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THE SEMANTICS OF RIGID DESIGNATION

John Justice

Abstract

Frege’s thesis that each singular term has a sense that determines its reference and serves as its cognitive value has come to be widely doubted.  Saul Kripke argued that since names are rigid designators, their referents are not determined by senses.  David Kaplan has argued that the rigid designation of indexical terms entails that they also lack referent-determining senses.  Kripke’s argument about names and Kaplan’s argument about indexical terms differ, but each contains a false premise.  The referents of both names and indexical terms are determined by reflexive senses.  It is reflexive sense that makes these terms rigid designators.

1. Introduction

In ‘On Sense and Reference’ Frege argued persuasively that each singular term must express a sense.  Frege’s argument for his thesis rests on the proposition that the only satisfactory way to explain the difference in cognitive value between sentences that differ only in containing different singular terms designating the same object is by appeal to the existence of distinct senses expressed by the terms.  A term’s sense is a singular condition that must be satisfied by an object in order for it to be designated by the term.  Each sense condition serves as a mode of presentation that characterizes, or might have characterized, an object.  Since it is easily possible for a person to be unaware that an object presented by one mode is identical with one presented in some other way, the postulation of senses satisfactorily explains why cognitive values change when sentences are changed only by substitution of codesignative terms one for another.    

The fact that in over a century since Frege made his argument philosophers and linguists have neither found a satisfactory alternative explanation for these differences in cognitive value nor discovered a class of singular terms that does not give rise to the differences should have confirmed Frege’s thesis that every singular term has a sense beyond all reasonable doubt.

Nevertheless, the thesis is widely doubted.  Saul Kripke (1980) has been perhaps the major instigator of doubt.  In 1970, in the first of three lectures given at Princeton University, he introduced into philosophy of language what John Stuart Mill would have called ‘a grand division’ of singular terms: the division between rigid and nonrigid designators.  Some of the rigid designators  appear to be singular terms without senses.

A rigid designator is distinguished by a double persistence in its reference.  It neither changes its referent when evaluated at counterfactual circumstances nor fails to designate its actual referent when evaluated at any circumstance in which that object exists.
  Proper names, as Kripke made clear, are rigid designators.  We cannot utter a sentence beginning ‘It might have been that Socrates . . . ’ in which ‘Socrates’ either designates anything other than the referent it has at the actual world or fails to refer with respect to circumstances in which that man exists.  In contrast, a singular description like ‘the most famous drinker of hemlock’ is nonrigid, since it designates various individuals at various counterfactual circumstances and does not pick out Socrates at some of the possible circumstances in which he exists.

Kripke used his observation that names are rigid designators to construct a plausible argument to the conclusion that names do not have senses.  The argument relies on the premise that if names, which clearly do not express essential properties, had senses, these sense conditions would be satisfied by different objects in some circumstances (Kripke 1980, p. 57).  Since names are rigid designators, which do not change referents with change of circumstance, it follows that they must lack senses.  Kripke concluded that, despite its apparent explanatory power, Frege’s thesis that each singular term has a sense must be false.

Kripke buttressed his argument from names’ rigid designation with a second semantic argument.  If a singular term has a sense, then, whether it is a rigid designator or not, an analytic truth is expressed when the term and another expression having the same sense flank the identity predicate.  However, there appear to be no such analytically true identity sentences for ordinary proper names (Kripke 1980, pp. 74-75).  So once again the conclusion is that Frege must have been wrong: names are singular terms that lack senses. 

More recently, David Kaplan has argued that the set of counterexamples to Frege’s thesis includes the indexical singular terms.  Kaplan’s reasoning, like Kripke’s concerning names, begins from the observation that indexical terms are rigid designators.  While different utterances of ‘I’ or ‘now’, for example, in different contexts can have different referents, an indexical term uttered in a single context cannot have different referents at different circumstances of evaluation; nor can it fail to refer with respect to any circumstance in which its actual referent exists.  Indexical terms, with fixed utterances, exhibit the evaluative double persistence of rigid designators.

However, Kaplan’s argument that the senselessness of indexicals follows from their rigidity differs from Kripke’s argument for the senselessness of names on the basis of rigidity.  Kaplan, in contrast to Kripke, does not rest his argument on the claim that senses would give indexical terms different referents at different circumstances. Unlike the senses of names, there is no uncertainty about what the senses of indexical terms would be; and the obvious candidates for indexical senses do not induce changes of reference.  Kaplan’s argument depends, instead, on the claim that these putative senses fail to determine referents with respect to some counterfactual circumstances at which the indexical terms clearly have referents (Kaplan 1989, pp. 513-514).   

