
In a given community, a single name will be associated with a cluster of
identifying descriptions;

Aristotle 
 Aristotle was born in Stagira;
 Aristotle is the teacher of Alexander the Great;
 Aristotle is a student of Plato.

To count as understanding a name, the speaker must associate the name with a
suitable proportion of these descriptions

Speaker A believes that Aristotle 
Speaker B believes that Aristotle 

We understand each other if our descriptions overlap
A cluster of description is equivalent to a proper name for one person at one
time; There is no set of descriptions which is equivalent to the name for the
whole community, nor for an extended time.
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= { , }𝑎1 𝑎3There is no more to the meaning
of a name than the fact that it
refers to its referent.

In comman: Proper names is equivalent to definite descriptions

Neither proper names nor
definite descriptions are singular
terms

Names & Descriptions are
singular terms;
The job of singular terms is to
refer.

Frege Russell

Millian View

    For Art,
        Vincent Furnier = a child he knew (slightly) at school;

    For Art's children,
        Vincent Furnier (出⽣名) = Alice Cooper (艺名) = a rock musician

      (1)   Art thinks that Alice Cooper is a rock musician.
      (2)   Art thinks that Vincent Furnier is a rock musician.

Motivating Example

Problem: The same name will seem to be equivalent
to different descriptions for different people.

John Searle's Solution: 
Clusters of descriptions

Six Rules of Description Theory

                  Note: O = any name, S = any speaker

(DN1) If ‘O’ is a name which is meaningful for a
speaker, S, there is a family of things which S believes
to be true of O:
(DN2) If ‘O’ is a name which is meaningful for S, S
must believe that some of the things which she
believes to be true of O are true of only one thing;
(DN3) If ‘O’ is a name which is meaningful for S, then
if most of the things (or most of the important things)
which S believes to be true of O are in fact true of just
one particular thing, then that particular thing is the
referent of the name ‘O’ as S understands it; 
(DN4) If ‘O’ is a name which is meaningful for S, then
if there is not exactly one thing to which most of the
things which S believes to be true of O in fact apply,
then ‘O’, as S understands it, does not refer:
(DN5) If ‘O’ is a name which is meaningful for S, then
S knows a priori that, if O exists, most of what she
believes to be true of O is in fact true of O (as S
understands ‘O’); 
(DN6) If ‘O’ is a meaningful name for S, then it is
necessarily true that, if O exists, most of what S
believes to be true of O is indeed true of O (as S
understands ‘O’).

Te
xt

bo
ok

's
 F

or
m

ul
at

io
n

All of the basic commitments
apart from (DN1) are wrong
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People can refer to objects that they don't have enough
information about the objects to pick them out uniquely.

Ref: Naming and Necessity, pp.81-2.

Case 1: 
Information is inadequate to uniquely

individuate the object of referece

Case 2: 
Information does pick out the object

uniquely, but violates (NC)

Ask a layman that ...
(1)   A: "Who is Richard Feynman?"
(2)   B: "He is a famous physicist."
Sentence (2) does not individuate Feynman 
because there are other famous physicists.

Similarly,
(3)   "Who Cicero?"
(4)   "He is a famous Roman orator."
But there are more than one famous Roman
orator!

(5)   "Who is Alfra Behn?"
(6)   "He is a seventeenth-century poet."

Feynman Example

(DN4) If the vote yields no unique object,  does not refer𝑋

Contradicts

Ask a layman that ...
(1)   A: "Who is Albert Einstein?"
(2)   B: "He is the man who discovered the
theory of relativity."
So far, so good. it uniquely picks out Einstein.
(3)   A: "Then what is the theory of relativity?"
(4)   B: "Einstein's theory."

Einstein Example 1.1

(NC) For any successful theory, the

account must not be circular.

(4) violates (NC)

Erroneous attribution of properties:
People can refer to objects that they have wrong

information about the objects, or that information
cannot be attribute to anything

Ref: Naming and Necessity, pp.82-5.

(In the actual world, Gödel is the one who
proved the incompleteness theorem of
arithmetic)

In a possible world C-137, people believe
that Gödel proved the incompleteness
theorem of arithmetic. But in fact, Gödel
stole the proof from Schmidt. No one in C-
137 knows this secret.

Gödel & Schmidt Example The definite description "the man who proved the
incompleteness theorem of arithmetic" wrongly but

uniquely pick out Schmidt, not the intended Gödel.
However, the referring intention succeeds. (DN3) If most, or a weighted most, of the 's are satisfied

by one unique object , then  is the referent of ;

𝜙
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Most people believed that
Peano = the mathematician who discovered the Peano Axioms
of Arithmetics (in fact he did not);
L'Hospital = the mathematician who proved L'Hospital's Rule
(in fact he did not)
Columbus = the man who was the first European to visit the
new Continent (in fact he did not)
Einstein = the inventor of nuke (in fact he did not)

More Realistic Examples

“Gödel” still refers to Gödel even if Schmidt
is the one who actually completed the proof. 

