The Causal Theory of Names

I

1. In a paper which provides the starting-point of this
enquiry Saul Kripke opposes what he calls the Description
Theory of Names and makes a counter-proposal of what I
shall call the Causal Theory.! To be clear about what is at
stake and what should be the outcome in the debate he
initiated seems to me important for our understanding of
talk and thought about the world in general as well as for our
understanding of the functioning of proper names. 1 am
anxious therefore that we identify the profound bases and
likely generalizations of the opposing positions and do not
content ourselves with counter-examples.

I should say that Kripke deliberately held back from
presenting his ideas as a theory. I shall have to tighten them
up, and I may suggest perhaps unintended directions of
generalization; therefore his paper should be checked before
the Causal Theory I consider is attributed to him.

There are two related but distinguishable questions con-
cerning proper names. The first is about what the name
denotes upon a particular occasion of its use when this is
understood as being partly determinative of what the speaker
strictly and literally said. 1 shall use the faintly barbarous
coinage: what the speaker denotes (upon an occasion) for
this notion. The second is about what the name denotes; we
want to know what conditions have to be satisfied by an
expression and an item for the first to be the, or a, name of
the second. There is an entirely parallel pair of questions
concerning general terms. In both cases it is ambiguity
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which prevents an easy answer of the first in terms of the
second; to denote x it is not sufficient merely to utter some-
thing which is x’s name.

_ Consequently there are two Description Theories, not
distinguished by Kripke? The Description Theory of speaker’s
denotation holds that a name ‘NN’ denotes x upon a particu-
lar occasion of its use by a speaker S just in case x is uniquely
that which satisfies all or most of the descriptions ¢ such
that S would assent to ‘NN is ¢’ (or ‘That NN is ¢”). Crudely:
the clu_ster of information § has associated with the name
determines its denotation upon a particular occasion by fir.
If the speaker has no individuating information he will
denote nothing.

Th}a Description Theory of what a name denotes holds that
assocnate?d with each name as used by a group of speakers’
who believe and intend that they are using the name with the
same denotation, is a description or set of descriptions

f iption is used to explain
the role of the name in existential, identity, and opaque

;:}?:Stiesxtt}s]. tThe theory is by no means committed to the
at every user of the name must be in possession of

d at |
In the manner of Strawson? averag-
- it is most
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Kripke’s direct attacks are unquestionably against the
first Description Theory. He argues:

(a) An ordinary man in the street can denote the physicist
Feynman by using the name ‘Feynman’ and say something
true or false of him even though there is no description
uniquely true of the physicist which he can fashion. (The
conditions aren’t necessary.)

(b) A person who associated with the name ‘Goédel’ merely
the description ‘prover of the incompleteness of Arithmetic’
would none the less be denoting Godel and saying something
false of him in uttering ‘Gédel proved the incompleteness of
Arithmetic’ even if an unknown Viennese by the name of
Schmidt had in fact constructed the proof which Gédel had
subsequently broadcast as his own. (If it is agreed that the
speaker does not denote Schmidt the conditions aren’t
sufficient; if it is also agreed that he denotes Godel, again
they are not necessary.)

The strong thesis (that the Description Theorist’s con-
ditions are sufficient) is outrageous. What the speaker denotes
in the sense we are concerned with is connected with saying
in that strict sense which logicians so rightly prize, and the
theory’s deliverance of strict truth conditions are quite
unacceptable. They would have the consequence, for ex-
ample, that if I was previously innocent of knowledge or
belief regarding Mr Y, and X is wrongly introduced to me as
Mr Y, then I must speak the truth in uttering ‘Mr Y is here’
since X satisfies the overwhelming majority of descriptions
I would associate with the name and X is there. [ have grave
doubts as to whether anyone has ever seriously lield this thesis.

It is the weaker thesis—that some descriptive identifica-
tion is necessary for a speaker to denote something—that
it is important to understand. Strictly, Kripke’s examples
do not show it to be false since he nowhere provides a
convincing reason for not taking into account speakers’
possession of descriptions like ‘man bearing such-and-such
a name’; but I too think it is false. It can be seen as the fusion
of two thoughts. First: that in urdcr to be saying something
by uttering an expression one must utter the sentence with
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certain intentions; this is felt to require, in the case of sen-
tences containing names, that one be aiming at something
with one’s use of the name. Secondly—and this is where the
underpinning from a certain Philosophy of Mind becomes
apparent—to have an intention or belief concerning some
item (which one is not in a position to demonstratively
identify) one must be in possession of a description uniquely
true of it. Both strands deserve at least momentary scrutiny.
We are prone to pass too quickly from the observation that
neither parrots nor the wind say things to the conclusion that
to say that p requires that one must intend to say that p and
therefore, so to speak, be able to identify p independently of
one’s sentence. But the most we are entitled to conclude is
that .to say something one must intend to say something by
utternqg one’s sentence (one normally will intend to say
what it says). The application of the stricter requirement
would lead us to relegate too much of our discourse to the
status of mere mouthing. We constantly use general terms of
‘wh.ose sgtisfaction conditions we have but the dimmest idea.
‘M.lcro_bu’)logist’, ‘chlorine’ (the stuff in swimming-pools),
nhicotine’ (the stuff in cigarettes): these, and countless other
ords, we cannot dqfine nor offer remarks which would

