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This paper will be a look at the problem of substitutivity, with a few side journeys along the way. It will look particularly at Russell, Frege, Quine, Kripke and Linsky. I will mostly explicate the various viewpoints along the way although I will offer my own comments on occasion. I will present the views that I have developed after reading and rereading these gentlemen over the last year or so at the end of my paper.

Both Gottlob Frege in On Sense and Reference, and Bertrand Russell in On Denoting, addressed three major puzzles of logic around the end of the nineteenth century.  These puzzles were the ontological question, substitution, and identity.  The ontological question deals with what exists and with non-being.  Substitution and identity are the problem of King George’s beliefs. 

Russell clearly states our three puzzles, which any logical theory of denoting should be able to solve.

(1) If a and b are identical, then either may be substituted for the other in any proposition without altering the truth-value.  Now Jeremy wants to know whether Stephen King is the author of 'It'; and in truth King is the author of It.  Thus we may substitute King for the author of ‘It’, and thus prove that Jeremy wanted to know whether King was King.  But, Jeremy only wants to find a book at the library; he is not particularly interested in the law of identity.

(2) Either ‘A is B’ or ‘A is not B’ must be true by the law of excluded middle.  Accordingly, either ‘the present Queen of France wears a wig’ or ‘ the present Queen of France does not wear a wig’ must be true.  But if we list the things that wear wigs, and also the things that do not wear wigs, we will not find the present Queen of France in either list.

(3) If we take the proposition ‘A differs from B’ to be true, we may express this fact as ‘the difference between A and B subsists’.  The negation, that is that A differs from B is false, can be expressed as ‘ the difference between A and B does not subsist’.  But how can a non-entity be the subject of a proposition?  Hence if A and B do not differ, to assume that there is, or is not, such an object as ‘the difference between A and B’ seems equally unworkable.

Frege solved these puzzles by stating that proper names have a sense and may have a reference; “A proper name expresses its sense, stands for or designates its reference.  By means of a sign we express its sense and designate its reference.”  The Morning Star and the Evening Star both have the same reference (the same physical object) but they do not have the same sense.  

Frege uses sense and reference to solve the problem of referring to objects that do not exist, such as Pegasus.  Pegasus has a definite sense, but no reference.  As to identity and substitution, a = a is an a priori statement, but a = b (assuming a and b have the same reference) is another matter.  They may also have the same sense, which allows us to substitute one for the other.  But if they do not have the same sense, as in the Morning Star and the Evening Star, substitution is not allowed.

Russell’s theory of descriptions also addressed these same problems.  A ‘denoting phrase,’ according to Russell, is of the following form: a man, some woman, any man, every man, all women, the present Queen of England, the present Queen of France, the center of mass of the Milky Way galaxy at the first instant of the twentieth century.  There are three types of denoting phrases: 

(1) A phrase may be denoting, but not denote anything; such as, ‘the present Queen of France.’

(2) A phrase may denote one specific object, such as; ‘the present Queen of England’ denotes a certain woman.

(3) A phrase may denote ambiguously, such as; ‘a woman’ denotes not many women, but an ambiguous woman nonetheless.

Denoting phrases operate in two different ways.  First, they denote things with which we have an acquaintance.  Second, they denote things that are known to us only through description, or that we have knowledge about.  An example of the latter would be that the Milky Way galaxy’s center of mass at the first instant of the twentieth century denotes an unambiguous point in space-time, but we have no acquaintance with this point.

In principle, Russell’s theory of denoting says that denoting phrases never have any meaning in themselves, but that every proposition they occur in has a meaning.

Sentences containing the are the most difficult to interpret.  Strictly used, the involves uniqueness, although it is often used ambiguously.  If we say ‘the child of So-and-so’ even when So-and-so has several children, it would be more correct to say ‘a child of So-and-so’ since we are not denoting a specific child.

At this point Russell presents his refutation of Meinong’s theory.  Meinong regards any grammatically correct denoting phrase as representing an object.  Thus ‘a round square’ or ‘the present Queen of France’ are supposed to be genuine objects.  Such objects it is admitted do not subsist (that is to have existence; be) but are still considered to be objects.  This is in violation of the law of contradiction.

Frege’s theory avoids this contravention.  He distinguishes two elements in denoting phrases, the meaning (sense) and the denotation (reference).  The center of mass of the Milky Way galaxy at the first instant of the twentieth century has a highly complex meaning, but its denotation, a single point, is quite simple.  The meaning is composed of constituents, such as; the Milky Way galaxy, the twentieth century.  The denotation, a certain single point, has no constituents.  The problem with Frege’s theory, according to Russell, is when a denotation appears to be absent.  ‘The Queen of England wears a wig’ seems to be a statement about the actual woman denoted by the meaning, not about the complex meaning of ‘the Queen of England’.  But consider the statement ‘the Queen of France wears a wig’.  Though this statement has meaning, it has no denotation.  ‘The Queen of France’ does not subsist, and has not since the French Revolution.  Thus we must either provide a denotation, or abandon the view that the denotation is what we are concerned with in propositions with denoting phrases.  Russell advocates the latter course.

