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Abstract

How should we best analyse the meaning of proper names, indexicals,

demonstratives, both simple and complex, and definite descriptions? In what relation

do such expressions stand to the objects they designate? In what relation do they stand

to mental representations of those objects? Do these expressions form a semantic

class, or must we distinguish between those that arc referential and those that are

quantificational? Such questions have constituted one of the core research areas in the

philosophy of language for much of the last century, yet consensus remains elusive:

the field is still divided, for instance, between those who hold that all such expressions

are semantically descriptive and those who would analyse most as the natural

language counterparts of logical individual constants.

The aim of this thesis is to cast new light on such questions by approaching them from

within the cognitive framework of Sperber and Wilson's Relevance Theory.

Relevance Theory offers not just an articulated pragmatics but also a broad

conception of the functioning of natural language which differs radically from that

presupposed within (most of) the philosophy of language. The function of linguistic

expressions, on this conception, is not to determine propositional content, but rather to

provide inferential premises which, in parallel with context and general pragmatic

principles, will enable a bearer to reach the speaker's intended interpretation.

Working within this framework, I shall argue that the semantics of the expressions

discussed should best be analysed not in terms of their relation to those objects which,

on occasions of use, they may designate, but rather in terms of the indications they

offer a hearer concerning the mental representation which constitutes the content of a

speaker's informative intention. Such an analysis can, I shall claim, capture certain

key data on reference which have proved notoriously problematic, while respecting a

broad range of apparently conflicting intuitions.
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chapter one

Introduction

1.0

Around I5OAD Claudius Ptolemy published a book that was to define astronomy for

the next 1400 years, a book that has come to be known as the Almagest. In the

Abnagest, Ptolemy set out to provide a mathematical model of the motion of the Sun,

the Moonand the five known planets, taking as his starting point two ofthe keytenets

of Aristotelian cosmology that the Earth was at the centre of the universe and that the

motion of the heavenly bodies was perlbctly circular, i.e. that heavenly bothes moved

in a circular orbit at a constant rate around the centre of that orbit. Hampered from the

start by these premises, Ptolemy devised, in his attempt to represent the observed

motion of the planets, a model of spectacular sophistication but also of spectacular

complexity. In the system of the Almagest, the planets are taken to move in circular

orbits, with the centre of their orbits themselves orbiting around points which are

slightly removed from the position of the Earth. The centres

of the planetary orbits do not, however, move at a constant

rate around the centre of their orbits, but around a point,

known as an equwu, which is at the same distance from the

centre of their orbit as the Earth on a line passing through

the Earth and the centre of their orbit (a typical Ptolemaic

planetary orbit is illustrated by the diagram on the left)'.

This model represents the motion of the planets with reasonable accuracy: it has,

however, certain problems on its own terms: although close to the centres of the orbits

of the centres of their orbits, the Earth is not itself taken to be at the centre of the

planets' orbits, thus violating one of the key Aristotelian tenets Furthermore, planets

are not taken to move constantly around the centre of the centre of their orbits, thus

violating the other key Aristotelian tenet. Despite its enormous complexity and its

failure to respect, at least to the letter, its own foundational pniticiples, it would not be

until 1543, with the publication of Copernicus' L)e revolutionibus orbium coelestium,

'If you find this e,qosaliou c(Ptoleaaic conc4cgy l thai aitirely clear, httv /www hioiv ns
floiyJMathematcian/Pto anyhftnl offars a lucid peaaitabou o(the key elems o(tI

A1mgest.
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that any serious challenge would be mounted to the Ptolemaic system and the

assumptions on which it is buik. Copernicus' key insight was that it s possible to

do away with Ptolemy's complex theoretical machinery, his eccentrics, epicyles and

equants, by the shnple step of abandoning one of his fbundational principles, the

principle of geocentricity. If one places the Sun, rather than the Earth, Ht the centre of

one's cosmology, one no longer needs to postulate planets moving constantly around

points which are not only not the centre of their orbits, but not even the centre of the

orbit of the centre of their orbits.

In 1892 Gottlob Frege published Uber Slim und Bedeutung, a paper that has

been one of the foundation stones of the philosophy of language for the last century.

In the paper, Frege mounts an argument that looks something like this: it seems clear

that expressions such as proper names refer to things; why not, then, assume that all

linguistic expressions refer? If that is the case, however, then whole sentences must

refer; but what sort of thing might they refer to? We can asswne that hatever serves

as the reference of a sentence must be determined by the references ofithat sentences'

constituent parts. Now this offers us a strategy for finding out what sentences refer to:

it should be the case, if the reference of a sentence is determined by the references of

its parts, that, if we take one expression hi a sentence and swap it kr another with the

same reference, the reference of the sentence as a whole should remain unchanged.

But what remains unchanged in such circumstances? Nothing but the sentence's truth

value. Therefore, sentences must refer to their truth values. This argument, and later

more sophisticated versions of it, have had a profound and lasting effect on the

philosophy of language: they have located truth fairly and squarely at the centre of

theories of linguistic meaning.

This thesis will be concerned with many of the questions that have been at the

heart of the philosophy of language, and, in particular, the philosophy of reference,

since Frege placed truth at the centre of meaning: what do singular expressions,

expressions such as proper names, pronouns and definite descriptions, mean? What do

they contribute to the truth conditions of sentences in which they appear? How do

they make this contribution? Must we distmguish between those singular expressions

which denote and those which refer? If we answer 'yes' to this question, naist we

make a parallel cognitive distinction between ways of thinking of entities? 1f on the

other hand, we answer 'no', how can we account fbr intuitive differences 1ween, fbr

8



instance proper names and definite descriptions? I shall also explore the issues which

provide a background to these questions: how might we want to individuate

propositional content? What sorts of evidence should we rely on in the search fur a

theory of meaning? What role should be assigned to speaker intuition?

My aim will be to address these questions from within a particular theoretical

framework, the conmiunication-based framework offered by Sperber and Wilson's

Relevance Theory (see, fur instance, Sperber and Wilson (1986/95)). Sperber and

Wilson offer not just an articulated pragmatics, but a conception of meaning which is

fundamentally different from that presupposed within much of the truth-conditional

literature on this conception, the role of language is not to encode (or determine)

propositional content, but rather to provide clues as to the content of a speaker's

informative intention. Thus the hearer of an utterance will retrieve that utterance's

propositional content not merely by decoding the sentence uttered, but by a

combination of decoding and pragmatic inference. By approaching the meaning

properties of singular expressions from within this framework, I hope to suggest that

Uber Sinn und Bedeutung has had a similar effect on twentieth century philosophy of

language as the Almagest had on mediaeval cosmok)gy putting truth at the centre of

theories of linguistic meaning has led to the construction of a great number of

semantic eccentrics, epicycles and equants. This is not to say that truth has no place in

theories of meaning and, in particular, in theories of the meaning of singular

expressions. It is clearly the case that utterances have truth conditions, and that tokens

of singular expressions contribute to the truth conditions of utterances in which they

appear. But this fact no more shows that truth must be at the centre of theories of

meaning than the fact that the Earth has a place in any satisfactory model of the solar

system shows that we should return to Aristotelian geocentricity. One of the key

claims of this thesis, then, will be that we should oust truth from the central place it

has held in those theories of meaning that have held sway fur the last century. But

what should we replace it with? The theory which I shall outline over the following

chapters suggests that we thoukl, in essence replace truth with mind. My claim will

be that the eccentrics of twentieth century semantics are the product of a failure to

appreciate the nature of the mediatory role that mind plays between language and the

world.

9



1.1 Reference—a brief history

It should already be clear that an examination of the notion of reence will be

central to this thesis. But what are we talking about when we talk about relërence?

The fundamental intuition is that certain types of ressions, expressions such as

proper names, demonstratives, definite descriptions and so on, pick out particular

individual entities in order that we may talk about them. There is an intuitive contrast

between these sorts of expression and those which seem to be meaningful not by dint

of picking out individuals. So, if we consider sentence (1):

1) Bertishappy

it looks like 'Bert' and 'happy' are doing fundamentally different kinds of thing:

'Bert' picks out a particular individual, whereas 'happy' picks out a property.

This then is the starting point for discussions of reference: an intuitive

distinction between the kind of work done by different types of expression. Over the

course of the last century in particular, this distinction has been subject to extensive

refinement. To set the scene fur what Ibilows, and to give a sense of what is at stake

in debates on the nature of reibrence, I want to examine the most significant of those

refinements. This examination will, however, be briefi my aim is not primarily to

present the refinements themselves, since they are flimiliar, but rather to draw out

their underlying concerns and to focus on those concerns that are coninon to all; we

shaH also have occasion to return to some of the most influential accounts of reference

in later chapters.

Although Frege established the terms in which the modern discussion of

reference is conducted, the origin of that discussion can be traced back beyond Frege,

at least to Mill (1843). The intuitive distinction between those expressions which

serve to pick out individuals and those which do not finds a corollary in Mill's work

in the distinction between Individual names and general names:

A general name is ... a name which is capable of being truly affirmed,

lithe same sense, of each of an indefinite nwnber of things. An

10



indivklual or singular name is a name which is only capable of being

truly affirmed, in the same sense, of one thing.

Mill(1843,p. 131)

Mill draws another distinction, within the class of individual names, that has been

pivotal to the nxxlern philosophy of language. For MIII, proper names are distinct

from other individual names, such as definite descriptions, hi that their meaning

properties are exhausted by thew referents, Le. by that which they name. Put in Mill's

own terms, all individual names other than proper names have both connotation and

denotation, i.e. both descriptive meaning and referent, whereas proper names have

only denotation. Given what we shall have to say about later accounts of reference, it

is perhaps unfortunate that Mill talks of the referent of a proper name as its

denotation; its referent, however, is what he is talking about. This distinction between

connotative and non-connotative names prepares the ground fbr much that Ibilows:

the question of how one takes the distinction can be seen as one of the key areas of

disagreement between opposing camps in the debate on reference.

As the discussion above may already have made clear, the intuitive distinction

between those expressions which refer and those which do not is somewhat blurred in

Frege's semantic system. For Frege all meaningful expressions may refer, not just

those which we would normally think of as doing so. This does not mean, however,

that the intuitive distinction outlined above is entirely lost for Frege. In his semantic

system it corresponds not to a division between those expressions which refer and

those which do not, but rather to a division between those expressions which have

saturated meanings and those which have unsaturated meanings2. Without going into

detail on this distinction, I corresponds closely to the klea that some expressions

serve to pick out individuals, while others serve to pick out properties which may be

true or ise of those individuals. The intuitive distinction we started off with

survives, then, albeit in alered form, in Frege's framework. Given the underlying

principles which inform Frege's semantic system, however, Mill's distinction

between connotative and non-connotative individual names is bat. For Frege, one of

the key cts about meaning is that linguistic expressions present what they refer to in

a particular way. This idea tics in with the fbtmdational epistemological notion that

2 For a p esontion of this distinction, , instance, Frege (1891)
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we cannot think of an individual other than as the satisfier of certain properties: I

cannot entertain a bare thought about the desk I am working at, for instance; I must

instead think of it as that which is presented to me in such-and-such a way. Given this

epistemological slant there can be, for Freg; no non-connotative names: if a name

were non-connotative, it would seem that to grasp the meaning of that name would be

simply to think of its referent, without thinking of that referent in any particular way.

All singular expression must therefore have descriptive meaning, Le. sense 3. Not only

does this view tie in with the fimdamental tenets of Frege's epistemology, it also

offers a way out of a puzzle that has dominated the philosophy of reference for a

century, a puzzle that has come to be known as F,vge 'a puzzle. We shall have much to

say about Frege's puzzle in the coming chapters, particularly when we come on to

discuss the semantics of specific types of singular expression. In its simplest form it

looks 1&e this: if Mill is right, then proper names lack any meaning beyond their

referent. But ifthat is so, then there can be no difference in meaning between, for

instance, (2) and (3):

2) Batman is Bruce Wayne

3) Bruce Wayne is Bruce Wayne

Afler all, (2) and (3) difler only in the substitution of one name for another name with

the same reference. On the assumption that names have no meaning other than

reference, (2) and (3) must therefore have the same meaning. Yet this is clearly

wrong, according to Frege: (2) and (3) must have difierent meaning properties for the

simple reason that (2) is potentially informative, i.e. is cognitively significant,

whereas (3) is not. This puzzle has been largely responsible for setting the parameters

within which discussion of reference has been conducted; in particular it has placed

the relation between meaning and cognitive significance centre stage. Frege's

assumption is that a plausible semantic theory must be answerable to fracts concerning

cognitive significance. Whether this is so, or whether, as some recent contributors to

3 In identifying Fregean sane with descrq*ive meaning I beIiec th I an not only being faithfi3l to
Frege's intgsition, Indian also aligning myself with the majority intapretatiosi of Frege's work. My
intapretalion is, however, M odds with th of Evans (see, in particular, Evans 1982) who sees the
possibility in Frege's work c(non-desoriptive san
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the debate would have it4, semantic acts and cognitive facts are mdepeadent, will be

a theme that we will return to on more than one occasion.

A system such as Frege's, on which to be rneaningfiul is to have descriptive

meaning, conforms closely with hguition in its analysis of expressions such as

definite descriptions and complen demonstratives. But then, as far as these

expressions are concerned, Frege's semantics have much in common with Mill's: on

both accounts, the meaning of these types of expression must be analysed along two

dimensions, for Mill, connotation and denotation, for Frege, sense and eeference. The

interesting case is clearly going to be the analysis of proper names. The Miffian

intuition, that names lack descriptive meaning, seems robust: on the 6cc of it, there

seems to be no descriptive condition which an individual must satisfj, in order to be

the referent of 'Condoleezza Rice', she simply has to be Condoleezza Rice. Yet this

intuition is beyond the grasp of a semantic system such as Frege's meaningful as they

are, expressions such as 'Condoleezza Rice', must indeed have a sense, maybe the

same sense as the description 'George W. Bush's National Security Advisor'. I don't

want to go any further into this issue here; we shall pick it up again when we come to

discuss the semantics of proper names in chapter 3. The point I want to stress, since

we are examining the intuitive basis for the debate on reference, is that ii this respect,

Frege's semantic system seems, at least, counterintuitive. Once we do) return to this

question in chapter 3, however, it will turn out that there is a way of looking at

Frege's account on which I seems less counterintuitive.

Mill's distinction between connotative and non-connotative individual names

resurfuces in Russell's account of reference, based, as it is, on an epistemology which

differs from Frege's in fundamental respects. I shall have a great deal to say about

Russell's theory of descriptions when I come onto look at the semantics of definite

descriptions in chapter 5. Here I shall restrict mysel1 therefore, l the briefest

discussion. Underlying Russell's semantics is a distinction betweeii two ways in

which we can think about indivkkjals we can think of an individual either in an

essentially Fregean way as the satistler of some property or set of properties, or in a

much more immediate way which Russell terms knowledge by acquaintance. This

distinction tallies with some robust intuitions: there seems to be a fimdamental

4 See, R instanon, Wdtstein (1986).
3 For Russell's setnsnlic and tamlogic views on rcferan see, us particula Russell (1905) and
Russell (1911).
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difference between the way you can think, for instance, about your next door

neighbour and the way you can think about the okiest woman in the worki (whoever

she may be); while you can entertain thoughts about both, that, lbr instance, your next

door neighbour left his rubbish on your doorstep again and that the oldest woman in

the world can't be looking forward to the future much, your thoughts about your next

doorneighbourseem,onanhitukivelevel,tobelinkedtothefrobjectinawaythat

your thoughts about the okiest woman in the world are not. For Russell, this cognitive

distinction has a linguistic corollary some expressions, which Russell terma logically

proper names, are anchored to their referents in the same way as acquaintance-based

thoughts they do not present their reirents as the satisflers of any set of propeities

but rather simply label those referents. Given their lack of any mode of presentation,

Russell's logically proper names can be identified with Mifi's non-connotative

individual names. We can thus see the re-emergence of a distinction that has since

become Ilindameilal to the philosophy of language between, on the one hand, certain

classes of singular expression which refer directly to their designata, and, on the other,

classes of singular expression which operate on something like a Fregean model. As I

shall discuss at some length in the chapters that follow, the assumption embodied by

Russell's account, that truth-conditional distinctions between types of cognitive entity

must early over to types of linguistic entity, has become part of the bedrock of

modern truth-conditional semantics.

