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Chapter 18
Speaker’s Reference and Semantic Reference’

Saul A. Kripke

I am going to discuss some issues inspired by a well-known paper of Keith
Donnellan, “Reference and Definite Descriptions,”? but the interest—
to me—of the contrast mentioned in my title goes beyond Donnellan’s
paper: 1 think it is of considerable constructive as well as critical impor-
tance to the philosophy of language. These applications, however, and
even everything I might want to say relative to Donnellan’s paper, cannot
be discussed in full here because of problems of length.

Moreover, although I have a considerable interest in the substantive
issues raised by Donnellan’s paper, and by related literature, my own
conclusions will be methodological, not substantive. I can put the matter
this way: Donnellan’s paper claims to give decisive objections both to
Russell’s theory of definite descriptions (taken as a theory about English)
and to Strawson’s. My concern is not primarily with the question: is
Donnellan right, or is Russell (or Strawson)? Rather, it is with the ques-
tion: do the considerations in Donnellan’s paper refute Russell’s theory
(or Strawson’s)? For definiteness, I will concentrate on Donnellan versus
Russell, leaving Strawson aside. And about this issue I will draw a definite
conclusion, one which I think will illuminate a few methodological
maxims about language. Namely, I will conclude that the considerations
in Donnellan’s paper, by themselves, do not refute Russell’s theory.

Any conclusions about Russell’s views per se, or Donnellan’s, must be
tentative. If T were to be asked for a tentative stab about Russell, I would
say that although his theory does a far better job of handling ordinary
discourse than many have thought, and although many popular arguments

First appeared in P. A. French, T. E. Uehling Jr., and H. K. Wettstein (eds.), Studies in the
Philosophy of L’anguage, Midwest Studies in Philosophy, no. 2 (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1977). Reprinted by permission of Saul Kripke.
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against it are inconclusive, probably it ultimately fails. The consid-
erations I have in mind have to do with the existence of “improper”
definite descriptions, such as “the table,” where uniquely specifying
conditions are not contained in the description itself. Contrary to the
Russellian picture, I doubt that such descriptions can always be regarded
as elliptical with some uniquely specifying conditions added. And it
may even be the case that a true picture will resemble various aspects of
Donnellan’s in important respects. But such questions will largely be left
aside here.

I will state my preference for one substantive conclusion (although I
do not feel completely confident of it either): that unitary theories, like
Russell’s, are preferable to theories that postulate an ambiguity. And
much, though not all, of Donnellan’s paper seems to postulate a (semantic)
ambiguity between his “referential” and “‘attributive” uses. But—as we
shall see—Donnellan is not entirely consistent on this point, and I there-
fore am not sure whether I am expressing disagreement with him even
here.?

PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

Donnellan claims that a certain linguistic phenomenon argues against
Russell’s theory. According to Russell, if someone says, “The x such that
#(x) Y’s,” he means that there is an x which uniquely satisfies “$(x)” and
that any such x satisfies “¥(x).” (Le., 3x) (#/(x) A ¥(x)), where “g!(x)”
abbreviates “g(x) A (»)(¢(y) > y = x”°). Donnellan argues that some
phenomenon of the following kind tells against Russell: Suppose someone
at a gathering, glancing in a certain direction, says to his companion,

(1) “The man over there drinking champagne is happy tonight.”

Suppose both the speaker and hearer are under a false impression, and
that the man to whom they refer is a teetotaler, drinking sparkling water.
He may, nevertheless, be happy. Now, if there is no champagne drinker
over there, Russell would regard (1) as false, and Frege and Strawson
would give it a truth-value gap. Nevertheless, as Donnellan emphasizes,
we have a substantial intuition that the speaker said something true of the
man to whom he referred in spite of his misimpression.

Since no one is really drinking champagne, the case involves a definite
description that is empty, or vacuous, according to both Russell and
Frege. So as to avoid any unnecessary and irrelevant entanglements of the
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present question with the issues that arise when definite descriptions are
vacuous, I shall modify this case (and all other cases where, in Donnel-
lan’s paper, the description was vacuous).* Suppose that “over there,”
exactly one man is drinking champagne, although his glass is not visible
to the speaker (nor to his hearer). Suppose that he, unlike the teetotaler to
whom the speaker refers, has been driven to drink precisely by his misery.
Then all the classical theories (both Russellian and Fregean) would regard
(1) as false (since exactly one man over there is drinking champagne, and
he is not happy tonight). Now the speaker has spoken truly of the man to
whom he refers (the teetotaler), yet this dimension is left out in all the
classical analyses, which would assign falsehood to his assertion solely on
the basis of the misery of someone else whom no one was talking about
(the champagne drinker). Previously Linsky had given a similar example.
He gave it as an empty case; once again I modify it to make the descrip-
tion non-vacuous. Someone sees a woman with a man. Taking the man to
be her husband, and observing his attitude towards her, he says, “Her
husband is kind to her,” and someone else may nod, “Yes, he seems to
be.” Suppose the man in question is not her husband. Suppose he is her
lover, to whom she has been driven precisely by her husband’s cruelty.
Once again both the Russellian analysis and the Fregean analysis would
assess the statement as false, and both would do so on the basis of the
cruelty of a man neither participant in the dialogues was talking about.
Again, an example suggested to me by a remark of L. Crocker: suppose
a religious narrative (similar, say, to the Gospels) consistently refers to its
main protagonist as “The Messiah.” Suppose a historian wishes to assess
the work for historical accuracy—that is, he wishes to determine whether
it gives an accurate account of the life of its hero (whose identity we
assume to be established). Does it matter to this question whether the
hero really was the Messiah, as long as the author took him to be so,
and addressed his work to a religious community that shared this belief?
Surely not. And note that it is no mere “principle of charity” that is
operating here. On the contrary, if someone other than the person
intended were really the Messiah, and if, by a bizarre and unintended
coincidence, the narrative gave a fairly true account of his life, we would
not for that reason call it “historically true.” On the contrary, we would
regard the work as historically false if the events mentioned were false
of its intended protagonist. Whether the story happened to fit the true
Messiah—who may have been totally unknown to the author and even
have lived after the time the work was composed—would be irrelevant.
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Once again, this fact seems inconsistent with the positions both of Frege
and of Russell.

On the basis of such examples, Donnellan distinguishes two uses of
definite descriptions. In the “attributive” use, a speaker “states something
about whoever or whatever is the so-and-so.” In the “referential” use, a
speaker “uses the description to enable his audience to pick out whom or
what he is talking about and states something about that person or thing.
In the first [attributive] case, the definite description might be said to
occur essentially, for the speaker wishes to assert something about what-
ever or whoever fits that description; but in the referential use the definite
description is merely one tool for ... calling attention to a person or
thing ... and ... any other device for domg the same job, another descrip-
tion or name, would do as well.”® For example, suppose I come upon
Smith foully murdered. The condition of Smith’s body moves me to say,
“Smith’s murderer is (must be) insane.” Then we have an attributive use:
we speak of the murderer, whoever he may be. On the other hand, sup-
pose that Jones is on trial for Smith’s murder and that I am among the
spectators in the courtroom. Observing the wild behavior of the defen-
dant at the dock, I may say, “Smith’s murderer is insane.” (I forgot the
defendant’s name, but am firmly convinced of his guilt.) Then my use
is referential: whether or not Jones was the real murderer, and even if
someone else was, if Jones accused me of libel, his failure to fit my
description would give me no defense. All of the previous cases, (the
teetotaling “champagne” drinker, the lover taken for a husband, the
false Messiah), are all referential in Donnellan’s sense.

An intuitive mark of the attributive use is the legitimacy of the paren-
thetical comment, “whoever he is.”” In the first case, we may say “Smith’s
murderer, whoever he is, is insane,” but not in the second. But we should
not be misled: a definite description may be used attributively even if the
speaker believes that a certain person, say, Jones, fits it, provided that
he is talking about whoever fits, and his belief that Jones in fact fits is not
relevant. In the case where I deduce the murderer’s insanity from the
condition of Smith’s body, I use the description attributively even if I
suspect, or even am firmly convinced, that Jones is the culprit.

T have no doubt that the distinction Donnellan brings out exists and is
of fundamental importance, though I do not regard it as exclusive or
exhaustive. But Donnellan also believes that Russell’s theory applies, if
at all, only to attributive uses (p. 371), and that referential uses of defi-
nite descriptions are close to proper names, even to Russell’s “logically
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proper”’ names (see p. 362 and Section IX). And he appears to believe
that the examples of the referential uses mentioned above are inexplicable
on Russell’s theory. It is these views that I wish to examine.

2 SOME ALLEGED APPLICATIONS OF THE DISTINCTION

Some alleged applications of Donnellan’s distinction have entered the
oral tradition, and even to an extent, the written tradition, that are not
in Donnellan’s paper. I will mention some that T find questionable.
Unfortunately T will have to discuss these applications more briefly than
the issues in question really deserve, since they are ancillary to the main
theme.

2a De dicto—de re

Many able people, in and out of print, have 1mphed that Donnellan’s
distinction has something to do with, can be identified with, or can
replace, the de dicto—de re distinction, or the small scope-large scope
distinction in modal or intensional contexts.

