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NAMING AND NECESSITY!

Lectures Given to the Princeton University Philesophy Colloquium

LECTURE I: JANUARY 20, 1970

I hope that some people see some connection between the two topics in
the title. If not, anyway, such connections will be developed in the course
of these talks. Furthermore, because of the use of tools involving reference
and necessity in analytic philosophy today, our views on these topics
really have wide-ranging implications for other problems in philosophy
that traditionally might be thought far-removed, like arguments over the
mind-body problem or the so-called ‘identity thesis’. Materialism, in
this form, often now gets involved in very intricate ways in questions
about what is necessary or contingent in identity of properties — questions
like that. So, it is really very important to philosophers who may want
to work in many domains to get clear about these concepts. Maybe I will
say something about the mind-body problem in the course of these talks.
I want to talk also at some point (I don’t know if I can get it in) about
substances and natural kinds.

The way I approach these matters will be, in some ways, quite different /£ ;& xyg -
from what people are thmkmg today (though it also has some points of © y
contact with what some people have been thinking and writing today, {,{
and if T leave people out in informal talks like this, I hope that I will ST
be forgiven).2 Some of the views that I have are views which may at first | |
glance strike some as obviously wrong. My favorite example is this L‘(""f:
(which I probably won't defend in the lectures: for one thing it" doesn’t ot
ever convince anyone). It is a common claim in contemporary philosophy ¢
that there are certain predicates which, though they are in fact empty - be
have null extension - have it as a matter of contingent fact and not as a
matter of any sort of necessity. Well, rhar I don’t dispute; but an example
which is usually given is the example of unicorn. So it is said that though
we have all found out that there are no unicorns, of course there miight
have been unicorns. Under certain circumstances there would have been
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unicorns. And this is an example of something I think js not the case.
Perhaps according to e the truth should not be put in lterms of saying
~thatitis necessary that there be no unicorns, but just that Wwecan't say

think that even if archeologists or geologists were to discover tomorrow
sonie

]

gwéﬁ’9919,§i.\(§b;;§h‘9,wing, the. existence of animals in the past
s_étviié'fyihgwé/i/;;ything we know about the unicorns from the myth of the
"~ unicorn; that would not show that there were unicorns.. Now I don’t
~Know if I'm going to have a chance to defend this particular view, but
it’s an example of a surprising one. (I actually gave a seminar in this
institution where I tajked about this view for a couple of sessions.) So,
some of my opinions are somewhat surprising; but let us start out with
some area that is perhaps not as surprising and introduce the methodology
and problems of these talks.
The first topic in the pair of topics is naming. By a name here [ will
mean a proper name, i.e. the name of a person, a city, a country, etc.

descriptions: phrases of the form ‘the x such that ¢x’, such as ‘the man
" who corrupted Hadleyburg’. Now, if one and only one man ever corrupted
Hadleyburg, then that man is the referent, in the logician’s sense, of that
description. We will use the term ‘name’ so that it does rot include definite

and descriptions we may use the term ‘designator’.
o It is a point, made by Donnellan,3 that under certain circumstances a
.. particular speaker may use a definite description to refer, not to the proper
referent, in the sense that I've just defined it, of that description, but to
& something else which he wants to single out and which he thinks is the
proper referent of the description, but which in fact 1sn’t. So, you may
--say “The man over there with the champagne in his glass is happy",
g though he actually only has water in his glass. Now, even though there
is no champagne in his glass, and there may be another man in the room
who does have champagne in his glass, the speaker intended to refer,
or maybe, in some sense of ‘refer’, did refer, to the man he thought had
the champagne in his glass. Nevertheless I'm Just going to use the term
‘referent of the description’ to mean the object uniquely satisfying the
conditions in the definite description. This is the sense in which it's been

" under what cir cumstances there would. have.been. unicorns, F urther, |
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used in the logical tradition. So, if you have a description of the form
‘the x such that ¢x’, and there is exactly one x such that ¢x, that is the
referent of the description. L

Now, what is the relation between names and descriptions? There is {* Al %%
a well known doctrine of John Stuart Mill, in his book 4 System of Logic, :
that names have denotation but not connotation. To use one of his
examples, when we use the name ‘Dartmouth’ to describe a certain (¥
locality in England, it may be so called because it lies at the mouth of <o =
the Dart. But even, he says, had the Dart (that’s a river) changed its 4
course so that Dartmouth no longer lay at the mouth of the Dart, we
could still with propriety call this place ‘Dartmouth’, even though the
name may suggest that it lies at the mouth of the Dart. Changing Mill’s
terminology, perhaps we should say that a name such as ‘Dartmouth’
does have a ‘connotation’ to some people, namely, it does connote (not
to me — I never thought of this) that any place called ‘Dartmouth’ lies
at the mouth of the Dart. But then in some way it doesn’t have a ‘sense’.
At least, it is not part of the meaning of the name ‘Dartmouth’ that the
town so named lies at the mouth of the Dart. Someone who said that
Dartmouth did not lie at the Dart’s mouth would not contradict
himself,

It should not be thought that every phrase of the form ‘the x such that
F-x' is always used in English as a description rather than a name. [
guess everyone has heard about the Holy Roman Empire, which was
neither holy, Roman nor an empire. Today we have the United Nations.
Here it would seem that since these things can be so-called even though
they are not Holy Roman United Nations, these phrases should be
} egarded not as definite descriptions, but as names. In the case of some

erms, people might have doubts as to whether they're names or descrip- VAT

ions; like ‘God’ ~ does it describe God as the unique divine being or is it =

name of God? But such cases needn’t necessarily bother us. Tiows
/ Now here I am making a distinction which is certainly made in language. ‘Ef{ As
5 But the classical tradition of modern logic has gone very strongly against }:&{ S
fz’ Mill’s view. Frege and Russell both thought, and seemed to arrive at these ..
§ &
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conclusions independently of each other, that Mill was wrong in a very ;,g:tgw <
strong sense: really a proper name, properly used, simply was a definite 53:;‘?;;« 1o/
description abbreviated or disguised. Frege specifically said that such a /
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‘ description gave the sense of the name. 4
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Now the reasons against Mill's view and in favor of the alternative
view adopted by Frege and Russell are really very powerful; and it is
hard to see — though one may be suspicious of this view because names
don’t seem to be disguised descriptions — how the Frege-Russell view,
or some suitable variant, can fail to be the case.

Let me give an example of some of the arguments which seem con-
clusive in favor of the view of Frege and Russell. The basic problem for
any view such as Mill’s is how we can determine what the referent of a
name, as used by a given speaker, is. According to the description view,
the answer is clear. If ‘Joe Doakes’ is just short for ‘the man who cor-
rupted Hadleyburg’, then whoever corrupted Hadléyburg uniquely is
the referent of the name ‘Joe Doakes’. However, if there is not such a
descriptive content to the name, then how do people ever use names to
refer to things at all? Well, they may be in a position to point to some
things and thus determine the references of certain names ostensively.
This was Russell’s doctrine of acquaintance, which he thought the so-
called genuine or proper names satisfied. But of course ordinary names

; refer to all sorts of people, like Walter Scott, to whom we can’t possibly

| point. And our reference here seems to be determined by our knowledge

. of them. Whatever we know about them determines the referent of

the name as the unique thing satisfying those properties. For example, if

. I use the name ‘Napoleon’, and someone asks, “To whom are you

referring?”, I will answer something like, “Napoleon was emperor of the
French in the early part of the nineteenth century; he was eventually
defeated at Waterloo”, thus giving a uniquely identifying description to
determine the referent of the name. Frege and Russell, then, appear to
give the natural account of how reference is determined here: Mill

' appears to give none.

There are subsidiary arguments which, though they are based on more
specialized problems, are also motivations for accepting the view. One
1s that sometimes we may discover that two names have the same referent,
and express this by an identity statement. So, for example (I guess this
is a hackneyed example), you see a star in the evening and it's called
‘Hesperus’. (That’s what we call it in the evening, is that right? - I hope
it's not the other way around.) We see a star in the morning and call it
‘Phosphorus’. Well, then, in fact we find that it’s not a star, but is the
planet Venus and that Hesperus and Phosphorus are in fact the same.
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So we express this by ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’. Here we're certainly
not just saying of an object that it’s identical with itself. This is something
that we discovered. A very natural thing is to say that the rea] content
[is that] the star which we saw in the evening is the star which we saw in
the morning (or, more accurately, that the thing which we saw in the
evening is the thing which we saw in the morning). This, then, gives the
real meaning of the identity statement in question; and the analysis in
terms of descriptions does this,

Also we may raise the question whether a name has any reference at
all when we ask, ¢.g., whether Aristotle ever existed. It seems natural
here to think that what is questioned is not whether this thing {man)
existed. Once we've got the thing we know that it existed, What really
is queried is whether anything answers to the properties we associate with

the name — in the case of Aristotle, whether any one Greek philosopher

produced certain works, or at least a suitable number of them.

It would be nice to answer all of these arguments. I am not entirely
able to see my way clear through every problem of this sort that can be
raised. Furthermore, I'm pretty sure that I won’t have time to discuss

o
all these questions in these lectures, INevertheless, I think it’s pretty ’{:" }:
88, 1 pIretty (2

certain that the view of Frege and Russell is false.5

— .

Many people Rave said that the theory of Frege and Russell s false,
but, in my opinion, they have abandoned its letter while retaining its
spirit, namely, they have used the notion of a cluster concept. Well, what
is this? The biggest problem for Frege and Russell, the one which comes
immediately to mind, is already mentioned by Frege himself. He said,
In the case of genuinely proper names like ‘Aristotle’ opinions as regards their sense
may diverge. As such may, ¢.g., be suggested: Plato’s disciple and the teacher of Alex-
ander the Great. Whoever accepts this sense will interpret the meaning of the statement
‘Aristotle was born in Stagira’, differently from one who interpreted the sense of
‘Aristotle’ as the Stagirite teacher of Alexander the Great. As long as the nominatum
remains the same, these fluctuations in senge are tolerable. But they should be avoided
in the system of a demonstrative science and should not appear in a perfect language.$
So, according to Frege, there is some sort of looseness or weakness in
our language. Some people may give one sense to the name ‘Aristotle’,
others may give another. But of course it is not only that; even a single
speaker when asked “What description are you willing to substitute for
the name?” may be quite at a loss. In fact, he may know many things
about him; but any particular thing that he knows he may feel clearly
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€xpresses a contingent property of the object. If ‘Aristotle’ meant the
man who taught Alexander the Grear. then saying ‘Aristotle was a teacher
of Alexander the Great’ would be a mere tautology. But surely it isn’t;
it expresses the fact that Aristotle taught Alexander the Great, something
we could discover to be false. So, being the teacher of Alexander the
Great cannot be part of [the sense of] the name.

The most common way out of this difficulty is to say “‘really it is not
a weakness in ordinary language that we can’t substitute a particular
description for the name; that’s all right. What we really associate with
the name is a family of descriptions.” A good example of this is (if I can
find it) in Philosophical Investigations, where the idea of family resem-
blances is introduced and with great power.

¢ Consider this example. If one says ‘Moses did not exist’, this may mean various things,

It may mean: the Israelites did not have a single leader when they withdiew from
Egypt — or: their leader was not called Moses - or: there cannot have been anyone who
accomplished all that the Bible relates of Moses — ... But when I make a statement
about Moses, ~ am I always ready to substitute some one of those descriptions for
‘Moses’? I shall perhaps say: by ‘Moses’ I understand the man who did what the Bible
relates of Moses, or at any rate, a good deal of it. But how much? Have I decided how
much must be proved false for me to give up my proposition as false? Has the name
‘Moses’ got a fixed and unequivocal use for me in all possible cases?7

According to this view, and a locus classicus of it is Searle's article on
proper names,® the referent of a name is determined not by a single
description but by some cluster or family. Whatever in some sense
satisfies enough or most of the family is the referent of the name. I shall
return to this view later. It may seem as an analysis of ordinary language
quite a bit more plausible than that of Frege and Russell. [t may seem

¢ . to keep all the virtues and remove the defects of this theory.

Let me say (and this wil] introduce me to another new topic before 1
really consider this theory of naming) that there are two ways in which
the cluster concept theory, or even the theory which requires a single

~ description, can be viewed. One way of regarding it says that the cluster or

the single description actually gives the meaning of the name; and when
Someone says ‘Walter Scott’, he means rhe man such that such and such

_and such and such,

Now another view might be that even though the description in some
sense doesn’t give the meaning of the name, it is what determines its
reference and although the phrase ‘Walter Scott’ isn’t synonymous with
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‘the man such that such and such and such and such’, or even maybe
with the family (if something can be synonymous with a family), the
family or the single description is what is used to determine to whom
some-one is referring when he says ‘Walter Scott’. Of course, if when we
hear his beliefs about Walter Scott we find that they are actually much
more nearly true of Salvador Dali, then according to this theory the
reference of this name is going to be Mr. Dali, not Scott. There are
writers, I think, who explicitly deny that names have meaning at all even
more strongly than I would but still use this picture of how the referent
of the name gets determined. A good case in point is Paul Ziff in his
Semantic Analysis, who says, very emphatically, that names don’t have
meaning at all, [that] they are not a part of language in some sense. But
still, when he talks about how we determine what the reference of the
name was, then he gives this picture. Unfortunately I don’t have the
passage in question with me, but this is what he says.®

The difference between using this theory as a theory of meaning and
using it as a theory of reference will come out a little more clearly later
on. But some of the attractiveness of the theory is lost if it isn’t supposed )
to give the meaning of the name; for some of the solutions of problems Lo
that I've just mentioned will not be right, or at least won’t clearly be ;,
right, if the description doesn't give the meaning of the name. For b
example, if someone said ‘Aristotle does not exist’ means ‘there is no i~ _
man doing such and such’, or in the example from Wittgenstein, ‘Moses )
does not exist’, means ‘no man did such and such’, that might depend & %"
(and in fact, I think, does depend) on taking the theory in question as a )
théory of the meaning of the name ‘Moses’, not just as a theory of its “
reference. Well, I don’t know. Perhaps all that is immediate now is the
other way around: if ‘Moses’ means the same as ‘the man who did such 2"
and such’ then to say that Moses did not exist is to say that the man who 2
did such and such did not exist, that is, that no one person did such and ,5{;
such. If, on the other hand, ‘Moses’ is not synonymous with any de- 4t
scription, then even if its reference is in some sense determined by a
description, statements containing the name cannot in general be analyzed
by replacing the name by a description, though they may be materially
equivalent to statements containing a description. So the analysis of |
singular existence statements mentioned above will have to be given up,
unless it is established by some special argument, independent of a general '

SO
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theory of the meaning of names; and the same applies to identity state-
ments. In any case, I think it's false that ‘Moses exists’ means that at ajj.
So we won’t have to see if such a special argument can be drawn up,10

Before I go any further into this problem, I want to talk about another
distinction which will be important in the methodology of these talks.
Philosophers have talked (and, of course, there has been considerable
controversy in recent years over the meaningfulness of these notions)
[about] various categories of truth, which are called ‘a priors’, “analytic’,
‘necessary’, - and sometimes even ‘certain’ js thrown into this batch,
The terms are often used as if whether there are things answering to these
concepts is an interesting question, but we might as well regard them all
as meaning the same thing. Now, everyone remembers Kant {(a bit) as
making a distinction between ‘a priori’ and ‘analytic’. So maybe this
distinction is still made. In contemporary discussion very few people,
if any, distinguish between the concepts of statements being a priori and
their being necessary. At any rate I shall oy use the terms ‘a priori* and
‘necessary’ interchangeably here.

