theory as the kind of account required by interpreters or 

constructed by a ‘field linguist’, which, once in hand, could act as a manual by 

which native speakers’ linguistic behaviour is understood. A successful theory of 

meaning for a language should thus result in speakers o f  that language becoming 

interpretable and predictable in word and deed to someone who possesses the 

theory. As Platts suggests:

A theory o f  m eaning for a language is [thus] seen to be an accep tab le  theory o f  
m ean ing  only if, in interaction with the o th e r  com p on en ts  o f  the theory of 
linguistic behaviour, it issues in plausible redescrip t ions o f  all o f  the linguistic 
actions performed by speakers of that language  - p laus ib le  in view o f  the
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prepositional att itudes consequently  ascr ibed and o f  the preposit ional a ttitude 
expressions consequently  attributed. '^

This claim that a semantic theory must be interpretative (in Platt’s sense of 

offering fitting propositional attitude ascriptions to the native speaker), and its 

links to translation, forms one of the key motivations for a Quinean-Davidsonian 

approach to meaning, as we will see below. However, on this approach it 

remains fairly open as to how we should construe the relation between the 

semantic theory and the actual speakers o f  the language. That is to say, it would 

be possible that there be nothing more in common between the theory and the 

speaker than that they are related by a shared interest, i.e. the same body of 

information, the language L.

However, some theorists have objected that merely specifying knowledge 

which would suffice for interpretation (in the above sense) cannot be all that we 

demand of a satisfactory semantic theory; for, they contend, it is a mistake to 

sever the link between the speaker and the theory. A semantic theory, we might 

think, cannot just be an account of any knowledge which might suffice but must 

canvass knowledge which is proper to us as interlocutors. In this way a semantic 

theory might be thought of as a theory o f  understanding for ordinary language 

users, capturing what speakers actually know. One o f  the most famous 

proponents of this approach is Dummett, who writes, for instance, that; “a 

theory of meaning is a theory of understanding; that is, what a theory of meaning 

has to give an account of is what it is that someone knows when he knows the 

language, that is, when he knows the meanings of the expressions and sentences 

of the l a n g u a g e . W e  should thus expect an adequate theory to distinguish 

between those who understand the language in question (i.e. possess the theory) 

and those who do not; the explanandum o f  semantic theory will be language use 

with understanding. On D um m ett’s approach such a concentration on what is 

understood by the individual language user does not threaten a slide into ‘privacy 

of meaning’ (whereby the meaning of a linguistic item is given by some personal, 

private activity in the mind of the speaker), for he ties the theory of meaning

Platt.s (1980), p.5.
D u m m ett  (1976),  p .3.
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closely to behaviour: the meaning o f  an expression is what is known by an 

understanding speaker and what is known is fully exhibited in the use speakers 

make of that expression."'' Our semantic theory, it seems, should for Dummett 

be a eomplete description of the linguistie practice of the competent speaker. 

This kind of aim, linking the knowledge embodied in a semantic theory to agents’ 

actual understanding, may, as we will see below, prove difficult for the kind of 

semantic theory advocated by Davidson and others.

However, (here are also diffieulties inherent in pursuing a Dummettian 

approach; for as mentioned above there is an emphasis on publicity (meaning as 

manifested in use), which requires a description of linguistic practice which is 

both rich enough to satisfy the publicity constraint and yet is still able to provide 

independent support for the theory. There remains a question as to whether 

behaviour (or dispositions to behaviour) alone can truly serve to underpin a 

single unique theoiy which is supposed to characterise what speakers actually 

know. ’" Yet Dummett’s approaeh is not the only way to pursue a conception of 

se man tie theorising which makes it answerable to the knowledge possessed by 

speakers. An alternative move would be to follow the kind o f  approaeh 

advocated by Chomsky in the realm of  syntax and turn instead to the kind of 

cognitive mechanisms possessed by the speaker. In this way, the proper target 

for a theory (of grammar for Chomsky or a semantic theory for those 

philosophers who have advanced his general approach in this area) is the 

psychological structures which undeipin linguistic competence.^' So, though 

linguistic behaviour may provide evidence for the theory, it is linguistic 

competence and not actual performance which the theory attempts to capture 

(since our actual behaviour may belie the knowledge we possess).'^ A semantic 

theory viewed in this way becomes an aspect of cognitive science, part o f  the 

internal structure of the language user’s mind; Chomsky writes: “linguistie theory 

is mentalistic, sinee it is concerned with discovering a mental reality underlying

2V For the p rob lem  o f  private meaning , see W ittgens te in  (1953),  9 Ie -9 5 e .  
" ’For  a d iscussion o f  these issues see M cD o w el l  (1987).

C ho m sk y  (1986); Larson and Segal (1995).
C h om sk y  ( 1965), pp. 10-15.
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a c l L i a l  b e h a v i o L i i ” . "  What our theory must capture is the information, tacitly or 

olherwise known by the agent, which is systematically responsible for her 

understanding and manipulation of language. In this way then we will have an 

account which is explanatory in a productive or causal sense, one which can 

account for our ability to produce/understand a potentially infinite and novel 

array of utterances, despite our finite cognitive capacities.

Which of these conceptions o f  our original endeavour we accept or reject 

will shape the kind o f  semantic account we will give.^"  ̂ It will determine, for 

instance, whether we are satisfied with a theory which acts as an interpreter’s 

manual, describing knowledge sufficient for understanding native speaker’s 

utterances, but ignoring any questions of productive explanation within that 

speaker (as the Quine-Davidson approach does). Or whether we demand an 

account which focuses on what the speaker (tacitly) knows or, in Chom sky’s 

teiminology, ‘cognizes’. ’'̂  Yet, at least initially, both o f  these aims seem quite 

desirable, and we may thus feel that a truly successful semantic theory must be 

answerable to both. In this case, while an account which shows how to achieve 

either one of our aims will be good, to be entirely acceptable it will also have to 

offer some account o f  the other, collateral aim. A successful semantic theory 

must, it seems, account for both the translation and production o f  language, or 

show why one or (he other is, in aetual fact, an improper constraint on such a 

theory.

Before turning to look at the form a putative satisfier o f  our aims might 

take, I should like to raise one further possible constraint on a successful 

account: this is the constraint to uniqueness. For it seems that if, in what 

follows, we are to make claims about the correct meaning of certain expressions 

(including what constitutes the semantic component o f  an expression’s meaning 

versus what is only a contextual or pragm atic  aspect of meaning), these claims

Ibid., p.4.
For an expansion  o f  the different constrain ts  accep ted  by D av idson ,  D u m m ett  and C h om sky ,  

see Smith  (1992).
C h o m sky  (1980), pp .69-70.
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will require the background of a single, correct semantic theory for a language. 

If we should we discover that there are in fact multiple, distinct yet equally 

correct semantic theories for a given language then our claims as to the correct 

form of natural language expressions will themselves be relativized rather than 

absolute. The claim that the form suggested is the correct statement o f  an 

expression’s underlying structure will no longer be able to be sustained; instead 

the weaker claim, that the outlined form is one, amongst possibly many, adequate 

ways of handling the expression, will be all that is available. Although this would 

not negate the findings of this thesis, it would limit the generality o f  the claims to 

be made; so, if we should find that satisfying the above constraints also results in 

a constraint to a single possible theory, this will be o f  benefit to our overall 

project. The force of this final concern is perhaps somewhat open to question, 

for it may be argued that, although there is nothing internal to a semantic theory 

which demands uniqueness, the nature of the explananda is such that, de fa c to , 

we should expect only a single solution. The complexity and difficulty o f  the 

subject matter, and our inability to discover, as yet, even a single entirely 

successful account, should allay fears about a multitude of equally adequate 

accounts ‘waiting in the wings’. Y e t ,  even with this recognition, it would still 

seem that if we can find theory-internal reasons for uniqueness this will be an 

added advantage for subsequent claims regarding syntactic and semantic form.

So, we now know what we expect a semantic theory to be a theory of, 

and we have two suggestions as to how to tell when such a theory is successful 

(i.e. either when it accounts for interpretation, perhaps in the somewhat 

specialised sense discussed earlier, or when it captures the knowledge actually 

possessed by natural language users). However, we as yet have no idea o f  the 

possible form such an account might take. To begin to clarify this matter let us 

start by looking at the first suggested aim above: the thought that a successful 

semantic theory should suffice for interpreting speakers o f  that language, and see

For instance, C hom sky , w hen  re jecting  Q uinean  indeterm inacy  for linguistic theor ies  in 
general ,  points out that since no one  has yet co m e  up with a single ad equa te  theory  for natural 
language we have no reason to expect a m ulti tude  to exist,  and the po in t has been m ade  
specifically  for sem antic  theories by N eale  in a Spring  (1995) lecture series.
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whal form an accouni which is successful in this area might take. This 

conception of the project comes to the fore initially in the work of Quine on 

radical translation, and, later, in the form of interpretative theories o f  truth, in the 

work of Davidson.’̂  Pursuing a Davidsonian approach to the question of 

meaning shifts the centre o f  emphasis slightly in two directions: first, we come to 

concentrate not on speakers of a language directly, but on the hearers and 

interpreters of those speakers; and, secondly, rather than looking directly at the 

opaque and perplexing notion of meaning itself, we turn our attention instead to 

the notion of truth, attempting to arrive at meaning via the clearer conception of 

the conditions under which a given utterance would be true. The thought is that, 

by pursuing a truth conditional account for a language, we may arrive at 

something that will ‘do duty as a theory of meaning’. T o  see how these twin 

shifts of focus affect and ameliorate our overarching aim of giving an account of 

the meaning of all the well-formed sentences within a language, let us look a little 

more closely at truth theoretic semantics as advocated by Davidson.

(Hi) Truth conditional semantics:

The idea that to understand a sentence is to grasp the conditions under 

which it is true does not originate with Davidson, but can be found much earlier 

in the work of Frege and Wittgenstein. For instance, Wittgenstein writes in the 

Tractatus that:

4 .022  A sentence in use {satz) shows how th ings stand if it is true. A nd it says that 
they do so stand.

4 .024  T o  unders tand  a sen tence  in use m eans to know  w hat is the case  if it is true.^^

Furthermore, I would suggest, there is something intuitively appealing and 

natural in the basic idea that the meaning o f  a sentence is intimately bound up 

with the conditions in which it is true. However, going beyond this initial 

thought proves difficult; for, on closer inspection, it seems less possible that truth 

alone can give us any serious insight into meaning. The problem, as we will see,

See Q uine  (1960) and D av idson  (1973).
D avidson  (1976), pp. 178-9. T his  form ulat ion  o f  the D av idson ian  project is, perhaps , slightly 

m isleading, since the term ‘condit ions o f  t ru th ’ m ight sugges t  a modal e lem en t  to the account, 
which is not there. A lthough  (as we will see below ) we might question  w hether  D a v id so n ’s 
project is necessarily  first-order, it is c lear that it is non-m odal.

W it tgenste in  (1961 ); this translation is due  to W igg ins  (1997), p.5. See  also F rege  ( 1 884).
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is that a theory of truth for a language, dealing as it does with a purely 

extensional notion, does not seem equipped to capture the aspect of semantic 

content we are interested in, unless the theory itself makes appeal to some other 

semantic notions. That is to say, it seems quite possible to deliver something 

which might serve as a theory of truth for a language and yet which does not tell 

us anything about meaning for that language. Davidson’s great advance then is 

not seeing the relation between meaning and truth conditions p e r  se but showing 

how to deliver the latter in such a way as to tell us about the former.

To begin with, then, let us consider what is required of a theory for it to 

be a theory o f  truth for a language. An initial idea might be that the theory 

should suffice to pair a true object-language sentence with a specification o f  the 

conditions which make it true, or a false object-language sentence with the 

conditions under which it is false. This basic idea is codified in Tarski’s 

discovery of what is required o f  the axiomatisation o f  a predicate in a formal 

language for it to count as the predicate ‘true’ for that language/"  His 

suggestion is that a characterisation of  a predicate would be adequate for the role 

of the truth predicate for a language if it entails, for every object-language 

sentence, a biconditional of the form:

(T) s is true iff p

where ‘s ’ stands for a structural description of the object-language sentence and 

‘p ’ is a place marker for its meta-language translation."^' This is Tarski’s 

‘Convention T ’ and the biconditionals it gives rise to are usually known as ‘T- 

sentences’, e.g:

(a) ‘Snow is white’ is true iff snow is white.

(a) is a hom ophonie  T-sentence; that is to say, the sentence of the left-hand .side 

is simply disquoted to provide the sentence on the right-hand side.

Tarski (1956).
■" T he  im portance  o f  the en ta i im ent constra in t ,  i.e. that the theory  should  be m ateria lly  
adequate  in addit ion  to being formally  correct,  is stressed by M cD ow el l  (1980); but apparen t ly  
missed by Field (1972),  p.95, w here he replaces C onvention  T  with his ow n C onven tion  M: 
“Any condition o f  the form
(2) (Ve) [e is true =  B(e)l
should be accepted  as an adequate  defin it ion  of truth if and only if  it is correct and ‘B (e) '  is a 
well-foi'ined form ula  c(Uitaininc no sem an tic  terms.”
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DisquotationaJ T-sentences are possible where the meta-language contains the 

object-language as a proper part. However, the homophonie nature of (a) should 

not disguise its explanatoiy power, which becomes evident when we consider T- 

sentences where the object-language and the meta-language diverge, e.g:

(b) 'La neige est blanche’ is true iff snow is white.

Tarski was able to ensure that, even though we are primarily concerned with 

capturing an extensional notion like truth, the theory pairs true object-language 

sentences with the particular state of affairs in which the sentence is true by 

explicitly introducing the notion o f  translation into the statement o f  Convention 

T (i.e. so that the unexplained semantic notion of  translation is introduced as an 

external condition o f  adequacy on the acceptance of any formally adequate 

theory of truth).

Davidson’s pivotal move at this juncture is to suggest that, if we were to 

take our understanding o f  truth as primitive, we could then use this as a route to 

understanding meaning in natural language. The thought is that, by using the 

form of a Tarski an T-theory, yet freeing our account o f  all semantic notions, we 

could construct an account which would yield the same object-language/meta- 

langLiage pairings as an account using the intensional connective ‘means tha t’. If 

we had such a theory then we would clearly have something fitting the title o f  a 

‘theory of m eaning’ (at least in the first of Davies’ senses discussed in §2.i). 

However, the disparity between truth and meaning should be all too evident from 

the outset: for while a disquotational T-theory may well generate the same kinds 

of pairings as a theory o f  meaning for a language, such a T-theory will be /«.s7 

one amongst m any  formally adequate theories o f  truth for that language. The 

problem is that (he biconditional in (T) is simply the ordinary material 

biconditional, familiar from first-order logic; such a biconditional will be true just 

in case both its left-hand side and right-hand side sentences share a truth-value 

(i.e. are both true or both false), otherwise it will be false. So, for instance, 

without appeal to features external to the theory of truth, such as the appeal to 

the semantic notion of translation in the statement of Convention T, we have no
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grounds for a choice between an interpretative truth theory and one yielding T- 

sentences like the following:

(c) ‘Snow is white’ is true iff grass is green.

If we are not concerned with meaning but only with truth, then any theory which 

pairs object-language sentences with meta-language sentences which are always 

true or false together will be perfectly acceptable; there will not be just one true

truth theory for a language. Yet clearly if our concern is with the richer notion

of meaning, and not just truth, then a theory yielding pairings like (c) will be of 

no interest. What we need is a way to choose from amongst the multiplicity of 

ti Lie truth theories those which are interpretative, which yield the same kinds of 

pairings as the connective ‘means that’.

So, what we want is some way to select a true truth theory for the 

language which pairs object-language sentences with their me ta-language 

translations. Davidson’s strategy is to take truth as primitive (rather than 

meaning or translation) and then try to construct a theory o f  truth (devoid of all 

further semantic notions) which might nevertheless generate all and only the 

interpretative biconditionals. Given that our target formula is ‘s means that p ’, 

Davidson suggests:

T h e  theory will have done  its work if  it provides, for every sen tence  s in the 
language under  study, a m a tch in g  sen tence  (to replace ‘p ’) that , in som e way 
yet to be m ade clear, ‘gives the  m e a n in g ’ o f  s. O ne obvious cand id a te  for 
m atch ing  sentence is jus t  s itself, if  the objec t-language is con ta ined  in the 
m eta - language ; o therwise  a trans la t ion  of s in the m eta - language .  As a final 
bold step, let us try trea ting  the  position occupied by ‘p ’ extensionally : to
im plem ent this, sweep aw ay the  obscure ‘m eans th a t ’ , prov ide  the sentence
that replaces ‘p ’ with a p roper  sentential connective, and  supply the 
descrip tion  that replaces ‘s' with its ow n  predicate. T he  p lausib le  result is 

(T) s is T  if and only  if p.^'

This is just Tarski’s Convention T without the additional constraint to 

translation; yet Davidson’s thought is that we can limit acceptable theories to just 

those which are interpretative by imposing additional constraints on the theory 

itself and the way in which we relate the T-theory to the speakers of  the language 

(i.e. the kind of evidence we can appeal to for theory attribution). Thus, he

D avidson  (1967), p .23.
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contends, there will be no need to explicitly reintroduce a semantic notion like 

translation at any si age.

Davidson’s first move is to stress the compositional and holistic nature of 

his account. The contribution each expression makes to the truth conditions of 

larger expressions in which it appears must remain constant throughout; so that, 

for instance, the word ‘snow ’ must make the same contribution in both ‘snow is 

white’ and ‘snow is co ld ’. In this way, each part o f  the theory comes to be 

supported by all the rest of the account, for each theorem is directly supported 

by the truth of other theorems with which it shares contained elements, and 

indirectly supported by further theorems which share other contained elements 

with these, and so on to form a complete network of support."^^ Thus we might 

well expect that a theory which fails to be interpretative at one point may well 

fail to be true at another. For instance, a theory which yields (c) above would 

also yield the falsehood:

(d) ‘snow falls from the sky’ is true iff grass falls from the sky.

The complexity and strength of a compositional constraint does indeed seem to 

limit the number of potentially true truth theories considerably, but we should 

note that it does not necessarily limit uniquely here. For instance, it does not bar 

what Davidson has called the ‘permutation argum ent’, whereby we imagine some 

‘global shift’ throughout the theory which might still preserve t r u t h . N o r  does 

the constraint avoid what is sometimes called the problem of ‘overproduction’, 

whereby the T-theory produees uninterpretative T-sentenees, which are 

nevertheless perfectly true, by admitting too much semantic information in the 

meta-language sentence. So, for instance, appealing to the holistic nature o f  the 

account will still not license a choice between a theory yielding disquotational T- 

sentences like (a) and one yielding:

(e) ‘snow is white’ is T iff snow is white and grass is green.

' E.g. (a) above i.s supported directly  by the theorem: ‘“ snow  is co ld ” is true iff snow  is c o ld ’, 
and indirectly supported  by “ ‘ice is co ld ” is true iff ice is c o ld ’ and “ ‘ice is so l id” is true iff ice 
is so l id ’; even though (a) shares no conta ined  elem ents  with these last tw o T -sen tences .

F or  a c lear expansion o f  this worry  see Pu tnam  (1981).
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A theory which conjoins multiple truths on the right-hand side in this way is 

clearly uninterpretative, yet will not apparently result in any false biconditionals 

at any point in the account/^

So, theory-internal restrictions, like compositionality, though they restrict 

our choice of T-theory, do not narrow things down sufficiently to insure an 

interpretative T-theory. However, Davidson goes on to appeal to a further kind 

of evidence for our choice of T-theoi-y: namely the empirical evidence concerning 

speakers’ reactions to sentences of their language. The thought is that we can 

begin to choose amongst our remaining, formally adequate, T-theories by 

looking at which sentences speakers of the language actually do hold true or 

false. Davidson introduces two crucial notions concerning this empirical 

evidence: the notion of ‘radical interpretation’ and the ‘principle of  charity 

Radical interpretation is concerned with the way in which the empirical evidence 

for the theory is initially arrived at: the agent is viewed as a kind o f  ‘field 

linguist’, trying to make sense o f  the alien society she finds herself in. In this 

situation, the theoi ist cannot appeal to any prior knowledge of the meaning of 

the language to be interpreted, rather she must pay attention to the language user 

and try to assess when simple sentences are held true by the speaker/^  The 

appeal to radical interpretation insures a degree o f  objectivity  for the evidence: 

the construction of a semantic theory will be based on facts about speakers which

For a d iscussion  o f  this worry, see L arson  and Segal (1995), p p .34-7.
‘Radical in te rpre ta tion’ is so m ew h a t  s im ilar  to Q u in e ’s notion o f  ‘radical t r an s la t io n ’ ; 

however,  we should be c lear that Q uine  and D a v id so n ’s approaches  d iffer in fundam enta l  
respects. For  instance. Q uine , due to his particularly  behaviour is t  approach ,  takes the crucial 
ev idence  available  to the radical transla tor to be assen t/d issen t condit ions  for s imple 
( ‘s t im u lu s ’) sentences; cf. Q uine  ( I9 6 0 ) ,  p p .2 6 - 3 1. W h ereas ,  fo r  D av idson ,  it is unclea r  that 
there is any m echanistic  way to m ove  from  behaviour  to held-true sentences.

There  are two points w e should note here: the first concerns  a poss ib le  worry  about gett ing  
caught in the ‘intentional c ir c le ’; the idea being  that w e m us t k no w  w h a t  s o m e o n e ’s u t terances  
mean before  w e can know  w hat they are  thinking, yet that w e  m ust have  access  to their 
propositional a ttitudes before  w e can give  any m eaning  to their language. H o w ever ,  D av idson  
suggests that, at som e very basic level (s im ple  held-true sen tences) this c ircle can be broken 
into. In this way, by building up from a collection  o f  sim ple  ‘held t ru e ’ sen tences the theorist 
will be able to proceed tow ard  an interpre tative truth theory by tiny steps, each o f  which is 
constra ined to m ake sense o f  her interlocutors . T he  second point to note is that, in recent 
work, Davidson appears to have relocated the crucial notion for b reak ing  into the intentional 
circle, from ‘held t ru e ’ sen tences to ‘preferred  true’ sentences; see, for instance, D av idson  
( 1996), p .278: “S im ple  p reference  [in turn] provides the crucial em pir ica l  basis th rough  its 
m anifesta tions in actual b eh av iou r’’.
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are not tainted by appeal to semantic information already possessed by the 

observer.

Given this evidence, the principle of charity is then necessary to provide a 

way in which the data can come to bear on the selection of a T-theory. This 

principle states that, in constructing a T-theory for a speaker, the theorist should 

‘maximise agreement and self-consistency in the subject to be interpreted’."̂  ̂

This provides a bridge between the empirical data (the held-true sentences) and 

our selection of a truth theory (which tells us which sentences of the language

are true in which conditions) because it tells us that a speaker holding true a

given sentence can act as prima facie  evidence for the truth of that sentence. So 

the fact that a speaker holds true a given set of sentences can act as confirmation 

for a semantic theory which assigns truth to Just these s e n t e n c e s . D a v i d  

Wiggins provides the following gloss on the Davidsonian project as a whole;

A defin it ion  of truth in L(i) will be materially  adequate  if it genera tes  a T-
sentence for each sentence s o f  L(i) and collectively the T -sen tences  that the
definition implies, when experim enta lly  applied to individual u tterances by 
speakers o f L(i), advance  unim provably  the effort to m ake total sense o f  the 
speakers o f  L(i).''"

Whether these formal and empirical constraints are ultimately adequate to 

ensure an interpretative T-theory for a natural language like English is still 

something which remains to be decided. However, it would seem that our 

decision procedure must turn to a large extent on seeing how sueh an account 

works in practice; i.e. we must actually try to construct a T-theory meeting these 

constraints for parts of natural language and see if it shadows the results we 

would expect from a theory dealing directly with the intensional connective 

‘means that’. However, we might note from the outset that there are clear

D avidson  ( 1967), p .27.
W e  should note, how ever,  that these constraints to adequacy  do  not necessarily  add up to 

constra in ts  to un iqueness (as we m ight initially have expected  they should). For D av idson  
accepts the Q uinean  conten t ion  o f  the indeterm inacy  o f  translation or m eaning; for both these 
theorists, u lt im ately m eaning  and reference  are relative, for Q u ine  to the conceptual schem e  
envisaged , for D avidson to the true and empirically  adequa te  truth theory  adopted  (cf. Q u ine  
( I960), p .53; D avidson  (1977)). W h ere  there is a conflic t be tw een  the predic tions m a d e  by two 
o therw ise  satisfactory accounts, there is s im ply  no further quest ion  o f  w hich it w ould  be right 
to adopt.
- " W ig g in s  (1997), p. 18.
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benefits to be accrued from pursuing this kind of approach. For the framework 

of the formal, truth theoretic se m anti cist gives us a clear and comprehensible way 

to move forward in this difficult and complex realm. Also, we might wonder, if 

we were to reject a truth theoretic approach to semantic theorising, whether any 

of its competitor accounts would be actually any more feasible. For instance, the 

major opposing stance to the truth theoretic account is the communication 

theoretic approach, instigated by the work of theorists such as Grice and 

Strawson.^' Flowcver, these accounts seem to rest fundamentally on the prior 

notion of a ‘speech act’ and its criterion of identity; yet, on closer inspection, this 

notion seems hardly clearer than the notion of meaning itself, with which we 

began. This is a contentious point, and one which would take us far from our 

primary concerns to evaluate fully. However, we might at least note that there is 

a serious question for communication theoretic accounts to answer concerning 

how to spell out the notion of a speech act without some grasp o f  truth 

conditional content.^'

Yet despite these positive aspects there are still difficulties to be 

overcome if we decide to endorse the truth theoretic approach. For though it 

succeeds admirably in our first aim of interpreting speakers, it may seem that this 

is at the cost of our collateral aim; for such an approach does not, it seems, 

satisfy D um m ett’s demand to distinguish between those who use language with 

understanding and those who do not. The Davidsonian ‘impersonal’ or third 

person conception of a semantic theory, looking primarily to interpreters rather 

than speakers themselves, appears to sever the connection between meaning on 

the one hand and knowledge which is proper to the speaker of that language on 

the other. However, before we think of abandoning our current approach at the 

first sign o f  trouble, we should ask: ‘is there any way in which to preserve the 

insights and advances of the truth theoretic framework, whilst not abandoning 

our collateral aim entirely?’ Can we have a semantic theory in the truth theoretic

G rice  (1957); S traw son (1970).
This  point is m ade  clear in R um fit t  (1995), am ongs t o ther  p laces.
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mode which also supplies some answer to the question of what is known by a 

speaker?

(iv) Utilising a tnith theory:

It seems that what we need is to re-impose constraints linking the 

knowledge the semantic theory specifies and the knowledge possessed by 

speakers. Rather than the kind of ‘perspective independent’ account facilitated 

by the notion of the radical interpreter, what we require is an account o f  the 

knowledge people actually exploit in understanding. In this way, by turning our 

attention away from the radical interpreter and re-focusing instead on the actual 

language user, as she comprehends others and contributes to the dialogue 

herself, we may arrive at an account which satisfies both D um m ett’s concerns for 

distinguishing those who use the language with understanding, and Chom sky’s 

concerns about competence and production in speakers. Furthermore, if we are 

to look for the knowledge encoded in a semantic theory in the mind of the 

speaker, it seems our concerns about uniqueness will also be satisfied. For if we 

are looking to codify knowledge an agent actually  possesses, clearly only a 

single account can be correct. So, the suggestion now is that a descriptively 

adequate truth theory for a language is a theory of meaning for that language 

only if it is the theory actually employed by speakers of that language.

This kind of move, whereby the formal, truth theoretic account is taken 

to specify knowledge actually possessed and utilised by interlocutors has been 

put forward in certain recent accounts, for instance those of Larson and Segal 

(1995) and Rumfitt (1995). In Larson and Segal, where a distinctively Tarskian 

framework is adopted, what is known (albeit tacitly) by the agent is a complex, 

recursive theory dealing with the satisfaction conditions of possibly infinite 

sequences/ ’ What explains and underpins our linguistic competence is the 

presence of this particular theory in the portion of our brains concerned with 

lantruace.

T h e  technical m echanism  o f  satisfaction by (infinite) sequences  is g iven by Larson  and Segal 
(1995), pp.201-206.
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Semantic  theory |as  we have sketched it] is a co m p on en t  of the larger 
enterprise  o f cognitive linguistics. As such it rests on two m ajor empirical 
assum ptions.  Like cognitive linguistics as a whole, it assum es that linguistic 
com petence  consists o f  an unconscious body o f  know ledge, w hat C hom sky  has 
term ed the “ language facu l ty” . Furtherm ore ,  it assum es that the  language  
faculty conta ins  a specifically sem an tic  module; a part icu lar,  isolable dom ain  
of linguistic know ledge beyond phonology, morphology , syntax, etc., that is 
concerned  with meaning.
In our picture, the  sem antic  m odu le  has contents  o f  a very specific sort. T h e  
m odule contains specifications o f  m ean ing  for the  sim plest  expressions of the 
language and rules for ded uc ing  the m ean ings  o f  com plex  expressions on the 
basis of the m ean ings  of their  parts and  the structural configura t ion  in which 
they occur.

The Larson and Segal conception of the enterprise thus provides one way iti 

which we might go: we might accept, as a working hypothesis, the existence o f  a 

discrete semantic module in the mind, containing a fully formalised truth 

theoretic semantic theory. This theory, if Larson and Segal are correct, is 

Tarskian in form, recursively defined and treats predication as a relation to sets.'’”’ 

We might think of it as moving the entire Davidsonian project ‘wholesale into the 

head’; thus Dummett’s worry (that the theory does not canvass knowledge 

pioper to the speaker), as well as the threat o f  multiple true and empirically 

adequate, yet divergent, semantic theories, are avoided.

However, the form the Larson and Segal approach takes is, it seems, only 

one way to tailor truth theories to the speaker. Furthermore, some have objected 

that the complexity o f  the knowledge attributed to speakers (with its 

manipulation of infinite sequences) should make us uncomfortable about positing 

it as the information agents actually utilise, however tacitly, in language 

production and understanding. As Rumfitt objects: “ [tjhere is no merit in 

departing further than is necessary from a description o f  reasons which the agent 

would accept; that is why the Tarskian treatment of predicates is 

objectionable” .^̂  This suggestion, that part of the role of our truth theoretic 

semantic theory is to rationalise interlocutors perhaps points the way to an 

alternative conception of how our account may be related to knowledge

- " //;/(/. p.22.
For the dis tinction betw een  a T arsk ian  and a F regean  account o f  p red ica tion  see R um fit t  

(1994); (1995).
' " R u m f i t t  (1995), p.859.
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possessed by speakers. This is the method Rumfitt himself pursues, treating 

semantic theorising as reason giving and invoking knowledge of truth conditions 

within the kind of practical reasoning that agents engage in when hearing or 

producing utterances. The thought is that the information codified in our 

account may have a role to play in an agent’s reasoning about her use of 

language.

Such an appeal to speakers’ aims and intentions might initially seem an 

anathema to a truth theoretic approach since, traditionally, these notions belong 

to opposing ‘communication theoretic’ approaches. However, as Rumfitt (1995) 

argues, there may be good reason to prefer a more conciliatory approach (which 

he labels a ‘hybrid picture’), allowing a truth theoretic model to utilise 

communication theoretic notions;

On this view [the hybrid picture], ti tru th-theoretical ax iom atisa t ion  p lays an 
im portant part in charac te r is ing  a sp eaker’s linguistic com petence  by v irtue of 
the fact that its ax iom s express know ledge w hich the speaker  expects his 
audience to possess.. .S ince, on the hybrid story, this last expecta tion  lies at the 
core o f both expressing  and  apprehen d in g  a thought ,  the successful 
com ple tion  o f  the axiom atisa t ion  would provide  the explana tion  tha t  D u m m ett  
dem ands. W e would have expla ined  why an u tterance has the  content that it 
does by c it ing  the speaker’s actual and operative expecta tions about the 
reception o f  the w ords he utters.

However, as Rumfitt notes, his ‘hybrid picture’ gives only a sketch o f  one 

possible way to proceed; and it might seem that we require a more rigorous 

account to challenge the concrete proposal of Larson and Segal. However, the 

important conclusion of  this section, I would suggest, is not necessarily to 

endorse one particular way of making the truth conditional approach accountable 

to speakers’ actual knowledge, to the exclusion o f  any other such account; rather 

it is simply to see that there are ways in which it seems possible that this desired 

outcome may be achieved.

Ihid. p.H55.

34



( y) Concluding conception o f  a semantic theory:

Let us suuimarise the findings so far: our aim was to provide a 

framework within which we could explore the nature of noun phrases. This 

amounted to specifying the kind of semantic theory we should have in mind and 

the suggestion was that the most hopeful avenue to pursue was the formal 

semanticist’s truth theoretic account. The general framework then is essentially 

Davidsonian, with room for certain divergences (such as the move away from 

interpretation and towards language production and reason-giving accounts, and, 

as we will see in Chapter 2, the possible inclusion o f  second order features). 

The hope then is that this provides us with a solid enough background to make 

unique predictions about the logical form of certain linguistic items, and to 

discern fairly clearly the pragmatic/semantic boundary. Semantic information 

will be that information which is codified within our semantic theory; pragmatic 

information will be information derived from the context o f  utterance which is 

(or may be) used by interlocutors to refine, reassess or re-evaluate the 

proposition delivered by the semantic theory alone.

Now then we face the issue of putting together our proposed approach to 

semantic theorising and our working assumption that the class of noun phrases, 

in which we are interested, divides into two separate semantic categories. In the 

first section of this chapter it was suggested that the diverse behaviour of certain 

noun phrases was best accounted for by treating them as distinct semantic kinds: 

quantified noun phrases and singular terms. Assuming this hypothesis to be 

warranted, we now need to deliver a way of handling each o f  these kinds within 

our truth theoretic account. So, let us turn in the next chapter to the question of 

how, given the truth theoretic framework we have adopted, we might formally

A lthough  w hether  D av idson  h im se l f  explicitly  requires his account to  be first-order ,  rather 
than simply  non-m odal,  is a deba tab le  exegetical question; for instance, Lappin  (1996) assum es 
D avidsonian  accounts  must be first-order, w hereas Sa insbury  (1991), p .326, has suggested  that 
only modality  is explicitly precluded.

F or  a d iscussion o f  the b lurring o f  the sem an tic /p ragm atic  division in the case o f  con tex t-  
sensitive expressions , see C hap te r  2. O ne question  we will have to address in the next chapte r 
is w hether  we can co un tenance  any sem antic  information which is not tru th-conditionally  
relevant, since this is the status often advocated  for the K aplanian  notion o f  ‘ch a rac te r ’ .
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capture our initial impressions of the divergent nature of quantified noun phrases

and singular terms.
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Chapter 2 ~

Quantified Noun Phrases and Referring Terms:

I
n common with many theorists, we have accepted the idea that the 

great difference in the role eertain noun phrases intuitively appear to 

play, and the way in which they appear to succeed in settling on 

objects, points to a fundamental difference in their semantic analysis. Thus we 

have adopted the hypothesis that the class of noun phrases contains two distinct 

semantic kinds: quantified noun phrases and singular terms. The time has come 

now to look much more closely at these two categories and try to see how they 

might be handled in our semantic account. The task o f  this chapter, then, is to 

provide a sketch of one mechanism capable of handling quantified noun phrases 

within a truth conditional semantic theory, and one which is adequate for 

referring expressions. Our aim will be to survey the current state o f  play in this 

area and indicate the kind of model it seems theorists in general should be willing 

to endorse.

The first half o f  this chapter deals with the search for a semantic 

treatment for quantified noun phrases. The up-shot o f  our inquiiy will be that 

the model of ‘generalized quantification’, as developed by Barwise and Cooper 

(amongst others), provides the best account o f  these expressions to date.' 

Crudely, a sentence containing a quantified noun phrase, like ‘all girls are happy’, 

will be understood as specifying a relation between two sets of objects (i.e. 

specifying a property of sets). However, to appreciate this model of 

quantification fully, it will help to begin by looking at the notion o f  first-order 

quantification, seeing in what ways it provides a good model for understanding 

quantified noun phrases in, and in what ways it might be found wanting. Then 

we will turn to look at generalized quantifier theory itself, seeing how such an 

account applies in practice to certain paradigm quantified noun phrases, and

Barw ise and C ooper  (1981).
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inquiring whether or not the range of application should include (at least some) 

expressions of the form ‘the F ’.

With a satisfactory account of quantified noun phrases secured, an 

apparently very straightforward way to handle referring expressions will then be 

proposed in §2. However, this approach will be seen to be open to certain 

serious objections: in the first case, from those apparently referential expressions 

which /r//7 to secure any referent at all, and, in the second case, from putatively 

referential terms which appear able to secure multiple different  referents. It will 

be this latter problem, of so-called ‘context-dependent’ singular terms, which will 

most exercise us in what follows; however, the suggestion will be that it is 

possible to refine our approach to accommodate context-dependent singular 

terms successfully within the truth theoretic framework we have adopted. Thus 

the final task of this chapter will be to see how the analysis proposed applies in 

practice to certain paradigm referential, though context-dependent, expressions, 

viz. ‘perceptual’ demonstratives. First, however, let us turn to the search for a 

suitable mechanism for analysing quantified noun phrases.

L Quantified Noun Phrases:

The behaviour we wish to capture in our semantic analysis o f  quantified 

noun phrases is the way of arriving at an object in terms of the properties it 

instantiates. One component of a quantified noun phrase will then be this 

descriptive elemenl, given by one or more comm on nouns. However, to arrive at 

a particular object or set of objects we also need part of the linguistic expression 

to tell us about the proposed range or extension of this descriptive component; 

quantified noun phrases, as their title suggests, serve to tell us about the quantity  

o f  objects which instantiate certain properties. So, for instance, a sentence like 

‘all girls are happy’ (which contains the paradigm quantified noun phrase ‘all 

girls’) tells us, intuitively, that all objects satisfying the predicate ‘x is a girl’ also 

satisfy the predicate ‘x is happy’. To know what it would be for an utterance of 

this sentence to be true we do not need to know the identity of any o f  the objects 

it denotes, we merely need to know the relation between the two sets of objects
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which it expresses (in this case, the subset relation, since ‘all’ indicates that the 

set denoted by one predicate phiase, the ‘restriction’ or ‘noiTiinal’, is contained 

within the other, the ‘scope’).

Larson and Segal offer us the following preliminary sketch o f  what it is to 

be a quantifier phrase:

lT]hey concern  the quantity  o f th ings satisfying the nom ina l,  the quanti ty  of 
th ings satisfying the predicate  phrase, and the relation between these two 
quantities. In tuitively, a relation of quantities  is one tha t is sensitive to 
n urn be IS o f  things but not to identity o f  th ings.. . .A  relation that holds only in 
vir tue o f  the relative num bers  o f  Xs and Ys, and not the ir  identities, is a 
quantif ica tional relation."

The relation quantified noun phrases bear to objects, intuitively then, has more to 

do with the relation of satisfaction than the relation of reference. Yet possessing 

some intuitive grasp on the way in which quantified noun phrases function still 

leaves us a long way from a serviceable account for our semantic theory. 

However a starting point on the road to such an account can be found in the 

work of Frege, for it seems that certain of his logical operators are well-adapted 

to play the role we are assigning to our natural language quantified phrases.

(i) First-order logical quantifiers:

The original treatment of quantification and generality, adopted by 

modern logic, is owed to Frege.’ Frege’s formal language as a whole contained 

only two semantically complete categories: names and sentences, with other 

components being viewed in terms of these elements. For instance, we have 

predicates, which are incomplete expressions arrived at by removing one or more 

designating terms from a sentence; e.g. the complete sentence ‘Fido is happy’

yields a predicate by the removal o f  the name ‘Fido’."̂ This predicate, ‘__ is

happy’, contains an ‘open space’ into which may be slotted other names to create 

new declarative sentences. However, it is not only names which can fill the slots 

left open in predicate phrases to form complete sentences; we can also insert

" L arson  and Segal (1995), p .302.
■’ F rege  (1879); a l though the term ‘quan ti f ie r’ seem s first to have appeared  in Pe irce  (1885),  
V o l .3, parag raph  393.

F rege  ( I 892b).
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variables bound by previous acts of quantification into these open positions. 

Frege constructed two quantifier expressions for his formal language, which we 

might call the ‘universal’ and ‘existential’ quantifiers, which could be used to 

bind variables which could then appear in predicate instantiations.

To demonstrate this, we might introduce some symbols to stand for 

Frege’s two quantifier terms: ‘V x’ (or simply ‘(x)’) for the universal, which we 

might paraphrase as ‘for all x ’; and ‘3 x ’ for the existential, paraphrased along the 

lines of ‘there is at least one x ’. Given an antecedently selected range o f  objects, 

which we will call the ‘domain of quantification’, these symbols may then be 

conjoined with predicate phrases to make claims about the objects within that 

domain. So, in conjunction with the predicate phrase we have already arrived at, 

which we might symbolise as ‘H x’ meaning x is happy’, we can construct two 

quantified formulae:

V x F k

3x Hx

These assert, respectively, that all things in the domain of quantification satisfy 

the predicate ‘is happy’ and that at least one thing does. The universal and the 

existential quantifiers are what we might term ‘unary’ quantifiers; that is to say, 

they have a degree of autonomy from the predicate expressions they combine 

with to form sentences. Quantifiers act by independently binding a variable, 

which then goes on to appear in predicate formulae.

However our treatment of generality now appears to face a problem, for 

if our quantified sentences are to be truly expressive we need to accommodate 

the role of the ‘logical connectives’, such as ‘and’, ‘no t’ and ‘if...then’; yet 

reflection seems to show that such elements have a dual  role to play. For not 

only do they function at a sentential level, to form complex sentences out of 

simpler ones (e.g. forming ‘it is not the case that snow is white’ from ‘snow is 

white’, or ‘snow is white and grass is green’ constructed from two atomic 

sentences); they also function to form complex predicates out o f  simpler ones
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(e.g. ‘.some girls are not happy’ or ‘someone is young and pret ty’) . I n  

‘Pronouns, Quantifiers and Relative Clauses (I)’, Evans examines this difficulty 

and suggests we can most easily account for the sentence-forming operators in 

terms of truth, e.g:^

(A) Any sentence ‘and’ is true iff S is true and S '  is true.

On the other hand, however, it seems most natural to deal with the predicate- 

forming operators in terms of satisfaction, e.g:

(B) An object satisfies a predicate of the form ‘and’ iff it satisfies

F and it also satisfies G.

Yet clearly we do not want our semantic theory to include both rules like (A) 

and (B) for each logical connective, for these semantical units seem to have a 

uni vocal meaning despite the different roles they can play. There are then two 

moves we might make: on the one hand, we could take the sentence-forming 

role, (A), as basic and try to account for the predicate forming role in terms of 

this. Or alternatively, we could take the predicate-forming function, (B), as basic 

and attempt to account for the sentential role via satisfaction. Evans suggests 

the first approach belongs to Frege, while the second is more properly associated 

with Tarski.

The Fregean approach treats the truth of a complex predicate in a 

quantified sentence as derived from the truth of some sentence formed by filling 

the argument place with a term. So the notion of a complex predicate being true 

of an object is explained in terms of the truth of  a declarative sentence arrived at 

by putting a name for that object in the argument position. If the complex 

predicate in the quantified sentence ‘someone is young and pretty’ is true of an 

object, say it is satisfied by Mary, then this can be derived from the truth o f  the 

complex sentence formed by replacing the variables with a referring term for 

Mary, i.e. ‘Mary is young and Mary is pretty’. In this way, utilising just the

As Evans  ( 1977), p p .80-1, notes, the sam e difficulty  w ould  also arise  even if  w e  restricted our 
a ttention ju s t  to the quantif iers  them selves.  For these express ions  also  seem to have  a dual 
function , som etim es  form ing  sentences from predicates (e.g. ‘so m eo ne  ru n s ’) and som etim es
fo rm ing  predicates o f  degree n-1 from predicates o f  degree  n (e.g. ‘ loves s o m e o n e ’ from  ‘__
l o v e s  ’).
" Evans (1977).
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notion of truth we account for both the sentence-forming and the predicate- 

forming role of the connectives. The Tarskian approach, on the other hand, 

takes satisfaction (rather than truth) as the basic explanatory principle and 

attempts to accommodate the sentential role of the operators in terms o f  this. 

Tarski is able to do this by assimilating closed sentences to predicates: closed 

sentences will be special cases of predication satisfied by all sequences of objects 

(if the sentence is true) or none (if the sentence is false). As Evans points out, on 

this approach:

[l]t will be open for us to define  a  true sen tence  as a (closed) sentence with the 
universal extension. W ith  this definit ion o f  truth, it is easy to show  that the 
tru th-functional role o f  the connect ive  ‘a n d ’, for ex am ple ,  as fo rm ing  truths, 
is a special case o f  its role o f  fo rm ing  an expression  w hich  is satisfied by an 

object iff that object satisfies both o f  the expressions which flank it.^

So, on the Tarskian approach we are able to accommodate both  the predicate- 

forming and the sentence-forming role of the connectives utilising just the 

relation of satisfaction.

Prima facie, the latter approach appears the more technical and contrived 

(with its manipulation of infinite sequences, differing in at most the object 

assigned to one place) and thus seems less attractive than the Fregean approach.'"' 

However, as Larson and Segal, amongst others, have pointed out, the Fregean 

approach itself depends upon a questionable further claim: viz. that, for every 

object, there is some (possible) extension of  the language which contains a name 

for that object (for only in this way will we always be able to complete the 

sentence with a designator). Yet this may seem an unwelcome consequence of 

the account; it at least has the consequence of countermanding the prim a facie  

simplicity of the Fregean approach."^ However, since both accounts will be 

formally adequate for accommodating the logical connectives, I would suggest 

that we do not have to settle this matter finally at this stage. For whichever 

approach we adopt, it seems that our results could be translated into the 

opposing framework if this should prove ultimately desirable. Given the

 ̂ //?/W., p .82 .
 ̂ For the technical method o f  satisfaction by infinite sequences, see Larson and Segal (1995),  

pp. 202-5.
Larson and Segal (1995),  pp .232-236.
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adoption of a Fregean or a Tarskian framework, we can introduce symbols for 

the sentential operators, such as for ‘and’ and for ‘if...then’, which will 

allow us to construct complex quantified sentences, like ‘all girls are happy’ or 

‘some girl is happy':

Vx (x is a girl —> x is happy)

3x (X is a girl & x is happy).

Furthermore, once this mechanism is in place, we can capture the sense 

of a great many of our ordinary language quantifier phrases. As well as 

straightforward cases such as ‘all’ and ‘every’, any quantifier concerned with a 

specific cardinality can be captured using only these Fregean quantifiers. 

Consider the quantified phrase ‘only two girls are happy’, which, although we 

lack a distinct quantifier for ‘only tw o ’, we can capture in terms of the universal 

and existential claims. Thus, introducing ‘G x ’ for ‘x is a girl’, we arrive at:

3x By Vz ((((Gx & Hx) & (Gy & Hy)) & x #  y) & ((Gz & Hz)

^  (z =  X V z  =  y ) ) )

This logical formula states that there are two distinct members of the union of 

the set o f  girls and the set of happy things, and any supposed third member of 

this union must in fact be identical with one of these first two. Although the 

results may appear somewhat unwieldy, there is no quantified phrase of  this form 

in natural language which cannot be captured by an equivalent first-order 

quantified formula. Furthermore, using just our unary quantifiers plus negation 

we can capture the sense of ordinary language expressions such as ‘none’, ‘not 

every’, e tc ." ’

This initial success might make us quite optimistic about a project which 

seeks to analyse natural language quantifier phrases in terms o f  the formal 

constructions of  first-order logic. The assumption would be that no natural 

language quantifier phrase could fail to be captured by some sequence o f  first-

W e might also note that, i t  we include negation, we need only really inc lude  one  o f  the tw o
i|uantit iers ,  since the o ther may then be accounted  to r  in terms o f  negation:

(3x Fx) = -I (Vx -iPx)
(Vx Fx) = -> (3x -iFx).
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order logical quantifiers, predicates and connectives. However, despite our 

initial optimism, it seems that there are certain drawbacks with such a project; for 

the resources o f  first-order logic seem simply too poor to accommodate fully the 

nature of natural language quantifier phrases. The difference emerges in two 

ways: on the one hand, the structure of the unary logical functions seems ill- 

suited to the structure displayed by these natural language expressions; while, on 

the other hand, there seem clearly to exist natural language quantifier phrases 

which cannot  be analysed by either a unary quantifier alone, nor any sequence of 

them. The paradigm example of the latter problem is to be found in the natural 

language quantifier ‘m ost’, as in ‘most girls are happy’, which seems to be simply 

beyond the range of the unary quantifiers of first-order logic." Sentences 

containing the term ‘m ost’ seem to serve. Just as expressions containing terms 

like ‘a ir ,  ‘one’ or ‘none’ do, to talk about the extension of properties in the 

world; they do not strive, like referring terms, to identify a given individual and 

refer only to that. However, given only the Fregean quantifiers, we seem unable 

to capture the kind of relation the natural language term expresses.

To see this, let us try to capture ‘most girls are happy’, armed only with 

unary quantification and sentential connectives. Intuitively, an utterance of this 

sentence will be true Just in case more than half o f  the objects in the set of girls 

also belong to the set of happy things. This relation cannot, it seems, be 

captured by either of the original Fregean quantifiers; for instance, if we try to 

use the universal quantifier, all we seem able to say is that ‘all things, if girls, are 

happy’, or ‘all things are girls and happy’, or so on with the other logical 

connectives, yet none of these sentences seem to capture the sense o f  ‘m ost’. 

Alternatively we might think to use the existential quantifier, and here things 

seem initially more hopeful; for as we know from above, we can use the 

existential quantifier to capture any sentence which expresses a definite 

cardinality. So we can say that some definite number o f  objects, say two, are

"  W esle rs tah l (1989) points out that a l though ‘m o s t ’ is so m etim es  read as ‘ m ore  than h a l f ,  in 
practice, how  many objects are required to satisfy both predicates  is often a contextual matter, 
with so m etim es  a single object or a ‘bare m ajo r i ty ’ being insuffic ient to m ake the utterance 
true.
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both girls and happy, and that the number of unhappy girls is less than this, say 

one;

3x 3y ((((Gx & Hx) & (Gy & Hy)) & x y) &  3z Vw ((Gz & ->Hz) &

((Gw & -iHw) —> w = z)))'^

Unfortunately, however, this still does not take us very far towards capturing the 

sense of ‘m ost’. What we do in the above formulation is give a situation in 

which it is true that most girls are happy, but we do not say  that most girls are 

happy. Our original sentence is not equivalent to the claim that two girls are 

happy and only one unhappy, nor is it equivalent to any other statement of a 

definite cardinality; rather it requires that, however many unhappy girls there are, 

there are simply more happy ones, and this expression of the relation between 

two sets of objects does not seem to be something which we can capture using 

the existential quantifier.

However, arguing that neither of the two existing quantifiers are 

sLifllcient to capture the sense of ‘m ost’ is not the same as arguing that the 

system of unary quantification is itself inadequate for natural language. For it 

might be that the proponent o f  Fregean quantifiers could introduce a different 

unary quantifier, especially to capture ‘m ost’, without this in any way weakening 

the present model o f  quantification. Let us grant the proponent o f  first-order 

quantification this and allow them to introduce a new quantifier, ‘Z ’, envisaged 

on the unary, first-order model, to symbolise ‘m ost’. Armed with this additional 

quantifier can we now capture the sentence in question? Unfortunately, the 

answer still seems to be ‘no ’, for no sentential connective we could then use to 

stand between our pairs of predicate sets could succeed in specifying the right 

relation.' ’ For imagine that we translate our chosen sentence via the logical 

formula:

( 1 ) Zx (x is a girl & x is happy)

'■ N ote  that, unlike above, w e here c laim  only  that a t lea s t two girls a re  happy  (not ‘exact ly  
tw o ’), a lthough  we do  claim that exa c tly  one  girl is unhappy .
' ’ This  d iscussion  borrow s from  similar, succinct d iscussions in W igg ins  (1980); N ea le  
(1990a) ,  pp .40-2.
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Then our claim is that more than half of the entire domain is made up of  things 

which satisfy the predicates ‘is a giiT and ‘is happy’. So, the fact that most 

objects are not  girls (e.g. the multitude of trees, cars, boats, etc.) suffices to 

make this formula false. The falsehood of (1) has little to do with the number of 

happy girls, specifically whether or not there are more happy girls than unhappy 

ones is irrelevant; yet this cannot be the intended interpretation o f  the original 

English sentence.

At this stage it might be suggested that the proposal could fare better 

with a different sentential connective such as the material conditional, so that:

(2) Zx (x is a girl —> x is happy)

Yet this now claims that most  things are ' if-a-girl-then-happy'\  a sentence which 

would be falsified by the majority of things in the universal domain being 

unhappy girls. However, so long as girls are not the majority o f  things in the 

universal domain, this formula must always come out true. Specifically, it will 

come out true even if the majority of girls are unhappy, since its truth is based 

solely on the fact that most things are not girls. Yet once again, this does not 

capture what was meant by the original sentence. The problem is that by treating 

‘m ost’ as a free-standing quantifier we are unable to capture its relational nature. 

Once the intimate relation between ‘m ost’ and the predicate ‘girls’ in our original 

sentence has been severed it seems that we cannot recapture it simply by 

inserting logical connectives between two predicate assignments. What is 

required is not a new way to join predicate sentences together, but a new way to 

combine a quantifier and a concatenated predicate.

What we need is not the unary devices of first-order logic, but some 

richer construction which allows us to cope with the genuinely ‘binary’ nature of 

at least some quantifier phrases. Furthermore, as we will see below, by moving 

to relational or binary devices we are better able to capture the true structure of 

all quantified noun phrases in natural language; thus the move away from the 

first-order constructions will be seen to be motivated by the nature o f  all 

quantifier phrases, not only the subset of them which are entirely beyond unary
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analysis. This recognition means we must reject the assumption suggested 

earlier, that the quantifiers of natural language can be successfully mapped onto 

the quantifier phrases of first-order logic. For the resources o f  the latter have 

proved too poor to accommodate the full richness of  natural language. 

However, as recent advances in quantifier theory have shown, it seems that we 

can successfully account for natural language quantifiers by moving away from 

sti ictly first-order functions to incorporate some second level features. This is 

the approach suggested by, amongst others, Barwise and C ooper in their theory 

of ‘generalized quantification’.'^ This quantificational model, although not the 

only second-order model which is able to cope with the problematic phenomena, 

will be the model adopted throughout the rest o f  this thesis.'*' Thus it will prove 

helpful to have before us a brief sketch of what is involved in this approach.

(ii) Generalized quantification:

Barwise and Cooper begin by noting the motivations for the generalized 

quantification model (henceforth ‘G .Q ’), indicating the areas o f  weakness of 

first-order quantification and the potential strength of G.Q:

T h e  quantif ie rs  of s tandard  f irs t-order logic...are inadequa te  to treat the 
quantif ied  sentences o f  natural languages in at least tw o respects.  F irst,  there  
are sen tences which simply cannot be sym bolized  in a logic w hich  is restricted 
to the firs t-order quantif iers  V and 3. Second, the syntactic  s t ructure  of 
quantif ied  sentences in predicate calculus is completely d ifferent from the 
syntactic structure  o f  quantif ied  sentences in natural language . T h e  work on 
genera l ized  quantif ie rs . . .has  led to insights into the na tu re  o f  quantif ie rs ,  
insights which perm it  logical syntax to co rrespond  m ore  closely to natural 
language syntax.'^’

The first o f  these insights (which allows reparation between natural language 

syntax and logical syntax) is to recognise that quantifier phrases correspond not 

merely to quantity terms, sueh as ‘all’ or ‘som e’, in isolation, but to quantity 

terms, which we will call ‘determiners’, plus predicate expressions.'^ Thai is to

B arw ise  and C ooper  (1981).
E.g. E vans  (1977); W ig g in s  (1980); and D avies  (1981), p ropose  that quantif ie rs  be construed 

as co m b in in g  with tw o fur ther  fo rm ulae  to yield a single  fo rm ula , as in: [m ost x] (girls x: 
happy x). T h e  formal differences between the tw o approaches seem  very slight, but for 
presentational purposes  the G .Q  model will be the one adopted  in this thesis.

B arw ise  and C o op er  (1981),  p. 159.
W e should  be c lear that ‘d e te rm in e r’ is a syntactic  category , w hereas  ‘q ua n t i f ie r ’ is a 

sem antic  one; thus the c la im  that quantif iers correspond  to d e te rm iners  p lus  pred ica te  
express ions  is a substantive  one. This is an issue we will exp lore  fu r ther  in fo l low ing  chapters.
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say, we need lo capture the relation between the determiner and the predicate 

phrase it attaches to (which we will call the ‘restriction’ of the expression), rather 

than treating the determiner as a ‘free-standing’ element. Thus the unary, 

Fregean quantifiers are replaced with relational ones, expressing binary relations 

between sets."^ The complex expression of  G.Q thus corresponds in a clear way 

lo the structure of proposed quantified noun phrases in natural language; which 

can be seen if we schematise the proposal:

Quantifier l ^ u n  P h r a ^

Determiner Restriction Det Noun
I I  I I

ALL (x) girl (x) all girls

The view that quantifier relations are those concerned with cardinality 

(rather than identity) is captured in G.Q because the phrases deal solely with the 

relative number of objects in the two specified sets. So, for instance, rather than 

treating ‘all’ as expressing the subset relation, we can now express this in G.Q in 

terms of numbers of objects: a determiner in G.Q has the value ‘all’ if, given an 

ordered pair of sets, <X,Y>, where X corresponds to the subject argument o f  the 

determiner, and Y corresponds to the object argument, the relation expressed is:

I  Y - X |  =0

In a quantified sentence such as ‘all girls are happy’, then, ‘all’ has something of 

the status of a transitive predicate:"" it relates two arguments, with the restriction 

‘girls’ functioning as its object argument, and the remainder o f  the sentence (the 

quantifier’s ‘scope’) acting as the subject argument. This view of  the role of 

quantifier phrases might encourage us to adopt the same kind o f  analysis for 

these expressions as we might for ordinary transitive predicates. In this way, we 

might think of quantifier phrases as serving to denote properties of certain sets of 

objects; i.e. as themselves specifying sets of sets. If this is correct, then we must 

move away from the resources available to us within the confines of first-order 

logic; for functions selecting sets of sets are second-order elements.