While Russell drew a hard and fast distinction between logically proper

names, on the one hand, and definite descriptions on the other, applying this

distinction to the semantics of natural language proved problematic. As we shall see

when we come on to look at the semantics of proper names in chapter 3, the

assumptions upon which his epistemology was based forced Russell to some

notoriously unpalatable conclusions, conclusions that undermine the intuitive basis for

his distinction between logically proper names and descriptions. Despite the

unpalatability of these conclusions, the fundamental distinction drawn by Russell

between those singular expressions which serve as no more than labels for their

designata and those which designate via the satisfaction of a property, between, ii

other words, those expressions which refer and those which denote, has become one

of the main plails of the currently dominant school of thought on reference. As we

saw above, a Fregean model of reference seema to work fine (speaking roughly) for

14



expressions such as definite descriptions and complex demonstratives. It seems to

work less well, or, at least, is less in tune with pre-theoreticaf intuition, when it comes

to an analysis of expressions such as proper names which seem, on the face of it, to

lack descriptive meaning. As Kripkc has shown (Kripke 1972 etc), this is far from

being the only problem we face if we apply a Fregean model to proper names. A

Fregean story on names depends on the claim that, when we successfully refer by use

of a proper name, this must be because our use of the name corresponds to a mode of

presentation, a sense, which uniquely picks out that to which we have referred. Yet, as

Kripke shows, we may refer to a particular individual using a proper name even if

every piece of information we associate with the name is false of that individual, or,

indeed, where we have no uniquely identiIing information concerning that individual

at alL

Such observations have heralded a return to the Milhian model over the last

thirty years or so. The key tenets of the new version of Millianism, espoused by

Kripke, Kaplan, Perry et aL, are that we must distinguish between those expressions

which refer by virtue of their linguistic meaning and those which denote by virtue of

their linguistic meaning, and that those expressions which are referential contribute

nothing to truth-conditional content but their referents. Even in the neo-Millian

analysis of referring expressions, however, we can still make out the reflection of a

Fregean two-tier semantics. For Kaplan (in particular 1989a), the key distinction

between referring and denoting expressions does not lie in whether or not their

linguistic meaning is descriptive; both, on his semantic system, may have descriptive

linguistic meaning. Rather it depends on what role that descriptive meaning plays

with regard to propositional content. What distinguishes referring expressions, a. a

class, from denoting expressions, as a class, is that whatever descriptive meaning the

lbrmer have drops out of the picture prior to the level of propositional content, serving

only to constrain reference. The latter by contrast contribute their descriptive meaning

to propositional content Given this analysis, Kaplan distinguishes between the

linguistic meaning of a referring expression, its character in his terms, and is content,

i.e. that which I contributes to propositional content which, on his account, is nothing

15



but its referent (or, more accumtely but less perspicuously, a constant function from

cicumstances of evaluation to its referent)6.

Neo-Millianism can be viewed as an attempt to develop the Russellian

distinction between logically proper names and denoting expressions into a semantic

theory for natural language. Any such attempt will, of course, have to confront those

data around which the Fregean model was designed, and in particular Frege's puzzle

itself After all, if Mill's original story fell foul of Frege's puzzle, what reason might

there be to suppose that a new version will not also come to grief on 1? Mucb ink has

been spilled in answering just this question, and many variants of the basic Milan

picture have been developed as a result.

1.2 Language, mind and reference

Regardless of the differences between different flavours of neo-Millianism, more or

kss all accept the fundamental Russeffian assumption that there is a direct correlation

between type of expression linguistically indivkluated and type of propositional

contribution truth-conditionally individuated. Put another way, it is assumed that one

type of expression must always give rise to the same type of propositional

contnl,ution. It is this assumption, above all, that has led, I shall cJlaim, to the

eccentrics, epicycles and equants of modern semantic theory. Why should this be so?

There is, I shall argue, extensive evidence that all types of singular expression can be

used either referentially or descriptively they can, that is, give rise to either singular

or general truth condition& It; however, one works on the assumption that expression

types must always give rise to the same type of propositional constituent, truth-

conditionally bdividuated, then some sophisticated theoretical machinery is going to

be called for to explain this apparent data. You have two choices: either you claim

that all uses of your chosen singular expression give rise to singular prcpositions, or

you claim that they all give rise to descriptive propositions. Either way, you need

some way of explaining how it is that there are apparent examples in which your

singular expression gives rise to the wrong kind of proposition. Much use has been

made of the Gricean notion of hnplicature in this cause, particularly in an analysis of

'The ideatificstion of thact with Iiniistic meaning is dearest in Kaplan (1989a).
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what Donnellan7 terms the refe,niia1 use of definite descriptions, of which we will

see much more in chapter 5.

Why, rather than employ this theoretical machinery, shouki we not simply

accept, in fight of the strong evidence available, that singular expressions can make

different types of propositional contribution in different contexts? There are two key

answers that are either explicit or implicit in the literature: firstly, any account on

which singular expressions can be either referential or descriptive is thereby an

ambiguity account, and we should, on theoretical grounds, prefer accounts that can do

without positing ambiguities. I shall argue hi the final chapter of the thesis that to

view the account I favour as an ambiguity account would be to misunderstand why

avoiding ambiguity is a goal worth pursuing Ibr the semantic theorist. The second

reason why the one-expression-one-propositional contnl,ution assumption has

remained so pervasive is this: if we abandon it, then we abandon the hope that we

might be able to explicate the linguistic meaning of singular expressions hi terms of

the notion of truth, and, since Frege placed truth at the centre of meaning, it has

largely been taken on faith that truth offers our best hope of a satisfactory theory of

meaning. I shall argue that, at least as far as singular expressions are concerned, we

must bite the bullet, accept that truth cannot lie at the heart of theories of linguistic

meaning, and thus excise the Ptolemaic machinery which has become a familiar

feature of the modern philosophy of language.

1.3 Structure

I propose to structure the thesis as follows: in chapter 2! shall layout the theoretical

machinery which I intend to nse in building my theory of the semantics of singular

expressions. This machineiy will come in three flavours: cognitive pragmatic and

semantic. Once I've laid out the theoretical machinery, I shall then, ii chapters 3 to 6,

examine the semantics and pragmatics of different types of singular expression,

outlining the account of each that I favour and comparing I with the mali accounts

currently on the philosophical markel Finally in chapter 71 shall address how the

accounts I will by then have developed fit m with broader semantic concerns.

See in pw1ii1ar, Donndlan (1966).
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Chapter 2

The theoretical background

2.0

In this chapter I want to undertake some preliminary groundwork, groun&work upon

which the account of the semantics and pragmatics of singular expressions which I

shall developin chapters3to 6wlllbuild.Attheheartofmythesis isareassessmeit

of the relations between semantic, pragmatic and cognitive facts in an account of

singular expressions. It will thus be necessary to provide both background and

technical machinery for each of these dimensions of the account. I shall net, however,

address them in this order the view of semantics which Ishall be werking with

depends upon a proper understanding of the role played by pragmatic inference in the

determination of propositional content while the nature of our pragmatic macliineiy

depends on prior facts about human cognition. I shall thus start with some cognitive

scene-setting, and, once that is hi place, move on to look at the pragmatic and

semantic issues that underlie the claims I shall be making in the rest of the thesis.

2.1 A general view of mind and cognition

As discussed hi chapter 1, the account of the semantics and pragmatics of singular

expressions which I aim to defrnd will make extensive use of the relevance-theoretic

framework developed by Sperber and Wilson (e.g. 1986/95). Given this I am

committed from the outset to certain claims on the nature of mind which arc

embodied in that framework; in particular the account I shall develop presupposes a

representationalist view of mind. That is to say, I shall take the Lontents of

propositional attitudes to be representations in something like a language of thought.

As Fodor (see hi particular Fodor (1975)) has convincingly argued, all vaguely

plausible views on the operation of mind presuppose computation, and computation

presupposes something like a machine code. It thus seems that all plausible views on

the mind presuppose some lbrm of language of thought.

Placing my account within a relevance-theoretic framework also commits me

to certain claims about human mental architecture; in particular I am committed to the
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view that mind is modular in something like the sense of Fodor (I 983). The details of

what such a claim must amount to have been the subject of much recent discussion,

within the relevance-theoretic framework and elsewhere. It is beyond the scope of this

thesis to argue lbr any one particular take on the notion of mental modularity. I want,

however, to lay out those features of the modular view which will be significant for

the kind of account of singular expressions which I wish to develop.

Fodor (1983) presents a view on which the architecture of the mind is divkled

between input modules and central systems. Among the hallmarks of modular

processes is that they are domain specific, mandatoiy and lIst; central processes, by

comparison, are domain general, optional and relatively slow. Given these typical

feature sets, language processing seems, for Fodor, to be a good candidate lbr

modularity. This view, that the mind contains a language processing input module

which takes as its input linguistic stimuli and, having processed those stimuli, passes

its output on to other mental components, dovetails elegantly with the relevance-

theoretic view of language and communication. I don't want to say much more about

this here, since I will return to the interrelations between relevance and modularity

when I lay out the semantic and pragmatic background to my account later in this

chapter. In brief; however, relevance theorists take the distinction between those

interpretive processes which are conducted within the language module and those

which are conducted at a higher cognitive level to correspond to a distinction between

linguistic decoding and pragmatic inference. As I shall discuss below, the view that

the encoded content of linguistic stimuli goes no further than whatever the output of a

dumb language processing module may be has profound implications for the

semantics-pragniatics interfi,ce.

In addition to these general claims about the nature of mind and mental

architecture, the relevance-theoretic analysis of communication rests on a specific

claim about human cognition: that it is guided by the search for relevance. For

Sperber and Wilson (Sperbez and Wilson (1986195), Wilson and Sperber (2002) etc.),

relevance is taken to be a property of inputs to cognitive processes, be those inputs

external (enviromnental stimuh) or internal (e.g. thoughts, memories etc.). As far as

the determination of relevance is concerned, such inputs have two key features: on the

'it might patzape, be bett to say that lam coimnitted to the view that mind i conpitatkinally
modnl& in the saise of Segal (l996.
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one hand they may offer an agent positive cognitive effects - they may combine with

other available information to provide new information, they may remlbrce pie-

existing hifonnation or they may contradict and eliminate pie-existing beliefs - while

on the other they will cost the agent eflbrt to process: accessing the available positive

cognitive effects will place a lesser of greater demand on the agent's cognitive

resources. It is the balance between these two factors that, for Sperber and Wilson,

determines the relevance of an input:

Relevance of an input to an individual

a. Other things being equal, the greater the positive cognitive effects achieved by

processing an input, the greater the relevance of the input to the individual at

that time.

b. Other things being equal, the greater the processing effort expended, the lower

the relevance of the input to the individual at that time.

Wilson and Sperber (2002, p. 252)

Sperber and Wilson's claim is that hwnan cognition is geared towards optimising the

balance between positive cognitive effects and processing effoit This claim is

formalised in their cognitive principle of relevance:

Cognitive principle of relevance

Hwnan cognition tends to be geared to the maximisation of relevance.

Wilson and Sperber (2002, p. 254)

The significance of this principle to our curreit concerns will not become clear until

we examine the relevance-theoretic account of utterance interpretation later hi this

chapter. As we shall see then, however, utterance interpretation, on the relevance-

theoretic view, depends on the exploitation of the cognitive principle ofrelevance.
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2.2 Thoughts of individual particulars

2.2.1 Individual concepts - an outline

While I shall presuppose, in this thesis, the sort of picture of mind and cognition

outlined above, my main focus, as far as cognition is concerned, will be on mental

representations of individuals. I shall, throughout, refer to such representations as

individual concepts. This term seems to me to have the advantage of offering an

intuitive way to talk about conceptual representations of individuals. There is,

however, a caveat that needs to be raised: I am not using the term in line with the

semantic tradition on which an individual concept is taken to be a function from

indices to individuals, i.e. the intension of a singular expression. The sense in which I

use the term should become clear as this section progresses. I want to underline here,

however, that I take individual concepts to be subjective cognitive entities to be, in

other words, whatever representation a cognitive agent entertains when she thinks of a

particular individual.

I want to start out, then, with the following idea: that, on a representationalist

view of the mind, what it is to have a thought about an individual is to entertain a

propositional mental representation one of the components of which is a

representation of the individual in question, i.e. one of the components of which is an

individual concept of that individual But what do such concepts look like? What, in

other words, makes a concept an individual concept? The answer I want to suggest is

broadly familiar within the philosophical literature2. I want to identiI' individual

concepts with dossiers containing infonnation all of which is taken by the holder of

the concept to be satisfied by the same individual Thus, for instance, you may have a

concept of Humphrey Bogart which contains the information that he was a film star

(which I shall henceforth represent as x was a film star), that x led in The Big Sleep,

that x was married to Lauren BacaIl and so on. On the kind of story I am proposing,

to say that you have placed these pieces of inlbrmation in the same dossier, i.e. in the

same individual concept, is just to say that you take them all to apply to a single

individuaL Looking at the same point from a diflërent angle individual concepts are

2 Sce, fw histic Once (1969), Reati (1993), Lson d Segal (1995).
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taken by their holders to license particular inference schemas: a cognitive agent who

has placed the information that x is F and that x Lc G into the same individual concept

takesthi$tolicensetheinfeTenceto3x(Fx&Gx).

Although this is only, as yet, the barest outline of an anatomy for individual

concepts, there might already seem to be an objection: while it is clearly the case that

we do have individual concepts of actual individuals, we also seem capable of

entertaining individual concepts of non-actual individuals. I can ceitahily entertain a

concept of Hwnphrey Bogart, but I can also entertain a concept of Philp Marlowe, a

concept that may contain information such as x Lc the pivtagonist of The Big Sleep,

Farewell my Love'y etc., x was created by Raymond Chandler, x Lc a detective in Los

Angeles and so on. But, so the objection might go, on the story I have told so far, my

concept of Philip Marlowe cannot be viewed as an individual concept: II take none of

the information in my Philip Marlowe concept to be satisfied by a particular

individual, since Philip Marlowe is fictional. I cannot therefore afomon, take all the

information in my Philip Marlowe concept to be satisfied by the same individual. I

don't want to say a great deal on this question here; I will return to the issues raised

by non-denoting individual concepts at some length hi the next chapter. What I will

suggest there is, in essence, that the apparent pmblents posed by empty individual

concepts are not best addressed by altering our story on the anatomy of individual

concepts, but should rather be addressed via a distinct theory of flctionl contexts (or,

more broadly, of non-actual contexts).

2.22 Two types of individual concept

What I have claimed so far, then, is that when we think of individuals we do so by

entertaining individual concepts which comprise dossiers of Information taken to be

true of a single individuaL This, however, leaves open a key question: what makes an

individual concept a concept of a particular mdividual? In answering this question we

will need to distinguish between two types of individual concept, a InctIon that

harksbucktotheworkofRussell(e.g. 1905,1911).

The theory of meaning developed by Russell depends, as was 1*iefly discussed

hi the last chapter, on some t1ndamental epistemological clams. thderlyhig the

distinction, central to Russell's semantics, between logically pmper names and
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denoting expressions, as the parallel distinction between knowledge by acquaintance

and by description. Russell (1911) sketches the distinction thus: 'I say that I am

acquainted with an object when I have a direct cognitive relation to that object, i.e.

when I am directly aware of the object itself(p. 108); 'I shall say that an object is

Imown by description" when we know that it is "the so-and-so," Ic. when we know

that there is one object, and no more, having a certain property'(p. 113). As

mentioned in chapter 1, such a distinction seems to have a robust intuitive basis: it

seems, lbr instance, that my thoughts about my next door neighbour, call him 'Bob',

are of a fundamentally different kind from my thoughts about the oldest woman in the

world (whoever she may be). As is well known, however, Russell came up against

some formidable problems in applying these distinctions, between logically proper

names and denoting expressions and between knowledge by acquaintance and

knowledge by description, to an analysis of natural language. A brief examination of

these problems will, I believe, be instructive.

Russell's account approaches meaning from a strictly realist stance. As Neale

(1990, p. 15) puts it, 'every meaningful item of language stands for something reaL

The meaning of an expression is simply that entity for which I stands' This semantic

view has a necessary epistemic cocollaiy if the meaning of an expression is just that

entity for which it stands, then to grasp the meaning of an expression must just be to

grasp the entity I stands fbr. One inplication of this is that, should an expression fail

in fact to stand for any entity, then there should be nothing which would count as

understanding that expressiolt The mental objects which constitute our understanding

of referential expressions must therefore be such that they cannot exist ii the absence

of something for them to stand for. Put another way, Russell requires mental modes of

presentation that would simply not be available if that for which they stand did not

exist. Acquaintance is, fur Russell, the relation in which a cognitive agent must stand

toanentity,inordertobeabletothinkofitinthisobject-dependentway.The

difficulty is that such mental modes of presentation, such concepts, are very hard to

come by. We could be mistaken about the existence of more or less any entity which

we believe ourselves to have thoughts about Thus, I currently believe that I am

having a thought about a particular mug to the effect that it is empty but would be

better fulL it is entirely possible, however; that I am merely hallucinating, that there is

in fact no mug. Given this, Russel must conclude that my thought about the mug,
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although seemingly as direct as any thought could be, is in fact descriptive; I am

thinking of the mug not by acquaintance, that is, but by description. The difficulty of

finding any concepts which are truly immune to error, and thus of finding linguistic

expressions which might express such concepts, led Russell down some dark alleys.