Consider what the traditional characterizations of such terms as ‘g
priori’ and ‘necessary’ are. First the notion of a prioricity is a concept
of epistemology. I guess the traditional characterization from Kant goes
somethinglike: a priori truths are those which can be known independently
of any experience. This introduces another problem before we get off
the ground, because there’s another modality in the characterization of
‘a priorf’, namely, it is supposed to be something which can be known
independently of any experience. That means that in some sense it’s
possible (whether we do or do not in fact know it independently of any
© experience) to know this independently of any experience. And possible
for whom? For God? For the Martians? Or Just for people with minds
like ours? To make this all clear might [involve] a host of problems all
of its own about what sort of possibility is in question here. It might be
best therefore, instead of using the phrase ‘g priori truth’, to the extent
that one uses it at all, to stick to the guestion of whether g particular
person or knower knows something a priori or believes it true on the
basis of a priori evidence.

I won’t go further too much into the problems that might arise with
the notion of a prioricity here. T wil] say that some philosophers some-
how change the modality in this characterization from can to musz.
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They think that if something belongs to the realm of a priori knowledge, -
it couldn’t possibly be known empirically. This is just a mistake. Some- A
thing may belong in the realm of such statements that can be known g t
priori but still may be known by particular people on the basis of expe-
rience. To give a really common sense example: anyone who has worked
with a computing machine knows that the computing machine may give *
an answer to whether such and such a number is prime. No one has
calculated or proved that the number is prime; but the machine has given
the answer: this number s prime. We, then, if we believe that the number
is prime, believe it on the basis of our knowledge of the laws of physics,
the construction of the machine, and so on. We therefore do not believe _ )
this on the basis of purely a priori evidence. We believe it (if anything is "« ¢
a posteriori at all) on the basis of a posteriori evidence. Nevertheless, 131"~
maybe this could be known a priori by someone who made the requisite
calculations. So ‘can be known a priori’ doesn’t mean “must be known

e e e

iy i,

this is used in an epistemological way and might then just mean a priori, i
And of course, sometimes it is used in a physical way when people ;
distinguish between physical and logical necessity. But what I am con-
cerned with here is a notion which is not a notion of epistemology but of
metaphysics, in some (I hope) nonpejorative sense. We ask whether
something might have been true, or might have been false. Well, if some-
thing is false, it’s obviously not necessarily true. If it is true, might it
have been otherwise? Is it possible that, in this respect, the world should
have been different from the way it is? If the answer is ‘no’, then this
fact about the world is a necessary one. If the answer is ‘yes’, then this
fact about the world is a contingent one. This in and of itself has nothing
to do with anyone’s knowledge of anything. It's certainly a philosophical
thesis, and not a matter of obvious definitional equivalence, either that
everything a priori is necessary or that everything necessary is a priori.
Both concepts may be vague. That may be another problem. But at any
rate they are dealing with two different domains, two different areas,
the epistemological and the metaphysical. Consider, say, Fermat’s last
theorem - or the Goldbach conjecture. The Goldbach conjecture says
that an even number greater than 2 must be the sum of two prime numbers.
If this is true, it is presumably necessary, and, if it is false, presumably
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necessarily false. We are taking the classical view of mathematics here
and assume that in mathematical reality it is either true or false,

If the Goldbach conjecture is false, then there is an even number, #,
greater than 2, and for no primes p; and p,, both <n, does n=p, +p,.
This fact about n, if true, is verifiable by direct computation, and thus is
necessary if the results of arithmetical computations are necessary. On
the other hand, if the conjecture is true, then every even number ex-
ceeding 2 is the sum of two primes. Could it then be the case that, although
in fact every even number is the sum of two primes, there might have been
an even number which was not the sum of two primes? What would
that mean? Such a number would have to be one of 4, 6,8, 10, ...; and,
by hypothesis, since we are assuming Goldbach’s conjecture to be true,
each of these can be shown, by digect computatior}, to be the sum of two
primes. Goldbach's conjecture, then, cannot be contingently true or false;
whatever truth-value it has belongs to it by necessity.,

But what we can say of course is that right now as far as we know, the
question can come out ejther way. So, in the absence of a mathematical
proof deciding this question, none of us has any a priori knowledge about
this question in either direction, We don’t know whether Goldbach’s
conjecture is true or false. So right now we certainly don’t know anything
a priori about it.

Perhaps it will be alleged that we can in principle know a priori whether
it is true. Well, maybe we can. Of course an infinite mind which can
search through all the numbers can or could. But 1 don’t know whether
a finite mind can or could, Maybe there just is no mathematical proof
whatsoever which decides the conjecture. At any rate this might or might
not be the case. Maybe there is a mathematical proof deciding this
question; maybe every mathematical question is decidable by an intujtive
proof or disproof. Hilbert thought so; others have thought not: still
others have thought the question unintelligible unless the notion of
intuitive proof is replaced by that of formal proof in a single system.
Certainly no one formal system decides all mathematical questions, as we
know from Géadel. At any rate, and thisis the important thing, the question
is not trivial; even though someone said that it’s necessary, if true at all,
that every even number s the sum of two primes, it doesn’t follow that
anyone knows anything a priori about it. It doesn’t even seem to me to
follow without some further philosophical argument (itis an interesting
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philosophical question) that anyone could know anything a priori about it,
The ‘could’, as I said, involves some other modality. We mean that even
if no one, perhaps even in the future, knows or will know g priori whether
Goldbach’s conjecture is right, in principle there is a way, which could
have been used, of answering the question @ priori. This assertion is not
trivial.

The terms ‘necessary’ and ‘a priori’, then, as applied to statements
are not obvious synonyms. There may be a philosophical argument
connecting them, perhaps even identifying them; but an argument is
required, not simply the observation that the two terms are clearly
interchangeable. ( I will argue below that in fact they are not even co-
extensive ~ that necessary a posteriori truths, and probably contingent
a priori truths, both exist.) ‘ 1

I think people have thought that these two things must mean the same
for these reasons. First, if something not only happens to be true in the
actual world but is also true in all possible worlds, then, or course, just by
running through all the possible worlds in our heads, we ought to be
able with enough effort to see, if a statement is necessary, that it is
necessary, and thus know it a priori. But really this is not so obviously
feasible at all.

Secondly, T guess it's thought that, conversely, if something is known
a priori it must be necessary, because it was known without looking at
the world. If it depended on some contingent feature of the actual world,
how could you know it without looking? Maybe the actual world is one
of the possible worlds in which it would have been false. This depends
on the thesis that there can’t be a way of knowing about the actual world
without looking which wouldn’t be a way of knowing the same thing
about every possible world. This involves problems of epistemology and
the nature of knowledge; and of course it is very vague as stated. But it is
not really trivial either. More important than any particular example of
something which is alleged to be necessary and not a priori or a priori
and not necessary, is to see that the notions are different, that it’s not
trivial to argue on the basis of something’s being something which maybe
we can only know a posteriori, that it’s not a necessary truth. It's not
trivial just because something is known in some sense a priori, that what
is known is a necessary truth.

Another term used in philosophy is ‘analytic’. Here it won’t be too
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important to getany clearer about this in this talk. The common examples

of analytic statements, nowadays

» are like ‘bachelors are unmarried’,

Kant, (someone Just pointed out to me) gives as an example ‘gold is 3
yellow metal’, which seems {0 me an extraordinary one, because it's
something I think that can turn out to be false. At any rate, let’s just

make it a matter of stipulation that
true by virtue of jts meaning and t
its meaning. Then something wh
necessary and a priors. (That’s sort

an analytic statement is in some sense
rue in all possible worlds by virtue of
ich is analytically true wijj be both
of stipulative.)

Another category I mentioned was thay of certainty, Whatever certainty
is, it’s clearly not obviously the case that everything which js necessary

“is certain, Certainty is another epis

temological notion, Something can be

known, or at least rationally believed, a priori, without being quite certain,

You've read a proofin the math bo

' in modality de re, and a mere advocacy of necessity, the belief in modality
de dicto. Now, some people say: Let’s give you the concept of necessity, 11
A much worse thing, something creating great additional problems, is
whether we can say of any particular that it has necessary or contingent

properties, even make the distincti

properties. Look, jt's only a statement or a state of affairs which can

be either fecessary or contingent,
contingently has a certain propert
This is perhaps closely related tothe

Whether a particular necessarily or
¥ depends on the way it’s described.
view that the waywe refer to particular
is Quine’s famous example? If we

consider the number 9, does it have the property of necessary oddness?
Has that number 80t to be odd in al possible worlds? Certainly it’s trye
in all possible worlds, let’s say, it couldn’t have been otherwise, that nine
is odd. Of course, 9 could also be equally well picked out as the number of
Planets. It is not necessary, not true in all possible worlds, that the number
of planets is odd. For example il there had been eight planets, the number
of planets would not have been odd. And so it's thought: Was it necessary

Or contingent that Nixon won the
unless one has some view of some

election? (It might seem contingent,
inexorable processes....) But this js 3
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contingent property of Nixon only relative to our referring to him as
‘Nixon’ (assuming ‘Nixon” doesn't mean ‘the man who won the election
at such and such a time’). But if we designate Nixon as ‘the man who won
the election in 1968’, then it will be a necessary truth, of course, that the
man who won the election in 1968, won the election in 1968. Similarly
whether an object has the same property in all possible worlds depends !
not just on the object itself but on how it is described. So it’s argued.

It is even suggested in the literature, that though a notion of necessity {
may have some sort of intuition behind it (we do think some things could I
have been otherwise; other things we don’t think could have been other-
wise), this notion [of a distinction between necessary and contingent
properties] is just a doctrine made up by some bad philosopher, who
(T guess) didn’t realize that there are several ways of referring to the same
thing. I don’t know if some philosophers have not realized this; but at
any rate it is very far from being true that this idea [that a property can
be held to be essential or accidental to an object independently of its
description] is a notion which has no intuitive content, which means p
nothing to the ordinary man. Suppose that someone said, pointing to ,}“
Nixon, ‘That’s the guy who might have lost’. Someone else says ‘Oh no, w |
if you describe him as ‘Nixon’, then he might have lost; but, of course, iyt
describing him as the winner, then it is not true that he might have lost’.
Now which one is being the philosopher, here, the unintuitive man? It ‘
seems to me obviously to be the second. The second man has a philosophi- |
cal theory. The first man would say, and with great conviction, “Well, V
of course, the winner of the clection miight have been someone else. The
actual winner, had the course of the campaign been different, might have
been the loser, and someone else the winner; or there might have been |
no election at all. So, such terms as ‘the winner’ and ‘the loser’ don't
designate the same objects in all possible worlds. On the other hand, the
term ‘Nixon’ is just a name of this man™. When you ask whether it is.
necessary or contingent that Nixon won the election, you are asking

Algmfu&hv&‘ question whether in some counterfactual situation, this man '1\,
would in fact have lost the election. If someone thinks that the notion I
of a necessary property (forget whether there are any necessary properties
[and-consider]just the meaningfulness of the notion.'2)is a philosopher’s
notion with™no infuifive content, he is. wrong. Of course, some philos- -

“ophers think’ that somethmg s having intuitive content is very inconclusive
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\ evidence in favor of it. I think it is very heavy evidencein favor ofanything,
Tl myself. I really don’t know in a way what more conclusive evidence one
can have about anything, ultimately speaking. But, in any event, people
who think the notion of accidental property unintuitive have intuition
S reversed, I think.

Why have they thought this? While there are _many motivations for
pesple-thinKing this, one is this:-The question of esseRtial properties
So=tatteds-supposed 16 Be €qUIVATERT {and it Is equivalent) to the question
o %c-)-f:“;dentity across possible worlds. Suppose we have someone, Nixon,
and there’s another possible world where there is no one with all the
" properties Nixon has in the actual world. Which one of these other people,
if any, is Nixon? Surely you must give some criterion of identity here.
If you have a criterion of identity, then you just look in the other possible
worlds at the man who is Nixon and the question whether in that other
possible world Nixon has certain properties is well defined. It is also
supposed to be well defined, in terms of such notions, whether it’s true
in all possible worlds, or there are some possible worlds in which Nixon
didn’t win the election. But, it’s said, the problems of giving such criteria
of identity are very difficult. Sometimes in the case of numbers it might
seem easier (but even here it's argued that it’s quite arbitrary). For
example, one might say, and this is surely the truth, that if position in the M
series of numbers is what makes the number 9 what it is, then if (in
another world) the number of planets had been 8, the number of planets ’“'L‘;
would be a differént number from the one it-actually is. You wouldn't 2%
say that that number then is to be identified with our number 9 in this
world. In the case of other types of objects, say people, material objects,
things like that, has anyone given a set of necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for identity across possible worlds? .