Russell solves this predicament through contextual elimination; he reduces all propositions with denoting phrases to those with no denoting phrases.  By getting rid of the descriptive phrase causing the problem, you’ve gotten rid of the problem.  

When we talk about the meaning of a denoting phrase versus its denotation, we do so by putting single quotes around it.  Thus, we can say that C represents the denotation, and ‘C’ represents the meaning.  If ‘C’ is a denoting phrase, and if x is identical to ‘C’ refers to one object, then we may say that x is the denotation of ‘C.’  Thus, King is the denotation of ‘the author of It.’  The ‘C’ in single quotes is merely a phrase, and can not be called a meaning.    

Replacing the denoting phrase solves the puzzle of identity.  One and only one entity wrote ‘It,’ and King was identical with that one.  Now, there is nowhere where we may substitute King for the author of ‘It’, and thus we do not have the problem of Jeremy wanting to know whether King was King. 

Replacing the denoting phrase solves the puzzle of non-being also.  If we take the proposition ‘A differs from B’ we get ‘x is the difference between A and B.’  If A and B differ then the proposition is true and ‘the difference between A and B’ has a denotation.  If though, A does not differ from B, then there is no such entity x and the proposition is false.

Frege with his sense and reference, and Russell by contextual elimination solved the three major puzzles of logic around the end of the nineteenth century. Next, I will turn to Quine on nonbeing.


Quine addresses the puzzle of nonbeing in “On What There Is,” the first chapter of From A Logical Point Of View. Quine calls this the “old Platonic riddle of nonbeing,” and states that “Nonbeing must in some sense be, otherwise what is it that there is not?”
 This is simply the problem of negative existentials. 


One comes to the problem of nonbeing very quickly when one discusses ontology with someone else. If someone maintains that some entity exists, and I do not, then I am already in a predicament. How do I claim that there is an entity that the other countenances, but that I do not? In doing so, I have just admitted that there is such a thing, which is contrary to my view. 


Quine claims that Russell used his “theory of so-called singular descriptions”
 to clearly show how we can meaningfully use names without there being an existent entity so named. These descriptions, or names, are those such as ‘the present King of France,’ ‘the author of It,’ and ‘the oval square window on Old Main.’ Russell analyzed these descriptive phrases as fragments. The sentence ‘the author of It lives in Maine,’ is analyzed as meaning ‘Someone wrote It and lives in Maine, and no one else wrote It.’ The second clause is added to show that the word ‘the’ in the original sentence implies uniqueness. This type of analysis has the merit of paraphrasing the descriptive phrase in context. The statement as a whole retains its meaning, whether or not is true or false.


The objects of reference in these descriptive phrases, upon analysis, are converted to variables of quantification or bound variables. These words are neither specific names, nor even names at all. They refer to general entities.

So how does this help us with statements of nonbeing? If I assert that ‘There is the author of It,’ or that ‘The author of It exists,’ I am asserting a la Russell that ‘Someone wrote It and no one else wrote It.’ If I assert that ‘The author of It does not exist,’ I am simply asserting that ‘Either no one wrote It or more than one person wrote It.’ These analyzed expressions do not contain any description which intends to name the supposed entity whose being is in question. Thus, the fact that the statement has meaning can no longer be thought to presuppose the existence of the disputed entity.

Quine goes on to discuss how to apply Russell’s theory to singular names such as ‘Pegasus.’ The answer is to simply translate the word into a description. If our one word name is not easily translate into a description, then Quine says, “we could have appealed to the ex hypothesi unanalyzable, irreducible attribute of being Pegasus, adopting, for its expression, the verb ‘is-Pegasus,’ or ‘pegasizes.’”
 The noun ‘Pegasus’ is identified with the description ‘the thing that is-Pegasus.’

If I make the statement ‘Pixies exist,’ then I am committed to an ontology containing pixies. But, if I make the statement ‘the oval square window on Old Main does not exist,’ I am not committed to an ontology that contains oval square windows, or at least not one on Old Main. Again, the fact that a statement has meaning can no longer be thought to presuppose the existence of the disputed entity. 

Quine claims that so many of us wouldn’t make this mistake of presupposing the existence of named objects if we were to realize that there is “a gulf between meaning and naming even in the case of a singular term which is genuinely the name of an object.”
 The structure of this confusion is that the alleged named object is confused with the meaning of the word that ‘names’ the alleged object. Thus, one concludes that the object must exist in order for the word to have meaning. Russell’s form of analysis has shown this to be clearly false.

Having dealt with singular names, Quine next turns to the ontological status of universals. These universals are entities such as relations, numbers, and attributes. Quine looks at attributes as an example. To admit that there are red houses, red roses, and red sunsets is not to admit that an entity, in this case, an attribute, of ‘is-red’ exists. This problem has already been solved. We all agree in using such predicates as ‘is-red,’ but it must not be regarded as a name of a singular universal entity. To be meaningful it does not stipulate a corresponding singular universal entity. 