The best known of these alleys is to be found in his account of the semantics of proper

names, an account which wiH receive more detailed attention in the next chapter. For

the time being Ijust want to point to Russell's central thesis on names. Aswe have

seen, to understand an expression is to grasp that which it stands for. It seema

intuitively clear, moreover, that I can understand the sentence:

I) Santa Claus is coming to town

despite the failure of 'Santa Claus' to pick out any actual individual3. If Russell

accepts that I can understand the name 'Santa Claus', as he must, he is forced to the

following conclusion that proper names do not, in fact, stand for individuals. And this

is, of course, just the view that Russell held: that proper names are semantically

equivalent not to his logically proper names but rather to definite descriptions; that

they stand, in other words, not for individuals but for complex quantified structures.

The requirement, imposed on him by his realist framework, that the semantic

value of a concept, and thus of any expression which expresses that concept, can only

be identified with an individual if the concept is immune to error, robs Russell's

epistemology of its intuitive support. Consider once more the intuition we originally

used to motivate a distinction between different ways of thinking of things, the

intuition that my thoughts about my neighbour Bob are of a different kind from my

thoughts about the oldest woman in the world. On Russell's picture this isn't so: my

thoughts about both must be descriptive, since I certainly have no concept of Bob

which is entirely immune to error. If we want to capture this intuition, then, we need

to look for an alternative to Russell's notion of acquaintance. This is not to say that

Russdllian acquaintance will have no role to play: as I shall come on to discuss

shortly, there do seem to be certain concepts which are hinnune to error, and which

may or may not correspond to particular linguistic expressions However, if we are

'assuming th the nso 'Santa Clam' as we use It slxmld not be takat to ref to Saint Nitholas, a
4th caituly bishop from Asia Minor. Evas if we do so take it, howevu, the swim point om be made,
sin thore scans to be some cvidai thot Saint Nidiolas did not, in sot, oci.
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interested in capturing the intuitions that support Russellian acquaintance, Russellian

acquaintance itself will be too inflexil,Ie a theoretical notion. My aim in what follows

is to outline an alternative to Russell's distinction which I believe will do the work we

want of it. I shall not here have much to say ii defrnce of this outline; it must stand or

fall according to how well it allows us to account for the semantic behaviour of

singular expressions, and we will not come on to discuss that question until I present

my account of singular expressions starting in the next chapter.

The lesson we should learn from the problems facing a Russellian

epistemology is that infallil,IIity is a dead end when it comes to capturing the intuitive

distinction between these different ways of thinking of individuals. An alternative

basis for the distinction has been advocated, in one form or another, by a number of

recent philosophers of language (see, for instance, Recanati (1993), Bach (1987)). On

this approach, the distinction between, for instance, the way I can think of my

neighbour Bob and the way I can think of the oldest woman in the world comes down

to a difference between the sort of facts that make each of these ways of thinking a

way of thinking of a particular individuaL It seems reasonably clear that my concept

of the oldest woman in the world attaches to its designatum satisfactionally, this is

just to say that it is a concept of whoever satisfies its descriptive content, i.e. of

whoever is the oldest woman in the work!. It is equally clear, however, that my

concept of Bob does not attach to its designatum satisfactionally making use of the

sort of intuitions which Kripke (e.& 1972) marshals as evidence for the rigidity of

proper names, it seems that my concept of Bob may contain information which is

false of Bob or may fail to contain information which Bob uniquely satisfies without

thereby ceasing to be a concept of Bob. I then, my concept of Bob is not of Bob

because Bob satisfies some or all of is descriptive content, what is it that makes my

concept of Bob of Bob? The answer which is now familiar within the philosophy of

language and mind is that my concept of Bob is of Bob because of certain causal

relations in which Bob and my concept stand; because Bob is, in some appropriate

sense, the causal origin of my Bob concept. I don't propose to spend time discussing

just which causal relations are appropriate for this corollaiy of Russellian

acquaintance: interesting though this question is, there are many brands of answer

currently available on the market which I am sure are along more or less the right

lines, and a proper discussion of the question would require an extensive digression
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from our central concerns. The point I wish to focus on is that a distinction between

those concepts which pick Out their designatum satisfactionally and those which pick

out their designatum relatkrnally may well offer us an appropriate alternative to

Russell's distinction between acquaintance and description.

How will this hlea look when recast in the language of individual concepts?

What I would suggest is this: we should distinguish between two dimensions of

individual concepts, what I shall call their internal and external dimensions. All

individual concepts have structurally similar internal dimensions along the lines

suggested above; their internal dimensions will essentially be repositories of open

sentences structured in such a way that they support particular inferences. it is thus in

terms of facts concerning their internal dimensions that the class of individual

concepts as a whole is to be individuated. It is only when we come to look at their

external dimensions that we start to see distinctions within the class of individual

concepts. For those concepts which pick out their designatum satisfactionally,

henceforth, following standard usage dexnpllve individual concepts, the relation

between internal and external dimensions is intimate: essentially one or more

elements of the internal dimension are co-opted to do work as the external dimension.

In the limiting case, the internal dimension of a descriptive individual concept may

comprise a single piece of information; I may, for instance, know nothing at all about

the oldest woman in the world. On the view I want to propose, my concept of the

oldest woman in the world would thus have identical internal and external

dimensions. Given that this concept, as it stands, licenses no inferences, why should I

want to say that the unique piece of information that x is the oldest woman in the

world enters the internal dimension at all? Why should I not rather say that this

individual concept has an external dimension which anchors it to whoever is the

oldest woman in the world, but has an empty internal dimension? The answer to this

concerns the inferences I will be disposed to draw once new information is added.

Say, for instance, that I learn that the oldest woman in the world lives in Asia. On the

picture painted above, this should lead me to add the information x lives in Asia to the

internal dimension of my oldest-woman-in-the-world concept. If this were the only

piece of information within the internal dimension, I should still not be in a position to

draw inferences from the concept. But clearly I am in a position to do so; I will, for

instance be disposed to lifer that 3x(Oldest-woman-in-the-world x & Lives-in-China
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x). Since this is an instantiation of just the inference schema which internal

dhnensions of individual concepts characteristically support, there seems to be good

reason to suppose that we should place a copy of the condition which comprises the

external dimension of such a concept in its internal dimension.

What of the more complex case, in which the internal dimension of a

descriptive individual concept comprises more than one piece of information? What I

wail to suggest is that any uniquely identil5ring condition (or conjunction of

conditions) within the internal dimension can serve as external dimension4. Thus,

consider a concept the internal dimension of which contains the information that x u

the oldest woman In the world and that x Lr the oldest woman In China. Either of these

conditions can serve as external dimension; the bearer of the concept can, in other

words, entertain the thought that, for instance, the oldest woman in the world is U,

from which she should be inclined to infer that the oldest woman in China is G, as

well as the thought that the oldest woman hi China isU from which she should be

inclined to in1r that the oldest woman in the world is G. It seems to me to come

down to little more than preference whether we are inclined to say that we have here

two distinct individual concepts or one individual concept with distinct external

dimensions on distinct occasions of use. Given what I shall come on to say about

relational Individual concepts, I am inclined to view the two concepts as distinct

although, given that they share an internal dimension, Intimately linked.

What I have suggested, then, is that there is a close link between the internal

and external dimensions of descriptive individual concepts. One upshot of this is that

a cognitive agent may not rationally revise all the information within the internal

dimension of a descriptive individual concept without also revising its external

dimension; she cannot, for instance, jettison the information that x is the oldest

woman in the world from the internal dimension of a descriptive concept while

retaining this condition as the concept's external dimension at pam of entertaining the

contradictory belief that the oldest woman in the world is not the oldest woman in the

worki. This shows up one of the key distinctions between descriptive concepts and

those individual concepts which pick out thei designata relationally, henceforth

(again following coimnon usage) de , individual concepts. As suggested by the claim

i shall have more to say on the requiranad th the condition saving as the extanul dimension
should be uniquely denoting below.
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that such concepts pick out their designata relationally, the satisfaction of none of the

conditions which comprise is internal dimension is criterial to determining the

reference of a de concept5. On the view I want to suggest, the descriptive

conditions within the internal dimension of a de re concept are overridden, as far as

the external dimension is concerned, by a causal relation hi which the concept stands

to a particular mdivklual Thus my concept of my neighbour Bob may contain the

informationx,sateacher,x scalled 'Bob,xis male.Ican, nevertheless, come to

revise all of these pieces of information without rendering my concept contradiotory

that is to say that, for any condition x L G which appears within the internal

dimension of by Bob concept, I can rationally come to believe that Bob is not G.

I have so far laid out a reasonably simple ontology for individual concepts: on

the one hand there are descriptive individual concept which pick out their designata

satislhctionally and thus contribute a complex condition to the truth conditions of

thoughts in which they occur, while on the other there are de re individual concepts

which pick out their designata relationally and thus contribute nothing but their

designata to truth-conditions. On this picture, all individual concepts are of a kind as

far as their internal dimensions are concerned, the difference between the two distinct

types arising only at the external leveL As it turns out, however, things are not quite

as straightforward as this. Firstly, although the causal link that determines the

reference of a de re concept is a matter of that concept's external dimension, the fact

of the link must be internally represented. Recanati (1993) gives an analysis of the

semantics of what he takes be directly referential expressions on which these

expressions encode, as part of their linguistic meaning, a feature which Recanati terms

REF. This REF feature serves to mark an expression as directly referential i.e. limits

the truth-conditional contribution of the expression in question to its referent. To give

a flavour of what is to come, I shall argue throughout this thesis that singular

expressions are not marked by dint of their linguistic meaning as either referential or

descriptive. They may, however, given appropriate context, give rise to referential or

descriptive readings. Individual concepts, by contrast, are marked as either referential

or descriptive: that is to say, we have intuitions concerning whether particular

concepts are linked to ther reference in the intimate way which Russell identified

with knowledge by acquaintance, or the indirect way identified with knowledge by

The killowing es nith to the t-cimçcnaIt pdure defaided by Recanati (1993).
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description. It thus seems a natural move to transfer Recanati's REF feature from the

encoded meaning of particular linguistic expressions to the internal dimension of

particular individual concepts, specifically those Individual concepts which are de re.

Why should we want REF to be a constituent of the internal dhnensiafl of de re

concepts? Firstly to account for our intuitions concerning the truth conditions of

certain thoughts. But secondly, this move allows us to capture the intuitions

underlying Russell's distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and by

description without the problems inherent in Russell's epistemology. Recall the

intuition with which we originally motivated some such distinction, the iiltuition that

my thoughts about my next door neighbour are of a fundamentally different kind from

my thoughts about the oldest woman in the world. Now we cannot rely on actual

causal chains to capture this distinction for just the reasons that so constrained

Russell's account: my next-door-neighbour concept seems contentfiul, whether or not

there is a neighbour for it to be a concept of: In the terms just developed, however,

what distinguishes my next-door-neighbour concept, whether or not it is hi fact

causally linked to any individual, from my oldest-woman-in-the-world coaept is the

presence of REF within its internal dimension. What distinguishes the two concepts,

in other words, is that I believe one but not the other to be causally linked to an

individual in the way appropriate for de re-ness. I am not, of course, intending to

suggest that this will be the only difference standardly to be found between the two

types of concept: de re concepts will, fbi instance, standardly be weighted towards

perceptual inlbrmation in a way that descriptivc concepts will not. It is on the

presence or absence of the REF feature, however, that, so I want to claim, the intuitive

distinction between these different types of concept is based.

There is a further refinement I wish to make to the conceptual ontology so-far

sketched. As things stand there are two truth-conditional possibilities for Individual

concepts: either the external dimension of an individual concept is satisThetional and

that concept gives rise to general truth conditions, or the external dimension is

relational and the concept gives rise to singular truth conditions. There is, however, a

third truth-conditional possibility that the external dimension is descriptive but the

truth conditions are singular. What does this possibility amount to? It essentially

equates to placing the descriptive condition which constitutes the external dimension

of a descriptive individual concept within the scope of a rigldi1yin,g operator
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something like Kaplan's dthat operatt (see for instance, Kaplan (1978)). The result

of this move is to anchor a concept truth-conditionally to whatever actually satisfies

its external dimension. The significance of this third possilility, which I shall label

stipulative de re-ness, will become apparent in the next chapter.

Finally in this section, I just want to point towards a distinction drawn by

Recanati (1993), among others, between two types of de , individual concept. Recall

that we started this section with a discussion of the difficulties Russell faced in

applying his distinction between knowledge by acquaintance and knowledge by

description to an analysis of natural language. The difficulties, as we saw then, rested

on Russell's requirement that acquaintance-based thoughts should be hnmune to error

is that they simply could not exist lithe absence of that which they are thoughts

about The types of individual concept which we have k)oked at so far are certainly

not immune to error: I may have just the same thoughts (viewed from an internal

perspective) that I have now about, for instance, my neighbour Bob even if Bob does

not exist —if! have, say, been the victim of an elaborate hoax. There do seem to be

some kinds of thought, however, which are immune to error in just the way required

by Russell's epistemology. The clearest and most discussed case is that of first-person

thoughts, Le. thoughts about oneself It seems intuitively clear that the thought that

you might express with the sentence'! am F' simply could not fail to be about you

and therefore could not exist if you did not exist. The same seems to go for the

thoughts expressed by 'now is U' and 'here is H': your now-is-U thought simply must

be about the time of its own tokening, and your here-is-H thought must be about the

place of its tokening. As Recanati points out, the concepts underlying these thoughts

are of a very diflrent kind from other de re concepts: they so not standardly comprise

tile sort of beiefa which we have seen so far, but rather comprise predominantly

perception-based information. Again, I don't wish to defend any particular view of the

nature of such concepts, which, following Recanati, I shall call egocentric; I am sure

the analysis Recanati proposes is along veiy much the right lines. I merely want to

flag up this distinction, which will become significant when I come on to discuss

certain indexical expressions in chapter four.
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2.3 Relevance-theoretie pragmatics

Now that Ihave put ii place the co e machinerywhich Ishall be making use of

in the rest of the thesis, I want to turn to the pragmatic background against which my

account of the interpretation of singular expressions will be set. I have already laid

out, in section 1.2 above, the cognitive assumptions underlying Sperber and Wilson's

relevance theory: that the representational view of mind is broadly right, that mind is

modular and that human cognition is geared towards the maximisation of relevance.

Sperber and Wilson take these assumptions as the foundations upon which their

account of communication and the human pragmatic machinery which underlies it is

built.

On the relevance-theoretic view, the task facing a hearer is to form and

confirm hypotheses concerning speaker intentions. In a case of what Sperber and

Wilson (e.g. 1986/95) call ostensive-inferential communication, i.e. any case in which

we would intuitively want to say that lull communication takes place, these intentions

will come in two varieties: firstly the speaker will have an intention to inform her

hearer of something, her informative intention, and secondly, following a broadly

Gricean model, she will have the intention to inform her hearer of her informative

intention, an intention that Sperber and Wilson term the communicative intention. But

how might a hearer set about forming and confirming hypotheses concerning a

speaker's informative and communicative intentions? In doing so he may rely on the

fact that communicators exploit the hwnan cognitive tendency to maximise relevance.

Given this tendency, ic. given the cognitive principle of relevance, a hearer will only

attend to a stimulus if it offers him sufficient cognitive effects without undue

processing effort, i.e. Wit is relevant enough to him to be worth attending to. A

speaker who produces an utterance with the intention that a particular hearer should

attend to it there!bre communicates a presumption that her utterance is at least

relevant enough to the hearer to be worth processing. Wilson and Sperber spell out the

nature of this communicated presumption hi their communicative principle of

relevance:
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Communicative Principle of Relevance

Every ostensive stimulus conveys a presumption of its own optimai relevance.

Wilson and Sperber (2002, p. 256)

They cash out the notion of optimal relevance used in this formulation thus:

Optimal relevance

An ostensive stimulus is optimally relevant to an audience ifl

a. It is relevant enough to be worth the audience's processing effort;

b. It is the most relevant one compatible with communicator's abilities and

preferences.