“The number of planets is necessarily odd” can mean two things,
depending on whether it is interpreted de dicto or de re. If it is interpreted
de dicto, it asserts that the proposition that the number of planets is odd is
a necessary truth—something I take to be false (there might have been
eight planets). If it is interpreted de re, it asserts that the actual number of
planets (nine) has the property of necessary oddness (essentialists like me
take this to be true). Similarly, if we say, “Jones believes that the richest
debutante in Dubuque will marry him,” we may mean that Jones’s belief
has a certain content, viz., that the richest debutante in Dubuque will
marry him; or we may mean that he believes, of a girl who is (in fact)
the richest in Dubuque, that she will marry him. The view in question
suggests that the de dicto case is to be identified with Donnellan’s attrib-
utive use, the de re with the referential.

Any such assimilation, in my opinion, is confused. (I don’t think
Donnellan makes it.) There are many objections; I will mention a few.
First, the de dicto use of the definite description cannot be identified with
either the referential or the attributive use. Here the basic point was
already noticed by Frege. If a description is embedded in a (de dicto)
intensional context, we cannot be said to be talking about the thing de-
scribed, either qua its satisfaction of the description or qua anything else.
Taken de dicto, “Jones believes that the richest debutante in Dubuque will
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marry him,” can be asserted by someone who thinks (let us suppose,
wrongly) that there are no debutantes in Dubuque; certainly then, he is in
no way talking about the richest debutante, even “attributively.” Sim-
ilarly, “It is possible that (France should have a monarchy in 1976, and
that) the king of France in 1976 should have been bald” is true, if read de
dicto; yet we are not using “the king of France in 1976” attributively to
speak of the king of France in 1976, for there is none. Frege concluded
that “the king of France in 1976 refers, in these contexts, to its ordinary
sense; at any rate, if we wish to speak of “reference” here, it cannot be to
the non-existent king. Even if there were such a king, the quoted assertion
would say nothing about him, if read de dicto: to say that he might have
been bald, would be de re (indeed, this is the distinction in question).

Second, and even more relevantly, Donnellan’s referential use cannot
be identified with the de re use. (I think Donnellan would agree.) Suppose
I have no idea how many planets there are, but (for some reason) astro-
nomical theory dictates that that number must be odd. If I say, “The
number of planets (whatever it may be) is odd,” my description is used
attributively. If I am an essentialist, I will also say, “The number of
planets (whatever it may be) is necessarily odd,” on the grounds that all
odd numbers are necessarily odd; and my usage is just as attributive as in
the first case. In “Smith’s murderer, whoever he may be, is known to the
police, but they’re not saying,” or, more explicitly, “The police know con-
cerning Smith’s murderer, whoever he is, that he committed the murder;
but they’re not saying who he is,” “Smith’s murderer” is used attribu-
tively, but is de re.

Finally: Russell wished to handle the de dicto—de re distinction by his
notion of the scope of a description. Some have suggested that Donnel-
lan’s referential-attributive distinction can replace Russell’s distinction of
scope. But no twofold distinction can do this job. Consider:

(2) The number of planets might have been necessarily even.

In a natural use, (2) can be interpreted as true: for example, there might
have been exactly eight planets, in which case the number of planets
would have been even, and hence necessarily even. (2), interpreted as true,
is neither de re nor de dicto; that is, the definite description neither has the
largest nor the smallest possible scope. Consider:

(2a) O [O(3x) (There are exactly x planets and x is even)
(2b) (3x) (There are exactly x planets and O[] (x is even)).
(2c) O(3x) (There are exactly x planets and - [J (x is even)).
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(2a)—(2c) give three alternative Russellian analyses qf (2). (2a) gives the
description the smallest possible scope (de dicto); 1t says, presumably
falsely, that it might have been necessary that there was an even numbe.r
of planets. (2b) gives the description the largest po'smble‘ scope (a.Ve re?; it
says, still falsely, of the actual number of planets (viz., .nme) that it might
have been necessarily even. (2c) is the interpretation which makes (2) t.rue.
When intensional operators are iterated, intermediate scopes are possible.
Three analogous interpretations are possible, say, for “J c?nes dqubts th.at
Holmes believes that Smith’s murderer is insane’’; or (using an m.deﬁmte
description) for “Hoover charged that the Berrigar_ls pl(.)tted t'o kldlli'ip a
high American official.” (I actually read sometl?lng like this last in a
newspaper and wondered what was meant.)® This may mean: (a) .there
is a particular high official such that Hoover charged that .the Bemgz.ms
plotted to kidnap him (largest scope, de re, this was the interpretation
intended); or (b) Hoover charged that the Berrigans plotted as follows:
let’s kidnap a high official (smallest scope, de dicfo); or (c) Hoover
charged that there was a high official (whose identity ma_y have 'been
unknown to Hoover) whom the Berrigans planned to kidnap (inter-
mediate scope).

As intensional (or other) constructions are iterated, there are more and
more possible scopes for a definite description. No .twofold dlstm.ctxon can
replace Russell’s notion of scope.” In particular, neither the de dicto—de re
distinction nor the referential-attributive distinction can do so.

2b Rigid definite descriptions

If definite descriptions, 1xg(x), are taken as primitive an(? assigned refer-
ence, then the conventional non-rigid assignment 23551gns 'to s?lch a
description, with respect to each possible world, the unique object, if any,
which would have ¢’d in that world. (Forget the vacuous case, WthE
requires a further convention.) For example, “tr%e number of planets

denotes eight, speaking of a counterfactual situation v.vhere t’t’le're would
have been eight planets (and “the number of planets is even™ 1§ ‘t‘rl‘m' o,f,'
such a situation). Another type of definite description, ixgx, a ngd

definite description, could be introduced semanti(.:ally by the follovymg
stipulation: let 1x¢x denote, with respect to all possible w.orlds, gxe unique
object that (actually) ¢’s (then “the number of planets 15 'odd, as n%ter-
preted, expresses a necessary truth). Both kinds o.f definite descriptions
can obviously be introduced, theoretically, into a single formal 1anguage,
perhaps by the notations just given. Some have suggested that definite
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descriptions, in English, are ambiguous between the two readings. It has
further been suggested that the two types of definite descriptions, the
. nonrigid and the rigid, are the source of the de dicto—de re distinction and
should replace Russell’s notion of scope for the purpose. Further, it
has been suggested that they amount to the same thing as Donnellan’s
attributive-referential distinction.®

My comments will be brief, so as to avoid too much excursus.
Although I have an open mind on the subject, I am not yet convinced that
there is any clear evidence for such an ambiguity. Being a twofold dis-
tinction, the ambiguity alleged cannot replace Russell’s notion of scope,
for the reasons given above. Once Russell’s notion is available, it can be
used to handle the de dicto—de re distinction; a further ambiguity seems
unnecessary. More relevantly to the present context, the “rigid” sense of
a definite description, if it exists, cannot be identified with Donnellan’s
“referential” use. I take it that the identification of the referential use
with the rigid definite description was inspired by some line of reason-
ing like this: Donnellan holds that referential descriptions are those close
to proper names, even to Russell’s “logically proper names.” But surely
proper names, or at least, Russellian “logically proper names,” are rigid.
Hence Donnellan’s referential descriptions are just the rigid definite
descriptions.

If we assume that Donnellan thinks of names as rigid, as I think of
them, his referential definite descriptions would most plausibly be taken to
refer rigidly to their referents. But it is not clear that he does agree with
me on the rigidity of such reference.® More important, a rigid definite
description, as defined above, still determines its referent via its unique
satisfaction of the associated property—and this fact separates the notion
of such a description from that of a referential description, as Donnellan
defines it. David Kaplan has suggested that a demonstrative “that” can
be used, in English, to make any definite description rigid. “That bas-
tard—the man who killed Smith, whoever he may be—is surcly insane!”
The subject term rigidly demgnates Slmth’s murderer, but it is still attrib-
utive in Donnellan’s sense.!

In “Naming and Necessity,”!! one argument I presented against the
description (or cluster-of-descriptions) theory of proper names concerned
cases where the referent of a name, the person named by the name, did
not satisfy the descriptions usually associated with it, and someone else
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did. For example, the name “Godel” might be taken to mean “the man
who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic”; but even if Godel had
been a fraud, who had proved nothing at all and had misappropriated his
work from an unknown named “Schmidt,” our term “Gddel” would refer
to the fraud, not to the man who really satisfied the definite description.
Against this it has been said that although the argument does succeed in
its main purpose of refuting the description theory as a theory of reference
(that is, it shows that the descriptive properties cited do not determine the
referent), it does nothing to show that names are not abbreviated definite
descriptions, because we could take the descriptions in question to be
referential in Donnellan’s sense. Referential descriptions can easily refer
to things that fail to satisfy the descriptions; nothing in my argument
shows that names are not synonymous with such descriptions.!?

My reaction to such an argument may become clearer later. For the
moment, (too) briefly: In the case of “Her husband. is kind to her,” and
similar cases, “her husband” can refer to her lover, as long as we are
under the misapprehension that the man to whom we refer (the lover) is
her husband. Once we are apprised of the true facts, we will no longer
so refer to him (see, for example, pp. 376-377 of Donnellan’s paper).
Similarly, someone can use “the man who proved the incompleteness
of arithmetic,” as a referential definite description, to refer to Gdodel; it
might be so used, for example, by someone who had forgotten his name.
If the hypothetical fraud were discovered, however, the description is no
longer usable as a device to refer to Godel; henceforth it can be used only
to refer to Schmidt. We would withdraw any previous assertions using the
description to refer to Godel (unless they also were true of Schmidt). We
would not similarly withdraw the name “Gddel,” even after the fraud was
discovered; “Godel” would still be used to name Godel, not Schmidt. The
name and the description, therefore, are not synonymous. (See also note
27 below).