Maybe all these ‘names’ and ‘predicates’ do not stipulate entities, but there seems to be an awful lot of meanings even where entities are not stipulated. Maybe it is these meanings that exist. Quine feels no reluctance in admitting that words and statements are meaningful, but that no such entity as a meaning exists. Again, this name ‘meaning’ does not imply a corresponding entity. There are two ways in which people ordinarily talk about meaning, Quine claims. These are “the having of meanings, which is significance, and sameness of meaning, or synonymy.”

At this point Quine recaps his arguments so far. He has argued that singular terms can be used significantly without stipulating that the named alleged entity actually exists. He has also argued that general terms, such as predicates, can be used without agreeing that they name actual entities. And, he has also argued that statements can be significant, and be synonymous or not with each other, without advocating abstract entities called meanings. One may wonder at this point whether anything we might say would commit us ontologically to that which we do not countenance.

Quine claims that there is an easy way to involve ourselves in ontological commitments, through the use of bound variables. For example, I may say that there is something (bound variable) which an active bee hive and an active person have in common; or that there is something which is a negative number smaller than minus two million. According to Quine this is essentially the only way to involve oneself in an ontological commitment. Using names does not commit one ontologically because they can always be analyzed away. Quine famously claims that “To be assumed as an entity is, purely and simply, to be reckoned as the value of a variable. In terms of categories of traditional grammar, this amounts roughly to saying that to be is to be in the range of reference of a pronoun.”
 

I may claim that some fleas are six-legged without committing myself to stipulating either fleahood, six-ness, or legged-ness as entities. ‘Some fleas are six-legged’ only commits me to some things which are fleas also have six legs. For this to be true, the bound variable ‘something’ must include some six-legged fleas, but need not include ‘fleahood,’ ‘six-ness’ or ‘legged-ness.’

Classical mathematics is awash in abstract entities. Thus, the medieval controversy over universals in prevalent in mathematics. Quine claims that we now have a clearer standard to decide what a specific ontology is committed to. It is his formula that “ a theory is committed to those and only those entities to which the bound variables of the theory must be capable of referring in order that the affirmations made in the theory be true.”
 

Quine says that mathematicians have not recognized that they were debating the problem of universals since they didn’t have this “standard of ontological presupposition.”
 He sees the main divisions among modern mathematicians hinging on disagreements as to which entities the bound variables should be permitted to refer. 

Quine shows that the commitments of logicist, intuitionist, and formalist mathematics commits one to radically different ontologies and even to the amount of classical mathematics one accepts. 

Thus, the sort of ontology we adopt is consequential. But how do we adjudicate between ontologies? We can’t use the formula “To be is to be the value of a variable”
 as this is how we test the conformity of a given remark to a prior ontological standard. We use bound variables, Quine claims, in conjunction with an ontology, not to know what there is, but to understand what a given remark says there is. And, language is properly involved in this problem. What exists, though, is an entirely different question.

So, why do we use language to debate ontological questions? Quine claims that one reason is escape the predicament at the beginning of this paper: how not to admit that there are things, which someone else is committed to but to which I am not. As long as I admit linguistic utterances I can discuss the others sentences with out being committed to any allegedly existent named entities. 

A second reason Quine gives is to find a common ground. Two peoples’ conceptual schemes usually overlap enough such that they may discuss the weather, a movie, and even language. Thus, he believes that as long as the differences can be translated into words and how to use them, “the collapse of the controversy into question-begging may be delayed.”

It is natural then that questions of ontology should drift into debates over language. “But we must not jump to the conclusion that what there is depends on words.”
 Quine reminds us that just because a question can be put in semantical terms does not make it a question of linguistics.

Quine asserts that we accept an ontology in the same way that we accept a scientific theory. “We adopt, at least insofar as we are reasonable, the simplest conceptual scheme into which the disordered fragments of raw experience can be fitted and arranged. Our ontology is determined once we have fixed upon the over-all conceptual scheme which is to accommodate science in the broadest sense.”

In this paper, Quine has not actually shown us what exists, but how to reasonably discuss what others and we say exists. He has shown us how to avoid admitting entities, to which we are not committed, even though we would discuss them. He has shown us that singular names and universals, such as predicates, can be used significantly without being committed to any existent entities. We were shown that statements can be significant, and be synonymous or not with each other, without advocating abstract entities called meanings. He has shown that the ontology that we adopt is of consequence to our overall commitments. He has shown that we use bound variables in conjunction with an ontology, not to know what there is, but to understand what a given remark says there is. To do this, we use the semantical formula “To be is to be the value of a variable.”
 But, Quine has also shown that to use language to discuss questions of ontology does not imply that they are actually questions of linguistics. Lastly, Quine has shown that we adopt an ontology like we would any scientific theory. We adopt an ontology based on our broadest view of science. I would argue that one accepts an ontology based on whatever drives their overall conceptual scheme, be it religion, witchcraft, science, something else, or some combination. To the rational Western man, that basis would be science.