Negate

In our world, Gödel proved the
incompleteness theorem of arithmetic.
Speaker A knows no more about Gödel
than the fact above.
However, A does not know this fact a
priori.

(DN5) The statement, "if  exists, then  has most of the 

's" is known a priori by the speaker.

𝑋 𝑋

𝜙

Negates

In our world, Gödel proved the
incompleteness theorem of arithmetic.
by (DN6), it is necessarily true that

(a) If Gödel exists, Gödel discovered
the incompleteness of arithmetic.

(DN6) The statement, "if  exists, then  has most of the 

's" expresses a necessary truth (in A's language); 

𝑋 𝑋

𝜙

Negates

It is not necessarily true that 

(6)  If Gödel existed, Gödel discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic.

It is necessarily true that

(7)  If anyone discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic, the discovered of the
incompleteness of arithmetic discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic.

It is also necessarily true that

(8)  Gödel ist Gödel. 

Modal Difference between
Proper Names & Definite Descriptions

Assume worlds A, B, C partition all possible worlds.

Possible World A: It was Schmidt who actually discovered the theory;
Possible World B: It was Braun who actually discovered the theory;
Possible World C: It was Gödel who actually discovered the theory.

(7) is true in A, B, and C → (7) is necessarily true;
(8) is true in A, B, and C → (8) is necessarily true;
(6) is only true in C         → (6) is contingently true

Modal Difference Restated

Explanation of Modal Difference
Proper names are rigid designators; 

definite descriptions are not.

The layman's answer violates (DN2), yet his utterance
nonetheless refer to the object he intended to refer. 

(DN2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are

believed by A to pick out some individual uniquely

Designator  an expression used to pick out an individual;
Proper Names & Definite Descriptions are Designators;
Possible World  a way the world might have been/could be;
contingently true/false  true/false in some possible world;
necessarily true/false  true/false in every possible world;
rigid designator  a designator that picks up the same object
in every possible world.
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Some Terminologies

Q1: Is this the only explanation?
Some disagree.

Q2: What does the proper name refer to
in a world in which the referent does not

exist?

Q2: What does the proper name refer to
in a world in which the referent does not

exist?

"[W]hen I use the notion of a rigid designator, I do not imply
that the object referred to necessarily exists. All I mean is that
in any possible world where the object in question does exist,
in any situation where the object would exist, we use the
designator in question to designate that object. In a situation
where the object does not exist, then we should say that the
designator has no referent and that the object in question so
designated does not exist."

Identity and Necessity, 1971, p.146

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.

Naming and Necessity, 1980, p.78

Q1: Is this the only explanation?
Some disagree, they argue that scope ambiguity

could also explain the modal difference.

Scope Ambiguity Approach
de re / de dicto distinction

Two-Dimensionalism
Rigidify definite description using indexical

terms, e.g. 'actual'

Let's stipulate the proper name 'St. Anne' as 'the mother of Virgin Mary.'
(1)  St. Anne might not have been a mother.
(2)  The mother of Virgin Mary might not have been a mother.

Dummett: (2) is ambiguous in natural language. It has a wide reading and a
narrow reading:

(2n)  
(2w)  
Note: Mxm = x is the mother of Mary; Mx = x is a mother;
Mxm→Mx

Dummett: Modal differences only occur when you consistently construe (2)
as (2n).

⋄(∃𝑥)(𝑀𝑥𝑚 ∧ ¬𝑀𝑥)

(∃𝑥)(𝑀𝑥𝑚 ∧ ⋄¬𝑀𝑥)

Michael Dummett, 
Frege: Philosophy of Language (1973), pp.113-5 Scope ambiguity fails to account for our

modal intuition in simple sentence
that does not contain modal operator;
that does not contain any scope.

(a)  Aristotle was fond of dogs.
(b)  The last great philosopher of antiguity
was fond of dogs.

When (a) and (b) are evaluated in a
counterfactual situation, the picture generated
by our intuition contains ipso facto that
Aristotle was fond of dogs, not someone who
is qualitatively indsicernible from Aristotle
was fond of dogs.

Ref: Saul Kripke, "Preface," in Naming and Necessity, pp.10-5 & pp.6-7.

Kripke's Response

Rigidified definite descriptions are synonymous with proper name.

Scott Soames, Beyond Rigidity (2002), p.40

Let F be some predicate;  be our actual world;
Let G = the tutor of Alexander.