I will argue that both Kripke’s and Kaplan’s arguments have false premises and that neither names nor indexical terms are counterexamples to Frege’s thesis that singular terms have senses.  The otherwise inexplicable property of de jure rigid designation is the result of senses of a distinctive sort.  Both names and indexical terms are rigid designators just because they express singular relations to linguistic entities.  A term of either sort designates rigidly, not because it expresses a property that its referent exhibits in all of its circumstances, but because it expresses a relation that is not affected by change of circumstance.  Names and indexical terms differ in that they express relations to two different sorts of linguistic entity.  A name expresses a relation to itself (word-reflexive sense), while an indexical term expresses some relation to the utterance in which it occurs (utterance-reflexive sense).

2. Names

Names have been an embarrassment for Fregean semantics from the beginning.  Immediately after introducing senses as the solution to puzzles of cognitive value, Frege admitted in a notorious footnote that ordinary proper names like ‘Aristotle’ do not seem to have single, publicly recognized senses (Frege 1892, p. 58 note).  He lamely suggested that names may have different senses for different speakers, while insisting that this would not matter much so long as the referent did not change.  Frege seemed not to notice that his answer to the question of senses for names makes propositional attitude reports strangely incomprehensible, since different speakers would express different senses when they used ordinary proper names like ‘Aristotle’.

Kripke saw that Frege was not on the right track with his suggestion of famous deeds for the various senses of ‘Aristotle’.  Semantic competence with an ordinary proper name does not require that one be able to cite any distinctive aspect of the career or character of its bearer (Kripke 1980, pp. 80-82).

Frege seems not to have considered that some words might express relations to themselves.  In fact, he implied that all senses are independent of the words that express them: ‘The same sense has different expressions in different languages or even in the same language’ (Frege 1892, p. 58).  However, there is one passage in Grundgesetze der Arithmetik where, in denying creative power to definition, Frege noted that naming a thing does introduce a new property: ‘Nor can we by a mere definition magically give to a thing a property which it has not got, apart from the property of now being called by whatever name one has given it’ (Frege 1893, p. 125).  In this casual aside Frege has, ironically, mentioned the very sort of sense that distinguishes proper names and that makes them rigid designators.

A proper name designates just its bearer.  The sense condition to be met by the referent of a proper name is simply being the one so-named.  ‘Aristotle’ means ‘the bearer of “Aristotle”’.  A name has word-reflexive sense. 

This analysis of a name’s sense is simple, and it ought to be obvious.  Only when this account is misconstrued does it appear to be unworkable.  William Kneale said that ‘Socrates’ means ‘the individual called Socrates’ (Kneale 1962, p. 630).  His claim was interpreted by Kripke to entail a circular means of determining reference.  Kripke complained that Kneale’s expression of the sense ‘tells us nothing at all. . . . it seems to be no theory of reference at all.  We ask, “To whom does he refer by ‘Socrates’?”  And then the answer is given, “Well, he refers to the man to whom he refers”.’ (Kripke 1980, p. 70)

If Kneale is read as using the participle ‘called’ in the sense of ‘named’ or ‘bearing the name’—rather than in a sense that implies a relation to a speaker’s use of the name—his proposed sense condition is not circular.  In a later essay (1977), Kripke himself drew the distinction between speaker reference and semantic reference that is relevant here. There is no reason to believe that Kneale thought that the meaning of a name was to be identified with the speaker’s reference on the occasion of the name’s use.  On this Humpty-Dumpty sort of theory no one could use a name erroneously.  The charitable reading of Kneale’s sentence is that the semantic referent of ‘Socrates’ is whoever satisfies the condition of being the name’s bearer.

Sentences like ‘Socrates is the bearer of “Socrates”’ express the analytic truths that Kripke claimed did not exist.
  These sentences have a name and another expression of the name’s sense flanking the identity predicate.  When someone asks ‘Who is Socrates?’, it is impertinent to answer that he is the individual called Socrates.
  One who understands the question knows this.  The request is that Socrates be identified in a way that will be helpful to one who is already able to designate him as the bearer of ‘Socrates’.  A pertinent response will not be an analytic truth.