strong thesis, from saying that wh
by those hazy ideas and half-
if pressed,

The Philosophy of M
made perfectly explicit.4
S believes that 4 is Fif an

_What we do say is determined
identifications we would offer
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Obvious alterations would accommodate the other psycho-
logical attitudes. The range of the property quantifier must
be restricted to exclude such properties as ‘being identical
with a’, otherwise the criterion is trivial.5 The situation in
which a thinking, planning or wanting human has some item
which is the object of his thought, plan or desire is repre-
sented as a species of essentially the same situation as that
which holds when there is no object and the thought, plan or
desire is, as we might say, purely general. There are thoughts,
such as the thought that there are eleven-fingered men,
for whose expression general terms of the language suffice.
The idea is that when the psychological state involves an
object, a general term believed to be uniquely instantiated
and in fact uniquely instantiated by the item which is the
object of the state will figure in its specification. This idea
may be coupled with a concession that there are certain
privileged objects to which one may be more directly related;
indeed such a concession appears to be needed if the theory
is to be able to allow what appears an evident possibility:
object-directed thoughts in a perfectly symmetrical or
cyclical universe.

This idea about the nature of object-directed psychological
attitudes obviously owes much to the feeling that there must
be something we can say about what is believed or wanted
even when there is no appropriate object actually to be found
in the world. But it can also be seen as deriving support from
a Principle of Charity: so attribute objects to beliefs that
true belief is maximized. (I do not think this is an accgptable
principle; the acceptable principle enjoins minimizing the
attribution of inexplicable error and therefore cannot be
Operated without a theory of the causation of belief for the
Creatures under investigation.)

We cannot deal comprehensively with this Philosophy of
Mind here. My objections to it are essentially those of
Wittgenstein. For an item to be the object of some psycho-
logical attitude of yours may be simply for you to be placgd
in a context which relates you to that thing. What makes it
One rather than the other of a pair of identical twins thaF you
are in love with? Certainly not some specification blueprinted

$ I owe this observation to G. Harman.
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in your mind; it may be no more than this: it was one of
them and not the other that you have met. The theorist
may gesture to the description ‘the one I have met’ but
can give no explanation for the impossibility of its being
outwgighed by other descriptions which may have been
apqulred as a result of error and which may in fact happen to
f1§ the other, unmet, twin. If God had looked into your
mind, he would not have seen there with whom you were in
love, and of whom you were thinking.

With that I propose to begin considering the Causal Theory.

2. The' Causal Theory as stated by Kripke goes something
hllce this. A speaker, using aname ‘NN’ on a particular occasion
will der?ote some item x if there is a causal chain of reference-
preserving links leading back from his use on that occasion
ultlm.a.tely to the item x itself being involved in a name-
acquiring transaction such as an explicit dubbing or the more
graQual process whereby nicknames stick. I mention the
gfiFlon of a rgference~preserving link to incorporate a con-

1tion that Kripke lays down: a speaker S’s transmission of

s ltu

Speakers using the exp

ression to denote
example which x.

the theory is this. A might favourably dispose one towards
tion in a pub, about - P, Of People are having a conversa-
heard before. § c;ut a certain Louis of whom § has never
Louis do thém’ T:‘ICOmes Interested and asks: ‘What did
denotes 3 par-ticulaerr;:fleg:lsd taoskbe bno Ghostion but that

. sa '
hosequent occasion § may use the nan(;eltl ttct1 lcr)r;'fe(r)rsc?rrrlles?llenv?/
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the Description Theory since the scraps of information which
he picked up during the conversation might involve some distor-
tion and fit someone else much better. Of course he has the
description ‘the man they were talking about’ but the theory
has no explanation for the impossibility of its being out-
weighed.

The Causal Theory can secure the right answer in such a
case but I think deeper reflection will reveal that it too
involves a refusal to recognize the insight about contextual
determination I mentioned earlier. For the theory has the
following consequence: that at any future time, no matter
how remote or forgotten the conversation, no matter how
alien the subject-matter and confused the speaker, S will
denote one particular Frenchman—perhaps Louis XIII—
so long as there is a causal connection between his use at
that time and the long-distant conversation.

It is important in testing your intuitions against the theory
that you imagine the predicate changed—so that he says
something like ‘Louis was a basketball player’ which was not
heard in the conversation and which arises as a result of some
confusion. This is to prevent the operation of what I call the
‘mouthpiece syndrome’ by which we attach sense and refer-
ence to a man's remarks only because we hear someone else
speaking through him: as we might with a messenger, carrying a
message about matters of which he was entirely ignorant.