Really, adequate necessary and sufficient conditions for identity which
. do not beg the question are Very rare in any case. Mathematics is the
N bnly case I really know of where they are given even within a possible
o world, to tell the truth. | don’t know of such conditions for identity

v of material objects over time. or for people. Everyone knows what a
problem this is. But, let's forget about that. What seems to be more—

g -abjectionable is that this depends on the wrong way of looking at what

a possible world is. One thinks, in this picture, a possible world as
- if it were like a foreign country. One looks upon it as an observer. May-
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be Nixon has moved to the other country and maybe he hasn’t, but one b

is given only qualities, One can observe all hjs qualities, but of course,
one doesn’t observe that someone is

So we had better have a way of telling in terms of properties when we run &;‘:

into the same thing again as we saw before; we had better have a way
of telling, when we come across one of these other possible worlds, who
was Nixon,

Some logicians in their formal treatment of modal logic may encourage
this picture. A prominent example, perhaps, is myself. Nevertheless,
intuitively speaking, it seems to me not to be the right way of thinking’
about the possible worlds. A possible world isn’t a distant Country that
We are coming across, or viewing through a telescope, Generally speaking,
another possible world is too far away. Even if we trave] faster than
light, we won't get to it, M@Sibic world is given by the descrintive
conditions we associate ywitly it. What do we mean when we say ‘In some

# " y

~other possible worlds | might not have given this lecture today’? We

Just imagine The situation where 1 didn't deeide™rs give this fecfure or
decided to give it on some other day. Of course, we don’t imagine every-
thing that is true or false, but only those things relevant to my giving the
lecture; but, in theory, everything needs to be decided to make a total
description of the world. We can't really imagine that except in part; *
that, then, is a ‘possible world’, Why can’t it be part of the description
of a possible world that it contains Nivon and that in that world Nixon
didn’t win the election? It might be a question, of course, whether such
a world /s possible, (Here it would seem, prima facie, to be clearly possible.)
But, once we see that such a situation is possible, then we are given that |
the man who might have lost the election or did lose the election in this
possible world s Nixon, because that's part of the description of the .
world. ‘Possible worlds’ are f'fzpulated, not discovered by powerful

Of course, 1T someone makes (he qemmINd HIZTCVRTY BOSSIBIE World )

Ao
has to be described in a purely qualitative way, we can’t say, ‘Suppose / *

Nixon had lost the election’, we could say instead ‘suppose a man with
a dog named Checkers, who looks like a certain David Fry impersonation,

telescopes. There 15 g feason why we cannot stipulare that, in talking ¢ et

i TAL Sy
about what wotntd-rave happened 1o~ NI TS certam counterfactua] ¥ i
L L3
Situation, We are talking about What Would have happened to fr il
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I$ in a certain possible world and loses the election’, Well, does he re-
X semble Nixon enough to be identified with Nixon? A very explicit and
a blatant example of this way of looking at things is David Lewis’ counter-
: i part theory,!2 but the literature on quantified modality is replete with jt.14
v Why need we make this demand? That is not the way we ordinarily
: hink of counterfactual situations. We just say fS,!}PPQ??jﬁsjwﬁaﬁjﬁa

N et

lost "It 1 given that the possible world contains this man, and that in
¢ that world, he had lost. There may be a problem about what intuitions
about possibility come to. But, if we have such an intuition about the
possibility of rhat (this man’s electoral loss), then it is about the possi-
bility of rhat. It need not be identified with the possibility of a man
looking like such and such, or holding such and such political views, or
otherwise qualitatively described, having lost. We can point to the man,

~ and ask what might have happened to Aim, had. events been different,
It might be said ‘Let’s suppose that this is true. It comes down to the
same thing, because whether Nixon could have had certain properties,
different from the ones he actually has, is equivalent to the question of
+ whether the criteria of identity across possible worlds include that Nixon
does not have these properties’. But it doesn't really come to the same
thing, because the usual notion of a criterion of transworld identity
demands that we give purely qualitative necessary and sufficient con-
ditions for someone being Nixon. If we can’t imagine a possible world
in which Nixon doesn’t have a certain property, then it’s a necessary
condition of someone being Nixon. Or a hecessary property of Nixon
_ ¢ that he [has] that property. For example, supposing Nixon is in fact a
" human being, we might not imagine that there could have been a possible
'world in which he Wwas, say, an inanimate object; perhaps it is not even
§possibie for him not to have been a human being. Then it wil] be a
;fnecessary fact about Nixon that in all possible worlds where he exists at
j all, he is human or anyway he is not an inanimate object. This has nothing
: to do with any requirement that there be purely qualitative sufficient
{ conditions for Nixonhood which we can spell out. And should there be?
Maybe there is some argument that there should be, but we can consider
these questions about necessary conditions without goinginto any question
about sufficient conditions. F urther, even if there were a purely qualitative
set of necessary and sufficient conditions for being Nixon, the view |
advocate would not demand that we find these conditions before we
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can ask whether Nixon mij ght have won the election, nor does it demand
that we restate the question in terms of such conditions. We can simply
consider Nixon and ask what might have happened to him had various
circumstances been different. So the two views, the two ways of looking
at things, do seem to me to make a difference.

Notice this question, whether Nixon could not have been a human >

being, is a clear case where the question asked is not epistemoloml.
Suppose Nixon actually turied Sut tg be an automaton. That might
happen. We might need evidence for whether Nixon is a human being
Or an automaton. But that is a ‘question about our knowledge. The
question of whether Nixon might have not been a human being, given that
he is one, is not a question about knowledge, a posteriori or a priori,
It’s a question about, even though such and such things are the case,
what might have been the case otherwise.

This table is composed of molecules. Might it not have been composed | - :

of molecules? Certainly it was a scientific discovery of great moment that
it was composed of molecules (or atoms). But could anything be this very
object and not be composed of molecules? Certainly there is some
feeling that the answer to that must be ‘no’. At any rate it’s hard to
imagine under what circumstances you would have this very object and
find that it is not composed of molecules. A quite different question is |
whether it is in fact composed of molecules in the actual world and how g
we know this. (I will go into more detail about these questions about |
essence later on.)

I wish at this point to introduce something which I need in the method-
ology of discussing the theory of names that I'm talking about. We need
the notion of ‘identity across possiblewvorlds’ as it's usually and, as I
think, somewhat misleadingly called,!5 to explicate one distinction that [
want to make now. What's the difference between asking whether it's
necessary that 9 is greater than 7 or whether it's necessary that the
number of planets be greater than 77 Why does one show anything more
about essence than the other? The answer to this might be intuitively
‘Well, look, the number of planets might have been different from what
it in fact is. It doesn’t make any sense, though, to say nine might
have Bean D e g et is’. Let’s use some terms quasi-

‘ technically. Let's call something a rigid designator if in any possible world
it designates the same object, a non rigid or accidental designator if that is

~emom
T
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not the case. Of course we don’t require that the objects exist in all possible
worlds. Certainly Nixon might not have existed if his parents had not
gotten married, in the normal course of things. When we think of a
property as essential to an object we usually mean that it is true of that
object in any case where it would have existed. A rigid designator of a
necessary existent can be called strongly rigid.

One of the intuitive theses | will maintain in these talks is that names
are rigid designators. Certainly they seem to satisfy the intuitive test
mentioned above: although someone other than the U.S. President in
1970 might have been the U.S. President in 1970 (e.g., Humphrey might
have), no one other than Nixon might have been Nixon. In the same way,
a des g SLRY i g THSbjEct if it designates that object
wherever the object exists; if, in addition, the objectis a necessary existent,
the designator can be called strongly rigid. For example, ‘the President
of the U.S. in 1970 designates a certain man, Nixon; but someone else
(e.g., Humphrey) might have been the President in 1970, and Nixon might
not have; so this designator is not rigid.

iidy &

i In these lectures, I will argue, intuitively, that proper names are rigid } P
" designators, for él!!l%&gb»ihﬁmmagm(Nimn)ﬁmigh&ﬁenot»~«h~ava»»-bem~the

~ President, it is not the case that he might not have been Nixon (though

He Tight not have been called ‘Nixon’). Those who have argued that to

make sense of the notion of rigid designator, we must antecendently 3

make sense of ‘criteria of transworld identity’ have precisely reversed the

cart and the horse; it is because we can refer (rigidly) to Nixon, and-

‘ stipulate that we are speaking of what might have happened to him
de e ¥ ¢

Criain e8),..1hat. transworld identicatons’ are un-

- atic in such cases.16 ‘
The tendency to deman purely qualitative descriptions of counter-

factual situations has many sources. One, perhaps, is the confusion of the
epistemological and the metaphysical, between a prioricity and necessity,
If someone identifies necessity with a prioricity, and thinks that objects
are named by means of uniquely identifying properties, he may think
that it is the properties used to identify the object which, being known
about it @ priori, must be used to identify it in all possible worlds, to

find out which object is Nixon. m@m&w}“ﬁg{t@{h

—.things aren’t ‘found out’ about a_counterfactual situation they are
_._.Stipulated; (2) possible worlds need not be .giyen purely iifhtativcly, as

e e

é
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if we were looking at them through a telescope, And we will see shortly -

properties an object has in a.counterfactual world bave nothing
10 do with the properties used to.identify. it in the actual world.1? _

e s . . . o f &
" Does the ‘problem’ of ‘transworld identification’ make any sense? - *

Is it simply a pseudo-problem? The following, it seems to me, can be sajd -
for it. Although the statement that England fought Germany in 1943
perhaps cannot be reducedto any statement about individuals, nevertheless
in some sense it is not a fact ‘over and above’ the collection of all facts
about persons, and their behavior over hlstoryihgjgggg«ig which facts

about %@Qg§“Wacm~fm@MMV&EW(MQ&iEA Ay
_gxpressed in the observation that a description of the world mentioning

all facts about persons but omitting those about nations can be a complete "1 N

d@gg{'ﬂgﬁga.ﬂﬂlh&mmld, Fr‘b“iﬁ“x}ggﬁ“ﬁfe‘”fééf? ‘about nations follow. g
#imﬂarly, perhaps, facts about.materﬁl objecfmmfacts*“nver“éﬁd :
above’ facts about their constituent molecules. We may then ask, given v
a description of a non-actualized possible situation in terms of people, -~ ¢
whether England still exists in that situation, or whether a certain nation |
(described, say, as the one where Jones lives) which would exist in that i
situation, is England. Similarly, given certain counterfactual vicissitudes '
in the history of the molecules of a table, 7, one may ask whether T
would exist, in that situation, or whether a certain bunch’of molecules, -
which in that situation would constitute a table, constitute the very same (U
table 7. In each case, we ask criteria of identity across possible worlds for + 4
certain particulars in terms of those for other, more ‘basic’, particulars. e
If statements about nations (or tribes) are not reducible to those about . .
other more ‘basic’ constituents, if there is some ‘open texture’ in the g 0
relationship between them, we can hardly expect to give hard and fast'’ V
identity criteria; nevertheless, in concrete cases we may be able to:
answer whether a certain bunch of molecules would still constitute T, i1
though in some cases the answer may be indeterminate. I think similar |~
remarks apply to the problem of identity over time; here too we are
usually concerned with determinacy, the identity of a ‘complex’ particular
in terms of more ‘basic’ ones, (For example, if various parts of a table
are replaced, is it the same object?18)

Such conception of ‘transworld identification’, however, differs con-
siderably from the usual one. First, although we can try to describe the
world in terms of molecules, there is no impropriety in describing it in
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< " terms of grosser entities: the statement that this table might have been
. placed in another room is perfectly proper, in and of itself. We need not

use the description in terms of molecules, or even grosser parts of the
table, though we may. Unless we assume that some particulars are
‘ultimate’, ‘basic’ particulars, no type of description need be regarded
as privileged. We can ask whether Nixon might have lost the election
without further subtlety, and usually no further subtlety is required,
Second, it is not assumed that necessary and sufficient conditions for

the other hand, it is demanded that | describe each counterfactual
situation purely qualitatively, then | can only ask whether g table, of
such and such color, and so on, would have certain properties; whether

all reference to objects, as opposed to qualities, has disappeared. It is

often said that, if a counterfactual situation is described as-”é'ﬁ"e‘“whieh\

wolldave~Nappened to Nixon, and if it is not assumed that such a
description is reducible to a purely quali ive one, then mysterious ‘bare.
particulars™are assumed, propertyless substrata underlying the qualities,
This is not so: I think that Nixon is a Republican, not merely that he Jies
in back of Republicanism, whatever that means; I also think he might |

may possess, except that some of these properties may be essential. What g
I do deny is that a particular is nothing but a ‘bundle of qualities’, xjillz_ipf
ever that may fﬁ’émﬁmxty 1s an abstract objezzwé%m{fﬁ'm?@gmiesf
Is an object of an even higher degree of abstraction, not a particular. |
Philosophers have come to the opposite view through a false dilemma:%
they have asked, are these objects behind the bundle of qualities, or is the
object nothing but the bundle? Neither is the case; this table is wooden, |
brown, in the room, etc. It has all these properties and is not a thing ;

,% # without properties, behind them; but it should not therefore be identified g

with the set, or ‘bundle’, of jts properties, nor with the subset of jts i

essential properties. Don’t ask: how can | identify this table in another '
possible world, except by its properties? | have the table in my hands,
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Ican p 'fnj,»fo“ft:“z’i‘ﬁﬁ‘”vvhen%hether it migpt have been in another

LA talking " by definition,

after seeing it t roug

about i, in the same w when T say that our hands might have been
painted green, I hav Stipulated that T am talking about greenness. Some

properties of an object ¥

be essential to it, in that it could not have

failed to have them; but these properties are not used to identify the

object in another possible world, for such an identification is nof

W -
needed; nor need the gssential Rroperties oT 4 0bject be The proper-
PRI

ties used to identify it in the astual world,
Riaias WY

Jactual'world by means of properties (I have up to now left the question

s g
=

of transworld identification makes some sense, in

about the identity of 3

g questions about its

about iz. I don’t have to identify it

1 A 1elescope. If I am talking about 1t, T am TalkT

1ndeed 1t 1s identified in the

N

H
/

7
/

§n§ are not qualities, and it is not an object

P .
# | B - /‘t\“‘-—“..ﬁ.,_,_'“. 0 “ ~ : .
s 7§ Yesemblinig-the-given one which is in question” THeswsEs havé stten said

that we identify objects across possible worlds as objects resembling the

perceptible to us), and then a
on_the contrary, we begin

- identify, in the actual world. |
....ngx“qy,bﬁs&ggggimwbjssxw

sk about criteria of transworld identification 5

with the objects, which we have, and can

S.