Wilson and Sperber (2002, p. 256)

How, then, does the communication of a presumption of optimal relevance help the

hearer in his attempt to form and confirm hypotheses on speaker intentions? It does so

by justifying a particular interpretive strategy: given the communicative principle of

relevance a hearer is Justified in testing interpretations hi order of the. accessibility

until he comes across one that satisfies his expectations of relevance. He is then

entitled to stop and accept this ilerpretatioa. Why does the communication of a

presumption of optimal relevance justify this strategy? The key lies in clause (b) of

the definition of optimal relevance: a hearer is justified in trying out hypotheses in

order of accessibility since a speaker who wants to deliver on the presumption of

optimal relevance should make the intended interpretation as accessible as possible in

order to minimise processing eflbrt; equally a speaker wishing to maximise the

relevance of her utterance should not allow for there to be more than one

interpretation which satisfies the hearer's expectations of relevance on pain of putting

her hearer to the effort of choosing between competing interpretations. Since,

therefore, there can only be one interpretation which will satisfy the hearer's

e:cpectations of relevance, as soon as he finds such an interpretation, the hearer can

accepti

Finallyinthissectionlwaito flagupapointthatlshallreturntolaterinthis

chapter. In addition to the distinction drawn by Sperber and Wilson between

informative and communicative hlentions, I shall draw a further disthtion between
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different kinds of speaker intention which, so I shall claim when I come on to discuss

certain types of example kiter in the thesis play an importai* role hi determining

intuitions concerning the truth-conditional content of utterances. I shall, however,

leave the details of this distinction for a later section and turn now to the semantic

picture underlying the account of singular expressions which I wish to defend.

2.4 Relevance-theoretic semantics

Relevance-theoretic pragmatics, then, takes a hearer's job to be to the formation and

confirmation of hypotheses concerning a speaker's informative and communicative

intentions. But what role does hypothesis formation and confirmation have to play in

grasping speaker meaning? According to a traditional view within the philosophy of

language the propositional content of an utterance is determined by the meaning of

the sentence uttered. On this view, the sort of inferential processes involved in the

relevance-theoretic interpretation strategy may well have a role to play in the retrieval

of implicatures, but have no role to play in determining the proposition expressed by

an utterance. There are some respects in which linguistic meaning underdetermines

propositional content, according to this view; in particular a hearer will have to

resolve ambiguities and assign reference to indexical expressions before he can grasp

the proposition expressed by an utterance. However, these are not matters of

inferential input to propositional content, but aie rather matters which are

straightforwardly resolved by context.

Work within the relevance theoretic tradition and elsewhere has shown firstly

that an analysis of disambiguation and reference assignment requires more than a

general appeal to context and that the more required can be provided by the

machinery needed to analyse the retrieval of implicatures, and secondly that the

underdetermination of propositional content by linguistic meaning goes a great deal

deeper than ambiguity and referential indeterminac)fr. Such evidence supports a

conception of the semantics-pragmatics distinction which differs lbndamentally from

that presupposed by much work within philosophical and formal semantic traditions.

On the relevance-theoretic view, the retrieval of truth-conditienal content involves

6 Poc an ovotview of this work, and a detailed disaission of some of the ways m which saitance
meaning undotdetermines propositional cement, see Carston (2002a).
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two distinct types of process: on the one hand there is the dumb decoding of encoded

linguistic meaning by a dedicated language processing module, while on the other

there is higher-level pragmatic inference, which takes as input the output of the

language processing module and builds not just implicated meaning but also

propositional content. On this view, the output of the language module is standardly

(if not invariably) sub-propositional, viewed as something like a proposition schema.

This schema will provide just one type of input to the inferential processes involved in

forming and confirming hypotheses concerning speaker intentions.

The relevance-theoretic analysis thus recogmses a sub-propositional level of

representation which equates to the output of the language processing module, a level

of representation sometimes referred to as logical fonn within the RT-oriented

literature. Beyond logical form, it has become usual within relevance theory to draw a

distinction in the class of communicated assumptions between those which are

explicitly communicated and those which are hnplicitly communicated, between

explicatures and implicatures hi the RT terminology. This distinction mirrors,

although is not exactly coterminous with, the Gricean distinction between what is said

and what is merely communicated. In the next section 1 shall briefly compare these

two sets of distinctions in an attempt to spell out some of the points at which the kind

of semantic picture which underlies the analysis I shall propose diverges from

conceptions of semantics which are traditional in the philosophical literature.

Before coming on to that, however, I want to point towards One further

distinction that has become increasingly central to the relevance-theoretic view of

semantics. Within the RT framework there has been much work conducted over the

last few years into a distinction originally proposed by Blakemore (1987) between

two Ibndamentally different kinds of meiming Blakemore's original insight was,

roughly, this: since utterance interpretation involves two radically diireat kinds of

process, first the retrieval of a logical form and then the manipulation of That logical

form through pragmatic inference, we might weU expect to find two distinct kinds of

meaning corresponding to these processes. And this, for Blakemore, is just what we

do find. On the one hand there is conceptual meaning, which is straightforwardly

representational; on the other there is procedwnl meaning, which lays constraints on

the retrieval of implicatures. This distinction has been extensively applied to the

analysis of non-tnith-conditional meaning within the relevance-theoretic Iframework.
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Thus, fbr instance, both Blakemore herself (see, for instance, 1989, 2000) and lten

(e.g. 1998, 2000a, 2000b) have employed the conceptual-procedural distinction in an

analysis of concessives.

Over the last lëw years the application of this distinction has been steadily

extended within the relevance-theoretic framework. In particular, the assumption that

procedural meaning is involved only in the retrieval of implicatures has been

challenged. Wilson and Sperber (1993), among others, have suggested that indexicals

may encode procedures rather than, or as well as, concepts, procedures that arc

therefore involved in the retrieval of explicatures Throughout this thesis I shall return

to the question of whether the conceptual-procedural paradigm offers interesting

insights into the encoded meaning of different types of singular expression.

2.5 Explicature vs. what is said

As discussed above, there is a distinction drawn within the relevance-theoretic

framework between logical form and explicature, i.e. between the encoded meaning

of a sentence and something which k)oks veiy much like the truth-conditional content

of a located utterance of that sentence. There are certain key differences, however,

between that which relevance theorists take to be an explicature of an utterance and

what would be thought of as the proposition expressed by that utterance, or 'what is

said', within many philosophical frameworks. Sperber and Wilson (e.g. Sperber and

Wilson 1986/95, 1998; Wilson and Sperber 1992) and Carston (e.g. 1988, 1996/1997,

2000, 2002a), among others working within the RT framework, have pointed to

certain key points at which the philosophical notion of what is said diverges from the

level of explicitly communicated meaning relevant to an analysis of utterance

interpretation. Irony and metaphor, for instance, are both treated within RI as

contn1uthig to the level of explicit content i.e. as contributing to explicature, while

on philosophical analyses these tropes are standardly analysed as pad of what is

implicated by an utterance. Recently there has also been much debate in the literature

on so-called unarticulated constituents, elements which, according to certain criteria,

appear to form part of the truth-conditional content of an utterance while seemingly

unrepresented in the syntax of the sentence uttered. For those of a pragmatic bent,

such as Carston (e.& 2002b) and Recanati (2002), such elements should be viewed as
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genuine constituents of propositional content, constituents contributed not by syntax

but by pragmatics. For those of a more traditional philosophical bent, such as Stanley

(2000), by contrast, if such elements are genuine constituents of propositional content,

then they must be represented within the syntaL

What is at stake here? To answer this question we need to look at the

theoretical requirements made of the notions of explicalure and what Lc said by those

frameworks in which they are employed. In order to do this I shall have to generalise

in a way that may seem unpalatable there are, after all, wide discrepancies between

the takes on the notion of what is said or propositional content or the proposition

expressed employed by different frameworks within what might broadly be called the

truth-conditional tradition, and there is certainly not the space here to do justice to

each of these frameworks separately. In what follows, therefore, may aim is to tread

as neutral a path between diflërent takes on the notion of propositional content as

possible.

Common to all truth-conditional accounts is the idea that the relatively

tractable notion of truth can be used to approach the relatively intractable notion of

meaning. To put this idea into practice, a link must be established between linguistic

representations and truth. This link is effected via the assumption, which comes in

various different guises, that to give the meaning of a sentence is to give the

conditions under which that sentence would be true. Now if the truth-conditionalist

wants to give the meaning of a sentence via that sentence's truth-conditions, she will

need, for any unambiguous sentence, to find a way of giving truth conditions which

are constant across contexts of utterance. But this is just what the more pragmatically-

minded meaning theorist is claiming not to be possible if for instance, metaphor

should be viewed as contributing to truth-conditional content, then the same

unambiguous sentence can, on different occasions of use, give rise to different truth

conditions. To maintain the link between syntactic form and truth required by her

framework, therefore, the truth-conditionalist must deny that metaphor does

contribute to truth-conditional content. Equally, the hard-line truth-conditionalist is

committed to the position that apparently unarticulated constituents must either be

genuine constituents of propositional content but articulated at some level of the

syntax, or genuinely unarticulated but not constituents of truth-conditional content.
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The dyed-in-the-wool truth-conditionalist is thus committed to a filly

propositional level of truth-conditional content which is intimately anchored to the

sentence uttered. The relevance theorist, by contrast, is, as we have seen above,

committed to a sub-propositional level of representation which is intimately anchored

to the sentence uttered and one or more propositional levels of representation which,

akhough linked to the sentence uttered, may depart from encoded sentence meaning

in fundamental ways. Carston (2002a) argues that the philosophical level of what is

said can, with certain caveats, be eliminated from an account of utterance

interpretation. One of the themes I wish to explore in what follows is whether such a

level, viewed as a propositional level determined by sentence meanin& can also be

omitted from a theory of meaning. I clearly do not wail to suggest that one could not

work with this level of representation if one so wished. What I want to explore,

however, is the following possibility: that, at least as fur as an analysis of the meaning

of singular expressions is concerned, one can get away without an appeal to the

traditional philosophical notion of what is said, while one cannot get away without

including in one's ontology objects that look very like logical form and explicature.

To pave the way for the exploration of this idea, I wail to say a few words about the

place of intuitions in semantic theorising.

2.6 Semantic theory and intuition

When we talk about the truth-conditional content of an utterance, what is it that we

are talking about? Looking at this question from another angIe are there any

objective, theory-independent criteria by which we might say what the truth-

conditional content of a particular utterance is, Ic. by which we may determine what

is aid by that utterance? There have certainly been attempts made to pinpoint sudi

criteria. Within the relevance-theoretic framework it has been suggested that the

distinction between explicitly and implicitly communicated assumptions comes do

to whether a particular communicated assumption is a development of the logical

form of the sentence uttered. Carston (1988) offers a possible cashing out of this

suggestion in what she calLs the Functional Independence Pi*ic:ple. This principle

rests on the idea that explicatures and implicatures play independent roles ii

inferential processes. Thus, speaking very roughly, any communicated assunWtiofl
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which is a devek)pment of logical form shouki be viewed as an eqlicature, whereas

any communicated assumption which ts not a development of logical Ibrm should be

viewed as an implicature. Recanati (19891,191), however, shows that Carston's

principle throws up some unwanted resuks; in particular he shows that the principle

categorises some clearly implicated communicated assumptions as explicatures

Recanati himself (e.g. 1989h'9 1) offers two more promising candidate criteria

for discriminating explicitly communicated meaning from implicitly communicated

meaning. The first candidate, derived from a test used by Cohen (1971), Recanati

terms the Scope Principle:

Scope Principle: A pragmatically determined aspect of meaning is part

of what is said (and therefore not a conversational implicature) if—

and, perhaps, only if - it lls within the scope of logical operators

such as negation and conditionals.

Recanati (1989b191, p. 114)

Thus Recanati asks us to consider the following sentences:

2) Theoldkinghasdiedofaheartattackandarepublichasbeendeclared

3) A republic has been declared and the old king has died of a heart attack

It seems that there is a temporal sequence interpretation associated with the use of

'and' in these examples; we take it, in other words, that there is a difference in the

ordering of events between (2) and (3). The question we want to address, however, is

whether this temporal ordering is part of what is said by utterances of these sentences,

or whether I arises at the level of implicature. In order to applythe scope principle we

must embed the sentences under a logical operator

4) If the old king has died of a heart attack and a republic has been declared, then

Tom will be quite content.

5) If a republic has been declared and the old king has died of a heart attack, then

Tom will be quite content.
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It seems, Recanati points out, that a rational agent could assert (4) at the same time as

denying (5), and that (4) and (5) must thus express distinct propositions. This seems to

oflr us strong evidence that the temporal sequencing asoclated with 'and' falls

within the scope of the conditional and should therefore according to the scope

principle, be treated as an element of what is said7.

The second criterion Recanati oflirs for distinguishing what is said from what

is merely implicated is embodied in his Availability Principle.

Availability Princ,ole: In deciding whether a pragmatically determined

aspect of utterance meaning is part of what is said, that is, hi making a

decision concerning what is said, we should always try to preserve ow

pm-theoretic intuitions on the matter.

Recanati (1993, p. 248)

The import of this principle is self-evident: if intuitkns suggest that a particular

utterance has a particular truth-conditional content, then we should take that as strong

evidence that that utterance does indeed have that truth-conditional content. Although

this principle is the only one to make overt mention of the place of intuition in

theorising about meaning, all the principles we have so far looked at depend for theh

utility on intuitions concerning what is said. This is hardly surprising, since both

Carston and Recanati are in the business of providing cognitively realistic accounts.

Of course such principles are at odds with the take t the notion of

propositional content empk)yed by those who seek to develop a pure truth-conditional

account of meaning by anchoring what is said by an utterance to the syntax of the

sentence uttered. What place is there for tnjtb-conditional intuitiaas on accounts of

this type? There seem to be two distinct trends within the recent hard-line truth-

conditional literature. On the one hand there are those, such as Stanley (2000), who

are prepared to take intuitions as genuine evidence concerning truth-conditional

content. For theorists of this stripe, as mentioned above, any element of meaning

which intuitively forms part of tnjth-condIional content must be 'epresented within

'ma's e, of cowse, cilia' storlen th may be told out such cInples, induding tint told by Cohat
himself. My interest ha's is not in defending the Saçe Principi; although I find the imds lint
Ranati provides in support o(the principle oonvinang rather I n interested in easuining the sort of
criteria that have been proposed acarding to which e may distinguish bcten explicitly and
inçlicitly ocinmunicatal meaning.
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the syntax, albeit covertly. On the other hand there are those, such as, fur instance,

Borg (forthcoming) who take the view that truth-conditional intuitk,ns are a very

poor guide to what is 'literally' said. For Borg, the literal meaning of any sentence can

be identified with a fully determinate proposition, although such propositions will by

and large be a k)ng way from the assumptions which a speaker wishes to

conununicate. Even accounts of this sort, however, standardly make appeal to truth-

conditional intuitions. Borg, fur instance makes the claim that interlocutors can be

retied upon to have intuitions concerning the distinction between literal sentence

meaning and speaker meaning; in other words, that they have reliable intuitions

concerning what is 'literally' said. She then makes use of such evidence in defence of

her claim that supposedly unarticulated constituents should be viewed as non-

semantic, i.e. as contriluting not to what is said but to what is hnplicated.

Why this digression through various takes on the notion of what is said and the

role of truth-conditional intuition hi each? The first lesson I want to draw is that,

however much we might want to, we cannot abandon such intuitions altogether, they

are, after all, one of the few types of evidence available to us if we want our take on

what is said to have an empirical dimension. I thus propose to take intuitions on truth-

conditional content seriously throughout this thesis, along much the lines suggested

by Recanati's Availability Principle: it seems to me that a theory which respects such

intuitions should, ceterisparibus, be preferred to one that rides roughshod over them.

it is in satisfying the ceterisparibus caveat, of course, that difficulties may arise.

Secondly, however, I want to point to an obvious problem in attempting to

build a theory of meaning which respects intuitions on truth-conditional content: such

intuitions are notoriously variable. To take just one example, the field on the

referential-attributive distinction in the interpretation of definite descriptions is

divided between those who find I intuitively plausible that a referentially-used

definite description may contribute to propositional content an individual other than

that which satisfies its descriptive content, and those who find such a notion

intuitively incredible. Each camp uses theie own intuitions in support of theie

particular position, often simply refusing to recognise opposing intuitions. I believe

that, if we are to take truth-conditional intuitions seriously at all, then we are honour

bound to take competing intuitions seriously too; we should, that is to say, expect an
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analysis of the semantics and pragmatics of singular expressions to be able to account

for contradictory intuitions where they arise.