A lthough  we might note that, in addition  to the approach to quantif ica tion  outl ined  above, 
Frege ( 1884), §.47, also suggests  an opposing  account which does take note o f  the binary 
nature o f  the de term iner .
''' B arw ise  and C ooper  (1981 ), p. 162.
■" This way o f  looking at the issue is borrowed from  Larson and Segal (1995), p p .274-5.
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However, the benefits of breaking with first-order logie for natural 

language quantifier phrases seem to outweigh the drawbacks. For, not only are 

we able to accommodate properly the structure o f  all quantified expressions (and 

define determiners explicitly in terms of the cardinal relations between sets), we 

can also capture those expressions which lay beyond the reach of first-order 

quantification. This is possible because we preserve the relation between the 

quantifier and the restricting predicate. Since ‘m ost’ is no longer a ‘free- 

standing’ operator, but is tied to a given predicate set, we are no longer in the 

position whereby sentences containing it will be made true or false by a majority 

of objects which lie outside the sets we are interested in. Instead, just as we 

desire, our logical formula will be true if and only if a greater number of the 

members of the set of girls lie in the intersection with the set o f  happy things. A 

determiner in G.Q thus has the value ‘m ost’ if (again taking X as corresponding 

to the subject argument and Y to the object argument) it expresses the relation:

I v n x l  > I Y - x |

So, since the G.Q model allows us to capture difficult cases like ‘m ost’, 

and since it fits well with the syntax of natural language quantified noun phrases, 

it is the G.Q model which will be adopted below as giving the best treatment for 

these expressions. This then satisfies the primary aim of  this part of the chapter, 

viz. to provide a mechanism for understanding quantified phrases in natural 

language from the perspective of our truth conditional semantic theory. 

However, before we turn our attention to referring terms, I would like to pause 

briefly to consider the range of expression-types we might want to extend our 

G.Q analysis to; specifically, should any expressions of the form ‘the F ’ be 

treated along these lines? Although I want to leave detailed consideration of 

how we tell, for any token noun phrase, whether we should treat it as a 

quantified noun phrase or a referring term until the next chapter, it seems 

appropriate to touch on the question of definite descriptions at this stage, seeing 

if we have any reasons to treat at least some members of this category on the 

model to hand.
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(Hi) Definite descriptions:

Frege initially proposed treating these expressions as referential terms; 

thus they were classed, not with the semantic category of quantified noun 

phrases, but in his class of ‘Proper Nam es’ {Eigenname)}^  However, Russell 

famously rejected this claim, arguing in ‘On Denoting’ that definite descriptions 

could and should be handled as quantified phrases. Here the primary motivation 

for his theory of descriptions came from its ability to solve what he called three 

‘logical puzzles’: the issue of informative identity statements, applications o f  the 

Law of the Excluded Middle, and true, negative, existential statements."" To 

contemporary eyes, it may be less clear that these features provide 

straightforward support for a quantificational analysis; yet Russell’s general 

approach still remains popular."’ To see why this might be, let us begin by 

looking at the account Russell himself proposed, before seeing how his general 

insight can be captured in the current context. W e will see that translating 

Russell’s theory into the G.Q framework brings with it its own motivation for the 

approach, and also avoids certain objections to the original Russellian analysis. 

Finally, we will note two further motivations for the quantified approach, related 

to those originally given by Russell in ‘On Denoting’.

The formal system that Russell was working with was the first-order 

quantificational system he inherited from Frege. Thus the Russellian claim was 

that definite descriptions could be correctly analysed in terms of the universal and 

existential quantifiers (or complexes of these and other logical items). His claim 

was that sentences of the form ‘the F is G ’ should be analysed along the lines of: 

there is one and only one F, and whatever is F is G. Thus an utterance o f  ‘the 

tallest spy is American’ translates (crudely) into the claim that ‘there is one and 

only one tallest spy and whoever is the tallest spy is also American’. Using the

Frege ( 1892b).
-- Russell (1905),  pp. 420-7.
■’ For instance, a worry  with these m otivat ions m ay be that the p hen o m en a  Russell notes 
applies equally  to s ta tem ents  involving definite descrip tions and those involving express ions  
we intuitively w ant to treat as s ingular terms. T hus the logical puzzles  seem  unable  to p rov ide  
the genuine  ground  o f  d ifference  betw een  definite descrip tions and o ther  expressions w hich 
might m otivate  d ivergen t sem antic  analyses.
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symbolisation we introduced for first-order quantification earlier, this claim may 

be formalised as:

3x Vy (Fx & ((Fy —> x = y) & Gy))

So, the thought is, wherever we are faced with a definite description in natural 

language, it is to be treated as possessing the above underlying logical form or 

structure. Treating the simple natural language expression as concealing such a 

complex structure, with its multiple acts o f  quantification, may seem a relatively 

unhappy move; but for Russell this discomfort is mitigated by the account’s 

ability to ameliorate the logical puzzles.

On this model, Chastain notes:

[A]ny sentence con ta in ing  a definite descrip tion  is unders tood  as asserting  
that exactly one th ing  satisfies its descrip tive content,  tha t is, exactly one 
th ing  is uniquely denoted  by it. W e  get at physical objects only by a sem antic  
shot in the dark: we specify properties o r re la tions and hope they are uniquely 
exemplif ied.

1 would suggest that our intuitive view of at least some definite descriptions does 

indeed side with such a picture; for it seems that some such terms do serve to 

select an object only as it satisfies the descriptive condition the expression brings 

into play. For instance, utterances now of  ‘the first baby to be born in the 

twenty-second century’ or ‘the star furthest from the earth’ seem to serve not to 

refer to particular individuals, which we know or are acquainted with and which 

could just as easily have been named or demonstrated, but serve instead to pick 

out something Just in case it instantiates the property in question. Furthermore, 

if we translate Russell’s basic insight into the framework o f  a G.Q analysis, it 

seems both that we avoid objections which may be levelled at the Russellian 

formulation itself and that we discover positive reasons to embrace the account.

For instance, it seems that any potential discrepancy between the simple 

surface form of the description and its underlying structure is avoided, for on the 

model to hand we can treat the determiner ‘the’ as indicating a quantifier in its 

own right, rather than trying to force the expression into a complex conjunction

C hasta in  ( 1975),  p.254.
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of Fi'egean quantifiers. Tn this way, a definite description like ‘the tallest spy is 

Americair is analysed as a G.Q formula;

[the A': tallest spy x] (American x)

Clearly here there is no butchery of surface grammar (a charge often levelled at 

the Russellian theory), but instead a prim a facie  veiy appropriate treatment of an 

expression which, syntactically and semantically, seems akin to an indefinite 

description like ‘an F ’. This point also brings to the fore an argument Russell 

gave for his theory of descriptions in ‘The Philosophy of Logical A tom ism ’."̂  

Here he claimed that the only difference between ‘a ’ and ‘the’ is that the latter 

implies uniqueness; thus since the former is to be analysed in terms o f  the 

existential quantifier, the latter should be understood as an existential 

quantification with the additional claim of  uniqueness. This recognition, of an 

intuitive parallel between indefinite and definite descriptions, is reinforced within 

our G.Q framework, since both expression-types are syntactically constituted by 

determiners plus nouns, and semantically analysed as quantifiers plus restrictions. 

So, treating definite descriptions as quantified noun phrases within a G.Q 

framework seems both natural and intuitively appealing, and, as we will see later, 

by any behavioural criterion we wish to introduce, at least some definite 

descriptions in natural language certainly do behave as the model to hand 

predicts.

We should also note that by translating Russell’s theory into our 

contemporary framework we avoid a possible technical problem for his account; 

for carving up the apparently unified surface structure o f  the definite description 

into multiple distinct quantifications may run into difficulties. For, if the domain 

of quantification is allowed to shift between distinct quantifiers, then the

Ru.ssell (1918).
It has been a rgued  that som e defin ite  descrip tions d em a n d  analysis  as quantif ied  phrases;  for 

instance, w here  the expression depends  tor much o f  its m ean ing  on som e  other, clearly  
quantif ied , phrase  (in term inology  to be in troduced later, they are anaphoric). T h ese  cases, 
brought to the fore  in M ates  (1973), include exam ples  like ‘The w om an  every  E ng lishm an  
respects is his m o th e r ’, w here  ‘his m o th e r ’ canno t be taken as a referential expression. 
H ow ever,  as w e will see later, there are questions to be raised concern ing  the role o f  anaphoric  
express ions  in ind ica ting  the sem antic  analysis  o f  superfic ia lly  similar, though  non-anaphor ic ,  
expressions ; fo r this reason I do  not discuss  these cases  as a m otivation for a R ussel l-s ty le  
trea tm ent in the m ain  text.
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Russellian paraphrase cannot serve as the correct analysis of  a natural language 

definite description. The problem is that, if subsentential shifts in the domain of 

quantification are possible (and there is some evidence that this is the case), then 

there is nothing to ensure that the domain remains constant for the multiple 

quantifications of Russell’s theory. This point is stressed by Stanley and 

Williamson, who argue for the possibility of subsentential shifts on the basis of 

sentences such as:

A group of evangelists met in the square, whereupon everyone converted 

someone."^

Here it seems ‘som eone’ cannot select another evangelist; thus the domain over 

which this last quantifier ranges cannot be identical to the domain active at the 

start of the sentence. From this they conclude:

[TJhe English sen tence  which expresses the R ussellian  expans ion  o f  a definite 
description is more contex t-sensit ive  than the sentence w hich  con ta ins  jus t  the 
definite description. Since we have show n that dom ain  can  vary with each 
quantified expression , w hereas only one dom ain  is poss ib le  fo r u tterances of 
[the FJ, we can conclude that definite descrip tions are  not sh o r th and  for 
English sentences con ta in ing  m ultip le  quantif ie r  expressions."^

Yet, if we adopt a G.Q formulation of Russell’s basic insight, then such a 

problem is obviated.

Finally, it seems that there may still be some reasons to support a 

quantified approach to be drawn from ‘On Denoting’. For instance, Russell 

drew a distinction between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ occurrences of definite 

descriptions: the idea was that sentences containing definite descriptions plus 

logical operators (like negation), or embedded in indirect contexts (like 

prepositional attitude ascriptions), permitted different readings according the 

logical position assigned to the description. This distinction captures the modern 

notion of ‘scope’ and the recognition that definite descriptions are, like other 

clearly quantified phrases, scope ambiguous does indeed seem to mark out these 

expressions from referring t e r m s .F u r th e r m o r e ,  it might be thought that Russell

2>J

Stanley  and W il l iam son  (1995), p .293. 
Ihicl., p .294.
F or  instance, Sainsbury  (1995), p .82, w hen d iscussing R u sse l l ’s p r im ary /seco nd ary  

d is tinction, writes: “In my opinion, R u sse l l ’s reasoning  here is im peccab le ,  and the scope 
d is tinction  is im portant in the descrip tion  o f  the w ork ings o f  E ng li sh .’’
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was right to stress as he did the difference between empty descriptions and 

empty singular terms; for it may be thought that the former do indeed retain a 

degree o f  semantic content which is lacking in the latter. For  instance, Evans 

suggests that an utterance of T h a t  is red ’, made by someone who is 

hallucinating  the presence of a red object, lacks content in a quite fundamental 

way; there is simply no meaning or content to be recovered from the utterance in 

this situation. This contrasts with an utterance like ‘the author of Principia 

Mallieniatica was a great philosopher’, for although the definite description fails 

to pick out an object (as the book had two authors), still there is a degree of 

content retained in this case.^" If we do feel that empty definite descriptions 

possess some degree o f  content, which is lacking for empty singular terms, then 

once again we have reason to prefer a non-referential analysis for them. We 

have seen, then, I would suggest, that there is good reason to extend the G.Q 

analysis for quantified noun phrases to at least some expressions o f  the form ‘the 

F’.

( iv) A semantic mechanism for quantified noun phrases:

Let us summarise the findings of the first part o f  this chapter: our aim 

was to find a semantic mechanism capable of  handling expressions which 

appeared to rely on the relation of satisfaction to deliver a denotation. The first 

suggestion utilised the first-order logical quantifiers of Frege, and was successful 

in delivering the truth conditions of paradigm quantified noun phrases, such as 

those containing ‘all’ or ‘som e’. Ultimately, however, it was suggested that the 

constraints of first-order logic made this account seem less feasible, failing as it 

did to account for natural language expressions such as ‘m ost’ (which intuitively 

grouped together with ‘all’, etc.) and the expected structure of  natural language 

expressions. To this end a richer, binai-y notion, in the form of generalised 

quantification, was proposed. Such a model allowed us to accommodate the 

characteristics of natural language quantifier phrases in a way which seemed

E vans  ( 1982),  p .52, writes that: “ [b]y far the m ost im portant a rg um en t  that Russell gave  was 
this: if w e treat defin ite  descrip tions as referring expressions , then w e  shall be ob liged to 
conclude that, in the absence  o f  a referent, sen tences con ta in ing  them  w ould  not be m eaningful 
- i.e. w ould  fail to express  a thought .”
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much more fitting; mirroring the syntax of the supposed natural language 

counterparts in a more satisfactory way, and enabling us to account for 

determiners like ‘m ost’.

So we have a technical method for analysing quantified noun phrases 

within our semantic theory, and we have seen that there is good reason to 

suppose this treatment extends to at least some definite descriptions. For 

intuitively, some definite descriptions do serve, in a manner akin to indefinite 

descriptions, to select an object simply through the properties it instantiates, and 

this should encourage us to adopt similar G.Q analyses for each. Yet, having 

rehearsed the arguments for treating some definite descriptions as quantified 

noun phrases, the question whieh begins to emerge now is whether we can treat 

all members of this syntactic category in the same way. In general, in fact, what 

we now need is a method which will allow us, when faeed with some token noun 

phrase, to decide if it will be correctly handled as a quantified noun phrase or as 

a referring term. As we will see, in Chapter 3, determining this method is a 

eomplex and controversial matter; however, before we can begin to tackle this 

issue, we need first to turn our attention to referring expressions. For we still 

stand in need of some mechanism which will allow us to handle these expressions 

within our semantic theory.

(2) Referrius Terms:

These expressions are, intuitively, those in natural language which stand 

in the most close or intimate relation to objects; they do not seem to serve, as 

quantifier phrases do, merely to talk about whichever object possesses certain 

properties, but instead to actually refer to partieular objects, regardless of their 

acquisition or loss of properties. Referential terms seem rightly regarded as the 

point at which language eomes closest to the world. Thus if we are to 

aceommodate this intuition within our semantic theory we need to produce a 

mechanism which does not  rely on a relation such as satisfaction, but which 

makes the appeal to properties o f  the object otiose. I would suggest that there is 

a very simple way to do this, by incorporating the relation of reference  directly
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into our semantic theory. Tn this way, a singular term will be any one whose 

correct semantic analysis treats it as referring to an object rather than describing 

it. So, unlike our quite complex semantic analysis of  quantified noun phrases, 

the proposal for singular terms prim a facie ,  incredibly simple: for a given

singular term, ‘a ’, its semantic analysis will be of the form:

[R] the referent of ‘a ’ = a 

(where the left-hand expression contains a singular term in natural language and 

the right-hand designator introduces the object referred to itself). Given the 

primary role of the object in a proposal o f  this kind, it seems that we might be 

warranted in claiming that the meaning o f  a singular term is exhausted by the 

object it refers to. This echoes Mill’s idea that a name is merely an ad  hoc label 

foi' an object, an expression possessing ‘denotation’ (or ‘referent’ in the 

terminology of this thesis, for, as was noted earlier, 1 intend to use ‘denotation’ 

only in the Russellian sense to talk about the object selected by a quantified noun 

phrase) but no ‘connotation’ (descriptive meaning).

There are, however, serious difficulties to be overcome before [R] can be 

unproblematieally adopted as the semantic analysis o f  singular terms. These 

problems divide, 1 believe, into two distinct kinds: the first kind, which will be of 

primary concern to us here, we may think of as formal objections, to the effect 

that [R] proves unfit to deliver the correct truth conditions for at least some 

singular terms. The particular objections 1 wish to consider on this front concern 

the issue of empty names and invalid inference, and context-dependent 

expressions. The second general kind of objection which may be levelled at [R] 

arises from concerns about singular terms and propositional attitude ascriptions, 

turning on the apparent inadequacy of [R] to account for the meaning entertained 

by an agent with relation to a proposition containing a singular term in subject 

position. This general worry surfaces in several ways; for instance, from a

A lthough  the c lause  is form ulated  using a defin ite  descrip tion  in the m eta - lang uag e ,  w hether  
this is treated as a referring  expression  or a quantif ied  noun phrase  is un im portan t;  w e might 
think o f  R e f  (“ a” )' as a functional term, spelt out above as a defin ite  descrip tion .

M i l l ( l8 4 3 ) .
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language-internal perspective, there are difficulties since it seems that we cannot 

exchange co-referring terms in indirect contexts salva veritate.

Or again, from a cognitive perspective, there are problems, as stressed by 

Evans (amongst others) concerning an agent’s ability to take different cognitive 

stances towards propositions which differ, at most, in the referential expression 

used to pick out a single object (e.g. an agent may believe the proposition 

‘Hesperus is ho t’ while simultaneously disbelieving ‘Phosphorous is ho t’, despite 

the identity of the referent of the two singular t e r m s ) . A n o t h e r  objection 

belonging to this second category relates to sentences containing empty names in 

subject positions; for given [R] such sentences should be meaningless. [R] 

specifies the meaning of a singular expression solely in terms o f  its referent, so 

the absence of an object should result in a meaningless singular term and a 

complete lack of meaningful contribution to larger sentences in which it occurs. 

Where an empty singular term oceurs in subject position the result would seem 

to be a proposition which is, at its heart, devoid of meaning. Yet, it may be 

argued, there is still some thought available for the agent to entertain in such 

cases. Thus the agent who thinks ‘Vulcan does not exist’ might still be taken to 

entertain a genuine, contentful thought o f  some kind; a possibility which seems 

ruled out if [R] is allowed to exhaust the content o f  the singular term in question.

This second set of objections, though undoubtedly requiring an answer 

from the advocate of [R] are, I believe, somewhat less pressing as far as our 

present endeavour is concerned. For one thing, unless we can show the technical 

objections unfounded, our proposal will never even get off the ground and the 

issues of cognitive content will never arise. Furthermore, objections from 

cognitive content concern the issue o f  an expression’s content within the scope 

of a propositional attitude verb, and it is at least open to a proponent of an 

‘object-only’ analysis of singular terms to locate the problem with the very

Evans (1982) d iscusses the prob lem  o f  the potential d iscrepancy  betw een m ean ing  
ass ignm ents  and cognit ive  value under the head ing  o f  ‘F re g e ’s intuit ive cri terion o f  d if fe re n c e ’ 
som ew hat  similar  difficulties are also labelled ‘F re g e ’s p ro b le m ’ by Sa lm on  (1986). H ow ever,  
we should be c lea r that there are several different, and potentia l ly  non-equivalen t ,  w ays o f  
characteris ing  the p rob lem  here.
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specialised context in which the expression appears/^ So, although we will have 

cause to touch again very briefly on the question of empty singular terms and 

cognitive content in Chapter 7, in general such questions should really be 

considered beyond the scope of the present exercise. Instead, then, let us 

concentrate on the technical objections to [R] and see how they might be 

overcome.

(i) Empty names:

One barrier to adopting [R] (or a similar clause) as the semantic analysis 

of singular terms within our truth conditional theory stems from the existence of 

empty names and the question of how to deliver truth conditions for sentences 

containing them. Empty (or sometimes ‘improper’) singular terms are those 

which lack a referent, there is no object in existence to supply the content of the 

right-hand side of an axiom such as [R]. Since it seems clear that natural 

language contains at least some such elements, we seem to have a problem, as 

Burge notes:

Tlie most clearly  sem antical p roblem  which non-deno ting  s ingu la r  terms raise 
is that o f  say ing  how  the truth condit ions o f  sen tences conta in ing  them  may be 
de te rm ined  on the basis o f  the logical roles o f  the parts o f  the sentence.'^''

Empty terms, if treated as playing the same logical role as ordinary singular 

terms, will result in invalid conclusions from applications o f  rules such as 

existential generalisation or universal instantiation. For instance, we would, by 

an application of the rule of existential generalisation, be able to move from an 

instance of  [R] such as:

‘Pegasus’ refers to Pegasus 

to the conclusion:

(3x) ( ‘Pegasus’ refers to x)

Yet, since there is no such object, the conclusion is false.

Clearly, then, some alternative treatment is required if we are to stand a 

chance of handling natural language and the full range of (ordinary and empty)

Cf. C r im m in s  (1992). 
Burge ( 1974b), pp. I 89-90.
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singular terms it may contain. One strategy, pursued by Russell and Quine, is to 

refine our analysis of apparently referential expressions, seeking to ‘analyse (all 

or some of) them ou t’ into forms of descriptive expressions.’̂  Another might be 

to appeal to pragmatic considerations concerning the way an empty name is used  

in a community to explain the appearance of truth conditional meaning for 

sentences containing it. While another still, suggested by Frege, is to deny such 

expressions are genuinely empty, stipulating a referent for them (in Frege’s case, 

the empty set). However, as Bencivenga notes:

N on-deno ting  s ingu la r  terms denote  no th ing  existent. O f  course, they could 
denote  som eth ing  else...but this is oi\e possibility am o n g  many, and we must 
also take into serious account the possibility that they denote  no th ing  at all.
A nd  tak ing  this possibility seriously m eans  co nsidering  si tuations in which 
som e of the basic correspondences required  by classical sem antics  are  sim p ly

I "7 n o t there.

This recognition however points the way to a further possible area in which to 

look for a solution: refining classical logic in such a way as to make it explicitly 

able to accommodate empty singular terms successfully. Forms of logic which 

are expressly able to accommodate empty terms are known as ‘free logics’. 

Although ultimately, I want to suggest, it remains unclear that a move to a free 

logic does provide the best way to handle empty terms in natural language, it is, I 

think, a suggestion well worth exploring; for modifying classical logic may prima  

facie  seem very appealing in the face of empty names.

Free logics are those which deny existential import to their terms, though 

allowing quantifiers to retain their usual i m p o r t . W h a t  this means is that we are 

assured o f  an object which a term or variable refers to only  when that expression 

is bound by a quantifier, unbound variables do not in themselves guarantee 

objects. This basic insight has been further developed in several different ways: 

some posit two different kinds of quantifiers, one pair which have existential

Cf. Russell (191 I); Q uine  (1953). Russell analysed any s ingular  term w here  our know ledge  
o f  its ex tens ion was not incorrigible (i.e. w here we could  be confused  about its identity or 
ex is tence) into a definite  descrip tion , while Q uine  rem oved  all s ingu la r  terms, rep lac ing  them 
with specialized  predicates.

B encivenga (1986), p.389.
Lam bert  (1991a) ,  p .3, defines them as “ logics devoid  o f  ex is tence  assum ptions  with respect 

to their terms, but w hose  quantif iers have existential fo rce” .
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commitment and one pair which lack it;"'"̂  others posit two distinct kinds of 

domain, an inner domain of existing objects over which the quantifiers range and 

an outer domain of non-existing objects;"^" and some posit two kinds of denotata, 

ordinary objects for most expressions and special objects to be denoted by 

‘empty’ singular te rm s / '  A further dimension of choice here concerns how we 

wish our logic to handle atomic propositions containing empty terms: do we 

want them all to be true (positive free logics), all to be false (negative free logics, 

to which the Burge an approach to be explored below belongs), or all or some to 

be (ruth-valueless (neuter free logics). Clearly free logic is a highly complex area 

and one which we cannot hope to do real justice to within the confines of our 

present project. Instead, then, I would like to survey just one treatment of empty 

singular terms (which I believe to be the most appealing), that given by Burge in 

‘Truth and Singular T erm s’.

B urge’s problem is how to derive truth conditions for atomic sentences 

containing singular terms which we know may be empty and his solution is to 

allow empty (unbound) expressions in both the object-language and the meta

language. Thus to give the T-sentence for an object-language sentence 

containing an empty term it must be paired with a meta-language sentence 

containing an appropriate empty meta-language expression. In order to do this 

there are two crucial points in his logic: first, he rejects the simple way of stating 

the reference of tei’ins, as given via [R], and replaces it with a far more complex, 

biconditional construction; and, second, he adopts a complex substitution rule 

(replacing the idea of substitution only for co-referential expressions) which 

allows him to substitute singular terms which differ in certain respects. Although 

restating the whole of B urge’s project is beyond us here, I believe we can sketch 

the argument in such a way as to illustrate how these two features come into play 

to ameliorate the problem with empty terms.

E.g. C occh ia re i la  (1969).
E.g. L eb lanc  and T h om ason  (1968).

' E.g. Scott ( 1967). For a c lear su m m ary  o f  these dis tinctions see B enc iv eng a  ( 1986). 
B urge  (1974b).
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To begin with, let us look at a very crude reconstruction of a derivation

we might engage in to deliver the truth condition for a simple subject-predicate

sentence such as ‘Aristotle is w i s e ' / '  W hat we need is a clause for the predicate, 

a clause for the singular term and a way of putting them together. Suppressing 

many necessary details (such as the relativisation to utterances, speakers and 

times) we might construct a sample derivation such as:

(1) (x) satisfies ‘is wise (x)’ iff x is wise

(2) Ref ( ‘Aristotle’) = Aristotle

(3) ‘Aristotle is wise’ is T iff Ref ( ‘Aristotle’) is wise

(4) ‘Aristotle is wise’ is T iff Aristotle is wise

Now however, if we try a similar derivation for ‘Pegasus is w ise’ we run into 

trouble:

(1) (x) satisfies ‘is wise (x)’ iff x is wise

(2) Ref ( ‘Pegasus’) = Pegasus

But (2) is “intuitively untrue because both sides of ‘= ’ are improper” /^  there is 

no object which the meta-language or the object-language term refers to. What 

we need then is a way of stating reference which can be true even  / / th e  terms are 

empty and this is provided by Burge’s biconditional: ‘(x) (x = R ef ( ‘Pegasus’) iff 

X = Pegasus’. Given the rule for the biconditional, this whole formula can be 

true even when both sides o f  the ‘i ff  are false, so it can play a role in derivations 

of truth conditions even for empty terms. Now then we can derive:

( 1 ) (x) satisfies ‘is wise (x)’ iff x is wise

(2) (x) (x = Ref ( ‘Pegasus’)) iff x = Pegasus

(3) ‘Pegasus is wise’ is T iff Ref ( ‘Pegasus’) is wise

However, to arrive at the final truth condition for our sentence we 

require an additional feature of  the account. For, if the only rule we had for 

substitution at this point was something akin to appeal to Leibniz’s law of 

identity (whereby, if two objects are identical there is no property one has which 

the other lacks, so two terms standing for a single object may be exchanged 

salva veritate) then we would be unable to move from (3) to the final truth

‘ ’ For a p rop e r  account o f  how  to proceed in such derivations see Larson  and Segal (1995). 
B urge  (1974b),  p. 196.
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conditional statement where the right hand side contains only meta-language 

expressions (since there is no object which both object-language and meta

language expressions pick out). To circumvent this difficulty B urge’s meta

language axioms contain a complex substitution rule which allows the 

substitution of expressions which, (/ they had a referent, would  refer to the same 

thing. That is to say, we can replace expressions which we use in the same way, 

i.e. as if they both referred to the same object:

(A 8) If (for all bound variables, x is identical to t| jus t  in case x is identical to 
ti) tben you can replace a variable, y, in a sentence. A, with t| jus t  in case you 
can replace  y with

(A8) licenses the final step from (3) to:

(4) ‘Pegasus is w ise’ is T iff Pegasus is wise 

In this way then we have specified the meaning for the sentence (i.e. derived its 

correct truth condition) without ever being forced to specify a referent for the 

empty terms. By having a free object-language and meta-language we can give 

the meaning of sentences containing empty expressions by correctly pairing 

empty object-language terms with empty meta-language expressions.

So, should we adopt a Burge-style non-classical logic, with its 

biconditional reference clause and complex substitution rule? Unfortunately, it is 

not at all clear that we should; for despite its technical success, the approach 

does appear to have serious drawbacks. For instance, it is open to question how 

well the complex clauses of reference and substitution match ordinary language 

speakers’ intuitions about the form of their own language. As long as we confine 

our attention to the (vast majority of singular terms which are) non-empty 

expressions, the biconditional and substitution rules Burge posits are unnecessary 

and seem far too complex to be natural candidates to capture ways o f  specifying 

reference which ordinary speakers could construct or assent to. Yet, if this is the 

case, then can the introduction o f  such complexity for all referring expressions in 

natural language really be licensed by the existence o f  a handful o f  empty 

expressions? Furthermore, we might wonder about the assumption that all 

atomic sentences containing empty names are false, especially since they must

'■'//p/4., p. 192
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clearly be false in a way which is very different to ordinary untrue subject- 

predicate sentences, where the object picked out merely fails to satisfy the 

predicate/^’ Burge’s account offers us a very impressive theory for a formal 

language which contains empty terms; but it remains to be seen whether it 

provides the best account of our own language just because our own language 

also permits empty terms. However, the aim of this section has not been to settle 

the problem of empty terms once and for all; rather the strategy has been to 

recognise a problem for semantic treatments of natural language terms and then 

to sketch some possible responses. Although the issue o f  empty names remains a 

live issue, I hope to have demonstrated that there are further moves the theorist 

in search of a truth theoretic semantic analysis of referring terms can make.

However, a second technical objection now remains to be faced, for it 

seems that, apart from empty terms, there are other natural language expressions 

which diverge from the behaviour predicted for them by the kind of ‘static’ 

reference clauses we have envisaged thus far. The problem now is not 

expressions which fail to secure any referent at all, but those which, as it were, 

succeed in securing loo many. For it seems as though very many apparently 

singular terms in natural language are highly sensitive to the context in which 

they are uttered, often going as far as to pick out a different object on each 

occasion of use (e.g. compare two sequential utterances of ‘now ’); whereas [R] 

seemed to assign an eternal refeient to a term. The problem seems to be that, 

while the above account m ight work for some, very ‘enduring’ types o f  noun 

phrase, ‘context-dependent’ expressions, such as demonstratives and indexicals, 

which are intuitively singular terms, will require some richer account. The task 

of making reference clauses amenable to the particular problem of context- 

dependent singular terms, whilst remembering the constraints of our truth 

theoretic framework, will be the subject of the concluding sections o f  this 

chapter.

This  m ight be thought to be unproblem atic ,  s ince one m ight feel that em pty  sta tem ents  
sh ou ld  be false in a different way to o rdinary  falsehoods; but w e should note that such a move 
w ould be in tension with w hat seems to be ou r  intuitively un ivo ca l notion o f  fa lsehood , and the 
fact that s im ply  reply ing ‘that is fa l se ’ to an em pty  s ta tem ent seem s misleading.
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fii) Coiilext-dependence:

Although we have not yet introduced any rigorous criteria for assessing 

when an expression is a referential expression (the task o f  the next chapter), the 

suggestion so far is that anything which we feel might be a referring expression 

should be well-handled by a semantic axiom like [R]. However, while this claim 

jiiight have some plausibility with respect to certain intuitively singular terms, 

such as proper names, the suggestion seems less convincing for those 

expressions we might call ‘context-dependent t e r m s S u c h  expressions, whose 

paradigm members include demonstratives like ‘this’ and ‘that’, and indexicals 

like ‘T’ and ‘now ’, seem too complex to attach to objects merely in the ad  hoc 

way predicted by [R]. So, let us look now at what seems so special about these 

latter kinds of  expression, before proposing ways to accommodate these 

features.

If there is an object which is of significance to a given linguistic 

community, one which will be referred to time and again, by many and various 

community members, it will be helpful for that community to introduce a name 

for that object.^^ The name need not (and indeed usually will not) arise through 

any properties of the object, instead it will be no more than a conventional tag, 

an ad hoc label to aid reference. Such a label appears to attach to its object in 

some relatively eternal, context-independent way; for instance, it seems that the 

name ‘M argaret Thatcher’ serves to refer to one particular woman, regardless of 

its context of utterance. Of course, this is not quite correct, for it is a feature of 

our language that even proper names may be used to name more than one object; 

for instance, ‘Aristotle’ attaches to the great philosopher, as well as the oil 

tycoon (and probably innumerable boys, dogs and boats, etc., in between). 

However, this appears to be a quite contingent feature of names, rather than

A lthough  1 w ould  suggest  that, as it s tands, [R] is not in fact su i table  for any  s ing u la r  te rm s, 
since it is far  from  clear that there  are any s ingular  terms w hich are  entire ly  u n touched  by 
indexicali ty .  F o r  instance, if  the approach  to p roper nam es ad vo ca ted  in, e.g., B u rg e  (1973),  or 
Fitch (1993),  is accepted, then these expressions too are best handled  as co n tex t-dependen t  
expressions.

Cf. S t r awson (1974) ,  pp.43-6.
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being something essential to them/'^ We can easily imagine a language where 

this is not the case and no two objects share a proper name. Indeed, if we think 

of tokens of the same name which have different referents as actually possessing 

invisible indexes, so that, even though expressed as homonyms, the semantic 

tokens are actually different, our own language might be made to meet this 

constraint. In this way, 'A risto tle /  might refer to the Greek philosopher, while 

'AristotlC]' names (he Greek billionaire.

However, some apparently referential expressions, such as 

demonstratives and indexicals, seem to stand in no such ‘eternal’ relation to an 

object, but instead seem free to pick out a different referent on certain different 

occasions of use. For instance, though my utterance of F  serves to pick me out, 

your utterance of exactly the same linguistic type will secure a completely 

different object, viz. you. Yet this flexibility in extension is, prim a fa c ie , in stark 

contrast to the kind of behaviour predicted by a semantic clause like [R]. 

Furthermore, when [R] was first introduced we noticed that it supported the 

view of those, like Mill, who held that singular terms possessed a meaning which 

would be exhausted by the object they referred to. However, turning to 

demonstratives and indexicals, it now seems far less evident that this contention 

is correct. For there seems to be a degree o f  meaning possessed by these 

expressions which goes beyond their referent. A term like ‘F seems to attach to 

objects, not as an acl hoc label, but in some principled, regulated way which an 

axiom like [R] simply cannot account for. So, if we wish to preserve our 

intuition that (at least some) demonstratives and indexicals are singular terms we 

will need to refine or reject [R] in order to accommodate these expressions. 

Happily, however, it seems that such refinements are available in the account of 

context-dependent expressions given by Kaplan’s theory of ‘direct reference’. "̂

Though  as R um fitt  (1993),  p.445, has noted “ if  nam es are  ta inted, then surely  all the 
fam iliar  ca tegories  o f  referential express ions  are touched with the brush o f  indexica li ty” .

A lthough  I em brace  the m echan ism s o f  direct reference g iven be low  as the m os t 
com p reh ens iv e  and successful account o f  referring terms to date, I should  m ak e  it c lear  that 
there are certain aspects in which d iv ergence  from K a p la n ’s ow n account m ay  be preferred. 
O ne area we will d iscuss later is the precise status o f  ‘cha ra c te r’; w hile  another, w hich  will not 
be d iscussed here, is the possibility o f  em end ing  the account with an Evans-sty le ,  object- 
dependent and non-descrip t ive  sense for singular terms.
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The first distinction we need to borrow from Kaplan is that between 

‘context of utterance’ and ‘circumstance of evaluation’; '̂ for with a clear 

distinction between these two notions we can dissolve the worry of potential 

variations in extension. A context of utterance is the conversational environment 

in which a token indexical or demonstrative is produced; while circumstances of 

evaluation are the different models or possible worlds where we might evaluate 

the token utterance for truth or falsity. Kaplan’s claim is that the stability of 

extension necessary for genuinely referential terms is displayed across the latter: 

given a token (dated) occurrence of a demonstrative, at any circumstance of 

evaluation where we choose to evaluate it, it must select just that object it 

referred to in the original context o f  utterance. Thus potential variation in 

extension, as in two sequential utterances o f  ‘n o w ’ or two different speakers’ 

production of ‘I ’, is explained by the token’s different contexts o f  utterance. 

Though we have two tokens of the same type, they are different tokens and thus 

can permit variations in their extensions; for sameness o f  referent is only required 

so far as a single token is concerned.

So, for instance, let us imagine that in a given context, C|, I point at John 

and utter “that man is happy” , then this particular individual must remain the 

referent of this particular utterance. No matter what circumstance o f  evaluation 

or possible world I choose to assess this utterance for truth or falsity in, it is only 

John and his state of mind which can be o f  importance. Even if in some other 

circumstance o f  evaluation, say Co, I am pointing at some other individual, say 

James, this m an’s happiness will be irrelevant to the truth o f  my utterance; for my 

utterance is about John, not James. For Kaplan this is possible because the 

object initially secured is ‘loaded into the proposition’, the object itself, not any 

description o f  it, is imported directly into the proposition which is then taken 

away for modal consideration.^^ At each circumstance of evaluation the

K aplan  (1977),  p p .505-6.
" W e m ight note  then that K a p la n ’.s own account depends  on the independent acceptabili ty  

both o f  propositions them selves and, more specifically, o f  objects as the constituents o f  som e 
propositions. Kaplan treats propositions as ordered  n-tuples, with the objects invoked  by 
directly referential expressions playing a role in the content together  with the properties
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proposition containing a directly referential expression will not ‘look a round’ for 

an object which satisfies some descriptive condition, instead it will simply export 

its original referent again. This stress on the non-descriptive nature of 

identification is brought to the fore in a passage by Wettstein:

[T]he  view I have been c ri tic iz ing is tha t in using  indexical expressions I 
com m u n ica te  bits o f  descrip tive identif icatory in form ation  that are supplied , at 
least in part, by the context. T he  a lternat ive  I am propos ing  is that the 
c ircum stances  of utterance do help to provide us with an identif ication of a 
referent but not by providing some descrip tive charac te r isa tion  o f  it. W hen  
one says, It is covered with b o o k s ’ (e.g. in the consp icuous  p resence  o f  a table 
covered with books), the context fails to p rovide  us with som e un ique  
charac te r isa tion  of the table; the context does reveal, however,  w hich item  is 
in qu es t io n .^ ’

W e have then a solution to our first apparent problem with these expressions: 

their apparent liberalism concerning their extensions stretches only as far as 

different tokens, it does not allow a single token to exchange its extension across 

circumstances of evaluation.

N ow , however, it seems that we have a further problem; for given the 

way we are envisaging demonstratives and indexicals as working, it seems that 

we cannot hold that their meanings are exhausted by their objects. For if 

different tokens can pick out different objects in each different context of 

ulterance there should be some constant feature of these expressions which 

serves to deliver the object each time. That is to say, there seems to be some 

additional aspect to the meaning of these terms, above and beyond their 

referents, which speakers can utilise to arrive at the potentially different object in 

each context. However, recognising that the term ‘T or ‘you ’, etc., has a richer 

meaning than merely being an ad hoc label for an object seems in tension with 

the claim that such expressions are genuinely referential. For our original 

thought was that quantified noun phrases would describe objects, whilst 

referential expressions would merely pick them out. Yet now we seem to be 

countenancing singular terms which attach to objects precisely because o f  the 

properties they possess (such as being the producer of the token in the case of

invoked by pred ica tive  com ponen ts .  H ow ever,  it does not seem  that this view o f  s ingular 
propositions is an essential feature  o f  the doctr ine  o f  direct reference.

W etts te in  (1979),  p.96.
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‘F). Fortunately however, a second distinction from Kaplan’s account promises 

to be of  help here. Kaplan’s solution to this problem is to introduce a bifurcated 

account of the meaning of such terms; part of the meaning of a demonstrative or 

an indexical (its propositional constituent or content) is simply the object the 

expression refers to. However, in addition to this, the terms in question have 

associated ‘meaning rules’ or ‘character’ (analogous to what Perry calls ‘ro le’) 

which determine the referent in any given context o f  utterance but which are 

external and extraneous to the term s’ content:^"^

The linguistic conventions w hich constitute  m ean in g  consist o f  rules 
specifying the reference o f  a given occurrence  o f  the word...in terms o f  various 
features o f  the occurrence . . . .The  rules tell us w hat is referred to. T hus ,  they 
d e te rm ine  the conten t (the propositional const i tuen t)  for a part icu la r  
occurrence  o f  the indexical. B ut they are  not a part  o f  the content.

Kaplan tells us that character is that element of meaning which is known by a 

competent language user; it is that element of meaning associated with an agent’s 

understanding. To know and use demonstratives and indexicals it is enough that 

one know the meaning rule they are associated with. We might think of this as 

connected to the lexical entry for the term; that part of the expression’s meaning 

which transcends times and agents and contexts o f  utterance.

The character of a context-dependent expression will differ in kind for 

Kaplan depending on which of two categories it belongs to. For he recognises 

both ‘pure indexicals’ (expressions whose semantic rules alone suffice to 

determine which object in any given context o f  utterance they refer to) and ‘true 

demonstratives’ (expressions which have an attached meaning which serves to 

partially determine a referent, but which also require some additional contextual 

feature to secure an object). Kaplan takes the additional feature required by a 

true demonstrative to be a demonstration:

T h e  linguistic rules which govern  the use of the true dem ons tra t ives  ‘th a t ’ ,
‘h e ’, etc., are not sufficient to d e te rm ine  the reference in all contexts o f  use. 
S om eth ing  else - an associated dem ons tra t ion  - m ust be provided. T he  
linguistic rules a ssum e that such a dem ons tra t ion  accom pan ies  each 
(dem onstra tive)  use o f  a demonstrative.*’*’

54 Perry (1977).
Kaplan  (1977),  p .523. 
Ihicl., p.490.
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Exactly how we are to understand ‘demonstration’ is something of an open 

question however; for Kaplan recognises the possibility of an object 

‘demonstrating itse lf  as it were. Thus he allows that, for instance, a soldier who 

dramatically faints before us on parade or someone who has Just left the room by 

storming out and slamming the door, may apparently be picked out by an 

utterance of ‘That m an’ without any ostensive gesture on behalf o f  the speaker.^^ 

This is an issue we will have to return to later (in Chapter 6); yet for now let us 

accept that demonstratives require at least some additional contextual feature or 

other, be it an ostensive demonstration or contextual salience, etc.

The recognition that T will always pick out its speaker; that ‘tha t’ will 

always select an object, at some proximal distance front the speaker, which is 

(probably) being demonstrated; that ‘you ’ refers to the addressee, etc., 

constitutes, for Kaplan, the recognition o f  a distinct semantic value for context- 

dependent expressions. To crystallise the distinction, Kaplan offers us the 

aphorisms;

Character: Contexts Contents

Content: Circumstances => Extensions'’̂

By introducing this ‘two-valued’ account of expressions it seems that Kaplan is 

able to do justice to both aspects of  our intuitions here. On the one hand, 

intuition and theory seem to demand that demonstratives and indexicals 

contribute nothing more than the object to which they refer to the propositions in 

which they occur, and this can be accounted for by the notion o f  content. 

However, on the other hand, these expressions seem far removed from the a d  

h o c  connection of a name to its bearer or the apparent emptiness o f  a beareiiess 

name, and this additional aspect of their meaning, that which ranges beyond the 

propositional constituent, can be accounted for by character.

So, it seems that context-dependent expressions may be incorporated into 

our semantic analysis o f  singular terms, provided we are willing to refine clauses

This is K ap lan 's  (1977),  p .490, foo tno te  9, notion o f  an ‘op por tune  d e m o n s tra t io n ’ 
Ibid.. p .506.
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like [R]. We must recognise that [R] applies only to particular, dated 

occurrences of context-dependent expressions, for across different tokens 

variations in extension will be permitted. Furthermore, we must allow that [R] 

does not exhaust the meaning of these terms but only gives their propositional 

contribution. Now, however, a new objection might emerge: for it seems that by 

allowing an additional aspect of meaning which goes beyond truth conditional, or 

propositional, content we might open ourselves up to a charge o f  neglecting the 

constraints of the semantic framework already embraced. The problem is that, if 

we are claiming that a properly given truth conditional account can serve as the 

semantic theory for natural language, then we seem to have no room in our 

account for an element which is both semantic and non-truth conditional. If 

something is a genuine element of the semantic meaning o f  an expression then, it 

would seem, it must make an appearance in our truth theory; thus character must 

be either non-semantic or truth conditionally present.

If we accept this apparent dilemma, then it would seem we have two 

options before us: either we must accept character as a non-semantic entity and 

attempt to show that such a rendition is still capable of capturing all the features 

of a Kaplanian character. Or we must retain our semantic conception of 

character and try to show why it does not conflict with our analysis of meaning 

via a truth conditional semantic t h e o r y . I  would like to close our discussion of 

the semantic treatment o f  referring expressions by examining both these options: 

looking first at a proposal from Higginbotham which follows the first response 

and then at an approach from Rumfitt which pursues the second. We will see 

how both deal with a paradigm example of a referring term, viz. an utterance of 

T h is  is red’ spoken by an agent who is currently demonstrating an object within 

the experiential environment of all interlocutors.^"

There  is, o f  course, a third option here  which w ould  be to reject the  apparen t  d i lem m a 
entirely; thus while accep ting  that an appropria te  truth theory  could  exp lica te  p ropositional 
content this would  not be thought o f  as exhaust ive  o f  all poss ib le  sem an tic  meaning . A truth 
theory would then be a (very important) part o f  a larger sem antic  theory. H o w ever ,  I will not 
pursue this response  in what follows, since it does not jo in  with o u r  supposed  opponent.  
'’"E .g .  H igg inb o th am  (1988); R um fitt  (1993).
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(Hi) Conditionalised truth theorems:

The first suggestion as to how we might proceed here turns on the

accommodation of these linguistic devices via a conditional specification of

reference and truth conditions. In this way, rather than attempting to specify the 

referent of any given occurrence of a demonstrative or indexical via a rigid 

pairing of token and object, what is provided is a reference rule which is 

conditional upon the object itself being supplied from the context o f  utterance:

[T]he truth condit ions o f  sentences with co n tex t-dependen t  e lem ents  are 
them selves condit ional,  dependen t upon the satisfaction o f  condit ions tha t are 
not in general represen ted  in u tterances o f  those sentences.. .[e .g] :
(3) Tf the speaker  o f  ‘this is red ’ refers with the u t terance  o f  ‘th i s ’ there in  to x 
and to nothing else, then that u tterance is true if  and only  if x is red.^’'

The antecedent part of the T-sentence relates the utterance o f  the context- 

dependent expression to an object, while the consequent then specifies the 

correct truth condition for a referential expression referring to that o b j e c t . T h e  

additional linguistic rules for settling on the referent, accorded semantic status in 

Kaplan’s two-valued approach, are on this proposal relegated to something more 

akin to a lexical entry; an understanding of parts of our language which is not 

directly encoded within our semantic theory. Higginbotham suggests that the 

ability to arrive at the correet reference for any token demonstrative or indexical 

does not require the positing of a second kind o f  semantic value (beside the truth 

conditional content), but instead requires only a more comprehensive recognition 

of the role of the information contained in the lexicon and our ability to act on it.

This non-semantic notion Higginbotham labels ‘sense’ and he takes a 

competent speaker’s grasp of sense to be reflected in their ability to deploy the 

term in question in the right way. The idea seems to be that knowing the lexical 

entry for a context-dependent expression will involve knowing a wealth o f  non-

H igg in bo th am  (1994), pp .92-3.
T h ere  are im portan t technical details about the way in which w e specify  the objec ts  available  

to act as the referents o f  con tex t-dependen t expressions w ithin o u r  fo rm alised  account,  w hich  
are om itted  here for clarity. H ow ever,  Larson and Segal (1995), p p .202-210, m ake  this 
additional step explicit ,  with their adoption  o f  the Tarsk ian  notion o f  a sequence  and index, 
plus a se lec tion  relation. For  a full account then, these additional rnechanism s and their 
repercussions for o ther e lem ents  within the theory w ould need to be taken into considera t ion  
(e.g. all ax iom s for linguistic items w hich might con ta in  con tex t-dependen t items w ould  also 
need to be relativised to a sequence).
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semantic information which alone will be sufficient to determine a referent on 

each occasion of use:

|I]t is to be assum ed that the speaker  refers to a day with the word ‘to m o rro w ’ 
only if he knows that the day to which he is referring  is the day fo l low ing the 
day o f  his utterance, w hatever that day m igh t be. So know ledge o f  a sense, a 
way of keeping track of days in relation to the egocentric  coordinate  
established by his utterance is presupposed. But provided this p resupposit ion  
is satisfied its content does not en ter  the know ledge o f  tru th  condit ions of the 
utterance.^’'

Higginbotham contends that the apparent tension between the unexpressed sense 

and the single, truth conditional level of content stems from a misunderstanding 

about what we take speakers to know or understand about utterances in context. 

The tension we witnessed at the close of the last section arises, he suggests, only 

if we tacitly restrict what speakers know to the bare knowledge of static truth 

conditions of  sentences. Whereas, if we want properly to accommodate context- 

dependent expressions, what we ought to think o f  agents as knowing are the 

conditional truth conditions of potential utterances, which appeal to antecedent 

lexical (or, at least, non-semantic) knowledge o f  language in their very 

construction. So, Higginbotham embraces the Kaplanian idea o f  propositional 

content as exhausted by the referent, but then seeks to accommodate the second 

element of Kaplan's two-valued approach simply in terms of the kind of non- 

semantic lexical information required for all linguistic competence.

However, there are certain difficulties with this picture; for, as we will 

see later (in Chapter 4), certain demonstrative expressions (viz. complex 

demonstratives like ‘that ca t’) seem well-handled by allowing a fairly 

complicated and structured meaning rule by which their reference is arrived at, 

and this complex character seems to have a good claim to be a genuinely 

semantic feature. Furthermore, Sainsbury has objected that such conditionalised 

truth conditions lose the ability to be genuinely interpretative in embedded 

contexts, such as reported speech or propositional attitude ascriptions. The 

problem is due to the possible ‘detachability’ of the truth condition-containing 

consequent and the antecedent where appeal to non-semantic sense is made.'^’"'

H igg inbo tham  (1994), p .94. 
See Sainsbury  (1997).
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For instance, for an utterance, u, of ‘today is ho t’, spoken on 4th July, 1997, we 

are instructed to generate the conditionalised t-theorem:

(i) if the speaker of ‘today is hot’ refers with the utterance of ‘today’ 

therein to 4th July, 1997, and to nothing else, then that utterance is true 

iff 4th July. 1997 is hot.

We can then detach the consequent to arrive at the claim that ‘u is true iff 4th 

July, 1997 is ho t’, which seems correct. Yet, if we now consider this utterance 

in an embedded context this move to detach the consequent seems more 

questionable.

For instance, if u is an utterance of ‘John believes that today is h o t’ we 

generate the conditionalised truth theorem;

(ii) if the speaker of ‘John believes that today is ho t’ refers with the 

utterance of ‘today’ therein to 4th July, 1997, and to nothing else, then 

that utterance is true iff John believes that 4th July, 1997 is hot.

Yet it is no longer clear that the detached consequent, ‘uF" is true iff John 

believes that 4th July, 1997 is ho t’, yields the correct truth condition for the 

utterance. Intuitively, what has been lost is the indexical guise under which John 

was supposed to believe the proposition; and it seems at least open to question 

whether John might not believe ‘today is ho t’ without believing ‘4th July, 1997 is 

ho t’.̂ '̂  The problem then is that the proposed truth theorem no longer seems to 

be genuinely interpretative of speakers, losing something essential to their 

interpretation in the process of deriving the truth condition. Yet the strive for 

interpretation was taken to be a key motivation for the truth theoretic approach 

in the first p l a c e . N e i t h e r  the objection from complex demonstratives (which 

we will rehearse more fully when we come to look at these expressions in detail) 

nor Sainsbury’s objection from interpretability seems to fo rc e  a proponent of 

non-semantic sense to embrace semantic character (for the treatment o f  complex 

demonstratives to be proposed might be rejected and the loss of indexical guise

The point seems to echo  som ew ha t  P e r ry 's  (1977) recognition  that no non-indexica! w ay o f  
selecting a referent g u a ran tee ’s con tinued  truth in such em bed de d  contexts .

Cf. D avidson  (1967).
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claimed non-problematic)/'^ However, I would suggest that, prim a facie, a 

method of endorsing the two-valued framework without making the non-content 

element also non-semantic would be preferable; since it would allow us to 

endorse the two-valued Kaplanian account (the explanatoiy prowess of which 

has already been suggested) without serious revision.

(iv) Truth theories as relativised:

When we began exploring the idea of a truth theoretic account of 

meaning, in Chapter 1, we noted that some theorists, such as Rumfitt, envisaged 

a less abstract, more ‘speaker-relative’, type of account than perhaps might be 

envisaged within the traditional Davidsonian approach. The thought is now that, 

by adopting this kind of model, with its connections to practical reasoning and 

what speakers actually do with language, we may see that the existence of 

context-dependent terms is not as much of an anathema to the general approach 

as may previously have been thought. For, the suggestion is, the distinctive 

properties displayed by the terms o f  variable reference in the object-language 

may simply be reflected by properties of the meta-language truth theory itself. 

That is to say, if the truth theory itself is thought o f  as a context-dependent entity 

(taken as requiring relativisation to the user of  that theory), then some element of 

context-dependence must be integral to the semantic theory itself. Rather than 

viewing the input of the context as something entirely alien to a formal semantic 

theory (belonging instead to the realm of  the pragmatic account), the meta

language itself will be seen to require indexical components. These meta

language context-dependent items might then be deployed to handle the context- 

dependent elements in the object-language.

This idea is put forward by Rumfitt (1993), who argues for an allowance 

for contextual input throughout. He suggests that to fully capture the contextual 

aspects of certain parts of our language we need recognise not only indexical

E.g. one possib le ,  a l though perhaps not entirely  appeal ing, response  to the latter difficulty  
would follow S a lm o n ’s (1986) approach w here he holds that the  co-reference  o f  te rm s such as 
’H espe ru s’ and ‘P h o sp h o ro u s ’ is enough  to ensure  that an agent w h o  believes ‘H esperus  is 
co ld ’ th ereby  believes P hosphorous  is cold, even though they  m igh t not assent to such a 
formulation o f  their belief.
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elements in the pan of the language to be explained, but within the theory which 

will do the explaining:

W hat is beiny suggested is that we can m ain ta in  a beneficial co rrespondence  
between the truth theory, the theory of unders tand in g  and a theory  o f  indirect 
speech by recognising  that such theories are them selves p ro pounded  in 
part icu lar  contexts, and that indexical expressions need not, then , be alien to 
the languages in which those theories are e x p re s se d / ’̂

So, when we have an objeet-ianguage utterance containing a context-dependent 

item such as the word ‘this’ we might envisage the meta-language sentence 

giving the truth conditions for it as containing a similar demonstrative item, 

relativised to the same speaker, context and demonstrated object:

(Vs, c, a )  ‘this is red’(s.c.a) is T iff this is red(s.c.a) 

where ‘s ’ is a speaker, ‘c ’ a context and ‘a ’ a demonstrated object. The idea 

would be that the meta-language i t s e l f , used to give the right-hand side o f  the T- 

condition, would contain indexical elements making it sensitive to the context in 

which it was used. Thus we would not be trying to derive T-sentences for 

conlexl-sensilive ulterances in a language which was any less context-sensitive 

than the object-language. Clearly there are problems even sketching a proposal 

of this kind; for instance, there would seem to be a question about the kind of 

context appealed to on each side of  the biconditional (must it be the same or 

different in each case?) and increasing the amount of contextual influence within 

the realm of  semantics can only serve to blur the distinction between semantics 

and pragmatics (a distinction which, it may be thought, it is already difficult to 

keep a firm grip on in places). Thus we may worry that Rumfitt’s approach 

threatens the search for a stable, ‘minimal proposition’ which we introduced a 

truth conditional semantic theory to deliver.*'^ It would seem then that much 

more work needs to be done before we can be assured that the degree of 

reconciliation Rumfitt suggests between our alternative approaches to semantic

'’" R u m f i t t (1 9 9 3 ) ,  p.444.
For instance, w e find R um fitt  (1993), p . 4 5 1, when looking at the issue o f  indirect d iscourse  

and the paratactic  analysis  from the s tandpoin t o f  his ‘con tex tua lly  e m bed de d  in terpre tative 
truth th eo ry ’, c la im ing  that w e must re jec t the  princip le  tha t each u tte rance  expresses  a un ique  
proposition: “even  though there may be th ings that are said, it will not do  to foist on the 
sem anticist the project o f  sys tem atically  de te rm in ing  the  p ropos it ion  that each u t terance  
ex presses’’ (a l though  a c lear dis tinction betw een  sen tence  and utterance  m igh t still ren de r  this 
unproblem atic  for ou r  current sem antic  model).
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theorising does not result in the loss of the insights gained by the truth theoretic 

approach alone.

On the positive side, however, it seems clear that some further step 

forward is required by the formal theorist at just this point; for the question of 

exactly what the truth theory is supposed to run on (i.e. sentences, utterances, 

possible utterances, sentences relativised to speakers and times and contexts, 

etc.) is a crucial one, which seems to force us towards incorporating notions 

traditionally thought to belong to the pragmatic realm into our truth theoretic 

approach. Perhaps then we might expect an account which shows us how to 

incorporate the two-valued approach of Kaplan into our truth theoretic 

framework (without relegating character to the non-semantic) to fall out of a 

broader story about how properly to characterise the input for the truth theory in 

the first place. Although I believe this is an avenue worth pursuing, it is 

unfortunately far beyond our present remit. So let us conclude simply by noting 

that there is some apparent tension between the two-sorted approach o f  Kaplan 

and our commitment to a truth theoretic semantic theory, and that resolving this 

tension requires further work.

fv) A  sem antic m echanism  fo r  referring terms:

Our aim in this part o f  the chapter has been to provide a feasible analysis 

of referring terms from within our truth conditional semantic framework. To this 

end, we began with a very simple suggestion, that singular terms could be 

semantically handled by clauses of the form ‘the referent o f  “a” = a ’. However, 

objections were raised to this account on two fronts: first, that it was truth 

conditionally unsatisfactory, and, second, that it was unable to account for the 

cognitive value o f  referential terms. Bracketing the second kind o f  objection for 

the moment, we recognised two distinct instances o f  the first complaint, one 

concerning empty names and the other context-dependence. It was suggested 

that the issue of empty names might be ameliorated by a move to a non-standard 

logic (e.g. Burge’s free logic), or by some other move, such as an appeal to 

pragmatic features. Though no approach was ultimately endorsed, it was seen
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that the theorist has several options to explore in her defenee when faced with 

empty terms. We then turned to the second formal inadequacy, the question of 

context-dependence, which required quite extensive debate. We first noted the 

precise characteristics of context-dependent expressions which seemed 

problematic; namely, the possibility o f  variations in their referents, and the 

apparent need for an additional degree o f  meaning for these terms. W e then saw 

that both these features could be handled in a way consistent with the 

expressions’ status as singular terms by adopting Kaplan’s theory of  direct 

reference. In (his way, the prepositional content of a token context-dependent 

expression remained object-only; while a second semantic aspect, the term ’s 

‘character’, accounted for the principled way in which that expression selected 

the object and gave the additional degree o f  meaning for the expression-type. 