I mentioned the distinction between this question about the theory
B Lo of naming as the theory of meaning or as a theory of reference. Let me
L give an example of this. Suppose someone stipulates that 100 degrees

centigrade is to be the tem

perature at which water boils at sea level,

* This isn't completely precise because the pressure may vary at sea Jevel.
\ Of course, historically, a more precise definition was given later. But let’s

Suppose that this were the

definition. Another sort of example in the

literature is that one meter is to be the length of § where Sis a certain

stick or bar in Paris, (Usua

lly people who like to talk about these de-

We can then ask whether certaj n things mi ght
Lolnene o reer

z
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finitions then try to make ‘the length of” into an ‘operational’ concept,
But it’s not important.)

Wittgenstein says something very puzzling about this. He says: “There
is one thing of which one can say neither that it is one meter long nor
that it is not one meter long, and that is the standard meter in Paris. But
this is, of course, not to ascribe any extraordinary property to it, but only
to mark its peculiar role in the language game of measuring with a meter
rule.”’ 1% This seems to be a very ‘extraordinary property’, actually, for
any stick to have. I think he must be wrong. If the stick is a stick, for
example, 39.37 inches long (I assume we have some different standard
for inches), why isn’t it one meter long? Anyway, let’s suppose that he is
wrong and that the stick is one meter long. Part of the problem which is
bothering Wittgenstein 13, of course, that this stick serves as a standard
of length and so we can’t attribute length to it. Be this as it may (well,
it may not be), is the statement ‘stick S is one meter long’, a necessary
truth? Of course its length might vary in time. We could make the
definition more precise by stipulating that one meter js to be the length
of Sat a fixed time 1,. Is it then a necessary truth that stick S'is one meter
long at time 1,7 Someone who thinks that everything one knows ¢
priori is necessary might think: “This is the definition of a meter. By
definition, stick S is one meter long at #,. That'’s a necessary truth.”
But there seems to me to be 10 reason so to conclude, even for a man who
uses the stated definition of ‘one meter’w@sing this definition not
o givg,:h&nmﬁrg‘cfwhamcaﬂgw ‘meter’, but to fix the reference.™
(For such an abstract thing as a unit of length, the notion of reference
may be unclear. But let’s suppose it’s clear enough for the present pur-
poses.) He uses it to fix a reference. There is a certain length which he
wants to mark out. He marks it out by an accidental property, namely
that there is a stick of that length. Someone else might mark out the same
reference by another accidental property. But in any case, even though
he uses this to fix the reference of his standard of length, a meter, he can
still say, “if heat had been applied to this stick § at to, then at ¢, stick §
would not have been one meter long.”

Well, why can he do this? Part of the reason may lie in some people’s
minds in the philosophy of science, which | don’t want to go into here,
But a simple answer to the question is this: Even if this is the only stand-
ard of length that he uses,?® there is an intuitive difference between the

....__,
i
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~truth that S iS76ne meter long at ¢,. In fact, under certain circumstances, Al
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fed "
phrase ‘one meter’ and the phrase ‘the length of S at #,". The first phrase er
is meant to designate rigidly a certain length in all possible worlds, which ) -
in the actual world happens to be the length of the stick S at 7,. On the Jf
other hand ‘the length of § at ;" does not designate anything rigidly. ¢ .-
In some counterfactual situations the stick might have been longer and ;
in some shorter if various stresses and strains had been applied to it. <
So we can say of this stick the same way as we would of any other of the
same substance and length, that if heat of a given quantity had been
applied to it, it would have expanded to such and such a length. Such a
counterfactual statement, being true of other sticks with identical physical
properties, will also be true of this stick. There is no conflict between
that counterfactual statement and the definition of ‘one meter’ as ‘the
length of S at #,’, because the ‘definition’, properly interpreted, _does not
say that the phrase ‘one meter’ is to be symonymous (even when talkmg
aboutcounterfactual sxtuatxons) with the phrasé “the Tength of S at ty, *
but-rather that we have determined the reference of the phrase ‘one meter’
~~by-stipulating_that mmete%mbra*ﬁ?ﬂeagnator of the length
“whiCh i8I fact the Tength of S'at 7o, So this does nof make it a necessary 7

S would not have been one meter long. The reason is that one designator
(‘one meter’) is rigid and the other designator (‘the length of S at #,") is not.

What then, is the epistemological status of the statement ‘Stick S is
one meter long at 1,’, for someone who has fixed the metric system by
reference to stick S? It would seem that he knows it a priori. For if he
used stick S to fix the reference of the term ‘one meter’, then as a result
of this kind of ‘definition’ (which is not an abbreviative or synonymous
definition), he knows automatically, without further investigation, that §
is one meter long.2! On the other hand, even if S is used as the standard
of a meter, the metaphysical status of ‘S is one meter long’ will be that
of a contingent statement, provided that ‘one meter’ is regarded as a
rigid designator: under appropriate stresses and strains, heatings or
coolings, § would have had a length other than one meter even at t5-
(Such statements as, ‘Water boils at 100°C at sea level’, can have a
similar status.) So in this sense, there are contingent a priori truths. More
important for present purposes, though, than accepting this example as
an instance of the contingent a priori, is its illustration of the distinction

between ‘definitions’ which fix a referefice 304 LhQse which give a synopym.
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In the case of names one might make this distinction too. Suppose the
reference of a name is given by a description or a cluster of descriptions. If
the name means the same as that description or cluster of descriptions,
it will not be a rigid designator. It will not necessarily designate the
same object in all possible worlds, since other objects might have had
the given properties in other possible worlds, unless (of cousse) we
happened to use essential properties in our description. So suppose we
say, ‘Aristotle is the greatest man who studied under Plato’. If we used
that as a definition, the name ‘Aristotle’ is to mean ‘the greatest man who
studied under Plato’. Then of course in some other possible world that
man might not have studied under Plato and some other man would
have been Aristotle. If, on the other hand, we merely use the description
to fix the referent then that man will be the referent of ‘Aristotle’ in all
possible worlds. The only use of the description will have been to pick
out to which man we mean to refer. But then, when we say counter-
factually ‘suppose Aristotle had never gone into philosophy at all’, we
need not mean ‘suppose a man who studied with Plato, and taught
Alexander the Great, and wrote this and that, and so on, had never gone
into philosophy at all’, which might seem like a contradiction. We need
only mean, ‘suppose that that man had never gone into philosophy
at all’,

It seems plausible to suppose that, in some cases, the reference of a
name is indeed fixed vig a description in the same way that the metric
system was fixed.

When the mythical agent first saw Hesperus, he may well have fixed
his reference by saying, “I shall use ‘Hesperus’ as a name of the heavenly
body appearing in yonder position in the sky.” He then has fixed the
reference of ‘Hesperus’ by its apparent celestial position. Does it follow
that it is part of the meaning of the name that Hesperus has such and
such position at the time in question? Surely not: if Hesperus had been
hit earlier by a comet, it might have been visible at a different position
at that time. In such a counterfactual situation we would say that Hesperus
would not have occupied that position, but not that Hesperus would not
have been Hesperus. The reason is that ‘Hesperus’ rigidly designates a
certain heavenly body and ‘the body in yonder position’ does not — a
different body, or no body might have been in that position, but no other
body might have been Hesperus (though another body, not Hesperus,"
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might have been called ‘Hesperus’). Indeed, as I have said, I will hold that
names are always rigid designators,

Frege and Russell certainly seem to have the full blown theory according
to which a proper name is not a rigid designator and is synonymous with
the description which replaced it. But another theory might be that this
description is used to determine a Tigid reference. These two alternatives
will have different consequenices fot the questions I was asking before.
If ‘Moses” means ‘the man who did such and such’, then, if no one did
such and such, Moses didn't exist; and maybe ‘no one did such and
such’ is even an analysis of ‘Moses didn’t exist’. But if the description is
used to fix a reference rigidly, then it's clear that that is 7#of what is meant
by ‘Moses didn't exist’, because we can ask, if we speak of a counter-
factual case where no one did indeed do such and such, say, lead the
Israelites out of Egypt, does it follow that, in such a situation, Moses
wouldn’t have existed? It would seem not. For surely Moses might have
just decided to spend his days more pleasantly in the Egyptian courts,
He might never have gone into either politics or religion at all; and in
that case maybe no one would have done any of the things that the Bible
relates of Moses. That doesn't in itself mean that in such a possible world
Moses wouldn’t have existed. If s0, then ‘Moses exists’ means something
different from ‘the existence and uniqueness conditions for a certain
description are fulfilled'; and therefore this does not give an analysis of
the singular existential statements after all. If you give up the idea that
this is a theory of meaning and make it into a theory of reference in the
way that I have described it, you give up some of the advantages of the
theory. Singular existential statements and identity statements between
names need some other analysis.

Frege should be criticized for using the term ‘sense’ in two senses. For
he takes the sense of a designator to be its meaning; and he also takes it
the way its reference is determined, [dentifying the two, he supposes that
both are given by definite descriptions. Ultimately, 1 will reject this
second supposition too; but even were it right, I reject the first. A de-
scription may be used as synonymous with a designator, or it may be
used to fix its reference. The two Fregean senses of “sense’ correspond to
two senses of “definition’ in ordinary parlance. They should carefully be
distinguished. 22

[ hope the idea of fixing the reference as opposed to actually defining




278 SAUL A. KRIPKE

one term as meaning the other is somewhat clear. There is really not

enough time to go into every thing in great detail ] think, gven in cases
where the notion of rigidity versus accidentality of designation cannot

o€ used 1o niake out the difference in question, some things called de-

hnitions really intend to fix a reference rather than to give the meaning

e

R ————————_—

ol"d"phrase, 10 give a synonym. Let me give an example. r is supposed

10 BETHE Tatio of the CiTcUMTerence of a circle to its diameter. Now, it’s

something that I have nothing but a vague intuitive feeling to argue for:
It seems to me that here this Greek letter is not being used as short for
the phrase ‘the ratio of the circumference of a circle to its diameter’ nor
is it even used as short for a cluster of alternative definitions of n, what-
ever that might mean. It is used as a name for a real number, which in
this case is necessarily the ratio of the circumference of a circle to its
diameter. Note that here both ‘x’ and the ‘ratio of the circumference of
a circle to its diameter’ are rigid designators, so the arguments given in
the metric case are inapplicable. (Well, if someone doesn’t see this, or
thinks it’s wrong, it doesn’t matter.)

Let me return to the question about names which I raised. As I said,
there is a popular modern substitute for the theory of Frege and Russell;
it is adopted even by such a strong critic of many views of Frege and
Russell, especially the latter, as Strawson.23 The substitute is that, although
a name is not a disguised description it either abbreviates, or anyway its
reference is determined by, some cluster of descriptions. The question is
whether this is true. And as I say, there are stronger and weaker versions
of this. The stronger version would say that the name is simply defined,
synonymously, as the cluster of descriptions. It will then be necessary,
not that Moses had any particular property in this cluster, but that he
had the disjunction of them. There couldn’t be any counterfactual situation
in which he didn’t do any of those things. I think it’s clear that I think this
is very implausible. People have said it — or maybe they haven’t been
intending to say that, but were using ‘necessary’ in some other sense. At
any rate, for example, in Searle’s article on proper names:

To put the same point differently, suppose we ask, ‘why do we have proper names at
all?” Obviously to refer to individuals. ‘Yes but descriptions could do that for us’.
But only at the cost of specifying identity conditions every time reference is made:
Suppose we agree to drop ‘Aristotle’ and use, say, ‘the teacher of Alexander’, then

it is a necessary truth that the man referred to is Alexander’s teacher — but it is a
contingent fact that Aristotle ever went into pedagogy (though I am suggesting that it



NAMING AND NECESSITY 279

is a necessary fact that Aristotle has the logical sum, inclusive disjunction, of properties

commonly attributed to him).24

Such a suggestion, if ‘necessary’ is used in the way I have been using it in
this lecture, must clearly be false. (Unless he's got some very interesting

essential property commonly attributed to Aristotle.) Most of the things

commonly attributed to Aristotle are things that Aristotle might not have *
done at all. In a situation in which he didn’t do them, we would describe . - -

that as a situation in which Aristotle didn’t do them. This is not a dis-
tinction of scope, as happens sometimes in the case of descriptions, where
someone might say that the man who taught Alexander might not have
taught Alexander; though it could not have been true that: the man who
taught Alexander didn’t teach Alexander. This is Russell’s distinction
of scope. (I won't go into it.) It seems to me clear that this is not the case
here. Not only is it true of the man Aristotle that he might not have gone
into pedagogy; it is also true that we use the term ‘Aristotle’ in such a
way that, in thinking of a counterfactual situation in which Aristotle
didn’t go into any of the fields and do any of the achievements we
commonly attribute to him, still we would say that was a situation in
which Aristotle did not do these things.25 Well there are some things like
the date, the period he lived, that might be more imagined as necessary.
Maybe those are things we commounly attribute to him. There are ex-
ceptions. Maybe it's hard to imagine how he could have lived 500 years
later than he in fact did. That certainly raises at Jeast a problem. But take
a man who doesn’t have any idea of the date. Many people just have
some vague cluster of his most famous achievements. Not only each of
these singly, but the possession of the entire disjunction of these proper-
ties, is just a contingent fact about Aristotle; and the statement that
Aristotle had this disjunction of properties is a contingent truth.

A man might know it a priori in some sense, if he in fact fixes the
reference of ‘Aristotle’ as the man who did one of these things. Still it
won't be a necessary truth for him. So this sort of example would be an
example where a prioricity would not necessarily imply necessity, if the
cluster theory of names were right. The case of fixing the reference of
‘one meter’ is a very clear example in which someone, just because he
fixed the reference in this way, can in some sense know a priori that the
length of this stick is a meter without regarding it as a necessary truth,
Maybe the thesis about a prioricity implying necessity can be modified.

R
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It does appear to state some insight which might be important, and true,
about epistemology. In a way an example like this may seem like a trivial
counterexample which is not really the point of what some people think
when they think that only necessary truths can be known a priori. Well,
if the thesis that all a priori truth is necessary 1S to be immune from this
sort of counterexample, it needs to be modified in some way. Unmodified
it leads to confusion about the nature of reference. And | myself have no
idea how it should be modified or restated, or if such a modification or
restatement is possible.26

Let me state then what the cluster concept theory of names is. (It
really is a nice theory. The only defect I think it has is probably common
to all philosophical theories. It’s wrong. You may suspect me of proposing
another theory in its place; but I hope not, because I’'m sure it’s wrong
too if it is a theory.) The theory in question can be broken down into a
large number of theses, especially if you want to see how it handles the
problem of identity statements, existence statements, and so on. There
are more statements if you take it in the stronger version as a theory of
meaning. The speaker is A.