There are two suggestions I want to make here which may hdp us when I

comes to explaining contradictory intuitions later in the thesis. Firstly, split intuitions

may be reconciled by taking them to concern not the content of one and the same

utterance but rather the content of two distinct utterances. Clearly the sort of split

intuitions we are concerned with here are intuitions about utterances of the same

sentence, but it is not so clear that those who claim to have contradictory intulions are

holding the context in which the sentence is located constant. In particular, as I shall

discuss at some length in later chapters, I want to explore the possibility that standard

philosophical notions of what is said tend to presuppose particular types of discourse

contexts, discourse contexts which are idealised in certain significant respects. Such

contexts are, I shall suggest, typically idealised with respect to the epistemic states of

their speakers and hearers: the intuitions adduced by hard-line truth-con4lIionalists

often presuppose a discourse context in which speaker and hearer have mutual

knowledge of all relevant contextual factors. This stands in clear juxtaposilion to the

relevance-theoretic view outlined above, on which limitations on the speaker's

abilities, built in to the definition of optimal relevance as they are, play a key role in

determining the explicature of an utterance. I shall return throughout the thesis to the

idea that contrary intuitions which seem to bear on the semantics of particular

expressions may in fact bear on no more a difference in the contexts in which the

utterances are taken to be located.

Finally in this chapter, Iwant to return to something Iflagged up atithe end of

section 2.3. Speiber and Wilson, as has already been discussed, distinguish tween a

speaker's informative intention and her communicative intention. I wish draw a

farther distinction between types of speaker intention. To say that a speaker has an

informative intention is just to say that she has an intention concerning which

propositional representation(s) she wishes to communicate to her audience. What I

want to suggest is that, separate from the informative intention itseff a speaker will

have specific intentions concerning the route via which her audience should reach the

content of her informative intention I shall call this the speaker's de'fvazionat

intention. To give a taste of this distinction, let's look at a brief example. Bert and
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Ernie are on a country walk when Bert notices a particularly lovely butterfly hovering

near a flower. Pointing in the direction of the butterfly, Bert says:

6) Thatisverypretty

It seems clear that, speaking in rough terms, the content of Bert's informative

intention is the thought that the butterfly he is pointing at is very pretty. But, m

addition, Bert has intentions regarding how Ernie should reach this thought, i.e.

regarding the strategy which Ernie shouki follow in deriving the intended

interpretation: he intends, for instance, that Ernie should take his ostensive gesture as

part of his communicative act, that he should therefore follow the line of Bert's finger

to see what Bert is pointing at, that the act of pointing should thus have the effect of

making a particular object, the butterfly, highly salient in the context, and that the

butterfly should therefore be the most accessible candidate interpretation for Bert's

utterance of 'that'. In this way, he maximises the relevance of an interpretation on

which the butterfly is taken to be the referent of 'that' by minimising the processing

effort to which Ernie must go in order to access such an interpretation5. This

distinction, between informative and dejivational intentions, offers another strategy

for reconciling apparently divided intuitions within a single account: hi cases where

these two intentions are divided, i.e. hi which the speaker's derivational intention does

not, in fact, lead to the content of her informative intention, intuitions may be

weighted towards either of the intentions, thus allowing for the possibility of t

distinct intuitions concerning what is said by one and the same utterance; imay, in
other words, be that two apparently conflicting intuitions are intuitions about diflërent

speaker intentions.

'You may n be convinced by my sialysi! (1 this pwtiailar cxamp1e although 1at' in the thesis I
shall wgue that it is along something like the rigk lines. I bope howeva, that it nondhdess saws to
ilu*ate thC distiniai I an intenflg to draW bdWeai infiwmative sid derivational intaitiom.
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Chapter three

Proper names

3.0

In this chapter, 1 want to embark on the project of applying the theoretical machineiy

presented in the last chapter to an analysis of the semantics and pragmatics of singular

expressions. The enquhy will lwoadly focus on three questions:

Ouestion I: what contribution do singular expression make to the truth

conditions of utterances of sentences in which they appear and how do

they make this contribution?

Question 2: what contribution do singular expression make to the

cognitive significance of utterances of sentences in which they appear

and how do they make this contribution?

Question 3: what are the conditions for understanding singular

expressions? What, in other words, has to be the case in order for us to

want to say that a hearer has understood an utterance of a singular

expression?

I want to start with an examination of the semantics and pragmatics of proper names.

The reason is partly historical: as discussed in chapter 1, it was with questions on

proper names, and in particular with the questions on names that give rise to Frege's

puzzle that the debate on singular expressions began to take its current shape. But

there are good reasons to start with names beyond the merely historical: names, as the

Millian intuition attests, have the appearance of being paradigmatically referential;

there seems intuitively to be no more to the meaning properties of a proper name than

that which I names. Since the position I intend to advocate will entail that there are

no linguistically reibrential expressions, i.e. no expressions which are constrained to

refer by their linguistic meaning, an analysis of proper names shouki make clear, at

least in outline, the shape that that position will take.
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In this chapter I want first to run briefly through the core data to which any

theory of names aiming to answer the three questions above must address itselE Once

I've done that, I shall lay out the account of the semantics and pragmatics of proper

names that I favour, and explore how this account can be put to work in tackling the

data already discussed. There is, however, a wide range of positions on names

currently on the market Once I have detailed my own account, I want to examine

some of the more plausible of these recent positions, in order to establish how they

compare with my own. I hope in doing this to show two things: firstly that many of

these positions are to a large extent, aiming at just the same insights about the

workings of proper names as my own account and, secondly that none of them is able

to capture the range of facts about proper names accessible to my account

Before examining the data, however, I want to say a lëw words on what proper

names are; on how, in other words, we want to individuate the object of our enquiry. I

should start with a warning: I do not intend to lay down a set of necessary and

sufficient syntactic and/or semantic conditions for name-hood. An intuitive grasp of

what makes an expression a proper name, or at least the intuitive ability to

discriminate between those expressions which are proper names and those which are

not, will have to do for my purposes. it is important, however, to raise two points

here, which should act as a reminder of some of the issues raised in chapter 2: firstly,

I am intending my claims to apply to an independently identffiable class of

expressions; I am not, that is, merely intending to make the general claim that there

are natural language expressions that work in such-and-such a semantic and/or

pragmatic way. And, deriving from this point, it is important that the enquiry not

presuppose a circular criterion of kientification for names. The kind of (partial)

criterion I have in mind would go something like: given that proper names are

referential, only expressions which are referential can be proper names. This kind of

criterion will do fine for formal languages, in which a very tight rein can be kept on

the syntactic and semantic properties of expression-types, but it will not do for a study

of natural languages: if proper names are, in fact, reibrential, that must only be

discoverable a posteriori. Any account on which this is an a priori truth is not an

account of the semantics and pragmatics of a class of natural language expressions of

the sort I aim to develop, but is, rather, an account of the contents of certain kinds of

thoughts. As I hope is already clear, an account of the contents and, in particular, of
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the truth conditions of thoughts is, I believe, a key component of any adequate theory

of the semantics and pragmatics of singular terms, but it is not the whole story. This

warning against circularity will play a central role not just in the examination of

proper names, but across all types of singular expression: I am interested in explaining

the behaviour of natural language expression types, in all their complexity, not the

behaviour of logical constants and quantifiers.

3.1 The central data on proper names

In this section my aim is to layout hi very brief form what have been taken to be the

central data for an account of proper names, data which we first saw in chapter 1.

There is something not entirely happy about this: after all, once I have presented my

own analysis, I shall go on to examine other available accounts and thus also the data

that each adduces in its own defence. This division of data is for ease of presentation:

my aim is to present a body ofcentral data, examine how my analysis can cope with

(or reanalyse) those central data, and, having done that, to ask whether there are any

other data which could cause my account difficulties. The division between the two

groupings is thus not intended to have any theoretical significance.

So what are the central data on proper names? They group broadly into three

classes, corresponding to co-relbrence5 emptiness and rigidity:

3.1.1 Co-reference

Recall that, on the account advocated by Mill (1843), the semantic properties of

names are exhausted by their bearers. Distinct names which share a bearer, therefore,

should also share semantic properties. Consider, however, the following sentences:

1) Satchmo is Louis Armstrong.

2) Satchmo is Satchmo.

3) Ella believes that Satchmo is a great trumpeter.

4) Ella believes that Louis Armstrong is a great trumpeter.
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On a Millian account, the move from sentences (1) to sentence (2), and also that from

sentence (3) to sentence (4), should not affect the meaning properties of the sentence:

in each case we are substituting one name lbr another co-reibrential name and since,

for Mill, two proper names which have the same reference also have the same

meanin& we are substituting one name for another with the same meaning. It seems

that there are good reasons to think, however, that the meaning properties of sentence

(2) are not identical to those of sentence (1) and, equally, that the meaning properties

of sentence (4) are not identical to those of sentence (3). The puzzle as it applies to

sentences (I) and (2) concerns cognitive significance: sentence (1) seems to lack the

cognitive significance of sentence (2), in that the proposition expressed by sentence

(2) seems a posterior!, whereas that expressed by sentence (I) seems a priori. As

Salmon (1986/91) has pointed out, this problem is not particular to the identity

predicate; just the same kind of difficulty arises with examples such as (adapting

Salmon's own examples):

5) Satchmo is a trumpeter if Louis Armstrong is.

6) Satchmo is a trumpeter if Satchmo is.

Here again we have two sentences which diflbr only in the substitution of one name

for another co-referential name, yet the substitution seems to have effected a change

in cognitive signi&ance just as for (1) and (2), (6) seems apriori, whereas (5) seems

a poseriori.

For sentences (3) and (4) the puzzle no longer concerns (only) cognitive

significance but rather, truth value: since there appear to be possible circumstances in

which (3) might be true and (4) false (any circumstance in which Ella is unaware that

Satchmo is Louis Armstrong is such a possible circumstance), it seems that we cannot

substitute co-referential proper names, at least in some contexts, salva veritate1. We

are thus pushed towards the conclusion that, contra MIII, names which share a

reference do not thereby share klenticai meaning properties.

'1 shall discuss below the question of whether failure of substitution salvo veritate is restricted to those
cuntexts which Quine labelled 'opaque', or whether, as Saul (1991) suggests, the pbeziomeson goes
beyond such onuted
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3.1.2 Emptiness

The Millian account is also challenged by data on empty proper names, i.e. proper

names that fail to refer to any individuaL In 1998, a New York publishing company

published what purported to be the biography of a forgotten member of the abstract

expressionist schooL Nat Tate had, supposedly, after years of depression, destroyed

most of his works before leaping to his death from the Staten Island Ferry. It

eventually transpired, however, that the book was a hoax, devised by the writer

William Boyd: Nat Tate had never existed, the reproduced art works that had

supposedly survived were, in fact, by Boyd hinsell and the photographs of Tate were

from Boyd's collection of photographs of unidentified people. In light of this story,

consider the following sentences:

7) Nat Tate lived and worked in New York.

8) Nat Tate does not exist.

On a Millian account, both (7) and (8) should lack meaning: both contain an empty

proper name, 'Nat Tate'; the meaning of a proper name is exhausted, on the Millian

picture, by its bearer 'Nat Tate' should therefore lack meaning and both (7) and (8)

should fail to be meaningfiul, since they both apparently predicate a property (in (7)

the property of living and working in New York and in (8) the property of not

existing) of nothing. But this once more runs counter to some reasonably robust

it would seem that (7) expresses a complete thought, while (8) not only

expresses a complete thought, it expresses a true thought (I am Ibllowing Fregean

tradition in using the terms 'proposition' and 'thought' interchangeably here). It might

be thought that the puzzle illustrated in (8), the puzzle that concerns the ability of

sentences containing empty proper names to express true propositions, is specific to

negative existentials, or more generally to negative sentences, but this is not so, as

illustrated by(9) and (10):

9) Nat Tate did not live in New York, he didn't live anywhere.

10) Nat Tate is a figment of William Boyd's imagination.
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In (9), a predicate other than the existence predicate is used, while (10) involves no

negatkrn, yet both intuitively express true propositions. The meaningfulness of empty

flames thus seems to constitute another fundamental challenge to the Millian position.

3.1.3 Rigidity

While data on co-reference and emptiness seem to weigh against any account of the

semantics of proper names along Millian lines, data on rigidity seem to weigh against

any account along non-Millian lines. The intuitions which form the evidence for

rigidity concern a comparison between the behaviour of different expression types in

modal contexts. There are diflrent ways of getting at these intuitions on modal

profile: imagine (if you need to) that in the actual world Louis Armstrong is (leaving

tense to one side) the greatest jazz trumpeter. The expressions 'Louis Armstrong' and

'the greatest jazz trumpeter' are thus co-extensive in the actual world. Now consider

the following sentences:

11) Louis Armstrong perlbrmed with Ella Fitzgerakt

12) The greatest jazz trumpeter performed with Ella Fitzgerald.

The question we want to ask is: on whom do the truth values of these two sentences

depend? In the actual world, given the above supposition, they will both depend on

Louis Armstrong; they will in other words both be true if Louis Armstrong performed

with Ella Fitzgerald, and both be fuse if he didn't. Consider, however, on whom the

truth values of the propositions expressed by these sentences would depend in a world

in which Miles Davis, not Louis Armstrong. is the greatest jazz trumpeter. It seems

clear that the proposition expressed by (11) will still depend on Louis Armstrong.

whereas that expressed by (12) will depend on Miles Davis. So what does this

suggest? It has been taken by many to suggest that proper names pick out the same

individual across possible worlds (leaving aside issues concerning worlds in which

the bearer of a name does not exist, and questions raised by names with more than one

bearer), that they are, in Kripke's terminology, rigid whereas definite descriptions arc

48



non-rigid in that they pick out in any possible world the individual that satisfies their

descriptive content in that world.

Essentially the same sorts of intuition can be approached from another angle,

from the angle of II istically modal contexts. Thus consider:

13) Louis Annstrong might not have played the trumpet.

14) The greatest jazz trumpeter might not have played the trumpet.

Itseemsthat,whereas(13)hasonlyonereading,inwhichkistniesolongasthereis

a possible world at which Louis Armstrong doesn't play trumpet, (14) has two

readings: one on which it's true in the same circumstances as (13), i.e. on which it is

true if there is a possible world at which whoever is the greatest jazz trumpeter at the

actual world, i.e. Louis Armstrong, does not play trwnpet, and one on which it is true

so long as there is a possible world at which whoever is the greatest jazz trumpeter (at

that world) doesn't play trumpet.

What are these intuitions supposed to tell us? The lesson that Kripke (1972)

and those who have followed him draw is that, whereas definite descriptions

contribute complex descriptive conditions to propositional content, names contribute

nothing more than their referents (or, perhaps more accurately, constant functions

from Kaplanian circumstances of evaluation to their referents); they see this evidence,

in other words, as supporting a return to Milhianism. I shall not, for the time being, be

too concerned with these conclusions, akhough I shall have more to say about certain

recent versions of them once I have laid out my own analysis of proper names; what I

am interested hi here is the intuitions themselves, constituting, as they do, a testing

ground for analyses of proper names.

Before leaving the intuitions on rigidity, I want to flag up one issue that will

play a significant role later on. The same issues as Illustrated in sentences (11) to (14)

above seem to arise with the Ibilowing sentences:

15) Louis Armstrong is ajazz musician.

16) The person called 'Louis Annstrong' is ajazz musician.
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In (16), the subject position is occupied by what has been called a nominal

description2, i.e. a description which makes explicit mention of the name that its

denotationbears.Alllwanttopointouthereisthat,onthelitceofit,theuseofa

nominal description seems to have no effect on the truth-conditional intuitions

adverted to above. Just as (11) will be truth-conditionally dependent on the same

individual in every possible worki, whereas (12) will not, so (15) is anchored across

worlds to Louis Armstrong, whereas (16) is not: (16) will be true at a possible world

so long as the person who at that world is called 'Louis Armstrong', be that Louis

Armstrong or someone else, is a jazz musician.

3.2 Proper names and individual concepts

Now that what I have called the central data on proper names are in place, I want to

outline the kind of analysis of names that I fiwour. The shape of this analysis will be

brought out in three ways: firstly, and probably least helpfully, I will directly lay out

the bare skeleton of the analysis, detailing how, as I see 1, the theoretical notions

explicated in chapter 2 can best be applied to the semantics and pragmatics of proper

names; secondly I want to examine how the analysis can be used to address the

central data above, and finally, as already mentioned, I want to compare my own

analysis with certain of the most plausible accounts currently available. I do not

expect the full nature of the analysis I am advocating to be clear until all three of these

stages are completed.