This approach proved very successful, but left us with a further issue, concerning 

how to utilise the findings from within a truth conditional account.

Tn the final sections, two suggestions were made as to how this might be 

done: one by making character non-semantic and one by positing indexicality ‘all 

the way up ’. Once again the final choice of approach was left somewhat open; 

for we noted that, on the first theory, the implications o f  making the linguistic 

rule non-semantic were not entirely clear (furthermore, we might begin to 

wonder what kind of evidence could come to bear in deciding this issue). While 

pursuing the second option seemed to call for an understanding of how we might 

tailor a formal, truth conditional semantic theory to the contextual domain in 

which it is used, which we do not yet possess. So, exactly which of  these 

approaches is more viable or best suited to our aims is, I would suggest, still 

something of an open question. Yet it seems that we might perhaps press on 

without finalising all o f  the precise details of our semantic account; for the 

question which begins to emerge now is ‘how are we to relate our truth 

conditional semantic treatment to token noun phrases in natural language?’ 

Given that we have a relatively clear idea of how to incorporate referential 

expressions within our formal approach, how are we to decide which expressions 

are amenable to being handled in this way? This question should have a familiar
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ring to it, for we raised exactly this issue at the close o f  our discussion of 

quantified noun phrases. So, now that we have some understanding of the 

analysis of both quantified noun phrases and referring expressions within a truth 

conditional semantic theory, we are in a position to reunite our two discussions, 

and inquire in general how it is that we come to ascribe one or other of our 

semantic treatments to a token noun phrase.

(3) Conclusion:

At the start of Chapter 1 it was noted that, in order to understand the 

claims o f  the unified hypothesis properly, we would need to begin by setting out 

the background to the debate. This has taken us quite some time: in the last 

chapter we set up the framework of a truth conditional approach to semantics 

and in this chapter we provided ways to analyse the two semantic kinds we are 

interested in within this structure. I have tried to provide a sketch o f  the current 

state of play as regards this issue, suggesting that quantified noun phrases be 

accommodated by adopting the model of generalized quantification; while 

referential terms be treated as utilising the reference relation itself to deliver 

objects directly to the truth eonditions of  propositions in which they occur. 

Although there remain further questions to be addressed for both accounts (such 

as the choice between Fregean and Tarskian views o f  predication, the final 

analysis o f  empty terms, and how to accommodate Kaplanian character within a 

truth theory), still it seems that we have a working understanding of the semantic 

mechanisms for each kind of noun phrase, which will allow us to proceed to 

apply the accounts in piactice.

N ow  we are finally ready to turn to the central issue of the thesis: the 

question o f  how we actually sift the explananda of natural language into 

expressions correctly treated as quantified noun phrases and those correctly 

handled as referring terms. For although we have looked at how the mechanisms 

to hand might apply in certain paradigm cases, we have as yet no principled 

explanation of  when either account should be invoked. That is to say, we have 

as yet no clear idea of how we tell, faced with any token noun phrase in natural
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language, whether it is a quantified noun phrase or a singular term. Addressing 

this question, of how in practice we should limn these semantic categories in our 

language, is the central task ahead.
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Chapter 3 ~ 

Assigning Semantic Category

[A] phrase is denoting  solely in virtue o f  i t s /o rm .
- Russell (1905),  ‘On D en o t in g ’, p.415.

S
O far, we have aecepted the hypothesis that the class o f  noun 

phrases contains both singular terms and quantified noun 

phrases, and we have seen how to accommodate both semantic

kinds within our truth theory for a language. Now, however, we face a crucial

question: we need to know, for any token noun phrase, which semantic category 

we should assign it to. That is to say, we need to know the criterion foi’ 

something’s being either a singular term or a quantified noun phrase. The 

positive proposal 1 wish to put forward (and defend in the rest o f  the thesis) is 

that semantic kinds are reflected in certain kinds of  formal or syntactic categories 

for natural language (with a onemiany mapping possible from semantic kind to 

syntactic class). The kind o f  categories responsible for mirroring semantic kinds 

will be the comm on-sen se categories, first introduced in Chapter 1, which 

ordinary speakers leeognise within the syntactic class of noun phrases; kinds of 

expression like ‘definite description’ and ‘demonstrative’. I will argue that these 

syntactic categories can be recognised on the grounds o f  surface features of 

token expressions; and that for each category there are certain central cases

where their semantic allegiance is clear. So, if one member o f  a syntactic

category belongs to a given semantic kind then all do, and for at least one 

member of each syntactic category its semantic status is evident.

This proposal, which I will call the ‘unified’ approach to noun phrases, 

will be explored and clarified in this chapter and the next, in part by contrasting it 

with an opposing ‘ambiguity’ stance on noun phrase classification. Proponents 

of  an ambiguity theory reject the mirroring of  semantic kinds in syntactic 

categories, though, as we will see, they may admit a principled correlation 

between syntactic properties other than syntactie categorisations and semantic 

kinds. To begin with, then, let us look at the unified stance in a little more detail

80



and see why we might initially find such a position attractive. I will then raise 

two opposing suggestions about how semantic category might be assessed, both 

of which give rise to an ambiguity theory o f  noun phrases; finally, I will provide a 

very brief initial sketch of the prinui facie  problems for unification which might 

push us towards an alternative approach. Then, in the next chapter, I will say 

more about the unified theory, looking in detail at how it applies in practice to a 

particular kind of noun phrase; before returning, in Chapter 5, to the possible 

objections to unification which are to be briefly alluded to at the close of this 

chapter.

(1) The Unified Theory:

The appealingly simple proposal o f  the unified approach is that we can in 

practice read off semantic category from surface form. That is to say, the easily 

accessible, ‘open to view’ features of natural language expressions provide us 

with a way into the complex and difficult realm of semantic allegiance. The 

thought is that we can tell, by features of the orthographic or phonetic 

presentation of an expression, or its sentential position, or other such surface 

features recognisable to a competent language usqy p rior to any kind of semantic 

evaluation of the term, what kind of token is being put forward. This is because 

agents appeal to such surface features to determine an expression’s syntactic 

category and syntactic categories map as a whole to semantic kinds. The 

thought is that semantic evaluation always proceeds via recognition o f  formal 

properties; specifically via the recognition o f  syntactic kinds, such as definite 

description, which ordinary language speakers are capable of discriminating 

within the class of ‘noun phrase’ on the basis of an expression’s surface 

presentation. The claim is that given a syntactic category of this kind, if one 

member o f  that category belongs to a given semantic class, then all do; for this 

reason the approach is labelled a ‘unified’ one. On such a picture, there is not a 

further substantial move for the agent to make from determining that an 

expression is a definite description or a proper name, etc., to an assessment of
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that expression’s semantic allegiance.' The unified stance is, I believe, the ‘null 

hypothesis’, from which we may be forced to move by counterexample or 

argument to the contrary, but which constitutes our intuitive view o f  our 

language.

For the unified approach to be successful several factors have to be in 

play: on the one hand, if syntactic or formal categories sub the class o f  noun 

phrase are to have such a key role to play, it must be that we have a clear 

conception of them and a way to assess membership of a class which is 

independent of semantic questions. 1 will examine the formal structure of 

expressions more closely in the next chapter, when we come to look at how the 

unified account might handle a particular kind o f  noun phrase, viz. complex 

demonstratives, and in Chapter 6, when we look at the kind o f  features speakers 

actually seem to take as indicative o f  syntactic category. Initially, however, we 

might note that there is a strong philosophical tradition of appealing to just the 

kinds of category I am interested in and that it has generally been held that 

speakers and theorists alike have a grasp of something’s being a demonstrative or 

a pronoun, etc., which arises out of features like the orthographic form of  the 

expression, and which seems autonomous from questions o f  semantics.^ A 

second requirement of the unified account is that, given any such syntactic 

category, the semantic allegiance of some of its members is indisputable. For 

unless we can tie at least one member of a syntactic class to a semantic kind, the 

relation between syntax and semantics unification appeals to would be o f  little 

practical value.

This claim, however, I take to be independently plausible, demonstrated 

already in the introduction of our two kinds of noun phrase and the intuitive

' T h e  cla im  cannot be that there  is no  fu r ther m ove  to be made, for ho ld ing  that there  is a 
one :m any  m apping between sem antic  and syntactic kinds does not yet tell us w hich  syntactic  
classes map to which  sem antic  categories. H ow ever,  as we will see below, I assum e that there 
aie certa in key cases for each syntactic class w here sem antic  a l legiance is clear.

■ W e should  note that the c laim  is that speakers  can recognise  o r d ifferen t ia te  kinds  o f  
expressions such as definite descrip tions and dem onstra t ives ,  not that they  necessarily  know  or 
deploy these kinds o f  labcds fo r  noun phrases.
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appeal of the division between quantified noun phrases and referential 

expressions. It just does seem that in certain paradigm cases an expression’s 

semantic status is almost beyond doubt (so perceptual demonstratives seem to 

I eq LI ire analysis as singular terms, while the noun phrase in ‘all girls are happy’ 

seems a clear quantified noun phrase); thus this second requirement will not be 

exploi ed much further in what follows. Finally, and most importantly, the unified 

theory needs it to be the case that its version o f  a ‘mirroring constraint’ between 

syntax and semantics is thought plausible. That is to say, the idea that semantic 

allegiance be reflected in syntactic kinds must accord with the dictates of 

intuition and not conflict with any constraints antecedently accepted from 

elsewhere. Furthermore, it should be seen to be warranted; there should be 

reason to think that such a mirroring condition could hold. Establishing the 

plausibility of the mirroring condition of the unified stance is one of  the major 

tasks ahead.

It seems, prim a fa c ie , that the unified stance has much in its favour: it is, 

1 would suggest, the pre-theoretical stance, the position on noun phrase 

classification with which ordinary speakers begin and from which they will move 

only if this position is shown untenable. It is also the position which has been 

(perhaps not always overtly) endorsed by a great number of theorists in this area; 

for instance, though disagreeing on which semantic category to assign the class 

to, both Frege and Russell seem to agree that definite descriptions as a whole 

map to the category of referring expressions or quantified noun phrases. ’ 

Kaplan’s theory of direct reference is said to be (primai'ily) a theory of 

demonstratives and indexicals, where it seems these are thought to be classes of 

words characterised independently of their semantic analysis, and Kaplan rarely 

suggests he has anything other than a unified account in n h n d /  Finally, in the

■’ F rege  (1892b); Russell (1905).

 ̂ This  is a so m ew ha t  delicate  point, for we should note that Kaplan  (1977), p .489, begins with 
a s ta tem ent w hich  might seem  to contradic t his inclusion in the unified cam p: “T he  g roup  o f  
w ords for which I p ropose  a semantical theory includes the p ronouns  ‘F ,  ‘m y ’, ‘y o u ’, ‘h e ’, 
‘h is ’ , ' s h e ’, ' i t ’, the dem ons tra t ive  p ronouns  ‘th a t’, ‘th is ’, the adverbs ‘h e re ’, ‘n o w ’, 
‘to m o r ro w ’, ‘y es te rday ’, the adjectives ‘ac tu a l’, ‘p re se n t’, and others. T hese  words have uses 
o th e r  than those in which I am interested (or, perhaps, d epend ing  on how  you ind iv idua te  
words, we should say that they have h o m on ym s in which I am not in terested).’’ In general ,
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contemporary arena, recent accounts of complex demonstratives, such as 

Neale’s, Larson and Segal’s, and Lepore and Ludw ig’s (all o f  which we will look 

at in the next chapter), seem to presume unification is correct for these 

expressions/

The appeal of unification lies in part, I would suggest, in the fact that 

making the key features for deciding semantic allegiance for noun phrases 

relatively superficial and open to view to competent language users prior to any 

kind of semantic evaluation is surely an appealing move. Unification is 

theoretically clear and simple, providing us with a concrete and uncomplicated 

way in which to carve up the inputs for our semantic theory. Finally, as we will 

come to see, the unified stanee can accommodate all noun phrase occurrences in 

natural language and is not in tension with any other assumptions we need to 

preserve or wish to make. However, the unified stance is not the only position 

available here; for it may instead be thought either that syntax is irrelevant to 

assessing semantic form, or that syntactic properties other than those displayed 

at the level of syntactic category are important in ascertaining semantic kind. 

Both these options lead to what I call an ‘ambiguity’ theory of noun phrases, so 

let us turn now to this approach.

An ambiguity approach to noun phrases denies that semantic kinds are 

reflected in syntactic categories. Given a single syntactic category, it might 

contain both  quantified noun phrases and singular terms; so occurrences of an 

expression like ‘the F ’ might, on occasion, be correctly handled by our axiom for 

quantified noun phrases, and, on another occasion, by our axiom for singular 

terms. Perhaps the most famous discussion of an ambiguity theory for definite 

descriptions can be found in Keith Donnellan’s ‘Reference and Descriptions’ 

(although there remains an exegetical question of whether or not he actually 

advocated such a position himself), where it seems that the unified approaches

however, w here  K aplan  touches on problem atic  occurrences o f  these w ords he talks o f  uses  of 
expressions , seem ing  to env isage  a p ragm atic  status for the phen om en a ;  see C hap te rs  5 and 6 
below for fu r ther d iscussion o f  such cases.

Neale  (1993); Larson and Segal (1995); L epore  and L udw ig  (typescript) .
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previously advocated by theorists such as Frege and Russell are superseded in 

favour of an account which permits members of a single syntactic category to 

belong to dual semantic categories/’ Clearly, however, if syntactic category is 

not to be indicative of semantic kind, then the ambiguity theorist owes us some 

alternative account of the crucial features here. She must still answer the 

question of how we come to assign each token noun phrase to a semantic class. 

There are two claims the ambiguity theorist could make which would support 

this rejection of unification: on the one hand, she might dismiss altogether the 

thought that syntax has a principled relation to semantics, claiming that the 

features constitutive of semantic status are ‘beyond the reach’ of syntactic 

properties. Alternatively, she might accept that syntactic properties can be 

informative about semantic status, but claim that the kinds of properties which 

need to be appealed to in determining semantic structure may cross-cut the 

boundaries of syntactic categories. In the remainder of  this chapter, I would like 

to look at these two alternative options for ambiguity, spelling each out in some 

more detail and seeing how initially plausible either approach really is.

(2) Ambi2 uit\ Theory (I): Semantic status as dependent on intuited 

hehaviour across contexts

In empirical linguistics appeal to intuitive judgements about properties 

such as grammaticality or well-formedness have an important role to play. So it 

might be thought that in semantics an appeal to similar intuitions, this time about 

sLibsentential parts, might provide the key to semantic category; somehow we 

can just tell which term is playing which semantic role. We can appeal to our 

intuitive judgements of the m eaning  of certain locutions. That we do have such 

intuitions in at least some, paradigm cases is, I would suggest, plausible; indeed, 

it was appeal to just such intuitions which was used to motivate the distinction 

between singular terms and quantified noun phrases when the class o f  object- 

words was first introduced in Chapter 1. The suggestion now then is that there 

is a common sense grasp of the category of ‘referential expression’ or ‘quantified 

noun phrase’, allowing us to decide the meaning of subsentential parts in all

D onneiian  (1966).
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cases, and that it is this which our semantic account of noun phrases should 

capture.

However, there seems to be an immediate objection to this approach; for 

although we may have immediate and clear intuitions available in certain cases, 

this does not seem to hold on all occasions. There appear to be borderline cases 

where it is simply unclear whether we think an expression is playing a referential 

0 1 ' a descriptive role; for instance, if 1 point at an individual and utter ‘the boy by 

the tree’ have 1 said something referential or not? However, the advocate o f  this 

approach has something further to say on this matter; for though we are 

appealing to intuition, this does not mean the same thing as simple guess-work. 

That is to say, we may take time to reflect and test our intuitions in order to 

clearly discern what they are and, by comparison with others, hopefully arrive at 

some kind of a consensus view. What is needed, it would seem, is some kind of 

test or way to make more concrete our intuitions about the correct semantic 

analysis of particular expressions. If we could find some kind of a counterfactual 

situation in which expressions of either supposed category were believed to 

behave in a different manner to expressions of the other kind, then it seems we 

might warrant a given semantic analysis in particular cases by appeal to intuition 

alone. I would suggest that three of  the most plausible tests for our intuitions 

can be located in the idea of simplicity; Kripke’s notion of ‘rigid designation’; 

and the set-theoretic notion of ‘permutation invariance’. So, let us look at each 

of these suggestions in turn and see whether they can provide adequate ways to 

test our intuitions as to an expression’s semantic status.

(i) Simplicity:

For Mill, the important feature of proper names was that they should be 

no more than ad hoc labels for objects; possessing, in his terms, a ‘denotation’ 

but ‘connoting’ absolutely nothing. The thought was that, if an expression 

possessed any degree of meaning, above and beyond that delivered by its object 

(or denotation), then it could not be a genuine referring term. A truly singular 

term did not serve to describe an object, nor did it attach to its object through its
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instantiation of any properties or relations; rather it was simply an ‘unmeaning 

m ark ’ to be tied to an object. As he wrote:

W h en ev e r  the nam es given to objects convey any in form ation , tha t  is, 
w henever  they have properly any m ean ing ,  the m ean in g  resides not in w hat 
they denote, but in w hat they connote. T he  only nam es o f  objects w hich  
connote  no thing are  p roper names; and these have, strictly speak ing  no 
signification.^

The simplicity of a Millian referential term lies, not necessarily in its total lack of 

structure or complexity, but in the fact that its entire meaning is exhausted by its 

denotation. It serves to tell us absolutely nothing about the properties o f  the 

object, but merely ‘introduces’ it into the discourse. It seems that, if want to test 

whether or not an expression has the degree of simplicity being contemplated, we 

need to consider how it might behave in certain counterfactual situations. 

Specifically, we need to think what degree of meaning would the term have had 

if the object it refers to had not existed? For if it is true that the entire meaning 

of a singular term is exhausted by the object it picks out, then, in a counterfactual 

situation where it picks out nothing, the expression should be meaningless.^

So, if Millian simplicity is thought to be constitutive of being a singular 

term, it seems that assessing behaviour in certain situations, viz. empty cases, can 

help us to decide semantic status. However, the problem with such an appeal to 

simplicity is that it seems to fail to carve the explananda at the desired point. For 

the simplicity criterion (as formulated in the above account) fails to admit 

referential expressions which are more  than ad  hoc labels. Yet, as we have 

already seen many (perhaps even all) apparently referential expressions possess

 ̂ Mill (1 843), B ook  II, p .25. A lthough  this v iew  o f  p roper  nam es, as s im ply  a t tach ing  to 
objects, is the position usually  ascribed to Mill and is supported  by passages such as the one 
quoted in the text, we might note, as a purely  exegetical point, that not every th ing  Mill wrote  
supports  this ascription. For  instance, an earl ie r  passage, B o ok  I, C h ap te r  2, Section  5, reads: 
“ we put a mark, not indeed upon the object itself, but, so to speak, upon the idea o f  an 
object .. . .A  p roper  nam e is but an unm ean in g  mark which w e connec t  in our m inds with the 
idea o f  the ob jec t” .

 ̂ The sugges tion  that we look to behaviour  in em pty  poss ib le  worlds to assess sem antic  
ca tegory  m ight call to mind R u sse l l ’s (1918), p .245, p roposed  test fo r referential status: 
“W h en ev e r  the gram m atica l subject o f  a proposition  can be supposed  not to exis t w ithout 
rendering  the proposition  m eaning less ,  it is plain that the g ram m atica l  subjec t is not a p ro pe r  
name, i.e. not a nam e directly  representing som e ob jec t” . H ow ever ,  R usse l l’s cri terion seem s 
to be m ore  perm iss ive  than M il l ’s; as is witnessed by the fact that the fo rm er cri terion is 
em braced  in E v a n s ’ (1982) account,  which allows s ingular terms to possess  senses, while 
M ill 's  v iew  is there rejected.

87



an additional degree of meaning or ‘character’, which stops them being entirely  

meaningless when they fail to secure a referent. For instance, when I use an 

expression like ‘you’ or ‘this book ’ it simply does not seem that I have used an 

ad hoc  label, nor that the utterance is devoid of all meaning should it fail on some 

occasion to secure a referent. Instead, though the object seems of  crucial 

importance to the token expression, both demonstratives and indexicals, as 

linguistic types, seem to possess some further meaning or attached rule by which 

they select an object in a context of utterance.

Given this recognition it seems that demonstrative and indexical 

expressions must fail to reach the level of simplicity which Mill suggested. It 

might at this stage be suggested that we refine the Millian criterion for referential 

status; so that an expression is a singular term if propositions in which it occurs 

in subject position lack truth conditional content if it fails to secure a referent. 

However, this seems too close to our actual semantic analysis o f  singular terms 

to offer any help in assessing our intuitions in difficult cases. Inquiring whether 

or not we feel such a proposition will lack truth conditional content simply is 

asking whether or not we feel the term in question is a singular term. So, I 

would argue, no appeal to simplicity, ‘refined’ or otherwise, is able to provide a 

useful way of verifying our intuitions about semantic category in difficult cases.

(ii) R igid designation:

One of the most important pieces of evidence concerning the behaviour 

of noun phrases was highlighted by Kripke in N am ing and  N ecessity, where he 

sought to show that our intuitions about the way in which certain phrases behave 

in modal contexts diverge in significant ways. Kiipke recognised that, whereas 

many noun phrases (i.e. the majority of quantified expressions) are happy to 

select a different object at different worlds or circumstances o f  evaluation, this 

was not a property that all noun phrases shared. M ost significantly, it was not a 

property those terms we intuitively think o f  as referring terms possessed. For, 

while a quantified phrase seems to have a variable extension across worlds, 

picking out an object at any given world merely as it satisfies some prearranged
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complex of properties, a name or a demonstrative, etc., seems to have a far more 

rigid extension. For instance;

(] ) The last great philosopher of antiquity was fond of  dogs.

(2) Aristotle was fond o f  dogs.^

The extension of both these utterances is the same object in the actual world, 

since Aristotle is in fact identical with the last great philosopher of antiquity. So, 

the actual truth conditions for ( I )  and (2) seem to agree entirely; but if we look 

at counterfactual situations, the case seems very different.

For, as Kiipke stressed, considering (1), it seems that any world where 

the object which satisfies the description ‘the last great philosopher of antiquity’ 

also satisfies the predicate ‘was fond of dogs’ will be one where (1) is true; and it 

will be true regardless of the identity of that person. Specifically, whether or not 

that person is Aristotle will be irrelevant for the truth of the utterance; so a world 

where Plato liked dogs and was the last great philosopher of antiquity would be a 

world where (1) was true. However, this is certainly not the case with (2); here 

it is only  Aristotle that can be of relevance for the truth or falsity of the 

utterance. It is that very man and his canine preferences (whether he be 

philosopher or pig farmer in that world) which will matter for the truth of (2). 

To account for this phenomenon Kripke introduces what he calls some ‘quasi- 

technical’ terms:

L e t’s call som eth ing  a rigid d es igna to r  if  in every possib le  world  it designates
the sam e object ,  a nonrigid o r  accidental d es igna to r  if  that is not the c a s e . " ’

One of the distinctions Kripke was at pains to draw out in his account was the 

distinction between using a description to fix the referent of an expression and 

using a description to give the meaning of an expression. In the first instance, 

the term may still be a rigid designator; for, though we might settle on an object 

because it satisfies certain properties in this world, when we turn to 

counterfactual situations, what matters is not what individual satisfies the 

description there, but the individual antecedently fixed at the real world. 

However, if a description is actually used to give the meaning o f  the term in

' K ripke ( 19K0), p p .6-7. 

Ihid.. p.48.
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question (so that, say, ‘Aristotle’ is thought of as equivalent to ‘the last great 

philosopher of antiquity’) then all that can matter in counterfactual situations is 

the satisfying o f  the description. Thus the extension could change across worlds 

and the expression would fail to be a rigid designator. So, the description theory 

as an account of the meaning of rigid designators is rejected ex hypothesi. We 

rniglit also note that Kiipke himself rejects the idea of reference-fixing by 

description as well; offering an alternative causal model o f  the reference relation 

(although we should be clear from the outset that Kiipke does not offer an 

opposing theory  to the descriptive account, only a different picture).

Reflecting on the intuitions which Kiipke brought to light, however, it 

seems that his particular appeal to modal rigidity provides just one aspect of the 

rigidity of certain noun phrases. For, it seems as though we can draw exact 

parallels for temporal and spatial contexts. For instance, consider the following 

propositions, as evaluated at different times:

(3) The president of America is a Democrat.

(4) Kennedy is a Democrat.

If (3) and (4) were evaluated in 1962 both would be true and, furthermore, both 

would be true on the basis of how things were with one and the same object: that 

very man, Kennedy, who was president at that time. However, let us imagine 

these utterances evaluated at some time prior to this date, say, 1961, when 

Eisenhower was president and Kennedy was the challenger for that position. As 

assessed relative to that time, (3) is false, while (4) remains true. W hat this 

change in truth value reflects is a change in one o f  the two expressions’ 

extension; although they coincided in extension relative to 1962, they seem able 

to diverge in different temporal contexts, with only the proper name staying rigid 

in extension. The same kind of phenomenon can be illustrated for spatial 

contexts as well. So then, if we are looking to rigidity across contexts as the 

hallmark of a referential expression, it seems that we might offer an ‘inflated’

K rip ke’s model o f  reference will be explored in m ore  detail,  and contrasted  with properly  
reductive accounts ,  in C h ap te r  7.
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account of rigid designation: a term is a rigid designator if and only if it maintains

a stable extension across modal, tem poral and spatial contexts. 1 2

The modal intuitions which Kjdpke brought to light have also been 

emphasised by other philosophers, often with respect to noun phrases other than 

names. One such example can be found in the work on demonstratives and 

indexicals of Kaplan or Perry. As we have already seen, Kaplan argues that 

demonstrative and indexical utterances remain rigid across modal contexts, for 

they continue to maintain a stable extension even in other possible worlds where 

their referents fail to possess the relevant features that made them the extension 

of the expression in the first p l a c e . S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  there is no descriptive 

condition which suffices to make an object the extension of the expression at 

another world or circumstance of evaluation; not even, in the case o f  a 

demonstrative, being the demonstrated object at that world:

I am argu ing  that in o rder  to de te rm ine  w hat the tru th-value  of a p roposition  
expressed by a sentence con ta in ing  a dem ons tra t ive  would be u nder  o ther  
poss ib le  c ircum stances ,  the relevant individual is not the individual that would  
have  been dem ons tra ted  had those c ircum stances  obtained and the 
d em ons tra t ion  been set in the context o f  those c ircum stances,  but ra the r  the 
individual dem ons tra ted  in the context which did genera te  the proposition  
being evaluated.'"^

This kind of behaviour is parallel to that captured by rigid designation; what is 

important is not a complex of properties, but an object. Though Kaplan’s 

eventual explanation of this phenomenon, in terms of ‘direct reference’, diverges 

significantly from Kripke’s, it is clear that both share a comm on motivation.'^

' " This point is noted by D u m m ett  (1981), p. 183: “proper nam es are tem poral ly  as well as 
modally  rig id” . It has also been stressed by N eale  in ‘K now ing  H ow  to R e fe r ’ (unpub lished) ,  
w here he constructs  ‘proper ty  R ’, which a linguistic expression  possesses  ju s t  in case  it is rigid 
in the three-fold w ay described above  (w hich he abbreviates  to ‘M T S -r ig id i ty ’).

' ’ Indeed, Evans  (1982), pp .62-3, w hen rejecting the absence  o f  Fregean  Sinn  in K a p la n ’s 
account,  takes modal considera t ions to be the sole explana tory  feature  o f  direct reference: “ It 
becom es c lear that K ap lan ’s notion o f  ‘direct re fe rence’ is to be expla ined  in te rm s o f  
behaviour  in modal contexts: ‘...I intend to use ‘d irectly  re fe ren tia l’ for an expression  w ho se  
referent, once  determ ined , is taken as fixed in all c ircum stan ces . . . ’ (D em ons tra t ives ,  p. 12 )” .

K aplan  (1977), p.513.

'  ̂ O ne such d ivergence  occurs  in their analyses o f  worlds w here  the referent does  not exist; 
with K ripke allow ing  that som etim es  no  object will be selected by a rigid designator,  w hile  for 
Kaplan, since the proposition  carries its ob ject ‘loaded into it’, a rigid des igna to r  will a lw ays  
select its original referent.
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So, the suggestion now at hand is that we can discover evidence of 

semantic allegiance by looking at the way in which the expression in question 

behaves across certain changes in context. However, there are two serious 

challenges to this approach; first, it may be objected that the only phenomenon 

Kripke has drawn attention to is that of scope distinction; and, second, rigid 

designation, as defined either by K iipke's  original notion or our inflated 

conception, defines a class containing both conventional referring terms and 

certain apparently descriptive phrases. The first objection is due in the main to 

Dummett, who, whilst accepting the phenomenon to be explained, suggests that 

this can be done by simple appeal to a scope distinction, rather than requiring the 

introduction of a further, distinct mechanism.

D um m ett’s thought is that what we are witnessing when the extension of 

an expression remains constant across contexts is a consequence of that 

expression’s position outside the scope o f  the operator. This view of the 

phenomenon being highlighted is also echoed by Higginbotham, when he writes 

of Kaplan; “It is as if the demonstrative were constrained to take wide scope; for 

this reason, 1 will call Kaplan’s observation the scopal da t um” . S o ,  while 

ordinary descriptions may appear within the scope o f  a modal operator, thus 

allowing the extension of the expression to vary; specialised descriptions and 

proper names, etc., are constrained to take wide scope which lends the extension 

its apparent rigidity. For Dummett, the explanation o f  this constraint is to be 

found in the conventions of our language:

IWI hen these conventions govern ing  the use of p roper  nam es and  definite 
descrip tions, and the introduction  o f  p ro pe r  nam es by m eans  o f  definite 
descrip tions, have been acknow ledged , w hat else rem ain s  o f  the alleged 
d is tinction between the m ean ing  o f  a te rm  and the way in w hich its reference 
is fixed? N oth ing .  G iven the general conventions ,  all tha t  is needed in o rder  
to arrive at the sense o f  a part icu la r  p roper  n am e  or defin ite  descrip tion  is to 
know  how its reference  is fixed, tha t  is, w h a t  is required  o f  an object fo r it to 
be the referent o f  the term: the conventions  go vern ing  scope de te rm ine  
w hether,  for each given occurrence  o f  the  te rm , the m ethod  o f  f ix ing  the 
reference shall be taken relative to the p resen t  t im e or to tha t referred to, to 
the actual world or to a possible one. '^

H igg inb o th am  (1994), p.91 

 ̂ D um m ett  (19X1 ), p. 184.
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Kripke’s response to this line of  objection is to argue that scope distinction alone 

is unable to account for the phenomenon he has recognised, since it occurs even 

in ‘simple’ contexts, i.e. those lacking operators where there is no possibility of a 

scope distinction; “ it is a doctrine about the truth conditions, with respect to 

counterfactual situations, of (the propositions expressed by) all sentences, 

including simple  sentences” .'^ The thought is that, if we can assess a term for 

rigidity even in simple sentences (like (1) and (2)) then it certainly cannot be the 

case that our intuitions are a matter of scope only.

Dummett, however, rejects this reply in the appendix to his Interprétation

o f  Frege's Philosophy o f  Language, offering a sustained attack both on the

notion of rigid designation itself and on Kripke’s claim that the phenomenon

cannot be handled by scope distinctions. He questions the idea that rigid

designation is “an ingredient of a proper understanding” o f  a statement, arguing

that a speaker can only m anifest an understanding unique to a grasp of rigid

designation where a simple sentence like (2) is embedded in a larger, modally

complex sentence.''^ Thus, he suggests, that element of  understanding above and

beyond grasp of truth conditions which Kripke posits (i.e. grasp that an

expression is a rigid designator) should be related only to occurrences of

sentences like (2) when they occur as subsentential parts. Yet to say that this is

what is required to grasp an em bedded  sentence tells us nothing about what is

required to understand the unem bedded s,tnicnc&\

W e can, if we like, say of som eone w ho has only a grade-1 [tru th-condit ional 1 
unders tand ing  o f  a s im ple sen tence  that he does not know  the tru th-conditions 
of the sentence with respect to o ther  possible worlds. W e  can po in t  out that 
this is a feature o f  that sen tence ,  a sentence which conta ins  no modal 
expression. But all this is a kind o f  em pty  rhetoric ,  so long as we can point to 
no deficiency in his unders tand ing  of the sen tence  as used on its own. I f  his 
fa ilure  to g rasp  the tru th-conditions o f  the sentence with respect to o ther  
possible worlds is manifested  only in his inability to g rasp  the conten t of 
sentences in which the given one  occurs as a constituent,  then  tha t  is w hat he
does not unders tand; to m ake any more sw eeping  cla im  is ju s t  p lay ing  with

. 20 
words.

K ripke (1980), p. 12.

D u m m ett  (1981), p .570. 

//;/r/., p.582.
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The Ki'ipke-Dummett debate is both complex and controversial, turning, it 

seems, on difficull ideas such as what is required for understanding, and the 

relation between understanding and manifestation of understanding in behaviour. 

However, I would suggest that we can afford to leave this matter unsettled; for 

ultimately rigid designation proves unsatisfactory for our purposes for reasons 

quite apart from those stressed by Dummett. Rigid designation cannot act as the 

test for semantic intuitions, by which we can carve up the category of noun 

phrases into semantic kinds, due to the second difficulty alluded to above: it 

delimits a category containing both  clearly singular terms and intuitively 

quantified noun phrases.

The class of rigid designators will contain any quantified noun phrases 

where the predicative component in the expression is suitably specialised, i.e. 

guaranteed to be satisfied by one and the same object at any world where it is 

evaluated. There are two ways in which this can occur: either due to the special 

nature of the property involved (such as in the mathematical description ‘the 

even prime’, which can only be satisfied by the number two) or due to the 

relativisation of the se are h for an extension. So long as a description is suitably 

relativized (to a time and a world and a location) any failures of  rigidity in the 

initial predicative component itself can be easily rectified. For instance, the 

failure of description (3) above to be temporally rigid can be overcome by the 

overt inclusion of a period or time at which the extension o f  the description is to 

be fixed or discovered:

(5) The president of America on 1st January, 1962, was a Democrat.

So, although a description must be multiply relativized in order to display the 

property of fully rigid designation, such a thing can be constructed:

(6) The actual president of America on 1st January, 1962, was a

Democrat.

(6) contains a rigid designator for John F. Kennedy; thus the noun phrase in (6) 

should, on our current proposal, be classed together with names and 

demonstratives picking out that particular man. However, I would suggest this
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is wrong; descriptions don ’t make the grade as referring terms just because they 

have a stable extension.

Fui'thermore, this was a point Kripke himself recognised. In an attempt 

to accommodate the intuitive difference between genuinely referential terms and 

quantificational rigid designators, Kripke introduced a further distinction within 

the class of modally stable expressions: some terms are de fa c to  rigid designators 

and some are de jurer^  The difference comes from the fact that some 

expressions (those we intuitively think of as truly referring terms) seem to 

maintain a stable extension across worlds due to something essential in their 

nature. Thus names, demonstratives, etc., are de ju re  rigid: the way they attain 

their referent ensures their stability. On the other hand, those descriptions which 

succeed in rigidly designating do so only due to the special nature of  their 

descriptive component, which is either so specialised as to be satisfied by one 

and the same object across all worlds (e.g. ‘the smallest prim e’) or which 

relativises the search for a sat is fier to a single world (e.g. ‘the actual F ’). This 

makes them de facto  rigid designators, since it is not something essential to their 

nature as linguistic types which makes them rigid, but something stemming from 

the predie ate at work.

However this move seems to take us back to stage one; for our proposed 

test of our intuitions has collapsed into brute reliance on our intuitive grasp of c/e 

ju re  versus de facto  rigid designators. A term ’s status as a genuine referential 

expression lies beyond the sensitivity o f  our proposed test; by looking at 

behaviour across contexts we can deliver the class o f  rigid designators, but 

within this class, the proposal now is, we have yet to discern the class o f  true 

referring terms from the rigidly designating descriptions. So, although rigidity 

may be a necessary  feature of a refei'ential term, it is not alone sufficient. 

Rigidity alone is not enough to ensure reference, for true referring terms are rigid 

thanks to the nature of reference, while rigidly designating descriptions are rigid 

due to the specialised predicate they involve. Despite the rigidity o f  the latter,

K ripke  (1980), foo tno te  21, p .2 1 .
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nothing should detract from the recognition that descriptions describe - they 

settle on an extension via the relation of satisfaction - and no matter how 

specialised the predicate to be satisfied is, this can never amount to reference. If 

wc have any com mon-sen se conception of the semantic class o f  ‘referential 

expression’ at all, then, I believe it is o f  a class which rules out actualised 

descriptions or those simply satisfied by the same object in all worlds (as in the 

mathematical case); yet if this is correct then to be a rigid designator is not to be 

a singular term.

The problem which seems to be emerging here is that this kind of 

behavioural test and our intuitions about noun phrases seem to be pulling in 

different directions. For, on the one hand, I would suggest, we can intuitively 

make sense of the idea of an expression o f  one semantic kind (say, a quantified 

noun phrase) being manipulated or ‘got up ’ in such a way as to behave  in a 

manner akin to a member of the opposing semantic category, yet without that 

making it the case that the expression becomes a member of the opposing 

category. Yet, if this is the case, then obviously no kind of behavioural property 

like rigid designation can serve as the sole constitutive feature of something’s 

being a singular term. To put it crudely, the suggestion is that we have a 

conception of constitution  (i.e. of something’s being a singular term) which is 

independent of  this kind of behaviour. However, to put this claim to the test let 

us conclude by looking at one final kind of  test for our semantic intuitions.

(Hi) Perm utation invariance:

It might perhaps be suggested that, though the Kripkean property o f  rigid 

designation fails to delimit correctly the class of singular terms, we might appeal 

to an opposing kind of property to define our class of quantified noun phrases. 

Thus, we might try to define quantifier phrases as those which do not require 

preservation of object identity in order to preserve truth across models. For 

instance, the determiner ‘all’ requires for truth that all the objects which fall 

within the restriction set also fall within the set o f  objects denoted by the 

predicate forming the scope, while ‘m ost’ requires only that the majority of
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objects in the restriction set fall within the set picked out by the scope. So long 

as these relations are maintained across models, identity of the objects within 

each set is unimportant. As Larson and Segal note:

|W ]e  w ould  like to know w hat a quantif ie r  is sem antica lly . . . .a  quantif icational 
relation has the property  tha t  if we were to c h ang e  the  identities o f  the 
individuals  in X and Y  in a consis ten t way, p reserv ing  the num bers  in each 
and their  relative propor tions , then  the relation would  con tinue  to hold. A 
relation that holds only in virtue o f  the relative num bers  o f  Xs and Ys, and not 
their identities, is a quantif ica tional relation.""

Recognising this concern with structure over identity might open the way

to a more rigorous account of the property we are interested in, perhaps in terms

of the notion of 'permutation invariance’, as borrow ed from set theory. A 

permutation on a set is a function which maps each and every member o f  our 

original set onto Just one member of another, isomoiphic set.^^ Thus, for 

instance, the function which maps the set {a, b} onto the set (c, d}, by mapping 

a to c and b to d, is a permutation o f  these sets. Permutations then look to the 

eardinality of sets and the structural relations which members o f  those sets bear 

to one another and preserve Just these features; however, what is not necessarily 

preserved under permutations are the identities o f  objects within sets. 

Expressions whose truth or falsity are unaffected by permutations we might call 

‘permutation invariant’, and the expressions in natural language which display 

this property seem to be quantifier phrases rather than referring terms.

For instance, suppose we are considering the expression ‘exactly tw o ’, as 

in ‘exactly two books are about singing and dancing’. W e might then imagine a 

domain of books, E, containing a set about singing, A, and a set about dancing, 

B. Our initial statement makes a claim about the intersection o f  these two sets, 

shown as C in (1) below; viz. that it has exactly two members, say {a ,b }. Let us

Larson and Segal (1995), p .302.

T hus  a perm uta t ion  could  m ap a set back on to  itself. In m ore  technical terms, Lapp in  
(1996), p .200, defines a perm u tin g  function as “an au tom orph ism  o f  E  w hich respects  the 
cardinali ty  o f  the subsets o f  E ” .

Lappin  (1996), p .202, uses this notion o f  perm uta t ion  invar iance  to define  the p roper ty  o f  
‘L o g ica l i ty ’ (fo llow ing  M ay (1991)); the current suggestion  can then be cap tured  in his 
terminology: “T he  L ogical ity  Thesis  can be form ulated  as the cla im  that, at the level o f  
syntactic  representa tion  which constitu tes the interface to sem antic  interpre tation, logical N Ps 
arc expressed  as opera tor-var iab le  chains w hile  non-logical N Ps ap pear  in a rgum ent  p os i t ion ’'.
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now imagine that there is another intersection relation in the same domain, this 

time between books about singing and books about acting, shown as C ' below. 

C ' contains exactly two members as well, though these are the books {c,d}.

'N B
( r  )

V

(2)

In such a scenario we can construct a permutation, n, from C to C ' (say mapping 

<a,c> and <b,d>), which will maintain the cardinality o f  the set and any relations 

between its set members, though not the identity  o f  those set members. 

However, the truth of any assertion utilising ‘exactly tw o ’ will remain unchanged 

under this permutation; exactly two books are about singing and dancing just in 

case exactly two books are about singing and acting. The identity o f  the objects 

is unimportant, what matters is cardinality and cardinal relations (this latter 

would come to the fore if the cardinality not only of the intersection but also of 

the restriction set, (A), were important, e.g. utterances containing the expression 

‘m ost’). So expressions which display the property of  permutation invariance, 

and thus show themselves unconcerned with object identity, seem suitable for 

treatment as quantified noun phrases.

However, things are very different with certain other noun phrases. For 

instance, with possessives formed using proper names. Let us imagine that John 

owns the only book about singing and dancing, while James is the sole owner of 

the only book about singing and acting. In this case, the cardinality of C and C  

is the same, both being singleton sets; but, if the noun phrase in question is 

‘John’s book ’ no truth preserving permutation is possible. For instance, the 

statement ‘John’s book is about singing and dancing’ is true since it will be a 

member of the set C in (1). However, if we apply the same permuting function 

as we did above we end up with a falsehood, for John’s book will not be a 

member of C . So, although superficially the expression ‘John’s b o o k ’ may look
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as though it is playing the same role as ‘exactly two books’, by using the test for 

permutation invariance, we discover that, while the latter is a ‘logical’ or 

permutation invariant noun phrase, the former is a ‘non-logical’ or non

permutation invariant one. If this is to be our criterion for semantic status, then 

we can see that ‘exactly two books’ is a quantified noun phrase, whereas ‘John’s 

book’ is semantically a singular term.

Unfortunately, however, permutation invariance does not ultimately seem 

any more satisfactory as a prompt for our semantic intuitions than rigid 

designation did; for exactly the same problem as noted for rigid designation 

seems to re-oecur for permutation invariance. Actualised definite descriptions or 

those like ‘the smallest prime’ (expressions intuition tells us are descriptive, 

quantified noun phrases) /h// to display the property of permutation invariance. 

Thus if we were to make the behavioural property o f  permutation invariance 

constitutive of something’s being a quantified noun phrase it seems we would 

once again fail to carve where we intuitively expect the semantic joints to lie. 

We would end up with one semantic category for most descriptions and 

quantified expressions and another for actualised and (most) mathematical 

descriptions, proper names, demonstratives, etc. Yet still it seems we can 

recognise a distinction in this proposed second category, and the distinction Just 

seems to be between genuine singular terms and quantified noun phrases ‘got up ’ 

in a way to behave like singular terms. I would suggest that this reinforces the 

claim that we can differentiate behaviour and constitution in these contexts. 

Once again, it seems that while permutation invariance supports the predictions 

of ‘brute intuition’ in the paradigm cases, it fails to carve at the Joints we 

intuitively expect in certain cases. Thus the technical notion of permutation 

invariance seems no better suited to testing our intuitions as to semantic category 

than rigid designation did."*"

A lthough  this c la im  perhaps  depends  on the interpretation g iven  to the ac tuality  opera tor ,  it 
seem s that perm uting  the set denoted  by ‘the actual last great ph i losopher  o f  an t iqu ity ’, a 
s ingleton set con ta in ing  Aristotle, m ay  not preserve the truth o f  sen tences  in w hich  the 
expression  appears.

T here  is an additional potential prob lem  here, concern ing  how  to a c co m m o d a te  w hat are 
know n as ‘exception  p h rases ’: e.g. ‘Every student except M ary  cam e to the p a r ty ’. T he
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(iv) Conclusion:

What conclusion can we draw from the above discussion of  tests for our 

semantic intuitions then? I would suggest that unfortunately the findings are 

negative: we began with an intuitive grasp of a division in kind between types of 

noun phrase. However, when we came to draw that division in practice, 

assigning borderline cases to one or other semantic camp, intuition seemed to fail 

us. Our first test for referentiality, the Millian condition o f  simplicity, left us with 

either far too stringent a condition (i.e. it did not even seem to be a necessary  

condition of referential status) or it was o f  no actual help in the problematic 

cases (i.e. where it collapsed into a direct question about the expression’s 

propositional contribution). While, on the other hand, tests like rigid designation 

and permutation invariance seemed unable to carve where the semantic joints 

intuitively seemed to be. By actualising a definite description we arrive at an 

expression which is behaviourally indistinguishable (as far as the kinds o f  tests 

considered in this section are concerned) from genuine singular terms; yet, 

intuitively, I have argued, we don’t thereby arrive at a semantically singular term.

If we have any  common-sense notion of the semantic class of ‘referential 

expression’ at all, then, I believe, it is a notion which rules out actualised 

descriptions or those simply satisfied by the same object in all worlds. Since 

rigid designation and permutation invariance fail to respect this they fail as 

correct tests for semantic category. I would suggest that, ultimately, what 

underpins this failure is the fact that we can make sense o f  the following idea: an 

expression belonging to one semantic category of noun phrase can be 

manipulated so as to come to behave in a way akin to members of the opposing 

semantic category of noun phrase without this forcing us to conclude that the 

expression really belongs to this alternative semantic class. The rigid designation 

of ‘the smallest prime number’ does not force us to conclude that the expression 

is really a member of the semantic category of singular terms, rather we can

difficulty  arises because, although there are good reasons to treat ‘ex c e p t’ as a de te rm iner ,  the 
phrases form ed using it are not perm uta t ion  invariant, thus they flout our su pposed  condit ion  
for quantif ier  status. F or  an a rgum ent that excep tion  phrases reveal the need for non-logical 
quantif ied  noun phrases see L appin  (1996); how ever,  for an a lternat ive  t rea tm en t o f  the sam e 
p h en om eno n  see Larson  and Segal (1995), pp .300, 306-7.
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conclude that the responsibility for its behaviour lies with its surroundings. 

However, if it is right that we can make sense of this general idea, then no 

behavioural test o f  the kind proposed in this section is ever going to be sufficient 

for discerning semantic category.

So, even though we might have initially accepted the idea that intuitive 

refection  alone, based on the behaviour o f  certain paradigm cases, might serve 

to support the basic distinction between quantified and referential noun phrases, 

drawing a rigid line between these two classes in practice seems to demand more 

than mere intuitive tests. For, for any piece of intuited behaviour, such as actions 

over modal contexts, it seems that we can always envisage an expression of an 

opposing semantic category being ‘mocked up’ in such a way as to behave in this 

manner. Prima facie, then, the move to an ambiguity theory which makes 

intuited behaviour constitutive of semantic status seems less than entirely 

appealing; yet, as we noted at the outset, making intuited behaviour across 

contexts constitutive of semantic status is not the only way in which an option 

for ambiguity can be pursued. It may be that the relation between syntax and 

semantics, posited by the unified stance, is embraced, while the unified position 

itself is rejected. This position would be possible if there were thought to be 

syntactic properties displayed by expressions which were able to cross-cut 

syntactic categories and these features were taken to be responsible for indicating 

semantic allegiance. Let us now consider this second version o f  the ambiguity 

approach to noun phrase classification.

(3) Ambisiiity Theory (II): Semantic status as dependent on syntactic 

proyerties

Although the unified stance appeals to syntactic features, it is a particular 

kind of syntactic feature, viz. that o f  common-sense syntactic category. That is 

to say, it appeals to classes such as proper names, demonstratives and definite 

descriptions which ordinary speakers can recognise on the basis of formal 

features (like the form of words constituting the expression) and which theorists 

have traditionally recognised as independent of semantic interpretation.
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Unification daim s that there is a one:many mapping between semantic kinds and 

classes of this sort. So one way in which to pursue an opposing, ambiguity 

stance is to accept the general claim that semantic status is mirrored in syntax, 

but to reject the claim that the important level of syntactic description is this kind 

of syntactic category. Rather it might be thought, the indicative features of 

semantic category which we are in search of are syntactic properties which may 

cross-cut the boundaries o f  common-sense syntactic category. So, reflection on 

an expression’s syntactic properties or behaviour will allow us to assign it to a 

given semantic category; but given a single common-sense syntactic category, 

some members may display the behaviour in question, while others may not. To 

see this, let us begin by saying a little more about syntactic theory itself, before 

turning to the kinds of properties noun phrases can display.

The study o f  syntax is the study of  the composition and categories of 

language; it is concerned with how complex items, like sentences, are 

constructed from parts. A syntactic theory thus gives us the rules for 

composition and attributes to each linguistic item a definite syntactic structure. 

The suggestion is that features of this syntactic structure can be taken as 

indicative of semantic category. Although choice of syntactic theory is still 

apparently open, in practice most adopt the ‘principles and param eters’ account 

instigated by Chomsky."^ On this model, a single linguistic expression is thought 

to possess a number o f  different representations at different syntactic levels, 

which are related as follows:

Deep Structure (DS)

Phonetic ^  

Form

Surface Structure (SS)

Logical Form (LF)

27
Although  the C hom sk ian  approach will be som ew hat  e labora ted  below , m ost o f  the detail 

will be omitted; for an expansion see C h om sk y  (1975); (1986).
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These distinct levels of representation are related by transform ation  operations; 

special grammatical rules which show us how to move between the levels. In the 

principles and parameters account there is thought to be just a single 

transformational rule: ‘move a ’. So, the idea is that the phonetic form of any 

sentence is arrived at by applications of the ‘move a ’ rule to DS; with this 

surface form in turn being transformed into the LF structure. Items that appear 

able to move easily are question words (often called ‘wh-phrases’: who, what, 

where, etc.) and quantifier expressions; to see this movement in action let us 

look at one such an example.

In the question ‘Who does Mary love?’ we have a transitive verb ‘love’ 

which requires two arguments, roughly a lover and a thing loved. Yet, prim a  

facie, it seems as though we have only one argument, Mary, in the above 

question. This difficulty is solved, however, by seeing that the question word 

relates to the missing argument: we wish to inquire as to the identity of the 

person loved by Mary, thus the wh-phrase takes the place of the absent 

argument. This is revealed in the Chomskian approach at the level o f  DS, which 

relates to the phonetically realised structure by applications of ‘move a ’. The 

deep structure of such a question sentence is thus thought to be:

CP

XP

c

C'

NP VP.

V

does Mary love

NP

N

who

The sentence itself at DS is taken to be part o f  a larger clausal phrase CP which 

includes an empty position XP; this is necessary to provide a position into which 

the wh-phrase can move when we apply the transformational rule to arrive at SS. 

When this happens, and the structure realised at the phonetic level is formed, the
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wh-phrase leaves behind an (unvocalised) trace element in its earlier position; so 

the full representation of the surface structure becomes: ‘W ho does Mary love

In English, wh-phrase movement is thought to occur between DS and SS, 

thus, since SS is the level which interfaces with the mechanism of  speech 

production, wh-phrases are heard in their moved positions. Quantifier phrases, 

on the other hand, are thought to move between SS and LF, thus they will be 

heard in their pre-movement site. For instance, the sentence ‘Mary loves every 

boy' is heard with the proper name preceding the quantifier phrase. However, at 

the level of LF this order is reversed (in an application o f  ‘move a ’ known as 

‘quantifier raising’) to give us:

S

NP

Det

every

N

boy

NP VP

V NP

Mary loves

Here the quantifier phrase leaves its embedded position and moves to the front of 

the structure leaving a (coindexed) trace in its former position.

Although any of these levels, DS, SS or LF, could  be chosen to indicate 

semantic form (i.e. interface with semantic representations), the most hopeful 

suggestion, it is often thought, is the final level, LF. Thus, as May contends:

[Logical form] represents w hatever  properties o f syntactic form are re levant to 
sem antic  interpretation - those aspects o f  sem antic  structure  tha t  are  expressed  

syntactically . Succinctly ,  the contr ibu t ion  o f  g ram m ar to m eaning.

Advocates of this kind o f  syntactic guide to semantic form may be thought of as 

making the firm proposal Larson and Segal suggest:

L F  hypothesis  The level of logical form is where syntactic representation

is interpreted by semantic rules.

28
M ay (1985), p .2.
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It would be open to the proponent o f  this position to maintain that two tokens 

possessing indistinguishable surface forms may actually instantiate différent 

syntactic  forms and it is these which provide the true guide to semantic 

allegiance. Thus, where we thought we had a single lexical item (e.g. the word 

‘that’) or structure (e.g. ‘that F ’), what we might actually have is two distinct 

syntactic items, which happen to be expressed homophonically. So a single 

surface type of noun phrase such as ‘the F ’ could in practice belong to both our 

semantic categories and thus this approach admits of noun phrase semantic 

ambiguity. On such an approach, the position of (some) noun phrases might be 

thought of as somewhat analogous to that of terms like ‘bank’, where a single 

word is actually assigned distinct meanings (in this case ‘edge of a river’ or 

‘financial institution’).^" W hat is required in both cases, before the truth 

conditions of larger expressions in which they occur can be arrived at, is to 

discover which syntactic token is actually being put forward by the speaker. 

What is important here cannot be simply the question o f  common-sense syntactic 

category, for proponents of the view 1 am envisaging wish to allow that tokens 

of ‘the F’ may belong to either semantic kind. So the thought is, there must be 

additional syntactic features, ‘sub’ syntactic category, which can be 

independently assessed and used to indicate semantic status.

However, if LF is to be allowed to differ within common-sense syntactic 

categories, there must be some way of  ascertaining which LF to ascribe to which 

token noun phrase; and this is where the problems come in. For it is unclear that 

there is this kind of delicate syntactic evidence available for LF assignment, 

independent o f  a semantic theory for the language. The kinds o f  features it

Larson  and Segal (1995), p. 105. W e  should be c lear that the p ro po nen t  o f  the unified stance 
may also adopt a form o f  the L F  hypothesis; the d ifference be tw een  unification and the kind o f  
am biguity  approach to be explored  below  lies not in the accep tance  o f  the kind o f  mirroring  
constraint con ta ined  in the L F  hypothes is  p e r  se, but in the kind o f  syntactic  properties  
appealed to. Roughly , the unified theorist will require each m em b er  o f  the sam e co m m o n -  
sense syntactic ca tego iy  to be assigned the sam e  LF, while the am biguity  theorist will appeal to 
syntactic properties more fine-grained than this, a llow ing  m em bers  o f  a single  syntactic  
category to be assigned d if feren t  LFs.

A lthough  w hether  or not this is a genu ine  analogy  is, o f  course , a serious po in t o f  con ten t ion  
between the unified and am biguity  positions. F or  a truth theoretic  account o f  lexically 
am biguous  w ords on precisely the model suggested  here, see Gillon (1990).
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seems an advocate of this position might appeal to are concepts like ‘c- 

commanding’ and ‘weak-erossover’. These are purely syntactic properties of 

expressions, arising from the properties o f  the phrase structure for a sentence, 

abstracted from the semantic properties of  the linguistic items. Such features, 

which need not be tied exclusively to divisions of syntactic category like definite 

description or demonstrative, might then be thought indicative of semantic 

status. To see this, let us consider the second feature mentioned above: the 

phenomenon of ‘weak-crossover’.

‘W eak-crossover’ is the peculiar effect whereby sentences of apparently 

very similar surface structures, which contain pronoun elements, either prohibit 

or allow the pronoun to be bound by a co-occurring noun phrase. To witness 

this, let us look at three sentences:

(a) W hich boy does his mother love t l

(b) His mother loves every boy.

(c) His mother loves John .' '

At the level of surface syntax, it would seem as though (b) and (c) pattern 

together, as against (a). However, when we come to reflect on the possible 

semantic interpretations of these expressions, it seems clear that (a) and (b) are 

related, with (e) differing in potential meaning. For, considering the pronoun 

‘his’, it seems possible to interpret (c) as expressing a proposition where the 

pronoun picks out the same individual as is loved, i.e. John. Whereas, in both (a) 

and (b) this reading seems very hard to achieve; with the reading whereby the 

pronoun refers to some other individual far more accessible. Thus:

(a') *For which x, x is a boy, does x ’s mother love x?

(b') "'For every x, x is a boy, x ’s mother loves x.

(c') John’s mother loves John.

Recognising this syntactic phenomenon, Larson and Segal contend:

O u r sem antic  cri terion for quantif ie r  status, invar iance  u nd er  p e rm uta t ion ,  
appears  to converge  in an in teresting  way with a syntactic cri ter ion  for

This  exam ple ,  and much o f  the fo l low ing  discussion, is taken from  L arson  and Segal (1995), 
pp. 304-5
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quantif ier  status widely assum ed in the princip les  and  param eters  theory of 

syntax.