¢y To every name or designating expression ‘X ’, there corresponds
a cluster of properties, namely the family of properties ¢ such
that A4 believes ‘¢.X".

This thesis is true, because it can just be a definition. Now, of course,
some people might think that not everything the speaker believes about
X has anything to do with determining the reference of ‘X", They might
only be interested in a subset. But we can handle this later on by modifying
some of the other features. So this thesis is correct, by definition. The
theses that follow, however, are all, I think, false.

1)) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by 4
to pick out some individual uniquely.

This doesn’t say that they do pick out something uniquely, just that 4
believes that they do. Another thesis is that he is correct,

3 If most, or a weighted most, of the ¢’s are satisfied by one
unique object y, then y is the referent of ‘X"

Well, the theory says that the referent of ‘X’ is supposed to be the thing
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satisfying, if not all the properties, ‘enough’ of them. Obviously A4 could
be wrong about some things about X. You take some sort of a vote,
Now the question is whether this vote should be democratic or have some
inequalities among the properties. It seems more plausible that there
should be sonie weighting, that some properties are more important than
others. A theory really has to specify how this weighting goes. [ believe
that Strawson, to my surprise, explicitly states that democracy should
rule here, so the most trivial properties are of equal weight with the
most crucial.?? Surely it is more plausible to suppose that there is some
weighting. Let’s say democracy doesn’t necessarily rule. If there is any
property that’s completely irrelevant to the reference we can disenfran-
chise it altogether, by giving it weight 0. The properties can be regarded
as members of a corporation. Some have more stock than others; some
may even have only non-voting stock.

(4) If the vote yields no unique object, ‘X’ does not refer.

(3) The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the $'s’ is
known a priori by the speaker. 1

(6) The statement, “If ¥ exists, then X has most of the ¢’s’ ,;’, -

€xpresses a necessary truth (in the idiolect of the speaker).

(6) need not be a thesis of the theory if someone doesn’t think that the
cluster is part of the meaning of the name. He could think that though he
determines the reference of Aristotle as the man who had most of the
@’s, still there are certainly possible situations in which Aristotle wouldn’t
have had most of the ¢’s.

There are some subsidiary theses I was mentioning. These would give
the analyses of singular existential statements, like ‘Moses exists’, means
‘enough of the properties ¢ are satisfied’. Even the man who doesn’t use
the theory as a theory of meaning has some of these theses. For example,
subsidiary to thesis 4, we should say that it is a priori true for the speaker
that, if not enough of the @’s are satisfied, then ‘X’ does not exist. Only
if he holds the view as a theory of meaning, rather than of reference,
would it also be necessarily true that, if not enough of the ¢’s are satisfied,
‘X’ does not exist. In any case it will be something he knows a priori.
(At least he will know it ¢ priori provided he knows the proper theory of
names.) Then there is also an analysis of identity statements along the
same lines. :
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The question is, are any of these true? If true, they give a nice picture
of what’s going on. Preliminary to discussing these theses, let me mention
that, often, when people specify which properties ¢ are relevant, they
seem to specify them wrongly. That’s just an incidental defect, though
it is closely related to the arguments against the theory that I will give
presently. Consider the example from Wittgenstein. What does he say
the relevant properties are? “When one says ‘Moses does not exist’, this
may mean various things. It may mean: the Israelites did not have a
single leader when they withdrew from Egypt ~ or: their leader was not
called Moses — or: there cannot have been anyone who accomplished al}
that the Bible relates of Moses ....”" The gist of all this is that we know a
priori that, if the Biblical story is substantially false, Moses did not exist.
I have already argued that the Biblical story does not give necessary
properties of Moses, that he might have lived without doing any of these
things. Here I ask whether we know g« priori that if Moses existed, he in

fact did’SGie or most of them, Is thisreally the cluster of properties that

we should use here? Surely there is a distinction which is neglected in
t i s. The Biblical story might have been a complete
legend, or it_might have been a substantially falsé aCCOURT O & Teal
person. In the latter case, it seems to me that a scholar could say that he
. Supposes tHAT, THOUFH Moses did exist, the things said of him in the Bible

are substantially false. Such things occur in this very 1ieid of scholarship.,
Suppose that someone says that no prophet ever was swallowed by a bi g
fish or a whale. Does it follow, on that basis, that Jonah did not exist?
There still seems to be the question whether the Biblical account is a
legendary account of no person or a legendary account built on a real
person. In the latter case, it’s only natural to say that, though Jonah did
exist, no one did the things commonly related to him. I choose this case
because while Biblical scholars generally hold that Jonah did exist, the
account not only of his being swallowed by a big fish but even going to
Nineveh to preach or anything else that is said in the Biblical story is
assumed to be substantially false. But nevertheless there are reasons for
thinking this was about a real prophet. If I had a suitable book along
with me I could start quoting out of it: ‘Jonah, the Son of Amittai, was
a real prophet, however such and such and such’. There are independent
reasons for thinking this was not a pure legend about an imaginary
character but one about a real character.28
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ified. Maybe all we believe is that the

Bible relates of him that such and such. This gives us another problem,

because how do we know whom

the Bible is referring to? The question

of our reference is thrown back to the question of reference in the Bible.
This leads to a condition which we ought to put in explicitly.

(O) For any successful theory, the account must not be circular. The properties which
are used in the vote must not themselves involve the notion of reference in a way
that it is ultimately impossible to eliminate.

Let me give an example where the noncircularity condition js clearly

violated. The following theory of

proper names is due to William Kneale

in an article called ‘Modality, De Dicto and De Re’.29 It contains, 1
think, a clear violation of noncircularity conditions.

Ordinary proper names of people are not, as John Stuart Mill supposed, - signs with-
out sense. While it may be informative to tel} a4 man that the most famous Greek

philosopher was called Socrates, it is o
called Socrates: and the reason is simp
word ‘Socrates’ at the beginning of y
*Socrates’ means ‘The individual called

bviously trifling to tel] him that Socrates was
ly that he cannot understand your use of the
our statement unless he alreadyf knows that
‘Socrates’ * .30 g oF

TR BIRT

&

Here we have a theory of thi@vfpmpemam»%ocmms’ just
 imeans ‘the man called ‘Socrates’. ctually, of course, maybe not just

ne man can be called ‘Socrates’,
others may not. Certainly that s

and some may call him *Socrates’ while
a condition which under some circum-

stances is uniquely satisfied. Maybe only one man was called ‘Socrates’

by me on a certain occasion.
Kneale says it’s trifling to te

Il someone that Socrates was called

‘Socrates’. That isn’t trifling on any view, Maybe the Greeks didn’t call

him ‘Socrates’. Let's say that Soc

rates is called ‘Socrates’ by us - by me

anyway. Suppose that’s trifling. (I find it surprising that Kneale uses the

past tense here: it is dubious that

the Greeks did call him *Socrates’ - at

least, the Greek name is pronounced differently. I will check the accuracy
of the quotation for the next lecture.)

Kneale gives an argument for t

his theory. ‘Socrates’ must be analyzed

as ‘the individual called ‘Socrates”, because how else can we explain
the fact that it is trifling to be told that Socrates is called ‘Socrates’? In

some cases that's rather trifling. 1

n the same sense, | suppose, you could

get a good theory of the meaning of any expression in English and

construct a dictionary. For exan

1ple, though it may be informative to

tell someone that horses are used in races, it is trifling to tell him that
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horses are called ‘horses’. Therefore this could only be the case because
the term ‘horse’, means in English ‘the things called *horses’ *. Similarly
with any other expression which might be used in English. Since it’s
trifling to be told that sages are called ‘sages’, ‘sages’ just means ‘the
people called ‘sages”. Now plainly this isn’t really a very good argument,
nor can it therefore be the only explanation of why it’s trifling to be told
that Socrates is called ‘Socrates’. Let’s not go into exactly why it’s trifling.
Of course, anyone who knows the use of ‘is called’ in English, even with-
out knowing what the statement means, knows that if ‘quarks’ means
something then ‘quarks are called ‘quarks’” will express a truth. He may
not know what it expresses, because he doesn’t know what a quark is.
But that does not have much to do with the meaning of the term ‘quarks’.

We could go into this actually at great length. There are interesting
problems coming out of this sort of passage. But the main reason I
wanted to introduce it here is that as a theory of reference it would give
a clear violation of the noncircularity condition. Someone uses the name
‘Socrates’. How are we supposed to know to whom he refers? By using
the description which gives the sense of it. According to Kneale, the
description is ‘the man called ‘Socrates™. And here, (presumably, since
this is supposed to be so trifling!) it tells us nothing at all. Taking it in
./ this way it seems to be no theory of reference at all. We ask to whom
does he refer by ‘Socrates’ and then the answer is given as, well he refers
to the man to whom he refers. If this were all there was to the meaning
. of a proper name, then no reference would get off the ground at all.

So there’s a condition to be satisfied; in the case of this particular
theory it’s obviously unsatisfied. The paradigm amazingly enough, is
even sometimes used by Russell as the descriptive sense, namely: ‘the
man called ‘Walter Scott”’. Obviously if the only descriptive senses of
names we can think of are of the form ‘the man called such and such’,
‘the man called ‘Walter Scott’’, ‘the man called ‘Socrates’ ’, then what-
ever this relation of calling is is really what determines the reference and
not any description like ‘the man called *Socrates’’.

LECTURE I1: JANUARY 22, 1970

Last time we ended up talking about a theory of naming which is given
by a number of theses here on the board.
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() To every name or designating expression ‘X’, there corre-
sponds a cluster of properties, namely the family of those
properties ¢ such that 4 believes “pX".

2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by 4
to pick out some individual uniquely.

(3) If most, or a weighted most, of the ¢’s are satisfied by one
unique object y, then y is the referent of ‘X",

4 If the vote yields no unique object, *X” does not refer.

&) The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the ¢’s” is
known «a priori by the speaker.

(6) The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the ¢'s’
expresses a necessary truth (in the idiolect of the speaker).

©) For any successful theory, the account must not be circular.

The properties which are used in the vote must not themselves
involve the notion of reference in such a way that it is
ultimately impossible to eliminate.

(C) is not a thesis but a condition on the satisfaction of the other theses.
In other words Theses (1)-(6) cannot be satisfied in a way which leads
to acircle, in a way which does not lead to any independent determination
of reference. The example I gave last time of a blatantly circular attempt
to satisfy these conditions, was a theory of names mentioned by William
Kneale. I was a little surprised at the statement of the theory when I was
reading what I had copied down, so I looked it up again. I looked it up
in the book to see if I'd copied it down accurately. Kneale did use the
past tense. He said that though it is not trifling to be told that Socrates
was the greatest philosopher of ancient Greece, it is trifling to be told
that Socrates was called *Socrates’. Therefore. he concludes, the name
‘Socrates’ must simply mean ‘the individual called ‘Socrates’’. Russel],
as I've said, in some places gives a similar analysis. Anyway as stated
using the past tense, the condition wouldn't be circular, because one
certainly could decide to use the term ‘Socrates’ to refer to whoever was
called ‘Socrates’ by the Greeks. But, of course, in that sense it’s not at all
trifling to be told that Socrates was called “Socrates’. If this is any kind
of fact, it might be false. Perhaps we know that we call him ‘Socrates’;
that hardly shows that the Greeks did so. In fact, of course, they may have
pronounced the name differently. It may be, in the case of this particular
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name, that transliteration from the Greek is so good that the English
version is not pronounced very differently from the Greek. But that won't
be so in the general case. Certainly it is not trifling to be told that Isaiah
was called ‘Isaiah’. In fact, it is false to be told that Isaiah was called
‘Isaiah’; the prophet wouldn’t have recognized this name at all. And
perhaps the Greeks didn’t call their country anything like ‘Greece’.
Suppose we amend the thesis so that it reads: it’s trifling to be told that
Socrates is called ‘Socrates’ by us, or at least, by me, the speaker. Then
in some sense this is fairly trifling. I don’t think it is necessary or analytic.
In the same way, it is trifling to be told that horses are called ‘horses’
without this leading to the conclusion that the word ‘horse’ simply
means ‘the animal called a ‘horse’’. As a theory of the referent of the
name ‘Socrates’ it will lead immediately to a vicious circle. If one was
determining the referent of a name like ‘Glunk’ to himself and made the
following decision, ‘I shall use the term *Glunk’ to refer to the man that
I call “Glunk™’, this would get one nowhere. One had better have some
independent determination of the referent of ‘Glunk’. This is a good
example of a blatantly circular determination. Actually sentences like
‘Socrates is called ‘Socrates’’ are very interesting and one can spend,
strange as it may seem, hours talking about their analysis. I actually did,
once, do that. I won’t do that, however, on this occasion. (See how high
the seas of language can rise. And at the lowest points t0o.) Anyway this
is a useful example of a violation of the noncircularity condition. The
theory will satisfy all of these statements, perhaps, but it satisfies them
only because there is some independent way of determining the reference
independently of the particular condition: being the man called ‘Socrates’.

I have already talked about, in the last lecture, Thesis (6). Theses (5)
and (6), by the way, have converses. What I said for Thesis (5) is that
the statement that if X exists, X has most of the ¢’s is a priori true for the
speaker. It will also be true under the given theory that certain converses of
this statement hold true also a priori for the speaker, namely; if any unique
thing has most of the properties ¢ in the properly weighted sense, it is X.
Similarly a certain converse to this will be necessarily true, namely: if
anything has most of the properties ¢ in the properly weighted sense,
it is X. So really one can say that it is both a priori and necessary that
something is X if and only if it uniquely has most of the properties ¢.
This really comes from the previous Theses (1)~(4), I suppose. And (5)
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and (6) really just say that a sufficiently reflective speaker grasps this
theory of proper names, Knowing this, he therefore sees that (5) and (6)
are true. The objections to Theses (5) and (6) will not be that some
speakers are unaware of this theory and therefore don’t know these
things.

What I talked about in the last lecture is Thesis (6). It’s been observed
by many philosophers that, if the cluster of properties associated with a
description is taken in a very narrow sense, so that only one property
is given any weight at all, let’s say one definite description to pick out the
referent - for example, Aristotle was the philosopher who taught Alexan-
der the Great - then certain things will seem to turn out to be necessary
truths which are not necessary truths - in this case, for example, that
Aristotle taught Alexander the Great. But as Searle said, it is not a
necessary truth but a contingent one that Aristotle ever went into peda-
gogy. Therefore, he concludes that one must drop the original paradigm
of a single description and turn to that of a cluster of descriptions.