3 THE MAIN PROBLEM

3a A disagreement with Russell?
Do Donnellan’s observations provide an argument against Russell’s
theory? Do his views contradict Russell’s? One might think that if Don-
nellan is right, Russell must be wrong, since Donnellan’s truth conditions
_ for statements containing referential definite descriptions differ from
Russell’s. Unfortunately, this is not so clear. Consider the case of “Her
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husband is kind to her,” mistakenly said of the lover. If Donnellan had
roundly asserted that the quoted statement is true if and only if the lover is
kind to her, regardless of the kindness of the husband, the issue between
him and Russell would be clearly joined. But Donnellan doesn’t say this:
rather he says that the speaker has referred to a certain person, the lover,
and said of him that he is kind to her. But if we ask, “Yes, but was the
statement he made true?’, Donnellan would hedge. For if we are not
under the misimpression that the man the speaker referred to was her
husband, we would not express the same assertion by “Her husband is
kind to her.” “If it [‘her husband’] is being used referentially, it is not clear
what is meant by ‘the statement.” ... To say that the statement he made
was that her husband is kind to her lands us in difficulties. For we [in so
reporting what the speaker said must use the definite description] either
attributively or referentially. If the former, then we misrepresent the lin-
guistic performance of the speaker; if the latter, then we ourselves are
referring to someone,” and ordinarily we can refer to someone as “her
husband” only if we take him to be her husband.*®

Since Donnellan does not clearly assert that the statement “her hus-
band is kind to her” ever has non-Russelian truth conditions, he has nof,
so far, clearly contradicted Russell’s theory. His argument, as he presents
it, that there is a problem in reporting “the statement™ is questionable, in
two ways. :

First, it uses the premise that if we say, “Jones said that her husband
is kind to her,” we ourselves must use the description attributively or ref-
erentially; but, as we saw, a definite description in indirect discourse is
neither referential nor attributive.'*

Second, there is an important problem about the nature of the refer-
ential-attributive distinction. Donnellan says that his distinction is neither
syntactic nor semantic:

The grammatical structure of the sentence seems to me to be the same whether
the description is used referentially or attributively: that is, it is not syntactically
ambiguous. Nor does it seem at all attractive to suppose an ambiguity in the
meaning of the words; it does not appear to be semantically ambiguous. (Perhaps
we could say that the sentence is pragmatically ambiguous: the distinction be-
tween roles that the description plays is a function of the speaker’s intentions.)
These, of course, are intuitions; I do not have an argument for these conclusions.
Nevertheless, the burden of proof is surely on the other side.'®

Suppose for the moment that this is so. Then if the referential-
attributive distinction is pragmatic, rather than syntactic or semantic, it is
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presumably a distinction about speech acts. There is no reason to suppose
that in making an indirect discourse report on what someone else has said
I myself must have similar intentions, or be engaged in the same kind of
speech act; in fact, it is clear that T am not. If I say “Jones said the police
were around the corner,” Jones may have said it as a warning, but I need
not say it as a warning. If the referential-attributive distinction is neither
syntactic nor semantic, there is no reason, without further argument, to
suppose that my usage, in indirect discourse, should match the man on
whom I report, as referential or attributive. The case is quite different for
a genuine semantic ambiguity. If Jones says, “I have never been at a
bank,” and I report this, saying, “Jones denied that he was ever at a

. bank,” the sense I give to ““bank” must match Jones’s if my report is to be

accurate.

Indeed, the passage seems inconsistent with the whole trend of Don-
nellan’s paper. Donnellan suggests that there is no syntactic or semantic
ambiguity in the statement, “Her husband is kind to her.” He also sug-
gests that Russell may well give a correct analysis of the attributive use
but not of the referential use. Surely this is not coherent. It is not “uses,”
in some pragmatic sense, but senses of a sentence which can be analyzed.
If the sentence is not (syntactically or) semantically ambiguous, it has only
one analysis; to say that it has two distinct analyses is to attribute a syn-
tactic or semantic ambiguity to it.

Donnellan’s arguments for his refusal to give a truth value to the
speaker’s assertion, “Her husband is kind to her,” seem to be fallacious.
My own suggested account of the matter below—in terms of a theory of
speech acts—creates no problem about “the statement™; it is simply the
statement that her husband is kind to her. But Donnellan’s cautious

‘refusal to say, under the circumstances mentioned, that “Her husband is

kind to her” is true, seems nevertheless to be intuitively correct. The man
to whom the speaker refers is—1let us suppose—kind to her. But it seems
hard for us to say that when he uttered, “Her husband is kind to her,” it
expressed a truth, if we believe that her husband is unkind to her.

Now Donnellan thinks that he has refuted Russell. But all he has
clearly claimed, let alone established, is that a speaker can refer to the
lover and say, of him, that he is kind to her by saying ‘“Her husband is
kind to her.” So, first, we can ask: If this claim is correct, does it conflict
with Russell’s views?

Second, since Donnellan’s denial that he advocates a semantic ambi-
guity in definite descriptions seems inconsistent with much of his paper,
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we can try ignoring the denial, and take his paper to be arguing for such
an ambiguity. Then we may ask: has Donnellan established a (semantic)
ambiguity inconsistent with Russell’s theory?

b General remarks: apparatus

We need a general apparatus to discuss these questions. Some of the
apparatus is well known, but I review it for its intrinsic importance and
interest. First, let us distinguish, following Grice,'® between what the
speaker’s words meant, on a given occasion, and what he meant, in saying
these words, on that occasion. For example, one burglar says to another,
“The cops are around the corner.” What the words meant is clear: the
police were around the corner. But the speaker may well have meant, “We
can’t wait around collecting any more loot: Let’s split!” That is not the
meaning of the words, even on that occasion, though that is what he meant
in saying those words, on that occasion. Suppose he had said, “The cops
are inside the bank.” Then on that occasion, *‘bank” meant 4 commercial
bank, not a river bank, and this is relevant to what the words meant, on
that occasion. (On other occasions, the same words might mean that the
police were at a river bank.) But, if the speaker meant “Let’s split,” this is
no part of the meaning of his words, even on that occasion.

Again (inspired by an example of Grice)'”: A magician makes a hand-
kerchief change color. Someone says, recalling the trick, “Then he put
the red handkerchief on the side of the table”; and someone else interjects,
cautiously, “It looked red.” The words meant, on that occasion, that
the object referred to (the handkerchief’) looked red. What we speak of
when we speak of the meaning of his words, on that occasion, includes
a disambiguation of the utterance. (Perhaps, on some occasions, where
“it” refers to a book, a phonetically identical utterance might mean, “it
looked read,” well-thumbed and well-perused). But the speaker meant, on
this occasion, to suggest that perhaps the handkerchief wasn’t really red,
that perhaps the trick relied on some kind of illusion. (Note that, on this
occasion, not only do the words “it looked red” mean what they mean,
but also the speaker means that it looked red, as well as that it may not
have been red. On the other hand, the speaker has no intention of pro-
ducing a belief in the hearer that the handkerchief looked red, or a belief
in the hearer that he (the speaker) believed it looked red. Both facts are
common knowledge. The same could hold for “The cops are around the
corner.”*8 Do these examples contradict Grice’s analysis of “meaning”™?
Grice’s theory has become very complex and I am not quite sure.)
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The notion of what words can mean, in the language, is semantical:
it is given by the conventions of our language. What they mean, on a
given occasion, is determined, on a given occasion, by these conventions,
together with the intentions of the speaker and various contextual fea-
tures. Finally what the speaker meant, on a given occasion, in saying
certain words, derives from various further special intentions of the
speaker, together with various general principles, applicable to all human
languages regardless of their special conventions. (Cf. Grice’s “con-
versational maxims.”) For example, “It looks red” replaced a categorical
affirmation of redness. A plausible general principle of human discourse
would have it that if a second speaker insists that a stronger assertion
should be replaced by a weaker one, he thereby wishes to cast doubt on
the stronger assertion; whence, knowing the semantics of English, and the
meaning of the speaker’s words on this occasion, we can deduce what was
meant (the Gricean “conversational implicature™).1®

Let us now speak of speaker’s reference and semantic reference; these
notions are special cases of the Gricean notions discussed above. If a
speaker has a designator in his idiolect, certain conventions of his idio-
lect?® (given various facts about the world) determine the referent in the
idiolect: that I call the semantic referent of the designator. (If the desig-
nator is ambiguous, or contains indexicals, demonstratives, or the like, we
must speak of the semantic referent on a given occasion. The referent will
be determined by the conventions of the language plus the speaker’s
intentions and various contextual features.)

Speaker’s reference is a more difficult notion. Consider, for example,
the following case, which I have mentioned elsewhere.?! Two people see
Smith in the distance and mistake him for Jones. They have a brief
colloquy: “What is Jones doing?” “Raking the leaves.” “Jones,” in the
common language of both, is a name of Jones; it never names Smith. Yet,
in some sense, on this occasion, clearly both participants in the dialogue
have referred to Smith, and the second participant has said something
true about the man he referred to if and only if Smith was raking the
leaves (whether or not Jones was). How can we account for this? Suppose
a speaker takes it that a certain object a fulfills the conditions for being
the semantic referent of a designator, “d.”” Then, wishing to say some-
thing about a, he uses “d” to speak about g; say, he says “¢(d).” Then, he
said, of a, on that occasion, that it ¢°d; in the appropriate Gricean sense
(explicated above), he meant that a ¢’d. This is true even if a is not really
the semantic referent of ““d.” If it is not, then that a ¢’s is included in what
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he meant (on that occasion), but not in the meaning of his words (on that
occasion).