Pfopeilies such as weak-crossover can be explained within the 

Chomskian approach which allows a quantifier phrase to move, but prohibits it 

from simultaneously binding its trace and a pronoun which is embedded in 

another constituent. Thus in contexts such as the above, containing pronouns 

which may be bound or referential, the possibility of a co-referential reading of 

the pronoun reveals the noun phrase in question to be a singular term; whereas 

the impossibility of such an interpretation reveals we have a quantified noun 

phrase to hand. Larson and Segal again:

[T lhe syntactic property  o f  obligatory L F  m ovem ent appears  to correlate  quite 
closely with sem antic  status as quantif ier .  T h a t  is, the class o f  noun phrases  
show ing  the weak-crossover effects d iagnostic  o f  L F  m o vem en t is also the 
class o f  noun phrases con ta in ing  a specifier e lem en t tha t  has the perm uta t ion  
property .. . .The sem antic  and syntactic charac te r iza tions  o f  quantif iers  thus 

seem to converge.'^ ’

Together with any other such purely syntactic behavioural differences which may 

emerge, weak-crossover will serve to indicate which LF to assign to which token 

noun phrases, and this in turn will allow us to map the semantic layout.

Once again, however, I think we can raise certain prim a fa c ie  worries for 

this ambiguity-friendly approach. The proposal so far is that, first, there is a 

principled relation between syntax and semantics, but, second, that the point of 

contact is ‘below’ that of syntactic category. Given any syntactic category like 

definite description or demonstrative, we cannot yet ascertain semantic allegiance 

because tokens of each category m ay  possess different LFs. The tests for LF, 

where these must be more fine-grained than those for common-sense syntactic 

categorisations, are to be syntactic properties like the weak-crossover effect 

looked at above. The worry I have now is whether such syntactic features can 

really be autonomous enough from our semantic judgements to provide the kind

IhUI., p .304.

' ’ Ibid., p .306.

It is im portant for Larson  and Segal that there be proper ties  d iagnos tic  o f  L F  o the r  than 
c o m m o n-sense  syntactic category, for they hold an ambiguity  approach to defin ite  descrip tions, 
a llow ing  som e to be referential and som e to be quantif icational; thus they m ust env isage  such 
fine-grained syntactic properties as suffic ient to assign LF.
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of independent evidence for semantic assignments we are in search of. The 

problem is that our intuitions of well-formedness in these quite complex cases 

seem tightly bound up with the kind of semantic interpretations we are willing to 

allow. For instance, consider the weak crossover case o f  ‘His mother loved the 

boy’, where we must decide whether the pronoun can be bound or not (i.e. 

whether we can get the reading equivalent to ‘The boy ’s mother loves h im ’). 

Although the bound reading may seem rather strained, I would suggest that 

judgements o f  ill-formedness (as opposed to legitimate, though hard to recover, 

interpretations) can only be made with the back-up of a theory which predicts 

such an interpretation as ill-formed. To put matters crudely, the direction of 

explanation seems to be that (/ we think ‘the boy ’ is here a singular term, then  we 

can get the reading where the pronoun co-refers, while (/"we think the expression 

is here appearing as a quantified noun phrase, then  the unbound reading, 

diagnostic of LF movement, will be the only admissible reading we can get; yet it 

is not immediately evident that we can reverse this direction of explanation.

Oui' syntactic judgements at this point seem affected by our semantic 

judgements in a way which might be thought to make the former unsuitable to 

provide the sole support for the latter. That is to say, the slight unease we feel 

with the bound reading is not, abstracted from any kind o f  semantic background, 

enough to mitigate between rival theories. Though the fact that some readings 

are harder to recover than others is indisputable, the claim that this kind of fact 

alone is sufficient to provide independent support for a determinate division 

between referring terms and quantified noun phrases is questionable. 

Furthermore, for those theorists, like Larson and Segal, who want to admit a 

semantically referential kind of definite description, our syntactic judgements will 

have to be sensitive enough to mark this out: som etim es  we will judge the bound 

reading ill-formed and som etim es  (i.e. when the token description is referential) 

we must be perfectly able to recover the co-referential reading. Yet to make this 

kind of fine-grained judgement I would suggest that we already  need to possess 

some grasp of  the items the syntactic theory is running on. To repeat, we are 

happy with a bound reading (/"we think the noun phrase is referential and we are
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unhappy with it i f  we think it is a quantified expression, but to try to reverse 

these conditionals seems to ‘put the cart before the horse’ as it were. Although 

the predictions of a semantic theory can be reinforced by a phenomenon like 

weak-crossover, I would argue that we cannot start with a phenomenon o f  this 

kind and hope to generate semantic classifications from it.

This is not to argue against the general project o f  the syntactician nor the 

explanatory worth of the ‘LF hypothesis’; indeed, as we have seen, the proposal 

for noun phrase classification to be advocated in this thesis agrees with the claim 

that syntactic properties mirror semantic ones. The divergence comes at the 

point where the crucial syntactic properties are thought to be more fine-grained 

than common-sense syntactic categories, i.e. the claim that LF can cross-cut 

syntactic types, say assigning different logical forms to two tokens o f  ‘the F ’. 

The objection to the proposal of this section is that, in the particular borderline 

cases with which we will be interested, nothing in the account to date is able to 

provide the objective, verifiable condition for semantic category for noun phrases 

which we are in search of. To decide whether to ascribe a token of  ‘the F ’ a 

logical form which makes it a singular term or one which makes it a quantified 

noun phrase we are asked to look to syntactic properties like weak-crossover; 

yet determining whether an expression displays this behaviour seems so 

intimately bound up with whether we think it is a singular term or a quantified 

noun phrase that this cannot provide autonomous support for semantic 

assignments. Although this might not be thought to provide a knock-down 

argument against this rendition of the ambiguity stance, I do take it to provide 

further motivation for maintaining what I have anyway suggested is our intuitive 

position in this area; viz. that syntactic category reflects semantic kind.

(4) The W a \ A head:

We have looked at three proposals in answer to our original question of 

how to assign semantic forms to noun phrases. The first approach, the unified 

stance, claimed that common-sense syntactic category could be taken as 

indicative of semantic kind; while the other two dismissed this claim. The second
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approach rejected any kind of principled mirroring constraint between syntax and 

semantics, looking instead to intuited behaviour across different contexts (e.g. 

modal concerns), to indicate semantic status. The final approach accepted some 

kind o f  mirroring relation, but looked to syntactic properties other than syntactic 

category. T have suggested that it is the first approach which best accords with 

our pre-theoretic intuitions here and which is the most theoretically simple and 

attractive. Furthermore, I have indicated that the latter two suggestions both 

have prim a fa c ie  worries associated with them: in the first case, because the 

behaviour taken to be constitutive of being a singular term does not seem to be 

so. In the second, since our judgements of syntactic properties which are more 

fine-grained than syntactic category seem so intimately interwoven with the 

predictions of a semantic theory for a language, it is uncleai' that they can 

provide the kind o f  autonomous support for that theoi^y we were in search of. 

So far, then, the claim is that unification provides the best account o f  noun 

phrase classification.

Given all this, however, we might now begin to wonder why any theorist 

would reject unification - the approach has so far seemed attractive and trouble- 

free, so why would anyone advocate ambiguity? To answer this question, and to 

balance an account which has so far been overwhelmingly in support of 

unification, I would like to conclude by sketching the problems with unification, 

which have led some theorists to see ambiguity as the only feasible model of 

noun phrase classification. For the unified stance is open to two serious 

objections: first, the account may seem to fail for certain recalcitrant cases in 

natural language; and, second, the account conflicts with certain assumptions 

about the nature of reference and what it is to be a referring term which it m ay be 

thought we ought to preserve. In what follows I want to examine and ultimately 

reject each of these putative difficulties, first showing that the ‘non-standard’ 

cases which superficially appear to flout unification (which we will look at in 

Chapter 5) in fact do not. For, by appealing to the kinds of features interlocutors 

use for assigning syntactic category, and appending our unified approach with a



principled distinction between semantic and pragmatic meaning, all the difficult 

cases can be properly accommodated (as we will see in Chapter 6).

However, ihe ambiguity theorist at this juncture has a more potent 

objection up her sleeve; for it seems that the kind of pragmatic explanation to be 

appealed to by unification is threatened by a certain, prim a facie  appealing, 

conception o f  reference. The thought will be that if we embrace the kind o f  view 

of reference labelled as ‘syntax-independent’ in Chapter 1 (whereby the 

referential status of a singular term is thought to depend on features external to 

those a formal semantic theory is sensitive to), then the pragmatic move made in 

Chapter 6 is seriously undermined. For such a conception of reference throws 

into doubt the correlation between syntax and semantics which lies at the heart of 

unification. Thus, if we have no reason to expect semantic kinds to be mirrored 

in syntactic features, then the advocate o f  ambiguity may claim the recalcitrant 

cases (to be outlined in Chapter 5) dem and  semantic level accommodation. 

Tackling this positive argument for a move to ambiguity will be the work of 

Chapter 7.

However, having acknowledged the very serious concerns for unification 

which are waiting in the wings, I would like to pause before considering them in 

more detail and spend some time clarifying the positive account o f  noun phrase 

classification which is ultimately to be defended. For although we have so far 

established some pairings of syntactic category and semantic kind (viz. the 

suggestion that all definite descriptions be mapped to the semantic category of 

quantified noun phrase, and all demonstratives to the semantic category of 

referring expression) there remains a further question concerning expressions of 

the form ‘this F ’ or ‘that G ’.̂  ̂ Expressions like these seem to pose a problem, 

for they apparently share features with both  definite descriptions and 

demonstratives; so we might wonder, what should unification predict for them? 

The version of unification to be defended in this thesis will claim that expressions

The c laim  that all d em ons tra t ives  are referring  express ions  will be ref ined in C h ap te r  6 to 
‘all n on -anaphor ic  d e m o n s tra t iv es’ ; how ever,  until then, this qualif ication  will be suppressed .
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like these, which I will call ‘complex demonstratives’, should be treated as 

syntactically and semantically akin to bare demonstratives. How ever to see why 

this is so 1 would like to turn in the next chapter to consider these expressions in 

detail.
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Chapter 4 ~

Complex Demonstratives:

I
n the last chapter a proposal was made about how to ascertain the 

semantic category of any token noun phrase: we should determine 

whether it is a definite description or a demonstrative, etc., and 

assign it to the same semantic class as is demanded by paradigm examples of 

other expressions which share that syntactic category. Clearly, however, for this 

proposal to prove useful in practice we need to be able to assign token noun 

phrases to their appropriate syntactic categories. The suggestion has been that, 

conventionally, the form of words the expression contains will suffice for 

ordinary speakers to assess syntactic category; and, although this suggestion will 

be somewhat refined in Chapter 6, the thought remains that relatively superficial 

features can indicate syntactic kind. So, for instance, unification claims that all 

occurrences of the form of words ‘the F ’ should be treated as sharing a single 

syntactic and semantic form. However, the matter becomes more complex when 

we turn away from definite descriptions and towards other expressions, like 

demonstratives; for a word like ‘that’ can appear both ‘free-standing’ and 

alongside predicates, and we might then wonder whether both kinds of 

occurrence are members of the same syntactic (and semantic) category or 

different. In this chapter then I would like to look at what I will call ‘complex 

demonstratives’ in some detail, clarifying the version of unification to be 

defended in this thesis by seeing how we deal with these expressions. To begin 

with we will look at exactly what is meant by the term ‘complex demonstrative’ 

and see why such expressions form a good subject for investigation within the 

current framework. Then we will look at four proposals for how to treat these 

expressions and see to what extent each accords with our intuitions about the 

nature of these phrases.'

' W he the r  or not these options exhaust all poss ib le  approaches  rem ains  an open question; they 
do, however,  constitu te  what I take to be the most p laus ib le  approaches .

113



Some demonstrative expressions, those we might term ‘bare 

demonstratives’, appear without any appended descriptive content (e.g. 

occurrences of ‘this’ or ‘that’ sim pliciter). However, it seems that the majority 

of demonstrative occurrences do not foJlow this model. ‘Complex 

demonstratives’ is the collective term we might use for phrases formed by 

adjoining one or more common nouns to a demonstrative expression (e.g. ‘that 

ca t’, ‘this happy m an’), and let us call the combination o f  predicates immediately 

concatenated with the demonstrative in such phrases the ‘m atrix’ o f  the 

expression. Such expressions are a particularly good subject of investigation for 

us at this juncture for they explicitly combine several aspects in which we are 

interested. In the first case, they are headed by a demonstrative term which, as 

we have already suggested, often appears as a paradigm singular term. Thus 

utterances of ‘this’ or ‘that’, accompanied by a pointing or other gesture to some 

object in the current environment, seem to display all the features we have 

thought to be characteristic o f  referential semantic status. However, in their 

complex form, the expressions contain a descriptive element and the form of the 

whole might thus be thought to be that of ‘determiner plus predicate’; a form we 

have associated with quantified noun phrases.

Our questions then are ‘what is the role o f  the descriptive element in 

complex demonstratives?’ and, following from this, ‘what is the form of the 

whole expression?’ In what follows I want to consider four distinct proposals 

for how to accommodate the descriptive information, two of which treat the 

whole expression as a quantified noun phrase, and two of which treat it as a 

singular term. I want to suggest that there are serious drawbacks for both 

analyses which treat complex demonstratives as semantically aligned with 

phrases like ‘the F ’ or ‘some F ’; for ‘that’ in ‘that F ’ does not seem to be a 

quantifier in its own right, nor (without explicit further embedding) does it seem 

to be a part of a larger quantified noun phrase. So, I will suggest that the best 

way to treat these expressions is as semantically referential expressions. I will 

then consider two different ways o f  accommodating the descriptive component 

of the expression in a manner which allows this and I will argue that it is the final
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approach to complex demonstratives (which I will label a ‘complex character’ 

account) which provides the most attractive model o f  these expressions. Thus 

we will arrive at a concrete version o f  unification by the end o f  this chapter: all 

expressions of the form ‘the F ’ must be semantically analysed as quantified noun 

phrases, and all baie and complex demonstratives must be referring terms.

(]) ‘That’ is a Quantifier:

One way to understand ‘that’ when it appears concatenated with a 

common noun would be as some kind of quantifier, with the matrix serving as its 

restriction. In this way the complete expression could be semantically aligned 

with other restricted quantifier phrases (i.e. a complex demonstrative such as 

‘that m an’ would belong to the same semantic class as ‘all m en’, ‘the m an’, etc)." 

However, there appears to be an immediate objection to such a move; for on this 

kind of approach we appear to lose the stability of  extension across worlds that 

we associated with demonstrative expressions. That is to say, as Kaplan 

emphasised, at any circumstance o f  evaluation or possible world where we 

choose to assess a given demonstrative utterance, its referent should remain the 

same; yet this is not a requirement for ordinaiy quantifier phrases.^ However, 

this initial objection is easily overcome by regarding the demonstrative term as 

functioning as some kind of rigidifier  of the accompanying matrix. Thus, in the 

same way that the actuality operator is often supposed to function, using the 

term ‘that’ assures the agent that the object selected as the extension will always 

be just that object which satisfies the description in the actual world/context of 

utterance. In fact, Kaplan considers just such a possibility in relation to his 

‘d that’ operator in Afterthoughts:

If “d tha t” is an operator,  and if the descrip tion , w hich  constitutes the operand  
and thus syntac tica lly  com ple tes  the s ingular term, induces a com plex  e lem en t 
into content,  then the correct way to describe “d th a t” is as a r ig id ifier . . .The  
com plete  d tha t - te rm  would then be a rigid descrip tion  w hich  induces  a 
com plex  ‘rep resen ta t ion ’ o f  the referent into the content.^*

■ For an in troduction  to genera l ized  quantif ie r  theory and the notion o f  restricted quantif ie rs  
see B arw ise  and C oo per  ( 1 9 8 1).
’ For the d ifference between context o f  utterance and c ircum stance  of evalua tion  see K aplan  
(1977), p p .500-5.
 ̂ Kaplan  (1989),  p.580.
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So, is it feasible to treat ‘that’ as semantically akin to a quantifier plus actuality 

operator? Should we analyse complex demonstratives along the lines of:

(1) ‘That black ca t’ = ‘actually (the black cat)’ ?

A slightly modified version of this approach has recently been put 

forward by Stephen Neale:

[A jl lhough there are counlerfactual considera t ions tha t  p rec lude  trea ting  
that '  as equ ivalen t to the ordinary  definite descr ip tion  ‘the th ing  I am 

d em o n s tra t in g ’, it is not wholly unreasonab le  to suppose tha t  som eth ing  like 
this descrip tion  captures its character .  So it may be possib le  to view 
dem onstra t ives  as equivalent to actua l ized  descrip tions, and hence  as 
quantifiers. For exam ple , on the assum ption  that T  is a  rigid referring  
expression , we m ight consider  ana lys ing  a com plex  dem ons tra t ive  ‘tha t F  in 
terms of, or  at least as equivalen t to, a descrip tion  such as [ th e  actual F l a m  
dem onstra t ing ! .  O n this account,  a better nam e for com plex  dem onstra t ives  
might be deiuoustrative  d escr ip tions:

Although there are certain technical problems to be overcome with such an 

approach (as Neale recognises in his refinements of the account to attempt to 

accommodate objects not available for demonstration and the need to rule out 

narrow scope interpretations o f  demonstrative descriptions in attitude frames), 

there does not seem to be any knock-down argument against adopting this 

m o d e l .H o w e v e r ,  I would suggest that in terms of general motivation we still 

have reason to resist Neale’s approach; for it seems that the overall picture of 

noun phrases which this approach leaves us with is somewhat precarious. The 

tension arises from the conjunction o f  Neale’s avowed adherence to the semantic 

division of the class of noun phrases and the potential weakening o f  this 

distinction by the move of complex demonstratives from referential terms to the 

class of quantified phrases.^ For, if we allow that complex demonstratives are 

not to be treated as referring terms then it seems we must ask about the 

implications of such a treatment for other noun phrases, such as bare 

demonstratives. Clearly, the advocate of demonstrative descriptions has two

''Neale (1993), p. 108.
The  ref inem ents  in quest ion  concern  m ak in g  the descrip tion  m ore  e labora te  {ibid., footnote  

41, p. 120), and s tipulating  a w ide scope-on ly  reading for d em ons tra t ive  descr ip tions in 
em bedded  contexts (ibid.,  p. 108).
 ̂ N e a le ’s (1993), p.90. paper  opens with an adoption  o f  the fo l low ing  principle: “ ( T l )  Every  

m eaningful noun phrase  (N P) in natural language is e ither a sem antica lly  uns tructured ,  rigid 
referring expression  (s ingular term) or else a sem antica lly  structured , restricted quan ti f ie r .”
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choices here: either bare demonstratives retain a referential analysis or they too 

are treated as quantifiers; yet neither of these options seems entirely satisfactory.

On the first option, whereby bare demonstratives remain referential, the 

theorist must deny that bare and complex demonstratives belong to the same 

semantic category. So the suggestion is that the act of concatenating a paradigm 

referential term with a predicate expression changes its semantic status to that of 

a quantifier; yet this class of demonstrative descriptions would seem (especially 

given Neale’s support for a unified, Russellian treatment o f  descriptions) to be 

the only  case of such a remai’kable change of allegiance. Furthermore, this 

stance must completely disregard the apparent similarities in the surface form and 

role of both kinds o f  demonstrative expression. For instance, we should note 

that the bare demonstrative too may come with additional information about the 

referent, garnered, for instance, from a detailed and complex demonstration, or 

descriptive information earlier in the conversation.^ In addition to this similarity, 

in the majority of cases, the alteration in semantic status will not be backed by 

any change in the referential intentions of the speaker, nor in the kind of 

proposition the audience might be expected to grasp for full understanding. 

Thus, to suggest that, despite the overwhelming similarity in function and surface 

form, bare and complex demonstratives nevertheless belong to distinct semantic 

categories seems to be a position in need o f  much further support.

So it would seem more feasible for the advocate of demonstrative 

descriptions to opt for the second alternative for bare demonstratives, whereby 

they too are analysed as quantified phrases.  ̂ However, I would suggest that 

maintaining this claim is harder than may at first be envisaged. For instance, I 

think our intuition is that if anything  is a distinct referring term, ordinary

 ̂ W e  might also note that in Latin and o ther  inflected languages  the bare  dem o ns tra t ive  has the 
surface  form equivalen t to ‘that ( th ing )’, e.g. "iUud' o r  d s t u d ’, w hich are  both the nom ina tive  
(subject) and accusative  (object) forms o f  the neuter singular. This  perhaps tends to re inforce 
the argum ent against bare and com plex  d em ons tra t ives  occurr ing  in d ifferent sem antic  
categories.

N ea le  ( 1993),  p. 108, h im se lf  seem s to p re fe r  this option: “ if  s im ple  d em ons tra t ives  are to be 
included, then perhaps they will be treated as dem ons tra t ive  descrip tions com po sed  o f  the 
de te rm iner  and a phonetica lly  em pty  co m p lem en t” .
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appearances of ‘this’ or ‘that’, used to piek out objects in the immediate 

environment, must be. In the majority of cases where bare demonstratives occur 

they come replete with referential intentions and are available for (proper) use 

only where the agent has had the kind of direet contact with an object which 

theorists often take to be a prerequisite for genuine reference.'^ So, if our 

distinction of semantic category is allowed to take notice of  speaker intuition or 

intention, it would seem bare demonstratives should remain in the category of 

referential terms. Furthermore, if bare demonstratives were relocated to the 

class of quantified noun phrases, we might then wonder what such a move would 

entail for indexicals, for it seems hard to imagine, given the close parity of 

function stressed by theorists sueh as Kaplan and Perry, an argument to show 

that they belong to different semantic categories." Yet, if they too are treated as 

quantified phrases, then we are asked to accept an entirely distinct semantic 

category, motivated solely by the function o f  proper names. Yet, 1 would 

suggest, it is hard to see what sort of criteria could be brought to bear to 

distinguish such a category. For there does not seem to be any functional or 

behavioural test which would serve to distinguish proper names from bare 

demonstratives or indexieals.'^

There  is a slight equ ivoca tion  here (as pointed out by an an o ny m o us  rev iew er for my 
(forthcom ing) ‘C om plex  D em o ns tra t ives ’) for o f  course  not all bare  dem ons tra t ives  are used to 
pick out objects in the im m edia te  env ironm ent;  indeed som e occurrences  o f  bare 
dem onstra t ives .  Just like their com plex  cousins, seem  far from intuit ively referential,  e.g. those 
W eg n e r  (1885) called ‘afterthought ex p o s i t io n ’ {nachtragliche  Exposit ion):  “I w ant this before 
I leave: a kiss” . H ow ever ,  it is interesting to note that o ther  puta t ive ly  non-referentia l 
occurrences  for bare  dem ons tra t ives  are quite  hard to co m e  by. For instance, it seem s that they 
canno t be used for deferred  ostension  nor (at least in the s ingular  case) in o rd inary  anaphoric  
contexts; e.g.:

(a) 1 bought a donkey  and had that donkey  vaccinated.
(b) I bough t a d onkey  and had it vaccinated.
(c) *1 bough t a donkey  and had that vaccinated.

Difficult ies such as these, contrasted  with the evident suitability o f  bare d em ons tra t ives  fo r use 
in clearly  referential cases, lead me to con tend  that the m ost natural o ccurrence  o f  bare 
dem ons tra t ives  is in contexts where their status as singular terms seem s beyond quest ion .  Yet 
this c la im  is an yw ay  som ew h a t  tangentia l;  all that is required for the a rg um en t agains t  
d em ons tra t ive  descr ip tions at this juncture  is that a t least so m e  occurrences o f  bare 
dem ons tra t ives  intuitively require analysis as referential expressions. This  is undo ub ted ly  the 
case  with bare dem ons tra t ives  used o f  perceptually  salient objects.
' ' For instance. Perry (1977), fo l low ing Frege, uses ‘to d ay ’ and T as tw o  o f  his p r im ary  
candida tes  o f  dem onstra tives .

It might perhaps be argued that the proper ty  o f  con tex t-d epen den ce  could  ind iv iduate  the 
classes; yet, even if such a difference was thought to be enough  to m otivate  dis tinct sem antic



So, the dilemma here is that either we must assign bare and complex 

demonstratives to entirely different semantic categories (a move which seems 

quite ad hoc), or we must try to motivate a distinct semantic class of referential 

terms based solely on the function of  proper names (yet how this might be done 

is simply unclear). Of course, the advocate of demonstrative descriptions might 

instead choose to jettison the assumption that there is a distinct semantic 

category of referring terms; yet this is an extreme position which brings with it its 

own problems, and it is clearly not an option Neale himself considers.'^ If we 

wish to maintain the hypothesis that the class of  noun phrases contains both 

referential and non-referential elements, we shall want some evidence that proper 

names behave in a way unlike any other noun phrase; yet, at least prim a fa c ie , it 

is hard to see what sort of differentiating condition this could be. It certainly 

can ’t be intuition, speaker intention or relation to objects, nor can it be rigid 

designation or context independence. O f course, the claim might be that the 

differentiating feature lies at the level of logical form; but without some 

independent test for this covert level of structure we seem to be thrown back on 

some sort of linguistic intuition (intuitions which we have already noted seem 

unable to differentiate cleai'ly the role of a perceptual demonstrative like ‘that’, 

an indexical expression like ‘you’, and the role of a name like ‘John’). So, 

although in the absence of anything better the demonstrative description position 

might perhaps warrant further exploration, since we have (as we will see below) 

a far more attractive position available from the account o f  demonstratives 

originally proffered by Kaplan, it is an approach I think we should reject. 

However, treating ‘that’ as a quantifier in its own right is only one way of 

implementing the idea that complex demonstratives are quantified noun phrases. 

An alternative route would be to divide  the complex demonstrative into parts, 

retaining a referential treatment for the demonstrative part and proffering a non

treatm ents ,  it is unclea r  that proper  nam es will them selves  be genu ine ly  con tex t- independen t,  
cf. B u rg e  (1973); Fitch (1993).
' ’ Fo r  an advoca te  o f  the v iew  that all noun phrases are quantif ied  express ions  see Lappin  
( 1996), w here  M o n ta g u e ’s ‘type-ra is ing ’ treatm ent o f  p ro pe r  nam es is advocated; how ever ,  I 
would  suggest that very few philosophers  find such a m ove  appealing.
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referential analysis for the rest of the phrase; this proposal will be the subject of 

the next section.

(2) D ivide ‘T h a t’ from  the M atrix:

The second suggestion for complex demonstratives retains the idea that 

the superficial demonstrative is a singular term akin to bare demonstratives and 

proper names, etc. In fact, it claims that there is no such thing as a com plex  

demonstrative: all demonstratives are free-standing, bare demonstratives, but 

sometimes they appear as paits of more complex expressions. Hence, we are 

perfectly at liberty to analyse the demonstrative and the concatenated predicate 

in unrelated ways; they can belong to different syntactic categories and thus map 

to different semantic kinds. There would seem to be two ways o f  treating the 

expression as a whole on this approach: on the one hand, the expression might be 

thought to contain a bare demonstrative followed by a conjunction o f  atomic 

predicate statements; while on the other hand, the whole expression might be 

thought of as a quantified noun phrase which happens to contain a bare 

demonstrative. Both approaches agree with the analysis in (§1) that phrases of 

the form ‘that F ’ are non-referential; however their route to this result differs as 

the demonstrative is not treated as a quantifier expression, but as a referring 

term. However, once again, I believe we can raise prim a fa c ie  difficulties for 

these non-referential approaches to complex demonstratives.

On the firsl approach to divided logical form the demonstrative is to be 

analysed in terms of Kaplan’s theory of direct reference (operating simply to 

fetch a referent);'^ whilst the matrix is to be analysed as a predicate sentence, 

attributing properties to the object the demonstrative has previously secured. 

So, for example, in ‘That cat is black’, we should analyse the demonstrative 

simply as the bare demonstrative ‘that’ (which ‘goes ou t’ into the context of 

utterance and secures an object, regardless of the properties that object 

instantiates), and we should then posit a separate predication, concerning 

whichever referent ‘that’ has secured, stating that that object is both a cat and is

Kaplan (1977).
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black. We might imagine this logical form realised along the following lines, 

using an abstraction operator, W’ for the function realised by the term ‘that’:

(2) [?ix.(Cx & Bx) (that)]

(where ‘C x ’ = x is a cat, ‘B x ’ = x is black).

This will serve to refer to an object, say a ,  and then predicate of a  the properties 

denoted by ‘is a ca t’ and ‘is b lack’. Roughly, we might think o f  a sentence 

containing a complex demonstrative as akin to one utilising a proper name plus a 

conjunction of properties (say ‘Tiddles is a eat and is b lack’). However, sueh an 

account seems to run into difficulties in modal cases; for our intuitions seem 

clearly to indicate that objects picked out via eomplex demonstratives need not 

possess the properties given in the matrix necessarily. Yet this is not obviously 

an intuition the approach to hand can preserve.

There seems to be a serious discrepancy between our Judgements of  the 

truth or falsity of utterances containing complex demonstratives under modal 

operators, and our Judgements of those expressions when rendered as two 

distinct semantic parts, as the present account contends.'^ To see this let us look 

at how the complex demonstrative ‘that philosopher’ functions under the 

necessity operator:

(3) □  (that philosopher exists s/he is a philosopher)

Confining ourselves to the notion o f  metaphysieal necessity, (3) comes out as 

false\ what it claims is that, if the object referred to by ‘that philosopher’ exists, 

then it must be, necessarily, a philosopher. Thus if (3) were true, objects picked 

out by complex demonstratives would have to instantiate the properties o f  the 

matrix essentially. Yet, a m om ent’s consideration shows that this is not what we 

expect from complex demonstratives at all. If I utter “That philosopher might 

not have written D escriptions'', and succeed in referring to a particular 

philosopher (say SN), then this very objeet will be the referent o f  my utteranee at 

other possible worlds or circumstanees of evaluation, despite any changes it may 

undergo. Particularly, whether or not the object instantiates the predicate ‘is a

This  d iscussion has benefited from similar, succinct a rgum ents  to the sam e effec t  in Braun 
(1994).
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philosopher’ in other worlds seems irrelevant. What this illustrates is simply that 

we do not expect objects, picked out by complex demonstratives, to have to 

instantiate essentially the property used in the original context o f  utterance. This 

perhaps becomes even clearer if we recognise the existence of true utterances 

which actually assert this possibility directly, e.g. “That philosopher might not 

have been a philosopher” . However, if we consider a sentence like (3) analysed 

along the lines of the current suggestion, it seems the results we derive are very 

different.

For if we adopt the proposal in hand, and analyse the complex 

demonstrative as an initial Tree-standing’ demonstrative (operating as a term of 

direct reference) followed by a conjunction of any predicates mentioned, and 

then place this whole expression under a modal operator the resulting 

proposition is unquestionably true. This becomes clear if we formalise this 

proposal for treating (3), using an abstraction operator:

(4) □  [ lx .(P x  & Ex Px) (that)]

(where ‘Px’ = ‘x is a philosopher’, ‘E x ’ = ‘x exists’ and ‘Àx’ denotes the function 

specified by ‘that’).'^

The denoted function serves merely to supply an object, a value for the variable, 

which is then the subject of the ensuing act o f  predication; and it is indeed 

necessarily true that, if the objeet selected by the function is both a philosopher 

and exists, then it must be a philosopher. Treating complex demonstratives in 

this way reveals a logical form which has a conditional antecedent consisting of a 

conjunction of predicate assignments and a consequent which simply reiterates 

one o f  these conjuncts. There is thus no possible world where the antecedent is 

true and the consequent is false, and the whole modal proposition is thus true. 

Yet this is in stark contrast to the intuitive falsehood we originally recognised in 

(3).

T hat the function selected here serves merely to supply a value for the variable  o f  the 
predicative act becom es c lear if  we c om pare  a similar  fo rm ulat ion  for a p roper  name. Thus: 
□  [i^x.(Px & Ex ^  Px) (SN)].
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This disparity of truth and falsehood in modal contexts serves, I believe, 

to show that utterances of complex demonstratives should not be analysed as 

having the divided logical form suggested by this approach. However, we should 

note that there is a second way to construe this approach to complex 

demonstratives, which has been very recently put forward by Lepore and 

Ludwig.'^ They divide the logical form of the expression as above but then treat 

(he parts as combining within a larger quantified noun phrase, so the predicate 

assignments contain a quantified variable rather than a designator for the object 

referred to by ‘that’. They propose treating bare demonstratives as singular 

terms and complex demonstratives as quantified noun phrases which merely 

contain  bare demonstratives. On this approach, the things we are calling 

‘complex demonstratives’ are actually quantified expressions containing bare 

demonstratives and elided quantifiers; so ‘that cat is black’ comes to be analysed 

as an initial act of quantification, with ‘that’ and ‘ca t’ serving as its restriction, 

and ‘black’ as its scope. The underlying logical form of a complex demonstrative 

is thus taken to be along the lines of:

(5) [some x: that (x) & Cx] Bx

(although the ultimate choice of elided quantifier remains open). Such an 

account, they claim, avoids the discrepancy in modal intuitions levelled at the 

first approach by permitting two readings in modal contexts:

(6) □  [some x: that (x) & philosopher (x)] philosopher (x)

(7) [some x: that (x) & philosopher (x)] □  (philosopher (x))

Although (6), where the necessity operator takes wide scope must be true; (7), 

where the necessity operator takes narrow scope will be false (where the object 

does not instantiate the property of necessity). It is this second reading which, 

Lepore and Ludwig suggest, matches our intuitions about complex 

demonstratives in modal contexts and they attempt to explain its predominance 

over the true, wide-scope reading on pragmatic grounds.’^

Lepore  and L u dw ig  (typescript) .
It seem s that there  m ight also be fur ther con tex ts  in which a narrow -scope  read ing  for 

com plex  dem ons tra t ives  is required. F o r  instance, ordinary  quantif ied  noun phrases  with 
com plex  restrictions seem  to allow for the e lim ination o f  one or m ore  conjuncts  f rom  within 
the restric tion, arr iv ing at a m ore  general p ropos it ion  entailed by the first; thus ‘som e child  
wants a s t raw berry  ic e -c ream ’ seem s to entail that ‘som e child w ants  an ice -c ream ’, and ‘every  
boy loves some girl from that school '  seems to entail ‘every boy loves som e g ir l’ (we might
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However, even if the pragmatic explanation o f  the unavailability of the 

reading given in (6) is thought to be adequate, I would still suggest that such a 

picture has strong prim a facie  drawbacks. For a start, the theory must hold that 

we can, in all cases, settle on the referent of a demonstrative independent!y of 

appeal to any predicative content. The descriptive material in this picture 

appears in an entirely different conjunct from the demonstrative, thus it would 

seem to be unavailable to play a role in the prior determination of the object 

settled on by ‘that’. The claim is that we refer to an object simply by our use of 

‘that’ within the more complex expression ‘that F ’ and we then go on to 

predicate F-ness of this object. Yet it seems quite rare that a context succeeds in 

supplying a uniquely salient object without any restriction on the sortal type in 

question. Utterances of a bare demonstrative like ‘this’ or ‘that’ seem, in the 

majority of cases, simply inadequate to succeed in conveying a determinate 

reference. Furthermore, recent work in psychology seems to show that, in most 

situations where interlocutors are asked to select a referent through a pointing 

gesture alone, their rates of success are little better than chance; and this might 

be thought to further reinforce the central role for the sortal term in most 

demonstrative utterances.

Furthermore, that we are going to have to countenance (and account for) 

at least some genuinely referential expressions which contain descriptive

form alise  this as: ‘[every x: Bx] [some y: G y & Sy] Lxy |= [every x: Bx] [some y: Gy] L x y ’; 
w here  Bx = x is a boy; Gx = x is a girl; Sx = x attends school a ) .  H ow ever ,  com plex 
dem ons tra t ives ,  which here simply  are quantif ied noun phrases with com plex  restrictions, seem 
so m ew h a t  resistant to this move. For instance, ‘every  boy loves that giiT (which, for Lepore  
and L udw ig , has the form; ‘[every x: Bx] [some y: Xy &  Gy] L x y ’ ; w here ‘1 ’ indica tes  the 
function denoted  by ‘th a t ’) seem s to entail ‘every boy loves som e g ir l’ only  in so far as the 
exis tentia lly  quantified phrase  takes wide-scope. For  instance, ‘John believes that every  boy 
loves that giiT entails that ‘John believes that every  boy loves som e gir l’ only w here  ‘som e 
g ir l’ takes w ide-scope; on a narrow scope reading each boy w ould  be allowed to love a different 
girl, yet the original s ta tem en t does not seem  to entail this. T o  suppress  this potentia l 
d isc repancy  and allow  for con junction  e lim ination  in overt quan tif ie r  phrases  a n d  com plex  
demonstra t ives ,  it m ight seem  that L epore  and L udw ig  need to im pose  a w ide-scope-only  
reading for com plex  dem ons tra t ives  in these contexts; how ever,  it is interesting to note  that one 
o f  their cri tic ism s o f  N e a le ’s account is that it requires w hat they regard as an a d  hoc  
s tipulation that com plex  dem ons tra t ives  must be g iven w ide-scope  in indirect contexts.
''' See Butterworth  ( 1996a).
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information is revealed by our acceptance of deictic pronouns (such as ‘she’ said 

whilst pointing at a perceptually present woman). Here some role will have to be 

accorded to the descriptive information ‘is female’, yet apparently without this 

making the term non-referential. Yet for an object to be picked out by an 

utterance of ‘he’ or ‘she’ seems to provide us with much the same level of 

descriptive information as an object picked out by ‘that m an’ or ‘this w om an’, 

and this common aspect might be thought to be something we want our account 

of these phrases to reflect. However, given the current proposal, deictic 

pronouns and complex demonstratives must be treated as members of  entirely 

different semantic categories. Finally, we might also wonder where the evidence 

for the elided quantifier comes from; for in general, prior to positing semantically 

present yet unvocalised material we seem to demand some quite explicit level of 

recoverability. Foi’ elided material to be licensed it should be possible for 

ordinary language speakers to recover it easily; so in the exchange: “Do you like 

fish?” , “Yes, I do” , we can allow elided material in the second utterance because 

it is vocalised in the first. Thus all competent language users should be able to 

recover the full form o f  the response in this exchange as “Yes, I do [vp like fish]” 

(where ‘[vp ] ’ signals an elided verb phrase). Yet in the case of the proposed 

elided quantifier in complex demonstratives we might wonder what equivalent 

recovery data licenses our positing the un vocalised material. The problem with 

this account seems to be that, although we might have some theory-driven 

reasons to pursue such an approach, e.g. perhaps if it really was the only feasible 

way of accommodating the referential status of the demonstrative and the 

semantic role o f  the description, it does not seem to fit with ordinary speakers’ 

intuitions about these, or other expressions (such as pronouns).

So, then, I would suggest neither of the ‘divided logical form ’ proposals 

seem entirely satisfactory; to put matters crudely, there simply doesn’t seem to 

be the ‘space’ for a conjunction in an expression like ‘that F ’. Yet if this is right 

then both options canvassed for accommodating the matrix in a way which 

allows us to view the expression as a whole as a quantified noun phrase have 

been exhausted; despite the fact that both complex demonstratives and definite

125



descriptions contain overt descriptive material, there seem to be difficulties with 

treating them as sharing a semantic kind and a syntactic form. Perhaps then we 

would do better to reject this kind of proposal entirely, opting instead for an 

approach which preserves the similarity between bare and complex 

demonstratives by allowing them both to be treated as singular terms. It was 

noted at the outset that there are two ways in which we might pursue this view: 

on the one hand, we might treat the matrix as only pragmatically relevant; while, 

alternatively, we might treat it as semantically, though non-truth conditionally, 

relevant.

(3) The Pragmatic Approach:

One possibility for treating complex demonstratives would be to consign 

the matrix to merely pragmatic relevance. On this approach the matrix is viewed 

as serving (like pointing and other acts o f  demonstration) to help the audience 

settle on the intended referent, but bearing no semantic relation to the content of 

what is said. In this way, no matter how long or complex or precise the 

appended description is, the full semantic analysis of the expression is exactly the 

same as that given for the bare demonstrative: ‘that f ” is semantically equivalent 

to ‘that’. Kaplan himself apparently noted the possibility of such a stance, 

writing in Afterthoughts:

Can an expression  such as the descrip tion  in a d tha t - te rm  appear  in logical syntax but
m ake no contr ibu t ion  to sem antica l  fo rm ? It would seem  strange  i f  it did. But there
is, I suppose , no strict contrad ic t ion  in such a language  form."”

Such a position has important consequences for instances o f  misdescription (or 

what, on this approach, will be more accurately labelled as ‘misdemonstrations’); 

for it is now never the case that using a predicate, the extension o f  which fails to 

contain the intended referent, results either in the expression’s lacking a referent 

or its being false (the positions entailed by any degree of semantic role). If the 

descriptive material is of pragmatic importance only, the worst that can happen if 

one gets it wrong is ensuing communicative breakdown.

K n p l a n  ( 1 9 * 9 ) . p . 5 X 2 .
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Just such an approach is advocated (albeit tentatively) by Larson and 

Segal in their Knowledge o f  M eaning, where they write, when considering the 

utterance “That fox is making a terrible mess” , as said of a badger:

W h at  (if anything) did you refer to with your u tterance  o f  th a t fo x?  A nd was 
w hat you said true or false? O ur  intuit ions are not entire ly  c lear on this  point, 
but they tend toward the ju d g e m en t  that in u ttering th a t fo x ,  you referred to 
the badgei'. Even though the anim al in question was not a fox, you still 
succeeded in p icking it out with your u tterance. Furth e rm o re ,  your u tterance  
was true.. . .On this view, the contr ibut ion  of [the conca tena ted  co m m o n  noun] 
can be at most a p ragm atic  one: it functions as an often helpful “ in form ation  
p o in te r” to the object that the utterer is gett ing  at. B ut this role is completely 
nonsem antic ,  and w hen the in fo rm ation  is incorrect , it can be ignored." '

An approach such as this might also be advocated for referential expressions with 

a more ‘covert’ level of descriptive information, such as pronouns. For instance, 

the male personal pronoun ‘he’ in English generally seems to encode certain 

descriptive infortnation, i.e. that the referent is male, though such a descriptive 

component makes no appearance at the level of surface form, as it does in a 

complex demonstrative such as ‘that male’. If pronouns are (at least sometimes) 

to be treated as genuinely referential then, given the assumption that referential 

expressions may ignore any descriptive element they contain, this implicit 

description in pronouns might also be treated as of pragmatic significance only. 

Thus, an utterance of ‘he’ might succeed in picking out an object which is not in 

fact male, although communication of this fact would be put in jeopardy by the 

use of the pragmatically unsuitable singular term.

So, the pragmatic approach allows us to maintain a referential treatment 

of complex demonstratives (and other singular terms with a descriptive element) 

without contravening the assumption made in Chapter 2 as to referential terms’ 

simplicity; however, there are problems with adopting such an approach. For 

instance, one initial consideration might be how well such an account fits with 

our acknowledged aims in semantic theorising. For, although such an approach 

can be made to cohere with compositional constraints still, I would suggest, 

adopting it means imposing some prirna fa c ie  undesirable constraints on our 

theory (and the language faculty that is, on many accounts, supposed to embody

■' L arson  and  Segal (1995), p .213.
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it). For in every other area of linguistic expression it is the aim of our theory to 

uncover, and remain highly sensitive to, structure, manipulating correct 

grammatical foim and meaningful parts to deliver a meaning for the complex 

whole. Yet this proposal for complex demonstratives suggests that our semantic 

theory should be somewhat insensitive  at this point. Despite the fact that, at 

least at some superficial level, the form of ‘that F ’ appears similar to ‘the F ’, the 

proponent of semantic exclusion for the matrix must hold that our theory treats 

only the latter as possessing a structured meaning, constructed (in part) out of 

the meaning of the concatenated predicate, while treating the former as an 

unstructured whole.

In addition to this kind of theoretical concern, it also seems open to 

question whether the semantic exclusionist can account for all the data o f  natural 

language. For instance, let us consider the validity or otherwise o f  certain 

natural language arguments, for it seems that there are apparently valid argument 

forms which can only be captured if we allow the predicative material in complex 

demonstratives some kind of semantic role. For instance, let us consider the 

agent who reasons thus:

(8) All dentists are paid more than all doctors 

That dentist is paid more than all doctors

At least prim a facie, this would appear to be a perfectly valid form of argument, 

moving from a general premise specifying a certain relation holding between 

objects of given types, to an instance of that relation. However, if the 

predicative material in the complex demonstrative in the conclusion is given no 

more than pragmatic significance, it is hard to see how this apparent validity 

could be captured. If the syntactic appearance o f  ‘dentist’ in the conclusion is 

doing no more work than providing a contextual aid for the audience to secure 

an object, then the apparent validity of the argument dissolves. The underlying 

semantic structure of the argument might, on this approach to the matrix, be 

rendered thus:

(9) Vx Vy ((x is a dentist & y is a doctor) —> x is paid more than v)

Vy ((y is a doctor) That; is paid more than y)
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Since the specifieation of the referent o f  ‘tha ti’, as belonging to the class of 

dentists, is missing from the semantic analysis of the conclusion, the argument is 

now invalid. Thus, it would appear, only by granting a semantic role to the 

appearance of the predicate in the conclusion can validity be preserved.

Of course, the force of this argument might be queried, for, despite initial 

appearances, it might be contended that the original form, (8), is not in itself a 

valid argument either. A critic who took this line might complain that oui- 

intuitive judgements about validity are simply confused; (8) appears valid only 

through our willingness to supply a missing premise. In this way, (8) itself would 

be thought to be invalid as enthymematic; the completed, and thus valid, form of 

the argument being:

(10) All dentists are paid more than all doctors 

That ĵ  is a dentist

That I is paid more than all doctors 

Although it might seem somewhat surprising to have to render all arguments of 

the form of (8) in the more complex form of (10), it is open to our critic to hold 

that this merely reflects our lack of warranted intuitions about the structure 

formally valid arguments must take. However, I would still suggest that, in the 

absence of good, independent argument in favour o f  the pragmatic approach, the 

recognition of  the apparent role played by the eontained predicative material in 

linguistic contexts like these should serve to make us somewhat uneasy about 

this stance.

The last, related worry for the pragmatic approach I should like to 

consider concerns its failure to capture the apparently contradictory nature of 

certain occurrences o f  complex demonstratives. For, if we accord the matrix no 

semantic role whatsoever, it appears that we may construct sentences o f  the form 

‘that F is not-F’ without constructing anything contradictory (since the first 

appearance of the predicate in this context is semantically otiose). For instance, 

imagine an utterance of:

(11) That doctor is not a doctor
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Which is semantically equivalent to:

(12) That is not a doctor 

Here we have clearly lost any notion of the contradictory nature of our original 

assertion since the predicate ‘is a docto r’ appears only once. This, I would 

suggest, is highly counterintuitive: it seems that the agent uttering (11) has, in 

normal circumstances, uttered something seriously wrong, and not merely made 

some kind of pragmatic m is ta k e .F u r th e r m o r e ,  if we allow features beyond the 

pragmatic matrix to play a deciding role in determining the referent, e.g. perhaps 

the directing intention of the agent which may not essentially involve the 

property mentioned in the final utterance, it seems as though (11) may, on the 

approach to hand, express a literal truth. For, in those circumstances where the 

intended referent, a ,  is not a doctor, and the speaker succeeds in referring to a ,  

then she will say something true of that object. Yet, the contention that an 

utterance such as (11) may be literally true is, I think, something most natural 

language speakers would balk at. So, because the pragmatic approach runs 

counter to the aim of semantic theory (to discern and preserve structure 

wherever possible) and because it contravenes evidence from natural language 

(i.e. valid argument forms and apparent contradiction), it seems to me that we 

should resist the move to consign concatenated predicates to the realm of the 

merely pragmatic.^ ’

"  O f  course, this is not to say that there  are no contex ts  in w hich an u tterance o f  (I I) w ould  be 
suitable; for instance, w here  an earlier  speaker  has asserted  that the ob jec t  in quest ion  is a 
doctor ,  an in terlocutor w ho know s this to be false might reply with ( I I ) .  H ow ever ,  in these 
kinds o f  cases, we m ight th ink o f  the first occurrence  o f  the pred ica te  as being m entioned  
rather than used, so that the u tterance is m ore  akin to “T h a t  so-ca lled  ‘d o c to r ’ is not a doc to r” .

There  is a fu r ther ob jec tion  which m ight be levelled at the p ragm atic  approach ,  concern ing  
the occas ions  w hen anaphoric  interpretation is possible. F o r  instance, in the sentence: ‘every 
fa ther  with a son and a d augh te r  loves that girl m o re ’, we m igh t feel that, if  this sen tence  is 
w ell- fo rm ed at all (a c la im  which is itself disputed , with so m e  p eo p le  ho lding that such 
form ulat ions can be w ell- form ed only  using ‘th e ’ and not ‘th a t ’), then the only  cand ida te  for 
an tecedent status is the quantif ie r  p h rase  ‘a d a u g h te r ’. ‘A s o n ’ seem s to be ruled out by the 
m ism atch ing  o f  the gender  o f  its restriction and the pred ica te  ‘g i r l ’ . T hus,  w e  have:

(1) E very  fa ther with a son and a daughter] loves that g i r f  more
(2) -'Tvery father with a soil] and a d augh te r  loves that g i r f  more 

H o w ever ,  if the matrix o f  the dem ons tra t ive  has no more than p ragm atic  input, then the 
anaphoric  reading in (2) w here  the com plex  dem ons tra t ive  is bound  by the an teceden t  phrase 
‘a s o n ’ can be only pragm atically ,  not sem antically ,  p rohibited; a result we may find 
counter in tu it ive. T he  trouble  1 see with this line o f  attack is that it p resupposes  that the  logical 
form o f  anaphorically  bound expressions can be taken as indicative o f  the logical fo rm  o f  
similar, unbound  expressions , an a ssum ption  which we will have  cause  to quest ion  (C hap te r  6). 
F or  this reason then, the above a rgum en t is not exp lored  in the m ain  text.
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Let us recap briefly: we are looking at complex demonstratives in order 

to establish whether such expressions should be aligned with definite descriptions 

or bare demonstratives. We have looked at three proposals so far, all o f  which 

can be thought of as respecting the claim made by the unified theorist that 

semantic kind is reflected in syntactic category, even though each account differs 

on the kind of syntactic analysis the expression is given and thus the semantic 

structure it is thought to have. However, I have tried to show that each o f  the 

accounts considered thus far diverges from our intuitive view of these 

expressions at some point. For instance, treating complex demonstratives as 

quantified expressions where the demonstrative itself is construed as a kind of 

quantifier (as Neale suggested) runs into problems with our account of  other 

apparently referential expressions and requires the kind of  ad hoc  stipulations 

and constraints required of any semantic theory which attempts to handle 

apparently referential expressions as descriptive phrases (e.g. it must stipulate a 

wide-scope only reading for complex demonstratives in propositional attitude 

ascriptions). On the other hand, any account which seeks to divide the 

demonstrative from its matrix (perhaps by treating them both as separable 

constituents of a larger quantified phrase) must assume, apparently counter to 

empirical evidence, that agents can always determine a referent simply through 

an utterance of ‘this’ or ‘that’, independent of any sortal restrictions. 

Furthermore, they must assume that utterances of the form ‘that F ’ contain 

covert conjunctions and, perhaps, elided quantifiers; yet these are additional 

logical elements we seem to have little independent evidence for.

Finally, in this section, we have seen that, although treating complex 

demonstratives as referring terms seems to accord best with our intuitions here, 

doing so by making the matrix purely pragmatic seems to run into difficulties. 

For such an approach cannot easily accommodate intuitively valid argument 

forms and certain cases of contradiction. So, we come now to the fourth and 

final suggestion as to how to analyse these expressions; the thought is that we 

should treat them as genuinely singular terms, yet accord the matrix some degree
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of semantic significance. This will be possible if we recall the kind of ‘two- 

tiered’ account of demonstratives which was put forward by Kaplan; for it seems 

that we may grant the matrix semantic significance at the level o f  character, 

without granting it a semantic role in the truth conditional content of the 

expression.

(4) Comylex Characters:

The suggestion is that the matrix should form part of the character  of the 

complex demonstrative; that is to say, it lays a constraint on the selection of the 

referent in the initial context of utterance. As we saw earlier, in D em onstratives, 

Kaplan formulated two aspects to the meaning o f  a demonstrative term: first, 

there is the content, the truth evaluable component o f  the token demonstrative 

utterance which remains constant across circumstances of  evaluation and which 

is exhausted by the object referred to; second, there is the character, which is a 

‘meaning rule’ or function, which, together with the context o f  utterance, 

delivers the extension o f  the u t t e r a n c e . I n  other words, it is the rule which 

takes one from an utterance of “That” plus the context, to the referent; and it is 

here that we might envisage the matrix having a role to play. In this way the 

character of a complex demonstrative would be thought of as embodying the 

complex meaning rule:

(CD) An object, a, is the referent o f  an utterance o f  “that F ” iff: 
i. a  is the object being dem onstrated by the speaker^^ 

and i t  a satisfies F

For an object to be the literal referent o f  a complex demonstrative it must be, 

first, the demonstrated object, and, second, it must fall under the extension of the 

matrix. An object thus cannot be the referent of “that ca t” unless it is both the 

speaker’s demonstrated referent and  it is a eat. If no object meets both criteria.

K aplan (1977), p .506, states his dual accoun t via the aphorism s:
M ean ing  + C on tex t  In tension 
In tension + Poss ib le  W orld  =» Extension .

(i) is dependen t on o n e ’s view o f  w hat is criterial in de te rm in in g  the referen t in a 
dem ons tra t ive  u tterance. I f  one  accepts  K a p la n ’s later (1989) v iew  that d irec ting  in tentions are 
param oun t  (as does, e.g., B ach  (1992)), (i) should instead read:
( f ) c x i s  the sp e ak e r ’s intended referent.
H ow ever,  this in no way affects the current proposal.
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then the demonstrative utterance fails of reference: it is literally empty, lacking a 

truth condition."*^ This preserves the mirroring condition o f  unification in a most 

appealing way: foi' it allows us to maintain  the claim that bare and complex 

demonstratives share a syntactic category, whilst recognising  that the predicate 

seems to have a more important role to play than simply being some (potentially 

cancellable) additional demonstration.

There is some indication that this is an idea Kaplan himself was drawn 

toward in Demonstratives-, for although most o f  his discussion of the function 

embodied by the character of demonstratives treats them as simple, non-complex 

entities, he does write:

It is possible . . .for a dem ons tra t ion  to have no dem o ns tra tu m . T his  can  arise 
in several ways; th rough  halluc ina t ion . . . th rough  a sortal conflic t (us ing  the 
dem ons tra t ive  phrase  ‘that F ’, where F  is a co m m o n  noun phrase , while 
d em ons tra t ing  som eth ing  w hich is not an F), and in o ther  ways."’

I believe Kaplan was right to envisage reference failure as ensuing from a 

mistaken use of a matrix; for, by granting the matrix a semantic role in the 

character of the expression we are able to avoid all the objections levelled at 

previous treatments. There are no modal disparities to be accounted for (as 

there were for semantically divided accounts); no ad hoc  stipulations required or 

threats to the referential status of bare demonstratives (as for demonstrative 

descriptions); no deviations from the general aims of semantic theorising nor, as 

we will see, problems with validity and contradiction (as for pragmatic accounts). 

Instead we have an account which preserves our fundamental picture o f  singular 

terms (as possessing a propositional content individuated by an object rather than 

by a description), whilst admitting some degree of semantic relevance to the 

matrix of complex demonstratives and the descriptive element of pronouns. 

However, we should be aware that positioning the descriptive information within 

the meaning rule for the complex demonstrative suffices to make that 

information semantically relevant only given an antecedent acceptance o f  a

It is perhaps  o f  note that a rule such as (C D ) can he easily  a cco m m o da ted  into the truth 
theoretic  f ram ew ork  o f  theorists  such as L arson  and Segal hy const ru ing  the matrix  as a 
constra in t  on their selection relation, Z , which serves to select sequences  against which 
d em ons tra t ive  utterances are assessed for truth or falsity.
”  Kaplan  (1977), p .515 {ita lics  added).
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Kaplanian view of character. If, contra Kaplan, we were to embrace a view 

more akin to Higginbotham’s (1994) ‘demonstrative sense’ (whereby the 

linguistic rule attached to a context-dependent term formed part of a non

semantic lexical entry for that expression) and we were to maintain that the 

descriptive information in the matrix formed part of this lexical entry, then, once 

again, the descriptive material would be non-semantic. On this approach it 

would seem that holding the matrix to be part o f  the ‘sense’ o f  the expression 

would not avoid certain objections labelled at our previous pragmatic approach, 

since it too would accord the information a non-semantic status.

However, as we saw in Chapter 2, there were difficult issues to be faced 

by the non-semantic approach to character, concerning its ability fully to 

interpret natural language speakers. Furthermore, I would suggest, the claim 

that the potentially very elaborate material contained within the matrix o f  a 

complex demonstrative constitutes part o f  some non-semantic sense is not itself 

intuitively convincing. Given a complex matrix such as is found in ‘That blonde

haired, blue-eyed, second son o f  a second son’ it seems to me simply unclear 

what the proposal that this information is part of a linguistic rule, yet non- 

semantic, could amount to. It is clear that there is much meaning to be 

lecovered from such an utterance, a degree of meaning which is not accounted 

for simply by discovering the referent of the utterance. The proposal to hand is 

able to offer some answer to this intuitive recognition, for we are asked to accept 

that this information is available to the agent, but only through some non- 

semantic lexical entry for the expression. However, it would seem strange, I 

would suggest, to find that the processes required for understanding the above 

utterance drew on completely different resources from those at w ork in 

understanding an utterance such as ‘The blonde-haired, blue-eyed, second son of 

a second son’; with the first utilising lexical information and the second utilising 

genuinely semantic information. This might seem to require the same kind of 

information to be encoded within our system twice: once, in the lexical body of 

information, for when a predicate appeared concatenated with a demonstrative
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term, and once again, in the semantic, truth conditional component, for 

predicates as they occur within quantified noun phrases.

In addition to this, we have further positive reasons to want the 

information contained within the matrix to be semantically present. For, if we 

adopt an account of character as a simple function embodied by particular types 

of demonstratives, ignoring the contribution of the matrix, then it seems all 

tokens of complex demonstratives headed by, say, ‘that’, must embody the same 

function. That is to say, if the rule these expressions invoke is just that taking 

the agent from a bare demonstrative utterance and a context to an extension, this 

function will remain constant whatever concatenated predicates appear. So;

(13) That

(13') That black cat

(13") That black cat such that (p v  -ip) 

will all possess exactly the same character; will all embody exactly the same 

function from context to content. Yet, intuitively this seems wrong; there are 

differences in the meaning of each of these complex demonstratives which we 

wish to be able to capture. However, adopting the present stance, as Braun has 

highlighted, means that we can offer a principled explanation o f  these intuitive 

differences in m e a n i n g . F o r ,  if character can be a complex function which 

incorporates the presence o f  the matrix, then each o f  (13)-(13") have a different 

character, according to the different elements they contain. Thus each of (13)- 

(13") have distinct semantic interpretations and their intuitive differences in 

meaning are thus only to be expected.