Now there is no knock-down argument to show this
consequence unacceptable; with pliant enough intuitions you
can swallow anything in philosophy. But notice how little
point there is in saying that he denotes one French king
rather than any other, or any other person named by the
name. There is now nothing that the speaker is prepareq to
S8y or do which relates him differentially to that one king.
This is why it is so outrageous to say that he believes that
Louis XIII is a basketball player. The notion of saying has
Simply been severed from all the connections that mgde
it of interest. Certainly we did not think we were letting
ourselves in for this when we took the point about the
conversation in the pub. What has gone wrong?®

¢ Kripke expresses doubts about the sufficiency of the conditions for this sort
of reason, see op. cit., p. 303.
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The Causal Theory again ignores the importance of sur-
rounding context, and regards the capacity to denote some-
thing as a magic trick which has somehow been passed on,
and once passed on cannot be lost. We should rather say: in
virtue of the context in which the man found himself the
man’s dispositions were bent towards one particular man
—Louis XIII—whose states and doings alone he woyld
count as serving to verify remarks made in that context using
the name. And of course that context can persist, for thp
conversation can itself be adverted to subsequently. Bl}t. it
can also disappear so that the speaker is simply not sensitive
to the outcome of any investigations regarding the truth of
what he is said to have said. And at this point saying becomes
detached, and uninteresting,

(It is worth observing how ambivalent Kripke is on the
relation between denoting and believing; when the connec-
tion favours him he uses it; we are reminded for example that
the ordinary man has a false belief about Godel and not a
true belief about Schmidt. Byt it is obvious that the results
of the ‘who are they believing about? criterion are bound
to come dramatically apart from the results of the ‘who is the
original bearer of the name?’ criterion, if for no other reason
than that the former must be constructed to give results in
Cases where there is no name and where the latter cannot
apply. When this happens we are sternly reminded that
‘X refers’ and ‘X says’ are being used in technical senses.”
But there are limits, One could regard the aim of this paper
to restore the connection which must exist between strict
truth conditions and the beliefs and interests of the users of

the sentences if the technical notion of strict truth condi-
tions is to be of interest to us.)

Reflection upon the conversation
provide one reason for being favoy

the Causal Theory. There i another Connected reason we

ought to examine briefly, |t might appear that the Causal

Theory provides the basis for , general non-intentional
Answer to the Problem of

Ambiguity. The problem is clear

enough: What conditions have to be satisfj
. isf; ker
to have said that p whep oL 4. spea

he utters a sentence which may
7 Ibid., p, 348 fn,

in the pub appeared to
rably disposed towards
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appropriately be used to say that ¢ and that r and that s in
addition? Two obvious alternative answers are:

(a) the extent to which it is reasonable for his audience to
conclude that he was saying that p
(b) his intending to say that p

and neither is without its difficulties. We can ther?f;)}{e
imagine someone is hoping for a patural extens;)cin }?’ ts
Causal Theory to general terms which wquld enable g:ter-
explain for example how a child who d{d not have e
minative intentions because of the tgchnlcal nat.ure o h
subject-matter may still say something determinate using
a sentence which is in fact ambiguous. _

?I}[t)uch upon this to ensure that we are keeping the rartlﬁz
of relevant considerations to be brougl_lt to. bear uponl e
debate as wide as it must be. But I think little gege(r)?;d:n_
vantage can accrue to the Causal Thgory frqm 'thusl rfails -
ing the considerations. The reason is that it s'1m.p.i/ fails to
have the generality of the other two theonqs, ;mbiguity
obvious application, for example, to syntactflc ambienty
or to ambiguity produced by attempts to re .er‘ o
unique descriptions, or pronouns. It _seems 1pc((j) o
that the general theory of disumbngufltmn require o
Cases would be inadequate to deal with the phenom oo
shared names and would require ad hoc supplemen
from the Causal Theory.

1 want(to stress horv\}/,, precisely because the Cal;SiIJh"l;ltle;YtS;
ignores the way context can be determmatlveso o
Said, it has quite unacceptable consequencei. dutpopnarine .
€Xample, on a TV quiz programme I am as fof ity
capital city and I say ‘Kingston is the capita trictly and
I should want to say that I had said somethmﬁ e o
literally true even though it turns out that t iv o
whom [ had picked up this scrap ofmformatlonkin e
referring to Kingston upon Thames and making
Observation. e be

It may begin to appear that what gets Saldbl:aicill?egntame,
determined by what name is used, what 1t'emsbi S o, The
and general principles of contextual disambig
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causal origin.of the speaker’s familiarity with the name, save
in certain specialized ‘mouthpiece cases’, does not seem to
have a critical role to play.

This impression may be strengthened by the observation
that a causal connection between my use of the name and use
by others (whether or not leading back ultimately to the
item itself) is simply not necessary for me to use the name
to say something. Amongst the Wagera Indians, for example,
‘newly born children receive the names of deceased members
of their family according to strict rules . . . the first born
takes on the name of the paternal grandfather, the second
that of the father’s eldest brother, the third that of the
maternal grandfather’.8 I these and other situations (names
for streets in US cities etc.) a knowledgeable speaker may
¢xcogitate a name and use it to denote some item which
bears it without any causal connection whatever with the use
by others of that name.