3.2.1 The bare bones

The analysis that I bvour sees proper names as tools 1r the communication of

individual concepts. As I hope is clear from the discussion in chapter 2, 1 am

approaching singular expressions from a relevance-theoretic perspective on which the

central role of language is to constrain Inference, specifically to constrain the

inference that a hearer undertakes in order to access the content of a speaker's

informative intention. What I want to claim, therefore is that proper names guide a

2	 fr instancc, Bath (1987)
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hearer's inferential processes m particular ways, ways determined by thefr lexically

encoded meaning.

In what, then, might the constraint laid by proper names on interpretation

consist? In broad terms, the answer I want to suggest is that, by dint of their encoded

linguistic meaning, names constrain interpretation to certain types of individual

concept. As throughout, I am assuming that the process of interpreting an utterance

involves building a primary propositional representation, the explicature of that

utterance (and may also involve building further, secondary propositional

representations, i.e. implicatures). As detailed in chapter 2 there is, on the relevance-

theoretic view, a structural homomorphism between sentences and the expilcatures

they give rise to on occasions of use: explicatures are taken to be developments of a

sentence's logical form. Given such a sentence-explicature homomorphism, I am

assuming that, for any utterance of a name sentence (i.e. a sentence with a name in

subject position), the explicature of that utterance will contain a structural slot

corresponding to the syntactic slot which is occupied by a name in the name

sentence3. To claim that names constrain interpretation to certain types of individual

concept is thus to say that this name-slot in the utterance's explicature must be

occupied by a certain type of individual concept.

It is, however, going to be onc of my central claims that all singular-

expression-types are tools for expressing individual concepts. In what way, then, do

the constraints encoded by proper names difIbr from those encoded by other singular-

expression-types? Before pointing to a difference I want to suggest a further

similarity: I do not believe that the semantically encoded meaning of any singular-

expression-type is sensitive to what in chapter 2 I called the external dimension of

individual concepts; that is, on the analysis I shall propose, the linguistic meaning of a

singular expression is blind to such properties of individual concepts as being de or

being descriptive. This of course, given the discussion in chapter 2, has a knock-on

eftbct for which internal properties of individual concepts are exploitable by the

linguistically encoded meaning of singular expressions; hi particular, that linguistic

meaning cannot make use of the REF property, since to be sensitive to REF would be

3 Th1s assumption is, of cwrse, m odds with Russell's position on prop names. Howev, eves those
who now adcate a desaiptiw analysis of pmpez nwass along Russellian lines would, I am SUTC, shy
away from accepting Russell's fill incemplete-symbol analysis, gives its implausibility kr a
compositional semantics.
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the internal corollaiy of being sensitive to a concept's external dimension. This claim,

that the linguistic meaning of singular expressions is blind to the external properties

of the individual concepts which, on occasions of use, constitute their interpretations,

does of course have wide-reaching implications for the take on the notion of reference

embodied in this account. The most obvious of these implications is that reference is

not a linguistic notion; that is to say referentiality is not a property of linguistic

expressions themselves, but rather of the thought components to which they may, in

certain contexts, correspond. Any account of this sort is going to come up against

some obvious objections; in particular it seems that one of the three central categories

of data for any account of proper names, the data from intuitions on rigidity, may be

out of reach. I shall discuss this issue in due course, when 1 come on to explore more

broadly how my account might fare with all three types of central data outlined above.

What I have claimed so far is that the linguistically encoded meaning of

proper names is such that the interpretation of names is constrained to certain types of

individual concept, but is silent on facts concerning the external dimensions of those

concepts4. I have not yet addressed the question posed above concerning the

difference between the encoded meaning of proper names and that of other types of

singular expression, i.e. concerning which properties of the internal dimensions of

individual concepts the encoded meaning of proper names is sensitive to. Since we are

dealing only with the internal dimension, this reduces to the question of which type or

types of descriptive information the semantics of proper names exploit. It is in the

answer to this question that the special nature of proper names comes out: essentially

proper names are sensitive to themselves. On, as far as I can see, more or less all

accounts of their semantics, names are viewed as two-dimensional tools: on the one

hand they are used to assign properties to individuals (the property of bearing) and on

the other they are used to talk about individuals via the exploitation of this assigned

property. As I will discuss in greater detail when I come to compare my own account

4 This is not to say that in order to understaid a partiail& use of a proper name it is not neaSWy kr a
hearer to establish whether the individual concept to which the name is intended to correspond is
descriptive or de re (contains REF or doesn't contain REF). The claim I am here making is simply that
the interpretation of iroper names does not always invelve entertaining a t* re concept (or always
involve entertaining a descriptive concept). Thus the linguistic meusing of proper names is blind to the
de re-descriptive distinction. Speaker intention, of course, may be mything but blind to the distinction
and it will be my daim, which I shall outline in greater detail below, that inferring whether the
speaker's intention involves a de re concept or a desaiptive concq may be a key part of inferring ai
overall bterpretawsi.
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with others currently on the market, one of the key questions that distinguishes

different accounts is the precise nature of the role played by the assigned property m

the referential (using the term loosely) exploitation of names: for some, the property

of being the bearer of 'PN' contributes directly to the truth conditions of utterances of

sentences in which 'PN' appears; fbr others, the property makes no appearance in

propositional content, but is manipulated so as to constrain that to which the name

may refer, and on yet others it simply determines reference. The account I advocate

can be seen as following a version of the middle path: I believe that the property of

being the bearer of 'PN' is used to constrain that to which 'PN' can refer, although

not, as I hope will become clear, quite the same constraint as has been championed by

others who have been tempted to follow the middle path.

Here! must come clean on just what Jam claiming about the semantics of

proper names. As are all linguistic expressions, on the framework within which I take

myself to be working, proper names are viewed as tools used by speakers to give

clues about the content of certain of their mental representations (those

representations which they wish to communicate). VThat, then, does a proper name

'PN', uttered by a speaker S as part of the sentence 'PN +s', tell a hearer H about the

mental representation which S wishes to communicate? It tells H two things: firstly, it

tells him that S's mental representation contains an individual concept; and secondly

it tells him that S's individual concept contains the entrfx Ls called 'PN'. My claim is

that this information essentially constitutes the linguistic meaning of a proper name. If

this were so, what knock-on effect would it have for H's interpretation procedure? H

would know, by dint of knowing the meaning of the proper name, that, in order to

interpret S's use of 'PN', he must access an individual concept, and, bevnd that, that

it should be an individual concept which he either already associates, or which be

comestoassociate,withtheinformationxL,calkd 'PN'.That,Iclahn,isasfarasthe

linguistic meaning of 'PN' will take him. The rest will be down to the application of

pragmatic principles in context.

Much of the rest of this chapter wIll be concerned with addressing potential

objections to this sort of account. However, I want to address two of those objections

before going any further. Firstly, imagine that S wishes to communicate to H the

singular proposition that is $; while is in flict the bearer of 'Bill', S mistakenly

believes him to be the bearer of 'Ben'; in order to communicate the proposition that
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is 4, therefore, S utters the sentence 'Ben is 4'; although H knows that a is the bearer

of 'Bill', he either knows or works out that S mistakenly believes a to be called 'Ben'

and is intending to say something about him; H thus interprets S's utterance as

expressing the proposition that a is 4,. It thus seems that, on the kind of story that I

have laid out above, there is nothing to stop S literally expressing a proposition about

Bill by using the name 'Ben', a result which, in one fbrm or another, has seemed

unacceptable to many'.

My response to this objection is to challenge the intuition underlying it; I am,

in other words, prepared to accept, given the approach to propositional content

developed in chapter 2, that S has indeed expressed (rather than merely

communicated) a proposition about Bill by using 'Ben'. This does not, of course,

mean that nothing has gone wrong here; clearly something has: S entertains a false

belief and an attribution of this false belief to S is one of the premises used by H in

the inferential process via which he retrieves the proposition expressed by S's

utterance. Thus the interpretation of S's utterance has gone wrong, in that, in order to

access the intended interpretation, H has had to follow an inferential strategy other

than that which S intended him to follow. Putting this in the terms developed in the

last chapter, there is a mismatch between S's informative and derivational intentions.

From that, however, we don't need to conclude that the interpretation reached by H

does not equate to the explicature of S's utterance. Approaching the question from

within the framework outlined in chapter 2, there is every reason to suppose that it

does: there are, as far as I can see, reasonably strong intuitions that, on the assumption

that Bill is indeed 4,, S has, in uttering 'Ben is 4,' got something rightand something

wrong. We have already seen what she's got wrong: she has the flilse belief that Bill

is called 'Ben', a false belief that H must access to retrieve the intended content. It

seems natural, then, to say that what she has got right is thst the proposition expressed

by her utterance is tnje.

Given that my response follows on from the discussion in chapter 2,1 am not

making quite the substantive claim that I might at first sight seem to be making.

Identif3'ing, as I did m that chapter, the object of the truth-conditionalist's intuitions

with the explicature of an utterance of a sentence in an idealised discourse context, it

5 See, for instancc Knpkc (1972,1977).
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is going to be true that, on this view of propositional content, an utterance of 'Ben s'

will never be able to express the proposition that Bill 4s. The reason is this: an

omniscient speaker utters 'Ben +s'; by doing so, she indicates, given the meaning for

proper names proposed above, that she believes the individual she is talking about to

be called 'Ben'; since she is omniscient, she must be right about this - her intention,

that is, must be to talk about an individual who is called 'Ben'; so an omniscient

speaker cannot use 'Ben' to talk of Bill6. Recall the role playvd by a speaker's

abilities and preferences within the communicative principle of relevance discussed in

chapter2.Anotherwayofpresentingthepointlammakhigisthatiiskeytothe

original example that H should take as a premise in his inferential process that S is

fallible, that her abilities may skew what she takes to be the optimally relevant

interpretation of her utterance. Without this premise, H would never have been able to

reach the intended interpretation. But of course that premise is unavailable in the case

of an omniscient speaker, who can thus never use a name to talk about an individual

other than the name's bearer. I therefore, as again should be clear from the discussion

hi chapter 2, have no substantive argument against standard philosophical/semantic

claims on this point: it is of course open to the truth-conditional semanticist to posit a

level of semantic representation defined according to this idealised discourse context

and doing so makes his claim true. My argwnent, as presented in chapter 2, is shnply

that this level of representation is dispensable. This discussion should make it clear,

however, why the truth-conditionalist's intuitions on these cases are as they are.

The second potential objection to my analysis that I want to raise at this point

is the following: if the meaning of a proper name is really as I have suggested, then it

seems that a speaker may never use a proper name to refer to an individual whom he

does not believe to be the bearer of the name. Yet there are clear cases where this is

possible. Consider S and H again: H now wishes to communicate to S the proposition

that a is w; he could of course say to S something like: that person who you think is

called 'Ben well he's actually called 'Bill' andBill's y. But he could instead exploit

his knowledge that S believes to be called 'Ben' and convey the same message with

an utterance of 'Ben is 1,'.It seems I am committed to saying that, in this case, H will

succeed in expressing the proposition that is ip, and yet he has used a proper name to

'Or st least she cannot do so if she is unmasicating with an oinnisciait hecr.
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talk about an individual whom he does not believe to be the bearer of the name. This

seems incompatible with the claim that in using a proper name, a speaker indicates

that she believes that which she wishes to talk about to be the bearer of the name.

There is, in 1àct no incompatibility. In this case, H is manipulating the discourse

context and the nature of pragmatic inference. It is of course not the case that he

believes Bill to be called 'Ben'. It is nevertheless crucial to the success of his

communicative aim that S shouki take him so to believe. IfS does not believe that H

believes that is called 'Ben', then she will never reach H's intended interpretation

(unless of course she sees the light, realises that ! , hi fact, called 'Bill', that H

believes her to have a false belief and that he is tiying to exploit that belief in order to

communicate the proposition that! is w). The imagined objection, therefore, simply

fails to appreciate the nature of the interaction between linguistic meaning and

pragmatic principles, and the uses to which speakers can put this interaction.

3.2.2 Names, individual concepts and questions 1 to 3

I have, so far, laid out the bare bones of an analysis of the lexically encoded meaning

of proper names, although, as I indicated earlier, I do not expect the fall nature of the

analysis I support to be clear until I have addressed how this account fares with the

central data, and how it compares with other accounts currently available. Before

getting on to the central data however, I want to do a bit more spelling out; in

particular, I want to examine in broad outline what answers my account suggests to

the three questions presented at the start of this chapter, questions concerning the

truth-conditional contribution and cognitive significance of names and the conditions

under which we would want to say that a speaker has understood an utterance of a

name.

What I have so far claimed is that proper names are tools far communicating

individual concepts specifically, a speaker uses a proper name 'PN' where she wishes

to communicate a proposition her mental representation of which contains an

individual concept which she associates with the information 'x is called 'PN". What

constraints, then, does the use of a proper name, on this account, lay on the truth-

conditional content of an utterance containing 1? It is a consequence of my claim that

the constraints laid on truth conditions by the lexically encoded meaning of proper
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names are minimal; in particular, since proper names are silent on the external

dimensions of the concepts which constitute their interpretations on occasions of use,

they can be used to express either de re or descriptive individual concepts according

to speaker intention. This is so not just at the level of utterance content that I take to

be theoretically significant, but also at the level taken to be significant within the

truth-conditional literature, i.e. the level which I have identified with the proposition

expressed in an idealised discourse context. On my analysis, even an omniscient

speaker communicating with an omniscient hearer could use a name to express either

a de re or a descriptive concept.

One of the very few points of agreement between opposing camps in the

debateon names has been that, whateverstoiyyoutell, ithasto beastoryon which

either names always express de re concepts (i.e. always give rise to singular truth

conditions), or on which they always express descriptive concepts (give rise to

general propositions). it is of course the case that, given the assumptions discussed in

chapter 2, any account on which name sentences can be used to express either

singular or general truth conditions, is, qso facto, an ambiguity account of proper

names, and ambiguity accounts have, quite rightly, seemed to many to be an

unappealing last resort. I shall leave a detailed discussion of the question of ambiguity

until I have presented my analyses of a range of different singular-expression-types,

since the same considerations will apply across the board. My claim, however, will be

that, although names can, on my analysis, be used to express concepts with either

truth-conditional profile, i.e. with either type of external dimension, this does not

make my analysis an ambiguity account, or, at least, it does not make it an ambiguity

account in any way that should worry us from a methodological point of view.

What reason might there be to hold that name sentences can express either

singular or general truth conditions? I have already outlined, hi section 3.1.3 above,

the intuitions which seem to support the view that names are rigid designators, i.e.

that they give rise to singular truth conditions. This evidence is of course not

uncontroversial: it is, for instance, central to Russell's position, discussed in chapter

2(7), that proper names, as we use them in natural language, never give rise to

singular truth conditions7. The Russellian picture on proper names is not without its

am assuming. I hope w oonfroversially th, from the pertiw o(modcrn linguistic thuiy, we
would n* be tempted to go along with Russell in claiming thst danonstratives are thin znes.
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latter-day supporters, and I shall come on to discuss some of those Russell-flavoured

accounts below. For now, however, I want to point to some of the evidence used in

support of the view that name sentences (can be used to) express general propositions.

There are (at least) two types of example which have been taken to demonstrate non-

referential uses of names. Firstly there is the type of descriptive name discussed by

Evans (1982) and also by Grice (1969). Evans asks us to consider a naming

convention on which whoever invented the zip is to be called 'Julius'. Basing our use

on this convention, we can, it seems, use 'Julius' as any other proper name. It is

plausible, however, that our use of 'Julius' is not referential (in the terms I lhvour, the

interpretation of our use of 'Julius' does not involve a de re individual concept), since

we do not know, in the appropriate sense, which individual 'Julius' refers to (or,

rather, since the concept we associate with 'Julius' is not linked to an individual in the

way required for de re-ness).

In an attempt to rein such cases back into the direct reference fold, Recanati

(1993) argues that to use a proper name in such a way that it is backed only by a

descriptive psychological mode of presentation (individual concept) is to use that

name non-literally. For Recanati, Evans-type descriptive names are, essentially,

referential expressions in search of a referent:

If we use a descriptive name rather than a description, this is precisely

because we look forward to a richer state of knowledge in which we

will be able to think of the referent non-descriptively. A descriptive

name ... is created only in the expectation that more information about

the bearer will accumulate, thus eventuating ii the possibility of

thinking of the latter non-descriptively. This possibility Is shnply

anticipated by the use ofa descriptive name.