To summarize some things that [ argued last time, this is not the correct
answer (whatever it may be) to this problem about necessity. For Searle

goes on to say,
Suppose we agree to drop ‘Aristotle’ and use, say, ‘the teacher of Alexander’, then it is
a necessary truth that the man referred to is Alexander’s teacher - but it is a con-
tingent fact that Aristotle ever went into pedagogy, though I am suggesting that it is a
necessary fact that Aristotle has the logical sum, inclusive disjunction, of properties
commonly attributed to him... 3t

This is what is not so. It just is not, in any intuitive sense of necessity, a
.Decessary truth that Aristotle had the properties commonly attributed to -
him. There is a certain theory, perhaps popular in some views of the

philosophy of history, Whtetr Tt YOt bE dete ISt mrd-yer-at-the-
“same fime assign a great role to the individual in history Perhaps Carlyle
would associate with the meaning of the name of a great man his achieve-
ments According to such a view it will be necessary, once a certain
individual is born, that he is destined to perform various great tasks and
so.it will be part of the very nature of Aristotle that he should have
produced ideas which had a great influence on the western world. What-
ever the merits of such a view may be as a view of history or the nature
of great men, it does not seem that it should be trivially true on the basis
of a theory of proper names. It would seem that it's a contingent fact that
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Aristotle ever did any of the things commonly attributed to him today,
any of these great achievements that we so much admire. [ must say that
there is something to this feeling of Searle’s. When I hear the name
‘Hitler’, I do feel it’s sort of analytic that that man was evil. But really,
probably not. Hitler might have spent all his days in quiet in Linz. In
that case we would not say that then this man would not have been Hitler,
for we use the name ‘Hitler’ just as the name of that man, even describing
possible worlds. (This is the notion which I called a rigid designator in
the previous talk.) Suppose we do decide to pick out the reference of
‘Hiiler’, as the man who succeeded in having more Jews killed than
anyone else managed to do in history. That is the way we pick out the
«reference of the name; but in anothf_l: counterfactual Situation—where
some one else would have gained this discredit, we wouldn't say that in
that case that other man would have been Hugler. If Hitler had never come
to power, Hitler would not have had the property wﬁi?ﬁ%pcsmg::;:_
& 0se Lo fix the reference of his name. Similarly, even if we define what
a meter is by reference to the standard meter stick, it will' be'a contifgent
ZTrith and not a necessary one thal THAY BAFCUtar-sHek 1§ one meter Tong,
If it had been st&@Wde -
that is because we use the term ‘one meter’ rigidly to designate a cerfain
Wm. Even though we i whattengthr-weare destgmating-byanmateis
~dental property of that length, just as in the case of The HATE-of the han
'::iye may. pick the man out by an accidental property of the man, still we
use the name {0 designate that man or that length in all possible worlds.
“~ The property we use need not be one which is regarded in any way as
necessary or essential. In the case of a yard, the original way this property
was picked out was, I think, the distance when the arm of King Henry
of England was outstretched from the tip of his finger to his nose. If
this was the length of a yard, it nevertheless will not be a necessary truth
that the distance between the tip of his finger and his nose should be a
yard. Maybe an accident might have happened to foreshorten his arm:
that would be possible. And the reason that it’s not a necessary truth is
not that there might be other criteria in a ‘cluster concept’ of yardhood.
Even a man who strictly uses King Henry’s arm as his one standard of
length can say, counterfactually, that if certain things had happened to
the King, the exact distance between the end of one of his fingers and
his nose would not have been exactly a yard. He need not be using a
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cluster as long as he uses the term ‘yard’ to pick out a certain fixed refer-
ence to be that length in all possible worlds.

These remarks show, I think, the intuitive bizarreness of a good deal
of the literature on ‘transworld identification’ and ‘counterpart theory’.
For many theorists of these sorts, believing, as they do, that a ‘possible
world’ is given to us only qualitatively, argue that Aristotle is {0 be
‘identified in other possible worlds’, or alternatively that his counterparts
\ are to be identified, as those things in other possible worlds who most

closely resemble Aristotle in his most important properties. (Lewis, for
example, says: “Your counterparts ... resemble you ... in important
respects ... more closely than do the other things in their worlds ...
weighted by the importance of the various respects and by the degrees
of the similarities.”"#2) Some may equate the important properties with
those properties used to identify the object in the actual world.

Surely these notions are incorrect. To me Aristotle’s most important
properties consist in his philosophical work. and Hitler's in his murderous
political role; both, as I have said, might have lacked these properties
altogether. Surely there was no logical fate hanging over either Aristotle
or Hitler which made it in any sense inevitable that they should have
possessed the properties we regard as important to them; they could
have had careers completely different from their actual ones, Important
properties of an object need not be essential, unless ‘{mportance’ 1s used

d.nave ad-properties very
igs, or from the properties

R a0 SYITOTTVIN QL gssence s.and-an r\hjpr‘f conl
we use to identify it.
To clear up one thing which some people have asked me: When I say
that a designator is rigid, and designates the same thing in all possible
worlds, I mean that, as used in our language, it stands for that thing, when
we talk about counterfactual situations. I don't mean, of course, that
there mightn't be counterfactual situations in which in the other possible
worlds people actually spoke a different language. One doesn’t say that
‘two plus two equals four’ is contingent because people might have
spoken a language in which ‘two plus two equals four” meant that seven
is even. Similarly, when we speak of a counterfactual situation, we speak
ofit in English, even if it is part of the description of that counterfactual
situation that we were all speaking German in that counterfactual sttua-
tion. We say, ‘suppose we had all been speaking German’ or ‘suppose we
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had been using English in a nonstandard way’. Then we are describing
a possible world or counterfactual situation in which people, including
ourselves, did speak in a certain way different from the way we speak.
But still, in describing that world, we use English-with our meanings and
our references. It is in this sense that I speak of it as having the same
reference in all possible worlds. I also don’t mean to imply that the thing
exists in all possible worlds, just that the name refers rigidly to that thing.
If you say ‘suppose Hitler had never been born’ then ‘Hitler’ refers, here,
still rigidly, to something that would not exist in the counterfactual
situation described.
Given these w_rﬁgmarks,athis~mezm‘§"Wé'must-emsswaﬂ"ﬁj,h@si&&(@mg§w in-
—.correct] The other theses have nothing to do with necessity and can
survive. In particular Thesis (5) has nothing to do with necessity and it
can survive. If I use the name ‘Hesperus’ to refer to a certain planetary
body when seen in a certain celestial position in the evening, it will not
therefore be a necessary truth that Hesperus is ever seen in the evening.
That depends on various contingent facts about people being there to
{ see and things like that, So even if I should say to myself that Lawill-use~—
e ESpELUSI-toNamE-L avenly body I see in the evening in_yonder
position of the sky, it will not be necessary that Hesperus.was. ever seen
~4..in the evening. Bulifmay be g priori in that this is how I have deteymined
M!;wrefemmf I have determined that Hesperus is the thing that I saw
in the evening over there, then I will know, just from making that deter-
mination of the referent, that if there is any Hesperus at all it’s the thing
I saw in the evening. This at least survives as far as the arguments we
have given go so far.
i How about a theory where Thesis (6) is eliminated ? Theses (2),(3),and
|

%

(4) turn out to have a large class of counterinstances. Even when Theses
(2)-(4) are true, Thesis (5) is usually false; the truth of Theses (3) and (4)
;is an empirical ‘accident’, which the speaker hardly knows a priori. That
is to say, other principles really determine the speaker’s reference, and
jthe fact that the referent coincides with that determined by {2)~(4) is an
f‘accident’, which we were in no position to know a priori. Only in a rare
! class of cases, usually initial baptisms, are all of (2)~(5) true.
What picture of meaning do these Theses ((1)~(5)) give you? The picture
is this. I want to name an object. I think of some way of describ-
ing it uniquely and then I go through, so to speak, a sort of mental



NAMING AND NECESSITY 291

ceremony: By ‘Cicero’ I shall mean the man who denounced Cataline;
and that's what the reference of ‘Cicero” will be. I will use ‘Cicero’ to
designate rigidly the man who (in fact) denounced Cataline, so I can
speak of possible worlds in which he did not. But still my intentions are
given by first, giving some condition which uniquely determines an object,
then using a certain word as a name for the object determined by these
conditions. Now there may be some cases in which we actually do this,
Maybe, if you want to stretch and call it description, when you say: |
shall call that heavenly body over there ‘Hesperus’.33 That s really a
case where the theses not only are true but really even give a correct
picture of how the reference is determined. Another case, if you want
to call this a name, might be when the police in London use the name
‘Jack’ or ‘Jack the Ripper’ to refer to the man, whoever he is, who
committed all these murders, or most of them. Then they are giving the
reference of the name by a description.3¢ But in many or most cases, [
think the theses are false.35 So le(’s look at them.

Thesis (1), as I say, is a definition. Thesis (2) says that one of the
properties believed by A4 of the object or some conjointly are believed to
pick out some individual uniquely. A sort of example people have in
mind is just what I said: | shall use the term ‘Cicero’ to denote the man
who denounced Cataline (or first denounced him in public, to make it
unique). This picks out an object uniquely in this particular reference.
Even some writers such as Ziff in Semantic Analysis, who don’t believe
that names have meaning in our sense, think that this is a good picture
of the way reference can be determined.

Let's see if Thesis (2) is true. It seems, in some a priori way, that it’s
got to be true, because if you don’t think that the properties you have in
mind pick out any one uniquely - let’s say they're all satisfied by two
people - then how can you say which one of them you're talking about?
There seem to be no grounds for saying you're talking about the one
rather than about the other. Usually the properties in question are
supposed to be some famous deeds of the person in question. For
example, Cicero was the man who denounced Cataline. The average
person, according to this, when he refers to Cicero, is saying something
like ‘the man who denounced Cataline’ and thus has picked out a certain
man uniquely. It is a tribute to the education of philosophers that they
have held this thesis for such a long time. In fact, most people, when they
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think of Cicero, just think of a famous Roman orator, without any
pretension to think either that there was only one famous Roman orator
or that one must know something else about Cicero to have a referent
for the name. Consider Richard Feynman, to whom many of us are able
to refer. He is a leading contemporary theoretical physicist. Everyone
here (I'm sure!), can state the contents of one of Feynman’s theories so
as to differentiate him from Gell-Mann. However, the man in the street,
not possessing these abilities, may still use the name ‘Feynman’. When
asked he will say: well he’s a physicist or something. He may not think
that this picks out anyone uniquely. I still think he uses the name ‘Feyn-
man’ as a name for Feynman.

But let’s look at some of the cases where we do have a description to
pick out someone uniquely. Let’s say, for example, that we know that
Cicero was the man who first denounced Cataline. Well, that’s good. That
really picks someone out uniquely. However, there is a problem, because
this description contains another name, namely ‘Cataline’. We must be
sure that we satisfy the conditions in such a way as to avoid the non-
circularity condition here. In particular, we must not say that Cataline
was the man denounced by Cicero. If that is so, we will really not be
picking out anything uniquely, we will simply be picking out a pair of
objects A and B, such that 4 denounced B or B denounced 4. We do
not think that this was the only pair where such denunciations ever
occurred; so we had better add some other conditions in order to satisfy
the uniqueness condition.

If we say Einstein was the man who discovered the theory of relativity,
that certainly picks out someone uniquely. One can be sure, as I said,
that everyone here can make a compact and independent statement of
this theory and so pick out Einstein uniquely; but many people actually
don’t know enough about this stuff, so when asked what the theory of
relativity is, they will say: ‘Einstein’s theory’, and thus be led into the
most straightforward sort of vicious circle.

So Thesis (2), in a straightforward way, fails to be satisfied when we
say Feynman is a famous physicist without attributing anything else to
Feynman. In another way it may not be satisfied in the proper way even
when it is satisfied: If we say Einstein was ‘the man who discovered
relativity theory’, that does pick someone out uniquely; but it may not
pick him out in such a way as to satisfy the noncircularity condition,
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because the theory of relativity may in turn be picked out as ‘Einstein’s
theory’. So Thesis (2) seems to be false,

By changing the conditions ¢ from those usually associated with
names by philosophers, one could try to improve the theory. There have
been various ways I've heard; maybe I'll discuss these later on. Usually
they think of famous achievements of the man named. Certainly in the
case of famous achievements, the theory doesn’t work. Some student of
mine once said, ‘Wel] Einstein discovered the theory of relativity’; and
he determined the reference of ‘the theory of relativity’ independently
by referring to an encyclopedia which would give the details of the theory.
(This is what is called a transcendental deduction of the existence of
encyclopedias.) But it seems to me that, even if someone has heard of
encyclopedias, it really is not essential for his reference that he should
know whether this theory is given in detail in any encyclopedia. The
reference might work even if there had been no encyclopedias at all.

Let’s go on to Thesis (3): If most of the #’s, suitably weighted, are
satisfied by ‘a unique object y, then y is the referent of the name for the
speaker. (Now, since we have already established that Thesis (2) is wrong,
why should any of the rest work? The whole theory depended on always
being able to specify unique conditions which are satisfied. But still we
can look at the other theses. The picture associated with the theory is
that only by giving some unique properties can you know who someone
is and thus know what the reference of your name is. Well, [ won't
g0 into the question of knowing who someone s, It’s really very puzzling.
I think you do know who Cicero is if you just can answer that he’s a
famous Roman orator. Strangely enough, if you know that Einstein
discovered the theory of relativity and nothing about that theory, you
can both know who Einstein is, namely the discoverer of the theory of
relativity, and who discovered the theory of relativity, namely Einstein,
on the basis of this knowledge. This seems to be a blatant violation of
some sort of noneircularity condition; but it is the way we talk. [t
therefore would seem that a picture which suggests this condition must
be the wrong picture.)