These points might be conceded by Kripke while main-
taining the. general position that the denotation of a name in
a community is still to be found by tracing a causal chain of

reference preserving links back to some item. It is to this
theory that [ now turn,

would reply as follows:

Change of Meaning woylq

be deCiSiV 1
€ aga Ty
. E. Dell ai K s er g lnSt Such a theO

a’, Monogy, Ethnogr, (1909).
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of the meaning of general terms. Change of denotation is
similarly decisive against the Causal Theory of Nz.imes. Not
only are changes of denotation imaginable, but 1t, appears
that they actually occur. We learn from Isaac Taylor’s Names
and their History (1898):

In the case of ‘Madagascar’ a hearsay report of Malay or Arab fsailf)rs
misunderstood by Marco Polo . . . has had the e'ffect of_ trans: err:ﬁg
a corrupt form of the name of a portion of the African mainland to the
great African Island.

A simple imaginary case would be this: two babies are born,
and their mothers bestow names upon them. 'A nurze
inadvertently switches them and the error is never discovere .
It will henceforth undeniably be the case that the man ltl)nil
versally known as ‘Jack’ is so called because a woman dubbe
some other baby with the name. .

It is clear tyhat the Causal Theory unamepded is no’;
adequate. It looks as though, once again, the 1qtent10nts l())e
the speakers to use the name to refer to spmethlng mus
allowed to count in determination of what it denotes. We

But it is not enough to say that and leave mattf:rs there. S
must at least sketch a theory which will enable Madagasct;
to be the name of the island yet which will notfféaj/hemidi
consequence that *Godel’ would become a name O Lme of
in the situation envisaged by Kripke, nor *Goliath” a na !
the Philistine killed by David. (Biblical scholars now S_ug: of
that David did not kill Goliath, and that the attrlbutzltl)' o
the slaying to Elhannan the Bethlehem}te in 2 Sa}fpi_ h .but
is correct. David is thought to have killed a Philis m]icitly
not Goliath.)® For although this has never been f)):ﬁlected
argued I would agree that even if the ‘qurmatmn C e s
With the name in possession of an entire comr,ntl;II}S Xvould
merely that ‘Goliath was the Philistine David slew” thi e to
Stll not mean that ‘Goliath’ referred in that comn(;untr}l’lth
that man, and therefore that the sentence expresse awoul(i
And if we simultaneously thought that the name essity
denote the Philistine slain by Elhannan then both t};)e ::rciption
and sufficiency of the conditions suggested by the De
ndon: Duckworth, 194D,

*H. W. Robinson, The History of Israel (Lo
p. 187,
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Theory of the denotation of a name are rejected. This is the
case Kripke should have argued but didn’t.

4. Before going on to sketch such a theory in the second part
of this paper let me survey the position arrive'd at and. use it
to make a summary statement of the position 1 wish to
adopt.

We can see the undifferentiated Description Theory as
the expression of two thoughts.

(a) The denotation

of a name is determined by what
speakers intend to refer

to by using the name.

We have seen great difficulties witp, (a) when this is
Interpreted ag 4 thesis at the micro-level. But consideration
of the phenomenon of a name’s getting a denotation, or
changing it, Suggests that there being a community of

i i -and-such as the intended
constituent in these pro-

Speaker.

It is in (b) that the real weg
sophy of Mind which we mgo
much in the idea that the inte

kness lies: the bad old Philo-
mentarily uncovered. Not so

nded referent is determined in
4 more or Jegs complicated way by the associated informa-
:1on. bl‘ll the specific form the determination was supposed
i:t:i‘:iz.dﬂr;‘f;t:zrte 1? Something absurq ip Supposing that the
by ear Comg biome perfectly ordinary use of a name
from the user’s ¢
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of the causal relation betwef;ln tt}}:e ﬁ;in;;?:ccftrerziefhztiut;i
speaker. But it seems to me that he . jes between that

ion; the important causal relatlon,hes etwe ;
irfelilr?’gnsi[ates andpdoings and the speaker’s body (.)tfhn;f?g?nae
tion—not between the item’s bemgf .?ubbed wi

eaker’s contemporary use of it. . ;

an(;}:ifigssé’phers have come increasingly to reahze; t;ll?r:dm;;i’);
concepts in epistemology and the philosop h}:j oknowing are
causality embedded within them. Seeing an
both good examples. .

Thg absurdit}? in supposing that .the de’cnotazjonbeofs O?Illl;
contemporary use of the name ‘Aristotle C°Zu isolated
unknown (n.b.) item whose doings are caus allel to the
from our body of information is St-nCﬂyb pasreeing some-
absurdity in supposing that one might be " the ground
thing one has no causal contact with solely Ep?:t nd visual
that there is a splendid match between obje
impression. ; in the

g’here probably is some degree of fit reqmreergfx?éu;t of
case of seeing which means that after Sor-ntain that the
distortion or fancy we can no longer mzxrr:d [ think it is
Causally operative item was still begng seen'f r referring. We
likely that there is a parallel requirement AO thur of Britain
learn, for example, trom E. K. Chambers’s hr erhaps con-
that Arthur had a son Anir ‘whom le%e"d 1as %f reference
fused with his burial place’. If Kripk_e s [?otloll)luria] place of
fixing is such that those who said Aplr was ihat it has little
Arthur might be denoting a person ' seems by the criticism
to commend it, and is certainly "OtJUStlﬁeg tythe existence
he makes against the Description Theory. unt will not be
Or nature of this ‘degree of fit’ requireme
Something [ shall be concerned with here.. f a name in the