Recanati 1993, p. 180.

I think there is something right about this but also something wron& As I shall discuss

when I come on to examine how my account fares with intuitions on rigidity, it does

seem to be the case that names are mostly used as tools of reference, i.e. used to

communicate de re individual concept& I shall argue however that this is not a fact

concerning the semantics (i.e. encoded meaning) of proper names, but is a pragmatic
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fact, deriving from considerations of cognitive utility. Thus, although Recanati is iight

to claim that there is an intimate connection between proper names and de re

individual concepts, it is my belief that he's looking for an account of this relation hi

the wrong place.

Beyond that, however, his account seems to make certain counterintuitive

predictions. Imagine that I decide that I am going to call whoever is the male star of

the film Notorious 'Eric'; now I happen to know that the male star of Notorious was

Cary Grant; on Recanati's account, I am in a cognitive position to assign a referent to

'Eric', thus my use of 'Eric' should be referentially anchored to Cary Grail. Compare,

however, sentences (17) and (18):

17) CaryGrantmightnothavebeenEric.

18) Hesperus might not have been Phosphorus.

Kripke (1972) has convincingly argued that the proposition expressed by (standard

uses of) (18) is necessarily false; Hesperus, that is, just could not have failed to be

Phosphorus. I have the intuition, by contrast, that there is a reading of(17) on which it

is true given that James Stewart (or anyone for that matter) might have been the star

of Notorious. This intuition seems to weigh against the position that 'Eric' is

referential and refers to Cary Grant. I presume that Recanati's response would be to

claim that the proposition which I have hi mind involves a non-literal use of 'Eric',

whereas the proposition literally expressed by (17) is just as necessarily false as that

expressed by (18). Since, however, I have stipulated that 'Eric' should express a

descriptive concept of whoever is the male star of Notorious and since that is just the

concept that it seems to express in what I take to be the proposition expressed, we

should require a powerful argument to convince us that this proposition is non-literal

(inasmuch as the idea of literality or non-literality has any role to play within the kind

of framework I have adopted). Recanati, I seems to me, has no such argument.

Evans-type descriptive names thus seem to offer evidence that proper names

can be used non-referentially. It might be objected, however, that we are, in

examining these names, a long way from proper names as they are actually used hi

natural language; we do not, that is, go around deciding to call the inventor of the zip

'Julius' or the male star of Notorious 'Eric'. There are two responses to this: firstly,
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even if it were the case that natural language names were never, in fact, assigned via

descriptive concepts, what Evans shows is that they could be so-assigned without

thereby ceasing to be names, a fact which should be accommodated by an analysis of

names. SecondIy however, there are cases in which names are so assigned, the best-

known example, discussed by, among others, Kripke (1972), being 'Jack the Ripper'.

Our use of the name 'Jack the Ripper' is backed not by acquaintance, in Russellian

terms, but by a description something like 'the person who committed such-and-such

rairders'. And again we can use this name to show that all is not well with any

attempt to salvage refërentiality lbr Evans-type names, along the lines followed by

Recanati. Imagine we discover that Jack the Ripper was hi fact Liverpool

businessman James Maybrick. Now consider a possible work! in which precisely

those murders which Maybrick committed hi the actual world were committed by

Edward Prince of Wales. It seems clear that, as used in that world, the name 'Jack the

Ripper' would designate Edward rather than Maybrick. But beyond that, it seems that

this is a work! in which James Maybrick is not Jack the Ripper. Again, Recanati

would have to claim that, here, I am (in the imagined context) using the name 'Jack

the Ripper' non-literally, since, once I is established that Jack the Ripper is James

Maybrick, 'Jack the Ripper' becomes referentially anchored to Maybrick. I can see no

evidence for non-literality, however, in the claim that Maybrick is not Jack in the

inagined world.

The behaviour of Evans-type names thus offers strong evidence that (a) names

can be (and sometimes are) assigned via descriptive concepts and (b) these descriptive

concepts can constitute the truth-conditional contribution of such names. Kent Bach,

whose overall account of the semantics of proper names I shall discuss in greater

detail later hi the chapter, oflrs another sort of example: firstly, Bach (1987) asks us

to consider a discussion on the US presidential electoral process; one contributor

suggests that given recent results, alphabetical order might prove a better criterion for

selection; under those conditions, she claims:

19) Aaron Aardvark might have been president.

Bach 1987, p. 143.
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The speaker of (19) clearly does not intend to use the name 'Aaron Aardvark'

referentially - not only does she have no individual hi mind, her utterance does not

require that she shoukl believe there to be an individual who the name picks out. It

seems, therefore, that 'Aaron Aardvark' is used descriptively and that the tnith

conditions of an utterance of (19) are generaL More specffically it seems plausible

that in this case 'Aaron Aardvark' is interpreted as equivalent to the description 'the

person called 'Aaron Aardvark", giving (19) an interpretation on which it is

equivalent to (20):

20) It might have been the case that the person called Aaron Aardvark was

president.

Bach (2002) offers a further example on which a proper name seems to give rise this

sort of nominal interpretation:

21) If his parents had named him 'Aristocrates', Aristotle would have been

Aristocrates instead of Aristotle.

Again, it seems that the property of being called 'Aristotle' is part of the contribution

made by (at least one of the occurrences of) 'Aristotle' to truth-conditional content.

I am not sure how convinced a dyed-in-the-wool Millian would (or should) be

by Bach's examples, or rather by the conclusions he draws from them. While Bach,

advocating as he does an account on which name sentences express general

propositions, must allow that they can nevertheless be used to communicate singular

propositions, it is open to the Millian to claim the reverse: that name sentences

express singular propositions but may be used to communicate general propositions.

For sentence (19) in particular this kind of story seems to offer a plausible analysis:

given what seems to me to be an intuitive oddness about (19), it may well be that an

utterance of (19) falls, in the truth-conditionalist's terms, to express a literal

proposition, but may nevertheless be used successfully to communicate propositions

such as that the president might have borne the name 'Aaron Aardvark'. I shall return

to a discussion of Bach's position beiow, but for the time being I shall put his

examples to one side, and rely instead on the evidence from Evans-tWe names to
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Support my contention that proper names may be used non-referentially. This claim

only makes sense, of course, within a framework on which proper names are not taken

to be defined according to the type of their truth-conditional contribution. As

discussed in section 3.0 above, however, my claims, as certainly, for instance, those

of Bach, should be taken to concern the class comprising those expressions which are

intuitively taken to be proper names, not a semantically-individuated sub-class.

In answer to question 1,1 is central to the account I propose, then, that proper

names can make either singular or general contributions to truth-conditional content,

according to speaker intention. The answer my account suggests to question 2 will

become clearer when we come on to discuss the data concerning co-reference and

emptiness. In outline, however, it should be clear that, on this analysis, the cognitive

significance of a proper name is determined by the internal dimension of the

individual concept which, on an occasion of use, constitutes its interpretation. It may

seem, however, that there is an obvious objection to any account of this sort: the

cognitive significance of a singular expression, its sense, in Fregean terms, is not a

subjective property that differs from cognitive agent to cognitive agent, but must be

constant as between different cognitive agents; how else, the Fregean might ask, could

we account for successfiul communication? On my analysis, however, there is no

reason to suppose that mere co-reference would guarantee any overlap between the

internal dimensions of the individual concepts of two cognitive agents, leaving

successful communication as something of a mystery. This objection, however, has no

force, since there is no requirement that the cognitive significance of proper names

should be intersubjective in the sense that an utterance of a name sentence should give

rise to the same inferential effects for diflërent cognitive agents. Consider sentence

(1) again, repeated here as (22):

22) Satchmo is Louis Armstrong.

Sentences such as this have received the attention they have because although they

seem to predicate the identity of an object to isell they are nevertheless cognitively

significant. But the cognitive significance of this sentence is clearly relative: to some

it may express a new and surprising piece of information, to others what I expresses

may be limmiliar. The importance of such sentences is not, thereibre, that what they
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express must be cognitively significant, but that it can be so. And this thct can be

explained, on the picture! am presenting, by the observation that the names such

sentences contain can be associated by a cognitive agent with different individual

concepts (as can any two proper names) 8. For the time being that is all I shall have to

say but, as mentioned above, the details of how my account deals with cognitive

significance will be spelled out when we come to discuss co-refrrence and emptiness.

Finally, what answer does the analysis I have proposed suggest !tw question 3,

the question of what it is to understand a proper name? On the sort of picture I am

painting a picture on which there are two distinct theoretically-significant levels of

representation for sentence meanings, this question conceals two sub-questions.

Firstly, there is the question of what it is to grasp the linguistic meaning of a proper

name. Given the discussion in the previous section, the answer that my analysis offers

to this question is quite straightforward: to grasp the linguistic meaning of a proper

name 'PN' is to grasp that any speaker uttering 'PN' as part of a name sentence is

thereby indicating that a constituent part of the mental representation which fbrms the

content of her informative intention is an individual concept associated with the

iilbrmation 'x is called 'PN". This is not sufficient, however, to understand the use

of a name at the level of propositional content, at the level of explicature. To

understand an utterance, it is not enough merely to entertain what one might call

meta-conceptual representations concerning the speaker's thought; it is aLso necessary

to entertain a propositional representation which stands in certain relations of

similarity to the speaker's own representation. To see what this means, consider a

complete stranger approaching you and uttering (23):

23) Larsisaliar.

It seems that you are in a position to understand certain things about the mental

representation which the speaker is trying to communicate: you can, for instance, inlër

'The names they contain being associated with ffezait individual concepts is not in ki quite enough
iw these sentences to be cognitively significait it is aftor all, entirely plausible that I have dit1rait
individual concepts associated with 'Supamen' arid 'Clark Kent', while the sentence 'Supern is
Clark Kent' would still be uninbmativc Rw me. It is therthre nsswy for cognitive signifiouicc not
just that the two names should be associated with difforent individual concepts, t*jt that those concepts
should not contain inrmation about naitual identity, i.e. that, in this case, the concept I associate with
'Supuman' should not contain the information 'x is the bearor of 'Clark Kent" and 'ice usa.
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that her mental representation contains an individual concept (that she is talking about

an individual) and that her individual concept contains the information 'x is called

'Lars" (that she intends to talk about someone she thinks of as 'Lars'). There is what

seems to me to be a robust lituition, however, that you are not in a position to grasp

the MI propositional content of her utterance, just as you would not have been if

instead of (23), she had uttered 'he is an impostor'9. This intuition is not universally

held: as I shall discuss later in this chapter, there are accounts of the semantics of

proper names which are committed to the claim that you are able to grasp what the

speaker has said, in something like the Gricean sense, by an utterance of(23), without

any further inlbrmation'°. As will become clear, I have no knock-down argument

against such positions; they do, however, give rise to theoretically unwelcome results,

not the least of which is their violation of the intuition under discussion. Assuming

that this intuition is as robust as it seems to me to be, what extra information do we

need in order to grasp the propositional content of an utterance of(23)? We need to

know who Lars is. In the sort of framework I have laid out, this is equivalent to saying

that we need to be able to entertain an individual concept of Lars of the appropriate

sort. The question thus comes down to how we want to explicate the notion of

appropriateness used here. What makes i individual concept entertained by a hearer

an appropriate interpretation of a speaker's use of a proper name?

It would seem to be at least a necessary condition that the hearer's concept and

the speaker's concept should not differ in their external dimensions, that they should,

in other words, be truth-conditionally equivalent. The question then becomes: is this

condition sufficient? It seems clear that it is not: if all that were required for

understanding were tnith-conditional equivalence, then we would be unable to

distinguish between the conditions for understanding of utterances of(l) and (2). Yet

it seems clear that a hearer who merely grasps a proposition that is true 1ff Satchmo is

Satchnio has not thereby understood an utterance of (1). What more is required for

understanding? What I want to suggest is that we should look to the process of

interpretation for an answer to this question. In interpreting (I) a hearer will arrive at

the individual concept which constitutes his interpretation of 'Satchmo' vi the

property of being the bearer of 'Satchmo' just as he will, mutatis mutandas, for 'Louis

'For moue on the puallels bweai propu nu ud indexicals/danonstratives, son section 32.4.2
below.
'°Bath's acix*jnt, montioned above, is one sudi.
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Armstrong'. Given this, the hearer will have understood an utterance of (I) 1ff he

entertains two distinct concepts which are truth-conditionally anchored to Louis

Armstron& one of which presents its referent in a Louis-Armstrong kind of way and

the other of which presents its referent in a Satchmo kind of way. But what does a

Satchino way ofpresenting a referent inok like? All we can say about this is that an

individual concept of Louis Armstrong presents him in a Satchmo way 1 it is

associated with the inlbrmation x is called 'Satchmo'. Although this will stairlardly

require that the concept entertained by the hearer as a constituent of his interpvetation

will itself contain the information x is called 'Satchmo' this need not be the case;

there will, after all, be some contexts in which it will be optimally relevant to ivlër to

an individual by using a name of which that individual is not the bearer, a ct of

which both speaker and hearer may be aware. Nevertheless, for a name successfully

to refer to an individual, it must be the case that that individual is apprqpriately

associated with the property of being the bearer of that name. And it is this fact about

the referent that a hearer must grasp for understanding.

3.2.3 Individual concepts and the core data

As discussed in section 3.1, data concerning co-reference and emptiness have been

taken to provide an acid test for accounts of the semantics of proper names. In this

section 1 want to examine these data in rather greater detaiL Once we have a better

understanding of their significance, I hope to show that they are naturally captured

within the analysis I have proposed.

3.2.3.1 Co-reference

Co-referring names, as 1 outlined in 3.1, give rise to two distinct problems for

analyses of the semantics of proper names: on the one hand they seem to be capable

of differing hi cognitive significance despite sharing a referent, and, on the other, they

seem, in certain contexts, not to be substitutable salva verirate; in Fregean terms, they

seem to raise problems both at the level of sense and at the level of reference. Taking

these problems in order, think back to sentences (1)-(2), repeated here as (24)-(25):
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24) Satchmo is Louis Armstrong.

25) Satchmo is Satchmo.

The difficulty lies in explaining how these two sentences, diflbring only in the

substitution of one proper name for another co-referential name, can differ in

cognitive significance. As is well-known, it is in an attempt to address this question

that Frege (1952) introduces the distinction between sense and reference. But a closer

look at Frege's proposed solution might oflèr us a clearer insight into what is really

going on here. Frege's proposal, as it applies to the examples at hand, would claim

that 'Satchino' and 'Louis Armstrong' differ in cognitive significance because they

differ in sense. There is a tension, however, between this clahn and another central

element of Frege's analysis, the intersubjectivity of sense: it seems clear that I do not

need to associate the name 'Satchmo' with precisely the same descriptions with which

you associate it in order to understand your utterance of 'Satchmo' and in order for

(24) to be cognitively significant to me. It thus seems that, on a Fregean picture, sense

is needed to account for the shift in cognitive significance from (24) to (25), yet the

senses on which Frege must rely lack one of the key elements required by his non-

cognitivist perspective: intersubjectivity. Frege himself recognised this tension. In an

oft-quoted passage, he says:

In the case of an actual proper name such as 'Aristotle' opinions as to

the sense may diflër. It might, lbr instance, be taken to be the

following: the pupil of Plato and teacher of Alexander the Great.

Anybody who does this will attach another sense to the sentence

'Aristotle was born in Stagira' than will a man who takes as the sense

of the name: the teacher of Alexander the Great who was born in

Stagira. So long as the reference remains the same, such variations of

sense may be tolerated, although they are to be avoided in the

theoretical structure of a demonstrative science and ought not to occur

in a perfect language.

Frege (1 893, p.159, flu. 4)
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It is a commonplace to point out that providing an articulated semantics for natural

language expressions was no part of Frege's aim, but it nevertheless worth noticing

that this tension strikes a blow at the applicability of the sense-reference distinction,

as fonnulated by Frege, to an analysis of natural language proper names. For Frege,

what it is to understand an expression is to grasp that expression's sense, yvt Frege

himself is prepared to accept the possibility of a hearer understanding a use of a

proper name without associating the same sense with that name as does the speaker".

The tension that Frege's account thus 6ces is illuminating: on the one hand it seems

that the difference in cognitive significance between distinct but co-referential names

depends on there being more to the meaning of a proper name than its referent, while

on the other hand it seems that understanding of a proper name is possible where the

only common ground between speaker and hearer is at the level of reference, i.e.

where all that connects them is that they are thinking of the same thing.