So, we may tentatively define the speaker’s referent of a designator to
be that object which the speaker wishes to talk about, on a given occa-
sion, and believes fulfills the conditions for being the semantic referent of
the designator. He uses the designator with the intention of making an
assertion about the object in question (which may not really be the
semantic referent, if the speaker’s belief that it fulfills the appropriate
semantic conditions is in error). The speaker’s referent is the thing the
speaker referred to by the designator, though it may not be the referent
of the designator, in his idiolect. In the example above, Jones, the man
named by the name, is the semantic referent. Smith is the speaker’s refer-
ent, the correct answet to the question, “To whom were you referring?”2?

Below, the notion of speaker’s reference will be extended to include
more cases where existential quantification rather than designation is
involved.

In a given idiolect, the semantic referent of a designator (without
indexicals) is given by a general intention of the speaker to refer to a cer-
tain object whenever the designator is used. The speaker’s referent is given
by a specific intention, on a given occasion, to refer to a certain object. If
the speaker believes that the object he wants to talk about, on a given
occasion, fulfills the conditions for being the semantic referent, then he
believes that there is no clash between his general intentions and his spe-
cific intentions. My hypothesis is that Donnellan’s referential-attributive
distinction should be generalized in this light. For the speaker, on a given
occasion, may believe that his specific intention coincides with his general
intention for one of two reasons. In one case (the “simple” case), his
specific intention is simply to refer {o the semantic referent: that is, his
specific intention is simply his general semantic intention. (For example,
he uses “Jones” as a name of Jones—elaborate this according to your
favorite theory of proper names—and, on this occasion, simply wishes to
use “Jones” to refer to Jones.) Alternatively—the “complex” case—he
has a specific intention, which is distinct from his general intention, but
which he believes, as a matter of fact, to determine the same object as the
one determined by his general intention. (For example, he wishes to refer
to the man “‘over there” but believes that he is Jones.) In the “simple™
case, the speaker’s referent is, by definition, the semantic referent. In the

“complex” case, they may coincide, if the speaker’s belief is correct, but
they need not. (The man “over there”” may be Smith and not Jones.) To
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anticipate, my hypothesis will be that Donnellan’s “attributive” use is
nothing but the “simple” case, specialized to definite descriptions, and
that the “referential” use is, similarly, the “complex™ case. If such a con-
jecture is correct, it would be wrong to take Donnellan’s “referential” use
as he does, to be a use of a description as if it were a proper name. For thc;

distinction of simple and complex cases will apply to proper names just as
much as to definite descriptions.

3¢ Donnellan’s argument against Russell: methodological and substantive
considerations

In the light of the notions just developed, consider the argument Donnel-
lan adduces against Russell. Donnellan points to a phenomenon which he
alleges to be inexplicable on a Russellian account of English definite
descriptions. He accounts for it by positing an ambiguity. Alternatively,
we wish to account for the phenomenon on pragmatic grounds, encapsu-
lated in the distinction between speaker’s reference and semantic refer-
ence. How can we see whether Donnellan’s phenomenon conflicts with a
Russellian account?

I propose the following test for any alleged courterexample to a lin-
guistic proposal: If someone alleges that a certain linguistic phenomenon
in English is a counterexample to a given analysis, consider a hypothetical
language which (as much as possible) is like English except that the anal-
_ysis is stipulated to be correct. Imagine such a hypothetical language
introduced into a community and spoken by it. If the phenomenon in
question would still arise in a community that spoke such a hypothetical
language (which may not be English), then the fact that it arises in English
cannot disprove the hypothesis that the analysis is correct for English. An
fixample removed from the present discussion: Some have alleged that
identity cannot be the relation that holds between, and only between, each
thing and itself, for if so, the nontriviality of identity statements would be
inexplicable. If it is conceded, however, that such a relation makes sense,
and if it can be shown that a hypothetical language involving such a
relation would generate the same problems, it will follow that the exis-
tence of these problems does not refute the hypothesis that “identical to”
stands for this same relation in English.?*

By “the weak Russell language,” I will mean a language similar to
English except that the truth conditions of sentences with definite
descriptions are stipulated to coincide with Russell’s: for example, “The
present King of France is bald” is to be true iff exactly one person is king
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of France, and that person is bald. On the weak Russell 1anguage, tk‘ns
effect can be achieved by assigning semantic referencej to deﬁgte descxrlp-
tions: the semantic referent of a definite description is the unique object
that satisfies the description, if any; otherwise there is nc? semantic .refer—
ent. A sentence of the simple subject-predicate form.wﬂl be tru'e 1f the
predicate is true of the (semantic) referent of its.subje'ct; false, if either
the subject has no semantic referent or the predicate is not true of the
ic referent of the subject. .

serg;lnctemthe weak Russell language takes definite desc.riptions 'to be prim-
itive designators, it is not fully Russellian. By “the mterme-dl.ate Russ?ll
language,” 1 mean a language in which sentences contammg deﬁmtle
descriptions are taken to be abbreviations or paraphras§s of t}’l’exr Russel-
lian analyses: for example, “The present king of Fran.ce is bald met{ns (0;
has a “deep structure” like) “Fxactly one person is at present king o
France, and he is bald,” or the like. Descriptions are not terms, and are
not assigned reference or meaning in isolation. The “strong Russell la;-
guage” goes further: definite descriptions are a..ctuall.y banned fromdt ef
language and Russellian paraphrases are used in their place. Instea ot
saying “Her husband is kind to her,” a speaker. of .thls langui.ge mus'
say “Exactly one man is married to. her, and l}e is kind to her,” or even
(better), “There is a unique man who is married to her, agd every man
who is married to her is kind to her,” or the tike. If Russell is right, long-
windedness is the only defect of these versions. o N

Would the phenomenon Donnellan adduces arise in communities that
spoke these languages? Surely speakers of these languages are 1o more
infallible than we. They too will find themselves at a pa.rty and m15ta'\kef11y
think someone is drinking champagne even though he‘ is actua%ly drinking
sparkling water. If they are speakers of the weak or 'mt.ermedlate Russe.ll
languages, they will say, «The man in the corner drinking ch@pa@e 1}51
happy tonight.”” They will say this precisely because ‘thgy think, thfmg
erroneously, that the Russellian truth condi.tions are satisfied. Wouldn’t v}:e
say-of these speakers that they are referring to the tef:totalftr, under the
misimpression that he is drinking champagne? And, if he is happy, t:u'.e
they not saying of him, truly, that he is happy? Both answers seem 0bVvi-
ously affirmative.

In the case of the weak Russell language, the general apparatus pre-
viously developed seems fully adequate to acco.unt‘ for the phenom:cr.lon.
The semantic referent of a definite description is given by the conditions
laid down above: it is a matter of the specific conventions of the (weak)
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Russell language, in this case that the referent is the unique object sat-
isfying the descriptive conditions. The speaker’s referent, on the other
hand, is determined by a general theory of speech acts, applicable to all
languages: it is the object to which the speaker wishes to refer, and which
he believes fulfills the Russellian conditions for being the semantic refer-
ent. Again, in asserting the sentence he does, the speaker means that the
speaker’s referent (the teetotaler) satisfied the predicate (is happy). Thus
the rough theoretical apparatus above accounts fully for our intuitions
about this case.

What about the other Russellian languages? Even in the strong Russell
language, where explicit descriptions are outlawed, the same phenomena
can occur. In fact, they occur in English in “arch” uses of existential
quantification: “Exactly one person (or: some person or other) is drinking
champagne in that corner, and I hear he is romantically linked with Jane
Smith.” The circumlocution, in English, expresses the delicacy of the
topic, but the speaker’s reference (in quite an ordinary sense) may well
be clear, even if he in fact is drinking sparkling water. In English such
circumlocutions are common only when the speaker wishes to achieve a
rather arch and prissy effect, but in the strong Russell language (which of
course isn’t English), they would be made more common because the
definite article is prohibited.

This example leads to an extension of the notion of speaker’s reference.
When a speaker asserts an existential quantification, (3x)(gx A ¥x), it

_ may be clear which thing he has in mind as satisfying “¢x,” and he may

wish to convey to his hearers that that thing satisfies “yx.” In this case,
the thing in question (which may or may not actually satisfy “¢x™) is
called the “speaker’s referent” when he makes the existential assertion. In
English, as I have mentioned, such cases (“‘arch” uses) are rather rare; but
they can be carried off even if the existential quantification is expressed
in a highly roundabout and apparently nonreferring fashion. “Not every-
one in this room is abstaining from champagne, and any such non-
abstainer....”%*

If the notion of speaker’s reference applies to the strong Russell lan-
guage, it can apply to the intermediate Russell language as well, since the
speaker’s referent of “Y(1x¢(x))” is then the thing he has in mind as
uniquely instantiating “#(x)” and about which he wishes to convey that
it Y’s.

Since the phenomenon Donnellan cites would arise in all the Russell
languages, if they were spoken, the fact that they do arise in English,
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as actually spoken, can be no argument that English is not a Russell
language.