We must allow, then, that the denqtatlczin \?vay upon what
“Ommunity will depend in a complicate but we will so
those who use the term intend to refer t-o’ll a necessary
Understand ‘intended referent’ that ,typlc-a ythe intended
®ut not sufficient) condition for x’s b;:énge e
feferent of $s use of a name is that x shou t § has associated
€ausal origin of the body of information tha
With the name.

ource of
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II

5. The aim [ have set myself, then, is modest; it is not to
present a complete theory of the denotation of names.
Without presenting a general theory to solve the problem of
ambiguity I cannot present a theory of speaker’s denotation,
although I will make remarks which prejudice that issue. I
Propose merely to sketch an account of what makes an

expression into a name for something that will allow names
to change their denotations.

The enterprise is more modest
myself to an undefined notion
borrowing from the the
explanation.

A speaker may have succeeded in getting it across or in
communicating that p even though he uses a sentence which
May not appropriately be used to say that p. Presumably this
Success consists in his audience’s having formed a belief
gbout him. This need not be the belief that the speaker

yet for I propose to help
of speaker’s reference by
ory of communication. But a word of

bear, fo ; .
of i"fOI’rr’lZ‘tli’olteThls not general) the satisfier of the body
N the possession by the speaker of which

makes it trye that
It is rather thay itehe E‘.’“’S Of the existence of the item;
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opposed to other psychological attitudes.) Let us then, very
briefly, explore these two ideas: source and dorpln?ncgt. ok
Usually our knowledge or belief about par_tlcu ar i eIVin
derived from information-gathering transactions, mvg urg-
a causal interaction with some item or other, copdu;:te othe
selves or is derived, maybe through a long‘ chan;, lrlom the
transactions of others. Perception of the item is t.te Tflon
but by no means the only way an item can impress 1 sz o
us; for example, a man can be the source of thlrlqgsw\zrks
cover by rifling through his suitcase or by fegdm‘gb 1: méy
A causal relation is of course not sufficient; bu wething
borrow from the theory of knowledge and say somte;ering
like this. X is the source of the belief § expr’esses.bg'u tering
‘Fa’ if there was an episode which caused S s belie 1n‘ e
X and S were causally related in a type of 51tuat1c))n aaptype
producing knowledge that something F-s (H_x(F;) —_ould be
of situation in which the belief that.so.methmg f—s deucmg
caused by something’s F-ing. Thgt it is a way o pr' dueine
knowledge does not mean that it cannot go \z;on;go,urce B
why X, by smoking French cigarettes, can be t e’
e e Y i mjormation about the world is
some of our in : ;
notoioccl))l;::fi; we may deduce that there is a tﬁlle;é 1::;1:1 li[;
the world and deduce that he is over 6 f_eet tili - No.man
the source of this information; a name mtrcl)1 uf;amended
tion to it might functiondvery much as the
Description Theory suggested. )
Legsnd and fancy can create new c'haracters,' otrioariisdct)):dtt:
of sourceless material to other dos;ners; restrlcf e Jogends
causal relation would prevent the inventors oth e ends
turning out to be the sources of the behefsb ‘:he cgends
gave rise to. Someone other th'an the :{) ca’nk e:s el by
of the belief S expresses by ‘a is the ¢’; Kr}11p gelief pe(’)ple
claiming the proof, was the source of t em e
manifested by saying ‘Godel proved the incomp
ithmetic’, not Schmidt. ‘ . b
ArlMl;sidentiﬁcation can bring it about that :ht?r(l)tr‘relmt::lft .
the source of the information. is dllfferenI T e the
about which the information is belleved.t o }:; o g
belief about the wife of some colleague that s
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upon the basis of seeing someone else—but the girl I saw is
the source.

Consequently a cluster or dossier of information can be
dominantly of!® an item though it contains elements whose
source is different. And we surely want to allow that per-
sistent misidentification can bring it about that a cluster is
dominantly of some item other than that it was dominantly
of originally.

Suppose 1 get to know a man slightly. Suppose then a
suitably primed identical twin takes over his position, and 1
get to know him fairly well, not noticing the switch. Im-
mediately after the switch my dossier will still be dominantly
of the original man, and [ falsely believe, as I would acknow-
ledge if it was pointed out, that ke is in the room. Then I
would pass through a period in which neither was dominant;
I had not misidentified one as the other, an asymmetrical
relation, but rather confused them. Finally the twin could
tukp over the dominant position; I would not have false
beliefs about who is in the room, but false beliefs about, for
€xample, when 1 first met the man in the room. These
dxfferences seem to reside entirely in the differences in the
belleve.r’s reactions to the various discoveries, and domi-
nance IS meant to capture those differences.