Furthermore, it seems that adopting complex characters for complex 

demonstratives allows us to construct a unified account for all descriptive 

material in all referential expressions. For, as we noted earlier, though complex 

demonstratives are the only apparently I'cferential expressions to ‘wear their 

predicative material on their sleeve’, so to speak, many (indeed, it might be 

argued, all, given context-dependent accounts of proper names) singular terms

Braun  (1994).
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possess a more ‘covert’ kind of descriptive information. Thus we see that 

associated with the first-person pronoun (Perry’s ‘essential indexical’) we have a 

descriptive condition such as ‘is the producer of the current token’ associated 

with the third-person pronoun ‘she’ with have the descriptive condition ‘is 

female’; and, perhaps, associated with the proper name ‘John’ we have the 

description ‘is called “John” ’. In each of these cases, there is descriptive 

information contained in the linguistic type, though it does not succeed in 

surfacing at the level of spoken form. Yet, on almost all accounts this sort of 

descriptive material is allowed to be semantically accommodated without the 

expression in question thereby being treated as a quantifier phrase. We might 

then argue that, just because the descriptive condition which the referent of a 

complex demonstrative must satisfy makes it to the surface level, this does not in 

itself demand an analysis any different from the descriptive condition of any other 

singular term. Just as a quantified noun phrase retains this semantic status even 

where it overtly contains referential material; so, the thought is, a singular term 

can retain this semantic status whether it overtly or covertly contains any 

descriptive material.’"

So by allowing the matrix a semantic role in the character o f  a complex 

demonstrative we are able to achieve many things. W e accommodate the 

intuition that an utterance of ‘that’ concatenated with a predicate, perhaps 

accompanied by a demonstration and serving to indicate an object in the current 

environment, is no less a referring term than an utterance of ‘that’ in the same 

circumstances without a concatenated predicate. W e preserve the idea that 

singular terms have a propositional content which is exhausted by the object they 

refer to, but allow for the idea that the often complex descriptive material in a

Perry (1979).
Neale  (1990a), p. 100, m akes this point (that referential materia l w ith in  a quantif ied  phrase  

d o e sn ’t suffice for referential status for the w hole expression) very c learly  in the case o f  
descrip tions: “T o  the ex tent that one  coun tenances  indexical and dem o ns tra t ive  referring  
expressions .. . if  ‘h ’ is an indexical or dem ons tra t ive ,  then '[ th e  x: R bx]' is a  perfectly  good 
R ussel l ian  descrip tion , albeit one  with an indexical or dem o ns tra t ive  com ponen t . . . .a  
descrip tion  may contain  overtly  referential com ponen ts  ( inc luding indexical and d em ons tra t ive  
com ponen ts) . . .A nd  this is very d ifferent from saying that the d escr ip tio n  is in terpre ted  
referentia lly” .
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complex demonstrative is not only syntactieally or pragmatically present, but 

succeeds in contributing something to the meaning o f  the whole expression. 

Furthermore, this latter point allows the approach to avoid the criticisms earlier 

levelled at the pragmatic approach. As we saw above, that approach had prim a  

facie  problems with certain apparently valid inference patterns and apparently 

contradictory statements, since the validity or contradiction depended on the 

(then only pragmatically present) matrix. Given the complex characters account, 

although the matrix is not truth eonditionally present so the problematic cases 

cannot be given a totally standard explanation, we do have a very good account 

of why the phenomena holds in each case.

For instance, turning to validity first, the argument form we envisaged

was:

All F ’s are G 

That F is a G

Now, both the pragmatic and the current aceount must elaim that, given just the 

truth conditional content of the premise and the conclusion, the validity of the 

argument is lost; for both render this aspect as:

All FN are G 

a  is G

Flowever, in addition to this, the complex characters account can note that, since 

the matrix of the complex demonstrative forms a constraint on the expression’s 

picking out any object at all, there will be no possibility o f  the premise being true, 

and the conclusion referring successfully and being false. For either the 

demonstrative will fail of reference or it will pick out an F-object, in which case it 

must also pick out a G-object if the premise is true. So, in any situation where 

the demonstrative pieks out an object, if the premise is true the conclusion must 

be. This, the advocate of complex eharacters claims, is sufficient to explain the 

intuitive validity o f  the argument form in question: for there is no situation in 

which the premise can be true and the conclusion false.’'

W e  migtit note that such an explana tion  is poss ib le  only  given a rejection  o f  negative  or 
neuter free logics, w hich  w ould  allow the conclus ion  to be false w hen  the referential term failed
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The solution to the issue of contradiction is similar; for although again 

the possibility of a contradiction in truth conditional content is ruled out by both 

the pragmatic and the complex character accounts, the latter can still explain why 

someone who utters ‘That F is not-F’ has made a serious mistake. For there will 

be no world where this expression can say something true about an object; in any 

world where the expression secures a referent, the utterance must be false. If the 

complex demonstrative secures any object at all, it secures an F-object; thus a 

sentence predicating ‘not-F’ of this object must be false. If I utter ‘That doctor 

is not a doctor’ either I fail to refer or I say something false, and this again might 

be thought sufficient to undeipin our intuitions o f  contradiction. I conclude, 

then, that the most successful account of complex demonstratives is the complex 

characters model and it is this account which will be adopted in what follows. 

Given this, the unified account advocated in the last chapter can now be seen as 

making a very concrete proposal about noun phrase classification: it claims all 

definite descriptions share a single semantic category, viz. that of quantified noun 

phrase; and it claims that all bare and complex demonstratives share a single 

semantic category, viz. that of referring expression. Given a token noun phrase, 

an agent can proceed to determine its semantic allegiance simply through 

determining which common-sense syntactic category it belongs to; with bare and 

complex demonstratives mapping to one semantic category and definite 

descriptions to another.

However, there is one further issue the opponent o f  the complex 

characters approach might draw attention to at this juncture; for it seems to be 

the case that some occurrences of complex demonstratives in natural language 

do not cohere well with the proposed account. For instance, in arguing for the 

pragmatic approach, Larson and Segal noted that an utterance of ‘that fox’ might 

succeed, in the right circumstances, in talking about a badger; and, in general, it 

seems that it is always possible to envisage contexts in which a complex

o f  reference. This, we might feel, lends fur ther im petus to the search for a m ore  p laus ib le  
alternative to B u rg e ’s (1974b) account o f  em pty  terms, explored  here in C hap te r  2.
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demonstrative eontaining the predicative material ‘F ’ manages to convey a 

proposition about a non-F object. Yet this is in direct contrast to the claims of 

the complex characters approach. The position advocated above holds that the 

literal referent of an expression of the form T h a t  F ’ must be an F-object; yet 

now we seem to be forced to admit that in ordinary discourse an expression of 

this form may be used to talk about a non-F object. Clearly, if our account is to 

be accepted something more must be said about these eases. However, on 

reflection, it seems that this problem for our proposed account of complex 

demonstratives merely reflects a wider challenge to the unified stance as a whole; 

for, as noted at the close of Chapter 3, not all occurrences of noun phrases in 

natural language appear to support the predictions of unification. That is to say, 

there appear to be some perfectly acceptable uses o f  noun phrases in natural 

language where intuition demands they be analysed in a way which diverges from 

other members of their syntactic category. To appreciate this challenge properly 

I would like to turn, in the next chapter, to consider other occurrences of noun 

phrases which appear problematic for the unified stance. Then, in Chapter 6, I 

will argue that all of  what I will call these ‘non-standard’ occurrences of noun 

phrases can be perfectly well handled by a (suitably equipped) unified theory.
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Chapter 5 ~ 

Non-standard Noun Phrases

5.93 A main cause of philosophical d isease - a one-s ided  diet: one nourishes 
o n e ’s th inking with only one kind o f  example.

-W ittgenste in , P h ilo so p h ica l Investiga tions.

L
et us survey the position so far: we began by adopting a well- 

known assumption about the nature o f  noun phrases, to the 

effect that this linguistic category divides into two distinct 

semantic categories, quantified noun phrases and referential terms, and we raised 

the question of what kind of relation it was that the latter category, o f  referential 

terms, was supposed to capture. We then examined each of these categories in 

turn and suggested a possible way to handle them within our truth theoretic 

framework. Then, in Chapter 3, we raised a central question concerning how to 

assign semantic category in any particular case and we came away from that 

discussion with the idea that the most intuitively appealing and, so far, 

unproblematic view was what we called the ‘unified hypothesis’: the idea that 

common-sense syntactic classes within the syntactic category o f  noun phrase (of 

the kind first examined in Chapter 1) could indicate semantic kind. The 

suggestion was that we might successfully trace the profile of  semantic classes by 

drawing the outlines of syntactic classes like definite description and 

demonstrative. These common-sense classes were thought to be recognisable, 

by speakers and theorists alike, via features like the form of words o f  the 

expression, independently of appeal to semantic properties. So far, all the cases 

we have looked at have supported this proposal; for all expressions of the form 

‘the F ’ have been well handled as quantified noun phrases and all expressions of 

the form ‘that’ or ‘that F ’ have seemed to function as singular terms. Now , 

however, we are ready to appreciate a problem with the approach to hand: for 

not all occurrences o f  noun phrases in natural language seem to lend it the kind 

of support we have so far recognised.
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The opponent of unification may seem to have an easy task dismissing the 

hypothesis that common-sense syntactic category indicates semantic category, 

because a proper examination of the range of cases in which noun phrases can 

appear seems immediately to reveal the inadequacy of such an approach. The 

unified stance, it might seem, is simply not supported by natural language. The 

primary task of this chapter then will be to look again at the occurrences of noun 

phrases in natural language, searching in particular for those cases which, prim a  

facie, are problematic for the unified stance. Thus we will be concerned with 

apparently proper uses of superficially quantified noun phrases which appear to 

behave as semantically singular terms and uses of superficially singular terms 

which seem to demand quantificational semantic analyses. In general, I will class 

all such uses as ‘non-standard occurrences’ of noun phrases and, as we will see, 

such cases provide putative counterexamples to the unified stance. However, 

having raised the problematic cases in this chapter, it will then be suggested in 

the next that they can be well accommodated, in an independently motivated and 

appealing way, from within the unified stance.

The first set of eases we will look at concern quantified noun phrases 

and, specifically, definite descriptions. I think it is fair to say that these constitute 

the best recognised instances o f  what I am calling ‘non-standard’ cases in the 

literature; yet I want to suggest that the emphasis on these expressions is in 

general unwarranted (non-standard definite descriptions are not different in kind 

to, or apparently more common than, certain other non-standard noun phrases). 

Furthermore, it has led to a slant in the debate which has had important and 

unwelcome consequences for discussions of noun phrase classification, as we 

will see in Chapter 7. What we might think of as a somewhat parochial 

concentration on definite descriptions runs the risk of leading us to ignore the 

wider issues of how we make semantic assignments to noun phrases across the 

board. So, in order to redress the balance, the second set of cases we look at 

will be non-standard occurrences of singular terms. Furthermore, we will see 

that there is one member of this set, viz. ‘anaphoric’ singular terms, which is 

different in kind to the non-standard definite descriptions we will look at; yet this
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difference only serves to make the anaphoric case a more powerful cause for 

concern for the advocate of unification than non-standard definite descriptions.

(1) Non-standard Occurrences o f  Suyerficially Quantified Noun Phrases: 

The natural language evidence in question here is superficially quantified 

noun phrases behaving in such a way as apparently to demand referential 

semantic analyses and there are two kinds of case we will concentrate on. The 

first kind of example, perhaps the most commonly appealed to in arguments for 

semantic ambiguity, concerns a distinction drawn by Donnellan between different 

occurrences of definite descriptions.' However, as we will see, the phenomenon 

Donnellan appeals to is quite general amongst superficially quantified noun 

phrases and thus would seem to provide a plethora o f  potential counterexamples 

to unification. The second problematic case turns on a potential disparity 

between the non-uniqueness of the descriptive material appealed to and the 

uniqueness required for denotation by our semantic analysis o f  the quantifier. As 

far as 1 am aware this difficulty, which we will eall ‘incompleteness’, is always 

given with respect to definite descriptions alone; yet as we will see below, the 

general problem once again seems to be one which certain other quantified noun 

phrases are suseeptible to. The suggestion will be that, in any case where our 

semantic analysis of the quantifier phrase in question contains a requirement for a 

specific cardinality  (for instance, as in ‘exactly tw o ’ or ‘just  one’) the problem 

of incompleteness can be generated. So the question of disparity between the 

cardinality of the quantifier and the number of objects which satisfy the 

restricting predicate in the domain will be seen to range wider than definite 

descriptions. In both kinds of case, then, the argument will be that, despite 

superficial appearances to the contrary, we have expressions which behave in a 

way more reminiscent of referential expressions and thus that unification is put in 

jeopardy. So let us look at each of our kinds of putative counterexample in more 

detail.

' Donne llan  (1966).
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Tn ‘Reference and Definite Descriptions’ Donnellan first brought to light 

the fact that there are contexts in which agents utter descriptions apparently not 

with the aim of ‘casting about’ the world for any object which satisfies certain 

predicates, but precisely with the aim of referring  directly to a given individual;

Definite descriptions, I shall argue, have two possib le  functions. T hey  are 
used to refer to w hat a speaker wishes to talk about, but they are  also used 
quite d ifferently .. . .The failure to deal with this duali ty  o f  funct ion  obscures the 
genuine  referential use o f  definite descriptions."

He thus distinguishes two different kinds o f  definite description: the ‘attributive’ 

and the ‘referential’. Obviously if it can be shown that even a single occurrence 

o f  a definite description functions in a genuinely referential way then the unified 

Russellian claim to have given a single, universal account for all definite 

descriptions must be abandoned / However, all our examples so far seem to 

have fitted the pattern proffered by the quantificational schema very well, so 

what evidence can Donnellan have for positing a different role for them? To see 

this we will do best to outline a famous example given by Donnellan himself. 

Here he asks us to compare the activity o f  a single description in two different 

scenarios:

Case One:

You and I are walking home one night when we come across the body of 

poor Smith, horribly murdered. Aghast at this senseless killing of a man 

renowned for his kindness and generosity, I exclaim to you “Smith’s murderer 

must be insane!”

Case Two:

You and I are watching the trial o f  a man, Jones, who stands accused of 

murdering Smith. As we gaze across the court at the man in the dock, who is 

universally believed to be guilty of the crime, we see from his increasingly odd 

behaviour that he is clearly not in his right mind and I exclaim to you “Sm ith’s

■ I hid., p .281.
 ̂ T h e re  is much exegetical deba te  about D o n n e l lan ’s ow n stance  con cern ing  the  pu ta t ive  

coun te rexam ples  he brings to light (see, e.g.,  D evitt  (1981) and B erto le t  (1980)); for it is 
unclea r  to w hat extent he takes h im se lf  to be genuinely  cha lleng ing  the R ussel l ian  sem an tic  
analysis ,  ra ther than s im ply  bringing to bear a p h eno m eno n  the quantif ica tional story needs to 
account for. H owever,  in what fo llows we will, perhaps som ew h a t  unfairly, attribute  the 
s tronger  position to D onnellan ,  w hereby  he prov ides a direct cha llenge  to the quantif ica tional 
theory.
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murderer must be insane!”

Now, in both scenarios we have used exactly the same words to try to 

talk about an object in the world, but intuitively the way we have done this in the 

two cases is very different. In the first case it does indeed seem that the 

Russellian schema exactly mirrors the way in which my utterance is working: 

what I want to elaim is that there is a unique individual which instantiates the 

property of murdering Smith, and whichever individual that is also instantiates 

the property of being insane. If the object in the singleton set described by the 

first part of the sentence is also a member of the set defined by the second 

predicate, then what I have said is true, otherwise not. How ever the difficulties 

begin when we turn to the second situation, for the very same description seems 

to be serving a different purpose here. In Case Two, what I say seems directed 

at precisely one individual, the man in the dock we are both staring at. I want to 

say of that very man that he is insane, regardless of whether or not he does in 

actual fact fall under the extension of the first predicate. To see this, imagine 

that it was not the man in the dock who murdered Smith but really the crime was 

committed by the extremely rational Brown, who has succeeded in framing the 

unfortunate Jones. If this information is not known to either of us, then it would 

seem irrelevant to the truth conditions of my utterance. I mean to comment on 

the mental instability of the accused and that is the person you would clearly take 

my words as about: why then should we be concerned with the lack of insanity of 

some other person, whom intuitively no one was talking about? Yet if this is 

right then we have a clear case of someone uttering a description with the 

intention of it operating like a directly referential term (i.e. going straight to an 

object in the world) and the term itself succeeding in operating in this manner. 

Thus the conclusion seems inescapable: some descriptions do not operate 

quantificationally and the Russellian schema must be either limited in application 

or entirely wrong.

Although the referential/attributive distinction is almost always made with 

respect to definite descriptions, it seems that the same kind of phenomenon can
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also be recognised for other conventionally quantified expressions. Perhaps the 

best candidates heie are 'indefinite descriptions’: expressions such as ‘an F ’. For 

instance, Chastain argues:

Sentences con ta in in g  indefinite descrip tions are am biguous.  S om etim es  “A 
mosquito  is in he re” and its stylistic variant “T here  is a m osquito  in he re” 
must be taken as asserting  merely that the  p lace is not wholly mosquito-less, 
but som etim es  they involve an in tended reference to a part icular mosquito.

Preceding this point, he notes:

I am not c la im ing  that indefinite descrip tions are alw ays  s ing u la r  terms, 
purpor ting  to refer; like the o ther s ingu la r  expressions , inc lud ing  definite 
descriptions, they qualify as s ingula r  terms in som e contexts but not in 
o the rs /

The emphasis here, both for Chastain and Donnellan, seems to be on the role of 

the context, in particular the intentions o f  the speaker, in determining semantic 

form. Since an expression of a single surface form type can appear in a range of 

contexts, with a range of speaker intentions, clearly, on this model, surface form 

cannot act as a guide to semantic form. Thus, if we accept Donnellan’s definite 

descriptions as potentially referential, it seems that we should expand our 

potential counterexamples to include any superficially quantified noun phrase 

uttered in the right kind of context. For instance, if the speaker catches sight of a 

figure raking leaves in the distance, she might point and utter “Oh good, some 

boy is clearing the path” , with every intention of referring to the figure she is 

demonstrating.^' So for both definite descriptions and other conventionally 

quantified noun phrases it is possible to envisage situations in which their 

function seems to be to refer to one particular individual, rather than merely 

settle on some denotation.

The second kind of problem for superficially descriptive noun phrases 

receiving a uni vocal, quantified analysis is what we might think o f  as a more 

technical objection. The worry in general is that our semantic analyses of  certain

■' C hasta in  ( 1975),  p .212.
 ̂ Ib id ., p .209.
A lthough  w e are ignoring plural reference  for the m om ent,  w e  m ight env isage  o ther 

superfic ially  quantif ied  noun phrases such as ‘all’ or  ‘m a n y ’, w hich  will not p ick  out ju s t  a 
s ingle  object , as able to function like the plural referential expressions ‘th e se ’ and ‘th o s e ’ in the 
right contexts.
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quantified noun phrases contain constraints as to the number of objects which 

satisfy the descriptive component of the expression; yet these expressions may 

sometimes be apparently properly used in contexts where the cai'dinality 

constraints are flouted. Hence, the thought would be, in such contexts the 

superficially quantified noun phrases must be acting semantically as referential 

expressions. As was suggested at the start of this section, this is a worry for any 

quantified expression whose quantifier contains a precise cardinality constraint; 

i.e. which specifies exactly how many objects of a certain kind there are, so ‘the’ 

oi' ‘exactly tw o ’, as opposed to ‘all’ or ‘at least one’. However, the difficulty is 

a I its clearest and most convincing with respect to definite descriptions, so let us 

concentrate on these examples before widening our attention to other 

superficially quantified noun phrases.

In his original analysis of  definite descriptions Russell stressed that there 

is an implieation of uniqueness in utterances of  ‘the F ’; we seem to require that 

there is one and only one object which satisfies the predicate mentioned. Yet this 

is clearly not the case for the majority of definite descriptions which actually 

appear in natural language. Though it might be correct to claim that ‘The oldest 

man alive is happy’ is true if and only if there is some unique oldest man alive 

who is happy, the same does not seem to hold for utterances of ‘the ca t’ or ‘the 

book’, etc. This discrepancy between the semantic analysis of the quantifier ‘the’ 

and the function of the determiner ‘the’ in most natural language contexts might 

lead us to believe that, where the uniqueness constraint is violated, what the 

utterance really succeeds in conveying is some more suitable referential 

proposition. So, when I utter “The cat” in the conspicuous presence o f  a feline I 

should not be construed as claiming that ‘there is one and only one ca t’ but 

rather as communicating a referential proposition akin to ‘that ca t’. The idea 

that incomplete definite descriptions force us to admit a semantically divided 

interpretation of this linguistic class is well rehearsed; for instance we find Kripke

writing:

It' I were to be asked for a tentative stab about Russell,  I would say that 
a lthough  his theory does a far better job  o f  hand ling  ord inary  d iscourse th an  
many have thought ,  and a lthough  many popu la r  a rgum ents  agains t  it are 
inconclusive, probably it ult im ately fails. T h e  considerations I have in m ind
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have to do with the exis tence o f  ‘im p ro p e r ’ defin ite  descrip tions, such as “ the 
tab le” , where uniquely specifying condit ions are not con ta ined  in the 
description i t s e l f /

However, although it may be that incomplete descriptions do constitute an 

objection to unification we should be aware that this objection is harder to 

construct than is sometimes envisaged.

The feature which may be overlooked in constructing this challenge is the 

requirement for all natural language quantifiers to be restricted by some 

(contextually determined) domain of quantification. It is not only utterances of 

‘the’ which require additional supplementation from the context o f  utterance 

before they can function properly, it is apparently all quantified noun phrases. 

Thus, as Neale notes, if one utters ‘Everyone was sick’ in reply to an inquhy 

about how a party went, one should not be taken as intending to convey the 

proposition that everyone in some universal domain was sick; rather what is 

meant is that everyone in some very constrained domain, viz. everyone who was 

at the particular party, got ill.  ̂ Yet if this mechanism of contextual constraint of 

a domain is available for other quantifiers in natural language, then it must also 

be available for ‘the’. Thus, although our semantic analysis of these expressions 

requires uniqueness, it is uniqueness relative only to a particular, salient domain. 

So, if I utter ‘The cat wants to come in’ the existence o f  a plethora of cats in the 

universe is unimportant, what matters is the one cat in the domain which is 

salient to us (e.g. the immediate perceptual environment or the domain o f  pets 

we own, etc).

So, if we are to support a challenge to unification from incompleteness 

we need it to be the case that the usual mechanism of domain restriction is not 

available or not sufficient in some cases; and indeed certain opponents of 

Russell’s analysis o f  definite descriptions have made this claim. For instance 

Lewis contends that:

It is not true that a definite descrip tion  “the F '  denotes  x if and only if  a' is 
the only F  in existence. N either  is it true that “ the F ’ denotes  a  if and only if

 ̂ K ripke (1977), p .255; see also S trawson (1950). 
 ̂ Neale  (1990a), p p .94-5.
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A' is the one and only one F  in som e contextually de te rm ined  do m ain  of 
d iscourse. For consider  this sentence: “T h e  p ig  is g run ting ,  but the p ig  with 
the floppy ears is not g ru n t in g ” (Lewis). A nd  this: “T h e  do g  got in a fight 
with ano th e r  do g ” (M cCawley).  They could be true. But fo r th em  to be true,
“ the p ig” or “ the do g ” must denote  one of two pigs or dogs, both o f  w hich
belong to the dom ain  o f  discourse.'^

The problem here seems to be two-fold: on the one hand we have no account of 

the mechanism by which we are supposing the natural domain is rejected and 

some alternative domain (perhaps containing just one object) is selected, and, 

secondly, it seems that if we could provide such a mechanism it would allow 

domains of quantification to ‘cut finer’ than the smallest unit o f  discourse.

Concentrating on the first point, Larson and Segal object that in a room 

with several doors the natural domain will include all the doors the room  has.'" 

For instance, in a room with four doors, when three doors are closed and one is 

open, the domain cannot shrink to exclude the one open door and thus the 

statement ‘All the doors are closed’ in this context cannot be true. However, 

when the statement in question involves the determiner ‘the’ we are asked to

suppose that the natural domain is no longer ‘doors in the ro o m ’, but is a much

smaller domain which may somehow have shrunk to include just one member. 

Thus, if I utter ‘The door is open’ in the above situation it seems that my 

utterance may be true, since one door is open. Yet we have no explanation of 

why the natural domain is no longer deemed suitable in such a case nor by what 

mechanism the shrinking of the domain to just one object is facilitated. The 

second problem is that, even if we were to allow that the domain somehow 

shrinks to just a single object, we would then have to allow two different 

domains of quantification within just a single sentence (e.g. in the Lewis 

example, one domain containing the grunting pig and the other the pig with 

floppy ears). That is to say, we would be required to carve the sentence into 

sub-sentential parts, each with its own unique act of quantification relative to its 

own unique domain. Although, as we saw in Chapter 2, some theorists have 

argued that subsentential shifts in domain must be countenanced in order to

Lewis ( 1979), p.348.
" Larson  and Segal (1995), pp .332-3.
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properly account for all natural language quantifiers, not just ‘the’, it might still 

prim a fa c ie  seem that such a move has regrettable implications for logical 

notions such as inference and validity; for entailments will no longer hold 

between parts of the sentence which belong to different domains of

quantification." Thus, there might still be some motivation for a referential 

analysis of incomplete descriptions to be derived from the thought that 

subsentential domain shifts would not be required to account for them if handled 

as singular terms.

So, if it is correct to claim that there are some superficially quantified 

noun phrases which fail to respect their claims of cardinality, even relative to 

some appropriate domain, then it seems we have a second kind of potential 

counterexample to unification. For a natural explanation o f  what is going on in 

cases like the above would seem to be to construe the superficially

quantificational expression as acting as a referential term. That is to say, for 

definite descriptions, rather than serving to denote the unique object satisfying 

the description, we should view them as acting like singular terms naming the 

(demonstrated or otherwise salient) object. Expressions like ‘the d o o r ’ in the 

above scenario, or ‘the pig’ in Lewis’ example, are not acting as semantically

quantified noun phrases but are instead behaving as referential terms. Thus,

given the referential/attributive distinction raised by Donnellan, together with the 

technical problem of incompleteness, the advocate of  unification seems to be in a 

vulnerable position as far as the category o f  quantified noun phrase is concerned. 

For, just as her opponent claimed, there are apparently appropriate uses of 

superficially quantified noun phrases in natural language which do not behave as 

standard quantified noun phrases do. However, as noted at the outset, it is not 

just in the realm of  standardly quantified expressions that putative 

counterexamples to unification are to be found. Similar cases can also be 

discovered amongst the natural language occurrences o f  standardly singulai* 

terms.

' ' F o r  an argum ent that subsententia l shifts in dom ain  are a perfectly  general fea ture  o f  
quantif ication , see Stanley  and W il l iam son  (1995).
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(2) N on-standard  O ccurrences o f  Su p er fic ia ll\ R e feren tia l E xpressions:

Previously, it has been argued that dem onstratives and indexicals should 

be taken to be paradigm  referential expressions, despite the degree o f complexity 

they contain in the form  of an additional linguistic rule o r ‘character’. This was 

m otivated by the recognition o f the central role o f the object in, for instance, 

utterances such as ‘that dog ’ said o f a presently seen canine; the object selected 

seemed to remain constant across any circum stance o f evaluation, regardless of 

the possible alterations in properties it might undergo, which seem ed 

diametrically opposed to the actions o f m ost quantifier phrases. So, the 

recognition of the referential status o f paradigm  perceptual dem onstratives, in 

conjunction with the unified stance, leads us to the claim that all surface form 

dem onstratives must belong to the semantic category o f referring term s. 

However, the am biguity theorist now steps in to point out that our concentration 

on the perceptual paradigm has led us to ignore a significant range o f cases 

which simply do not support the proposed analysis. The cases I w ould like to 

look at are: ‘deferred ostension’ and ‘anaphora’. These are not the only cases 

our opponent may bring to light, but I feel they do constitute the strongest 

challenges available, thus they will be the only examples explicitly dealt with 

below .'"

F o r  instance, one  fur ther non-s tandard  occu rrence  w hich p roponen ts  o f  am bigu ity  m ight 
appeal to concerns the use o f  dem ons tra t ives  in narrative; as noted by H alliday  and H asan  
( 1976), p .61 : “ [It is an] assum ption  o f  shared interest and attention  w hich  lies beh ind  the u se  o f  
the ‘n e a r ’ form s, th is  and these, in conversa tional narrative w here  they are not strictly ‘p h o r ic ’ 
[i.e. referential] at all: There w as this m an..., w here  ‘this m a n ’ is p resen t  ne ither in the text nor 
in the si tuation but only  in the sp e ak e r ’s m ind .’’ Larson and Segal (1995),  pp .336, 347-8, 
appeal to this kind o f  usage as a potential case o f  a surface form dem ons tra t ive  ac ting  as a 
sem antic  quantif ier  phrase; however,  I would  suggest that tw o  features  o f  such occurrences  
m ake them unsuitable  for independent exploration . On the one hand, many  such cases co l lapse  
into the stra igh tforw ard ly  anaphoric  (this w ould seem  to be the case  with H alliday  and H a s a n ’s 
exam ple ,  which, I w ould  suggest,  should  be rendered  as an exis tentia l quantif ie r  b ind ing  an 
anaphoric  demonstra t ive) .  Secondly , the position o f  these dem ons tra t ives  w ith in  the telling o f  
a story makes them  m ore  akin to the ‘q uasi-re fe ren tia l’ fictional nam es  o f  E v ans  (1982),  pp .28- 
30; they certainly seem  m ore  id iomatic  than the above  non-s tandard  cases.

A po tentia l ly  s tronger  cha llenge  to unif ication, which, again, will not be  d iscussed  
directly  within this chapter,  concerns  dem ons tra t ive  terms conca tena ted  with sortal te rm s for 
abstract objects; for it may be felt that there are special p rob lem s associated  with referring  to 
objects which are causally  isolated from us. However,  any such worries seem to depend 
fundam enta l ly  on o n e ’s conception  o f  the reference relation itself, thus they belong  with the 
kind o f  objection we will look at in C hap te r  7.
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The first case is that o f ‘deferred ostension’:''  ̂ this is where an object is 

selected, not through its presence in the immediate environm ent but through its 

relation to something in the immediate environment. Thus an object outside the 

interlocutor’s immediate environm ent, which bears some sort o f conventional or 

standard connection to an object within that environm ent can, it seems, be 

selected using a dem onstrative. This is done by drawing attention to the object 

available for ostensive gesture, whilst using a sortal term  appropriate for the 

related object; e.g. indicating a painting o f a cricket m atch and uttering ‘That 

gam e’. The role o f dem onstrative expressions in such contexts seems very 

different to the standard kind o f case, where dem onstratum  and intended referent 

coincide (except in cases of mistake). For instance, compare:

Case One:

You and I are watching a particularly well-known writer at a literary 

festival, when he begins to behave in a very strange way. As we w atch him 

cavorting around the stage with little or no self-regard, I say to you “That author 

must be insane!”

Case Two:

You and I have just finished reading the political dram a Prim ary Colours, 

which has been published anonymously, and are speculating on the m otives for 

writing such a book.'"^ 1 am convinced that writing such a novel must am ount to 

professional suicide, w hoever the author may be, thus I point to the book and 

exclaim “That author must be insane!”

Just as with the earlier examples o f referential versus attributive 

descriptions which Donnellan gave us, we seem once again to have two 

utterances o f superficially identical types behaving in very different ways.'^ In

'  ̂ T h is  term appears  in Q u ine  (1973) and Evans  (1982), am ongst o thers; but the sam e 
phen om ena  is also som etim es  labelled ‘deferred  re fe rence’, e.g. N un  berg  (1993). 

A no ny m o us  (1996).
'  ̂ The  sam e kind o f  p hen om en on  can also be seen to hold for certain uses o f  indexical 
expressions , as N un berg  (1993), p p .2 0 -1 , has po inted  out. For instance com p are  o rd inary  
referential uses o f  I ’ and ‘m e ’ with the following:

(1) C ondem ned  prisoner:  I am  tradit ionally  allowed to o rder w hatever  I like for my 
last meal.
(2) President: T he  Founders  invested me with sole responsibili ty  for appoin t ing  
Suprem e C ourt  justices.
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the first case we have an ordinary utterance o f a paradigm  perceptual 

dem onstrative; there is a single object which I can dem onstratively identify and 

ostensively indicate to my audience and I wish to refer to that individual and 

attribute to it the property of insanity. H ow ever, in the second case the way in 

which the object is arrived at seems very different. Rather than referring directly 

to an individual in my present environm ent, it seems that I wish to select an 

object (which 1 am unable to identify in any ‘robust’ way) merely as it satisfies 

some predicative material. I wish to claim that there is a unique individual 

responsible for producing the book I am dem onstrating and claim that the 

singleton member o f this set is also a member o f the set o f insane things. There 

is no presum ption that the interlocutors must have any intimate contact with the 

object and apparently no promise that an extension, even once secured, will be 

held constant across possible worlds. For instance, even if the actual w riter of 

Prim ary Colours is a ,  it might perhaps seem that at some other possible world, 

where the author o f the book is not a  but (3, the extension o f the u tterance will 

be (3 and not a . Deferred ostension cases do not seem to fit the profile we have 

come to expect for utterances containing directly referential expressions; thus, 

once again, it may seem mistaken to treat surface form  dem onstratives and 

indexicals in such contexts as genuinely referential. As Evans has pointed out:

If our conception  o f  dem ons tra t ive  identif ication is tied in a sim ple  way to the 
use of dem ons tra t ive  expressions in E nglish ,  then  we shall include in that 
category cases like the one in which a m an  is indicated by m eans  o f  his 
footprin ts. . . .noth ing may be said about such a rag-bag  ca tegory  at all.'^

Thus the suggestion is that (in at least some) deferred ostension contexts, despite 

the surface appearance o f a singular term, the noun phrase is behaving m ore like 

a denoting, quantifier phrase.

The second case which I should like to consider comes from a subset of a 

certain class of cases which we might call ‘anaphoric’. Anaphoric noun phrases 

may initially be defined as those which occur in sentential positions which are 

tied to earlier occurring noun phrases, so that the anaphoric term  inherits its 

extension (and perhaps m ore o f its semantic properties) from  the ‘antecedent’

Evans  ( 1982).  p. 199.
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lerm .'^ A noun phrase may inherit its extension either from  a referring 

expression (as in ‘Johni came in, hci sat dow n’) or a quantified noun phrase (as 

in ‘A man I came in, hci sat dow n’). In the form er case w hether or not we have a 

genuinely anaphoric occurrence or w hether we simply have a case o f co 

reference is still open to debate; for instance, Lewis in ‘Scorekeeping in a 

Language G am e’ seems to argue that ‘pairs’ o f singular terms can only be co 

re ferentiai, not anaphorically tied, whilst Soam es in ‘Pronouns and Propositional 

A ttitudes’ suggests that such a picture would be too simplistic.'^ Yet, whatever 

our position on these constructions, the cases which will m ost interest us in what 

follows are o f the latter kind: superficially singular term s which inherit their 

extension from quantified noun phrases. For it seems that these expressions not 

only constitute non-standard occurrences o f noun phrases but a kind  o f non

standard occurrence which, as we will see, the advocate of unification must 

propose a distinct solution for.

As in the above example, these kinds o f constructions perhaps most 

naturally occur in ordinai-y language with quantified antecedents binding 

pronouns. H ow ever, it is by no means the case that these are the only 

superficially singular terms which may behave anaphorically. For instance, it 

seems that we ean reeognise exactly the same phenomenon for the class of 

conventionally referring terms we are particularly interested in, viz. 

demonstratives:

(1) Some girl I has stolen the book, I want that g irf  to stand up.

(2) Every child who has a favourite toyi breaks that toyi first.

This  definit ion is not quite  correct, s ince som e instances o f  an aphora  appear  befo re  their 
b inding expression , as in ‘afterthought ex p o s i t io n ’ : e.g. ‘I w ant these things: a new  car  and a 
new h o u se ’ . As Bosch (1983), p .203, notes: “A fter thought exposi t ions reverse the order  o f 
in troducing  things into d iscourse  and ta lk ing about them: first som eth in g  is said abou t an 
ob ject (in a wide sense o f  ‘o b jec t’), which is apparently  assum ed  to be in focus, and only  then is 
the ob jec t  in troduced.” T o  account for cases  such as these, T esn iè re ’s (1959) te rm inology  o f  
‘so u rc e ’, instead o f  ‘an teced en t’, seem s more accurate; how ever,  since ‘an teceden t’ is in such 
w ide usage, I too shall con tinue  to use the co m m on  term.

L ew is  (1979); S oam es (1990). W e  should  note at this ju n c tu re  that not everyone  accepts the 
cla im  that ‘free s ta n d in g ’ p ronouns  are  referential,  e.g. T asm o w sk i -D e  R yck  and V erluy ten  
(1982).
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(3) For every woman thei e are several left-handed men who adm ire her, 

and amongst those left-handed men one is the most ardent;. Som e 

woman likes that left-handed man who adm ires her;.'^

So there seems to be a potentially very large class o f cases where superficially 

singular terms appear in sentential positions where they are bound by non- 

referential antecedents and where they thus seem to behave in non-referential 

ways.

At the moment, the precise mechanism underlying anaphora is still very 

much open to question. In at least some cases (those Bosch calls ‘absolutely

controlled’) the bound expression appears within the scope o f its antecedent and

these can apparently be well accounted for in term s o f the Chom skian notion of 

‘c-com m anding’.̂ *̂ This is a technical notion from C hom sky’s grammatical 

theory, whereby a phrase, a ,  c-com m ands a phrase, |3, if and only if the first 

branching node dom inating a  also dom inates |3 (and neither a  nor p dom inates 

the o t h e r ) . W e  might then allow that an expression may be anaphorically tied 

to another if it is c-com manded by this other expression. H ow ever, where the 

anaphoric expression appears in a different sentence or sub-sentential part, it will 

not be c-com m anded by its antecedent and thus som e further mechanism will be 

required. For instance in the following cases the pronoun is not c-com m anded 

by its antecedent, though it is still anaphoric:

(4) A man ; came in. He; sat down.

(5) If a man ; buys a donkey] then he; will vaccinate it].

Yet another difficulty in determining the anaphoric mechanism concerns the 

potential disparity betw een the uniqueness conditions which our logical rendering 

o f the sentence seems to give rise to, and the uniqueness relations our 

interpretation o f the natural language sentence seems to require. For instance, in

(5) our natural interpretation o f the sentence makes it true just in case a man 

vaccinates every donkey that he buys; if som eone buys two donkeys and

T he  exam ple  is from D avies  (1982), p .307.
B osch  ( 1983), p p .38-9. See N eale  ( 1990a), pp. 17 1 -5, for a d iscussion o f  the role  o f  c- 

co m m an d in g  in exp la in in g  anaphora .
■' This  definit ion fo llows R einhart  (1978).
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vaccinates just one o f them, then sentence (5) seems false. H ow ever, this is not 

the result our logical analysis o f the sentence seems to give rise to.

The problem  is that the indefinite description ‘a donkey’ is usually 

thought to be akin to the existential quantifier ‘3 x ’ ( ‘there is at least one x ’). 

Intuitively, what sentence (5) requires is a universal quantifier, ‘V x’, giving us 

the reading: ‘for any donkey a man buys, he will vaccinate it’; yet there seems no 

obvious way in which to deliver such a truth condition. This problem  (and 

I elated issues, such as the apparent need to sometimes deliver an ‘3 x ’ reading, so 

that the mechanism for switching the interpretation o f the indefinite article m ust 

be thought o f as applying only  in certain situations) has spawned a great deal of 

debate in the philosophy of language and linguistics.^^ It has served to 

encourage an entirely new approach in the ‘Dynamic Sem antics’ o f Kamp 

(1981), Heim (1982) and others, as well as provoking renewed interest in the E- 

type pronouns posited by Evans (1977).“’̂ These divergent approaches and their 

relative degrees o f success are matters which unfortunately stretch far beyond the 

limits o f this thesis. Yet, I believe, even w ithout exploring the mechanism 

underpinning anaphora, we can still appreciate the problem s such cases cause for 

the unified approach.

For by whatever mechanism the truth conditions for such occurrences are 

ultimately delivered, the point remains that they simply cannot be handled as 

ordinary singular term s, and this seems to be in tension with the claims o f the 

unified stance, as Davies notes:

Syntax need not d is t inguish  between the an aph o r ic  ‘th a t ’ and the ‘th a t ’ w hich  
shades into ‘th e ’ on the one  hand, and the  perceptual dem ons tra t ive  ‘th a t ’ on 
the other. B u t  sem antica lly  they are quite  different. H ere  is o ne  m ore  po in t  at 
w hich syntax and sem antics  do  not go neatly in step.^^*

■■ For a d iscussion o f  the need for an ‘3 x ’ read ing  or a ‘V x ’ read ing  d ep end in g  on the contex t ,  
see H e im ’s (1990) ‘sage b ru sh ’ cases.

E.g. N eale  (1990b); Frances and Lapp in  (1994).
"■* D avies  (1982), p .308. W e  might note that if it is really the case  that syntax canno t 
d is tinguish  betw een  anaphoric  and non-anaphor ic  expressions , then these  cases hold as m uch  
against an am biguity  approach which appeals  to syntactic  properties  sub syntactic ca tegory , as 
they do  against unification.
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In each o f the above cases, ( l)-(5 ) , we have an expression which, according to 

the unified stance, should be analysed as a referring term , yet which appears to 

require treatm ent as a quantified noun phrase. There is no one object which we 

expect the utterance to single out and ‘hang on to at all costs’; rather an object 

will be arrived at purely as it satisfies certain predicates, and the truth o f the 

utterance seems to be unaffected by the exchange o f objects which satisfy that 

predicate at other possible worlds. Thus, the behaviour o f anaphoric expressions 

would seem to demand that they be treated as akin to bound variables of 

quantification; and, as we will see in the next chapter, this recognition, that 

anaphoric expressions denuiiid  a different semantic analysis from  their deictic 

cousins, will lead the proponent o f unification to handle these non-standard cases 

in a different way to the others looked at in this chapter.

To recapitulate: opponents o f unification have been right to raise 

phenom ena like ‘referential’ and ‘incom plete’ definite descriptions as prim a fa c ie  

worries for this approach. How ever, by confining their attention to ju st one kind 

o f noun phrase they have, in the main, failed to recognise the breaddt o f the 

problem; for o ther standardly quantified noun phrases, besides definite 

descriptions, can cause problem s, as can standardly singular term s. Furtherm ore, 

looking just to definite descriptions has led theorists to ignore the issue of 

anaphoric singular term s which seem to provide (as we will see below ) a 

different kind  o f evidence for the abandonm ent o f unification. Although of 

course it would be possible to maintain the distinction which has grown up 

between definite descriptions and other noun phrases, so that, say, definite 

descriptions are treated as ambiguous while other noun phrases are thought to 

conform  to unification, such a stance seems unattractive.^^ Ceteris paribus, it 

seems we should prefer a com m on m ethodology for all noun phrases, or at least 

some explanation of, or grounding for, the proposed distinction between

Possib le  exam ples  o f  those w ho do com b in e  unif ied and divided accounts  include Russell,  
w ho unified definite  descrip tions in 'O n  D en o tin g ’ but apparen tly  d iv ided  s ingu la r  terms, 
even tua lly  accep ting  only ‘th is ’ and ‘th a t ’ nam ing  priv ileged ob jec ts  as genu ine  referring  
expressions in ‘ T he  P h ilosophy  o f  Logical A to m ism ’; and L arson  and Segal (1995),  w ho 
divide definite descrip tions, though they appear  to admit only a referential role fo r bare 
demonstratives .
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descriptions and other expressions. In the absence o f this, I think we will do 

better to consider noun phrases as a whole, considering unification as a proposal 

across the board and hence deciding on its aptitude or otherw ise on the grounds 

of features which may be wider ranging than those to be found within any 

specific  kind o f noun phrase. So, we should take non-standard definite 

descriptions as just one aspect o f a more pervasive worry about how unification 

fares with problem atic cases o f all kinds o f noun phrases in natural language; 

seeing that it can in fact cope perfectly well will be the task o f the next chapter.
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Chapter 6 ~

Syntax, Surface Features and Pragmatics

A difference in u nders tand ing  is a necessary, but not a suffic ient condit ion  for 
ambiguity . . . .Nevertheless ,  ph ilosophers  perennially  a rgue  for ambiguit ies  on 
the basis o f a difference in unders tand ing  alone, and linguists are not im m une  
either.

- A. Zwicky and .T. Saddock, ‘A m biguity  Tests and H ow  to Fail T h e m ’, p .4.

T
he advocate o f unification cannot, I believe, deny that the kinds 

of cases raised in the last chapter are problem atic for her 

account; it seems clear that the predictions o f the unified stance 

and the claims o f intuition clash, to some extent at least, in each case. H ow ever, 

we should note now what is required for these recalcitrant cases to genuinely 

fo rce  us to abandon the unified theory: it must be the case either that there is 

simply no explanation o f the problem atic cases available from  within the unified 

model, or it must be that any such explanation fails, perhaps through being 

unm otivated, counter-intuitive or clashing with constraints we antecedently need 

to accept from elsewhere. In this chapter I want to begin to show that none of 

these requirem ents are satisfied. There is an explanation which can account for 

all the phenomena in question, it can be independently m otivated and it can 

account for the apparent clash of intuition and theory in the difficult cases. 

Establishing this claim  will not, however, be quite enough to silence the advocate 

o f ambiguity. For she may still claim that the solution to non-standard cases to 

be advocated is unacceptable through its conflict or tension with o ther necessary 

assumptions. This further challenge, that the otherw ise adequate and well- 

motivated explanation o f recalcitrant cases, is not, in fact, available to the 

advocate of unification will be looked at in the final chapter, once we have 

explored the proposed explanation itself in this chapter.

There are two responses the advocate of unification may m ake to the 

apparent counterexam ples raised earlier: one approach is to argue that the token 

expressions in question do not, after all, reach the standards o f m em bership o f 

the syntactic category they have been supposed to belong to. The other
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approach is to ci aim that they do not, in fact, behave as m em bers o f the 

alternative semantic category proposed. I believe both o f these responses m ust 

be deployed to account for the full range o f putative counterexam ples the 

ambiguity theorist has noted. Thus this chapter divides into two sections: first, I 

w ould like to explore the nature o f surface features m ore closely and see how  a 

proper appreciation o f this level o f representation dissolves certain occurrences 

o f apparently non-standard singular terms. The argum ent will be that by drawing 

a distinction between anaphoric and deictic occurrences, which we can do on the 

grounds o f surface level differences alone, the unified theorist can avoid the 

objections from anaphoric contexts (which, we noted in the last chapter, 

constituted a different kind o f objection to those m ore comm only appealed to in 

the literature). After this we will turn to our second response, arguing that all 

the lemaining cases can be explained by positing a pragm atic, rather than a 

semantic, level solution. Furtherm ore we will see that in each o f the cases in 

question the move to a pragm atic explanation can be m otivated simply by appeal 

to quite general (Gricean) principles o f good comm unication. The claim will be 

that, in each o f the residual problem atic cases, our intuitions can be 

accom m odated by allowing that the speaker succeeds in conveying some 

additional proposition, alongside the literal, semantic one, and that the audience’s 

inference to this further proposition is w arranted by features o f the context of 

utterance. Before this, however, our defence rests with a clarification o f exactly  

what claim is being made by the unified hypothesis. For though we have so far 

simply appealed to the unexplained ‘surface features’ o f expressions as providing 

the key to syntactic category, it will become clear, on closer inspection, that 

these features m ay cut m ore finely than our opponent has perhaps envisaged.

(]) Surface Form:

The most obvious feature o f surface form is the orthographic form  o f the 

written word; for instance, in English we can isolate a large num ber of 

occurrences o f words such as ‘th is’ or ‘tha t’. Clearly how ever, this criterion 

could never be seriously considered as our indicator o f semantic category, since 

occurrences o f a single typographic form are certainly capable o f playing distinct
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roles within a sentence. For instance, the word ‘tha t’ plays two very different 

roles in the following sentences:

(1) John w ants that dog.

(2) The dog was so big that it d idn’t fit in the car.

In the first case the term  may be playing a genuinely referential role, whereas in 

the second case its role is as a ‘com plem entizer’. Clearly, advocates of 

unification will not wish to propose a referential analysis for orthographic tokens 

o f ‘that’ appearing in sentential contexts like the second example above. Thus, 

in addition to the uniform orthography we m ust look at the phonetic or spoken 

form of the expression; and here we seem to stand m uch more chance o f carving 

on or near the semantic joints. For instance, in the first, referential case, the 

vowel pronunciation remains hard and can never undergo the phonetic rule for 

vowel reduction. W hereas, in the second case the phonetic form is the reduced 

‘Ihæt’, which is a completely distinct phonetic item .'

A further surface form difference between the potentially referential ‘that’ 

and the complementizer ‘that’ emerges in the kinds o f context in which deletion 

without loss of gram m atical form can take place; for instance:

(3) *John wants dog.

(4) The dog was so big it d idn’t fit in the car.

If the orthographic symbol ‘that’ can be rem oved w ithout loss o f grammatical 

well-form edness, then the token in question is appearing in a com plem entizer 

role. It would clearly be ridiculous for the advocate o f the unified hypothesis to 

maintain that all tokens of the typographic form ‘tha t’ were semantic term s of 

direct reference; yet this is clearly not the claim she is forced to make. For, as 

we have seen, there are further, purely surface features which serve to 

differentiate potentially referential occurrences from com plem entizer uses. 

How ever, the advocate of unification may now contend that it is no less 

ludicrous to assume that she must claim all non-com plem entizer occurrences of 

‘that’ are referential; for closer attention to the range o f surface features available

See Segal and Speas (1986). Halliday and H asan (1976), p .74, also note: “As a general rule 
the non-dem onstra tive  forms are phonolog ica lly  reduced, w hereas  the dem ons tra t ives  are not 
reduced .”
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may reveal that there is not a single surface-level kind here. Rather, our 

proponent o f unification may argue, there are two very different surface tokens, 

only one of which is claimed to be potentially semantically referential. The 

anaphoric occurrence o f expressions whose orthographic features might 

otherwise indicate referential semantic form  is quite permissible, I contend, since, 

just as with the com plem entizer role o f ‘tha t’, the anaphoric form  has additional 

sLirface-form properties which serve to delineate it from its truly referential 

brethren.

(i) Anaphora:

As we saw when we first introduced this category o f dem onstrative 

occurrences as a counterexam ple to the unified stance, anaphoric expressions 

may (initially) be thought o f as those which are in some way dependent for their 

interpretation on an earlier occurring term or phrase. For instance, Cornish takes 

the usual definition of anaphora as follows:

I A] relation between expressions co-occurr ing  within a text - nam ely  the 
an tecedent (or source, in T esn iè re ’s (1969) m ore  appropr ia te  te rm ino logy) and 
one or more anaphors . . . the  latter [being] an indexical expression  o f  some 
k ind . . .T he  a n ap ho r  is the dependen t term in the relation, being sem antica lly  
and referent i all y non-au tonom ous,  and hence  requ ir ing  for its full 
in terpre ta tion  the ‘sa tu ra t ion ’ by a co-occurr ing  expression  w hich is 
au tonom ous  in these respects, namely  a potential antecedent."

Thus we saw in Chapter 5 exam ples such as:

(5) Every child with a favourite toyi breaks that toyi first.

(6) For every woman there are several left-handed m en w ho adm ire her, 

and am ongst those left-handed men one is the m ost ardent]. Som e 

woman likes that left-handed man who admires heri.

In each case the suggestion was that the superficially referential expression was 

not playing a referential role but was acting m ore like a bound vaiiable of 

quantification. Hence, it might seem, such cases will provide paradigm  grounds 

for an argum ent against unification.

H ow ever, although the advocate o f unification cannot argue with the 

natural language data (nor, I think, with the conclusion that in such contexts

C ornish  (1996),  p .21



orthographie dem onstratives are not semantically referential expressions), she 

should, 1 believe, deny the claim that these are superficially (and hence 

syntactically) referential expressions at all. If we look at the kinds o f features 

speakers in practice use to assign syntactie category to token expressions we will 

see that deictic and anaphoric expressions are associated w ith different features; 

requiring interlocutors to assign them  different syntactic forms which may be 

related to different semantic kinds. An anaphoric expression is used, not to 

introduce a new object into the discourse, but to maintain the audience’s 

attention on some already salient object. While a deictic expression is ‘creative’ 

or ‘innovative’, pulling new items into the focus o f attention, an anaphoric 

expression serves merely to continue interlocutors focus on the salient object. 

Thus, I w ould suggest, we might expect a deictic use to require far more 

emphasis or effort on behalf o f the speaker to bring this novel elem ent into play, 

and indeed this is exactly what we find happening in terms o f the stress and pitch 

of the expression, as well as its possible accom panim ent by an ostensive 

dem onstration. Stress relates to the role an expression is playing: with those 

which are ‘creative’ or introduce new objects or items into the discourse 

receiving the highest stress (or ‘tonicity’) and those which serve to maintain 

attention to an already ‘given’ item being unstressed.

The suggestion here, then, is that these kinds of surface features may 

mark a semantic difference between anaphoric and deictic occurrences o f a single 

orthographic type in English. So, an anaphoric term, unlike its referential 

counterpart, will always remain (relatively) unstressed within an utterance and 

will be spoken with a low, rather than a high, pitch. Anaphoric dem onstratives 

serve, not as referential expressions usually do (as a form  o f ‘verbal po inting’, in 

Halliday and H asan’s (1976) term inology, to some new object), bu t to maintain 

interlocutor’s attention on some already salient item; thus they require less effort 

or stress from the speaker. A referential pronoun or dem onstrative on the other 

hand, acting as it does to ‘reach o u t’ to a new object, m ust be stressed and given 

a high pitch. These differences are easy to dem onstrate when we take a
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potentially anaphoric utterance and try to give it tw o distinct readings, one 

anaphoric, the other not. For instance:

Some child with a teddy heart left that toyi behind.

Some child with a teddy bear left T H A T  toy behind.

In the first case, where co-indexing indicates anaphoric binding is present, 

the expression ‘that toy ’ simply cannot be stressed; whereas, in the second case, 

failure to stress the term ‘that’ m akes a referential reading impossible. As Bosch 

notes:

The  dem ons tra t ive  article is [also] possible in anaphor ic  noun phrases.  It is
essential,  however, that the dem ons tra t ive  art icle rem ain  unstressed . W ith  a
stressed article the whole noun p hrase  becomes deictic and  can  no longer 
function  anaphorically.^

Furtherm ore, the idea that tonicity in English may m ark genuine semantic 

differences is perhaps supported by consideration o f other languages; for instance 

Ariel notes: “Gundel (1980) presents exam ples from Polish and Irish, where third 

person pronouns are not differentiated as in English or Hebrew. English 

unstressed pronouns correspond to Polish go, Irish g; stressed pronouns, 

including those accom panied by a pointing gesture, are lexically distinct (though 

obviously m oiphologically related): Polish jego , Irish eisen”."̂ Yet the stress and 

pitch with which a token expression is uttered are phonetic properties, which are 

available from a purely surface level inspection o f the expression. So there is, 

just as the unified account demands, a surface form way to differentiate 

anaphoric and deictic occurrences.

It might be objected at this stage that stress alone is not sufficient to do 

all the work here. For instance, some anaphoric pronouns require a degree of 

stress in order to shift the antecedent from the m ost obvious candidate to some 

less salient one. For instance, the following sentence should have three possible 

readings, signalled by three distinct degrees of stress on the pronoun:

Mary I kissed Jane and then shei kissed Bill.

M ary kissed Janet and then SHEt kissed Bill.

■'Bosch (1983), p. 150. 
- " A r ie l  ( 1 9 8 8 ) ,  p .8 0 .
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M ary kissed Jane and then SHE kissed Bill.

So the claim cannot be that anaphoric pronouns will always be entirely 

unstressed, but thal deictic expressions receive the highest degree o f stress. For 

though an anaphoric dem onstrative can receive some (reduced) level o f stress in 

order to select an object other than the m ost salient one, this alternative object 

must be a previous or partial subject of the in terlocutor’s focus. T hat is to  say, 

the anaphoric expression is still not serving to introduce an entirely novel item 

into the discourse, but is merely appealing to some less obvious object already 

within the agent’s realm of attention. H ow ever, if the orthographic 

dem onstrative is to act to introduce an entirely new object, then more effort, 

reflected in the stress accorded to the expression by the speaker, will be required.