The analytic sentences ‘Socrates is (is not) the bearer of “Socrates”’ are liable to be freighted with conversational implicature.  For example, the necessarily false negation might be uttered by one who wished to convey the proposition, which is true in some possible worlds, that Socrates is not known as Socrates—does not go by ‘Socrates’.  However, ‘Socrates is not the bearer of “Socrates”’ does not literally mean this.  The subject term designates Socrates precisely because he is the bearer of ‘Socrates’, so the sentence is necessarily false.  What an utterer of this sentence can be taken to mean is, not that the name is not Socrates’s, but rather that it does not exist in the circumstance described.  Socrates might not have been so-called.

It is a contingent matter whether a name exists in a circumstance.  It is also a contingent matter whether a name’s bearer exists in a circumstance.  What is not contingent is who, or what, bears a particular name.  A proper name is a word created for one individual (Kaplan 1990, p. 110).  A name has its bearer (or is bearerless) from its creation.  A name is a rigid designator because having the bearer it has (or lacking a bearer) is essential to it—not because it expresses some essential property of its bearer.
 

It may seem that if a name simply designates its bearer, then it cannot have a referent with respect to circumstances in which the name does not exist.  After all, ‘wife of Socrates’ will not refer at a circumstance unless Socrates exists, or has existed, in the circumstance.  However, the semantic referent of a name is not a function of what is done with the name.   Whether the name is used, or known, by anyone in a circumstance at which it is evaluated is irrelevant.  Whether there is language in the circumstance is irrelevant.  The condition that determines a name’s referent is just being its bearer.  Who or what satisfies this condition was settled at the name’s origin.  For a name to refer when evaluated with respect to a circumstance only its bearer has to exist in the circumstance.

A name will not always refer.  Unless its bearer is a necessary existent, there will be circumstances of evaluation in which a name’s bearer does not exist.  A name designates nothing at a circumstance in which its bearer does not exist.  Furthermore, there are vacuous names.  Names are created that for various reasons (mistake, deception, story-creation, etc.) have no bearer.  For example, ‘Vulcan’ was introduced to name a planet that was thought to orbit between Mercury and the Sun.  However, Vulcan turned out not to exist, which is to say that there is no bearer of ‘Vulcan’.  Word-reflexive sense removes the temptation to posit referents for bearerless names.

A vacuous name refers at no circumstance.  Names do not change, lose, or gain bearers.  The fact that there might have been a planet just like the conjectured Vulcan, and even that it might have been given a name phonetically identical with ‘Vulcan’, is irrelevant to the evaluation of the name ‘Vulcan’.  We do not use counterfactual names.  Any name that occurs in our language has an actual origin in which it gets the only bearer it ever has.  ‘Vulcan’ did not get a bearer.  The description that was used to specify its intended bearer turned out to describe nothing.  This description is not synonymous with the name ‘Vulcan’.  It does not have a name’s distinctive word-reflexive sense.  It was used merely to identify the name’s bearer on the occasion of the name’s creation, but it failed to pick out anything.  ‘Vulcan’ was not bestowed on anything, so there is nothing in any possible world that is Vulcan.

A proper name, like any word, is not a mere phonological structure.  Different words can be identical in phonology, orthography, and even syntax.  Difference in meaning suffices for difference in words.  All names are syntactically alike, and there are large sets of names that are phonologically and orthographically identical—sets of homonymous names.  However, each name has its own introduction into language to be proper to one intended individual, and each name expresses as its unique sense the relation that is made possible at its creation: bearer of itself.
  Tracing from its origin, each name also has its unique history of occurrences.  A name is often identified by recognizing that its occurrence is linked to a previous occurrence in which the name’s identity is plain.
  

The essential connection of any name to its origin, and to whatever bearer it got on that occasion, can be illustrated by a thought experiment.  Imagine a world just like the actual one except that some people were given different names.  When David Kaplan’s family acquired a name it was ‘Kripke’, and ‘Kaplan’ was bestowed on Saul Kripke’s family.  Further, David was named ‘Saul’, and Saul ‘David’.  Now a question: what is different about David Kaplan in this counterfactual world?  Answer: he has a different name.  ‘David Kaplan’ has not changed or lost its bearer.  It just served here, in a question asked in our actual language, to pick out its same old bearer as its referent at a world in which he has another name.