Suppose most of the @'s are in fact satisfied by a unique object. Is
that object necessarily the referent of * X’ for 49 Let's suppose someone
says that Gédel is the man who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic,
and this man is suitably well educated and is even able to give an in-
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dependent account of the incompleteness theorem. He doesn’t Jjust say,
‘Well, that's G&del's theorem’, or whatever. He actually states a certain
theorem which he attributes to Gédel as the discoverer. Is it the case,
then, that if most of the ¢’s are satisfied by a unique object y then y is
the referent of the name ‘X’ for 4?7 Let’s take a simple case. In the case
of Godel that’s practically the only thing many people have heard about
him - that he discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic. Does it
follow that whoever discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic is the
referent of ‘Gédel’?

Imagine the following blatantly fictional situation. (I hope Professor
Godel is not present.) Suppose that Gédel was not in fact the author of
this theorem. A man named ‘Schmidt’, whose body was found in Vienna
under mysterious circumstances many years ago, actually did the work
in question. His friend Gédel somehow got hold of the manuscript and it
was thereafter attributed to Gédel. On the view in question, then, when
our ordinary man uses the name ‘Gédel’, he really means to refer to
Schmidt, because Schmidt is the unique person satisfying the description,
‘the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic’. Of course
you might try changing it to ‘the man who published the discovery of the
incompleteness of arithmetic’. By changing the story a little further one
can make even this formulation false. Anyway most people might not
even know whether the thing was published or got around by word of
mouth. Let’s stick to ‘the man who discovered the incompleteness of
arithmetic’. So, since the man who discovered the incompleteness of
arithmetic is in fact Schmidt, we, when we talk about ‘Godel’, are in fact
always referring to Schmidt. But it seems to me that we are not. We simply
are not. One reply, which I will discuss later, might be: You should say
instead, ‘the man to whom the incompleteness of arithmetic is commonly
attributed’, or something like that. Let’s see what we can do with that
later.

But it may seem to many of you that this is a very odd example, or
that such a situation occurs rarely. This also is a tribute to the education
of philosophers. Very often we use a name on the basis of considerable
misinformation. The case of mathematics used in the fictive example is a
good case in point. What do we know about Peano? What many people
in this room may ‘know’ about Peano is that he was the discoverer of
certain axioms which characterize the sequence of natural numbers, the



NAMING AND NECESSITY 295

as we use it, really refers to - now that you've heard it you see that you
were really all the time talking about - Dedekind. But You were not,
Such illustrations could be multiplied indefinitely.

Even worse misconceptions, of course, occur to the layman. In a
previous example | supposed people to identify Finstein by reference to
his work on relativity, Actually, I often used to hear that Einstein's most
famous achievement was the invention of the atomic bomb. So when we
refer to Einstein we refer to the inventor of the atomic bomb. But this
1s not so. Columbus was the first man to realize that the earth was round.
He was also the first European to land in the western hemisphere.
Probably none of these things are true, and therefore, when people use
the term ‘Columbus’ they really refer to some Greek if they use the
roundness of the earth, or to some Norseman, perhaps, if they use the
‘discovery of America’, But they don’t. So it does not seem that if most
of the ¢'s are satisfied by a unique object y, then y is the referent of the
name. This seems simply to be false.36

Thesis (4): If the vote yields no unique object the name does not refer.

Really this case has been covered before - has been covered in my
previous examples. First, the vote may not yield a unigye object, as in
the case of Cicero or Feynman. Secondly, suppose it vields no object,
that nothing satisfies most, or even any, substantia] number, of the ¢'s.
Does that mean the name doesn’t refer? No: in the same way that you
may have false beliefs about a person which may actually be true of
someone else, so you may have false beliefs which are true of absolutely
o one. And these may constitute the totality of your beliefs. Suppose,
to vary the example about Gadel, no one had discovered the incomplete-
ness of arithmetic perhaps the proof simply materialized by a random
scattering of atoms on a piece of paper - the man Gédel being fucky
enough to have been present when this improbable event occurred,
Further, Suppose arithmetic is in fact complete. One wouldn't really
expect a random scattering of atoms to produce a correct proof. A subtle
error, unknown through the decades, has still been unnoticed - or perhaps
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not actually unnoticed, but the friends of Gédel .... So even if the con-
ditions are not satisfied by a 5um'que object the name may still refer. [ gave
you the case of Jonah last week. Biblical scholars, as I said, think that
Jonah really existed. It isn’t because they think that someone ever was
swallowed by a big fish or even went to Nineveh to preach. These con-
ditions may be true of no one whatsoever and yet the name ‘Jonah’
really has a referent. In the case above of Einstein's invention of the
bomb, possibly no one really deserves to be called the ‘inventor’ of the
device.

Thesis 5 says that the statement ‘If X exists, then X has most of the @’'s’,
is a priori true for A. Notice that even in a case where (3) and (4) happen
to be true, a typical speaker hardly knows a priori that they are, as required
by the theory. I think that my belief about Godel is in fact correct and
that the ‘Schmidt’ story is just a fantasy. But the belief hardly constitutes
a priori knowledge.

What's going on here? Can we rescue the theory?37 First, one may try
and vary these descriptions - not think of the famous achievements of
a man but, let's say, of something else, and try and use that as our
description. Maybe by enough futzing around someone might eventually
get something out of this38; however, most of the attempts that one tries
are open to counterexamples or other objections. Let me give an example
of this. In the case of Gédel one may say, ‘Well, ‘Gédel” doesn’t mean ‘the
man who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic’". Look, all we really
know is that most people think that Godel proved the incompleteness of
arithmetic, that Godel is the man to whom the incompleteness of arith-
metic is commonly attributed. So when | determine the referent of the
name ‘Godel’, I don’t say to myself, ‘by ‘Gédel’ I shall mean ‘the man
who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic, whoever he is’’. That
might turn out to be Schmidt or Post. But instead I shall mean ‘the man
who most people think proved the incompleteness of arithmetic’.

Is this right? First, it seems to me that it’s open to counterexamples of
the same type as [ gave before, though the counterexamples may be more
récherché. Suppose, in the case of Peano mentioned previously, un-
beknownst to the speaker most people (at least by now) thoroughly realize
that the number-theoretic axioms should not be attributed to him. Most
people don’t credit them to Peano but now correctly ascribe them to
Dedekind. So then even the man to whom this thing is commonly
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attributed will still be Dedekind and not Peano. Still, the speaker, having
picked up the old outmoded belief, may still be referring to Peano, and
hold a false belief about Peano, not a true belief about Dedekind.

But second, and perhaps more significantly, such a criterion violates
the noncircularity condition. How is this? It is true that most of us think
that Gédel proved the incompleteness of arithmetic. Why is this so?
We certainly say, and sincerely, ‘Gédel proved the incompleteness of
arithmetic’. Does it follow from that that we believe that Gédel proved
the incompleteness of arithmetic — that we attribute the incompleteness
of arithmetic to this man? No. Not just from that. We have to be referring
to Godel when we say ‘Gadel proved the incompleteness of arithmetic',
If, in fact, we were always referring to Schmidt, then we would be
attributing the incompleteness of arithmetic to Schmidt and not to
Gdodel ~ if we used the sound ‘Godel” as the name of the man whom I am
calling ‘Schmidt’,

But we do in fact refer to Godel. How do we do this? Well, not by
saying to ourselves, ‘By ‘Godel’ | shall mean the man to whom the in-
completeness of arithmetic is commonly attributed’. If we did that we
would run into a circle. Here we are all in this room. Actually in this
institution 3 some people have met the man, but in many institutions this
is not so. All of us in the community are trying to determine the reference
by saying ‘Gédel is to be the man to whom the incompleteness of arith-
metic is commonly attributed’, None of us will get started with any
attribution unless there is some independent criterion for the reference of
the name other than ‘the man to whom the incompleteness of arithmetic
is commonly attributed’. Otherwise all we will be saying is, ‘We attribute
this achievement to the man to whom we attribute it’, without saying
who that man is, without giving any independent criterion of the reference,
and so the determination will be circular. This then is a violation of the
condition I have marked ‘C’, and cannot be used in any theory of
reference.

Of course you might try to avoid circularity by passing the buck. This
is mentioned by Strawson, who says in his footnote on these matters
that one man’s reference may derive from another's.

The identifying description, though it must not include a reference to the speaker’s
own reference to the particular in question, may include a reference to another's
reference to that particular, If a putatively identifying description is of this latter kind,
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then, indeed, the question, whether it js a genuinely identifying description turns on the
question, whether the reference it refers to is itself a genuinely identifying reference,
So one reference may borrow its credentials, as a genuinely identifying reference, from
another; and that from another. But this regress is not infinite 46

I'may then say, ‘Look, by *Gédel’ I shall mean the man Joe thinks proved
the incompleteness of arithmetic’. Joe may then pass the thing over to
Harry. One has to be very careful that this doesn’t come round in a circle.
Is one really sure that this won’t happen? If you could be sure yourself
of knowing such a chain, and that everyone else in the chain is using the
proper conditions and so is not getting out of it, then maybe you could
get back to the man by referring to such a chain in that way, borrowing
the references one by one. However, although in general such chains do
exist for a living man, you won’t know what the chain js. You won't be
sure what descriptions the other man is using, so the thing won’t go into
a circle, or whether by appealing to Joe you won't get back to the right
man at all. So you cannot use this as your identifying description with
any confidence. You may not even remember from whom you heard of
Godel.

What is the true picture of what’s going on? Maybe reference doesn’t
really take place at alll After all, we don't really know that any of the
properties we use to the man are right. We don’t know that they pick out
a unique object. So what does make my use of ‘Cicero’ into a name of
him? The picture which leads to the cluster-of descriptions theory is
something like this: One s isolated in a room; the entire community of
other speakers, everything else, could disappear; and one determines the
reference for himself by saying - ‘By ‘Gédel’ I shall mean the man, who-
ever he is, who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic’. Now you can
do this if you want to. There’s nothing really preventing it. You can just
stick to that determination. If that’s what you do, then if Schmidt
discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic you do refer to him when you
say ‘Godel did such and such’.

But that's not what most of us do. Someone, let’s say, a baby, is born;
his parents call him by a certain name. They talk about him to their
friends. Other people meet him, Through various sorts of talk the name
i1s spread from link to link as if by a chain. A speaker who is on the far
end of this chain, who has heard about, say Richard Feynman, in the
market place or elsewhere, may be referring to Richard Feynman even
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though he can’t remember from whom he first heard of Feynman or
from whom he ever heard of Feynman. He knows that Feynman was a
famous physicist. A certain passage of communication reaching ultimately
to the man himself does reach the speaker. He then s referring to Feynman
even though he can't identify him uniquely. He doesn’t know what a
Feynman diagram is, he doesn't know what the Feynman theory of pair
production and annihilation is, Not only that: he'd have trouble dis-
tinguishing between Gell-Mann and Feynman. So he doesn’t have to
know these things, but, instead, a chain of communication going back
to Feynman himself has been established, by virtue of his membership
In a community which passed the name on from link to link, not by a
ceremony that he makes in private in his study: ‘By ‘Feynman’ I shall
mean the man who did such and such and such and such’.

How does this view differ from Strawson's suggestion, mentioned
before, that one identifying reference may borrow its credentials from
another? Certainly Strawson had a good insight in the passage quoted;
on the other hand. he certainly shows a difference at least in emphasis
from the picture I advocate, since he confines the remark to a footnote.
The main text advocates the cluster-of-descriptions theory. Just because
Strawson makes his remark in the context of a description theory, his
view therefore differs from mine in one important respect. Strawson
apparently must require that the speaker must know from whom he got
his reference, so that he can say: ‘By ‘Godel’ I mean the man Jones
calls *Godel”’. If he does not remember how he picked up the reference,
he cannot give such a description. The present theory sets no such require-
ment. As I said, I may well not remember from whom I heard of Godel,
and I may think I remember from which people I heard the name, but
wrongly.

These considerations show that the view advocated here can lead to
consequences which actually diverge from those of Strawson's footnote.
Suppose that the speaker has heard the name “Cicero’ from Smith and
others, who use the name to refer to a famous Roman orator. He later
thinks, however, that he picked up the name from Jones, who (unknown
to the speaker) uses ‘Cicero’ as the name of a notorious German spy
and has never heard of any orators of the ancient world. Then, according
to Strawson's paradigm. the speaker must determine his reference by
the resolution, ‘I shall use ‘Cicero’ to refer to the man whom Jones calls
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by that name’, while on the present view, the referent will be the orator

in spite of the speaker's false impression about where he picked up the

name. The point is that Strawson, trying to fit the chain of communication

view into the description theory, is forced to rely on what the speaker
thinks was the source of his reference. If the speaker has forgotten his
source, the device is unavailable to Strawson; if he misremembers it,
Strawson’s paradigm in his footnote can give the wrong results, On our

} view, it is not how the speaker thinks he got the reference, but the actual
chain of communication, which is relevant.

I think I said the other time that philosophical theories are in danger
of being false, and so I wasn't going to present an alternative theory. Have
1 just done so0? Well, in a way; but my characterization has been far less
specific than a real set of necessary and sufficient conditions for reference
would be. Obviously the name js passed on from link to link. But of
course not every sort of causal chain reaching from me to a certain man
will do for me to make a reference. There may be a causal chain from our
use of the term ‘Santa Claus’ to a certain historical saint, but stil] the
children, when they use this, by this time probably do not refer to that
saint. So other conditions must be satisfied in order to make this into a
really rigorous theory of reference. I don't know that I'm going to do this
because, first, I'm sort of too lazy at the moment; secondly, rather than
giving a set of necessary and sufficient conditions which will work for a
term like reference, I want to present just a better picture than the picture
presented by the received views.

Haven't I been very unfair to the description theory? Here I have
stated it very precisely - more precisely, pérhaps, than it has been stated
by any of its advocates. So then it's easy to refute, Maybe if [ tried to
state mine with sufficient precision in the form of six or seven or eight
theses, it would also turn out that when you examine the theses one by

one, they will ull be false. That might even be so, but the difference is this,
Y i EioS Xe. given show is not simply that there’s
féicgne technical error here or some mMIISLS therg, but that the WHole
f picture grven by this theary of how reference s APtermincd seems to be

H

L wrong from the fundamentals. [t seems to be wrong to think that we

J give ourselves some prop ich somehow qualitatively uniquely

pick out an object and determine our reference in that manner. What [ am
trying to present is a better picture - a picture which, if more details were

H

EUU T —————



NAMING AND NECESSITY 301

to be filled in, might be refined so as to give more exact conditions for
reference to take place.