We may contrast the Russell languages with what may be called the D-
languages. In the D-languages the apparent ambiguity between referential
and attributive definite descriptions is explicitly built into the semantics of
the language and affects truth conditions (The D-languages are meant 10
suggest “Donnellan,” but are not called the “Donnellan languages,” since
Donnellan, as we have seen, is “ambiguous” as to whether he posits a
semantic ambiguity.) The unambiguous D-language contains two distinct
words, “the” and “ze” (thymes with “the”). A statement of the form “...
the F ...” is true iff the predicate represented by the dots is true of the
unique object fulfilling F (we need not specify what happens if there is no
such thing; if we wish to follow Russell, take it to be false). A statement of
the form “...ze F...” isto be true iff the predicate represented by the
dots is true of the unique thing the speaker thinks F is true of. (Once
again, we leave free what happens if there is no such thing.) The ambig-
wous D-language is like the unambiguous D-language except that “the,”

ambiguously, can be interpreted according to the semantics either of
«the” or of “ze.” The general impression conveyed by Donnellan’s paper,
in spite of his statement at one point to the contrary, is that English is the
ambiguous D-language; only on such a hypothesis could we say that the
“referential use” (really, referential sense) diverges from Russell’s theory.
The truth-conditions of statements containing “ze,” and therefore of

one sense of “the” in the ambiguous D-language, are incompatible with

Russell’s theory.?*
We have two hypotheses: one says that English is a Russell language,

while the other says that English is the ambiguous D-language. Which
hypothesis is preferable? Since, as we have argued, the phenomena Don-
nellan adduces would arise in a hypothetical society that spoke any of the
Russell languages, the existence in English of such phenomena provides
no argument against the hypothesis that English is a Russell language. If
Donnellan had possessed a clear intuition that “Her husband is kind to
her,” uttered in reference to the kind lover of a woman married to a cruel
husband, expressed the literal truth, then he would have adduced a phe-
nomenon that conforms to the ambiguous D-language but is incompat-
ible with any Russell language. But Donnellan makes no such assertion:
he cautiously, and correctly, confines himself to the weaker claim that the
speaker spoke truly of the man to whom he referred. This weaker claim,
we have seen, would hold for a speaker of a Russell language.
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Let me say a bit more in defense of this. Many philosophers, for
example, have advocated a “strong” account of knowledge according to
which it is very hard to know anything; stiff requirements must be sat-
isfied. When such philosophers have been confronted with intuitive
counterexamples to such strong requirements for knowledge they either
have condemned them as popular and loose usages or they have asserted
that “know” is being used in a different “weak” sense. The latter move
— distinguishing two or more “strong” and “weak” senses of “know”—
strikes me as implausible. There are different senses of “know,” dis-
tinguished in German as “lennen” and “wissen,” and in French as
“connaijtre” and “savoir’; a person is usually known in the one sense, a
fact in the other. Tt is no surprise that other languages use distinct words
for these various senses of “know’’; there is no reason for the ambiguity to
be preserved in languages unrelated to our own. But what about the uses
of “know”’ that characteristically are followed by that-clauses, knowing
that p? Are these ambiguous? I would be very surprised to be told that the
Eskimos have two separate words, one for (say) Hintikka’s “strong’’ sense
of “know,”” another for his «weak” sense. Perhaps this indicates that we
think of knowledge as a unitary concept, unlikely to be “disambiguated”
by two separate words in any languages.

We thus have two methodological considerations that can be used to
test any alleged ambiguity. «Bank” is ambiguous; we would expect the
ambiguity to be disambiguated by separate and unrelated words in some
other languages. Why should the two separate senses be reproduced in
languages unrelated to English? First, then, we can consult our linguistic
intuitions, independently of any empirical investigation. Would we be
surprised to find languages that used two separate words for the two
alleged senses of a given word? If so, then, to that extent our linguistic

intuitions are really intuitions of a unitary concept, rather than of a word
that expresses two distinct and unrelated senses. Second, we can ask
empirically whether languages are in fact found that contain distinct
words expressing the allegedly distinct senses. If no such language is
found, once again this is evidence that a unitary account of the word or
phrase in question should be sought.

As far as our main question is concerned, the first of these two tests,
that of our intuitive expectation, seems to me overwhelmingly to favor a
unitary account of descriptions, as opposed to the ambiguity postulated
in the ambiguous D-language. If English really is the ambiguous D-
language, we should expect to find other languages where the referential
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and attributive uses are expressed by two separate words, as in the
unambiguous D-language. I at least would find it quite surpris’ing to learn
that. say, the Eskimo, used two separate words “the” and “ze,” for the
attributive and referential uses. To the extent that I have this in;uition to
that extent I think of “the as a unitary concept. I should have liked tc; be
able Fo report that I have reinforced this guess by an actual empirical
examination of other languages—the second test—but as of now I
haven’t done s0.2°

Several general methodological considerations favor the Russell lan-
guage (or some other unitary account) against the ambiguous D-language
as a model for English. First, the unitary account conforms to consid-
e'rauons of economy in that it does not “multiply senses beyond neces-
sity.” Second, the metalinguistic apparatus invoked by the unitary
accot.mt to explain the referential-attributive distinction is an apparatus
that is needed in any case for other cases, such as proper names. The
separate referential sense of descriptions postulated by the D-language
hypothesis, is an idle wheel that does no work: if it were absent, we would
be able to express everything we wished to express, in the ;ame way
Further, the resemblance between the case of descriptions and that oi”
proper names (where presumably no one would be tempted to postulate
fm ambiguity) is so close that any attempt to explain the cases differently
is 'fxutomaﬁcally suspect. Finally, we would not expect the alleged ambi-
guity to be disambiguated in other languages, and this means we probably
regarfl ourselves as possessing a unitary concept.

Aside from methodological considerations, is there any direct evidence
that would favor one of our two rival accounts? As I remarked above, if
we had a direct intuition that “Her husband is kind to her” could be t;ue
even when her actual husband is cruel, then we would have decisive evi-
dence. for_ the D-language model; but Donnellan rightly disclaims any
such intuition. On the other hand, I myself feel that such a sentence
expresses a falsehood, even when “her husband” is used referentially to
refer 10 a kind man; but the popularity of Donnellan’s view has made me
uncertz}in that this intuition should be pressed very far. In the absence of
such direct intuitions that would settle the matter conclusively, it would
seem that the actual practice of English speakers is compatible with either
model, and that only general methodological considerations favor one
hypothesis rather than another. Such a situation leaves me uneasy. If
there really is no direct evidence to distinguish the two hypotheses, how
are they different hypotheses? If two communities, one of whom spoke the
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ambiguous D-language and the other of whom spol.(e the (weak). Russell
language, would be able to intermingle freely without detectxr;glfany
linguistic difference, do they really speak two different languages” 1 5o,
in i ifference?

Wh;::;nﬁiggfh‘:ﬁ; communities, one of whicfh was explicitly taught the
ambiguous D-language and the other of whlch.was taugh.t th? (w'eak)
Russell language (say, in school), would have dlrect and dlffirmg 11}t9-
itions about the truth-value of “Her husband was km(_i .to her”; but it is
uncertain whether English speakers have any such intuitions. If they have
none, is this a respect in which English differs i:rom Poth the Ruisell lan-
guage and the D-languages, and thus differentiates 1.t from both? Or, on
the contrary, is there a pragmatic consideration, denvm'g' no doubt from
the fact that the relevant rules of Janguage are not ex'phcnly taught, that
will explain why we lack such intuitions (if we d9) w1th'out showing that
neither the D-language nor the Russell language is English?

Some commentators on the dispute between Rt}ssell am.i Erege and
Strawson over sentences containing vacuous definite de'scnptxons have
held that no direct linguistic phenomena conclusively dec':lde between the
two views: we should therefore choose the most economical a'nd theore;‘
jcally satisfying model. But if this is so, are therfz really two Views, anfl
there are, shouldn’t we perhaps say that neither is correct? A hypothetl'cal
community that was explicitly taught Russellian or Fre'ge-Straw.sox-nan
truth-conditions for sentences containing vacuous deﬁm?e descriptions
would have no difficulty producing direct intuitions that decide the Russell-
Strawson dispute. If the commentators in qu_estion are correct, speake.rs
of English have no such intuitions. Surely this fact, too, would be‘a sig-
nificant fact about English, for which linguistic theory should give an
account. Perhaps pragmatic considerations suffice for such an account; or,
perhaps, the alleged lack of any such intuition must be accounted for py a
feature built into the semantics of English itself. In the la.tt.er case, neither
the Russellian nor the Frege-Strawsonian truth-conditions woulc.l be
appropriate for English. Similaitlrsgonsideratlons would apply to the issue

Donnellan and Russell. .
be?;:nuncertain about these questions. Certainly it' would be best if there
were directly observable phenomena that differennz_lted between_ the two
hypotheses. Actually I can think of one rather special a1'1d localized phe-
nomenon that may indeed favor the Russellian h?'pothesm, or some other
unitary hypothesis. Consider the following two dialogues:
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Dialogue 1

A “‘Her husband is kind to her.”

B “No, he isn’t. The man you’re referring to isn’t her husband.”
Dialogue IT

A “Her husband is kind to her.”

B “Heis kind to her, but he isn’t her husband.”

In the first dialogue the respondent (B) uses “he” to refer to the semantic
referent of “her husband” as used by the first speaker (A); in the second
dialogue the respondent use “he” to refer to the speaker’s referent. My
tendency is to think that both dialogues are proper. The unitary account
can explain this fact, by saying that pronominalization can pick up either
a previous semantic reference or a previous speaker’s reference.’!*? In
the case of the two contrasting dialogues, these diverge.