_ Dominance is not simply a function of amount of informa-
tion (if that is even intelligible). In the case of persons, for
example, each man’s life Presents a skeleton and the domi-

nant Source may be the map who contributed to covering
most of it rath?r than the man who contributed most of the
covering. Detail ip g parti

Spread. Also the believer’s

item at a|] will weigh,

Sor&:gi‘izrda{“l’(thef example. If it tums out that an imper-
(post-Elba) tﬁ enl tor <apoleon’s role from 1814 onwar(.iS
be dominant) of per of the typical historian would still

ntly of the man Tesponsible for the earlier exploits
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(a in Diagram 1) and we would say that they had fals.e t;lel}lleZS
about who fought at Waterloo. If however the switc L a
occurred much earlier, it being an unkr'lown Army O 1ce_{
being impersonated, then their information would be. ((11011(1)1t
nantly of the later man (8 in Diagram 2). They di rt1>ut
have false beliefs about who was the general at Waterloo,
rather false beliefs about that general’s early career.

. m 2
Diagram 1 Diagra

e intends to
I think we can say that in general a speaker In

refer to the item that is the dominant source of hlshgssv?/flllartli)(i
body of information. It is important to see that this - bjcet-
thange from occasion to occasion (.iependmglu&z"historian
Matter. Some have proposed!! that if in case | the imposter
*ays “Napoleon fought skilfully at Waterloo it lsd said in the
who is the intended referent, while if he ha Senate’ it
Uext breath ‘. . . unlike his performance in th; t the man
Would be &, This seems a mistake; not only was W :he would
Said false, what he intended to say was false t00, t skilfully
be the first to agree; it wasn’t Napoleon who fough
at Waterloo.

. » idson
s iptions’, in Davi
"K.s. Donnellan, ‘Proper Names and Identifying Desctip
and Harmap (eds), op. cit., p. 371.
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With this background, then, we may offer the following
tentative definition:

‘NN’ is a name of x if there is a community C

1. in which it is common knowledge that members of C have
in their repertoire the procedure of using ‘NN’ to refer to x
(with the intention of referring to x)

. the success in reference in any particular case being
intended to rely on common knowledge between speaker
and hearer that ‘NN’ has been used to refer to x by mem-
bers of C and not upon common knowledge of the satis-
faction by x of some predicate embedded in ‘NN’.12

(In order to keep the definition simple no attempt is made
to cover the sense in which an unused institutionally approved
name is a name.)

This distinction (between use-because-(we know)-we-use-it
and use upon other bases) is just what is needed to dis-
tmguish dead from live metaphors; it seems to me the only

asis on which to distinguish referential functioning of

fames, which may grammatically be descriptions, from that
of descriptions. 13

The definitio
description ‘the

h . ... @ name just so long as someone
Cgsm(rir?:: el?s:omet . 1t and thereby caused it to be in
one of 3 groge. This seems litt]e short of magical. Suppose

uP of villagers dubbed g |jgtje girl on holiday in

1 FO]’
(Cambridg
not?on in S, R, Sc
Notion of

et.hidar;gtzmaa::,f ‘:omn.mn ,knowledge’, see D. K. Lewis, Convention

hmerarMeUm.versny Press, 1969) and the slightly different
a procedure i th?mg (Ox'fo,rd; Clarendon Press, 1972). For the
ing, Word Meani Iopertoire’ see | p, Grice ‘Utterer’s Meaning,
Language (1968). Clearly the
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the vicinity ‘Goldilocks’ and the name caught on. ngever
suppose that there were two identical twins t‘he w'lllagf(rs’
totally fail to distinguish. I should deny_ that GOldl‘OC 8
is the name of either—even if by some m1ra§1e each v111:c1ger
used the name consistently but in no sense dl_d they fall into
two coherent sub-communities. (The name mlgh_t denote the
girl first dubbed if for some peculiar reason the v1lla8<?rs were
deferential to the introducer of the name—of this more
below. . .

eCongider the following case. An urn is discovered in thte
Dead Sea containing documents on which are foupd fascinat-
ing mathematical proofs. Inscribed at the bottom is the narr:;
‘Ibn Khan’ which is quite naturally taken to be? the nam'et
the constructor of the proofs. Consequently it pasge; ?}11(;
common usage amongst mathematicians concerned wit ’ ad
branch of mathematics. ‘Khan conjectured here that .. 'f atlll1e
the like. However suppose the name was the nam.e o o
scribe who had transcribed the proofs much later; a sm
‘id scripsit® had been obliterated. .