Soames:  = the actual teacher of Alexander.

When "The  is " is uttered in the actual world , it will
be true in every possible world iff Aristotle did taught
Alexander the Great in , thus 'Aristotle' and its rigidified
description are now coextensive. 
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Example

possible worlds Aristotle is F The G is F

Aristotle is F The tutor of Alexander is F

Aristotle is F The tutor of Alexander in  is F

𝐴𝑤

𝑤∗ 𝑤∗

possible worlds Aristotle is F The  is F

Aristotle is F The tutor of Alexander in  is F

Aristotle is F The tutor of Alexander in  is F

𝐺𝑅

𝐴𝑤 𝐴𝑤

𝑤∗ 𝐴𝑤

Kripke's possible worlds are possible states of
the world 

the actual world is a state of the
world, expressing how things are the
ways they are;
the actual world does not have special
ontological status;
the world could have turned out to
have a different history.

"the actual teacher of Alexander the Great"
becomes a normal DD because it could have
referred to a person other than Aristotle,
given some alternative history (e.g. Aristotle
was cooked up by Abbasidian scholars)

Similar attempts1 by dint of a fixed
actual world, e.g. by "the actual
actual world", fail for similar reason

1: Martin Davies & Lloyd Humberstone, "Two Notions of Necessity," Philosophical Studies 38, no.

1 (July 1980): 8.
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E.g. "I am here now."

"I" picks out the person making the utterance;
"here" picks out the place where the utterance is made;
"now" picks out the time around the utterance.

Descartes's "I exist" is another famous example, it is diagonally necessarily
true (but sadly there is nothing necessary about your existence, nor is it
necessary that you cannot cease to exist).

"I exist"
T T F T
T T F F
T F T F
F F F T
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world of utterance

world of truth
evaluation

Consequence of Embracing
Rigid Designators

(9)  If Vincent Furnier exists, Vinceent Furnier is Alice
Cooper.

Sentence (9) is necessary a posteriori.

Disalignment of Necessity & Aprioricity

Each individual being capable of picking out the object referred
to by means of what she herself knows about that object.

Individualist Account of Naming

The meaning of a name
in a community is
nothing but the overlap
between such individual
conceptions;

Frege & Russell
An object receives a name in
some initial baptism (naming
ritual), then the name becomes
the device for referring to the
object later on.

Kripke
Description Theory as an account of giving meaning to proper names is quite
dead;
Can we find an alternative account of descripiton theory that is only meant to
explain why (1) is true and (2) is false?

Simple Nominal Description Theory (SNDT)

Motivation for Description Theory

(2)  Art thinks that Vincent Furnier is a rock musician.

(1)  Art thinks that Alice Cooper is a rock musician. True

Millian Theory

True

True

False

IntuitionBasic Worry: Meaning of words concerns things
in the world, rather than things in the mind.

But remember that  is something like
Hesperus is Phosphorus, it is necessarily true!

Recall that in , if  is necessarily true,
we're allowed to drop it, and  is still valid.
Can we drop  as well?

Let a = Reiner Braun, b = Armored Titan, Fx = x is
a Marleyan enemy. 

Arg.1 is a necessitation, and it is a priori;
Arg.2 is a necessitation only in the validity sense, it
is a posteriori.
We reject the a priori bit, and we don't like that.

∴
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𝐹𝑏
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𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 ⊢ 𝐷 𝐵

𝐴, 𝐶 ⊢ 𝐷

𝑎 = 𝑏
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Related Concern

Arg.1 Arg.2

Armored Titan is a Marleyan enemy. Armored Titan is a Marleyan enemy.

Armored Titan is Reiner Braun Reiner Braun is a Marleyan enemy.

Reiner Braun is a Marleyan enemy.

Simple Nominal Description Thery

Alice Cooper 
= The person called 'Alice Cooper';
Vincent Furnier
 = The person called 'Vincent Furnier'

Example

(DN1) To every name or designating expression , there
corresponds a cluster of properties, namely the family of
those properties  such that A believes that ;
(DN2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are
believed by A to pick out some individual uniquely;
(DN3) If most, or a weighted most, of the 's are satisfied
by one unique object , then  is the referent of ;
(DN4) If the vote yields no unique object,  does not
refer;
(DN5) The statement, "if  exists, then  has most of the

's" is known a priori by the speaker.
(DN6) The statement, "if  exists, then  has most of the

's" expresses a necessary truth (in A's language); 
(NC) For any successful theory, the account must not be
circular.

Example: we should avoid saying
Einstein is "the person referred to by the
name 'Einstein' in this very sentence".