If English were the ambiguous D-language, the second dialogue would
be easy to explain. “He” refers to the object that is both the semantic

_ referent and the speaker’s referent of “her husband.” (Recall that the

notions of speaker’s reference and semantic reference are general notions
applicable to all languages, even to the D-languages.?®) The first dia-
logue, however, would be much more difficult, perhaps impossible, to
explain. When A said “her husband,” according to the D-language hy-
pothesis he was using “her husband” in the referential sense. Both the
speaker’s referent and the semantic referent would be the kind lover; only
if B had misunderstood A’s use as attributive could he have used “he” to
refer to the husband, but such a misunderstanding is excluded by the sec-
ond part of B’s utterance. If the first dialogue is proper, it seems hard to
fit it into the D-language model.*

4 CONCLUSION

I said at the beginning that the main concern of this paper was methodo-
logical rather than substantive. I do think that the considerations in this
paper make it overwhelmingly probable that an ultimate account of the

- phenomena behind Donnellan’s distinction will make use of the prag-

matic ambiguity between “‘simple” and “complex” uses, as I defined them
above, rather than postulating an ambiguity of the D-language type. But
any ultimate substantive conclusion on the issue requires a more extensive
and thorough treatment than has been given here. First, I have not here
examined theories that attempt to explain Donnellan’s distinction as a
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syntactic ambiguity, either of scope or of restrictive and non-restrictive
clauses in deep structure.>® Both these views, like the line suggested in the
present paper, are compatible with a unitary hypothesis such as the hy-
pothesis that English is a Russell Janguage. Although I am not inclined to
accept either of these views, some others have found them plausible and
unless they are rebutted, they too indicate that Donnellan’s observations
cannot be taken as providing a conclusive argument against Russell
without further discussion.

Second, and most important, no treatment of definite descriptions can
be complete unless it examines the complete range of uses of the definite
article and related linguistic phenomena. Such a treatment should
attempt, as I have argued above, to make it clear why the same con-
struction with a definite article is used for a wide range of cases. It would
be wrong for me not to mention the phenomena most favorable to Don-
nellan’s intuitions. In a demonstrative use such as “that table,” it seems
plausible, as L have mentioned above,3® that the term rigidly designates its
referent. It also seems plausible that the reference of such a demonstrative
construction can be an object to which the descriptive adjectives in the
construction do not apply (for example, “that scoundrel” may be used to
refer to someone who is not, in fact, a scoundrel) and it is not clear that
the distinction between speaker’s reference and semantic reference should
be invoked to account for this. As I also said above, it seems to me to be
likely that “indefinite” definite descriptions®” such as “the table” present
difficulties for a Russellian analysis. It is somewhat tempting to assimilate
such descriptions to the corresponding demonstratives (for example, “that
table”) and to the extent that such a temptation turns out 10 be plausible,
there may be new arguments in such cases for the intuitions of those who
have advocated a rigid vs. non-rigid ambiguity in definite descriptions, or
for Donnellan’s intuitions concerning the referential case, or for both.>®

Because I have not yet worked out a complete account that satisfies me,
and because I think it would be wrong to make any definitive claim on the
basis of the restricted class of phenomena considered here, I regard the
primary lessons of this paper as methodological. They illustrate some
general methodological considerations and apparatus that I think should
be applied to the problems discussed here and to other linguistic prob-
lems. They show in the present case that the argument Donnellan actually
presents in his original paper shows nothing against a Russellian or other
unitary account, and they make it highly probable to me that the prob-
tems Donnellan handles by semantic ambiguity should instead be treated
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bya geneltal theory of speech acts. But at this time nothing more definiti
can be said. I think that the distinction between semantic referefl “V:’l
speake.r’.s reference will be of importance not only (as in the present e
as a critical tool to block postulation of unwarranted ambi p'ties bpagler)
will be .of considerable constructive importance for a theogmof 1’ ag,
In partlcular., I find it plausible that a diachronic account 3 the c?\:t)gluzt‘ige.
of language is likely to suggest that what was originally a mere s eI;( o’n
referem.:e may, if it becomes habitual in a community evolv:,) i?lter X
semantic reference. And this consideration may be one: of the f :) s
needed to clear up some puzzles in the theory of reference.3%-4%-41 e

Notes

1. Versions of this paper—not r ‘
— ead from the present manuscript—wi i
fcrgllll} 197'1 onward to colloquia at New York University, M.LT., tllx)e UMireisileI;'
cal 01';113 (Los Angeles), and elsewhere. The present version was written onythe
Da is olla tra'nscnpt of the ML.L.T. version prepared by the editors of this volume
“sonni an himself heard the talk at U.C.L.A., and he has a forthcoming pa r.
- };)e: ael; ;{I;f;zer:cc, Descn(}imons and Anaphora,” that to a large extent appep:r;
nt on considerations of the type mentioned here. (H
) . (He doe
::‘\Z:e;:r,ta:zctfﬁy ]r)efer t(;lthe present paper.) I decided not to alt(er the p:p]el:(r)ti
) e Donnellan’s later views into account: lar i
. : i - largely I think th -
101::71 ‘;,eréci’; l?staméls 1on 1;s own, and the issues Donnellan raises in the later ;::;r
» sed elsewhere. Something should be said here, h
N . - » 10w g
pronomgxahzahon phenomena mentioned on p. 405 below. In ;i:e;oriz::;ﬁtxe
g::per, I on&ellan soems’ to think that these phenomena are incompatible with thi
ige;txon at speaker’s reference is a pragmatic notion. On the contrary, at th
exlllenc:) I:lhe present paper (and of the talk Donnellan heard), I emphasize the,se ver;
r ena and argue that they support this suggestion. See also note 31 below.

2. The Philosophical Review 75 (1966):
! : 281-304, [chap. 17 in thi ;
’ei‘rences are to‘th’x,s vol.]. See also Keith S. Donnellan, 13‘Putting Hsux‘:l; Igifnrif-
ogether Again,” The Philosophical Review 77 (1968): 203-215. i i

3. In his later paper mentioned above i
: tion ove in note 1, Donnellan seems more clearly t
advocate a semantic ambiguity; but he hedges a bit even in the later paper. e

4 . . e »s .
diﬁlm\;ni!] 'lalscg avoid cas’es'of improper” descriptions, where the uniqueness con-
n fails. Such descriptions may or may not be important for an ultimate eval-

uation of Donneilan’s positi in thi
e position, but none of the arguments in this paper rest on

5. “Reference and Definite Descriptions,” i
‘ ptions,” p. 365. My discussion in thi
and the next is based on Donnellan’s paper, pp. 365, 368-69. i i paragraph

6. At the time, it had not L.
question. ot yet been revealed that Kissinger was the official in
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7. In fact, no n-fold distinction can do so, for any fixed n. Independentlfy 1(:1f (:1:
et it L. Kartunnen has argued similarly that no duz.il or'n“ode t.
p'rese'm w;nte:e’ la.ce scope distinctions. 1 discussed the ma'tter bneﬂme kl ¢ ;1712t)y
t:\;l(ciugle;ssity,g Identity and Individuation, ed. M. Munitz (New York, 3

D hen i ‘ ics of Natural Language,
d Partee in The Semantics 0, ¢

oy gxe Pc?f:;s ;28311;;:;:2 (Dordrecht, 1971) tjor such suggesuorllls alnzc; :_J\-:;

?d. ];mea;lf the views mentioned in the previous section. 1 s(llloylg er::d :\;t i

tgf)st of the stimulating discussion in these papers can be made nAep

Fox . . eoted
f the identifications of Donnellan’s distinction with others which are rejec
ol

here. B - N -

9. See his paper “The Contingent 4 Priori and Rigid De;xg:at;rri,nc 111n TCog

t'm orary Perspectives in the Philosophy of Language, ed. l.lan. D Wh,ether ]

ée}fling and H. K. Wettstein, 45-60. In that paper, I‘Df);ngb‘doudy ks,
i ' es (in natural language) are always. rigid: ot » be

P name nmnld lge introduced to abbreviate nonrigid definite descriptions. My

 rop i jvative uses,
I\:;:Vse 1rs that proper names (except perhaps, for some quirky and deniv

- . - s 10 “Nep-
that are not uscs as names) are always rigid. In partlctﬂ;r tt}}:;i :ggi::i . ,:,f,-
» 1t would be logically possible to have single words Dbreviated not
“'m"; definite descriptions, but these would not be names. Tk.xe %omri A
rlglrmm' logical: I mean that such abbreviated nonrigid definite '68:1 p s would
termiro g‘im. ortant semantical feature from (what we call) typica .propec names
?Illt?:rlzxml sliaeech. 1 merely state my position I;md d;)l r;o’z ;13:; 11tr; g;); can 1
V i ised in Donnelia: .
ss to comment on the other points raise : .
gt)e See Kaplan’s paper «Dthat” [chap. 28 in this vol]. In t,hat 1{):;1pert,i a1~1ﬁotwever, e
;ls.o has some tendency to confuse rigidity with Donnellan’s referentiality.
11. In the Davidson-Harman volume mentioned in note 8. e Eaminaton of
12. For this view, see Jerrold J. Katz, “Logic and Langua.ge.' hexp e of
Re:cent Criticisms of Intensiopalism,” in Minnesott; Studies l:u t e Phlosert
i i lis, 1975), PP- 36-130. See especially .
?c;er::’fzgl:;\svgo(ph:;n;:riig ;Sre concerned, Katz 'chinks~ that other arguments telt
a'gfc;inst the description theory even as & theory of meaning. -
13. See Donnellan, “Reference and Definite Descriptions, .p. o b e
. 1 ed in the talks, and rightly, if Donnellan 1s ta}ken ht;rab 1y. See
14‘t S;S baerlgo:v however, for a more charitable reading, which I')r:iois yt o
i ds to D,onnellan’s intent. We must, howevgr, @ke de_scnP o
ls‘eesrrllJ::r?tically ambiguous if we are to maintain the reading in question: se¢ P
raised immediately after this one. N
. w374,
5. “Reference and Definite Descriptions,” P- '
1 For Grice, see the following papers, which 1 follow loosely in a gooc} geez:}
:)?-th: 1;1iscussi’on at the beginning of this sec.tjon: “Thle Ca\:zslal ’?:;ogys 21961);
tion,” Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, supg‘emen. ry” P.hilosophical
(‘;‘el?ogic’ and Conversation” (unpublished lectures); “Meaning,
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Review 66 (1957): 377-88; “Utterer’s Meaning, Sentence-Meaning and Word-
Meaning,” Foundations of Language 4 (1968). 225-42; “Utterer’s Meaning and
Intentions,” Philosophical Review 78 (1969): 147-77 [chap. 4 in this vol.].