Heré) is a perfect case where there is a f:oherent cor}:lrtr:el:ll‘ljlé‘}j’
using the name with the mathematician as the1 dl tended
referent and a consequence of the deﬁmtlon‘ wou o onld
‘Ibn Khan’ would be one of his names. Alsg‘ 'Malac 1k Cthe
have been the name of the author of the biblical wor a0 e
Same name despite that its use was :ga::)dmupon
apprehension (*Malachi’ means my messe . o

FéPeakers w?thin such traditions use names gndetrllzhssggf
apprehension that their use is in conformity WIthThe s
other speakers referring to the relevant item. hesion s
would probably be withdrawn when that misapp o the
fevealed, or start a rather different life as ‘our I'lam:esse d by
items (cf. ‘Deutero Isaiah’ etc.). One might be 1?}11;())Se i
this, and regard it as a reason for denying that ihe names. It
these traditions spoke the literal truth in using which would
ils very easy to add a codicil to the definition

ave this effect. : at

Actually it is not a very good reason for de?}fénglit;hral
Speakers within such traditions are speaking

: Oxford: Oxford
" See O. Eissfeldt, The Old Testament: An Introduction (

University Press, 1965), p. 441.
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truth.> But I do not want to insist upon any decision on
this point. This is because one can be concessive and allow
the definition to be amended without giving up anything of
importance. First: the definition with its codicil will still
allow many names to change their denotation. Secondly:
from the fact that, in our example, the community of mathe-
maticians were not denoting the mathematician it obviously
fails to follow that they were denoting the scribe and were
engaged in strictly speaking massive falsehood of him.

Let me elaborate the first of these points.

There is a fairly standard way in which people get their
names. If we use a name of a man we expect that it originated
in the standard manner and this expectation may condition
our ‘use of it. But consider names for people which are
obviously nicknames, or names for places or pieces of music.
Since there is no standard way in which these names are
bestowed subsequent users will not in general use the name
under any view as to its origin, and therefore when there is
a divergence between the item involved in the name’s origin
and the speakers’ intended referent there will be no mis-
apprehension, no latent motive for withdrawing the name,
and thus no bar to the name’s acquiring a new denotation
even by the amended definition. So long as they have no
rgason.to~belleve that the name has dragged any informa-
tion with it, speakers will treat the revelation that the name
?:r(rileors]g:tbg?r! l(liSt;? to refer to somgthing fjit't’erent with the
information t}::ti erence as that with which they greet the

meat” once meant groceries in general,

We can easily te]] the story i F
. in c leon
diagram 5o that % ol bearer ot ¥

‘Napoleon® and i . V35 the original bearer of the name
poleon’ and it wag transferred to the counterfeit because

of the similarity of they ;
. a t
the intention Ppearanc3§ and therefore withou

: Tlhey might perhaps ab
O Show that they were all ;
Someone in the know mj i noting a. Nor does the fact that

1ght come along and say ‘Napoleon

owell h .
conclusions, o Persuaded me of this, as of much else. He detests my
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was a fish salesman and was never at Waterloo’ shoyv any-
thing. The relevant question is: ‘Does _this c_ont:adlct the
assertion that was made when the historians said Napoleqn
was at Waterloo”?” To give an affirmative answer to this
question requires the prior determination that they have all
a noting a.
lo\r\lli brfee:ddi)ne ffrther and major complica}tion. Although
standardly we use expressions with the intention of confo;;n—
ing to the general use made of them by .the 'comm.um y,
sometimes we use them with the overriding intention to
conform to the use made of them by some other person or
persons. In that case I shall say that we use the express1ox;
deferentially (with respect to that other person or gfo?p (l)’
persons). This is true of some general terms too: "viol,
‘minuet’ would be examples. _ )
I should say, for example, that the.man in Fhe? con;'e'rlizsit
tion in the pub used ‘Louis’ deferentially. This is not nJion
4 matter of his ignorance; he could, indeed, have an OPl) oot
as to who this Louis is (the man he met earh.er per'hapsrtant
still use the expression deferentially. There is an impo
8ap between

intending to refer to the ¢ and believing that a ¢
intending to refer to a

for even when he has an opinion as to who they are g:iiﬁg
about | should say that it was the man they were ded to
about, and not the man he met earlier, that he inten
refer to, . im

Archaeologists might find a tomb in the desert agdchcii:lc'
falsely that it is the burial place of some little kn(;“z;bout the
ter in the Bible. They could discover a great dea ter in the
Man in the tomb so that he and not thg charact.e 1. But
Bible was the dominant source of their m-forT}?elzrc.haeo:
given the nature and point of their enterpIise, ors of the
logists are using the name deferentially to the au n, and say
Bible. I should say, then, that they denote that ma ’ there is
alse things about him. Notice that in such a case
S0me point to this characterization. _

he case is in fact no different from any situd

d name is used with the overriding intention 0

tion in which
f referring to
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something satisfying such-and-such a description. Kripke
gives the example of ‘Jack the Ripper’. Again, after the
arrest of a man 4 not in fact responsible for the crimes,
a can be the dominant source of speakers’ information
but the intended referent could well be the murderer and
not a. Again this will be productive of a whole lot of false-
hood.

We do not use all names deferentially, least of all de-
ferentially to the person from whom we picked them up.
For example, the mathematicians did not use the name
‘Ibn Khan’ with the overriding intention of referring to

whoever bore that name or was referred to by some other
person or community.

We must thus be ca
something that woulq
containing the name’

reful to distinguish two reasons for
count as ‘withdrawing sentences

(@) the item’s not
‘Malachi’)

(b) the item’s not being NN (the biblical archaeologists).

shall end with an example that enables me to draw these

I
threads together ang summarize where my position differs
from the Causa] Theory.