          Reference: Naming and Necessity, 2nd Ed, p.71
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(DN1) To every name or designating expression , there corresponds
a cluster of properties, namely the family of those properties  such
that A believes that ;
(DN2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by A to
pick out some individual uniquely;
(DN3) If most, or a weighted most, of the 's are satisfied by one
unique object , then  is the referent of ;
(DN4) If the vote yields no unique object,  does not refer;
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By flouting (NC), SNDT circumvents all
Kripke's objections!

Q:  There are more than one Alice Cooper. Then
how can the description uniquely pick out the
intended referent? 
A:  Use context!

The name 'Alice Cooper' is equivalent to
some description + contextual info:

"the person who ... and is called
'Alice Cooper'"
"the person who is called 'Alice
Cooper' on this use of the name."

Unique Individuation

(10)  If Vincent Furnier exists, Vincent Furnier is
the person who is called 'Vincent Furnier'.
(10) can be known a priori.

(DN5) The statement, "if  exists, then  has

most of the 's" is known a priori by the speaker.

𝑋 𝑋

𝜙

SNDT does not and does not need to satisfy 
(NC).

(NC) is a requirement for theories that
attempts to explain how names manage
to refer to their objects; 
SNDT is meant to explain the difficulty
of swapping co-referential names within
psychological contexts.

(NC) For any successful theory,

the account must not be circular.
(10) can be made necessary by certain contexts, e.g. in context
where the phrase "the person who is called 'Vincent Furnier'" has
already been introduced:

(10*)  As for the person who is called 'Vincent Furnier': if
Vincent Furnier exists, Vincent Furnier is that person.

Clearly, (10*) is necessarily true. In fact, (10*) is equivalent to an
actualized description,

(10a)  If Vincent Furnier exists, Vincent Furnier is the
person who is actually called 'Vincent Furnier'.

(DN6) The statement, "if  exists, then  has

most of the 's" expresses a necessary truth (in

A's language); 

𝑋 𝑋

𝜙

in S. Soam
es, Beyond

Rigidity, pp.48-9.

Soames's
Objection Goals of SNDT:

1. Providing an account of how proper names succeed in referring to objects;
2. Providing an account of the controbution of proper names to the meaning of sentences

Is SNDT acceptable?

Anaphoric Link

Kripke suggested that reference of a name is determined by a history of links back to an
initial baptism.
↑implies that proper names work anaphorically.

(11)  A woman came into the room. She was the person everyone was looking for.

(12)  Carol came into the room. Carol was the person everyone was looking for.

In SNDT, proper names are equivalent to definite descriptions. However, it is not clear how
a definite description can carry an anaphoric link.

"If we reject every form of description theory, then we have to accept that names are directly
referential [p.90, my bold & italics]"

Sense & Direct Reference

Why?

(DR) An expression is directly referential iff
1. It refers to a particular object;
2. It does not refer to that particular

object, on every occasion of its use, in
virtue of t hat object's satisfying some
description.

Direct Reference (DR) "Being directly referential is more 
fundamental than being rigid desginators. 
[....] [I]t is because they are directly 
referential that proper names are rigid 
designators. A name is unstructured; it refers 
directly." 
[p.90, my bold & italics]

An Objection

Proper names are by nature rigid (de jure rigidity), and descriptions are by nature non-rigid1;
However, there are descriptions that happened to be rigid (de facto rigidity):

"the ratio of circumference of a circle over its diameter" rigidly designates the same
ratio (i.e., ) in every possible world; yet it is a description2 
"the successor of 0" rigidly designates the same number (i.e., ) in every possible
world; yet it is a description

Since all DRs are rigid designators (RD), but not all RDs are DRs, 
 and DR cannot be more fundamental than RD.

Ref: [1] S. Kripke, Naming and Necessity, p.58
[2] Ibid, pp.60-1.
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Rigidity thus understood may be compatible with a neo-Fregean SENSE (the account of
SENSE that is dependent on reference). [p.90]

(13)  Alice Cooper is a rock musician.
(14)  Vincent Furnier is a rock musician.

If for some individual (13) is true while (14) is false, it means that the two sentences differ
in informativenesss despite sameness of reference.

Sense & Direct Reference

1. If we are acquiated with an object, we are bound to be acquainted with it in some way (e.g. by
reading or direct perception);

2. There is nothing indirect about how we are acquainted with an object under a certain mode of
presentation;
(compatible with rigidity thus understood)

3. If (1) is true, then it must be possible not to realize that the object we are acquainted with in
one way is the same as t he obejct we are acquainted with in another way;
(Basis of alternative conception of SENSE)

NFS does not commit ourselves to the condition that names be equivalent to definite
descriptions, nor does it commit ourselves to think names refer to their referent indirectly →
we shouldn't accept Millian view.

neo-Fregean SENSE (NFS)



(a) is not necessarily true.