17. In “The Causal Theory of Perception.”

18. Suppose the second burglar is well aware of the proximity of the police, but
procrastinates in his greed for more loot. Then the first burglar inparts no in-
formation by saying what he does, but simply urges the second burglar to “split.”

19. Although conversational principles are applicable to all languages, they may
apply differently to different societies. In a society where blunt statement was
considered rude, where “it looks red” replaced “it is red” just because of such a
custom, “it looks red” might carry different conversational implicatures from our
own. This might be the case even though the members of the society spoke
English, just as we do. Conversational principles are matters for the psychology,
sociology, and anthropology of linguistic communities; they are applicable to
these communities no matter what language they may speak, though the appli-
cable principles may vary somewhat with the communities (and may even, to
some extent, be conditioned by the fact that they speak languages with certain
structures.) Often, of course, we can state widely applicable, “cross-cultural,”
general conversational principles. Semantic and syntactic principles, on the other
hand, are matters of the conventions of a language, in whatever cultural matrix it

may be spoken. Perhaps sometimes it is difficult to draw the line, but it exists in
general nonetheless.

20. If the views about proper names I nave advocated in ‘“Naming and Necessity”
are correct (Donnellan, in fact, holds similar views), the conventions regarding
names in an idiolect usually involve the fact that the idiolect is no mere idiolect,
but part of a common language, in which reference may be passed from link to
link.

As the present paper attests, my views on proper names in ‘“Naming and
Necessity” have no special connection with the referential-attributive distinction.

21. “Naming and Necessity,” p. 343, n. 3.

22. Donnellan shows in his paper that there are “referential” uses, of a somewhat
exceptional kind, where the speaker, or even both the speaker and the hearer, are
aware that the description used does not apply to the thing they are talking about.
For example, they use “the king,” knowing him to be a usurper, but fearing the
secret police. Analogous cases can be given for proper names: if Smith is a lunatic
who thinks he is Napoleon, they may humor him. Largely for the sake of sim-
plicity of exposition, I have excluded such both from the notion of speaker’s ref-
erence and from Donnellan’s “referential” use (and the “D-languages” below). I
do not think that the situation would be materially altered if both notions were
revised so as to admit these cases, in a more refined analysis. In particular, it
would probably weaken the case for a semantic ambiguity if these cases were
allowed: for they shade into ironical and “inverted commas” cases. “He is a
“fine friend’,” may be ironical (whether or not inverted commas are used in the
transcription). “ “The king’ is still in power”; “‘Napoleon® has gone to bed” are
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is fairly clear that
similar, whether or not explicit inverted commas are used. It is fairly

ironi i d commas
“fine friend,” “brillant scholar,” etc., do not have ironical and inverte

$ f by pragmatic
y i i ct, to be accounted for- . gma
enses. irony is a certain form of speeCh a : A

.  vin
considerations. The case for a semantic ambiguty

i if we i h cases as referential uses.
e We‘_’ke”ed lf ou mdudes:ucthat the speaker was referring to someone unde?ba
In ordinary A anees, verbal slips, and delib-

i i ing linguistic errors, ;
i Va}’iety orfc;m]m:tinc&sf’;/xll:s&lm%ag?f: ::ys, “The geography teacher ia;c:;
e equilatera é{ngl;li .are equiangular,” she refers to the geo,metry teac eth.
The eqm]ateﬂ: tganomena one includes in the notion of speak.er s reference, the
’frxilrihl;o(r;x:l;its%rs:;l any connection of the notion with semantical matters.

- 9 2 5 1 b ,,5 . 310.
3. See the discussion of «schmidentity” in “Naming and Necessity,” P

i * Notice that
24. Or, using variables explicitly, “There1 isa per§:?sx01s;1:r11 f}l:cth thm I;Ioanegedly
in an v “(3x)(gx A px),” as long as 1 - whic y
m; ? };‘tefj:;? t?li sl(aeal)(g has in mind, there can bea §peake:i s f;e‘t:e(;)ecx},t, even 1
:)t;yt;xegspeaker and the hearer are awai¢ that many things satis! :

i i ical fea-

5. This description of the D-languages specifies pothmg. ‘;bot\;t ::Smu;r;nt(l;; o

, more “intensional” than truth conditions. It is p}aus: e e ot ex.

I;I’r’eiss a rigid designator of the thing betlkileved ;f)ﬁb; :ml\?;elﬁfaf;n ;11 e ot s

icitly i i tensional truth conditions. - id

pgcmtytll:::c::til:iilot; t‘?fe‘;: F” in belief and indirect discourse contexts. If we sup
abou

i i believes
ulate that “ze F,” even in such contexts, designates the thing the speaker

jed is ki her,” will
iquely F’s, then indeed “Jones said that ze man s‘l‘le mame(i1 1s!;k11;1r(li‘i ::1 ; So:kind i
untqbe g ro;ser way of reporting Jones’s utterance “Ze man § f,e Aol o oo her
1'l;(t:re” (e\?en if Jones and the speaker h.appe.x; :;)l hagz t::ts;llgi doll(:,bt o et
is; ‘Ficulty is more obvious if they do not.) O = o
hqulatndt::iﬂt:z ggﬁnnerlyan’s view that, in the referential case, 1118 har(}) tods;;;z:gve.
glt?lt letzslten'lcnt » even though his exposition of the matter sf.eerns1 tod :nly fooue.
Sucil simplicatic,ms which are not present in the. Rtl;lssell I;x;ﬁieb‘elx;nguage.
i ibili : ition that English is the amby ‘
et 10 thezzupim there are many other ways, other than taking

To repeat note e ap P i included under referential uses of
something uniquely to satisfy “F,” that might be In would seem to be

“the F.”” The best short way to specify tgelasir;z:;:stgfw }T:tl;ould oo b e
this: “ze F” refers, in the unambiguous D- 5 ian B et the same e

¢ ¢ of “the F” in the weak Russell guaj ne Cir
Sma:tznzgfeg; t(;lis formulation makes it very 1mplau.s1ble that the ambiguo
g-rlnanguage .is anything but a chimerical model for English.

‘ d that
. significant difference between th:, case of proper _names an that
i?.d:flil;ir;i:s?;pgz:ls. 1f someone uses “Joqes to re't;er t(c: InS:r;x;:xe,nkt\; [k;;sm
: Jentified Smith as Jones, taken Smith for someone else. ”9 $ et
lt‘lie';t%endes was raking the leaves. (1 assume that “Jones :15 alretz:) & lgms iolect
y i impostor and am ,
B e athe oﬁljon:&sl'blefr: Ea.ﬁxls?e:rn?:}?zda:g ?:ollxertlpl will ha-ve taken him, falself, ‘t)c;
g Oth?r 'Son ne else, who has never heard of Einstein bettore, may merely e
be’ Ii:ll(stlz; f(? It!;leeoimpost;)r’s pame.) On the other hand, if I think that someone 1
mistake
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“her husband” and so refer to him, I need not at all have confused two people. I
merely think that one person possesses a property—that of being married to her—
that in fact he lacks. The real husband is irrelevant.

27. In terms of this apparatus, I can sharpen the reply to Katz, p. 391 above. If
Schmidt had discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic but I had thought it was
Godel who did so, a complex (“referential”) use of the description has a semantic
reference to Schmidt but a speaker’s reference to Godel. Once I am apprised of the
true facts, speaker’s reference and semantic reference will coincide thereafter and I
will no longer use the description to refer to Godel. The name “Godel,” on the
other hand, has G&del as its semantic referent: the name will always be applied to
Godel in the presence of correct information. Whether a term would be withdrawn
in the presence of correct information (without changing the language) is a good

intuitive test for divergence of semantic reference and speaker’s reference dis-
regarding the cases in note 22).

28. There is another problem for any theory of semantic ambiguity. Donnellan
says that if I say “Smith’s murderer is insane,” solely on the basis of the grizzly
condition of Smith’s body, my use of “Smith’s murderer” is attributive (even if I in
fact have a belief as to who the murderer is), but if I say it on the basis of the
supposed murderer’s behavior at the dock, my use is referential. Surely, however,
my reasons can be mixed: perhaps neither consideration would have sufficed by
itself, but they suffice jointly. What is my use then? A user of the unambiguous D-
language would have to choose between “the” and “ze.” It seems very implausible
to suppose that the speaker is confused and uncertain about what sense he gives to
bis description; but what else can we say if we suppose that English is the ambig-
uous D-language? (This problem arises even if the man at the dock is guilty, so
that in fact there is no conflict. It is more obvious if he is innocent.)

A pragmatic theory of the referential-attributive distinction can handle such
cases much more easily. Clearly there can be borderline cases between the simple
and the complex use—where, to some extent the speaker wishes to speak of the
semantic referent and to some extent he wishes to speak of something he believes
10 be the semantic referent. He need not sort out his motives carefully, since he
thinks these things are one and the same!