Furtherm ore, we should also note that the unified theorist does not 

necessarily have to claim that all the emphasis placed on the deictic expression 

stems from features o f its pronunciation. For instance, it might be allowed that 

the presence or absence o f an attached dem onstration is a feature which is 

immediately recoverable from the surface features o f the token expression in its 

context of utterance. So, if an utterance of an orthographic dem onstrative, or 

other superficially singular term, com es replete with an ostensive gesture (or 

perhaps is accom panied by some contextual occurrence which shifts salience to 

some new object in the environm ent) then the token reaches the standard of 

being a superficially referential expression, otherwise not.'’ If the dem onstration 

is thought o f as on a par with other features o f pronunciation, then it too will be 

available to act as a surface level indicator o f deictic status. O f course, admitting 

features such as dem onstrations as able to play a role in informing speakers as to 

the kind o f syntactic token put forw ard shifts us from  talk o f the ‘surface form ’ 

o f an expression (thought o f as its orthographic or phonetic properties) to a 

m ore liberal notion, where w hat m atters is that there are immediately available 

features (accessible prior to any kind o f semantic interpretation) which can

" Kaplan (1977), p.490, footnote  9, notes the possibility o f  ‘opportune  d em o n s tra t io n ’ w hich  
requires no further effort on beha lf  o f  the speaker, such as when one  sold ier  in a line very 
visibly collapses and is picked out by an u tterance  o f  ‘that so ld ie r’, unacco m pan ied  by any 
dem onstra t ion .
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provide evidence for a particular syntactic interpretation.*^ Yet, I would suggest, 

this is just the kind o f claim the unified theorist should be happy to make. So, 

the suggestion is that the advocate o f surface form does not have to claim that 

all orthographic dem onstratives must be referential. R ather her claim is the far 

more refined one that all non-com plem entizer, non-anaphoric singular term s are 

referential, and that this is a category which can be recognised on surface 

grounds alone.^

Finally, I w ould suggest that the idea that surface features suffice for 

distinguishing anaphora and deixis may well be a conclusion we have already 

implicitly em braced. For the dual role o f pronouns, as referential when ‘free- 

standing’ and non-referential in anaphoric contexts, has long been recognised.^ 

Yet no one that I am  aware o f has sought to argue for semantic ambiguity on the 

basis o f these expressions. Instead, attention has focused on the far more

T h ere  is a fu r ther issue co ncern ing  the d iv ision  betw een  a n ap ho ra  and deix is  here: for, ra ther 
than there being a hard and fast d ivision betw een the two kinds in all cases, w e  seem  to have 
som eth ing  o f  a ‘sl iding sca le ’, with clearly  referential cases c lus tered  at one end and 
s tra igh tforw ard ly  anaphoric  occurrences at the other, but with a p en um bra  o f  in te rm ed ia te  uses 
in between. T here  are cases w here there  is a potential antecedent for the expression , but w here 
enough  seem s to have been said about the satisfier o f  the descrip tion  to raise the ob ject to 
salience so the term can act deictically  rather than anaphorica lly .  F urtherm ore ,  there  are  cases  
o f  ‘an teceden tles s’ anaphora  (cf. T asm o sw sk i-D e  R y ck  and V erluy ten  (1982); C orn ish  (1996)) 
w here there is no vocalised antecedent and yet the expression  does seem  to be behav ing  
anaphorically .  1 w ould suggest that the answ er to worries such as these  lies in a m ore  deta i led  
exploration  o f  the m ech an ism s  by which an ob ject is m ade  the cen tre  o f  attention prio r to, or 
s im ultaneous  with, a referential act, and the role p ragm atic  p roper tie s  such as sa l ience  have  to 
play in a fully w orked  out sem antic  theory. A lthough  the d iscussion  in this chap te r  beg ins to 
point towards a reassessm ent o f  the relationship  betw een  aspects  w hich  are m ore  usually 
assigned to the purely pragm atic  and other, more formal,  features o f  our account ,  a fuller 
exploration  o f  this area is beyond the scope o f  this thesis.
 ̂ Som e theorists (e.g. Ehlich (1982); T asm o w sk i -D e  R yck  and V erluy ten  (1982); C orn ish  

( 1996)) have rejected the definition o f  anaphora  em braced  here, w hereby  an an tecedent 
expression  is required  to bind the anaphoric  term, in fav ou r  o f  ‘an teceden tless  an a p h o ra ’ 
(C o rn ish ’s label).  On such a model no an tecedent term is requ ired  and instead  the role o f  the 
expression  is stressed; thus Ehlich (1982) offers the fo l low ing  definit ions:

“T he  deictic  p ronoun  is a linguistic ins trum ent fo r  ach iev ing  focus ing  o f  the h e a re r ’s 
a ttention tow ards a specific item w hich is part  o f  the respective  deictic  spa ce” , p .325. 
“T he  anaphoric  p ronoun  is a linguis tic  ins trum ent for h av ing  the h ea re r  con tin ue  

(sustain) a p reviously  estab lished  focus tow ards a specific  item on w hich  he had 
orien ta ted  ear l ie r” , p .330.

The im plications o f  adopting  such a model are not entirely  c lear fo r our current p roposal.  
H owever,  it w ould seem  that such an approach might still be accep tab le  to the ad voca te  o f  
unification so long as surface features such as pronuncia tion  and d em ons tra t ion  served to 
indicate to in terlocutors  which kind o f  token is in play.
'' Exceptions being those linguists w ho  deny any non-anaphor ic  occurrences  o f  p ron ou ns  at all; 
e.g. T asm o w sk i-D e  Ryck  and Verluyten  (1982).
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complex and tendentious Donnellan-style examples and their parallels in the 

domain o f conventionally singular term s, such as deferred ostension cases. This 

reflects, I believe, an intuitive realisation that anaphoric occurrences, like 

com plem entizer roles, don ’t even get in the running as superficially singular 

terms. In practice, it seems that we can differentiate deictic and anaphoric 

tokens prior  to any kind of appeal to an expression’s semantic interpretation. 

So, having rem oved this instance o f the am biguity theorist’s argum ent, let us turn 

now to the rem ainder o f her cases: referential and incom plete quantified noun 

phrases, and supposedly attributive singular terms.^

(2) Semantics and Pra2 inatics:

W hat is required by the unified theorist now is some principled 

explanation o f the residual recalcitrant cases: referential definite and indefinite 

descriptions, incomplete quantified noun phrases, and deferred ostension 

utterances. O ur task is to see how the advocate o f unification m ight dissolve the 

apparently non-standard appearance o f these remaining cases, w ithout admitting 

semantic ambiguity. The argum ent will be that, unlike the counterexam ples 

based on anaphoric rather than deictic occurrences o f dem onstratives, we have 

absolutely no reason to take these kinds o f cases as semantically relevant. For 

there is an alternative way o f accom m odating them, thanks to the division 

between semantics and pragm atics, due in a large part to the w ork o f Paul Grice, 

which does not require us to deviate from  the unified stance at all. Furtherm ore, 

it will be argued that applications o f the Gricean m echanism  in the cases in which 

we are interested are simply particular instances o f the very general 

conversational principles which Grice himself proposed. Thus, if we accept the 

Gricean approach in other cases, then we should also accept it for these

N unberg  (1993), p .3, having noted the m ultip le  roles o f  p ronouns ,  goes on to sugges t  that the 
am biguity  thesis is also threatened by expressions w hich behave as if  they con ta ined  indexical 
elements: “ [T jhe  h om on ym y  thesis is even less a ttractive w hen w e  note that the sam e  pattern  o f  
use is associated with a large num ber  o f  open-c lass  items, such as enem y, a h ea d  and loca l, 
which behave as if  they conta ined  implicit  p ronoun- like  variables (see, e.g. M itchel l  (1986) and 
Partee  (1989)). T hus  in (3) the word lo ca l can have any o f  three interpre tations, d ep e n d in g  on 
w hether it is controlled by the subject, the quantifier, or the con tex t o f  utterance:

(3) The Tim es has every reporter cover a local a th le te” .
Since these occurrences do not p rom pt us tow ard  sem antic  am biguity ,  the though t  is w e should 
be similarly  unm oved  by s tra ightforw ardly  anaphoric  uses.
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apparently non-standard occurrences o f noun phrases. To see this how ever, we 

need to begin with a quite general statem ent o f the distinction we wish to draw 

between sem antics and pragm atics, before turning to look at the Gricean position 

itself in more detail. Once we have this account before us, we will be able to 

return to the proposed counterexam ples and look at the way in which the 

mechanism applies in these cases.

It seems that there is a distinction to be drawn betw een features of 

language which have a role to play in a systematic theory which m ight suffice for 

the understanding of linguistic types, and features more properly belonging to the 

use o f that language, giving some situational story o f the utterance o f tokens of 

that language within a context. Intuitively the distinction is fairly easy to see, 

although attem pts to make it more concrete quickly run into difficulties, since 

exactly how and where the line should be drawn is still a m atter o f much 

contention. The basic idea to be appealed to, however, is as follows: in natural 

language it seems we can often use a particular sentence to convey several 

distinct messages, depending on the way in which we employ it. H ow ever, if all 

the possible meanings which attach to sentences were given semantic status it is 

hard to see how we might ever com e to understand or learn our language or treat 

its use as a systematic and explicable activity. Thus we require a m ore persistent 

analysis o f any given sentence, one which reflects w hat it is that an agent knows 

when she understands that sentence-type. One way o f capturing this persistent, 

cross-context com ponent o f meaning might be in term s o f the kind o f truth 

theoretic semantic theory we m otivated in Chapter 1. O f course, this idea o f a 

context-independent level o f analysis is challenged by the recognition o f such 

context-dependent items as dem onstratives and indexicals; yet, as we saw in 

Chapter 2, these expressions do not cause insurm ountable problem s for the 

formal semanticist.

So, in addition to that degree o f meaning capturable by semantic theory, 

some further account must also be given of the range of alternative messages 

attaching at the level o f utterance or com m unicated proposition. Features of this
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further account then may be grouped together under the heading o f ‘pragm atics’ 

(features which are contingent and contextual) and employed to underpin a 

pragm atic account o f meaning which may alter according to each occasion of 

use. The general line of defence is then that, although the existence o f the 

phenomenon in question (the non-standard appearance o f some token noun 

phrases) is incontrovertible, it does not dem and a semantic-level accom m odation, 

but can be perfectly well handled by a unified semantic theory arm ed with a 

satisfactory account o f pragm atics. The thought will be that, though in certain 

cases what is com m unicated by an utterance containing a noun phrase may 

diverge from the literal m eaning we associate with that expression, this difference 

lies at the level o f com m unication only, not at the level of semantics. To clarify 

this distinction, and help codify the kind o f phenom enon which w arrants non- 

semantic accom m odation, let us turn to look at the exploration o f these issues in 

the work o f Grice.

(i) The Gricean mechanism:

Grice was the first theorist to bring to the fore the fact that sentences can 

som etim es be used to convey propositions which significantly diverge from those 

assigned by their literal interpretation."’ He noted that, for instance, on some 

occasions one can succeed in conveying the proposition ‘It is raining’ by an 

utterance of “It is a lovely day” , despite the fact that the form er meaning seems 

diametrically opposed to the meaning we standardly attribute to the sentence 

uttered. Or again, in one o f his m ost famous examples, it seems that a 

philosophy professor, on receiving a recom m endation for an applicant for a 

lectureship, which reads only ‘Jones has very nice handw riting’, may take the 

proposition conveyed not to be the literal one we attach to the sentence. Instead 

it seems that the message the professor will take to have been com m unicated 

may be very different, som ething along the lines o f ‘Jones has little philosophical 

talen t’. The explanation o f this kind o f phenom enon was located by Grice in the 

kinds o f principles and unstated assum ptions we expect to be upheld in

See, e.g., Grice ( 1967a).
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com m unication, together with a fundam ental distinction betw een ‘speaker 

m eaning’ and ‘semantic m eaning’.

G riee’s first move was to see that the com plete meaning o f an utterance 

could be divided into parts:

[T]he total s ignificance  of an u tterance  may be regarded  as divisible in two 
different ways. First,  one may d is t ingu ish ,  w ithin the total signification , 
between what is said (in a favoured sense) and w hat is implicated; and second, 
one may d is tinguish  between w hat is par t  o f  the conventional force (or 
m eaning) o f  the u tterance and w hat is not. This  yields three possib le  e lem ents  
- what is said, w hat is conven tiona lly  im plica ted , and w hat is 
nonconventionally  im p lica ted ."

We might take the ‘favoured sense’ o f w hat is said here to be the literal or 

semantic interpretation given by our truth theoretic account. The notion of 

‘conventional im plicature’ (though we need not concern ourselves with too 

detailed an exploration here, since it will prove som ew hat tangential to our main 

concerns) is closely tied to the literal interpretation o f the sentence uttered. A 

conventional implicature is a proposition not explicitly  given by the literal 

meaning o f what is said, but which is conveyed on the basis o f accepted, 

conventional features o f that utterance type (an example o f this might perhaps be 

the tem poral or causal implication in the utterance o f ‘She got m arried and had a 

child’). Exactly how we are to draw the boundary between conventional and 

non-conventional implicature is a complex question (Grice himself considers and 

ultimately rejects two tests: nondetachability and cancelability);'^ but, however 

the distinction is ultimately drawn, it will clearly be the second notion we are 

more interested in.

Non-conventional implicatures, and in particular a sub-class o f these 

implicatures which Grice labels ‘conversational’, are essentially connected not 

just with the meaning o f the sentenee uttered but with certain general features of 

the context of utterance. A conversational im plicature is arrived at by a 

recognition o f the nature o f com m unication; for, Grice contends, our 

conversational exchanges can be viewed as co-operative efforts, governed by

"  G rice  (1967b), p.41. 
IhicL. pp .43-5.
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quite general, usually unspoken conventions. It seems that, in general, if genuine 

comm unication is to take place at all, we m ust have a guarantee that 

contributions to a dialogue will reach certain standards o f truthfulness, usefulness 

and honesty. It is only by assuming that all interlocutors are trying to live up to 

these notions, which Grice calls the ‘conversational m axim s’, that we can hope 

for successful com m unicative exchanges. Conversational maxims are very 

general in form; e.g. the ‘Cooperative Principle’: “m ake your conversational 

contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted 

purpose or direction o f the truth exchange in which you are engaged” .'^ W hen 

one of these very general, tacitly assum ed conversational maxims is overtly 

flouted, we can (usually) infer that the speaker has a reason for doing so. T hat is 

to say, the flouting o f convention is itself meaningful, and may result in the 

speaker succeeding in implying a proposition which diverges from the literal 

interpretation o f what has been said. So, when some presum ed principle o f good 

com m unication is blatantly transgressed (and knowledge o f this transgression can 

be supposed to be mutual), the audience is licensed to infer some further 

proposition as the one the speaker is actually trying to communicate.'"^ To see 

this, let us return to the two instances o f conversational im plicature with which 

we began.

In the first case above, where the speaker utters “It is a lovely day” , if it 

is clear to all parties that the w eather is in fact horrible and w et, the literal 

semantic value o f the utterance must be rejected as a fitting interpretation of 

what the speaker is trying to com m unicate. This is because the utterance of 

blatant falsehoods transgresses the ‘first maxim  o f Q uality’: contributions can be 

expected to be genuine and not spurious.'^ So, G rice’s gloss on this case is as 

follows:

It is perfectly obvious to A and his aud ience  tha t what A has said or has m ade 
as if to say is som eth ing  that he does not believe, and the aud ience  know s that 
A know s that this is obvious to the audience .  So, unless A ’s u t terance  is 
entirely pointless, A  must be trying to get across som e o ther  p ropos it ion  than  
the one he purpor ts  to be pu tt ing  forw ard . T h is  m u s t  be som e obviously

G rice  (1967a) ,  p .26. See ibid., p p .26-31 for fu r the r  m ax im s; S perber  and W ilson  (1986) for 
an explora tion  o f  the m axim  o f  ‘re levance ’ as the sole  necessary  conversa tional principle .

G rice  (1967a) ,  p p .3 0 -1 .
"  / W . ,  p.28.
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related proposition; the most obviously related proposition  is the contradictory
o f  the one he purports  to be pu tt ing  fo rw a rd T '

A siiiiiiar explanation can be given o f the handwriting case, except that here the 

maxim being flouted is ‘the first maxim of Q uantity’: be as informative as is 

required. In this case, it is clear to all parties that the literal proposition is not 

relevant at all to the acknowledged aims o f this particular com m unicative 

exchange; the speaker has withheld relevant information which m ust have been in 

her possession, yet she has not entirely opted out o f the conversation (since a 

reference was given). The supposition then must be that the interlocutor is 

unwilling to write down the relevant information, and this becom es tenable only 

if the speaker thinks that the candidate has no philosophical talent. Thus this is 

the proposition we can take to have been conversationally implicated.'^

In addition to the original Gricean distinction between ‘semantic 

m eaning’ and ‘speaker m eaning’ it seems that we might also recognise a further 

distinction in play here. For, as Ludlow and Neale argue in their paper 

‘Indefinite Descriptions: A Defence of Russell’, we should be careful to 

distinguish the literal interpretation o f an utterance from  the beliefs which lead to 

its production. Following Grice, they recognise the literal proposition attaching 

to the uttered sentence, which they call the proposition expressed, (PE); and they 

distinguish this from the proposition meant, (PM ), introduced “to label the 

proposition(s) a speaker intends to com m unicate \  H ow ever, Ludlow and 

Neale note that, not only may there be a discrepancy betw een the literal meaning 

o f a sentence and the proposition it is used to express (as Grice noted), but that 

there may also be a discrepancy between the kinds o f grounds a speaker has for 

an utterance and the kind o f utterance she produces. So, for instance, a speaker 

may utter a general, descriptive sentence (e.g. where the (PE) is ‘Som e girl is 

happy’), yet their grounds for this utterance, the m ost relevant belief prom pting 

the production o f the sentence, may be o f a different kind (e.g. the singular belief 

‘M ary is happy’). In general, it seems we can always distinguish between the

Ib id ., p .34.
Ib id ., p.33.
L u d low  and N ea le  (1991), p. 176.
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sp ea ker’s grounds, (SG), and the utterance actually produced from those

gi'OLinds.

So, armed with the distinction betw een proposition expressed, 

proposition meant, and speaker’s grounds, plus the Gricean mechanism  of 

allowing the proposition expressed and the proposition m eant to diverge when 

some recognised principle o f comm unication is flouted, we can now try to show 

why the non-standard cases from Chapter 5 need not be treated as semantic level 

counterexam ples to unification. In each case the general structure o f the 

aigum ent will be as follows: unification as a theory is m eant to tell us about the 

literal meaning of certain noun phrases, it does not have to account for 

everything that may be conveyed by utterances containing noun phrases. Tn the 

problem atic cases, though we are right to feel intuitively that the proposition 

meant differs from the one predicted by unification p er se, this can be seen as a 

purely pragmatically conveyed proposition and not a semantic challenge. We 

will be licensed in proposing a possible divergence betw een proposition 

expressed and proposition meant in these cases because attention to the 

speaker’s grounds reveals that a general principle o f good com m unication is 

being contravened.

(3) Non-standard Quantified Noun Phrases:

W hen we first raised the spectre o f token noun phrases which failed to be 

adequately accounted for by the unified hypothesis as it stood, we began by 

looking at non-standard occurrences o f superficially quantified noun phrases. A 

non-standard noun phrase in this context was one which had the syntactic form 

‘determ iner^predicate’ but which seemed to require sem antic treatm ent as a non- 

quantificational, singular term. The two examples o f non-standard quantified 

noun phrases the ambiguity theorist raised were, first, the referential definite and 

indefinite descriptions o f Donnellan and Chastain, and, second, incom plete 

expressions. In the first, and most wide ranging, set o f cases it was suggested 

that features o f the speaker’s intentions, the immediate availability o f the object 

and the stress on that object over and above any properties it possessed all
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contrived to show that at least some tokens o f superficially quantified noun 

phrases could be used to express singular propositions in the right circumstances.

The subsidiary sei o f cases, the incomplete definite descriptions, first noted by 

Straw son and pursued in a contem porary setting by Larson and Segal, 

Ramachandran and many others, seemed to prom pt a referential analysis for a 

som ew hat different reason.'^ The thought was that a speaker m ight u tter a 

phrase o f the form ‘The F ’ in a situation where there was more than one F in 

existence. If it was nevertheless the case that she succeeded in talking about just 

one of these objects, the thought was, this could only be because her utterance 

was a disguised referential act. If the unified approach is to be vindicated it must 

be shown that no superficially quantified noun phrase ever acts as a semantically 

referential expression; thus we need to accom m odate both kinds o f putatively 

referential occurrences in some non-sem antic way. I believe we can do this once 

equipped with the Gricean m echanism  explored above, so let’s see how.

Turning first to the allegation o f singular status due to Donnellan and 

Chastain; we will recall that utterances such as ‘The m urderer o f Sm ith’ or ‘A 

m osquito’ which were spoken in the presence o f the speaker’s intended referent, 

with the right (i.e. referential) intentions, were thought to behave as semantically 

akin to referential expressions. H ow ever, on reflection, it seems that we have 

some reason to doubt this claim. To begin with, let us consider the cases 

Donnellan made popular, where the speaker makes a m istake  about her intended 

referent; for instance, using ‘The m urderer o f Sm ith’ to talk about the innocent 

man in the dock, J o n e s . H e r e  the suggestion was that the utterance should be 

semantically analysed as a referential proposition which paid no heed to the 

mistaken description. H ow ever, there are many problem s with adopting such a 

proposal, as Kripke has fam ously pointed out.^‘ For instance, there are problems 

when we turn to other speakers, for it seems that those who are ‘in the know ’ 

about Jones’ true status cannot use a token o f the same type o f expression as the

' L arson  and Segal (1995); R am ach an d ran  (1993).
■*’ D o nnellan  (1966); his o ther  fam ous  exam ple  here  is using  the u t terance  “T h e  m an in the 
co rner  dr ink ing  c h a m p a g n e ” to pick  out so m eo ne  w ho  is only  d r ink in g  spark ling  water. 

K ripke  (1977).
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original speaker to talk about Jones am ongst them selves. If it is common 

knowledge that Jones is innocent then an utterance o f “The m urderer o f Sm ith” 

cannot (at least not wheie this expression is used and not m entioned) succeed in 

referring to him. Yet, as Kripke rightly argues, if there were a correct semantic 

analysis of the original speaker’s utterance whereby it referred to Jones, then this 

same meaning should be available for all com petent language users, regardless of 

what they do or don ’t know about the properties o f the object talked about.

Furtherm ore, it seems clear that the speaker in such a situation, 

attem pting to talk about a non-F object by an utterance o f ‘the F ’ or ‘an F ’, 

would accept that she had made a mistake if this fact w ere made clear to her; she 

would retract her earlier statem ent and offer some m ore suitable replacem ent. 

Yet such actions hardly seem explicable if there were to exist a perfectly proper 

use o f the initial expression-type which allowed it to refer to the non-F object. 

(An opponent might contend that her actions w ould be explicable given her 

realisation that comm unication is put in jeopardy by her use o f a pragmatically 

unsuitable token, yet since we are assuming the audience to have pointed out her 

mistake to her, comm unication has ultimately not been caused to breakdow n by 

her mistake, thus she would still seem to have little reason for retraction). So, 

although Donnellan has recognised a phenom enon of our language, it does seem 

to be one which should be accounted for in the pragm atics o f language use. If 

any o f the audience are aware o f the discrepancy in these cases then the only way 

in which they can arrive at the speaker’s intended meaning is via a complex chain 

of reasoning (i.e. they will have to reason that S may not know that Jones is 

innocent and that lacking this piece o f knowledge S may be using the description 

‘Sm ith’s killer’ with the aim of selecting som eone other than the individual who 

really meets this criterion, viz. the individual she believes meets this criterion, so 

S should be taken as attem pting to talk about Jones). Yet if there were a 

semantic analysis o f the utterance which picked out Jones immediately, this 

would be com pletely unnecessary.
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It seems elear that what speakers do or d o n ’t know  about the properties 

o f objeets is a pragm atic, contextual m atter and thus it is not the kind o f thing we 

can expect to be built into our semantic analysis. Indeed, even those w ho argue 

fo r  semantic ambiguity have sometimes accepted that ‘predicative irrelevance’ 

does not hold for singular terms; for instance Devitt notes:

I am assum ing  for the m om ent that the sem antic  referen t o f  ‘that F ’ and ‘the 
F ’ must be an F  even though  it need not be the one  and  only F . . . .If  this is 
right, then w hether  ‘F ’ applies to x is re levan t to w h e th e r  x is the  sem antic  
referent o f  ‘the F ’ (referen tia l) . . . .A ccord ing  to this  assum ption ,  then , the  lover 
is not the sem antic  referent o f  ‘her h u sb a n d ’...A successful referential use 

requires application  as well as designation.^"

ll would seem ad hoc at best to start tinkering with truth conditions, claiming 

one set to be in play if nobody knows who killed Smith (so that the description 

can be allowed to function referentially) and another if anybody is aware that 

Jones is innocent (so that the utterance reclaims its standard, Russellian form); 

especially when we have a far simpler solution available by allowing Jones to 

only ever be the speaker’s referent, arrived at pragm atieally, rather than 

searching for some semantic accom modation.

Furtherm ore, we should note that all these points apply equally to the 

final objection to our account o f complex dem onstratives put forw ard in Chapter 

4; for there it was suggested that an utteranee o f ‘That F ’ could not literally refer 

to a non-F object, yet it was noted that som eone might still succeed, in the right 

circum stances, in conveying a proposition about an object which did not satisfy 

the predicative material. Thus, in Larson and Segal’s example, an utterance of 

‘That fox is making a terrible m ess’ succeeded in conveying a proposition about 

a badger."’ Now we can see that this phenom enon can be treated as on a par 

with mistaken uses o f definite descriptions. For while both uses require us to 

posit some mechanism (like the Gricean distinction betw een speaker reference 

and semantic reference) to explain them, since both are clearly ineorrect uses of 

language they do not seem  to force us to offer divergent semantic analyses of the 

expressions in play. Since, just as above, those o f us ‘in the know ’ cannot use

■■ Devitt (1981), p p .517-9.
L arson and Segal (1995), p .213.
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‘that fox’ to refer to a badger it w ould seem better to treat the com m unicated 

proposition in this instance as a purely pragm atic phenom enon. H ow ever, while 

we may rule out cases based on m istake from indicating referential status for 

descriptions, what about the other cases, due primarily to Chastain, where no 

such mistake was envisaged?

To explain these occurrences I believe we need to recall Ludlow and 

N eale’s notion o f a ‘speaker’s grounds’ for an utterance; for I wish to claim that 

all circum stances in which a superficially quantified noun phrase appears able to 

express a singular proposition are circum stances in which (it is mutually evident 

that) a speaker’s grounds for her utterance are singular instead o f general. That 

is to say, where the use of a definite or indefinite description (or other 

superficially quantified noun phrase) is referential, as Ludlow and Neale define it 

for indefinite descriptions:

An indefinite descrip tion  ‘an F ’ is being used re fe ren lia lly  in an u tterance  of 
‘An F is G ’ if, and only if, (i) the speaker  in tends to co m m u n ica te  som eth in g  
about a part icu la r  individual,  h, and (ii) the speaker  is using ‘an F ’ in tend ing  
that his aud ience  shall realise that it is b tha t he in tends to co m m u n ica te  

som eth ing  about.

Such referential occurrences, though possible in natural language, will be 

instances o f speaker meaning and not semantic meaning, for in such cases the 

speaker may be mutually acknow ledged to be flouting one o f G rice’s principles 

of comm unication.

The maxim I believe speakers in such situations may be charged with 

explicitly violating is that o f Q u a n t i t y . A s  its name suggests, the 

com m unicative constraints o f Quantity relate to the quantity o f information 

provided by the speaker, which should be neither m ore nor less than is required 

by the comm unicative exchange. Thus, for example, if I know  that some 

individual, John, will visit on Thursday, then I contravene the maxim of Quantity 

by asserting ‘John will visit on Thursday or Friday’. In general, agents are 

required to try to com m unicate all the relevant information which will be useful

L udlow  and N eale  (1991 ), p. 177. 
G rice  ( 1967a), p .26.
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to their interlocutors in the conversation, whilst refraining from  conveying any 

irrelevant or unrelated data. So, then, the proponent o f unification might argue, 

if it is mutually known that it is a belief about a particular object, say a ,  which 

undeipins production o f a certain utterance, then the agent is flouting the 

principle of Quantity by asserting only a general, descriptive proposition whose 

extension happens to include a . The belief which underpins the utterance has a 

prepositional content which is individuated in term s o f an object, whereas the 

literal propositional content o f the utterance is indifferent to object identity.

A general proposition m ight be thought to be less informative than a 

singular one since it specifies only a set o f ways the world might be, rather than 

narrowing the possibilities down to just one as a singular proposition does. A 

general proposition such as ‘Som eone hasn’t done the w ashing-up again’ or ‘The 

m urderer o f Smith is insane’ will be made true by there being an object (or a 

specified num ber o f objects) which satisfy the predicate and this may be the case 

in a (possibly infinite) num ber o f cases. For instance, in the latter example, the 

definite description may serve to denote a different object at each different 

circumstance o f evaluation, thus each different model provides a different way 

for the utterance to be true. W hat is important is the set o f worlds where the 

denoted object satisfies the predicate ‘is insane’: if the actual world is a member 

of this set then the utterance will be true in the actual context o f utterance, but 

which set m em ber is the actual w orld is unim portant. Yet for singular 

propositions this is not the case: for these only one situation will serve to make 

them true. The object referred to by the singular term  must satisfy what is 

predicated o f it. A proposition with a singular term in subject position informs 

us that (the agent believes that) the world is a very particular way; thus it might 

be thought m ore informative than a merely general proposition. So, where a 

speaker’s grounds are evidently singular yet the proposition expressed is general, 

an audience will be warranted, due to the clear violation o f the maxim o f Quality, 

in inferring a singular proposition.

177



This disparity then may license an inference to a singular proposition on 

behalf o f the audience; for where it is evident to all that the speaker is 

withholding information concerning the identity o f the object which is grounding 

her utterance, then interlocutors are free to infer this more informative 

proposition from the general utterance actually produced. So, the speaker who 

literally says that som eone or other hasn’t done the w ashing-up again may 

succeed in conveying the referential proposition that a hasn’t done the washing- 

up again if  it is obvious to all parties that it is a ’s failure to w ash-up that prom pts 

the speaker’s utterance. Or, the speaker who utters the sentence “The m uiderer 

o f Smith is insane” might, in appropriate circum stances, succeed in conveying 

some alternative, referential proposition concerning that man there. In any such 

case, interlocutors would seem able to infer that the general proposition, which 

gives the literal meaning of the uttered sentence, is not the proposition which the 

speaker actually conveys; rather some alternative ‘proposition m eant’ might be 

inferred which reflects the speaker’s evidently singular grounds for her utterance. 

Furtherm ore, in each o f these cases the choice o f the description rather than the 

available referential expression might be thought to be significant in itself; for 

instance, in the first case, the usage seems ironic since the literal proposition that 

‘there exists a person who has not washed u p ’ seems trivial and redundant 

(especially given the supposed presence o f washing-up to be done). O r again, in 

the second case, the description m ight be used in order to stress those descriptive 

features of the intended extension which the speaker finds m ost salient.

The idea that the referential proposition is a pragm atic, rather than a 

semantic, level interpretation o f what the speaker says can also be brought home, 

1 think, by considering cases where the speaker’s grounds for her utterance are 

singular but this is not mutually manifest. Suppose for instance that you and I 

are walking through a beautifully m aintained park  when you see Bloggs, the 

mayor, sitting in a deck-chair, evidently enjoying himself. W ithout indicating the 

figure before us, since you assum e that this public figure is instantly recognisable, 

you utter “The m ayor must like this park” . H ere, if it so happens that I do not 

know the m ayor and thus do not recognise the figure before us, I will understand
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you as having merely asserted the general proposition that the unique m ayor of 

this city, w hoever that may be, must like this park (I may think your grounds for 

this concern the civic pride such a place must generate, etc). In such a scenario I 

will clearly miss any intended referential interpretation o f your utterance, but to 

claim that I will entirely fail to understand what you have said seems far too 

strong. By assigning the conventional, quantificational interpretation to your 

words I do not m isunderstand you, even if I fail to move on from  this semantic 

interpretation to any further conveyed proposition. Even were my failure to 

identify the m ayor as the figure before us pointed out to me, it does not seem 

that I should retract my initial assignm ent o f meaning to the sentence uttered or 

com e to believe that I had m isinterpreted you. W e might perhaps contrast this 

with a clear case o f ambiguity, where retraction does seem to be entailed. For 

instance, imagine 1 hear you utter “Look at her duck” and assign to you a 

meaning concerning some particular member o f the family Ancitidae. If, on 

turning round, the salient object is not a bird but a girl crouched on the floor then 

I will retract my earlier interpretation, understanding that a different, though 

hom ophonie, lexical item was in fact put forw ard by you. Y et the recognition of 

such a mistake seems to have absolutely no parallel in the case o f a superficially 

quantified noun phrase produced on singular grounds o f which the interlocutor is 

unaware.

Finally, we might consider cases where a speaker’s grounds are 

constituted by a false singular belief yet she succeeds in producing a true 

descriptive utterance. So for instance, imagine that we see tw o figures out to 

sea, one o f whom , a, I believe to be waving, and the other o f whom , b, I believe 

to be drowning. H ow ever, I am m istaken, for a is not waving but drowning, 

while h is not drowning but waving. My false singular belief, which we might 

characterise as is drow ning>’, does how ever underpin my utterance of 

“Look, som eone is drow ning!” Here I w ould suggest that, so long as both 

swimmers are members o f my contextual domain o f utterance, it intuitively 

seems that w hat I have said is true; for there does exist a person within the 

domain o f quantification who satisfies the predicate ‘is drow ning’, even though I
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am confused about which particular object this is. W ere I to learn o f my mistake 

later, it seem s that I should certainly admit that the grounds for my utterance 

were suspect, yet it does not seem that 1 should be forced to retract w hat 1 said 

nor to accept that I had uttered a falsehood; “L ook” , I m ight imagine replying, “I 

just said som eone  was drowning, I d idn’t say that that som eone was /?” . The 

generality o f my literally expressed proposition serves to ‘cover up ’ my false 

belief in a way that a genuinely singular utterance cannot; if I had uttered “/? is 

drow ning!” then no am ount o f distress on a 's  behalf could have made my 

utterance true. Thus I w ould suggest we have every reason to take the 

supposedly referential occurrences o f superficially quantified noun phrases as 

instances o f pragmatically conveyed propositions, which are perfectly explicable 

from within our unified perspective. Apparently referential occurrences of 

superficially quantified noun phrases can be accom m odated from within the 

unified stance equipped with a theory o f pragm atics for they occur, I suggest, 

only  when it is mutually evident that the speaker’s grounds are singular and thus 

the speaker can be seen as violating G rice’s m axim  o f Quantity.

Furtherm ore, I want to suggest that, on those occasions w here we are 

willing to assign a referential proposition to speakers who utter putatively 

incomplete quantified noun phrases, our reasons can be traced to similar 

grounds. For instance, recall Lew is’ example o f ‘The pig is grunting but the pig 

with floppy ears is not grunting’, where the first description, ‘the p ig ’, is 

supposed to fail to denote even relative to the dom ain o f quantification for the 

sentence. H ere it seems that we have tw o options: on the first and (I would 

suggest) m ost appealing option, Lew is’ claim that the description is genuinely 

incomplete is rejected. On this approach, we w ould follow those, like Stanley 

and W illiamson, who have argued for subsentential dom ains o f quantification, 

which may shift throughout a s e n t e n c e .G i v e n  a subsentential domain of 

quantification, the description could be perfectly proper; thus any further 

conveyed referential proposition could be explained via exactly  the same 

mechanism as above (i.e. given a mutual recognition o f the speaker’s singulaj-

Stanley and W il l iam son  (1995).
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grounds for her utterance and thereby her contravention o f the maxim of 

Quantity).

The second option here would be to allow L ew is’ claim of 

incompleteness to stand by prohibiting subsentential domains o f quantification, 

but to hold that the speaker still succeeds in conveying some further, referential 

proposition. On this model, the literal proposition expressed fails to denote; it 

secures no object since there is more than one pig within the domain of 

quantification. W hether or not this literal proposition is then true or false is 

som ewhat debatable, depending on our general account o f non-denoting 

descriptions. Russell, considering empty descriptions, tells us that a statem ent 

such as T h e  King o f France is bald’ is ‘obviously false’ and if we follow Russell 

we might be willing to claim that the very few radically  incom plete definite 

descriptions which might occur in natural language are literally f a l s e .H o w e v e r ,  

taking the speaker to convey a literally false proposition seems to curtail our 

comm unicative endeavour; furtherm ore, if we are supposing that interlocutors 

can recover a referential proposition in such a scenario, then it seems that the 

speaker’s grounds for her utterance must be evident. Y et, given the combination 

o f a literally false proposition and mutually known singular grounds for the 

quantificational utterance, it seems that, once again, the audience may be licensed 

in inferring some more appropriate, referential proposition as the one conveyed.

Again the speaker may be viewed as flouting G rice’s maxim of Quantity, 

as uttering a literal proposition which conveys less relevant information than she 

is in a position to com m unicate. It is correct that all the speaker has literally 

expressed is a descriptive proposition denoting the unique satisfier o f the 

predicate (which, if we are asked to believe domain constraint is inadequate in 

such situations, fails to denote since there is no such object and may thus be 

false). Yet the audience are in a very good position to infer a m ore fitting 

pragmatically conveyed proposition, a referential assertion concerning the object 

which supplies the speaker’s singular grounds for her utterance. Thus, I w ant to

Russel l  (1905),  pp.424-5.
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suggest, even if we admit quantified noun phrases whieh remain incomplete 

relative to the contextually determined domain o f quantification, the fact that a 

referential proposition might still be successfully conveyed in any such situation 

can be explained pragmatically, without requiring a semantic analysis o f the 

expressions in question as singular terms.

So the suggestion is that all non-standard uses of superficially quantified 

noun phrases have principled explanations in term s o f the distinction between 

semantic meaning and speaker meaning, and the general principles o f good 

comm unication delimited by Grice. Thus the advocate o f unification remains 

un threatened by recalcitrant occurrences o f superficially quantified noun phrases.

All that remains now, then, having accounted for non-standard quantified noun 

phrases and anaphoric singular term s, is for the advocate o f unification to offer 

some account o f deferred ostension. This final defence will take tw o forms: for 

on the one hand, the ambiguity theorist’s contention that deferred ostension 

eases are non-standard is open to question; while, on the o ther hand, even if we 

admit that, on some rare occasions, a superficially singular term  m ay  succeed in 

conveying a general proposition, this can only be a pragm atic phenom ena, based 

on the knowing interlocutors ability to ‘recover’ a w arranted proposition where 

none has been literally expressed.

(4) Non-standard Referential Expressions:

Given the explanation o f anaphoric cases earlier in this chapter, the only 

example remaining to the ambiguity theorist seems to be the deferred ostension 

uses. The suggestion was that, where a superficially referential expression is 

used to pick out an object having some specified relation to a dem onstrated 

object, then the proposition conveyed is not an object-dependent, singular one 

but some descriptive alternative. On reflection, however, it seems that if the 

ambiguity theorist’s claim is that all deferred ostension occurrences, simply 

because of their structure, as it were, m ust be non-referential then this is counter

intuitive. For sometim es one may use a deferred ostension utterance in what 

appears to be a perfectly standard (referential) way. D eferred ostension allows
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us to refer to an object not immediately available for dem onstration through that 

object’s relation to something which can be immediately dem onstrated. Yet, I 

would suggest, deferred ostension cases in this respect are ju st extrem e instances 

of a feature which is common to all dem onstratives; viz. that they refer to the 

object the speaker makes salient in the context o f utterance and the way in which 

this object is made salient may be quite complex.

For perceptual dem onstratives the m aking salient o f an object might seem 

a straightforw ard m atter o f ostensive gesture; the speaker only has to point at her 

intended referent in order to ensure that her interlocutors recognise it as such. 

Even here however which object is taken as the one dem onstrated will be a quite 

complex m atter which apparently requires appeal to the sortal term  used. For a 

start, recent w ork in psychology seems to show that, in m ost situations, without 

the aid of descriptive information, an agent’s rate o f success in discriminating the 

intended demon stratum of a pointing gesture is little better than chance/*  

Furtherm ore, from the in terlocutor’s point o f view it may seem  that identical 

ostensive gestures aecompany utterances o f T h a t  d o g ’, T h a t  collar’ and T h a t 

fur’, etc. Thus to actually decide which object (or which feature o f an object) is 

being drawn to attention it seems that the audience must make use o f the 

predicative information in the utterance. If this is the case even for currently 

perceived objects picked out by dem onstrative utterances, then the claim that 

deferred ostension cases are radically different in kind to ordinary perceptual 

dem onstiatives seems highly tendentious. Though deferred ostension cases are 

cei'tainly more complex than other uses o f dem onstratives, they seem  to appeal 

to exactly the same kind o f features as other com plex dem onstratives.

For instance, if I wish to refer to a man who has Just left the room  or a 

girl met on holiday last year, then it seems I can indicate some feature of the 

context which represents my intended referent: thus I m ight point to the door the 

man has Just slammed behind him or a photograph o f the girl. In general, it 

seems that we can refer to objects which are no longer themselves perceptually

See, e.g., B utte rw orth  (1996a).
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present by indicating things which stand for them or symbolise them in the 

current environment. Sometimes these representatives are very straightforw ard 

and direct (as in the photograph, the television picture, the written name or the 

location depicted on a map) and sometimes they are m ore oblique (as in the 

slammed door). It is at this more oblique end o f the spectrum  that I believe we 

can locate deferred ostension cases. For what we have here is a dem onstrated 

object where the feature which is being drawn to salience is its conventional 

relation to some further object which is itself the intended referent. Thus, 

because books stand in conventionally recognised relations to their authors and 

footprints to their makers, it seems that I can dem onstrate a book or a set of 

footprints and, by use o f appropriate descriptive m aterial in my referential 

utterance, succeed in drawing to attention that further object standing in the 

specified relation.

To accom m odate the difference betw een the dem onstrated object and the 

intended referent, Nunberg introduces some term inology. The object which is 

ostensively dem onstrated in the context he calls the ‘index’ o f the expression, 

while the object actually referred to rem ains the ‘referen t’. He writes:

I will use the te rm  index to refer to the .. . th ing  picked out by a d em ons tra t ion  

associated with the use o f  a word like
|T ]h e  referents o f  indexicals are always the very th ings that are picked out by 
their linguistic m eanings,  or by their  m ean ings  taken together  with the 

dem ons tra t ions  that accom pany  their use.

Deferred ostension cases are, then, those where the index and the referent very 

clearly come apart, yet, the thought is, in all dem onstratives we should recognise 

this dual element. Discovering when and how audiences com e to realise that the 

index is not identical to the referent on any particular occasion w ould be a 

serious achievem ent, but the question seems to be one which we have as yet little 

idea about. Summarising the results o f an earlier paper (Nunberg (1979)), 

Nunberg writes:

N u n berg  (1993),  p.4.
Ib id ., p .6. A lthough  w e m ight adopt N u n b e rg ’s term inology , w e should  be c lea r  that the 

present account differs fundam enta l ly  from  his ow n. For  he treats indexicali ty  as 
p redom inan t ly  a feature  o f  the use o f  expressions (cf. N un berg  (1993),  p .3: “ [m ]ost o f  the time, 
indexical reference is achieved using expressions that have  non-indexica l uses as w ell” ); thus 
his account is a p ragm atic  one, as opposed  to the curren t truth condit ional approach .

84



[A] speaker  can get away with p o in t ing  at an object a to identify b w hen it is 
com m on know ledge that h s tands in a certa in  rela tion to a, and when the 
know ledge that h  stands in this relation provides a useful way of 
d isc r im ina t ing  b from the o ther things that the speaker  m ig h t  have in tended  to 
refer to . ' '

W hile this seems unobjectionable, we might feel that the fundam ental issue 

remains untouched; for we still have no answer to the question o f how the 

audience knows it is b that they should be discriminating, as opposed to all the 

other potential referents the speaker might have had in mind.

Clearly, any adequate answer to this question is going to depend on an 

explanation of the mechanisms of attention and how interlocutors recognise and 

manipulate salience, as well as showing how the wealth o f non-sem antic 

information interlocutors are in possession o f can com e into play in deciding 

questions o f reference assignment. For what will be involved will be knowledge 

about objects and their conventional and causal relations, which, prim a facie, 

goes far beyond the merely semantic. Yet because o f this, I would suggest, 

answering such questions is not obviously som ething we should expect our 

semantic theory to achieve. That is to say, the way in which an agent 

com m unicates the fact that a token expression is actually hooked up with a token 

object in any particular context o f utterance w ould seem  to be som ething which 

our constrained and limited semantic theory might never fully address for us. If 

this is correct then, although the semanticist must recognise an area o f further 

work here (belonging to the complex and vague border betw een mind and 

language), it seems that this need not challenge her analysis o f (at least most) 

deferred ostension cases as ordinary referential expressions. W hat makes such 

cases peculiar is the wealth o f (non-linguistic) inform ation needed to determine 

the object the speaker is actually raising to salience (e.g. concerning books and 

authors, or footprints and their need for a m aker), but none o f this entails that the 

speaker must only be describing rather than referring to that object.

So, it seems that we have some reason to doubt the ambiguity theorist’s 

claim that all deferred ostension cases m ust intuitively be viewed as behaving as

/W .,  p.25.
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akin to descriptive phrases. How ever, it might now be objected that, although 

some such utterances do succeed in conveying genuinely referential propositions, 

others still do not fit this profile. There are at least some superficially singular 

utterances which apparently behave as m ore akin to descriptive phrases and all 

the ambiguity theorist needs is one such example to support her case against 

unification. Yet it would seem once again that the advocate o f unification might 

call the distinction betw een speaker meaning and semantic meaning into play 

here: if there are, as the ambiguity theorist suggests, at least some uses o f (non- 

anaphoric) superficially singular terms which appear to convey general 

propositions, then this constitutes an instance o f pragm atic ‘proposition m ean t’ 

and not semantic ‘proposition expressed’. Yet to w arrant the deploym ent o f the 

Gricean mechanism we have seen that there m ust be some general principle of 

good com m unication which is being publicly violated in these cases. For w ithout 

this, the advocate o f unification is open to a charge o f making an ad  hoc appeal. 

So, is there any such principle which can be appealed to in those situations where 

we are to suppose that a speaker succeeds in conveying a descriptive proposition 

by means of a semantically referential utterance?

The case is less clear-cut than for referential propositions conveyed by 

quantified noun phrases; however, I would like to suggest that, once again, 

appeal to the (mutually evident) grounds o f the speaker for her u tterance inay 

serve to explain any genuine cases where a non-referential proposition is 

conveyed by a semantically singular term. For I believe that any case w here it is 

possible that a speaker conveys a general proposition through uttering a sentence 

containing a singular term  in subject position is a case w here it is recognised that 

the grounds for her utterance are inappropriate. Earlier we thought o f speakers 

as flouting the principle o f Quantity - as conveying  less inform ation than they had 

in their possession. Here I think we need to recognise speakers as flouting the 

principle of Quality - as possessing  less information than they need to be 

w arranted in producing their utterance. The maxim of Quality contains the 

specific constraint: do not say that for which you lack adequate e v i d e n c e .Y e t  I

G rice  (1967a) ,  p .27.
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would like to suggest that the speaker who produces a semantically singular 

utterance on the grounds of a general belief flouts this maxim and where this 

contravention is recognised interlocutors will be licensed in rejecting the literal 

meaning as the one comm unicated. Instead, in a kind o f rescue m anoeuvre, they 

may take the less-specific, generalised proposition which actually grounds the 

utterance, and which the speaker w ould be w arranted in producing, as the 

proposition meant.

However, for this kind o f pragm atic intervention to be possible it must be 

the case that a general proposition provides insufficient w arrant or inadequate 

evidence for production o f a sentence with a singular term  in subject position, 

and it may initially be unclear why we should think this is the case. Yet, I would 

suggest descriptive belief about an object should be taken to furnish w eaker 

justification for a singular utterance than a singular belief w ith the same extension 

because, at different circum stances o f evaluation, descriptive beliefs and the 

extension of the token referential expression may diverge, so that the form er can 

no longer be justificatory of the latter. As we have seen all along, singular beliefs 

and singular utterances do not permit variations in their objects across different 

circum stances o f evaluation, whereas general beliefs and utterances do. Yet if 

this is correct, then there will be circum stances in which the extension of the 

descriptive belief and the extension o f the singular utterance com e apart, and 

thus where the production o f the utterance on the grounds o f the belief seems 

unwarranted. A singular belief which undeipins production o f a singular term, if 

it provides warrant in the actual context o f utterance, will w arrant that utterance 

in any other circum stance of evaluation; yet this is not the case with descriptive 

beliefs

Although a descriptive belief might support production o f a singular term 

in the actual context o f utterance (where the extension o f the belief and the 

utterance coincide), this may alter across circum stances o f evaluation (where the 

two extensions may come apart). Thus, suppose I utter “That child will be 

pretty” , pointing at a ,  but basing my utterance solely on the perfectly general
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belief that any child o f the parents (3 and 5 will be pretty. In this case, where a  is 

the child of p and 5, the general belief might be thought to support my utterance; 

but if we consider another circum stance o f evaluation, where a  lacks the 

property of being the child of P and 5, then it seems I do not have any grounds 

for my utterance at a l f  This potential divergence in extension, I believe, 

reinforces the idea that singular utterances, whose conten t is individuated in 

term s of an object and not the properties it contingently possesses, require 

similar singular beliefs to w arrant fully their production, rather than simply 

general beliefs, which will be insensitive to the identity o f their extension.

Furtherm ore, it seems that in those few cases where we might allow that 

a superficially singular term  succeeds in conveying a descriptive proposition we 

have good reason to take this further proposition as purely pragm atic. For 

instance, in the above scenario, where my utterance o f “That child” is based on a 

purely descriptive belief, it would seem that arriving at the descriptive 

proposition meant depends entirely on what you know about my m otives in the 

context. If you think that I have met a  before and have been in countless 

situations in which I am likely to have formed perfectly ordinaiy singular beliefs 

about this individual, then it seems that you will not have any reason to reject the 

literal proposition expressed as the one com m unicated. In this situation, though 

the hearer might be charged with missing an implied proposition (by failing to 

realise that the descriptive proposition ‘the child o f p and Ô’ was upperm ost in 

my mind at the time of utterance), she could not, it seem s, be charged with 

completely m isunderstanding my words (as w ould be the case if the descriptive 

proposition formed the correct semantic analysis o f the utterance). On the other 

hand, if you recognise that it is the descriptive proposition which is responsible 

for my utterance, rather than any singular belief about a ,  then you may well infer 

some alternative, non-referential proposition meant. Y et w hat interlocutors 

assume about speakers’ grounds cannot be something we seek to accom m odate 

at a semantic level.

”  A ssu m in g  for this exam p le  (contra  K ripke) that an in d iv id ua l’s pa re n tag e  is not a necessary  
feature  o f  their identity.



It may also be quite unclear which of several suitable descriptive 

propositions the speaker should be thought o f as conveying in a particular 

context o f utterance; so that the choice o f any one proposition as the single 

correct semantic analysis o f the utterance would be ad hoc. For instance, where 

a speaker utters “That author” indicating a book and it is mutually evident that 

the speaker’s grounds are general (i.e. perhaps her utterance includes the 

interpolation ‘w hoever it is’ or ‘if it is a  or p or Ô’), then we might accept that a 

singular proposition does not provide the m ost suitable rendition o f the 

proposition the speaker is trying to com m unicate. Yet the non-literal proposition 

meant might be thought to be one o f several suitable descriptive phrases, such as 

‘the author o f tha t’ or ‘the author depicted on that sleeve’, etc. The interlocutor 

who opted for any such description would seem quite willing to w ithdraw  their 

interpretation should it later become evident that som e other description formed 

the speaker’s grounds; whereas it seems that the discovery o f different grounds 

could never affect the sem antic analysis o f the utterance. The recognition that, in 

those cases where we might accept some descriptive proposition as the one 

conveyed, there are multiple such fitting descriptive propositions to choose 

am ongst supports, I believe, the claim that any such further proposition is 

pragmatically, not semantically, conveyed.

So I would argue that, on reflection, the claim that deferred ostension 

cases are necessarily non-standard is incorrect; we are perfectly willing to allow 

that, at least in the majority o f cases, the singular term s act in an ordinary manner 

to convey suitable, singular propositions. H ow ever, this is not necessarily to 

claim that there are no instances of singular terms acting in the ways proposed by 

the advocate o f ambiguity (and perhaps such cases are m ore com m on amongst 

deferred ostension cases). Yet where we will accept a descriptive proposition as 

the one com m unicated such behaviour can be well explained by appeal to the 

Gricean mechanism explored above. Furtherm ore, such a solution can be 

warranted by recognising the disparity between the kinds o f evidence the speaker 

has for her utterance and the kind o f proposition literally expressed. W here a
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speaker can be mutually seen to have only general grounds for her utterance and 

yet to produce a referential expression, then the contravention o f G rice’s maxim 

of Quality may license the inference to some m ore suitable, descriptive 

proposition meant. In cases where a speaker utters a quantificational sentence 

on the basis of a singular thought what she says, though w arranted, is not fully 

infoimative and appeal to G rice’s maxim of Quantity allows us to infer a more 

relevant or useful statem ent. On the other hand, w here a speaker utters a 

singular term on the basis of a general thought, the speaker is not fully w arranted 

in what she says and thereby flouts the principle o f Quality. There is how ever a 

w arranted proposition we can recover in such cases, i.e. the general thought 

forming the grounds for her utterance, and this can be pragm atically accorded to 

the speaker in order to preserve our comm unicative ends. Such explanations, 

however, do not threaten our unified sem antic analysis o f noun phrases.

(5) Conclusion:

So, where does this leave us in our debate betw een the unified and 

ambiguity positions? W e began this chapter by arguing that the range o f possible 

counterexam ples to the unified hypothesis, as raised in C hapter 5, were in fact 

more constrained than we at first imagined. For, once the claims o f the unified 

stance are properly understood, the class o f anaphoric occurrences are excluded 

from the class o f potentially non-standard occurrences. The advocate of 

unification does not have to claim that, contra intuition, anaphoric 

dem onstratives and pronouns are singular terms because she does not have to 

claim that they are o f the same syntactic category as deictic expressions. Appeal 

to the kinds o f surface level features ordinary language speakers aetually make 

use of in locating and tracking singular term s in practice allows us to dem arcate 

deictic and anaphoric expressions, and treat only the form er as referential. This 

then leaves the proponent o f ambiguity with the m ore restricted  class o f cases 

familiar from the literature, ranging from referential descriptions to deferred 

ostension. Yet in each o f these cases we have seen either that the claim that they 

are non-standard itself is questionable (e.g. for incom plete descriptions and
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deferred ostension dem onstratives) or that the non-standard proposition 

conveyed can be successfully explained by appeal to pragm atic features.

In the key cases where a superficially singular term  or quantified noun 

phrase succeeds in conveying a non-standard proposition the audience must 

recognise the non-standard nature o f the speaker’s grounds for her utterance. 

Yet in recognising this they come to see the speaker as flouting either the 

principle of Quantity or the maxim of Quality and this allows them  to reject the 

literal proposition expressed as the one conveyed, inferring some m ore fitting, 

pragm atic proposition meant. In the first case, where superficially quantified 

expressions appear to convey singular propositions, a pragm atically conveyed 

proposition is warranted by the recognition that speakers possess more 

information than they are literally conveying. Though they evidently possess 

singular beliefs, which claim the world to be a very definite way, they choose to 

produce only general, far less informative utterances; thus they contravene the 

maxim of Quantity. On the other hand, where we feel inclined to accept that a 

speaker succeeds in comm unicating a general proposition by means o f a singular 

utterance this can only be, I contend, because the audience recognises that the 

speaker’s grounds for her utterance are general in nature and thus that she is 

violating the principle of Quality, she is saying that which she lacks adequate 

evidence for. In order to preserve our com m unicative aims, then, the audience 

may perform a kind o f ‘rescue operation’, rejecting the unw arranted singular 

proposition and replacing it w ith som e alternative ‘proposition m ean t’, which can 

be seen to be grounded given mutually evident beliefs. Y et in neither o f these 

(quite specialised) scenarios should the speaker’s ability to convey a non

standard proposition be thought to reflect on the literal interpretation of the 

proposition expressed, which remains that predicted by the unified stance all 

along.

So, w hat initially seem ed to be immediate evidence for the falsehood of 

unification has on reflection been shown to be no such thing. The unified 

approach can cope, and cope well, with the prim a fa c ie  difficult cases from
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natural language. Now, however, the theory faces a m ore substantial worry. 

For, as we noted at the start o f this chapter, it may be argued that the kind of 

pragm atic explanation appealed to by unification, though practically adequate to 

account for all recalcitrant cases, is unavailable since it conflicts with prior 

assum ptions in this area. That is to say, it may be thought that a pragm atic 

explanation of non-standard cases is impossible, since our conception o f what it 

is to be a referring term or a quantified noun phrase reveals that the cases 

deiiuiiid  semantic level accom m odation. It is open to the ambiguity theorist to 

argue that unification is either in direct conflict with, or is at least unsupported 

by, our conception of the reference relation itself. The problem  is that unification 

suggests that we should carve noun phrases along syntactic joints if we wish to 

trace the outline o f our semantic categories; yet the reference relation by which 

we characterise singular terms may seem to have little to do with syntax. 

Reference, after all, often appears to be a deep and com plex notion, which will 

impose substantial constraints on the way speakers and objects m ust be related 

prior to reference. Thus we can have little or no reason to expect this category 

o f expression to be refleeted by the boundaries o f syntax. If this is correct then 

the work o f this chapter, purporting to show the pragm atic explanation adequate 

and warranted in all non-standard cases, will be redundant; for the fundamental 

principle that syntax mirrors semantics will be ungrounded, and thus the 

existence of recalcitrant cases will suffice  to show unification is not the correct 

model for noun phrases in natural language. H ow ever, in the final chapter, 1 

want to argue that this idea is incorrect, that the m irroring principle o f unification 

is not threatened by a proper conception o f reference. To see this we will need 

to return to the views on reference we first introduced in C hapter 1 and examine 

their relations to unified and ambiguity theories o f noun phrase classification.
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Chapter 7 ~

The Nature of Reference

O
ne possible objection to the unified stance has then, I hope, 

been seen to be unfounded: despite prim a facie  appearances 

to the contrary the unified approach is able to accom m odate 

all the noun phrase occurrences in natural language we have looked at so far. 

H ow ever, we now face a second kind o f worry, stemming from  our conception 

o f reference and its relation to syntax. The suggestion is that our view of 

reference might be of a relation which holds independently of, or unrelated to, 

syntax, and thus that we have little or no reason to expect our semantic category 

of referential expressions to be reflected in syntactic categories, as unification 

predicts. I f  this is the case then, it w ould seem, the mere existence o f recalcitrant 

cases suffices to show unification incorrect as the model o f noun phrase 

classification in natural language. This objection relates back to the tw o views of 

reference which were first sketched in Chapter 1: there we contrasted what we 

called a ‘syntax-dependent’ view with a ‘syntax-independent’ conception and 

suggested that the latter approach would prove to be in tension with our 

advocated approach to noun phrase classification.