In “Reference and Modality,” the eighth chapter of From A Logical Point Of View, Quine addresses the puzzle of substitutivity. He begins by stating that one of the fundamental principles of identity is that of substitutivity, also known as the indiscernibility of identicals or Leibniz’s law. Quine provides the following formulation of Leibniz’s law: “given a true statement of identity, one of its two terms may be substituted for the other in any true statement and the result will be true.”
 It is, of course, quite easy to find cases that are contrary to this law. 

(1) 
Giorgione = Barbarelli,

(2) 
Giorgione was so-called because of his size.

(1) and (2) are true. But, replacing the name ‘Giorgione’ with the name ‘Barbarelli’ in (2) gives us the falsehood:


Barbarelli was so-called because of his size.

Additionally, the following statements are true:

(3)
Cicero = Tully,

(4)
‘Cicero’ contains six letters

But again, replacing ‘Cicero’ with ‘Tully’ in (4) yields a falsehood. Yet, Quine believes that the principle of substitutivity is “quite solid.”


So, what is the problem? The problem with (4) should be clearly evident. (4) is not about the person Cicero at all, but is about the word ‘Cicero.’ In this context the name to be replaced is not referring to the object. “Failure of substitutivity reveals merely that the occurrence to be supplanted is not purely referential, that is, that the statement depends not only on the object but on the forms of the name.”
 


(2) fails at substitutivity because the sentence is about the man. It is not about his name. This failure occurs because the occurrence of ‘Giorgione’ in (2) is not purely referential. An easy way to fix this type of sentence would be to add another occurrence of the personal name, such that:

(5)
Giorgione was called ‘Giorgione’ because of his size. 

Quine says that the first occurrence is purely referential while the second is not. Substitution will now work correctly with this sentence yielding the true sentence:


Barbarelli was called ‘Giorgione’ because of his size. 

Quine points out that to consider names in single quotes to be never referential would be wrong, but that they ordinarily are not. He claims that special predicates such as ‘‘is true’ and ‘named’ have the effect of undoing the single quotes.”

(6)
‘Giorgione played chess’ is true.

(7)
‘Giorgione’ named a chess player.

These are true or false depending upon the truth of this statement:

(8)
Giorgione played chess.


Statements of belief, or one where someone is unaware of some fact are also common examples in which names do not occur referentially. Consider Quines’ examples:

(9) 
Philip is unaware that Tully denounced Catiline.

(10)
Philip believes that Tegucigalpa is in Nicaragua.

Substitution based on Cicero = Tully gives the following falsehood:

(11) 
Philip is unaware that Cicero denounced Catiline.

Substitution based on the truth, Tegucigalpa = the capitol of Honduras transforms the true statement (10) into the falsehood:

(12)
Philip believes that the capitol of Honduras is in Nicaragua.

Thus the names ‘Tully’ in (9) and ‘Tegucigalpa’ in (10) are not purely referential Quine claims. These statements can be contrasted with one such as 


Crassus heard Tully denounce Catiline.

This states a relationship between three persons with the relationship obtaining independently of what names are used to refer to them. Quine concludes that “A name may occur referentially in a statement S and yet not occur referentially in a longer statement which is formed by embedding S in the context ‘is unaware that…’ or ‘believes that…’. To sum up the situation in a word, we may speak of the contexts ‘is unaware that…’ and ‘believes that…’ as referentially opaque. The same is true of the contexts ‘knows that…’, ‘says that…’, ‘doubts that…’, ‘is surprised that…’, etc.”


Quine next wants to show that referential opacity afflicts the modal contexts of Necessity and Possibility. According to the strict sense of ‘necessarily’ and ‘possibly’ these statements are true:

(15)
9 is necessarily greater than 7.

(16)
Necessarily if there is life on the Evening Star then there is life on the Evening Star.

(17) 
The number of planets is possibly less than 7.

These statements are false according to the same strict sense:

(18)
The number of planets is necessarily greater than 7.

(19)
Necessarily if there is life on the Evening Star then there is life on the Morning Star.

(20)
9 is possibly less than 7.

Quine claims that the idea of strict modality is based on the supposed notion of analyticity as follows: “a statement of the form ‘Necessarily…’ is true if and only if the component statement which ‘necessarily’ governs is analytic, and a statement of the form ‘Possibly…’ is false if and only if the negation of the component statement which ‘possibly’ governs is analytic.”
 Thus, we could paraphrase (15) as:

(21)
‘9 > 7’ is analytic.

(17) becomes:

(23)
‘The number of planets is not less than 7’ is not analytic.

(20) would become:


It is not the case that ‘9 < 7’ is analytic.