The name that Saul Kripke bears in the counterfactual world is phonologically and orthographically identical with David Kaplan’s actual name, but it is a numerically distinct name.
  It was given on a different occasion to a different person, and it has a different history of occurrences.  For instance, although it has been mentioned, it has not been used in this essay.  It is not David Kaplan’s name that Saul Kripke bears in the counterfactual world.  That is unimaginable.

No individual could bear, in any circumstance, another individual’s name.  No proper name could have had another bearer.  This analytic truth will appear to be false only if the distinction between qualitative identity and numerical identity among names is overlooked.
  No one who hears that I have my father’s nose will think that there is only one nose between us.  It is empirically obvious that our noses must be qualitatively, not numerically, identical.  However, in statements about abstract entities like names the distinction between qualitative and numerical identity may not be immediately apparent—but it will be no less real.  That I have my father’s name does not mean that there is only one name between us.  It means that I was given a name with the same pronunciation and spelling as his.  My name has a much later origin, a different bearer, and its own history of occurrences.  These names are not indiscernibles, and indeed they have seldom been confused.

The infrequent, and usually brief, confusion of homonymous names could be avoided altogether by requiring that each name be phonetically and orthographically distinctive.  This is done routinely in certain restricted domains where confusion is intolerable—logic, mathematics, chemistry, biology, pharmacology, etc.  In natural language such a rule would be unenforceable and undesirable.  A simple and effective device of homage—naming after—would be lost.  The evocative effect produced by names with the form of some adjective or noun could be achieved only once for each adjective and noun.  Names that were both euphonic and brief would eventually become scarce.  Finally, the burden on memory of so many phonetically and orthographically distinctive names would be crushing.  Fortunately for us, the new names that we need to learn are usually of familiar types.  They are homonyms of numerous other names.

Homonymy can lead not only to confusing distinct names but also to taking one name to be two.  One of Kripke’s notorious puzzles about belief ascription (1979) is produced by omitting from its presentation the fact that one name has been taken to be two names.   Peter hears a name that he knows, ‘Paderewski’, in a context that makes him wrongly believe that he has heard one of its homonyms.  Taking it to be someone else’s name, Peter uses it in the sincere utterance of a sentence that, unbeknownst to him, expresses the denial of one of his beliefs about Paderewski.   It is clear that Peter cannot be reported to believe what he has sincerely uttered since he did not know what he was saying.

In the same article, Kripke presents another puzzle about belief ascription that can be cleared up only by making use of the fact that names have word-reflexive senses.  Pierre has learned the names ‘London’ and ‘Londres’ without learning that they have the same bearer.  Furthermore, he sincerely asserts both ‘Londres est jolie’ and ‘London is not pretty’.  Has he not asserted a proposition in French and denied it in English?  What can he be said to believe?

That names have word-reflexive senses entails that they cannot be translated by other names.  Each name expresses a relation to itself.  This relation cannot be expressed by another name since it, being a name, would express only a relation to itself.  ‘London’ and ‘Londres’ do not translate one another.  They are English and French names for the same city.  Pierre believes both that Londres is pretty and that London is not.  Since London is Londres, his beliefs cannot both be true; but they are not logically inconsistent.
      

3. Indexical Terms

At a glance, it seems obvious that indexical terms have utterance-reflexive senses.  The referent of any occurrence of ‘I’ is the agent or utterer of the utterance in which it occurs, the referent of ‘now’ is the time of the utterance, and so on for the various indexical terms.  Further, it seems obvious that what distinguishes a designator as an indexical is that its referent is determined on each occurrence by an utterance-reflexive sense condition.
  Indexicals are terms that point out their referents from perspectives established by the utterances in which they occur.

However, Kaplan claims that to think of these conditions as the senses of the terms is to make a natural and forgivable mistake (Kaplan 1989, p. 518).  It is an easy mistake to make, he says, because the referents of indexical terms are indeed the objects that satisfy the utterance-reflexive conditions in the circumstances in which the terms are used.  However, these conditions only ‘fix the reference’ of the indexical terms.  Descriptions expressing these conditions are not synonymous with the corresponding indexicals.  Kaplan believes that such descriptions fail to determine the referents of the corresponding indexical terms with respect to circumstances in which the relevant utterances do not occur.