W e are now in a position to assess this w orry, seeing in m ore detail what 

a syntax-independent conception o f reference might look like and why it causes 

problem s for unification. To begin with I will sketch the general shape o f the 

objection here, before turning to look in more detail at examples o f the kind of 

conception o f reference which might be deployed in an argum ent against 

unification. Finally, it will be contended that, although a satisfactory syntax- 

independent picture w ould undermine unification, such a thing is both hard to 

deliver and fails to fit the conception o f reference and referential term s had by 

ordinary language users. Thus there is no bar to our adoption o f the syntax- 

dependent view , which in turn lends support to unification.
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f 1 ) The A r2ument for Am bisuit\:

The argum ent for noun phrase am biguity to be considered now turns on a 

very simple and perhaps prim a facie  appealing thought: viz. that reference is a 

relation which we can conceive o f independently of our syntactic view of a 

language. Crudely, referring to an object is a question o f instantiating some 

mental or physical state (which can be characterised w ithout appeal to the formal 

features o f a language) and it is from its use in com m unicating this state o f affairs 

that an expression derives its referential status. This view requires given extra- 

linguistic conditions to be satisfied before the reference relation can be 

instanstiated; an agent and an object must lie in some close relation before the 

form er can refer to the latter and these conditions are (partly) constitutive of 

what it is to be a referential term. If we look at what is actually required to use a 

referential expression properly, the argum ent goes, we will see that there are 

constraints and conditions which are unrelated to, and which may thus cross-cut, 

syntactic categories. As a rough first approxim ation, we might schem atise the 

argum ent as follows:

(i) An expression, t, is a referential expression iff to properly 

use/understand t the agent must satisfy condition C.

(ii) Given a single syntactic category, Y, it may be that some m em ber of 

F, t |, requires C to be satisfied prior to proper use, while som e other 

member o f F. t?, does not require C to be satisfied._________

(iii) Syntactic category is not a good guide to sem antic category.

If we impose substantial conditions on w hat it is to be a singular term  then the 

unified theorist’s claim that syntax will provide an infallible key to semantic 

status is seen either to be false or ungrounded.

The ambiguity theorist’s claim is that understanding a semantically 

singular term requires an agent to know about, or be related to, the referent in 

some intimate way. W e should recognise that these are constraints only on the 

‘proper use’ o f singular terms, i.e. use with understanding, and not simply on 

what is required for production o f a sem antically singular term. As Evans notes:

T he  d ivergence  arises because o f  the possibility that a subject may exploit a 
linguistic device he does not h im se lf  properly unders tand . . .G iven  the
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divergence  between the requ irem en ts  for unders tand ing  and the requ irem en ts  
for saying , it would be absurd to deny that  ou r  p r im ary  in terest ou gh t  to be in 
the more exigent conditions w hich are required fo r  unders tand ing . '

So, then, our primary task in this chapter is to discover w hat m ight be required 

for understanding a semantically singular term , and the suggestion will be that it 

requires the entertaining of a particular kind o f thought, viz. a singular thought. 

W hat we will then need to know is exactly what is m eant by the term  ‘singular 

thought’ and to see why such a requirem ent might render unification mistaken. 

As we will see, the imposition o f such a condition on singular term hood does 

not, in and o f itself, create an argum ent against unification. For entertaining a 

singular thought can be related to syntactic properties o f linguistic items in a way 

which would not threaten unification at all. H ow ever, it will be seen that it is a 

small step for many theorists from embracing a constraint on singular term hood 

to spelling out this constraint in a way which conflicts with unification. When 

theorists have considered what is required for having a singular thought, the 

answer in most cases has been inimical to unification. To see this, I will (in §3) 

sketch some syntax-independent accounts o f reference to be found in the 

literature, all o f which undermine unification.

(2) Sin2 ular Terms and Sin2ular Thoushts:

I would suggest that there are at least three distinct ways in which we 

may explicate the notion of understanding a linguistic token, t:

i. S grasps the type of which t is a token.

ii. S knows the linguistic function or rule associated with this type.

iii. S knows the propositional content o f t.

The first aspect o f understanding is a question o f identification; when faced with 

any phonetic or orthographic symbol, an agent m ust be able to recognise that 

representation as a token o f some type with which she is familiar. In this sense a 

native English speaker might be said to understand utterances o f ‘tha t’ but not 

utterances o f ‘cette-la’, if they know no French. Or again, the dialect, speed and 

volume o f the utterance must not bar the agent from  identifying which kind of 

linguistic token is being put forw ard. Clearly this kind o f understanding is

Evans (1982), p.92.
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comm on to all linguistic types, not just singular term s. The second, closely 

related, aspect to understanding requires that the type w hich is recognised be one 

with which the agent is sufficiently familiar. That is to say, the token identified 

must belong to a type which the agent knows the lexical entry and meaning rule 

for. Exactly what is required of the agent will depend to some extent on the 

view of lexical information and linguistic rules advocated. For instance, on a 

K aplani an model of ‘character’ what is required o f the interlocutor is grasp of 

some semantic item, divergent from the truth conditions o f the expression, which 

indicates how to arrive at those truth conditions in any context o f utterance. 

Thus in the case of the word ‘F the associated rule w ould seem to be something 

like: ‘any token o f ‘F refers to the producer o f the token’; whereas for a 

predicate such as ‘red’ we might take the attached linguistic rule to be something 

along the lines of ‘any token of ‘red ’ is satisfied by an object iff that object is 

red ’. Once again, then, this seems to be an aspect o f understanding which may 

be comm on to both singular and descriptive expressions.

Finally, then, the last way in which an agent may be thought to 

understand a given linguistic expression is by grasping its propositional content, 

and here at last we come to an apparent divergence between referential and 

descriptive expressions. A descriptive expression will give rise to a general 

proposition, whereas a singular term in subject position will result in a singulai' 

proposition. So, in the case o f non-referential expressions it seems that grasping 

the propositional com ponent of a particular token expression will not require 

adversion to any particular object. If one knows the character o f the predicative 

com ponent then one can always ascertain the propositional content; w hereas this 

does not necessarily seem to be the case with referential expressions. Thus, the 

suggestion is, at this point we can recognise the divergence between singular and 

descriptive expressions: the former conveys an object-dependent proposition, 

while the latter does not. Let us see then how the recognition o f this distinction 

translates into the kinds o f thoughts which seem to be required for understanding 

each o f our linguistic types.
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At the level o f propositional content then there is a divergence betw een a 

declarative sentence which has a singular term  in subject position and an 

otherwise identical sentence with a descriptive phrase in subject position. I 

would suggest that we can translate this difference into a claim  about the kinds 

o f thoughts required for understanding each o f the sentences in question. The 

general claim at w ork here might be stated thus: we might have two thoughts 

which agree in the property ascribed to an object, and which agree (ultimately) 

on the object to which the property is to be attributed, but which nonetheless 

differ in kind  due to the way in which the object is involved in the thought. A 

token o f one kind o f thought, which we will label ‘descrip tive’, w ould involve 

thinking of the object only  as that denoted by some com plex o f predicates. Thus 

a descriptive thought about an object, a ,  w ould be one which did not invoke any 

direct representation o f a ,  but thought o f it only as, say, ‘the unique F ’. In this 

way, adversion to the object might be viewed as som ew hat ‘indirect’ or 

‘contingent’;' with the emphasis falling on the properties the object instantiates. 

Thus we might think o f a descriptive thought as a thought which denotes (in the 

Russellian sense o f the term ), rather than refers to, objects. Thinking o f objects 

in this descriptive way evidently does not require any particular relation to any 

particular object; instead it requires only a grasp o f the predicative content 

involved.

The second kind o f thought, which we will label ‘singular though t’, might 

then simply be construed as thought about objects which does not fit this 

descriptivist model. Such thoughts involve the object in a m uch m ore immediate 

fashion than their descriptive counterparts, and might prim a fa c ie  be thought to 

require some appropriate relation to that object. The primai-y example o f a 

singular thought would seem to be a dem onstrative thought about an object, 

where the agent entertains a thought about a particular object because it lies in 

some specific relation to her (e.g. is presently perceived, is dem onstrated, etc).

■ T he  label ‘con ting en t’ is, o f  course, only appropria te  w here  the descrip tion  is not necessar ily  
true o f  the individual.
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independently of its satisfaction of any (other) predicative com plex/ Thus we 

might envisage som eone thinking of a presently seen object only as ‘tha t’, which 

seems to involve the object directly, rather than any properties it may instantiate. 

How ever, beyond this intuitive level, we might w onder exactly w hat this notion 

of ‘direct involvem ent’ amounts to; and I would like to suggest two possible 

ways o f spelling out this idea. A claim about singular thoughts may surface 

either simply in the nature of the propositional content o f certain thoughts, or in 

the existence of certain states o f mind for the individual.

The first characterisation o f singular thoughts depends solely on the 

recognition o f a difference in kind in the propositional contribution o f singular 

and descriptive expressions. Just as we saw earlier, one contributes an object 

directly to the propositional (or truth conditional) content o f larger phrases, 

while the other contributes an object-independent, descriptive complex. The 

suggestion now is that the recognition o f this difference is itself sufficient to 

m otivate and characterise a difference in the kinds o f thought entertained. Of 

course, exactly what we mean by a singular proposition still stands in need of 

some clarification, but Nunberg offers us the following initial characterisation:

At a first pass, we m ight say that a s ingu lar  proposit ion  is one  whose identity 
conditions vary as the identity condit ions on the individuals th a t  correspond  to 
its constituents.  T o  say that an u tterance  of Oh, i t ’s yo u  expresses a s in gu la r  
proposition , then, is to say that  it would express a different proposition  if this 
token o f  you  p icked out a different person/*

In this way, a singular proposition would be one where the object itself, as 

opposed to any description of it, was relevant for the assessm ent o f tru th  or 

fafsity. To individuate the truth conditional content o f a singular thought we 

need to advert to the object itself, regardless o f the properties it instantiates, 

which is in stark contrast to the way in which we individuate the conten t o f a 

descriptive thought. For a descriptive thought the identity o f the object which 

forms the denotation o f the thought is irrelevant; the same thought may be

 ̂ A lthough  there will a lw ays be som e description o f  the object which is re levant in the 
dem ons tra t ive  case (e.g. Schiffer (1978) suggests  ‘the one  I have  m y gaze  fixed o n ’), it does not 
seem that any such descrip tion  can be taken to be do ing  the w ork in such a case; cf. E vans  
(1982), foo tno te  44, p. 173.
■* N u n b erg  (1993), p .5.
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entertained w hether it is object a or h which ultimately satisfies the predicative 

com ponent. How ever, for singular thoughts a difference in the identity o f the 

object thought about is sufficient for a difference in the content o f the thought; if 

the referent o f the thought is different then the content of the thought itself must 

be different.

Appealing to singular propositions in this way, how ever, still leaves room  

for a further level o f cognitive description; for instance, Kaplan and Perry, 

though according a central role to object-dependent propositions o f the kind 

outlined above, take the level o f description which is im portant for guiding

action, etc., to be that o f the thought’s ‘character’ or ‘ro le’, which is itself

object-independent.^ That is to say, it is the guise under which the object 

appears in the proposition (or, perhaps more correctly, the function by which the 

object is secured) which is param ount in describing the agent’s state o f mind. 

For instance, suppose a man, a ,  is standing in front o f a m irror in which he sees 

an individual, (3, whose trousers are on fire.^’ Now, if a  does not realise that he is 

looking in a miiroi and thus that (3 is simply his own reflection, he may form a 

singular belief such as ‘That m an’s trousers are alight’, which may lead to a 

certain course o f action, such as shouting at the supposed stranger. If, however, 

a  realises that it is his own reflection he is viewing he will entertain a thought 

such as ‘M y trousers are alight’ which will lead to a different course o f action, 

such as trying to rem ove the flaming clothes. In both cases the singular

proposition has the same truth conditional content, it is in this respect the same

thought apprehended, concerning the same individual a  and the state o f his 

trousers. Yet the ensuing behaviour we can expect is very different depending 

on how the object comes to figure in the thought. So, on this model, it seems

 ̂ K aplan  (1990), pp .39-40, writes: “W h a t w e must do  is d isen tangle  tw o epis tem ological  
notions: the o b jec ts  o j'th o u g h t (what F rege  called ‘T h o u g h ts ’) and the co g n itive  s ig n ifica n ce  o f  
an o b jec t o f  th o u g h t.. .\k ]  character  may be likened to a m anner  o f  presen ta t ion  o f  a content. 
This suggests that we identify objects o f  thought with contents  and the cognit ive  s ign if icance  of 
such objects with characters.

P rincip le  I: O bjects  o f  thought (Thoughts)  -  C onten ts  
Princip le  II: C ognit ive  s ign if icance  o f  a T hou gh t  = C harac te r .”

See also Perry ( 1977).
This  exam p le  is from  K aplan  (1977), footnote  64, p .537.
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possible that entertaining the same  singular thought may result in different states 

of m ind (if a state of mind is individuated in term s o f character). Perry writes:

W e use senses to individuate  psychological states, in ex p la in ing  and 
predicting action. W h e n  you and I en ter ta in  the sense of “A bear is about to 
attack m e,” we behave similarly. W e both roll up in a ball and  try to be as 
still as possible. Different thoughts  ap p rehended ,  sam e sense  en ter ta ined , 
sam e behaviour. W h en  you and  I both app rehend  the  th ou gh t  tha t  I am  about 
to be attacked by a bear,  we behave differently. I roll up in a ball , you run to 
get help. Sam e thought apprehended ,  different sense en ter ta ined ,  d ifferent 
behaviour.^

This model differs from the way o f characterising singular thoughts due 

to Evans and M cDowell; for here the individuating role of the object perm eates, 

as it were, the thought. Unlike the Kaplan/Perry model there is not, as regards 

singular thoughts, some level of cognitive description which is independent o f the 

object actually thought about. Rather the object appearing in the singular 

proposition, which gives the truth conditional content o f the thought, is 

responsible for all aspects o f the thought itself. A lthough the way in which the 

object is thought about, its ‘mode o f presentation’, m atters, this too is ‘sa tu ra ted’ 

by the object.'^ M odes o f presentation are, on this approach, object-dependenf. 

they are ways in which the referent is thought about which are constituted simply 

by the object itself. The distinction between this and our first approach perhaps 

comes into clearest focus in the empty cases, i.e. situations in which the speaker 

uses a singular term  expecting to refer to a particular object but, perhaps through 

hallucination, is precluded from doing so by the lack o f an appropriate object. 

Here it seems that both approaches will agree that a putative singular thought m 

such circum stances must lack truth conditional content, since this is individuated 

in terms o f an object and there is no object.'^ Beyond this how ever, it seems that 

the accounts may diverge. For Kaplan and Perry have an additional, object- 

independent level o f cognitive description relating to singular thoughts which

 ̂ Perry (1977), p .494.
 ̂ E vans  ( 1982), C hap te r  1.
There  is a third poss ib le  picture w hich we should be aw are  o f  here, for it seem s that B urge  

(e.g. (1974b)), given his c o m m itm en t  to a free logic w here  sentences con ta in ing  em pty  te rm s 
will be false yet meaningfu l ,  may reject the claim that there  is no truth condit ional con ten t 
available  in these cases. Indeed he has show n us how  we can ascr ibe truth conditional con ten t 
to sen tences  con ta in ing  em pty  terms. Yet since his position  m ight then agree  with K ap lan  and 
Perry on the central issue o f  an independent level o f  cognit ive  descrip tion , we need not 
differentia te  his account in the above discussion.
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may be invoked to explain the agent’s state o f mind in these empty cases. Thus, 

although the agent fails to entertain any truth conditional content, her state of 

mind and her ensuing behaviour may all be explained in term s o f the thought’s 

character, which can remain unchanged even where no object is ultimately 

referred to.

How ever, things are very different on the Evans/M cD ow ell picture, for 

here there is no level o f cognitive description concerning a singular thought 

which is object-independent. So, w ithout an object, neither the tru th  conditional 

content nor a ‘way of thinking’, or mode o f presentation, is available. In the 

empty case, then, it seems Evans and M cDowell ow e us som e explanation o f the 

state o f mind o f the agent and the fact that things can to an agent seem  as i f  she 

is entertaining an ordinary singular thought, despite the absence o f an object. 

Evans and M cDowell appear to diverge som ew hat in their answers to this 

question, for M cDowell sometimes seems to claim that the hallucinating agent 

has no thought at all: “ [the agent] may think there is a singular thought at, so to 

speak, a certain position in his internal organisation although there is really 

nothing precisely there” ."' Although there may be a vast num ber o f related, 

descriptive thoughts the agent has, at this crucial point she genuinely lacks 

something and is simply unaware of this fact. Evans, how ever, seems to propose 

a m ore conciliatory position, allowing that som ething may be present in these 

cases, though it clearly cannot be an ordinary singular thought. He recognises a 

kind o f ‘m ock’ or ‘apparent’ thought, related to the Fregean notion o f fiction, 

which may still be available in empty cases."  Thus this ‘mock though t’ might be 

invoked to explain the agent’s state of mind in hallucinatory cases.

To pursue the Evans and M cDowell model o f singular thoughts we 

w ould need to explore these em pty cases further, seeing w hat is entailed in either 

a ‘m ock thought’ or a ‘no thought’ view, and what could count as evidence for 

each. Furtherm ore, we might wish to consider in m ore detail the relation

M cD ow ell  (1986), p. 145.
' ' Evans (1982), p .28: “at a lm ost every  p lace  w here  F rege  d iscusses  em pty  s ingu la r  terms, the 
idea o f  myth or fiction, som etim es  even poetry , is close at h an d ” .
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between the claim that singular thoughts have a conten t individuated in terms of 

an object and the claim that singular thoughts are entirely exhausted by an object, 

seeing what motivation Evans and M cDowell have for m oving from the form er 

model to the more restrictive latter picture. Exploring these issues would, 

however, take us too far from our central concerns. So, pending such 

discussion, I shall embrace the more liberal model o f singular thoughts offered by 

Kaplan and Perry; whereby the truth conditional content o f a singular thought is 

individuated in terms o f an object, yet there remains the possibility o f a further, 

object-independent level o f cognitive description even in such cases.

Let us recapitulate: we were interested in discovering what is required for 

understanding a singular term as opposed to a descriptive phrase, and the 

suggestion was that one difference lay in the kind o f propositional content to be 

grasped. This gave rise to a further claim, that we could distinguish different 

kinds o f thoughts an agent might entertain about an object, and that only one 

kind, the singular thought, w ould be sufficient for understanding an utterance 

containing a singular term in subject position. W e then looked m ore closely at 

the nature of singular thoughts and recognised two distinct ways to characterise 

them: on the one hand, we might combine object-dependent truth conditional 

content with some object-independent level o f cognitive description, arriving at a 

picture o f a singular thought as different in kind to a descriptive thought, yet 

allowing that even in such cases a state o f mind is not entirely exhausted by the 

object thought about. Alternatively, we might stress the requirem ent for an 

object ‘all the way up’ as it were. H ow ever, it was suggested that we had as yet 

no clear reason to move tow ards the second conception o f singular thoughts 

rather than embracing the form er characterisation. So the claim  is that there is a 

difference between the kind o f proposition conveyed by a sentence containing a 

singular term in subject position and that conveyed by a sentence containing a 

quantified noun phrase. This difference is a difference in truth conditional 

content and can be used to mark a distinction in the way we think about objects 

in the world around us.
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W e should be very clear, however, that nothing we have said so far is 

objectionable to the advocate o f unification: for she might accept that 

understanding a singular term  always requires entertaining a singular thought, so 

long as a singular thought is always available given certain syntactic properties of 

an expression. That is to say, if recognition o f a certain syntactic type suffices 

for an agent to entertain a singular thought, the unification claim is put in no 

jeopardy. In this way, the kinds o f thoughts we have in relation to parts o f our 

language would be engendered by the linguistic properties o f those parts, 

specifically w hether or not they shared a syntactic category with expressions 

already classified as referential. This kind o f claim, that entertaining a singular 

proposition comes about through recognising the formal, syntactic properties of 

parts o f our language, might perhaps be attributed to Kaplan in the following 

passage:

T here  is no th ing  inaccessible to the m ind  about the sem antics  o f  direct 
reference, even w hen the reference is to that w hich  we know  only by 
description. W ha t  allows us to take various propositional a tt itudes towards 
s ingu lar  propositions is not the form of ou r  acq ua in tance  with the objects but 
is ra ther  our ability to m an ipu la te  the conceptual appara tus  o f  direct 
reference. '"

In practice, however, as Kaplan goes on to note, the recognition that 

understanding a singular term  requires entertaining a singular thought has come 

to seem an anathema to unification, for having a referential thought has been 

seen as much more than mere sensitivity to syntax.'^ Rather it has com e to seem 

a m atter o f an agent’s relation to an object and it seems eminently possible that 

this kind o f constraint might cross-cut syntactic boundaries. To see this I would 

like now to turn to some specific conceptions o f reference, all o f  which throw  

doubt on unification.

Kaplan (1990), p.45.
'  ̂ T h e  passage  quoted  above continues: “T h e  foregoing  rem arks are  a im ed  at refu ting  D irec t  
A cq u a in ta n ce  T heories o f  d irec t reference. A ccord ing  to such theories,  the quest ion  w hether  
an u tterance  expresses  a s ingula r  propos it ion  turns, in the first instance, on the s p e a k e r ’s 
know ledge  o f  the re feren t ra ther than on the. fo rm  o f  the reference . I f  the  sp eaker  lacks the 
appropria te  form o f  acqua in tance  with the referent, the u tterance  canno t  express  a s ingu la r  
proposition, and any apparently  d irectly  referring expressions used must be abbrev ia tions  or 
disguises  for som eth ing  like Fregean  descr ip tions’’.
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( 3 ) Reference as Independent o f  Syntax:

The thought here is that reference is a rich and com plex notion which has 

little or nothing to do with the notion o f syntax. W e can arrive at a conception 

o f reference w ithout studying the form and structure o f our language and thus 

our category o f singular terms in language should answer to this prior 

conception, not some internally prescribed syntactic category. This conception 

of I'eference as independent from the features o f language to be found 

regim ented in our gram m ar was, in Chapter 1, labelled a ‘syntax-independent’ 

conception. As was noted there, once we locate the hom e of reference beyond  

the confines o f the formal features o f expressions further dimensions o f choice 

open up. For where we are supposed to garner our understanding o f the relation 

from remains to be settled; however, perhaps the m ost natural move is to trace 

our conception o f the relation to our theory o f mind. Yet, even if we agree on 

this step, there are still many different ways to proceed: for instance, we might 

account for semantic concepts directly via their role in the mental life o f agents 

(as Strawson and Grice seem to); or we might seek a naturalistic reduction of 

reference, accounting for the relevant mental states through causal, or other 

physicalist, relations; or we might take our understanding o f reference to emerge 

From our theory of agents’ knowledge o f objects. To better understand what 

adopting a syntax-independent conception of reference might am ount to, let us 

look, in this section, at each o f these possibilities (which I take to be the most 

attractive or usual forms o f syntax-independent views) in m ore detail, seeing how 

each comes to collide with the predictions o f unification. Then, in the next 

section, we will turn to consider the problem s with each o f these particular 

models and the draw backs o f the syntax-independent approach in general.

The first kind of syntax-independent conception o f reference I would like 

to consider belongs to Straw son in ‘On R eferring’. On S traw son’s model 

reference is not a property expression-types or tokens can possess as abstracted 

from their context o f utterance; rather it is som ething which com es about only 

through a certain kind o f contextual deploym ent:

‘M e n t io n in g ’, or ‘re fe rr ing ’, is not som eth ing  an expression  does; it is
som eth ing  that som eone can use an expression  to do. M en t ion ing ,  or
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referring  to, som eth ing  is a characteristic  o f a use  o f  an expression , ju s t  as 
‘being abo u t’ som eth ing , and truth-or-falsity , are  charac teris t ics  o f  a use o f  a 
sentence.'"*

Given this conception o f fefcrcnee, it is not w ords, abstracted from  contexts of 

utterance, that are referential or non-referential, but words as they realise the 

referential intentions o f speakers which acquire such a semantic status. Except in 

a context, with a certain employment, language is deferentially m ute’. W e have 

a conception of reference which is independent o f our formal semantic theory for 

a language and which should thus be spelt out in some alternative vocabulary 

prior to such sem antic theorising.

For Straw son, to be a singular term  is to be a token expression which the 

speaker uses to signal her reference to an object, where this is a relation which 

we understand independently  o f the gram m ar o f our language. He notes at one 

point:

It should be c lear that the d is tinction I am  try ing to d raw  [the general 
d is tinction being between referential and descrip tive expressions] is p r im ari ly  
one between different roles o r parts  that expressions may play in a language , 
and not prim ari ly  between different groups o f  expressions; for some 
expressions may appear  in e i ther role. Som e o f  the k inds o f  w ords I shall 
speak o f  have p redom inantly ,  if not exclusively, a referential role. This  is 
most obviously true o f  p ronouns  and ordinary  p roper  names. Som e can occur 
as wholes or parts o f  expressions which have a p redom inan t ly  referential use, 
and as wholes or parts o f expressions which have  a p redom inan t ly  ascriptive 
or classif icatory use.'^

Clearly, then, characterising singular terms as those used in ‘a uniquely referring 

w ay’ is something which will run counter to the predictions o f a theory like 

unification for Straw son. For him, expressions grouped syntactically cannot be 

expected to m irror expressions grouped semantically. Although Straw son does 

not expand a great deal on how he envisages or characterises this mental act of 

using an expression in a referential way, perhaps we might think o f it as using an 

expression to ‘bring an object directly before the m ind’ or express some 

com m itm ent on the speaker’s behalf to there being a unique object she can single 

out to talk about.

p.326.
S traw son  (1950),  p p .337-8.
W ittgenste in  (1958), p .3, notes a so m ew h a t  s im ilar suggestion: “ if you are asked w hat is the 

relation betw een  a name and the thing it names, you will be inclined to answ er  that the relation
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A second theorist who em braces the account o f semantic notions in terms 

of what an agent is using an expression to do is Grice. In his reductive 

program m e he envisages accounting for the m eaning o f a sentence in 

psychological terms; specifically the intention o f the speaker which the utterance 

can be used to convey. So, in ‘M eaning’ we find him  suggesting:

Perhaps we may sum  up w hat is necessary for A  to m ean  som eth ing  by a as 
follows. /4 must intend to induce by .v a be lief  in an au d ience  and he m ust also 
intend his utterance to be recognised as so intended. But these in ten tions are 
not independent; the recognition  is intended by A to play its part in induc ing  
the belief; and if it does not do so som eth ing  will have go n e  w rong  with the 
fulfilment o f / 4 ’s in tentions.. . .Shortly ,  perhaps ,  we may say tha t meantNN 
[non-natural meaning] som eth ing  by a ”  is roughly  equ iva len t  to “/4 uttered a  

with the intention o f  inducing  a belief by m eans  o f  the recognition  o f  this 
in ten tion” .'^

Given this general explanation o f semantic notions via a theory o f mind, it seems 

that we might also conceive o f the semantic properties o f subsentential parts in 

ways which derive their content from the psychology of language users and not 

from the formal features o f our theory o f language. If this is the case then what 

we need to pay attention to in order to specify the meaning o f sentences or the 

semantic status of subsentential parts is what a speaker is using the particular 

piece o f language to do, what intentions she has in producing any given linguistic 

token. W e need to look to the cognitive eontent o f the individual and then 

regimen I our language in terms o f this. Yet given this kind o f approach, which 

locates semantic notions first and forem ost via a theory o f mind, we can have 

little reason to expect semantic categories to be reflected in syntactic classes.

Though both Straw son and Grice propose accounting for semantic 

notions at a psychological level, with their application to language being 

derivative, in some sense, on their primary use in a theory o f mind, it seems we 

can envisage taking this move one stage further. For if we were to advocate a

is a psycholog ical  one, and perhaps w hen you say this you think in part icu lar  o f  the 
m echan ism s o f  associa tion .”

G rice  (1957), p .219. W e  should note that, a l though the sententia l sem antic  notion o f  
m eaning  is to be accounted  for in this way, Grice is less explic it  abou t  subsententia l notions 
like reference. T hus the attribution to h im  o f  a sy n tax - ind epe nd en t  v iew  o f  this re lation is open 
to question; for instance, it w ould  be consis ten t with his general position  to spell out the 
intentions here as advert ing  to the syntactic  features o f  expressions .
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naturalistic reduction o f psychological properties, it seems we should be able to 

account for reference in a physical or scientific vocabulary, e.g. in terms of 

causation. Many theorists have been associated with causal approaches to 

reference; for instance, Kripke in N am ing and Necessity  and Evans in ‘The 

Causal Theory o f N am es’ both look to causation to tell us som ething about 

reference.'^ H ow ever, as we will see, K ripke’s own account seems more 

concerned with providing a picture o f reference preservation than reducing the 

reference relation itself to naturalistic terms; thus the account which will prove to 

be m ost germane at this point in our inquiry will be Field’s approach in ‘T arski’s 

Theory of Tr ut h’. F o r  Field really does suggest a naturalistic reduction of 

reference to causal (or other) term s which he deems ‘physicalistically

respectable’. We should also note in advance that, were F ield’s position

em braced, the argum ent against noun phrase unification w ould become

particularly strong; for it would then be the case that no superficially singular 

term concatenated with a sortal term  for an abstract object could ever be 

semantically a singular term. If we require causal contact with an object prior to 

referring to it, expressions like ‘that num ber’ or ‘this function’, purporting to 

refer to abstract objects (which are usually taken to be causally inert), would 

dem and semantic analyses as descriptive expressions. So a syntax-independent 

conception o f reference o f the kind we will look at next w ould not only 

undermine  the claim that syntactic category should reflect semantic kind, it 

would make such a claim  /h/.sr.

In N am ing and Necessity, K iipke is concerned to reject the so-called 

‘descriptive theory’ o f reference (whereby the extension o f a referential 

expression is decided by an object’s possession o f some particularly apposite 

property or cluster o f properties associated with a name) in favour o f a

causation-based alternative. His account posits an initial ‘baptism ’ and an 

ensuing preservation o f this w ord-object link through a continuous causal chain, 

stretching from the first use o f the expression to the current speaker w ho utters

' ^ K r ip k e  (1980); E vans  (1973). 
' ‘'F i e l d  (1972).
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the name with the intention o f co-referring with the initial baptiser. The appeal 

to the causal chain found in K ripke’s account, however, serves primarily to 

explicate the notion of reference preservation', that is to say, its role in the theory 

seems to be to underpin and explain how a singular term  in our m ouths can pick 

out the same individual it was introduced to name, even when current speakers 

may lack any direct contact with the referent (e.g. how my utterance of 

‘A ristotle’ serves to refer to an Ancient G reek philosopher who dies long ago). 

Thus it seems that the initial referential act or baptism  still stands in need of 

explanation. Furtherm ore, we should be clear that Kripke himself did not 

propose his account as a new theory o f reference; but stressed instead that it 

offered only a new picture  of the relation.

Yet, it seems that we m ight go on to explicate even the fundamental 

referential act in a thoroughly causal way. For instance, D evitt appeals to 

causation to preserve reference and then takes perception to be the key to any 

initial referential act. Thus, when considering the Kripkean case o f an utterance 

of “Smith is raking leaves” , as said of Jones, he writes;

In virtue o f  what does a speaker  mean Sm ith  or Jones? W h a t  w ould m ake 
either person “ the object of th ou gh t” ? I suggest  answ ers  in term s o f  causal 
chains o f  a certa in  sort; I call them  “d -ch a in s” , short for “des igna ting  
cha in s” ... .U nderly ing  [a parad igm atic  use o f  ‘J o n e s ’] is a causal network 
s tretching back th rough  o ther  p eo p le ’s uses and  u lt im ately  “g rou nd ed  in ”
.Tones in a face-to-face  perceptual situation.^ '

Our primary referential instance then is the perceptual situation and if we were to 

hold a purely causal theory o f perception, such as that put forw ard by Gi'ice, this 

would seem to yield a thoroughly causal account o f r e f e r e n c e .W id e n in g  our 

constraint to require an object to be causally responsible for information beyond 

the purely perceptual might lead us tow ard the kind o f picture put forw ard by 

Evans in his ‘The Causal Theory o f N am es’. H ere the fundam ental notion is of 

an object serving as the cause or source o f a body o f information we associate

Kripke (1980), pp .93-4: “ [R jather than g iv ing a set o f  necessary  and suffic ient condit ions 
which will work for a term like reference, I want to p resen t Just a b e tte r  p ic tu re  than the 
picture presented by the received v iews... .[PJhilosophical analyses o f  som e concep t  like 
reference, in com ple te ly  different terms which m ake  no m ention  o f  reference, are very apt to 
fail.”

D evitt  (1981), p .5 1 5.
-- G rice  (1961).
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with a name; so that an object is the referent o f an expression not necessarily 

because it fits  the body of information we associate with the name (as the 

‘description theory' claimed) but because it is causally responsible for (a 

significant part of) that information. Thus he writes;

Such an expression  as ‘T ha t m o u n ta in ee r ’ in ‘T h a t  m ou n ta in ee r  is com ing  to 
tow n to n ig h t’ may avert to a body o f  in form ation  p resum ed  in com m on  
possession, perhaps  th rough  the new spapers ,  w hich  fixes its denota t ion . No 
one can be tha t m oun ta ineer  unless he is the source o f  tha t inform ation  no 
m atter  how perfectly  he fits it, and o f  course  so m eon e  can be tha t  m an  and fail 
to  fi t quite  a bit o f  it.'^

The key to determining an expression’s referent is then the idea o f an object’s 

being causally responsible for a body of information. An expression might be 

thought to be a referential expression if it answers to a ‘dossier’ which is causally 

dependent on a certain object.

The appeals to causation to be found in Kripke and Evans have, it seems, 

more to do with overcom ing the problem s o f the description theory o f reference 

assignment than a desire to reduce reference itself to a naturalistic notion. 

How ever, this latter, truly reduetive view of reference has been proposed by 

some, e.g. Field in his paper ‘T arski’s Theory o f T ru th ’. Field sees an 

unreconcilable conflict between physicalism (which seems for him to be the claim 

that the physical facts exhaust all the facts) and irreducibly semantic notions. He 

defines a position called ‘sem anticalism ’ as “the doctrine that there are 

irreducibly semantic facts. The semanticalist claims, in other w ords, that 

semantic phenom ena (such as the fact that ‘schnee’ refers to snow) must be 

accepted as primitive, in precisely the way that electrom agnetic phenom ena are 

aecepted as prim itive (by those who accept M axw ell’s equations)” . F i e l d  wants 

to preserve his version o f physicalism as against semanticalism, thus he must 

offer us a reduction o f semantic notions to physical relations; the prim e candidate 

for reference being causation. W e should see the referential status o f a linguistic 

expression as underw ritten by w hat Field calls ‘primitive denotation’: a

Evans ( 1973),  p .24.
T he  notion o f  a ‘d o ss ie r ’ is central in C r im m ins  (1992); how ever ,  I believe the term first 

appears  in the work o f  Grice.
Field (1972),  pp.92-3.
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physicalistically respectable relation in term s o f which the semantie notion can be 

explained.

Although Field does not go into a great deal o f detail about this 

sLibvenient base ,  he d o es  n o te  with approval the developm ent o f causal accounts 

such as K ripke’s. Yet although it seems natural to group the search for a 

naturalistic reduction o f reference alongside eausal theories (but perhaps not, 

given what we said earlier, alongside Kripke), Field himself sounds a note of 

caution about seeing causation as the sole factor at w ork here:

I d o n ’t th ink  that Kripke or anyone else th inks that pu re ly  causal theories of 
primitive denota t ion  can be developed (even for p roper  nam es of past physical 
objects and for na tura l-k ind  predicates); this how ever should  not blind us to 
the fact that he has suggested a new kind o f  factor involved in denota t ion  that 
gives new hope to the idea o f  exp la in ing  the connec tion  between language  and 
the things it is about. It seem s to me that the possibility o f  som e such  theory 
o f  denotation  (to be deliberately  very vague) is essential to the jo in t  acceptance  
o f  physica lism  and the sem antic  term  ‘d en o te s ’ ."̂ ’

So we are offered no m ore concrete account o f primitive denotation, ju st the 

promissory note that causation plus some other physicalistically respectable 

notions will eventually be able to replace reference as an essentially semantic 

concept.

The final kind o f approach to reference, which accords with the 

ambiguity theorist’s assum ption that syntax cannot be expected to have much to 

do with semantics, which I want to look at is to be found in the w ork o f Russell 

and (to an extent) Evans. W hat Russell and Evans share in their discussion of 

reference is a particularly epistemological slant on the issue; though reference is 

once again approached through a theory o f mind, what m atters is the kind  o f  

knowledge  an agent has about an object.^^ The im portant notions here are to do 

with the way in which an agent knows about an object; for only by standing in 

the close, intimate relation with an object which yields a particular kind of

pp.99-100.
Nelson (1992), pp .63-4, writes: “ R u sse l l’s conception  o f  reference continues the line o f  

British em pir ic ism  from L ocke  through Mill.  R e ference  is based on the acqua in tance  a person 
has with the objects o f  his im m edia te  experience; it is a w ord-to-ob jec t  link established by a 
know ing  subjects acquain tance  with the world. H en ce  re ference  theory is a dep a r tm en t  o f  
theory o f  know ledge.’’
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knowledge o f it, can a speaker be in a position to refer to it. An agent m ust, so 

to speak, be ‘acquainted’ with the objects she refers to. This suggestion belongs 

originally to Russell, who recognised two different kinds o f know ledge an agent 

might have about an object: knowledge by description and know ledge by 

acquaintance.

I shall say that an object is ‘know n by desc r ip t io n ’ w hen w e k n o w  that it is
'the  so -an d -so ’, i.e. when we know  tha t there  is one  object, and  no more,
hav ing  a certa in  p roperty .. . .W e know  that the cand ida te  w ho gets the most
votes will be elected, and in this case  we are very likely also acqua in ted  (in the
only sense in w hich  one can be acquain ted  with som eone  else) w ith  the m an
who is, in fact, the candida te  who will get most votes, but we do  not know
which o f  the candida tes  he is, i.e. we do not know  any propos it ion  o f  the form
‘A is the cand ida te  who will get most votes’ w here A is one o f  the candida tes  
, 2S
by name.

Russell’s idea is that we can only genuinely refer, i.e. use singular term s about, 

those objects which we are acquainted with;^^ this is his ‘principle of 

acquaintance’, which he motivates as follows:

The  ch ie f  reason for suppos ing  the p r incip le  true is that it seem s scarcely 
possible to believe that we can m ake a ju d g e m en t  or en ter ta in  a supposition  
without k now ing  w hat it is that we are ju d g in g  or suppos ing  about. . . .!  shall,  
therefore, in what follows, assum e the princip le  and use it as a guide in 

analys ing ju d g em en ts  that contain  descriptions.'^^'

How ever, if Ihe principle o f acquaintance is to act as an inform ative guide in the 

analysis o f utterances, we need to be clear about exactly w hat the relation of 

‘acquaintance’ am ounts to and this has proved a controversial matter.

The intuitive distinction seems clear enough: acquaintance is som e sort of 

direct contact with an object, while description is know ledge based solely on 

predicative claims about some entity. H ow ever, it is in m oving from this 

intuitive grasp o f the notion to anything m ore concrete that Russell’s own 

account loses much o f its appeal. For Russell was led to claim  that the only true

■ Russell (191 1), p. 156.
T h ere  is an exegetical quest ion  here; for instance, Sainsbury  (1995) seem s to sugges t  that 

Russell should be taken as propos ing  a constra in t on though t and not on the analys is  o f  
singular terms in a public language. On this reading, Russell w ould  seem  to be very close  to 
the position I ascribe Evans below.

Ib id ., pp. 159-60. W e m ight note that C app io  (1981) has a rgued  that initially , in ‘On 
D e n o t in g ’, the principle  o f  acqua in tance  em erged  as a conseq u en ce  o f  R u sse l l ’s theory o f  
descriptions; w hereas in later works, e.g. ‘K n ow ledge  by A cqua in tance  and  K n o w led g e  by 
D esc r ip t io n ’, it is taken as a co n stra in t on an accep tab le  analysis  o f  defin ite  descrip tions.
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objects o f acquaintance were sense-data (nam ed via the genuine names ‘this’ and 

‘th a t’), uni versais and, perhaps, the self, since these were the only objects which 

could be ‘directly before the m ind’. ’' This property, he thought, m ade them 

capable of sustaining the degree of incorrigibility he required for an agent’s most 

fundamental knowledge. This clearly gives rise to a very strong argum ent 

against unification, for we are severely limited in those objects we can use 

referential expressions of. As Cappio notes:

R usse l l’s c la im  is that the only sentences tha t  conta in  “B ism arck ” as a 
genuine  nam e are those uttered by B ism arck  himself, on the ground  tha t  only 
B ism arck  could even unders tand  such a sen tence.. . .for those o f  us w ho do  not 
know Bism arck, ju s t  because we can unders tand  propositions apparen t ly  about 
him, they must really not be about him: that is, they canno t  conta in  h im  as a 
constituent. O ur propositions about B ism arck  must be different propositions 
from B ism arc k ’s about h im se lf  even though  they may have the sam e verbal

32
expression.

H ow ever, the epistemological background which serves to give content to the 

principle of acquaintance for Russell (and the extrem ely restrictive account o f the 

objects o f reference it gives rise to) holds little attraction in the contem porary 

arena. So, we might w onder, can we elaborate the acquaintance relation in any 

way which does not lose its appeal

One initial way to spell out exactly what is m eant by ‘acquaintance’ might 

be to appeal to perception. In this way we could claim that an agent is 

acquainted with an object only if that object is immediately available for 

dem onstrative location; i.e. is recognised as present in the immediate 

environm ent o f the interlocutors. H ow ever, a m om ent’s reflection should show 

us that in fact this suggestion is too extrem e to be plausible. For there are a 

myriad of cases we surely wish to count as referential which do not meet this 

standard. The m ost obvious category being dem onstratives used to talk about 

objects which are no longer perceptually present; thus ‘that man was aw ful’ said 

of som eone who has ju st left the room , or ‘that girl was terrific’ said o f som eone 

met last year. Nevertheless, the notion o f perception itself does seem  to capture

Russell (1918).
C app io  (1981). p .200.

"  As Sainsbury  (1979) has argued, it is unlikely that there is any m ore  relaxed constrain t 
which could fit into the Russellian p rog ram m e itself, g iven the ep is tem ological c la im s he 
wanted to support.
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som ething very im portant to the notion o f reference; so perhaps what 

‘acquaintance’ needs to capture is the idea that the object is now  or has been  

perceived by the agent. In this way, being ‘acquainted’ with an object would 

require an experiential encounter o f some kind with that object. Thus singular 

lei'ms used to pick out objects which the agent has direct experience o f may be 

countenanced as semantically singular, while others will be semantically 

quantificational. Or again, those superficial quantified noun phrases which 

require a singular, perception-based thought to com prehend will be semantically 

referential, otherwise they will be analysed as the denoting phrases their surface 

form suggests.

On closer inspection, however, it is not immediately clear that the notion 

o f perception per se can play the role o f the non-syntactic condition on 

referential status. For instance, we might feel that it is som ew hat unclear exactly 

what we perceive, as Dum m ett notes when considering such an appeal for the 

distinction between abstract and concrete objects:

T his  makes the d is tinction relative to h um an  faculties, for it is evidently  
so m etim es  a con tingent matter  w hether  or not som eth ing  affects hum an sense- 
o rgans: by such a cri terion, light-waves would be concre te  but radio waves 
abstract. Moreover,  difficulties would arise, in app ly ing  such a defin it ion , as 
to w hat counted  as, e.g. ‘fee l ing’ som ething: do we feel the grav ita t ional pull 
o f  the E arth , lor instance, or do we feel only the p ressure  o f the  objects w hich  
suppor t  us, or, again , do we really feel, not the  pressure , but only the  objects 

th e m se lv e s? ’^

D um m ett contends that brute appeal to which objects it is possible for us to 

perceive cannot provide a principled division betw een abstract and concrete 

objects.’  ̂ If this is correct, it relates to our current proposal (that the possible 

objects o f perception dem arcate the objects o f reference), for unless we have a

D u m m et t  (1973), pp.480-1 .
As W rig h t  (1983), pp .66-7, notes, how ever ,  D u m m e t t ’s objection  is not to refe rence  to 

abstract objects p e r  se: “ It seem s that, for D um m ett ,  the a ss ignm ent  o f  refe rence  to abstract 
s ingular  te rm s need not be illeg itim a te  - it all depends  on w hether  our exp lana tions  o f  con tex ts  
involving those  terms are in good order. W h a t  for D u m m ett  is il legitimate, in the absence  o f  
support fo r the G odelian  brand o f  p la tonism  (according to w hich  we possess  faculties directly 
sensitive to abstract objects as our o rdinary  senses are to concre te  ones) is the attribution o f  
reference realistically co nst rued” . This  is an objection W righ t h im se lf  rejects (see, for 
instance, p p .82-3: “ if the objectivity  o f  the exis tence  o f  the referen t o f  abstract s ingula r  terms is 
not suffic ient to legitimate a realistic  construal o f  reference for them, w hat can ‘rea l is t ic ’ 
possibly m ea n ? ” ).
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clear distinction between objeets we can and cannot perceive we will be unable 

to use this to underpin a distinction between objects we can and cannot refer to. 

Can an utterance o f ‘that pull’ succeed in being a semantically referential 

expression in virtue o f my perception o f the E arth ’s gravitational field, or should 

it be analysed in some other way? So, if we are utilising our sensory meehanisms 

to delimit what we can becom e acquainted with, and acquaintance in turn as 

instrumental in defining semantic category via its role in singular thoughts, then, 

if we accept D um m ett’s worry, it seems we will be left w ith borderline cases.

As well as failing to draw  a concrete division, how ever, an appeal to 

perception also appears to be too strict to delimit an intuitively appealing 

category. For it seems to be the case that reference can go ahead concerning 

objects which the agent has never directly experienced herself, but which she has 

learnt about vicariously, through some other medium. D o we really wish to be 

forced to claim that an utterance is necessarily non-referential simply because the 

speaker’s information about an object comes from other m em bers o f her 

linguistic comm unity? I may never have been in perceptual contact with 

Zanzibar, but the testim ony of others seems to license singular thoughts about it 

and thus referential utterances utilising the singular term  ‘that p lace’. Or again, 

imagine that we are reading o f a long running crime spree in the local area 

where, due to the peculiar modus operandi in each case, the police are convinced 

that a single individual must be responsible for all the incidents. H ere it might 

seem that I am sufficiently well acquainted with the individual w ho has 

com m itted these crimes to utter “That robber has struck again!” and thereby say 

something genuinely referential.

Cases like these prom pted Evans to try to extend the notion of 

acquaintanee beyond the perceptual model, through a concern with the transfer 

or preservation o f information. Thus, just as the memory o f a perceptual 

encounter with an object may serve to ground a later referential act to that object 

by the same agent; so a perceptual eneounter with an object by one agent might 

serve to ground a later referential act to that object by another  agent. In a way
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analogous to our use o f perception as a mechanism for gathering information 

about our surroundings, Evans suggests that we can utilise the testim ony of 

others as a means o f disseminating information throughout a comm unity and 

discrim inating objects prior to reference to them. For Evans the key to widening 

Russell’s approach beyond the confines o f perception was the notion of 

identification:

[T lhe  know ledge which R usse l l’s Princip le  requires is w hat m igh t  be called 
d isc r im ina t ing  knowledge; the subject must have the capacity  to d is t inguish  
the object o f his Judgem en t from all o ther th ings . . .W e have the  idea o f  certa in  
sufficient condit ions for being able to d isc r im in a te  an  object from all o ther  
things: for exam ple , when one  can perceive it at the p resen t  time; w hen  one 
can recognise it if presented  with it; and  when one know s d is t ing u ish ing  facts 

about it. ’^

M uch of The Varieties o f  Reference  is spent trying to codify this constraint, 

expanding it from the perceptual case where we have a fairly good grasp of what 

it entails, into other less clear cases such as recognition and description.

As we saw above, Evans allows that object identification via perception 

and memory can be extended via identification o f an object through the 

testim ony of others. Furtherm ore, he was even willing to perm it the 

identificatory knowledge necessary for reference to abstract objects (thus the 

worry derived from Dum m ett concerning ‘borderline’ cases is dissolved):

fs there any th ing  correspond ing  to dem onstra t ive  identif ication in the case of 
abstract objects? C ertain ly  it would have to be o f  a quite  different charac te r  
from dem onstra t ive  identif ication o f  physical objects, s ince the fu ndam enta l  
ground  o f  difference of such objects is not spat io - tem poral.  N everthe less ,  
there are locutions which are suggestive  o f  such an identif ication; for instance,
‘this co lo u r ’, ‘this so n g ’, or ‘that p o in t ’ (said dur in g  a ph ilosophica l 
d iscussion). . . .W e need a d is tinction  between th in k in g  o f  the object o f  a 
thought via a descrip tion  like ‘the type o f  w hich  this  is a  to k e n ’, and th in k in g  
of it as th is type. T h e  la tter is a possibility only for som eone who perceives 
the token clearly enough  to be able to abstract the properties o f  the type. A nd 
this latter position may be a positive requirem ent for understanding.^^

So, although we must accept that abstract objects are not available for the same 

kind o f ostensive dem onstration as other objects, there seems to be no immediate 

move from this recognition to the claim that they are not objects o f acquaintance 

and therefore not possible relata for the reference relation. Yet, despite the

.16 E vans  ( 1982), p .89.
Ibid..  pp. 198-9.
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potential extension o f the notion to abstract term s, if we were to take the 

imposition o f this enriched Russellian condition as constitutive o f som ething’s 

being a singular term then we could still construct an argum ent against 

unification. In the schematic form o f the ambiguity theorist’s argum ent which 

we looked at in §1, such a stance would take E vans’ ‘knowing w hich’ condition 

as condition C; so that an expression, r, is a singular term  iff understanding t 

requires an agent to satisfy C - to know which object t picks out.

Once again, imposing this sort o f condition on what it is to be a singular 

term would cast serious doubt on the veracity o f unification. For we could have 

no guarantee that the class o f expressions for which the syntax-independent 

constraint holds would form  a hom ogenous syntactic category. Yet despite the 

apparent ease with which Evans’ conception o f reference in thought lends itself 

to an argum ent for am biguity, we should be very clear that no  such m ove is made 

by Evans. Indeed, as we will see in the next section, he explicitly em braces what 

1 am calling the ‘syntax-dependent’ view, which in turn lends itself to unification. 

Evans takes the semantic category o f singular term s to be w edded to syntactic 

features of our language, and his strategy is then to consider w hether this 

independently charaeterised semantic class can all be thought o f as ‘Russellian 

singular term s’ (i.e. those which meet his individuating knowledge condition) or 

not. The Russellian singular term s are a class characterised by their relation to 

certain thoughts, but he does not think that such a grouping will necessarily find 

a natural home in the classifications o f ordinaiy language. So, if we were to 

claim  that what it is to be a singular term is to be an expression which requires an 

agent to know which object is being referred to in order to understand that 

expression then the unified stance w ould be underm ined; but, to repeat, making 

such a claim would seem to diverge from E vans’ own stance here.

To recap; we were in search o f ways o f conceiving o f the reference 

relation which would throw  doubt on the relation betw een syntax and semantics 

appealed to by unified accounts, and we have seen that there are many such 

models. For if the theory o f reference is conceived o f as, first and forem ost, a
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division of the theory o f mind (w hether this is treated naturalistically or not), 

then it seems those features relevant for determining referential status, such as 

the use an expression is being put to in the mind o f the speaker, the causal 

relations betw een agent and object, or the way in which an agent know s about an 

object, need not be constrained by syntactic boundaries. Given a conception of 

reference which is available prior to the study o f the formal features o f our 

language we cannot expect the semantic category o f singular terms to match up 

with any (collection of) syntactic categories. This then is the m ajor difficulty the 

advocate of unification must face: prim a facie, the search for a ‘m entalistic’ 

rendition o f reference, which can then be brought to semantic theorising, might 

seem quite appealing. Yet if we em brace this model our grounds for accepting 

unification cannot but be undermined. H ow ever, I w ould like now to suggest 

that, contrary to this prim a facie  appearance, no such conception o f reference 

fits our intuitive view o f the relation. First we will see that, on closer inspection, 

it is much harder to deliver any such candidate which seems a satisfactory 

replacem ent for a linguistic conception o f reference. Second, I will contend that 

reflection on the kind o f reference relation appealed to by natural language 

speakers, and the kind of theoretical constraints we can expect on the notion, 

shows us that it is the syntax-dependent sem antic account (which is favourable to 

the idea o f som e kind o f significant syntactic-sem antic relation) which should be 

endorsed by theorists, as it already is by ordinary speakers.

(4) Problems with Syntax-indevendent Concevtions o f  Reference:

As we saw above, the only potential candidate so far for a non-sem antic 

reduction o f reference is the causal theory o f reference. Although Field notes 

such an account may need appending with additional, physicalistically respectable 

notions, since he offers us no account o f what these might be, I think we are 

justified in concentrating solely on causation. Yet there are difficulties with 

treating this notion as able to explicate reference: on the one hand, as theorists 

like Dum m ett, Evans and Fpllesdal have noted, the account has problem s with 

“com m unitywide changes that make a term  that referred to one thing at one time
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refer to something else la ter"/^  W hile, on the o ther hand, as Evans objects, a 

purely causal condition seems to permit reference in some situations where 

intuition appears to prohibit it. This problem  (which seems to play a significant 

part in supporting Evans’ epistemological condition despite the im portant role of 

causation to his account in general) is illustrated in the main by a certain kind of 

thought-experim ent in The Varieties o f  Reference.

We are asked to imagine that one day a subject briefly sees two 

indistinguishable steel balls rotating around a middle point, so that he then 

believes nothing about one ball which he does not also believe about the other.

This  is certa inly a si tuation in which the subject cann o t  d isc r im ina te  one  of 
the balls from all o ther  th ings, since he canno t  d isc r im ina te  it from its fellow.
A nd a pr inc ip le  which prec ludes the ascr ip tion  to the subject o f  a though t 
about one o f  the balls surely has intuitive appeal. C ertain ly , if  one  im ag ines  
o nese lf  in this situation, and attem pts  to specu la te  about one  o f  the balls ra the r  
than the other, o ne  finds onese lf  a t tem pting  to exploit som e d is t ingu ish ing  

fact or other.

H ow ever, mere appeal to causation does not guarantee a subject cannot entertain 

genuine referential thoughts in such a case. For instance, imagine that, instead of 

a single experience o f both balls, the subject instead sees one ball on one day and 

the other on the next. H ow ever, at some later date, it is only the latter 

experience which the subject retains a memory o f (perhaps as a result o f some 

very localised amnesia), and he now  tries to entertain a thought about ‘that shiny 

ball’. Here, although again there is no discriminating conception the agent can 

employ, it is the case that only one ball is causally responsible for the agent’s 

current thought. So, we have a case where a causal constraint is satisfied, while 

the requirem ent for discriminating know ledge is not; and here, Evans suggests, 

contra the causal rendition, reference should be ruled out.

Fpllesdal (1995), p .63. W e  m ight here think o f  E v a n s ’ (1973),  pp. 10-11, ex am ple  o f  the 
name ‘M a d ag asc a r ’ , or  D u m m e t t ’s (1973), pp. 150-1, d iscussion  o f  the nam es o f  G erm an  card 
games. A further poss ib le  objection  is noted by H arm an  (1993), p. 152, w ho high l igh ts  the 
problem o f  how we are to spell out an a p propria te  causal chain , and takes this to dem o ns tra te  
that causation a lone  is insufficient: “ S om eth in g  m ore  than m ere  causal relations has to be 
relevant to w hat a term  names, since the term will have  causal relations to ir re levant things. 
T here  are causal relations o f  various sorts be tw een  my use o f  the term ‘V a n ’ and m y 
ne ig h b o u r’s house (w hich  I identify as ‘V a n ’s h o u se ’), his child ren  ( ‘V a n ’s c h i ld ren ’). ..[But] I 
do not use ‘V a n ’ as a nam e for any o f  these o ther  th ings” .

E vans  (1982), p.90.

218



His reason for this is that such a thought would be unconnected to any of 

the cognitive abilities which indicate an individual’s grasp o f a referential 

thought. There is nothing the agent could do  w ith a non-discrim inating 

referential thought which w ould distinguish it from  the entertaining o f an 

ordinary descriptive idea.

[O jur  subjec t’s supposed Idea  o f  tha t ball is completely independen t,  not only 
from any possible experience , but also from every th ing  else  in his conceptual 
repertoire. T h ere  is no quest ion  o f  his recognising  the ball; and there  is 
no th ing else he can do w hich will show that his tho ug h t  is really about one of 
the two balls (about that ball), ra ther  than about the other. T he  supposed 
thought - the supposed surplus over the ex h yp o th es i no n-ind iv idua ting  

descrip tive thought - is apparent ly  not connected  to anything.^^

In the case o f the amnesiac, there is nothing which possession o f the non

discriminating idea o f the object adds to the agent; he will not know , faced with 

any other ball (which he can identify), w hether this ball is the same as the one he 

thought o f earlier (indeed, Evans’ suggests that he w ould not even really know 

what it would be for the answer to such an identity query to be ‘yes’ or ‘no ’). 

So, none of the abilities which seem so fundamental to ascriptions o f genuine 

reference are preserved by allowing reference where discriminating know ledge is 

absent. If the supposed singular thought is isolated from  everything else in the 

agen t’s conceptual repertoire, it also seems that it will fail what E vans’ calls the 

‘Generality C onstrain t’.'̂ ' This tells us that, for any singular thought ‘F a’, 

entertained by an agent, T, A must also be able to entertain thoughts o f the form 

’G a’ and ‘H a’ (i.e. thinking o f the object as possessing other properties in her 

conceptual repertoire), and the form ‘Eb’ and ‘Ec’ (i.e. thinking o f o ther objects 

she can identify as satisfying the predicate). Yet, in the case envisaged, where 

the speaker cannot identify which object she is thinking about, Evans seems to 

suggest that the first part of the G enerality Constraint will be contravened. Since 

the subject cannot identify which object is named by ‘a ’, he cannot, it might 

seem, consider alternative propositions in which the object picked out by ‘a ’ 

figures. Therefore positing a singular thought in such cases is explanatorily

Ibid., p. 1 15. 
Ibid., pp. 100-5.
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unm otivated. Nothing the agent is capable o f doing could manifest an 

understanding o f anything more than a descriptive proposition.