Quine is now prepared to show that ‘Necessarily…’ and ‘Possibly…’ are referentially opaque. He uses the following true identities to turn (15) – (17), which are truths, into (18) – (20), which are falsehoods:

(24) 
The number of planets = 9.

(25)
The Evening Star = the Morning Star.

For example (15) and (24) give the falsehood:

(18)
The number of planets is necessarily greater than 7.

Quine claims that substitution is shown to fail in these modal contexts due to the truths being turned into falsehoods and vice versa. Thus, he claims that these modal contexts, like quotation statements, belief and related statements, are referentially opaque. 


Having shown that referential opacity is a problem with singular terms, which can actually be eliminated, Quine now wants to show that referential opacity is a problem with quantification.


Quine claims that “the connection between naming and quantification is implicit in”
 existential generalization, which is replacing a free variable with singular term. Whatever is true of a named object is true of something so long as the name refers. As an example, Quine gives us that from (2) Giorgione was so-called because of his size, we would get:


(  x)(x was so-called because of its size).

This states that ‘Something was so-called because of its size.’ With no antecedent for so-called this statement is meaningless. If we were to use the referential occurrence in (5) Giorgione was called ‘Giorgione’ because of his size, we would get 


(  x)(x was called ‘Giorgione’ because of its size).

This gives us the sound conclusion that ‘Something was called ‘Giorgione’ because of its size.’


Next, Quine turns to universal instantiation, which he claims is how we infer that ‘Everything is itself.’ Quine further claims that existential generalization and universal instantiation are two aspects of a single principle. This principle is “the link between quantifications and the singular statements that are related to them as instances.”
 But as noted for existential generalization, this only hold in the cases where names occur referentially. 


Quine gives us further examples of failure under existential generalization. Particularly, existential generalization applied to (9) and (10) will fail. In (9) Philip is unaware that Tully denounced Catiline, we would get:


(  x)( Philip is unaware that x denounced Catiline).

This states:

(29)
Something is such that Philip is unaware that it denounced Catiline.

But what object is this that did the denouncing? 


Quine set this example up to show how existential generalization applied to modal contexts fails. Applied to (15) and (16) we would get:

(30)
(  x)(x is necessarily greater than 7),

(31)
(  x)(necessarily if there is life on the Evening Star then there is life on x).

Again, what is this object that is necessarily greater than 7? Since (30) was based on (15) 9 is necessarily greater than 7, we could infer that it was 9. But this inference along with the identity statement (24) The number of planets = 9 yields the falsehood of :

(18)
The number of planets is necessarily greater than 7.

Quine claims that, “In a word, to be necessarily greater than 7 is not a trait of a number, but depends on the manner of referring to the number.”
 Or more generally, “Being necessarily or possibly thus and so is in general not a trait of the object concerned, but depends on the manner of referring to the object.”
 

We can save ourselves this problem by restructuring our statement such that:


Necessarily (  x)(x > 7). 

The difference with the above is that this statement says that ‘Necessarily there is an object that is greater than 7,’ in contrast to ‘There is an object that is necessarily greater than 7.’


Quine sums up by stating that “if to a referentially opaque context of a variable we apply a quantifier, with the intention that it govern that variable from outside the referentially opaque context, then what we commonly end up with is the unintended sense or nonsense of the type (26)-(31). In a word, we cannot in general properly quantify into referentially opaque contexts.”
 


Quine has now shown that referential opacity can frustrate substitutivity of identity and  disrupt quantification. He goes on to show that to prevent this disruption we must revert to Aristotelian essentialism. But, this is not part of his plan and he concludes “so much the worse for quantified modal logic.”
 


Next, I would like to turn to three lectures Saul Kripke presented at Princeton University in January 1970. These lectures are collected in Kripke’s 1980 book Naming and Necessity. I will be addressing the following areas: Russell and Frege on names and descriptions; Necessity vs. contingency; A priori vs. a posteriori knowledge; Identity across possible worlds; Rigid designation; Analysis of proper names; Possible worlds; Giving the meaning of a term vs. fixing its reference; and the Cluster theory of names.


Kripke begins with an overview of Russell and Frege on names and descriptions. He begins by showing that Russell and Frege give a powerful account of how names refer through being disguised definite descriptions. This gives us solutions to the problem of substitution and non-existent beings as shown in my comments on Russell and Frege. But, there is a problem. Which description of any given name do we use? Most things that we use to describe objects are contingently true, not necessarily true. If ‘Aristotle’ means ‘the teacher of Alexander the Great,’ then the fact that Aristotle taught Alexander is analytic and trivially true. But this statement is not trivial!


Kripke’s rejection of Russell and Frege’s descriptive theories of reference is based on two arguments. Let me begin by stating that the descriptive theory is committed to the following claim:

‘XYZ’ refers to A iff A satisfies the D, where ‘the D’ is a description or cluster of descriptions.  

This becomes the meaning of a name. Thus the semantic behavior of names can be accounted for in terms of the semantic behavior of descriptions. 