Given such mixed motives, the speaker’s reference may be partially to one thing
and partially to another, even when the semantic reference is unambiguous. This is
especially likely in the case of proper names, since divergences between speaker’s
referent and semantic referent are characteristically misidentifications (see note
26). Even if the speaker’s referent of “Jones™ in “Jones is raking the leaves” is
Smith, to some extent I have said of Jones that he is raking the leaves. There are
gradations, depending on the speaker’s interests and intentions, as to what extent
the speaker’s reference was to Jones and to what extent it was to Smith. The
problem is less common in the case of descriptions, where misidentification need

not have occurred.
29. Of course these tests must be used with some caution. The mere fact that some
language subdivides the extension of an English word into several subclasses, with
their own separate words, and has no word for the whole extension, does not show
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that the English word was ambiguous (think of the story that the Eskimos have
different words for different kinds of snow). If many unrelated languages preserve

a single word, this in itself is evidence for a unitary concept. On the other hand, a
word may have different senses that are obviously related. One scnse may be
metaphorical for another (though in that case, it may not really be a separate
sense, but simply a common metaphor). “Statistics” can mean both statistical data
and the science of evaluating such data. And the like. The more we can explain
relations among senses, and the more “natural” and “inevitable” the relationship,
the more we will expect the different senses to be preserved in a wide variety of
other langunages.

The test, therefore, needs further exploration and refinement. It is certainly
wrong to postulate an ambiguity without any explanation of some connection
between the “senses” that explains why they occur in a wide variety of languages.
In the referential-attributive case, I feel that any attempt to explain the connection
between the referential and the attributive uses will be so close to the kind of
pragmatic account offered here as to render any assumptions of distinct senses
inpiausible and superfluous.

30. That is, the concepr of tryth conditions is somehow inappropriate for the
semantics of English.

The vague uneasiness expressed in these paragraphs expresses my own rather
confused occasional doubts and is ancillary to the main theme. Moore’s “paradox
of analysis” may be a related problem.

Quine’s philosophy of language characteristically is based on a naturalistic
doubt about building any ‘“‘rules” or “conventions” into a language that are not
recoverable from actual linguistic practices, even if such rules may be necessary to
stipulate the language. In this sense, the uneasiness expressed is Quinean in spirit. I
find Quine’s emphasis on a naturalistic approach to some extent salutary. But I
also feel, that our intuitions of semantic rules as speakers should not be ignored

cavalierly.
31. Geach, in his book ‘“‘Reference and Generality,” emended edition (Ithaca,
1970), and elsewhere, has argued vigorously against speaking of pronominaliza-
tion as picking up a previous reference. I do not wish to argue the extent to which
he is right here. I use the terminology given in the text for convenience, but to the
extent Geach’s views are correct I think the example could presumably be re-
formulated to fit his scheme. I think the views expressed in this paper are very
much in the spirit of Geach’s remarks on definite descriptions and speaker’s ref-
erence in the book just cited. See Geach’s discussion, ¢.g., on p. 8.
32. Donnellan, in his paper “Speaker Reference, Descriptions and Anaphora,”
thinks that the fact that pronouns_can-pick up a previous semantic reference
somehow casts doubt on a view that makes speaker’s reference a nonsemantical
notion. I don’t see why: “‘he,” “she,” “that,” etc., can, under various circumstances,
refer to anything salient in an appropriate way. Being physically distinguished
against its background is a property that may make an object salient; having been
referred to by a previous speaker is another. In “Naming and Necessity,” footnote
3, I suggested tentatively that Donnellan’s “remarks about reference have little to
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do w*iﬁ} semantics or truth conditions,”
hz;d said that Donnellan’s distinction is
relevant to semantics through pronom;i
t omin
Pproperties are, i
Pronorminalira:
e g‘:e Ec;mlairfl;z;tlon p}xeno_mena are relevant to another point. Often one h i
fued disc n.sptio;s:ll s l:exlstent;lal analysis of indefinite descriptions that ;:rjnlt
4y be anaphorically referred )
preserve the refe{ence of the indefinite description t(I) :I);la ot sure ot g 10

The Point would be put more exactly if [
n(.)t 1§elf a semantical one, though it s
alization, as many other non-semantical

are some ’t, ei

: Russem;l::hizr; ;;t}:lre.)fln tzsug event, many cases can be accounted for (given
! e acts that: (i) existential stateme; arry

er’s reference; (i) pronouns can refer to the speaker’s referexl;tts e # fpeale

ever to use “the” in a co
Tt mplex case: for, one mi incli i
their intentions, why not use “ze”? gl be inclined to e fsuch are

34, i i i

plau:;ia,;';o;s }11::0\{)? might be tried, but none that I can think of seem to me to be

deljberau;l 5 s been suggested to me that sometimes the respondent in a dialo

et gd ;;ils 'to misunderstand an ambiguous ' phrase used by the ﬁg:::

spea) D:Ian ! e, ivef;xr the'supposed ambiguity of “her husband” in the ambig-

s D ng g€, the first dialogue can be interpreted as such a case. For ;
, oliowing dialogue: “Joneg put the money in a bank ”’ “He pu.t the n?({)il:):

in one all right, but it wasn’t a ¢ i
1 3 ommercial ; id i
be dls_covered that he hid it near the river. ’bank’ ot much affaid i o,

I‘a[h 1 112 : 1
= mf;ezxczizlrr; atz?k rispT(;lnd;irstlce1 ;llldn t put the money in the bank and it wasn’t 2
. e ialogue w i

pa:rm o ‘the bypothess 1 o og:' ould have to conform to such a bizarre
o gfesn‘l‘;t;:etlti,s l1)t n(x;g}}]t be suggested that B uses “he” ag a Pronoun of laziness
to bo xchmres Sma; i; I;a;:en 1111l téle supposed referential sense. This move seems
( . y well be in no position to uge »

tially. He may merely have heard that she is married to » cr}:lzrl ]11:]:: and" referen-

35. Ibelie

disﬁncﬁonv: rtll;lzst gzlrlt]unnen has adv_oca.ted the view that the referential-attributive
publishen. ases f fa scope ampngu.lty; I do not know whether this has been
publs Suc,h e m‘z t;: erenUal-att.nb.unve “ambiguity” arises even in simple sen-
for amy seope aray _ts mur}cllere{ 15 msane,” where there appears to be no room
s lgaul Y, lsluc a view seems forced to rely on acceptance of Ross’s
which is suppressed izg{fm;if?::czlﬁ:f?gces it n nitial 1 oy that”

E 1 ut present in “deep stru ”
tinl:;; Ilthef v1ew.th’at derives the ret"erential-attﬁbutive “amb?gmty’c’tl;':z;n a dis-
Ot restrictive and non-restrictive clauses in “deep structure,” see ] 1\/;

Bell, “What i i ity?”
What is Referential Opacity?”, The Journal of Philosophical Logic 2
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(1973): 155-180. See also the work of Emmon Bach on ?Vhich Bell’s paper is
based, “Nouns and Noun Phrases,” in Universals in Linguistic Theory, ed. E. Bach
and R. T. Harms (New York, 1968), pp. 91-122. For reasons of space I.hav_e n(?t
treated these views here. But some of my arguments that Donnellan’s distinction is
pragmatic apply against them also.

36. See p. 390 above; also see note 10 above.

37. The term is Donnellan’s. See ‘Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again,”
p- 204, footnote 5.

38. 1 believe that when Donnellan heard the present paper, he too mentioned
considerations of this kind. The cases are mentioned briefly in Donnellan’s paper,
“Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again,” ibid. annellan’s paper .me.ntloned
in note 1 above also makes use of the existence of such incomplete descriptions but
I do not find his arguments conclusive.

39. See the Santa Claus and Madagascar cases in “Naming and Necessity.” See
“Naming and Necessity,” pp. 300-302 for the Santa Claus case the pp. 768-9 of
the “Addenda” to that paper for the Madagascar case.

40. It seems likely that the considerations in this paper will e}lso be r.ele.vant to
the concept of a supposed “+ Specific” distinction for indefinite descriptions, as
advocated by many linguists. . :

41. 1 should like to thank Margaret Gilbert and Howard Wettstein for their
assistance in the preparation of this paper.

Chapter 19

Context and Communication

Stephen Neale

1 INTRODUCTORY REMARKS

As we saw in the last chapter, prima facie there is a case
the view that descriptions may, on occasion, function mos
expressions than quantifiers. Consequently, if Russell’s th
as a general account of the semantics of descriptive phras
tion of what is going on in such cases must be provided. ;
taking into account the powerful effects of context on the ir
utterances.

This breaks down into two distinct tasks. First, we need
context-sensitive expressions like indexicals and demonst:
for the reason that definite descriptions—indeed quantifiers
—may contain such expressions as constituents. Second, wi
in broad outline, a general framework within which to di
tionship between the genuinely semantical features.of an ex
those features of the use of { that issue, at least in pa
semantical facts about the context of utterance and frc
governing rational discourse. In particular, we need a frar
which we can provide a reasonably clear and precise char:
the intuitive Gricean distinction between the proposition e;
utterance and the proposition (or propositions) the speaker

* municate by it, what we might call the proposition(s) meant t

In section 2, I shall make some preliminary remarks :
tory and nature of the referential challenge to the Theory of
In section 3, I begin the examination of the effects of ¢

First appeared in Descriptions (Cambridge: MIT Press, 1990), chapter
Reprinted by permission of the MIT Press. )