Beyond this tension within Frege's analysis, there are also, of course, the

problems for descriptive accounts raised by Kripke (1972)12. In particular, the

sentence:

26) Aristotle was born in Stagira.

will end up, on Frege's analysis, being analytic for anyone who takes the sense of

'Aristotle' to be the teacher of Alexander the Great who was born in Stag Ira. This

result, as Kripke has argued, seems plainly wrong: (26) expresses what is inescapably

a contingent truth, if truth it be. Yet there is some intuitive basis for the Fregean

position on this question: while the proposition expressed by (26) seems clearly

contingent, it is nevertheless the case that, for a cognitive agent who associates the

description the teacher ofAlexander the Great who was born in Stagira with the name

'Aristotle', sentence (26) will not be cognitively significant in the way that it is fbr an

agent who does not associate this description with the name. There is thus a relation

between the descriptions associated by an agent with a proper name and the cognitive

"It is opai to the Fregeas lo claim that in such cases the hearer does not hiily undstand the speak&s
use of the pçer name. Such a mcJv, howesa, t1es a kwig way from any intuitive notion of
undustandmg.
'2 See chapter 1.
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significance that an utterance of the name will have for that agent. It is ii the relation

he posits between such descriptions and meaning that Frege goes wrong.

These apparent problems lbr a Fregean analysis of proper names fall away

when we approach the question of co-refbrence from within the framework I have

outlined. Remember that, on my ana1ysis, to understand a name 'PN' it is necessary to

access an individual concept which shares the object of its external dimension with

that of the speaker. The only constraint laid on the internal dimension is that it should

contain the in!brmation the speaker believes that x Lc called 'PN'. How, on this

picture, would we want to account lbr the shift in cognitive significance between, for

instance, (24) and (25)? The answer is that such a shift is just what we should expect:

the cognitive significance of a proper name is a function of the internal dimension of

the individual concept which constitutes its interpretation; it is thus independent of

facts about reibrence and, a foiliori, of facts about co-reibrence. That is just to say

that we should expect different proper names to be associated with individual

concepts with different internal dimensions and thus with different cognitive

significance. When it comes to questions about cognitive significance, therefore, co-

rekrence is simply a red herring.

On the face of it, there are certain similarities between an account along these

lines and Frege's account: on both, the reference of a proper name is distinct fim the

bearer of that name's cognitive significance. So how can this analysis tackle the

problems fur Frege outlined above? For Frege, a proper name is such that in order to

grasp its meaning. it is necessary to grasp a sense, i.e. a particular descriptive

condition'3. This descriptive condition then determines which object it is, if any, that

the name refers to. On my account, by contrast, all that is required to understand a

proper name is to entertain some individual concept which is co-extensive with the

speaker's concept and which is appropriately associated with the name itself The key

pohit, as mentioned above, is that there are no constraints on the relations of similarity

that must hold between the internal dimensions of the two concepts. it is thus the case

that, on this picture, there is more to the meaningrmterpretation of a proper name than

its referent: there is the internal dimension of the individual concept which constitutes

that interpretation. However, there is no obstacle to speaker and hearer associating

am bise disaissing whst I take to be the views of Frege, not the views of those who following in
his footsteps, have sought to do away with the deeaiptivaiess of Fregose sensos. See, for instance,
Evans (1982) and McDowell (1977).
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different descriptions with the name's referent, since there are no constraints on how

similar the internal dimensions must be. To put it another way, the meaning of a

proper name is such that it marks the fact of associated descriptive information,

without determining the nature of that information.

This analysis also offers a solution to the second problem, the problem of

accounting for cognitive significance without analyticity. Given the anatomy for

individual concepts which I have proposed, the cognitive significance of(a referential

use of) a name is independent of its truth-conditional contribution; the counterpart of

sense in my picture, that is, does not determine reference, for de re individual

concepts. On such a picture, then, cognitive significance depends on the individual

concept which constitutes the interpretation of a proper name, while the descriptive

content of that individual concept, its internal dimension, does not determine

reference and is not, therefore, analytic. It is, however, clear on this analysis why

there should be a difference between the cognitive significance that (26) has for an

agent who associates the description the teacher ofAlexander the Great who was born

in Stagira with the name 'Aristotle' and the significance for an agent who does not

associate description and name. It is not that for one agent the proposition expressed

by (26) is analytic while for the other it is synthetic, it is rather that for one it is

informative while for the other it is uninformative; for one, that is, it offers a novel

piece of information while for the other it does not.

It is important to note, however, that these points apply only to referential uses

of proper names, i.e. to those uses the intended interpretation of which is a de re

individual concept. It seems clear, for instance, that Kripke's objection concerning

analytic ity does not apply to descriptive uses of proper names. Consider, for instance:

27) The Whitechapel murders were not committed by Jack the Ripper.

For most (although not all) utterances of (27), the proposition expressed by this

sentence seems contradictory; it seems, that is, làlse at all possible worlds'4. This

suggests that, unlIke (26), sentence (28):

14 The on-most-kses caveat is necey due to the wabi1ity of the esta'nal dimonsion of desaij*ive
concqts dissed in chaj* 2. Continuing with the example of 'Jack the Ripper', there are various
pieces of inlbrmation standardly associated with the anme two of which might hex committed the
Whilechapel imirders and x wrote a series of letters to the police signing himself 'Jack'. Now since the
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28) Jack the Ripper committed the Whitechapel murders.

is (again, on most uses) analytic, or at least expresses a necessary truth. The problem

of differing cognitive significance also disappears when we come to look at

descriptive names, since there is no more temptation to equate the cognitive

significance of co-extensive descriptive names than there is to equate the cognitive

significance of co-denoting definite descriptions.

My claim is, therefore, that the account I am proposing offers a natural

analysis of those data concerning the cognitive significance of co-referring proper

names which have been taken as a key testing ground for theories of the semantics of

proper names. What, then, of the data concerning the failure of substitutivity of such

names, salva ventate, in certain contexts? I want first to raise a caveat: how opaque

contexts should best be handled within a general theory of meaning is one of the most

fundamental areas of debate in current work in formal and philosophical approaches

to meaning, and it goes well beyond the scope of this thesis to provide a filly

articulated account of the semantics of such contexts. However I want at least to

suggest a direction in which it might be worth looking for such an account, given the

kind of framework I have advocated.

There is much evidence to suggest that any analysis on which belief is taken as

a direct relation between individuals and propositions faces formidable problems

when it comes to the semantic analysis of belief contexts' 5. It seems quite natural,

however, on the sort of account I favour, to view belief not as a direct relation

between individuals and propositions but as a direct relation between individuals and

mental representations, and thus as an indirect relation between individuals and

propositions. Again, it is beyond the scope of this thesis to examine in depth precisely

what sort of relation this belief relation might be, but it will most likely look

something like:

conceç* associated (by most of us) with 'Jack the Ripper' is descriptive, either of these descriptions
ny be central to the oontnbution to thdh conditions of an utterance of 'Jack the Ripper'. Thus if a
speaker intends to link ha use of the iusne to the first of these pieces &incmation, then her utterance
of(28) will indeed eqress a neoess&y truth, althongh her utterance of 'Jack the Ripper wrote letters to
the police' will not, whereas the situation will be reused if she intends ha use to be linked to the
saxmd piece of inforntion.
5 Fcr one particularly weH-knn presaitation of such probIemi see Sehiffer (1987).
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A believes that p 1ff A entertains a mental representation M which is a

representation of p and A adopts an endorsing attitude to M.

Clearly this formulation leaves a great many questions open, but it will, I believe, do

for our present purposes. What implications would such a construal of the belief

relation have for problems concerning the interpretation of proper names in belief

contexts? Consider once more (3) and (4), repeated here as (29) and (30):

29) Ella believes that Satchmo is a great trumpeter.

30) Ella believes that Louis Armstrong is a great trumpeter.

The first things to point out is that each of these sentences seems to have two distinct

readings, one reading on which the embedded name is referentially transparent and

one on which it is referentially opaque. Since 'Satchmo' and 'Louis Armstrong' are

co-referential, the readings on which they are interpreted transparently will be truth-

conditionally equivalent, each predicating of Louis Armstrong that he is such that Ella

believes him to be a great trumpeter. On the view of belief sketched above, these

transparent readings give us only partial information about Ella's belith: they give us

the external dimension but not the internal dimension; they tell us, in other words,

what are the objects of Ella's belie1 but nothing about how she thinks of those

objects.

On the opaque readings, we are not left so much in the dark: with the

embedded names interpreted opaquely we know that Ella thinks of the object of her

belief in (29) as 'Satchmo' and of the object of her belief in (30) as 'Louis

Armstrong'. Put in the cognitive terms I favour, we know, for (29), that the individual

concept which forms a constituent of Ella's belief is associated with the information x

is called Satchmo' and, for (30), that Ella's individual concept is associated with the

information x Lr called 'Lows Armstrong'. On this analysis of opacity the failure of

substitutivity typical of opaque contexts falls out naturally in essence, what (29) tells

us, on an opaque reading is that Ella stands in the belief relation to a mental

representation containing an individual concept associated with the information x Lr

called 'Satchmo', while what (30) tells us is that she stands in this relation to a
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representation containing an individual concept associated with the information x Is

called 'Louis Armstrong'. Since 'Satchmo' and 'Louis Armstrong' arc different

names, we have no reason to suppose that Ella associates these names with the same

individual concept (as we know, co-reference is a red herring as far as cognitive

significance is concerned) and thus no reason to suppose that, in the move from (29)

to (30) we are exchanging like for like. On this analysis, the names 'Satchmo' and

'Louis Armstrong' have just the same encoded meaning as in any other context; what

differs is to whom the information associated with the name is attributed, this

attribution being a matter of speaker intention.

This is only the briefest outline of a possible approach to the bdaviour of

proper names in referentially opaque contexts within the framework I am flying to

develop. There is, however, a potential challenge to the analysis, even in Ibis vaguest

of forms. Saul (1997) points to what she perceives as failures of subsPitutivity of

proper names parallel to those occurring in belief contexts but whidb occur in

unembedded positions. She asks us to consider the following sentences:

31) Clark Kent went into the phone booth and Superman came out.

32) Clark Kent went into the phone booth and Clark Kent came out.

It seems, at least to Saul, that if(3 1) is an accurate description of an event (within the

fictional world of Metropolis) then (32) is not. That is to say, her claim is that if(31)

is true (in the fiction), then (32) is false. This presents an apparent problem for those

who hold to a direct reference flavoured account of proper names, just as does fitilure

of substitutivity in opaque contexts: it seems that (31) and (32) differ in truth value

while being identical but for the substitution of one name for another co-referential

name. But Saul's data also seems to present a problem for those who adopt a more

Fregean approach: the Fregean accounts for referential opacity in propositional

attitude contexts by appealing to indirect references, i.e. by positing that names (and

other singular expressions) refer not to their customary referents when they appear in

such contexts, but rather to their customaiy senses. As Saul points out, this story is

simply not open to the Fregean in accounting for failure of substitutivity in

unembedded contexts, since it is unclear what it could mean to claim that names do

not refer to their customary referents in simple contexts.
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It might also seem that Saul's examples pose a threat to the kind of analysis

which I have advocated, problems along much the same lines as those faced by a

Fregean analysis: although my account can provide what I take to be a plausible

analysis of the difference in cognitive significance between (31) and (32), an analysis

of the potential difference in truth value seems beyond it. On the account I flivour, the

truth-conditional contribution of a referential use of a proper name isJust that name's

referent Since, in the fiction, 'Clark Kent' and 'Superman' refer to the same

individual, the two names should make the same contribution to truth conditions, and

(31) and (32) should therefore be truth-conditionally equivalent. The analysis of belief

contexts I have sketched above does not extend naturally to such cases, since it

depends on two features, neither of which seem necessarily present for Saul's

examples: the involvement of a cognitive agent other than the speaker and hearer, and

a thilure to reallse, on the part of that cognitive agent, the identity central to the

examples. Taking (29) and (30) again, the potential difference in truth value depends

on the involvement of Ella as a cognitive agent, and Ella's fitilure to realise that

Satchmo is Louis Armstrong: it is only in those worlds at which Ella is not aware of

this identity that (29) and (30) may differ in truth value. Saul's examples, by contrast,

seem to rely on no such lack of enlightenment: if we know anything about the

Superman stories, we know that Clark Kent is Superman, yet it still seems that, for us,

(31) and (32) may differ in truth value.

How might we tackle these problems within the framework I favour? One

obvious strategy might be to claim that there is something special about Saul's

examples; they do, after all, involve fictional names, which have often been seen as

requiring a separate account from non-fictional names' 6. We can, however, dismiss

this idea for the simple reason that the same sorts of failure of substitutivity seem to

occur in non-fictional cases. Consider sentences (33) and (34):

33) Norma Jean Baker wasn't a film star but Marilyn Monroe was.

34) Norma Jean Baker wasn't a film star but Norma Jean Baker was.

"though I shall be arguing that fictional and non-fictional names do not in fact need to be treated

separately (see section 3.2.3.2 below).
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Here we see much the same pattern as in Saul's examples: it seems that (33) may be

irue whereas (34) is a contradiction, although the sentences differ only in the

substitution of one name for another co-referring name.

There are two key questions that arise: firstly, if we cannot look to the

fictional nature of these examples for a key to the failure of substitutivity involved,

where should we look? And secondly, should we expect whatever story we end up

telling about these examples to extend to failure of substitutivity in propositional

attitude contexts? If we answer 'yes' to this second question, then it would seem that

the sort of account of such contexts which I have sketched above would receive a

serious blow, given that, as we have seen, it does not naturally extend to simple

contexts. Taking this second question first, there are good reasons to suppose that,

whatever the source of the failure of substitutivity in Saul's examples, it is different

from the source of failure of substitutivity in propositional attitude contexts. Consider

the following example: Bill has read two novels, one a novel in Spanish called

'Rayuela' by a novelist called 'Julio' and another a novel in English called

'Hopscotch' by a novelist called 'Julius'. Being rather unobservant, Bill has failed to

notice that Hopscotch is a translation of Rayuela. Now this scenario gives us a more

or less standard context for building failure-of-substitutivity4n-propositional-attitude-

context cases. Thus, sentences (35) and (36) may have different truth values:

35) Bill believes that Julio is a great writer.

36) Bill believes that Julius is a great writer.

although 'Julio' and 'Julius' are co-extensive. This is not however a context in which

Saul-type examples can get off the ground. 1f for instance, sentence (37) is true, then

so is sentence (38):

37) Julio wrote Rayuela and Julius wrote Hopscotch.

38) Julio wrote Rayuela and Julio wrote Hopscotch.

Examples such as this offer at least prima fade evidence that Saul's examples are not

of the same kind as examples of failure of substitutivity in propositional attitude

contexts.
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Predelli (200 Ia) offers convincing evidence that, whatever the source of the

failure of substitutivity in Saul's examples, it is not down to the semantics of proper

names (or other singular expressions for that matter). He points out that much the

same sort of thing happens where there is no singular expression to give rise to it lie

asks us to consider a situation in which the notoriously unsuccessfW-with-women

Clark Kent is sitting in a conference room with equally timid Art and Bart. In this

situation, it seems that an utterance of(39) will be true:

39) Nobody in the conference room is successful with women.

Later that day, however, the notoriously successful-with-women Superman is being

interviewed in the conference room by Art and Bart In this context, it seems that an

utterance of (39) will be false. Thus, although, given the identity of Clark and

Superman, the set of individuals in the conference room seems unchanged from one

context to the next, the truth value of an utterance of(39) has changed.

What might all this suggest? Many of those who have addressed the questions

raised by Saul's paper have introduced what we might call sub-individual

metaphysical entities to do so: Forbes (1997, 1999) makes use of ways ofdressing and

personae; Moore (1999) appeals to aspects, Pitt (2001) talks of alter egos and Saul

herself (1997) mentions the possibility of using temporal phases to do the job. The

evidence presented by Predelli (1999, 200 Ia) strongly supports an analysis in terms of

some such entities: what Predelli's evidence suggests is that, in the move from (3!) to

(32), we are not swapping like for like, and thus that, as they are used in these two

sentences, the names 'Superman' and 'Clark Kent' are not co-referential. How could

this idea be developed within a cognitive framework making use of the notion of

individual concepts? Ask yourself whether the following sentence is true:

40) Superman works as a reporter on the Daily Planet.

It seems to me that there are conflicting intuitions on this question: on the one hand

there seems to be a strong intuition that Superman does not work as a reporter on the

Daily Planet, while on the other there is the intuition that, since Superman is Clark

Kent and Clark Kent works for the Daily Planet, so does Superman. How might we
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