Kripke’s first argument says that this is false because names and definite descriptions behave differently in different modalities. A descriptive sentence is not about particulars, but has a universal content. Sentences with a name express a claim about a particular individual. Names retain their semantic content across possible worlds.  

This led Kripke to the thesis that names are rigid designators. The thesis that names are rigid designators states that a name is a rigid designator iff it refers to the same individual in all possible worlds. Rigid designation is not about how names get their reference in the actual world, only about the stability of the reference across possible worlds. This thesis has the negative consequence that the attachment between name and object cannot be descriptive. This notion of rigidity requires that we be able to keep track of individuals across possible worlds. Since we may not use descriptions to do this, rigidity entails essentialism. This is a contentious metaphysical issue to say the least. I will comment more on this later. With descriptions there is an ambiguity with respect to which world we are supposed to evaluate them, but not so with rigid designations. Thus, Kripke succeeds with his first argument that names are not descriptive. This success is not as strong as many have believed though, as it tells us nothing about what is for a name to have an object assigned as its semantic value, only that it is not fixed descriptively.

Kripke’s second argument is much simpler. He challenges the initial assumption that ‘the D’ is the meaning of the name ‘XYZ’. For any description,‘the D,’ that is presented to give the meaning of a name, it always makes sense to say ◊ XYZ is not the D. Kripke uses the Gödel example to illustrate his point. About the only thing that most people know about Gödel is that he was the first to prove the incompleteness theorem for arithmetic. So, if any description is to serve as the meaning of the name Gödel, it must be ‘the person who was the first to prove the incompleteness theorem for arithmetic.’ Call this ‘the D’. Even if you are one of those for whom this is the most that you know about Gödel, it still seems to make sense to suppose counterfactually that ‘◊ Gödel is not the D’. You can’t claim to be able to make sense of this because some other description fixes the meaning of Gödel. ‘Gödel is the D’ exhausts your knowledge of Gödel. You may not then try to claim that ‘Gödel is not the D’ doesn’t make sense to you because your knowledge is exhausted. You most certainly do comprehend the counterfactual possibility that ‘◊ Gödel is not the D’. I can even construct a story such that you in fact come to believe that ‘Gödel is not the D’! Suppose that your logic instructor informs you that recent research has shown that the incompleteness theorem was in fact proven by a man named Hauser, but that Gödel managed to steal the proof from him and silence him. It is quite likely that in light of this information you will come to believe that ‘Gödel is not the D’. It would certainly be the rational thing to do. But now, if you believe this, ‘the D’ cannot possibly be the meaning of Gödel because then ‘Gödel is not the D’ would be contradictory. But this has been shown to not be contradictory, and in fact, to be the rational thing to believe. 

This seems to be another coherent argument against a descriptive theory of reference. The examples in this second argument show one of Kripke’s key insights in his work on reference. This insight is that the mechanism of reference is in some way socially constituted. We seem to be able to lock into a name-using practice on the slightest conversational encounter with a name. Kripke’s positive account of this phenomenon is that a web of causal relations binds speakers together in a name-using practice. 

This account has been called the causal theory of reference. This theory is the idea that meaning is social, and attempts to explain how this is so. One formulation of the causal theory is:

‘Aristotle’ as used by speaker S refers to Aristotle iff S’s use of ‘Aristotle’ is causally related to the initial baptism of Aristotle. 

The main idea is that names refer via a causal link, not by fitting a description. Kripke stresses that descriptions may fix the reference of a name, but that they do not determine the reference.
 In other words, a description may serve the pragmatic role of fixing the reference, such as the meter is described as ‘the length of S at t0.’ But a description does not serve the semantic role of determining the reference of a name, such as ‘one meter.’ This “phrase [‘one meter’] is meant to designate rigidly a certain length in all possible worlds, which in the actual world happens to be the length of the stick S at t0.  On the other hand ‘the length of S at t0’ does not designate anything rigidly.”
 


The causal theory of reference has three features. First, it captures the social character of meaning and the idea of a name-using practice. That is, all those speakers whose use of a given name is causally related to the name bearer’s baptism constitute a name-using practice. Second, the causal constitution of a name-using practice accounts for the ease with which we can take up the practice. This participation hinges on the simple fact of the causal encounters experienced in everyday language use. This causal exposure to language is everywhere, and thus, we wind up with an ability to refer to many different people of whom we know basically nothing about. Third, the causal theory is non-cognitive. That is, it is insensitive to information. The links are supposed to be causal links, not informational links. Kripke explicitly makes this point while arguing against a point made by P. F. Strawson.
 A speaker may forget from where he got a reference or just become confused as to where he first heard a reference. “On our view, it is not how the speaker thinks he got the reference, but the actual chain of communication, which is relevant.”
 

I do not believe that Kripke is correct on this point about informational insensitivity. We use language to express thoughts. These thoughts are about things, that is, they contain information. They do not just refer to named objects. 