Kaplan’s direct-reference theory proposes instead that the utterance-reflexive conditions, which are admittedly the linguistic meanings of the indexical terms, are ‘characters’ which determine the senses—not the referents—of the terms at the contexts of utterance (Kaplan 1989, pp. 505-506).  Of course, what utterance-reflexive characters determine with respect to contexts are individuals: times, places, persons, etc.  So the senses (or contents) of indexical terms, in direct-reference theory, are objects rather than conditions.  These object senses are also the referents when the terms are evaluated at any circumstance of evaluation.  Kaplan calls this ‘direct reference’ because, on his theory, the referent of an indexical term is not determined functionally with respect to the circumstance of evaluation.  The sense content just is the referent (Kaplan 1989, p. 494).  It does not matter, in direct-reference theory, whether the referent even exists in the circumstance of evaluation.  Whether or not it exists in a circumstance, the content—an individual—determined at the context of utterance will be the referent with respect to the circumstance (Kaplan 1989, pp. 492-493).  

If Kaplan were right in thinking that utterance-reflexive sense fails to determine an indexical term’s referent with respect to some circumstances, there would be sentences where substituting the corresponding utterance-reflexive description, whose sense undeniably determines its reference, for an indexical term affected the interpretation with respect to some circumstances.  For instance, there are circumstances at which ‘Xanthippe has children’ is true and ‘The wife of Socrates has children’ is not.  ‘The wife of Socrates’ may fix the reference of ‘Xanthippe’ for speakers in the actual world, but it is demonstrably not its synonym.  However, Kaplan never offers a counterexample pair of sentences to rebut the view that an utterance-reflexive description determines the very same referent as the indexical term at every circumstance of evaluation.  Instead, he bases his rejection of utterance-reflexive sense on the claim that such a condition cannot determine a referent for an indexical term at circumstances in which the utterance does not occur.

It is true that utterances of indexical terms have referents with respect to circumstances in which the utterances do not occur.  For example, what I say in uttering ‘I exist’ is true at some circumstances in which the utterance does not occur.

However, it is also true that utterance-reflexive descriptions have referents at circumstances in which the utterances do not occur.  If indexical terms and the corresponding utterance-reflexive descriptions differed in their ways of determining reference, the substitution of a description for an indexical term would affect the interpretation at some circumstance.  Kaplan does not present a sentence in which such substitution affects reference.  Where he denies that ‘I’ means the same as ‘the person who utters this token’, 
 and where a decisive pair of sentences with differing interpretations with respect to some circumstance might have been expected, he simply claims that if the indexical term and its corresponding utterance-reflexive description were synonymous, ‘then it would be true that
    (11) If no one were to utter this token, I would not exist’ (Kaplan 1989, p. 520). 
However, Kaplan’s (11) does not follow simply from the claim that the terms are synonymous.  This absurdity follows from the claim of synonymy together with the claim that an utterance-reflexive description has no referent at a circumstance in which the utterance does not occur.  The latter is the false premise in the derivation of (11).

It is easy to show that utterance-reflexive descriptions determine referents at circumstances in which the utterances do not occur.  Any utterance of ‘If I think, I exist’ expresses a necessary truth, but so would utterances of sentences in which ‘the utterer of this utterance’ replaced just one ‘I’—either one.  This substitutability, together with the fact that ‘I’ in this sentence refers at circumstances in which it is not uttered, entails that it is false that the utterance has to occur in any circumstance at which an utterance-reflexive relation determines a referent.

This means that the semantics of ‘the utterer of this utterance’ differs from the semantics of a description like ‘the wife of Socrates’.  While this description serves to identify Xanthippe for actual world speakers, its substitution for just one occurrence of her name in ‘If Xanthippe thinks, Xanthippe exists’ will not preserve necessary truth.  ‘The wife of Socrates’ does not rigidly designate Xanthippe.

These descriptions differ in regard to rigidity because whether Socrates has a wife and who she is changes with circumstances, while every utterance has an utterer, and who it is does not vary with circumstances.  An utterance is related as essentially to its utterer as a number is to its square—or as a name is to its bearer.  An utterance cannot have different utterers, nor can it lose its utterer.  Bewilderment, not clarification, would be the result of attempting to explain that one meant ‘this utterer of the utterance’.  What other utterer could it have had?  Someone else might have uttered the same words, but this would be only an utterance of the same kind, a qualitatively identical utterance.  An utterance is internally related to each entity whose indexical designation it makes possible.  An utterance that differed in utterer, addressee, time, place, or demonstratum would be another utterance.