One might never reach a set of necessary and sufficient conditions. |
don’t know, I'm always sympathetic to Bishop Butler’s ‘Everything is
what it is and not another thing’ ~ in the nontrivial sense that philo-
sophical analyses of some concept like reference, in completely different
terms which make no mention of reference, are very apt to fail. Of course
in any particular case when one is given an analysis one has to look at it
and see whether it is true or false. One can’t Just cite this maxim to one-
self and then turn the page. But more cautiously, I want to present a
better picture without giving a set of necessary and sufficient conditions
for reference. Such conditions would be very complicated, but what is
true is that it's in virtue of our connection with other speakers in the
community, going back to the referent himself, that we refer to a certain
man.

There may be some cases where the description picture is true, where
some man really gives a name by going into the privacy of his room and
saying that the referent is to be the unique thing with certain identifying
properties. ‘Jack the Ripper’ was a possible example which I gave.
Another was ‘Hesperus’. Yet another case which can be forced into this
description is that of meeting SomeoHe and being told his name. Except
Tor-tbeticfir-the deseription th:unyﬁ“ﬁ%mpﬁﬁﬁmw
one probably wouldn’t think that that was a case of giving oneself a
description, i.e., ‘the guy I'm Jjust meeting now’. But one can put it in
these terms if one wishes, and if one has never heard the name in any
other way. Of course, if you're introduced to a man and told, ‘That’s
Einstein’, you’ve heard of him before, it may be wrong, and so on. But
maybe in some cases such a paradigm works - especially for the man who
first gives someone or something a namg. Or he points to a star and
says, ‘That is to be Alpha Centauri’. So he can really make himsell this
ceremony: ‘By ‘Alpha Centauri’ I shall mean the star right over there

with such and such coordinates’. But in general this picture fails. In
general our reference depends not just on what we think ourselves, but
on other people in the community, the history of how the name reached
one, and things like that. It is by following such a history that one gets
to the reference.

More exact conditions are very complicated to give. They seem in a
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way somehow different in the case of a famous man ang one who isn’t
so famous.4! For example, a teacher tells his class that Newton was
famous for being the first man to think there’s a force pulling things to the
earth; and I think that’s what little kids think Newton’s greatest achieve-
ment was. I won’t say what the merits of such an achievement would be,
but, anyway, we may suppose that just being told that this was the sole
content of Newton's discovery gives the students a false beljef about
Newton, even though they have never heard of him before, If on the other

does he believe Smith first squared the circle. He isn’t particularly trying to
get any belief abour the neighbor into the students’ heads. He tries to
inculcate the belief that there was a man who squared the circle, but not
a belief about any particular man - he Just pulls out the first name that
oceurs to him - as jt happens, he uses his neighbor’s name. [t doesn’t
seem clear in that case that the students have a false belief about the
neighbor, even though there is a causa] chain going back to the neighbor.
I am not sure about this, At any rate more refinements need to be
added to make this even begin to be a set of necessary and sufficient
conditions. In that sense it’s not a theory, but is supposed to give a
better picture of what is actually going on,
i\ LOUgh st o)

he heard it. If I hear the name ‘Napoleon’ and decide it would be a nice
| name for my pet aardvark, I do not satisfy this conditjon, 43 (Perhaps
it is some such failure to keep the reference fixed which accounts for the
divergence of present uses of ‘Santa Clays’ from the alleged original use.)

Notice that the preceding outline hardly eliminates the notion of
reference; on the contrary, it takes the notion of intending to use the
same reference as g given. This is also an appeal 1o an initial baptism
which is explained in terms either of fixing a reference by a description,
Or ostension (if ostension is notto be subsumed under the other category), 44
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(Perhaps there are other possibilities for initial baptisms.) Further, the
orge Smith case casts some doubt as (o the sufficiency of the con-
djtions. Even if the teacher does refer to his neighbor, is it clear that he
s passed on his reference to the pupils? Why shouldn’t their belief be
bout any other man named ‘George Smith’? If he says that Newton
as hit by an apple, somehow his task of transmitting a reference is
easier, since he has communicated a common misconception about
Newton.

To repeat, I may not have presented a theory, but I do think that |
have presented a better picture than that given by description theorists.

I think the next topic I shall want to talk about is that of statements of
identity. Are these necessary or contingent? The matter has been in some
dispute in recent philosophy. First, everyone agrees that descriptions can
be used to make contingent identity statements. If it is true that the man
who invented bifocals was the first postmaster general of the United
States — that these were one and the same — it's contingently true. That is,
it might have been the case that one man invented bifocals and another
was the first postmaster general of the United States. So certainly when
you make identity statements using descriptions — when you say ‘the x
such that ¢x and the x such that ¥x are one and the same’, that can be
a4 contingent fact. But philosophers have been interested also in the
question of identity statements between names. When we say ‘Hesperus
is Phosphorus’ or ‘Cicero is Tully’, is what we are saying necessary or
contingent? Further, they’ve been interested in another type of identity
statement, which comes from scientific theory. We identify, for example,
light with electromagnetic radiation between certain limits of wave-
lengths, or with a stream of photons. We identify heat with the motion
of molecules; sound with a certain sort of wave disturbance in the air:
and so on. Concerning such statements the following thesis is commonly
held. First, that these are obviously contingent identities: we've found
out that light is a stream of photons, but of course it might not have been
a stream of photons. Heat is in fact the motion of molecules; we found
that out, but heat might not have been the motion of molecules, Secondly,
many philosophers feel damned lucky that these examples are around.
Now, why? These philosophers, whose views are expounded in a vast
literature, hold to a thesis called the identity thesis with respect to some
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psychological concepts. They think, say, that pain is just a certain materia]
state of the brain or of the body, or what have You - say the stimulation

Then it’s said, “Ah, but you see, this is wrong! Everyone knows that
there can be contingent jdentitjes.” First, as in the bifocals and post-
master general case, which [ have mentioned before. Second, in the case,
believed closer to the present paradigm, of theoretical identiﬁcations,
such as light and a Stream of photons, or water and a certain compound

mysterious connections not accounted for by laws of physics, one to one
correlation between two different things - a material state and something
of an entirely different kind - which lead people to want to beljeve this

i . o in
means. (Physical necessity, might turn out to

i mecessity in the highest degree. But that's 2 question which I don’t wish
} to prejudge. At least for this sort of example, it might be that when some.
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It’s hard to see what to putin its place. It's hard to see therefore how to
avoid concluding that the two are actually different,

Let me go back to the more mundane case about proper names. This
is already mysterious enough. There's 2 dispute about this between
Quine and Ruth Barcan Marcus. 45 Ruth Barcan Marcus says that
identities between names are necessary. If someone thinks that Cicero is
Tully, and really uses ‘Cicero’ and “Tully’ as names, he js thereby com-
mitted to holding that his belief is a necessary truth. She uses the term
‘mere tag’. Quine replies as follows, “We may tag the planet Venus, some
fine evening, with the proper name ‘Hesperus'. We may tag the same
planet again, some day before sunrise, with the proper name ‘Phosphorus’.
When we discover that we have tagged the same planet twice our discovery
is empirical. And not because the proper names were descriptions,’ 46
First, Quine is right when we discovered that we tagged the same planet
twice, oUt diSCovery was empirical. Another example I think Quinem
in another 555 ¢ salfie"Mduntain seen from Nepal and from Tij-
bet, or something like that, is from one angle called Mt. Everest (you’ve
heard of that); from another it's supposed to be called Gaurisanker. It can
actually be an empirical discovery that Gaurisanker is Everest. (Quine
says that the example is actually false. He got the example from Erwin
Schrodinger. You wouldn’t think the inventor of wave mechanics got
things that wrong. I don’t know where the mistake is supposed to come
from. One could certainly imagine this situation as having been the case;
and it’s another good illustration of the sort of thing that Quine has in
mind.)

What about it? I wanted to find a good quote on the other side from
Mrs. Marcus in this book but | am having trouble locating one. Being
present at that discussion, I remember 47 she advocated the view that if
you really have names, a good dictionary should be able to tell you
whether they have the same reference. So someone should be able, by
looking in the dictionary, to say that Hesperus and Phosphorus are the
same. Now this does not seem to be true. It does seem, to many people,
to be a consequence of the view that identities between names are
necessary. Therefore the view that identity statements between names
are necessary has usually been rejected. Russell's conclusion was some-
what different. He did think there should never be any empirical question
whether two names have the same reference. This isn't satisfied for
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ordinary names, but it is satisfied when you're naming your own sense
datum, or something like that. You say, “‘Here, this, and that (designating
the same sense datum by both demonstratives).” So you can tell that
you're naming the same thing twice: the conditions are satisfied. Since
this won't apply to ordinary cases of naming, ordinary ‘names’ cannot
be genuine names.

What should we think about this? First, it’s true that someone can
use the name ‘Cicero’ to refer to Cicero and the name ‘Tully’ to refer to
Cicero also, and not know that Cicero is Tully. So it seems that we do
not necessarily know a priori that an identity statement between names is
true. It doesn’t follow from this that the statement so expressed is a
contingent one if true. This is what I've emphasized in my first lecture.
There are very strong feeling which lead one to think that, if you can’t know
something by a priori ratiocination, then it's got to be contingent: it might
have turned out otherwise; but nevertheless [ think this feeling is wrong.

Let’s suppose we refer to the same heavenly body twice, as Hesperus
and Phosphorus. We say Hesperus is that star over there in the evening;
Phosphorus is that star over there in the morning. Actually Hesperus is
Phosphorus. Are there really circumstances under which Hesperus
wouldn’t have been Phosphorus? Supposing that Hesperus is Phosphorus,
let’s try to describe a possible situation in which it would not have been,
Well it’s easy. Someone goes by and he calls two different stars Hesperus
and Phosphorus. It may be even under the same conditions as prevailed
when we introduced the names ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’. But are
those circumstances in which Hesperus is not Phosphorus or would not
have been Phosphorus? It seems to me that they are not.

Now, of course I'm committed to saying that they're not, by saying
that such terms as ‘Hesperus' and ‘Phosphorus’, when used as names, are
rigid designators. They refer in every possible world to the planet Venus,
Therefore, in that possible world too, the planet Venus is the planet Venus
and it doesn't matter what any other person has said in this other possible
world. How should we describe this situation? He can't have pointed to
Venus twice, and in the one case called it Hesperus and in the other
Phosphorus, as we did. If he did so, then ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’
would have been true in that situation too. He pointed maybe neither
time to the planet Venus - at least one time he didn't point to the planet
Venus, let’s say when he pointed to Phosphorus. Then in that case we



R —

NAMING AND NECESSITY 307

can certainly say that the name ‘Phosphorus’ might not have referred to
Phosphorus. We can even say that in the very position when viewed in the
morning that we found Phosphorus, it might have been the case that
Phosphorus was not there - that something else was there, and that even,
under certain circumstances jt would have been called ‘Phosphorus’,
But that still is not a case in which Phosphorus was not Hesperus. There
might be a possible world in which, a possible counterfactual situation
in which. ‘Hesperus' and ‘Phosphorus’ weren’t names of the things they
in fact are names of. Someone, if he did determine their reference by
identifying descriptions, might even have used the very identifying de-
scriptions we used. But still that’s not a case in which Hesperus wasn't
Phosphorus. For there couldn’t have been such a case, given that Hesperus
is Phosphorus,

Now this seems very strange, becaus: in advance, we are inclined to
say, the answer to the question whether Hesperus is Phosphorus might
have turned out either way. So aren’t there really two possible worlds —
one in which Hesperus was Phosphorus, the other in which Hesperus
wasn't Phosphorus - in advance of our discovering that these were the
same? First, there’s one sense in which things might turn out either way,
in which it's clear that that doesn’t imply that the way it finally turns out
isn’t necessary. For example, the four color theorem night turn out to
be true and might turn out to be false. It might turn out either way.
It still doesn’t mean that the way it turns out is not necessary. Obviously,
the ‘might’ here is purely ‘epistemic’ - it merely expresses our present
state of ignorance, or uncertainty.

But it seems that in the Hesperus-Phosphorus case, something even
stronger is true. The evidence I have before | know that Hesperus is
Phosphorus is that [ see 3 certain star or a certain heavenly body in the
evening and call it Hesperus, and in the morning and call it Phosphorus.
I know these things. There certainly is a possible world in which a man
should have seen a certain star at a certain position in the evening and
called it *Hesperus’ and a certain star in the morning and called it
"Phosphorus’; and should have concluded - should have found out by
empirical investigation - that he names two different stars, or two different
heavenly bodies. At least one of these stars or heavenly bodies was not
Phosphorus, otherwise it couldn’t have come out that way. But that's
true. And o it's true that given the evidence that someone has antecedent
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way. Not that it might have turned oyt either way as to Hesperus's being
Phosphorus. Though for all we knew in advance, Hesperus wasn't
Phosphorus, that couldn’t have turned out any other way, in a sense. But
being put in a situation where we have exactly the same evidence, qualita-
tively speaking, it could have turned out that Hesperus was not Phos-
phorus; that is,ina counterfactual world in which ‘Hesperus® and ‘Phos-
phorus’ were not used in the way that we use them, as names of this
planet, but as names of some other objects, one could have had qualita-
tively identical evidence and concluded that ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorys’
named two different objects, 48 Byt We, using the names as we do right
NOW, can say in advance, that jf Hesperus and Phosphorus are one and
the same then in no other possible world can they be different. We use
‘Hesperus’ as the name of a certain body and ‘Phosphorus’ as the name
of a certain body. We use it as the name of those bodies in al] possible
worlds, If, in fact, they are the Same body, then in any other possible
world we have to use jt as a name of that object. And $0 in any other
possible world it will be true that Hesperus is Phosphorus. So two things
are true: first, that we do not know a priori that Hesperus is Phosphorus,
and are in no position to find out the answer except empirically, Sécond,
this is so because we would have evidence qualitatively undistinguishable
from the evidence we have and determine the reference of two names by
the positions of two planets in the sky, without the planets being the
same,

Of course, it won't be true in every other possible world that the star
seen over there in the evening is the star seen over there in the morning,

not visible in the morning. But that shouldn’t be identified with the state-
ment that Hesperus is Phosphorus. It could only be so identified if you
thought that it was 4 necessary truth that Hesperus is visible over there
in the evening or that Phosphorus is visible over there in the morning,
But neither of those are necessary truths even if that’s the way we pick
out the planet. These are the contingent marks by which we identify a
certain planet and give it a name.