Kripke uses an example about Madagascar to respond to Gareth Evans.
 We have received our name-using practice of reference to Madagascar from Marco Polo. He received it from the natives he encountered when visiting the island. But, they used it to refer to part of the African mainland and Polo just plain got it wrong! Thus, if we trace our use through causal links then we must be referring to the African mainland when we use ‘Madagascar’. But we are not! Kripke claims that “Today the use of the name as a name of an island has become so widespread that it surely overrides any historical connection with the native name.”
 That is, reference can shift. I have no problem with that, as it clearly happens. Kripke goes on to say, 

“But this phenomenon is perhaps roughly explicable in terms of the predominantly social character of the use of proper names emphasized in the text: we use names to communicate with other speakers in a common language. This character dictates ordinarily that a speaker intend to use a name the same way it was transmitted to him…”
 

The problem generated by the Madagascar example is that there are all sorts of causal connections that link our use of names to various entities. To filter out the erroneous causal connections requires that we have some way to disambiguate the correct causal chain. But, causal links just are; they are not normatively right or wrong. Thus, it doesn’t matter if we are able to follow a causal chain. We can only describe the correct causal chain if we appeal to a non-causal concept to find the correct causal chain. 

Kripke further states that “When the name is ‘passed from link to link’, the receiver of the name must, I think, intend when he learns it to use it with the same reference as the man from whom he heard it.”
 This, though, is a cognitive account of reference, which requires the links to be informational. One can not intend to preserve reference without possessing certain information. And since this intention has to be successful to constitute a proper name-using practice, one must have the correct information. 

I believe that the causal theory of reference explains a great deal about how we use language and that it stands up quite well without the supposed informational insensitivity. But, if one is to insist on informational insensitivity in reference then the theory is wrong. 

While discussing Kripke’s analysis of Russell and Frege, his theory of rigid designation, and the causal theory of reference, I have talked briefly about Russell and Frege on names and descriptions, identity across possible worlds, rigid designation, analysis of proper names, and giving the meaning of a term vs. fixing its reference. I would now like to further discuss Kripke’s insights into these and the remaining issues.

Frege-Russell and the Theory of Descriptions

Kripke objects to a descriptive theory of reference, a la Russell and Frege, as the properties used to describe the referent may not be uniquely specifying, are probably only contingent, and may not actually be true of the speaker’s referent. That is, the speaker may have false beliefs. Kripke claims that the Frege-Russell view could be taken as a theory of the meaning of names or as a theory of reference.
 He claims that they take it as a theory of the meaning of names. These alternatives have different consequences when we ask a question such as, “Did Moses exist?” “If Moses means ‘the man who did such and such’, then, if no one did such and such, Moses didn’t exist…”
 But, if used as a theory of reference, where the description only fixes the reference of ‘Moses’ and is not synonymous with ‘Moses’, then we are able to correctly understand such counterfactual cases. ‘No one did such and such’ would only mean that possibly Moses didn’t go into politics or religion after all. It does not imply a possible world where Moses did not exist.

Cluster Theory of Names

Many people have tried to retain the spirit of the Frege-Russell theory of descriptions while abandoning the letter of it. They have tried to claim that a cluster of descriptions, not a single description, is what gives the meaning and/or reference of a name. This is an attempt to overcome the objection that we can’t give a uniquely identifying, singular description that isn’t contingent. 

Kripke clearly outlines the theses of the cluster theory of naming for us. He claims that “if you take it in the stronger version as a theory of meaning,”
 then the following theses are involved:

“(1) To every name or designating expression ‘X’, there corresponds a cluster of properties, namely the family of those properties φ such that A believes ‘φX’.

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

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

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

(5) The statement, ‘If X exists, then X has most of the φ’s’ is known a priori by the speaker. 

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

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

 
(C) is not a thesis but a condition on the satisfaction of the other theses.”


Thesis (1) is true because it is just a definition. Kripke believes the others to all be false though. Thesis (2) does not state that what the speaker believes is correct. That would have to be another thesis. Thesis (3) has problems with what sort of weighting is involved, but this is not critical, it will fail for other reasons. If we wanted to use the cluster theory as a theory of reference, and not as a theory of meaning, then thesis (6) would not need to be included. 


Thesis (6) fails, though, as it implies that most of the properties associated with an existent referent are necessarily true. But this is false. It is not the case that Aristotle necessarily was ‘the teacher of Alexander the Great’, ‘was born in Stagira’, etc. These are all contingently true of Aristotle and should not “be trivially true on the basis of a theory of proper names.”
 Thus, thesis (6) is incorrect. The other theses, Kripke claims, have nothing to do with necessity and can stand on that point anyway. 


Kripke claims that once thesis (6) is eliminated theses (2) – (4) will turn out to have a large class of counterexamples. And that, even if (2) – (4) turn out to be true, thesis (5) will be false, as the speaker is in no position to know a priori that the referent actually coincides with the determinant of (2) – (4) which is only an empirical ‘accident’. “Only in a rare class of cases, usually initial baptisms, are all of (2)-(5) true.”