Only the referent, not the utterance, is needed in the circumstances with respect to which utterance-reflexive conditions determine reference.  The relevant utterance is the utterance under evaluation.  This utterance does not need to be found in the circumstance.  Nothing that happens in the circumstance can affect which objects stand in the relevant relationships to the utterance.  In contrast, if Socrates did not exist in a possible world, there could be no picking out of his wife at that world.  No woman is Socrates’s wife no matter what possibly happens to him.

Since the utterance does not have to occur in each circumstance at which utterance-reflexive conditions determine reference, my assertion ‘I do not utter this utterance,’ which must be actually false, is true with respect to counterfactual circumstances in which I exist without so uttering.  In contrast, there is no circumstance in which I exist at which my claim ‘I am not the utterer of this utterance’ is true.  When this utterance is evaluated at any circumstance in which I exist, I am designated twice—both times by means of my relation to the utterance—and falsely said not to be myself.  Whether the utterance occurs in a circumstance does not affect the uttered sentence’s evaluation at that circumstance.  Nothing is predicated of the utterance.

Nor can the absence of the utterance in counterfactual circumstances  cause epistemological difficulties.  It is not persons in the counterfactual circumstances who need to be able to identify the referent by means of the sense condition.  Sentences can be evaluated with respect to circumstances in which they cannot be understood.  Our means of description differ from the descriptive resources available in the circumstances that we describe.

Rigid terms are not unique in designating individuals at counterfactual circumstances in virtue of conditions that cannot be known to be satisfied by anyone in the circumstances.  We can speak, for example, of what might have happened to Socrates’s wife if he had never been born.  However, for the nonrigid description ‘the wife of Socrates’ either de re scope marking or some form of ‘actualization’ is required to make the one who actually satisfies the sense condition the referent with respect to counterfactual circumstances.  In the absence of these devices, the referent of ‘Socrates’s wife’ is determined by  satisfaction of the relevant condition in the circumstance of evaluation.

A description expressing an utterance-reflexive condition requires neither a particular scope nor actualization to refer at counterfactual circumstances to what satisfies the condition in the circumstance of utterance.  There is no possibility of its having any other referent.  Kripke noted that to say that a term is a rigid designator is to say that when a modal operator governs a simple sentence containing the term, the readings with large and small scopes are equivalent (Kripke 1980, p. 12, n.15).  Utterance-reflexive descriptions are rigid designators by this test, and they are synonymous with the corresponding indexical terms used in the same contexts.

4. Conclusion

Jerrold Katz has said that Kripke realized that Fregeans were committed ‘to the dubious claim that the sense of a proper name is an identifying property which is true of its bearer in all counterfactual situations’ (Katz 1996, p. 613).  This belief, that the sense of any rigid term would be a property exhibited by the referent in all of its circumstances, is probably the source of the general failure to recognize the senses of names and indexicals.  Only de facto rigid terms like ‘the least prime’ (Kripke 1980, p. 21, n. 21) express essential properties of their referents.  The de jure rigid designators—names and indexical terms—rigidly designate objects by exploiting essential properties of linguistic entities: names and utterances.

A name can have no bearer other than its actual bearer, and an utterance can have no utterer, time, etc. than it actually has.  Because they pick out objects essentially related either to themselves or to their utterances, names and indexical terms designate rigidly.

‘Socrates is the bearer of “Socrates”’ is true at every circumstance in which Socrates exists, not because Socrates goes by this name in all of his circumstances, but because who bears ‘Socrates’  is unchangeable.

An utterance of ‘If I exist, this utterance’s utterer exists’ is true at every circumstance, not because it is uttered in every circumstance, but because who utters an utterance is unchangeable.

Kripke was mistaken in thinking that if names had senses, they could change referents.  He failed to notice that only one individual can bear a particular name, so that bearing some name is a sense condition that determines only one possible referent.

Kaplan knew that various relations to utterances determine referents.  Kaplan was mistaken in thinking that these relations determine referents only with respect to circumstances in which the utterances occur.  He failed to notice that only one individual can stand in each of these relations to the utterance, so that whether the utterance occurs in the circumstance of evaluation is irrelevant in determining a referent.

Rigid designation de jure results from reflexive senses expressed by names and indexical terms. Such senses determine referents at counterfactual circumstances without regard to properties exhibited by either the referents or the terms in those circumstances.
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� Some definite descriptions, such as ‘the least prime’, are rigid designators because they express senses that are the essences of objects.  Kripke called these terms ‘rigid de facto’.  The terms that appear to lack senses are noncomplex rigid designators, which were said to be ‘rigid de jure’ (Kripke 1980, p. 21, n. 21).