A youth 4 leaves a smaj) vill i . ohlands
to seek his forty Ullage in the Scottish hig

th ne having acquired the nickname ‘Tur{lip’

€ reason for choosing a nickname is 1 hope clear). Fifty
ﬁ; S0 years later 2 man B comes to the village and lives as a
th;n:lj;(ewzrf ttl;le hill, The three or four villagers surviving from
the long.de artedyo‘ulth S departure beljeve falsely that this is
N ‘Turﬂi ted villager returneq Consequently they use the
Circulation axI1)1 among themse|yeg and it gets into wider
how it ope o8 the younger villagers who have no idea
. Nginated. | amy assuming that the older villagers,

¢ out, would say It jsn’t Turnip after
t appears after 4] that Tumnip did not come

bearing the name ‘NN’ (‘Ibn Khan’,
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using the name to refer to the man over the hill. I shou!d say
the way is clear to its becoming his name. The story is pot
much affected if the older villagers pass on some information
whose source is 4 by saying such things as ‘Turnip was
quite a one for the girls’, for the younger villagers’ clusters
would still be dominantly of the man over the l}ill. But
it is an important feature of my account that the informa-
tion that the older villagers gave the younger villagers could
be so rich, coherent, and important to them that 4 could
be the dominant source of their information, so that the;y
too would acknowledge ‘That man over the hill isn’t Turnip
after all.’

A final possibility would be if they used the name df:feren-
tially towards the older villagers, for some reason, with the
consequence that no matter who was dominant they denote
whoever the elders denote.

6. Conclusion, Espousers of both theories could rea§0nably
cliim to be vindicated by the position we have arrived at.
We have secured for the Description Theorist much that he
wanted. We have seen that for at least the most fundamental
¢ae of the use of names (non-deferentially used names)
the idea that theijr denotation is fixed in a more or lgss com-
Plicated way by the associated bodies of information that
one could cull from the users of the name turns out not to
© S0 wide of the mark. But of course that the fix is by causal
origin and not by fit crucially affects the impact this idea has
UPON the statement of the truth conditions of existential
of Opaque sentences containing names. The theorist can also
Point to the idea of dominance as securing what he w‘as t{yu}g,
“mittedly crudely, to secure with his talk of the ‘majority
of the descriptions, and to the ‘degree of fit requirement’ as
blocking consequences he found objectionable.
¢ Causal Theorist can also look with sa.tlsfactlon upon
1€ Tesult, incorporating as it does his insight about tﬁe
"Mportance of causality into a central position. Further, the
Ogical doctrines he was concerned to establish, for e)'(amr;:e
® Mon-contingency of identity statements made with td?
© of Names, are not controverted. Informat}on is indi-
duateq by source; if 4 is the source of a body of information

us
vi
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nothing else could have been. Consequently nothing else
could have been that q.

The only theorists who gain no comfort are those who,
ignoring Kripke’s explicit remarks to the contrary,!® supposed
that the Causal Theory could provide them with a totally
non-intentional answer to the problem posed by names. But
I am not distressed by their distress.

Our ideas also point forward; for it seems that they, or
some close relative, must be used in explaining the function-
ing of at least some demonstratives. Such an expression as
‘That mountaineer’ in ‘That mountaineer is coming to town
tonight’ may avert to 4 body of information presumed in
vommon possession, perhaps through the newspapers, which
fixes its denotation. No one can be that mountaineer unless
he is the source of that information no matter how perfectly
he fits it, and of course someone can be that mountaineer

and fail to fit quite a bit of it. It is in such generality that
defence of our ideas must lie.

But with these hints [ must leave the subject.

'* Kripke, op. cit., p. 302,

2

Identity and Predication

ing another. A
A translation is one thing, a theory Offmre Zzt:r}llgsentence of
manual of translation aims to PTO‘“de’,vi(;g at a quoted sen-
the language under study, a way of arn the same meaning.
tence of another language which has d. entails, for each
A theory of meaning, on the other han statement of what
sentence of the language under study, 2 | truths at all, nor
it means. A translator states no Semantlc:h denotation, and
has he any need of the concepts of tru xpressions to the
satisfaction, Semantical truths relate e pnot mentioning,
world, and can be stated only by uhsnrlg’Such truths arise
txpressions of some language or Otheo'ry of meaning, for
inevitably in the construction of a the can be made only
Statements of what a sentence mea?lieory’s language’and’
by USing an equivalent sentence of the duced from statements
if the theory is to be finite, must be de o _
*signing semantical properties to its P te different constraints.
The two activities proceed under qul et be finite, deriving
Certainly a manual of translation muﬁl tions of the sem
Uranslations for sentences from C"r,r.t any segmentation of
ences’ parts, but a translator may usc -atleness demand upon
Sentences he finds convenient. The fini d, goes to the very
3 theory of meaning, on the other han language for which
heart of what it is a theory of, since a is an unlearnable
there is no finite theory of meaning

tructure
. cover a8
1 ticist aims to un inted
dnguage.! And the semanti 75), pp. 343-63. Reprin %
’ . h it
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