So there seem to be problem s with taking appropriate causal relations as 

giving a satisfactoiy account o f our intuitive conception o f reference; what can 

we say o f the other accounts? Turning to E vans’ own preferred suggestion, the 

‘knowing w hich’ condition, I would like to suggest that here again there are 

certain prim a fa c ie  worries; for it may seem that such a condition comes too 

close to specifying what it is to verify a referential statem ent, rather than 

appealing to what is constitutive  o f reference itself. That is to say, we should be 

careful here to distinguish two distinct claims: first, the claim  that for an object to 

be the referent o f a thought/expression the agent m ust be appropriately related to 

it; and second, the claim that for an agent to be sure or know  which object she is 

referring to she m ust be appropriately related to it.'^  ̂ A singular term  referring to 

X might be thought to become a useful piece o f cognitive currency only when an 

agent is related to x in precisely the ways outlined by Evans; yet this is not to say 

that, when the term is not useful, when uses o f it are not as we might say 

‘know ledge-invoking’, its referential status m ust be revoked. The w orry is that 

in canvassing a condition which holds in the vast majority o f referential cases we 

have been blinded to the possibility o f reference w ithout these conditions. As 

Crimmins notes:

[This] a rg um en t makes the fo llow ing mistake: we canvass  typ ica l cases in 
which beliefs really are about specific ind iv iduals . . .and  w e notice that in each 
of them  the agent s tands in a som ew hat  in t im ate  relation to the individual in 
question, leading us to suspect that this sort o f  re la tion  is w hat m akes  the 
belief truly about the  individual. All we are  enti tled to conc lude  is tha t we 
typically form beliefs truly about individuals only w hen w e are related to them  
in an in t im ate  m anner .  T h e  righ t way to th ink  about this  fact is as ar is ing  
from a constra in t  on the usefu lness  o f  fo rm ing  a notion abou t an individual.'^^

To judge a referential act successful the satisfaction o f certain contextual 

features, such as an appropriate causal connection or identificatory ability, is 

necessary. H ow ever, contra this attack on the unified stance, there is no

As De Souza (1974), p.454, notes: ‘“ K now ing  w h o ’ is a con tex t-d epen den t  notion: it is 
know ing  ‘how  to get to ’ in a sense that can vary accord ing  to opportun ity  and interests. 
R eferr ing, on the o ther  hand, is e ither done  or not d on e .”

C r im m in s  (1992), p .86.
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immediate move from  features which are contextually required to know  that the 

exercise of an ability has been successful to a claim about constitutive features of 

that ability.

Finally, then, we come to the general approach which seem ed to underlie 

all o f the above accounts: the idea that we could approach reference 

independently o f a formal semantic theory for a language, specifically through a 

theory o f thought. N ow , however, we might begin to w onder w hether such an 

approach can indeed be as plausible as first supposed. For the claim is that we 

can regiment our language with respect to the classifications in thought; yet 

reflection seems to show that the kinds o f classifications we can draw  in thought 

are not of the right kind to impose on language. For instance, though Evans 

goes to great lengths in The Varieties o f  Reference  to explicate and understand 

the many different ways in which an agent can com e to entertain a singulai' 

thought about an object, he does not suggest that this nebulous and 

heterogeneous class can be used to regiment language. There is a discrepancy 

between the formal, static features o f language as a means o f representation and 

com m unication, and the complex, rich and varied ways in which objects can 

figure in the thoughts undeipinning language production. Tokens o f exactly the 

same sentence type may be correlated in the minds o f language users with a 

plethora o f different kinds of thoughts; in a way which gives us no leverage in 

our attem pt to capture the systematic meaning properties o f our language if we 

begin solely with our theory of mind.

To put m atters crudely, there are ju st too m any  and too varied  linguistic 

items which can com e with Straw sonian referential intentions attached for such 

intentions to hope to dem arcate a semantic kind in natural language. For 

instance, recall the kind o f indefinite description highlighted by Chastain, which 

we looked at in C hapter 5; here an utterance o f ‘a m an’ or ‘an apple’ was 

thought to be referential if used to draw attention to one particular object. Yet, 

although some theorists have argued for referential semantic status for 

indefinites, in practice this is a line few theorists wish to take. R ather, ordinary
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speakers and theorists seem to agree that expressions o f this form  (and others 

like ‘some girl’) are not to be intuitively aligned with referring terms; yet equally 

such expressions can come with Straw sonian referential intentions in place. 

W hat this reveals is that such intentions are not param ount in assessm ents of 

linguistic meaning. If we are trying to capture the semantics o f noun phrases 

then we need to look to the role and the form of the expression-types, not to the 

heterogeneous aims with which they may be uttered. To repeat: if we want to 

give the m eaning of a sentence, or the semantic status o f a subsentential item, we 

should look to the language it is a part o f and not the vagaries o f the intention it 

may come with.' '̂^

So, it has been suggested that there are serious worries with the general 

project of conceiving o f reference as independent o f the formal properties o f our 

language; for none o f the particular candidates so far suggested seem  satisfactory 

and furtherm ore the whole approach seems ill-conceived. To conclude, in the 

final section o f this chapter, I w ould like to suggest that the attem pt to find a 

feasible, syntax-independent conception o f reference, by which we might 

characterise our semantic category o f referential expressions, is not something 

we need to embark on anyway. For it seems that the conception o f reference 

ordinary language speakers are com m itted to, and which accords best with 

general methodological and theoretical aims, is the syntax-dependent notion, 

which offers us no threat to unification.

(5) The Syntax-dependent Conception o f  Reference:

The conception o f reference I wish to advocate instead o f the kind of 

approach put forw ard above is the syntax-dependent account first outlined in 

Chapter 1. This position is perhaps best given in a passage from  Evans:

It seems to me reasonable  to hold that the sem antica l re lation o f  reference 
(between s ing u la r  te rm s and objects in the world) is em pirica lly  anchored  by 
its connection  with the concept o f  truth as app lied  to atom ic sentences 
(sentences in w hich an n-p lace  concept-express ion  is com bined  with n

W e might relate this point back to our d iscussion  o f  the formal sem antic  approach  versus 
com m unica t ion  theoretic accounts  in C hap te r  I, w here  w e noted the difficulty  o f  spelling  out 
the notion o f  a ‘speech ac t ’ in any adequate  way which did not p resuppose  som e e lem ent o f  the 
fortnal approach; we should now be in a better position to see why this is the case.
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s ing u la r  terms). T he  most e lem entary  form o f  the p r inc ip le  connec t ing  
refe rence  with truth is
(P) If^" is an atom ic  sen tence  in w hich the n-place concep t expression R 

is com bined  with n s ingu la r  te rm s then  S  is true if f  <the 
referent o f  r/... the referent o f  t„> satisfies R.

. .. .(P) may be regarded  as s im ultaneously  and implicitly  defin ing  reference
and satisfaction in terms of t r u th  This  is all you know, and all you need to
know  by way of a d e fin ition  o f  reference.. .Given this charac te r iza tion  of 
reference, it seems to me to be correct to regard as a referr ing  expression  any 
expression  whose contr ibut ion  to the tru th-condit ions o f  sentences co n ta in ing  
it is stated exclusively by m eans o f  the relation of reference  which is found in

(P)/'

A .syntax-dependent conception o f reference such as this is exhausted by all the 

correct instances o f our referential axiom; there is nothing m ore to know about 

reference than is supplied by clauses o f the form ‘the referent o f “r ” = f  (or 

parallel constructions, such as B urge’s more com plex biconditional reference 

clause ‘(Vx) R ef (“t” ) = x iff x = t ’).^  ̂ Such a ‘theory o f reference’ seems to 

echo one o f D avies’ conceptions o f a theory o f meaning, which we examined in 

Chapter 1, whereby the theory provides all the correct instances o f a schem a like 

‘ .V means in ’ (or some equivalent), even though it may not offer any reductive or 

deep explanation of the property o f m eaning itself."*^

The thought is that we can offer a theory of reference of this kind without 

ever having to assume that there is a deep or substantive property, autonom ous 

from our understanding of the form and function o f certain linguistic items, upon 

which the reference relation deployed in these kinds o f clauses ultimately 

depends/^  Yet, embracing a conception o f reference which eschew s the demand 

for any kind o f reduction or restatem ent o f the relation in term s from  outside our 

formal semantic theory does not mean that we cannot seek to impose constraints 

on the occurrences o f singular terms. Instead, the idea is that any such 

conditions will come from wider concerns (like w hat is required to verify a 

referential act, the conditions under which we can usefully say referential things

E vans  (1982),  p .49.
B u rge  (1974b) ,  p. 192.
D avies  (1981),  p p .3-6.
T thus reject c la im s like that m ade by N elson  (1992), p. 100, w hen d iscussing  F ie ld ’s (1972) 

analogy with theories  o f  valence, that: “A useful definit ion o f  ‘v a len ce ’ should tell us what 
valence is; and F ie ld ’s view (and mine) is that a theory o f  reference is hopeless  w ithout saying 
what it is, and this must include the const i tu tive  user as agency o f  l inkage and [purported] 
reference” .
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about an object and the empirical constraints on assigning a truth-theory to a 

language user in the first place), rather than being constitutive  o f the reference 

relation itself. As Resnik notes: “One might wish that a theory o f reference 

should also explain w hat reference is or tell us how it is constituted. I have no 

clear conception of what such a theory would do besides answering [the 

questions of when a term refers to a particular object and how it comes to  have 

that referent]” . T o  answer these questions it does not seem that we require a 

conception o f reference which is independent o f the formal features o f our 

language; rather we can simply appeal to the syntax-dependent notion of 

reference picked out by the base clauses o f our semantic theory. There is no 

substantive or deep answer to the question o f how a term  com es to have a 

particular referent beyond those constraints and connections to be found at the 

level o f the whole semantic theory. This syntax-dependent notion o f reference, 

sensitive as it is to the formal features o f the language, coheres very well with 

our conception o f semantic theorising in general. Reference will be a tool for 

generating the basic clauses o f our theory, but beyond this, it will not stand in 

need of further theorising.

Furtherm ore, as M cDowell points out, we have no reason to think, as 

Field claimed, that such an irreducible semantic notion conflicts with a scientific 

understanding o f the world:

T h e  rela tions between language  and ex tra-l inguis tic  reality  w hich  a tru th- 
charac teriza tion  describes hold in the first instance be tw een  single expressions 
and th ings, and  only mediately , via the laws o f  sem antic  com bina tion  set out 
in the tru th -cha rac te r iza t ion ,  between com plex  express ions  and the world.
But from its being at the level o f  p r im itive denota t ion  tha t  re la tions between 
words and the world are set up w ithin  a sem antic  theory, it does not 
follow...that it is at that level tha t the prim ary  connection  should  be sought 
between the sem antic  theory i ts e l f  and the physical facts on w hich its 
acceptability depends.^"

Truth theories are empirically tied at the level o f their theorem s, via their 

satisfaction o f Convention T and notions like the Principle o f Charity. To think 

that the semantic notions to be deployed in such an account m ust be reduced to 

physical notions to be acceptable is to fail to see that “ [a] discipline can be both

" " R esn ik  (1989), p.47.
McDowel l  (1980),  p. 123.
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rigorous and illuminating without being related to physics in the way Field wants 

semantics to b e " / ' Em bracing a syntax-dependent semantic conception of 

reference which is irreducible to any causal (or similar) relation is not, I would 

argue, to reject the claim s of physicalism  properly understood.

Finally, it seems that this syntax-dependent view fits well with the kind of 

conception of reference natural language speakers seem to deploy in their 

dealings with language. For it seems both  that there is a property o f ‘being a 

referential expression’ which speakers are able to latch on to and track through 

com m unicative exchanges, and that they do not expect there to be any 

substantial property answering to their recognition that som ething is a singulai* 

term.^^ The form er point seems dem onstrated by the ease with which we 

introduced the technical notion o f a referential term , as opposed to a descriptive 

phrase, in Chapter 1, and the feeling that an explanatoi-y theory m ust include a 

class o f singular terms (so that an account which made do with only  quantified 

noun phrases, though it could perhaps be made formally adequate, w ould not be 

a theory o f natural language, since it fails to take due note o f speakers’ strong 

intuitions about the form of their own language). It is also reinforced by looking 

at how speakers treat pronouns, naturally accepting a division in kind between 

deictic and anaphoric expressions, which in practice they can recognise and track 

Linproblematically.

M eanwhile, the fact that speakers do not necessarily envisage a deep 

property being instantiated when something is a singular term  seems to be 

dem onstrated by the fact that, prim a facie, we simply do not expect any kind  of 

reduction o f referential clauses for singular terms: referential axioms already 

seem conceptually basic. It seems that we ju st do not expect a clause such as 

‘the referent o f “A ristotle” is A ristotle’ to be explained in any m ore fundamental

"  Ibid., p.128.
Such a concep tion  clearly  has no diff iculty  with s ingular  te rm s purpor ting  to refer to abstract 

objects; yet the idea that ordinary  speakers  do  unders tand  reference  to such objec ts  simply  via 
the kind o f  linguistic m echan ism  used for ta lk ing about them  seem s plausible . As B lackburn  
( 1984), p. 13, notes: “ In one sense we know how we refer to numbers. W e  do so by using [the 
aiab ic  num eral]  no ta t ion .”
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terms. Natural language speakers seem quite willing to accept reference as an a 

priori relation which does not await reduction; the base reference clauses 

containing an object-language term and the m eta-language expression naming 

that term ’s referent are easily accepted as fundam ental, w ithout any prom ise of 

restatem ent in ‘sim pler’ language o r a vocabulary rem oved from that o f the 

semantic theory for the language. Furtherm ore it seems clear that there would 

be no gain in theoretical simplicity or unification by restating instances o f the 

referential axiom in other terms. Thus, as far as the category o f ‘referring 

expression’ is concerned, I believe not only can we accept a class characterised 

in terms of a syntax-dependent notion, but that in practice we do  w ork with just 

such a model.

To conclude: it seems to me that the way in which the debate around 

definite descriptions has grown up has led us, erroneously, to expect some very 

substantial, restrictive theory o f reference. This is despite many theorist’s 

willingness to accept far less substantive accounts o f o ther semantic notions like 

meaning and truth. Yet if we can free ourselves o f this entrenched view, 

widening our horizons to consider the question o f semantic classification across 

the board for all noun phrases, then I think we will com e to see that it is 

unwarranted. Natural language speakers seem happy to endorse w hat I have 

called a ‘syntax-dependent’ theory of reference (whereby our conception of 

reference em erges through our understanding o f the gram m ar o f our language, 

and the propeity  o f being a referential term  does not stand in need o f any 

substantial explanation in a vocabulary which is independent of our form al theory 

of m eaning); such a conception accords well with the aims o f semantic theorising 

and other methodological constraints. It is not, as some have suggested, a 

challenge to physicalism, neither will it be empirically unfettered (answering to 

empirical constraints at the level o f theory application, and the conditions m 

which we can usefully deploy the mechanisms of reference). Y et unless we have 

some reason to push us tow ard a syntax-independent view o f reference, and 

away from a syntax-dependent view, then we have no reason to doubt that a 

principled mirroring between syntactic properties and semantic categories might
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exist. Given a syntax-dependent view of reference the mirroring condition upon 

which unification depends seems unexceptional; thus w ithout an argum ent for a 

syntax-independent conception o f reference the second and last challenge to 

unification fails.

(6) Conclusion:

In this chapter we were concerned with the second kind o f objection to 

unification raised at the end of Chapter 3. The ambiguity theorist’s contention 

was that we might have a conception o f reference arrived at quite independently 

o f the study of syntax, which would give us little or no reason to expect the kind 

o f principled relation between syntax and semantics im posed by unification to 

hold. If this were the case, then the pragm atic explanation o f recalcitrant cases 

put forw ard in C hapter 6 would seem to be unavailable to the advocate of 

unification, for our conception o f what it is to be a referring term  would be likely 

to demand semantic level accom m odation for non-standard occurrences. If we 

already have a conception o f reference which throw s into doubt the role of 

syntax in indicating semantic kind, then the existence o f the recalcitrant cases 

looked at in Chapter 5 would seem to be sufficient to show that unification is 

incorrect as a model o f natural language. To weigh up this objection, we began 

by looking at what might be required for understanding an utterance containing a 

singular term in subject position and the suggestion was that an agent had to 

entertain an appropriate singular thought, where this was a thought whose 

prepositional content was individuated in term s o f an object. H ow ever, this 

claim was seen to be quite consistent with the predictions of unification, so long 

as a singular thought was deemed available whenever a given syntactic item  was 

entertained.

Yet it was suggested that many theorists advocated a m ore restrictive 

(or, at least, a syntax-insensitive) picture o f singular thoughts which did 

undermine unification. To see this, we sketched the accounts o f reference to be 

found in Straw son, C rice, Field, Russell and Evans, all o f which w ere seen to 

cast doubt on the unified approach. On all these m odels the sem antic category of
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singular term was characterised independently o f syntax and thus we had no 

reason to expect the mirroring condition o f unification to hold. H ow ever, once 

we had these opposing conceptions o f reference before us, certain problem s were 

then noted and it was seen that none o f the syntax-independent conceptions 

seem ed entirely satisfactory as a construal o f the reference relation. Finally, it 

was argued in the last section, that we should not continue the search for a 

feasible syntax-independent conception o f reference by which to individuate 

singular terms, for the picture o f reference actually endorsed by natural language 

speakers is not o f this sort. Rather the account they deploy, and the one which 

accords best with the aims and endeavours o f semantic theorising, is a syntax- 

dependent notion which gives us no cause to question unification. A syntax- 

dependent conception o f reference, as I characterised it, is derived from, or is 

internal to, our study o f the formal features o f a language; it does not suppose 

that there is some deep property o f reference awaiting reduction or 

naturalisation, prior to the individuation o f the referential expressions o f our 

language. This, 1 have suggested, is the conception o f reference we should, as 

theorists, embrace, as it is the one ordinary speakers utilise; yet such a model 

leads us to expect the kind o f mirroring betw een syntax and semantics which 

unification proposes, thus it gives us no reason to reject a pragm atic explanation 

o f the recalcitrant cases we looked at previously. So, the second kind of 

objection to unification has, I hope, been seen to be unwarranted: the nature of 

reference does not undermine the claim that syntactic categories carve along 

semantic joints.

228



Conclusion:

The aim of this thesis has been to consider how we should construe the 

relation between com m on-sense syntactic categories and semantic kinds. My 

thought has been that, if we move away from  too narrow  a concentration on any 

particular kind o f noun phrase (e.g. definite descriptions) we can begin to see 

that we have good general grounds for preferring w hat I have called the ‘unified’ 

stance. Unification consisted o f four claims: first, that each com m on-sense 

syntactic category maps as a whole to a semantic kind; second, that for each 

syntactic category, the semantic allegiance o f some m em ber o f that category is 

clear; third, that surface features can act as a guide to syntactic category; and, 

fourth, that the correct conception of reference is a syntax-dependent notion 

which is bound up with the gram m ar o f a language. The precise form of 

unification defended in this thesis held that all definite descriptions are quantified 

noun phrases, while all bare and com plex dem onstratives are singular terms.

H ow ever two charges were then levelled at our favoured approach: first, 

that it was inadequate to account for all natural language noun phrases; second, 

that any attem pt to offer a non-sem antic account o f recalcitrant cases would be 

undermined by a proper conception o f reference. I hope to have shown both 

these objections unwarranted: arm ed with a well-m otivated distinction between 

semantics and pragm atics (plus an understanding o f how natural language 

speakers recognise and track syntactic kinds) a unified approach can be made to 

accom m odate all noun phrase occurrences. Thus the recalcitrant or ‘non- 

standard’ cases which formed the ambiguity theorists first line o f attack can be 

deflated by an appi opriately appended unified account. Furtherm ore, the second 

objection can be rejected by showing that the kind o f syntax-independent 

conception o f reference appealed to by the ambiguity theorist is not something 

we need or want to em brace; for a satisfactory account proved difficult to deliver 

and the approach as a whole failed to correspond to the kind o f perspective on 

reference adopted by ordinary speakers.
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The aim of this thesis has not been to deny that there are occurrences of 

noun phrases in natural language which, prim a facie, cause problem s for 

unification. Rather what I hope to have shown is that these prim a fa c ie  

appearances are illusory: a properly equipped unified stance can accom m odate all 

uses of noun phrases without the need for semantic ambiguity. Taking the term 

‘syntactic criteria’ to mean ‘syntactic category’, I want to embrace W right’s 

claim that there is “no good distinction to be drawn betw een an expression’s 

functioning as a singular term according to syntactic criteria and its being 

appropriate to construe its semantics referentially” .' On the o ther hand, the 

move to semantic ambiguity from  our pre-theoretical position, though perhaps 

also able to accom m odate the natural language data, has been found to be 

entirely unm otivated. Argum ents in favour o f ambiguity have been seen to rest 

on m isapprehensions about the nature o f singular terms, which, I have suggested, 

stem in a large part from the way the debate about definite descriptions has 

grown up. Freed from an overly narrow concentration on ju st one kind o f noun 

phrase, we are able to consider m ore generally what m atters in questions of 

semantie categorisation; and we have found, I eontend, that w hat really m atters 

is syntactic form. The idea that we can carve along semantie joints by appealing 

to our com m on-sense syntactic categories, so that we ‘project o u t’ to prim a  

fa c ie  borderline cases along the more robust lines o f syntax, is, I believe, the 

most intuitively and theoretieally appealing position. Furtherm ore, such a 

mirroring o f semantics in syntax is not threatened by the nature o f reference 

properly construed.

' W righ t (1989), p .77.

230



BIBLIOGRAPHY

A nonym ous.  1996. P rim ary C olours. London: Chatto.

Ariel, M. 1988. R eferr ing  and Accessibili ty .  J o u rn a l o f  L in g u istic s  24:65-87.

Austin ,  J. L. 1975. H ow  To D o Things W ith W ords. Oxford: C larendon  Press.

Bach , K. 1987a. Sem antic  Slack: W h a t  is said and more. In F ounda tions o f  S p eech  A c t Theory: 
p h ilo so p h ica l a n d  lingu is tic  persp ec tiv es , ed. S. T sohatz id is ,  267-291. L ondon: 
Routledge.

---. 1987b. T hough t and  R eference. Oxford: Oxford  University  Press.

- - .  1992. In tentions and D em onstra tions .  A n a lysis  52:140-146.

B arw ise , J., and R. Cooper.  1981. G enera lized  Q uantif iers  and Natural L anguage .  L in g u is tic s  a n d  
P hilosophy  4 :159-219 .

B arw ise , J., and J. Perry. 1983. S itu a tio n s a n d  A ttitudes. C am bridge ,  M ass:  M I T  Press.

B encivenga, E. 1986. Free  Logics. In H andbook  o f  P h ilo so p h ica l Logic, Vol. I l l ,  ed. D. G abbay  
and F. G uen thner ,  373-426 . D ordrecht: D .Reidel.

Bertolet, R. 1980. The Sem antic  S ign if icance  o f  D o n n e l la n ’s Distinction. P h ilo so p h ica l S tud ies  
37:281-288.

B ezuidenhout ,  A. 1996. P ragm atics  and S ingular  R eference . M in d  a n d  L a nguage  1 1:133-160.

— . 1997a. T he  C o m m un ica t ion  o f  D e Re T houghts .  NoCis 31:197-225.

— . 1997b. P ragm atics ,  S em ant ic  U n derde te rm ina tion  and the R eferen tia l /A ttr ibu t ive  D istinction. 
M in d  106:375-410.

B lackburn , S. 1984. Spread ing  the Word. Oxford: C la rendon  Press.

Bosch, P. 1983. A g reem en t a n d  A naphora : a study  in the ro le o f  p ro n o u n s  in d iscourse . London: 
A cadem ic  Press.

B ozickovic,  V. 1993. D em onstra tive  Sense  and Rigidity. P hilo soph ica l P apers  22 :123-133 .

B random , R. 1984. R eference  E xpla ined  A w ay: anaphoric  reference and indirect descrip tions. 
Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo sophy  8 1 :4 6 9 -4 9 1.

— . 1996. T he  S ign ificance  o f  C om plex  N um bers  for F re g e ’s Ph ilosophy  o f  M athem atics .
P ro ceed in g s o f  the A ris to te lia n  Soc ie ty  96 :293-316 .

Braun, D. 1993. E m pty  N am es. N ous  27:449-469.

— . 1994. S tructured  C haracters  and C om p lex  D em onstra tives .  P hilo soph ica l S tu d ies  74:193-219 . 

— . 1995. W h a t  is C harac te r?  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l L o g ic  74:193-219 .

231



. 1996. D em onstra tives  and their L inguistic  M eanings .  NoCis 30; 14 5 - 173.

B urge, T. 1973. R eference  and Proper  N am es.  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo sophy  70 :425-439 .

— . 1974a. D em on stra t ive  Constructions, R efe ren ce  and Truth. Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo sophy  7 1 :205-223.

— . 1974b. T ru th  and S ingu la r  T erm s. N ous  8 :309-325. R eprin ted  in K. L am b er t  (1991a) ,  
P hilo so p h ica l A p p lica tio n s  o f  F ree L og ic , 189-204. Pag e  references to there.

B utterworth , G. 1996a. O nset o f  Poin t ing  and the A cquisi t ion  o f  L ang uag e  in Infancy. Jo u rn a l o f  
R eproductive  a n d  In fan t P sycho logy  14:219-23 I .

— . 1996b. Pointing and Social A w areness .  Jo u rn a l o f  C hild  L anguage  23:307-336 .

Cappio, .1. 1981. R u sse l l ’s Philosophical D evelopm ent.  S yn thèse  46 :185-206 .

Castaneda, H.N. 1966. “ H e” : A Study in the Logic  o f  Self-consciousness .  R atio  8 :130-157.

Chasta in , C. 1975. R efe ren ce  and C ontext.  In Language, M in d  a n d  K now ledge, ed. K. G u nd erso n ,  
194-269. M inneapolis : University  o f  M inn eso ta  Press.

C hom sky , N. 1965. A sp ec ts  o f  a T heory o f  Syntax. C am bridge ,  Mass: M IT  Press.

—-. 1975. R eflec tions on Language. N ew  York: Pantheon.

- - .  1980. R ules a n d  R epresen ta tions. N ew  York: C o lu m bia  University  Press.

- - .  1986. K now ledge o f  L anguage: Its nature, orig in  an d  use. N e w  York: Praeger .

Clark, H., R. S chreuder ,  and S. Buttrick. 1992. C o m m o n  G rou nd  and the U nd ers tan d ing  o f  
D em onstra tive  R eference. In A ren a s  o f  L anguage  Use, ed. H. C lark , 78-99. C hicago: 
Univers ity  o f  C h icago  Press.

Cocchiarella ,  N. 1969. A Second  O rder  L ogic  o f  Existence. Jo u rn a l o f  S ym b o lic  L o g ic  34:57-69.

Cornish , F. 1996. ‘A n teced en t le ss ’ A naphora:  deixis, anaphora  or w hat?  S o m e  ev idence  from 
English  and French. Jo u rn a l o f  L in g u istic s  32:19-41.

C rim m in s ,  M. 1992. Talk A b o u t B elie fs. C am bridge ,  Mass: M IT.

D av idson ,  D. 1967. Tru th  and M eaning .  S yn th èse  17: 304-23. R eprin ted  in his (1984),  In q u iries  
In to  Truth a n d  In terpre ta tion , 17-36. P age  references to there.

— . 1973. R adical In terpretation . D ia lec tica  27 :313-28. R eprin ted  in his (1984),  In q u iries  in to  
Truth  a n d  In terpre ta tion , 125-140. Page  references to there.

— . 1976. R eply  to Foster. In Truth a n d  M eaning , ed. G. Evans  and J.  M cD ow ell ,  33-41. Oxford: 
O xford  U nivers ity  Press. R eprin ted  in D avidson  (1984), Inqu iries in to  Tru th  and  
In terpreta tion , 171 -180. Page references to there.

— . 1977. Reali ty  w ithout Reference. D ia lec tica  3 1 :247-258. R ep r in ted  in his (1984),  Inqu iries  
into Tru th  a n d  In terpre ta tion , 215-226. P age  references to there.

232



19X4. Inqu iries inio Truth and  In terpreta tion . Oxford: C la rend on  Press.

— . 1995. Pursuit o f  the C oncep t  o f  Truth . In On Q uine, ed. P. Leonard! and M . S an tam b rog io ,  7- 
21. C am bridge: C am b rid ge  U nivers ity  Press.

— . 1996. T h e  Folly  o f  T ry ing  to D efine  Truth. J o u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h y  93 :263-278 .

Davies, M. 1981. M eaning , Q uan tifica tion  a n d  N ecessity . London : R ou tledge  and K egan  Paul.

1982. Ind ividuation  and the S em antics  o f  D em onstra tives .  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l Logic  
1 1 : 2 8 7 - 3 1 0 .

De Souza, R. 1974. Kripke on N am in g  and Necessity .  C anadian  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h y  3 :447-464.

Devitt ,  M. 1981. D o n n e l la n ’s Distinction. M id w es t S tud ies  in P h ilo so p h y  V I : 5 11 -524.

D onnellan , K. 1966. R eference  and D efin i te  D escrip tions . P h ilo so p h ica l R ev iew  77 :281-304.

— . 1990. G enu in e  N am es  and K now ledge  by A cquain tance . D ia lec tia  44 :99-112 .

D um m ett ,  M. 1973. Frege: P h ilo sophy o f  Language. London: D uckw orth .

1976. W hat is a Theory  o f  M ean ing ?  In M in d  a n d  L anguage, ed. S. G u ttenp lan ,  97-138.
O xford: O xford  University  Press. R eprin ted  in D u m m ett  (1993) The Seas o f  L anguage , 1 - 
33. Page  references to there.

— 1978.  Truth a n d  O ther E nigm as. London: D uckworth .

- - .  1981. The In terpre ta tion  o f  F reg e 's  P hilosophy. C am bridge ,  M ass: H arvard  U nivers ity  Press.

— . 1993. The Seas o f  Language. Oxford: Oxford  U nivers ity  Press.

Ehlich, K. 1982. A naphora  and Deixis: sam e, s im ilar  o r d if feren t?  In Speech , P lace  a n d  A ction:  
stu d ies  in d e ix is  a n d  re la ted  top ics, ed. R. Jarvella  and W . Klein, 315-338 . C hichester: 
.lohn W iley and Sons.

El worth, D. 1995. A T heory  o f  A naphoric  In form ation . L in g u istics  a n d  P h ilo so p h y  18:297-332.

Evans, G. 1973. T h e  Causal Theory  o f  N am es.  P roceed ings o f  the  A r is to te lia n  S o c ie ty  47 :187-208 .  
R eprin ted  in his (1985), C ollec ted  Papers, 1-24. P age  references to there.

— . 1977. P ronouns ,  Q uantif ie rs  and R ela t ive  C lauses (I). C anad ian  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h y  7 :467- 
536. R eprin ted  in his (1985), C ollec ted  Papers, 76-152. P ag e  references to there.

— . 1979. R eference  and C ontingency . M o n ist 6 2 \ \6 \ - \ 'è 9 .  R eprin ted  in his (1985),  C o llec ted  
Papers. 178-213. Page references to there.

1981. U nders tand in g  D em onstra tives .  In M eaning  a n d  U nderstand ing , ed. H. P arre t  and J. 
B ouveresse , 280-304. Berlin: W. de  Gruyter. R eprin ted  in (ed.) P. Y ourgrau  (1990), 
D em onstra tives, 1 1 -96. Page  references to there.

---. 1982. The V arieties o f  R eference. Oxford: C la rendon  Press.

233



1983. C ollec ted  Papers. Oxford: C la rendon  Press.

Field, H. 1972. T a r sk i ’s Theory  o f  Truth. Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo sophy  69 :347-375 .  R eprin ted  in M.
Platts (1980), R eference, Truth  an d  R ea lity , 83-1 10. Page  references to there.

Fitch, G. 1993. N on  D enoting .  In P hilo so p h ica l P erspec tives  7: L a n g u a g e  an d  L og ic , ed. J. 
Tom berl in ,  461-486 . A tascadero: R idgeview .

Fpllesdal,  D. 1995. In W hat Sense is L an guage  Public?  In On Q uine, ed. P. Leonard i and M. 
San tam brog io ,  53-67. C am bridge : C am bridge  U nivers ity  Press.

Francez , N., and S. L appin . 1994. E -T yp e  P ronouns ,  I -Sum s and D o nk ey  A naphora .  L in g u is tic s  
and  P h ilo sophy  17 : 3 9 1 -428.

Frege, G. I 879. B egriffscrifft, e ine d e r  a rithn ie tischen  na ch g eb ild e te  F o n n e lsp ra ch e  d es  reinen  
D enkens. Halle.

— . 1884. D ie G rund lagen  d er  A rithn ie tik: e ine log isch -m a th em a tisch e  U n tersuchung  iiber den  
B eg r i f f  d e r  Zed'll. Breslau.

— . 1892a. Ü b er  Sinn und B edeutung .  Z e itsch rift fiir  P h ilsoph ie  u n d  p h ilo so p h isch e  k r itk ik  C :25- 
50.

---. 1892b. Ü ber Begi iff und G egenstand . V ie rte lja h rssch riftfiir  w issenscha ftliche  P h ilo so p h ie  
XVI: 192-205.

— . 1918. D er G edanke .  E ine  logische U ntersuchung . B eitrdge  zu r  P h ilo soph ie  des d eu tsch en  
Idea lisn ius  1:58-77.

G azadar ,  G. 1979. P ragm atics: bnp lica ture , p resu p p o sitio n  a n d  log ica l fo rm . N e w  York: N ew  
York A cadem ic  Press.

G each, P. 1962. R eferen ce  a n d  G enera lity . I thaca, N ew  York: Cornell U nivers ity  Press.

G illon, B. 1990. Tru th  T heoretical S em antics  and A mbiguity .  A n a ly s is  50 :178-182 .

C oldfie ld , B., and J. Reznick . 1990. Early  Lexical Acquisition: rate, con ten t and  the vocabu la ry  
spurt.  Jo u rn a l o f  C h ild  L anguage  17:171-183.

G o od m an , N. 1968. L anguages o f  Art. Indianapolis  and N ew  York: Bobbs-M erri l l .

Grice, P. 1957. M ean ing .  P hilo so p h ica l R ev iew  66 :377-388 .  R epr in ted  in his (1989) S tu d ie s  in the  
W ay o f  W ords, 213-223. Page  references to there.

— . 1961. Causal T heory  o f  Perception. A ris to te lian  S o c ie ty  P ro ceed in g s S u p p lem en ta ry  V olum e, 
35:121-152 . R eprin ted  in his (1989), Stud ies in the W ay o f  W ords, 224-247 . P age  
references to there.

— . 1967a. L ogic  and C onversa t ion  (W ill iam  Jam es Lectures).  In S yn ta x  a n d  Sem an tics , V o l .3, ed. 
P. C o le  and J. M organ ,  41-48. N ew  York: N ew  Y ork  A cad em ic  Press. R ep r in ted  in 
Grice  (1989),  S tud ies  in the W ay o f  W ords, 22-40. P ag e  references to there.

234



— . 1967b. F urther  Notes on Logic  and C onversa t ion .  In S yn ta x  an d  Sem antics , V o l .9, ed. P. Cole,
1 13-128. N ew  York: N ew  Y ork A cadem ic  Press. Reprin ted  in G rice  (1989),  S tu d ies  in 
the W ay o f  W ords, 4 1 -57. Page  references to there.

— . 1968. U t te re r’s M ean ing ,  Sen tence  M e an in g  and W o rd  M eaning .  F ounda tions o f  L a nguage  
4 :225-242. R eprin ted  in his (1989), S tud ies in the W ay o f  W ords, 117-137. P ag e  
references to there.

1989. S tud ies in the W ay o f  W ords. C am bridge ,  Mass: H arvard  U nivers ity  Press.

G rim berg , M. 1996. P ragm atica lly  D ete rm ined  A spects  o f  W ha t  is Said: A reply to B ezu idenhou t .  
M ind  an d  L anguage  1 1:415-426.

G undel,  J. 1980. Zero  N P -anaphora  in Russian: a case  o f  topic  p rom inence .  In P apers fr o m  the
parasession  on p ro n o u n s  an d  anaphora , ed. J. K re im an  and A. O jeda, 139-146. C hicago: 
C hicago  L inguistics  Society.

Halliday, M., and R. H asan. 1976. C ohesion  in E nglish . L ondon : L ongm ans .

H arm an ,  G. 1993. Im m an en t  and T ran scend en t  A pproach es  to the T heory  o f  M ean ing .  In 
P erspectives on Q uine, ed. R. Barrett  and R. G ibson, 144-157. Oxford: B lackw ell .

H awkins, J. 1978. D efin iteness  an d  indefin itiness: A stu d y  in re ference  an d  g ra m m a tica lity  
pred ic tion . London: C room  Helm.

Heim, I. 1982. T he  sem antics  o f  defin ite  and indefin ite  noun phrases. Ph.D . D isser ta t ion , U .M ass, 
A m hers t ,  Ma.

— . 1990. E -T ype  P ronouns  and D onkey  A naphora . L ingu istics  and  P h ilo sophy  13:137-177.

H igg inbo tham , .1. 1988. Contex ts ,  M od e ls  and M ean ings: a note on the da ta  o f  sem antics .  In
M enta l R epresen ta tions: the in terface  betw een  language  a n d  rea lity , ed. R. K em pson ,  29- 
48. Cam bridge: C am bridge  University  Press.

---. 1993. G ram m atica l  Form  and Logical form. In P hilo so p h ica l P erspec tives  7: L a nguage  a n d  
Logic, ed. J. T om berl in ,  173-196. A tascadero: R idgeview .

— . 1994. Priorit ies in the Ph ilosophy  o f  T hought.  P ro ceed in g s o f  the A ris to te lia n  S o c ie ty  
Sup p lem en ta ry  Volum e  68:85-106.

— . 1995a. T he  P lace  o f  N atura l L anguage.  In O n Q uine, ed. P. Leonard i and M . San tam b rog io ,
113-139. C am bridge : C am brid ge  U nivers ity  Press.

- - .  1995b. T ensed  T houghts .  M ind  an d  L anguage  10:226-249.

Hintikka, .1., and J. Kulas. 1982. Russell V indicated: T o w ards  a General T heory  o f  D efin i te  
Descriptions. Jo u rn a l o f  Sem an tics  1:387-397.

H olton, R. 1994. A tti tude  A scrip tions and In te rm edia te  Scope. M in d  103:123-130.

Hylton, P. 1993. Functions and Propositional F unc tions  in ‘P rinc ip ia  M a them at ica l .  In R u sse ll and  
A n a ly tic  P h ilosophy, ed. A. Irv ine and G. W edek in g ,  342-360. T oronto: U nivers ity  o f  
Toron to  Press.

235



Kam p, H. 1981. A T heory  o f  Truth and S em antic  R epresen ta tion . In F orm a l M e th o d s in the  S tudy  
o f  L anguage: P roceed ings o f  the 3 rd  A m sterd a m  co lloqu ium , ed. J. G roen end ijk ,  T. 
Janssen, and M. Stokhof, 277-322. A m sterdam : M athem at ica l  C en tre  Tracts.

K aplan , D. 1977. D em onstra tives .  In Them es fr o m  K aplan , ed. J. A lm og , J. Perry , and H.
Wettstein , 481-564 . Oxford: O xford  U nivers ity  Press.

— . 1978. Dthat. In S yn ta x  an d  Sem an tics , ed. P. Cole. N ew  York: N ew  York A cadem ic  Press, 221- 
242. Reprin ted  in (ed.) P. Y ourg rau  (1990),  D em onstra tives , 11-33. Pag e  refe rences  to 
there.

—-. 1969. Q uan tify ing  In. In W ords an d  O bjections, essays on the w ork o fW .V . Q uine, ed. D. 
Davidson and J. Hintikka, 206-242 . Dordrecht: Reidel.

— . 1989. A fter thoughts .  In Them es F rom  K aplan , ed. J. A lm og , J. Perry, and H. W etts te in ,  565- 
614. Oxford: O xford  University Press.

— . 1990. T h ough ts  on D em onstra tives .  In D em onstra tives, ed. P. Y ourgrau , 34-49. O xford :
Oxford  University  Press.

Kremer, M. 1994. The A rgu m en t  o f  ‘On D e n o t in g ’. P hilo soph ica l R ev iew  103:249-297.

Kripke, S. 1977. Speaker  R eference  and Sem antic  Reference . M idw est S tu d ies  in P h ilo so p h y  II, 
255-276.

— 1980.  N am ing  a n d  N ecessity . Oxford: B lackwell .

Lam ber t ,  K. 1991a. P hilo so p h ica l A p p lica tio n s  o f  Free Logic. Oxford: O xford  U nivers ity  Press.

— . 1991b. Pred ica tion  and O ntological C o m m itm en t .  In P hilo so p h ica l A p p lica tio n s  o f  F ree Logic, 
ed. K. Lambert,  273-284. O xford: O xford  U nivers ity  Press.

Lappin, S. 1991. C oncep ts  o f  Logical Form  in L inguistics  and Philosophy . In The C hom skyan  
Turn, ed. A. K asher, 300-333. Oxford: B lackw ell .

1996. G enera lized  Quantif iers,  E xception  Phrases,  and Logicality .  Jo u rn a l o f  S em a n tic s  
13:197-220.

Larson, R., and G. Segal. 1995. K now ledge o f  M eaning . C am bridge ,  M ass: M IT  Press.

L eblanc, H.,  and R. T hom ason .  1968. C om ple teness  T heo rem s for som e Presupposit ion -f ree  
Logics. F undam en ta  M a them a tica  62 :125-164.

Lepore, E., and K. L udwig. 1997. C om plex  D em onstra tives .  Typescrip t.

Levinson, S. 1983. P ragm atics. C am bridge: C am bridg e  U nivers ity  Press.

Lewis,  D. 1979. S corekeep ing  in a L ang uag e  G am e. Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l L og ic  8 :339-359 .

Loar, B. 1976. T h e  S em antics  o f  S ingular  T erm s. P h ilo so p h ica l S tud ies  30:353-378 .

L onn ing ,  J. 1987. M ass  T erm s and Q uantif iers .  L in g u istic s  a n d  P h ilo sophy  10:1-52.

L ud low , P. 1995. T he  Logical Form  o f  D eterm iners .  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l L o g ic  24 :47-69 .

236



Ludlow , P., and S. Neale. 1991. Indefinite  Descrip tions: In defence  o f  Russell.  L in g u istics  a n d  
P hilosophy  14:171 -202.

Lunisden, D. 1996. H ow  Well Does D irect R eference  Sem antics  Fit with Pragm atics?
P hilosoph ica l P apers  25:139-148.

Martens, D. 1994. D em onstra tives ,  D escrip tions , and K now ledge: A critical study o f  three recent 
books. P hilo soph ica l and  P hen o m en o lo g ica l R esearch  54:947-963 .

Marti,  G. 1995. The E ssence  o f  G enu ine  R eference . Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l L o g ic  24:275-289 .

Mates,  B. 1973. D escrip tions and Reference . F ounda tions o f  L a nguage  10, 409-418 .

M ay, R. 1985. L og ica l F orm : Its s tructu re  a n d  deriva tion . C am bridge ,  M ass: M IT  Press.

— . 1991. Syntax , S em antics  and Logical Form . In The C hom skyan  Turn, ed. A. K asher,  334-360. 
Oxford: Blackwell.

M cD ow el l ,  J. 1976. Truth C ondit ions, B ivalence  and V erif icationism . In Truth  a n d  M ean ing , ed. 
G. Evans and .1. M cD ow ell ,  42-66. O xford: C larendon  Press.

- - .  1977. On Sense  and R eference  o f  a P roper  N am e. M in d  86:159-185.

— . 1980. P hysica lism  and Prim itive  D enota tion : F ield on Tarski. In R eference , Tru th  an d  R ea lity , 
ed. M. Platts , 11 1-130. L ondon: R o u tledg e  and K egan  Paul.

-—. 1986. S ingu lar  T h o ug h t  and the E x ten t  o f  In n e r  Space. In Subject, T h o u g h t a n d  C on text, ed. J. 
M cD ow el l  and P. Pettit , 137-168. Oxford: O xford  University  Press.

1987. In D efence o f  M odesty . In M ichae l D um m ett: C on tribu tions to ph ilo so p h y , ed. B. Taylor  
59-80. Dordrecht: Nijhoff.

M cG inn ,  C. 1981. The M echan ism s  o f  Reference . S yn thèse  49:157-186 .

M einong , A. 1904. The T heory  o f  Objects . In U ntersuchungen  zu r  G eg en sta n d th eo rie  und  
P sychologie . Leipzig.

Mill,  .1., S. 1843. S ystem  o f  Logic. London: L ongm ans.

Mitchell,  E. 1986. The Form al S em antics  o f  Po in t o f  V iew . Ph.D . D issertat ion , Mass.

M ontague,  R. 1974. T he  p roper  trea tm ent o f  quantif ica tion  in ord inary  E nglish . In F orm al 
P hilosophy, ed. R. T h om ason ,  247-270. N ew  H aven , CT: Y ale  U nivers ity  Press.

Napoli,  E. 1995. (Direct) Reference. Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo so p h ica l L og ic  24:321-339 .

Neale ,  S. 1987. M ean ing ,  G ra m m a r  and Inde te rm inacy .  D ia lec tica  41 :301-319 .

— . 1990a. D escrip tions. C am bridge ,  M ass: M IT  Press.

— . 1990b. D escrip tive  P ronouns  and D o nk ey  A naphora .  Jo u rn a l o f  P h ilo sophy  87:1 13-150.

237



— 1993.  T e rm  Limits.  In P hilo soph ica l P erspec tives  7: L a nguage  a n d  L ogic, ed. J. Tom berl in ,  
89-124. A tascadero: R idgeview .

N elson, R. 1992. N am ing  a n d  R eference: The link o f  w ord  to object. London: Routledge.

Nun berg, G. 1979. T he  N o n-un iqueness  o f  Sem antic  Solutions. L ingu istics  a n d  P h ilo sophy  3:143- 
184.

— . 1993. Indexicali ty  and Deixis. L in g u istics  a n d  P h ilo sophy  16:1-44.

Over, D. 1983. Effective and N on-effec tive  Reference. A n a lys is  43:85-91 .

Partee, B. 1989. B ind ing  im plic it  variables  in quantif ied  contexts .  In P apers fr o m  the 25th reg iona l 
m eeting ; p a ra sessio n  on la nguage  in con tex t. C h icago  linguistics society, Chicago.

Patton, T. 1997. E x p la in ing  Referen t ia l /A ttribu t ive . M ind  106:245-262.

Peacocke, C. 1975. Proper  N am es,  R eference  and Rigid D esignation . In M eaning , R e feren ce  and  
N ecessity , ed. S. B lackburn , 109-132. C am bridge : C am b ridg e  U nivers ity  Press.

Peirce, C. 1885. On the A lgebra  o f  Logic: A  contr ibution  to the ph ilosophy  o f  notation. In 
C ollec ted  P apers o f  C. S. P eirce , Vol. 3, ed. C. H artshorne  and  P. W eiss ,  359-403. 
C am bridge,  Mass: Harvard U nivers ity  Press.

Perry, I. 1977. F rege  on D em onstra tives .  P hilo soph ica l R ev iew  86:474-497.

— . 1979. T he  Problem  o f  the Essential Indexical.  NoCis 13:3-21.

Platts , M. 1979. W ays o f  M eaning . L ondon: R outledge  and K egan  Paul.

---. 1980. R eference , Truth a n d  R eality . London: R ou tledge  and K egan  Paul.

Putnam , H. 1981. A  P rob lem  with Reference . In his R eason , Truth a n d  H istory , 22-48. Cam bridge: 
C am bridg e  University  Press.

Q uine, W. V. 1953. F rom  a L og ica l P o in t o f  View. 2nd ed. (1961). C am brid ge ,  M ass:  H arvard  
University  Press.

— . 1960. W ord a n d  O bject. C am bridge: M A  Technolog ica l  Press o f  M IT.

- - .  1973. The R o o ts  o f  R eference. La Salle il: O pen  Court.

R am achandran ,  M. 1993. A S trawsonian  O bjection  to R u sse l l ’s Theory  o f  D escrip tions . A na lysis  
53 :209-212.

— . 1995. M ethodolog ica l  R eflec tions on T w o  K ripkean Strategies. P ro ceed in g s o f  the A ris to te lian  
So c ie ty  95:67-81.

— . 1996. T he  A m bigu ity  Thesis  Versus K ripk e ’s D efence  o f  Russell.  M in d  a n d  L a n g u a g e  1 1:371- 
387.

R ead, S. 1977. T he  Logical Form  o f  R eferr ing  Express ions. In P apers on L og ic  a n d  L anguage, ed. 
Holdcroft,  9-3 1. W arw ick : U nivers ity  o f  W arw ick .

238



Recanati ,  F. 1993. D irec t R eference. Oxford; Blackwell .

Reinhart,  T. 1978. Syntactic  D om ains  for S em ant ic  Rules. In F orm al Sem a n tic s  a n d  P ragm a tics  
fo r  N a tu ra l L anguages, ed. F. G u e n th n e r  and S. Schm idt,  107-130. D ordrech t:  Reidel .

Resnik, M. 1989. B elief  A bout M athem atica l Objects . In P hysica lism  in M a them a tics , ed. A.
Irvine, 41-72. Dordrecht: K lu w er  A cadem ic .

Richard , M. 1993. A rticulated  Term s .  In P hilo so p h ica l P erspec tives  7: L a nguage  a n d  L og ic , ed. .1. 
Tom berl in ,  207-230. Atascadero: R idgeview .

Rumfitt ,  I. 1993. C on ten t and Context: T h e  para tac tic  theory  revisited and revised. M in d  
102:429-452.

---. 1994. F reg e ’s T heory  o f  Predication: An elaboration  and defence, with som e new  applications. 
P hilo soph ica l R eview  103:599-637.

---. 1995. Truth  C ond it ions  and C o m m un ica t io n .  M in d  104:827-862.

Russell,  B. 1903. The P rincip les o f  M a them atics. London: A llen  and U nw in .

— . 1905. On D enoting . M in d  14:479-493. R eprin ted  in (ed.)  A. U rq uh ar t  (1994),  The C o llec ted  
P apers o f  B er tra n d  R ussell, Vol. 4, 414-427 . N ew  York: R outledge. P age  references to 
there.

— . 1911. K now ledge  by A cqua in tance  and K now ledge  by Description. In his M ystic ism  a n d  Logic. 
2nd ed., 152-167. London: A llen  and Unwin.

— . 1918. T he  Philosophy  o f  Logical A tom ism . In Log ic  and  K now ledge, ed. R. M arsh ,  175-282. 
London: Allen and Unwin.

Rynasiew icz , R. 1992. W h y  the N ew  Theory  o f  R eference  does not entail A bsolu te  T im e  and Space. 
P hilo sophy  o f  Sc ience  59:508-509 .

Sainsbury , R. M. 1979. R ussell: The a rg u m en ts  o f  the ph ilo sophers . London: R ou tledge  and 
Kegan  Paul.

— .1985. R eview  o f  ‘T he  Varieties o f  R e fe ren ce ’ by C. Evans. M in d  94:120-142 .

1991. Log ica l Form s. Oxford: Blackwell .

- - .  1995. Philosophical Logic. In P hilosophy: a gu id e  th rough  the sub jec t, ed. A. G ray ling , 61- 
122. Oxford: Oxford  University  Press.

— . 1997. R epor t ing  Indexicals .  In T h o u g h t a n d  O nto logy, ed. R. M . Sainsbury , 161-172. M ilano ,  
Italy: FrancoA ngeli .

Sa lm on, N. 1986. F re g e ’s Puzzle. C am bridge ,  M ass:  M IT  Press.

Schiffer, S. 1978. T he  Basis o f  Reference. E rkenn tn is  13:171 -206.

- - .  1981. Indexicals and the Theory  o f  Reference . S yn thèse  49 :43-100.

239



— . 1993. A ctua l-L anguage  Relations. In P hilo soph ica l P erspec tives  7: L anguage  a n d  L ogic , ed. .1. 
T om berl in ,  231-258. Atascadero: R idgeview.

— . 1996. The H idden-Indexical  T h e o ry ’s L ogica l-Form  Problem : A  rejoinder. A n a lys is  56:92-97.

Scott, D. 1967. Existence  and D escrip tion  in Form al Logic.  In B ertra n d  R ussell, P h ilo so p h er  o f  the  
C entury, ed. R. S choenm an , 181-200. London: A llen  and  U nwin.

Searle, J. 1958. P roper  N am es.  M in d  67 :166-173.

— . 1979. Referentia l and Attributive. M onist 62 :190-208.

Segal, G., and M. Speas. 1986. On S aying  ‘th æ t’. M in d  a n d  L anguage  1:124-132.

SI del le, A. 1984. A Sem antic  A ccount o f  Rigidity. P hilo soph ica l S tud ies  80:69-105.

S im ons, M. 1996. Pronouns  and Definite Descriptions: A cri tique  o f  W ilson . Jo u rn a l o f  
P hilosophy  93 :408-420.

S m ith , B. 1992. U nd ers tand in g  L anguage.  P roceed ings o f  the A r is to te lia n  Socie t}’ 92 :109-139 .  

Smith , Q. 1989. T h e  M ultip le  Uses o f  Indexicals . Syn thèse  78:167-191 .

Soam es ,  S. 1990. P ronouns  and Propositional A tti tudes. P roceed ings o f  the A ris to te lia n  S o c ie ty  
90:191-212 .

—-. 1994. D o n n e l la n ’s Referen tia l /A ttr ibu t ive  Distinction. P h ilo so p h ica l S tu d ies  73:149-168 . 

Sperber ,  D., and D. W ilson. 1986. R elevance: conin iun ica tion  an d  cognition . Oxford: B lackw ell .  

S tanley , L , and T. W il l iam son .  1995. Q uantif iers and C on tex t D ependence .  A n a ly s is  55:291 -295. 

S traw son ,  P. 1950. On Referr ing. M ind  59:320-344.

—-. 1970. M eaning  a n d  Truth. O xford: C la rendon  Press.

— . 1974. Su b jec t a n d  P red ica te  in L og ic  an d  G ram m ar. Oxford: C la rendon  Press.

T arski,  A. 1956. T h e  C oncep t  o f  Truth  in Form alised  L anguages .  In his Logic, S em a n tic s  and  
M eta -m a them a tics , 152-278. Oxford: C larendon  Press.

T aschek ,  W. 1987. C ontent,  C harac te r  and C ogn it ive  S ignificance. P h ilo so p h ica l S tu d ies  52:161- 
189.

— . 1992. F re g e ’s Puzzle ,  S ense  and Inform ation  Content.  M in d  101:767-791.

T asm o w sk i -D e  R yck , L., and S. Verluyten . 1982. L inguistic  Control o f  P ronouns .  Journcd  o f  
S em an tics  1:323-346.

T aylor,  B. 1980. T ru th -T heo ry  for Indexical L anguages. In R eference, Truth  a n d  R ea lity , ed. M. 
Platts, 182-199. London: R ou tledge  and Kegan Paul.

Tesn ière ,  L. 1959. É lém en ts  de sxnta.xe structura le . 2e edition revue et corrigée. Paris: K lincksieck.

240



V an Frassen, B. 1991. S ingu la r  Term s, Tru th  va lue G aps and Free  Logic .  In P hilo soph ica l
A p p lica tio n s o f  Free Logic, ed. K. Lam bert,  82-97. Oxford; Oxford  U nivers ity  Press.

W egner,  P. 1885. Ü ntersuchungen  iiher d ie  G rundfragen  des Sprach lebens. Halle: N iem oeyer.

W esterstah l,  D. 1989. Q uantif ie rs  in Form al and Natural L anguages .  In H andbook  o f  
P hilo so p h ica l Logic, Vol. IV, ed. D. G abbay , 1-133. Dordrecht: Reidel.

W ettste in ,  H. 1979. Indexical R eference  and Propositional C ontent.  P h ilo so p h ica l S tu d ies  36:91- 
10 0 .

— 1981.  D em onstra tive  R eference  and D efin i te  Descrip tions. P hilo so p h ica l S tud ies  40:241 -257.

1984. How to Bridge the G ap  Between M ean ing  and Reference. S yn thèse  58:63-84.

I 990. Frege-Russell Semantics . D ia lec tica  44\ \ 13-135.

W etzel,  L. 1990. D u m m e t t ’s Criteria  for S ingu lar  Term s. M in d  99:239-254 .

W iggins ,  D. 1980. “M o s t” and “A ll” : S o m e  c o m m en ts  on a fam il iar  p ro g ram m e  and on the 
logical form o f  quantif ied sentences. In R eference, T ru th  a n d  R eality^  ed. M. Platts , 
318-346. London: R ou tledge  and K egan  Paul.

- - .  1997. M ean ing  and T ru th  Condit ions:  from F reg e ’s g rand  design to D a v id so n ’s. In C om panion  
to the P h ilo sophy  o f  L anguage, ed. B. H ale  and C. W righ t,  3-28. O xford: B lackw ell .

W it tgenste in , L. 1953. P h ilo soph ica l Investiga tions. Trans, and ed. G .E .M . A n sco m b e .  Oxford: 
Blackwell.

---. 1958. The B lue  an d  B row n  B ooks: P relim inary  stud ies f o r  the P h ilo so p h ica l Inves tiga tions , ed. 
R. Rhees. Oxford: Blackwell.

- - .  1961. Tracta tu s L og ico -P h ilo soph icus. Trans, and ed. D. Pears  and B. M cC u in e s s .  London : 
R ou tled ge  and K egan  Paul.

W o o d ru f f  Smith , D. 1981. Indexical S ense  and R eference. S yn thèse  49 :101-127 .

W  right, C. 1983. F r e g e ’s C onception  o f  N um bers as O bjects. Aberdeen: A berdeen  University  
Press.

— . 1989. Field and Fregean Platonism. In P hysica lism  in M a th em a tics , ed. A. Irvine, 73-94. 
D ordrecht: K luw er A cadem ic .

Y ourgrau ,  P. 1990. D em onstra tives. O xford: O xford U nivers ity  Press.

Zwicky, A., and J. Sadock. 1975. A m bigu i ty  Tests and H o w  to Fail T hem . S y n ta x  a n d  S em a n tic s  
4 :1-36.

— . 1984. A Reply  to M artin  on A m biguity .  Jo u rn a l o f  S em a n tic s  3 :249-256.

241