� Expressions are evaluated at or with respect to circumstances.  Objects exist, words are used, and utterances occur in circumstances.  It is important to bear in mind that terms and sentences can be evaluated for reference and truth at circumstances in which they do not occur.  I use ‘circumstance’ in Kaplan’s way (Kaplan 1989, p. 502).  


� This account does not risk infinite regress by appealing to a name of a name to explain its sense.  To put an expression between quotation marks is not to give it a name.  Quotation marks are a means of demonstrative reference to expressions.


� They are analytic if we ignore existential matters.  More carefully: ‘If Socrates exists, Socrates is the bearer of “Socrates”’ is analytically true.


� The omission here of quotation marks around ‘Socrates’ follows Kneale’s usage.  To say that someone is called Socrates is to say that he is Socrates.  He is Socrates by name.  In contrast, to say that a speaker calls someone ‘Socrates’ is not to say that he is Socrates.  The name may be misused.  


� Kit Fine has pointed out that although necessarily, if he exists, Socrates belongs to the set whose sole member is Socrates, it is no part of the essence of Socrates to belong to the singleton (Fine 1994, p. 4).  Similarly, although necessarily, if he exists, Socrates is the bearer of ‘Socrates’, the name is not essential to Socrates.  Socrates is essential to the name.  There is one difference: while the singleton exists just in case Socrates exists, the name exists just in case Socrates exists and is so-named.     


� This confirms Kripke’s claim that no possible person is Sherlock Holmes (Kripke 1980, pp. 157-158).


� I do not suggest that name creation is always deliberate, or even conscious.  Many names have originated in mistakes, often made by children or foreigners.  According to one story Marco Polo inadvertently named Madagascar.  He was led to believe of another place’s name that it was a name of the island.  His mistaken usage, going uncorrected, created a name for the island.  Gareth Evans believed that Polo changed the denotation of an existing name (Evans 1973).  However, Polo did not separate any name from its bearer. At most, he indirectly caused the other place’s name to fall into disuse.  Nor could Polo have added a second bearer to a proper name.  What he unwittingly accomplished, if the report is true, was to give Madagascar a name that shares its phonological structure with another name.          


� The recognition of a chain of occurrences will aid name identification only when the name is identifiable in least one of the linked occurrences. 


� Kaplan would say that these two names were ‘phonographs’ of each other (Kaplan 1990, p. 95).


� Kaplan has suggested that individuals with names of the same form can be said to share a ‘generic name’ (Kaplan 1990).  Kent Bach, Jerrold  Katz, and Bart Geurts, who recognize word-reflexivity in the semantics of names, fail to see that identity in phonology and orthography does not make names identical (Bach 1987, p. 137; Katz 1994, p. 18; Geurts 1997, p.326).  Consequently, they have to argue that Kripke was wrong about names’ being rigid designators.  See Justice (2001) for analyses of Bach’s and Katz’s theories.


� Kripke says that disquotation yields a speaker’s belief only when the speaker is not a victim of linguistic confusion (Kripke 1979, p. 113).  David Kaplan also explains this case by saying that Peter has simply made the error of ‘taking one name to be two’ (Kaplan 1990, p. 108). 


� For more on the belief puzzles and other problems of names see Justice (2001).


� John Perry appears at one point to agree: ‘The designation of every utterance of “I” is the speaker of the utterance itself’ (Perry 1997a, p. 598).  But he goes on to say that, despite its determining the referent, the utterance-reflexive condition cannot be the sense because one who utters ‘I’ does not ‘say anything about his own utterance’ (Perry 1997a, p. 599).  Perry seems to assume that an indexical can express a relation to its utterance only if it mentions the utterance.  Of course, if an indexical were to refer to its own utterance, then, as Frege observed about his Begriffsschrift analysis of names, it ‘would no longer refer to the subject matter’.  However, just as a name designates its bearer without saying anything about itself, so also an indexical term can refer to the individual that stands in some relation to its utterance without saying anything about the utterance.  Terms express sense conditions without mentioning them.


� It may be better to replace ‘the person who utters this token’ by ‘the person who utters this utterance’.  Perry says that the same token can be used in distinct utterances (Perry 1997a, p. 592).