Thesis (2) fails mainly due to being unable to satisfy the circularity condition in cases where someone correctly refers to someone, such as Einstein, but knows only one limited description of them, say, ‘the man who discovered the relativity theory’. This speaker is clearly referring to a (once) existing person, but is not able to do so except in a clearly circular manner. 


Thesis (3) is shown to be false through a reference to the Gödel example. People can have many false beliefs about someone, say that ‘Columbus was the first European to land in America,’ and that ‘he was the first person to realize the earth was round.’ They are in fact referring to Columbus, not to some Norseman or an ancient Greek. Thus, thesis (3) is false.


Thesis (4) is false because a name may still refer when someone has false beliefs about someone that are actually true of someone else, or when someone has false beliefs that are true of no one. An example Kripke gives is the Biblical story of Jonah.
 Biblical scholars believe that Jonah existed, but not that he did any of the things commonly attributed to him. Thus, the name refers, but the acts attributed to him are considered to be legendary. Thus, thesis (4) fails.


I have already stated how Kripke showed thesis (5) to be incorrect.


Kripke has shown that all theses of the cluster theory except (1), which is a definition, can be, and usually are, wrong. Thus, the cluster theory fails to be an adequate theory of meaning or reference.

Necessity vs. Contingency and A priori vs. A posteriori


In conventional philosophy necessity and a priori have been considered synonymous, as have contingency and a posteriori. Kripke strives hard to disabuse us of these notions of synonymy. Kripke claims that the notion of a prioricity is an epistemological notion.
 That is, the a priori has to do with what can be known independently of any experience. Kripke points out that this additional modality of can introduces other problems. Just who is it that it is supposedly possible to know something a priori? Others claim that this can really is a must. But, as Kripke claims, this is surely a mistake. “Something may belong in the realm of such statements that can be known a priori but still may be known by particular people on the basis of experience.”
 Kripke gives an example of a computer computing the fact that a certain number is prime, which we now believe on the basis of a posteriori evidence. Thus, we ‘can know something a priori’ does not mean that we ‘must know it a priori’. 


Kripke next turns to the metaphysical notion of necessity. That is, the necessity of the world being a particular way, regardless of anyone’s knowledge of the fact. Thus the two are not definitionally equivalent. They deal with two different domains, he claims, the epistemological and the metaphysical.
 


Kripke stipulates the meaning of the related term of ‘analytic’.  He states that an analytic statement “is true by virtue of its meaning and true in all possible worlds by virtue of its meaning. Then, something which is analytically true will be both necessary and a priori.”
 I believe he should have been more careful in this stipulation. An analytic statement is necessary only in an epistemological sense, certainly not in any metaphysical sense. It is only contingently true, in the metaphysical sense, that we are even here to provide definitions. 


Kripke uses the example of ‘one meter’ to show that there are contingent a priori truths. I showed above how ‘one meter’ and the length of S at t0’are not synonymous. We stipulated “that ‘one meter’ is to be a rigid designator of the length which is in fact the length of S at t0. So this does not make it a necessary truth that S is one meter long at t0.”
 Under other circumstances S could have been some other length. But, someone knows that (epistemologically) ‘S is one meter long at t0’ because the reference has been fixed by definition. Thus, this knowledge is a priori. But, it is only a metaphysically contingent fact that S was in fact the length that it was when the reference was fixed. This example shows that there are contingent a priori truths. 


Kripke next turns to the contingency or necessity of statements of identity. He is concerned both with names, and with scientific statements of identity, such as ‘heat = the motion of molecules’. He first mentions that we can, of course, have contingent identity statements if we use descriptions.
 An example would be ‘the man who invented bifocals = the first Postmaster General of the US’. 

Someone can use ‘Cicero’ to refer to Cicero, and use ‘Tully’ to refer to Cicero, without knowing that Cicero is Tully. Thus, “we do not necessarily know a priori that an identity statement between names is true.”
 But, Kripke claims, and rightly I believe, that this does not mean that the statement is contingent. With rigid designation and metaphysical necessity, just because we don’t know something a priori, does not mean that it is contingent. When we are unaware of a certain feature of the world, the might in how it might turn out to be, is an epistemic one. It has to do with our ignorance, not with the metaphysical necessity or contingency of the matter.
 

Kripke concludes that identity statements between names, when true at all, are necessarily true, even though it might not be known a priori.
 This is due to rigid designation, which when used in counterfactual situations is used to describe a situation in our language and referring to the actual referent in our world. Thus, although it is an empirical a posteriori discovery that ‘Hesperus = Phosphorus,’ it is necessarily true. They both are the planet Venus, which is, of course, one object and necessarily identical with itself. 

Kripke believes that statements about scientific discoveries are of the same kind. The fact that gold is an element with atomic number 79 is part of our present scientific theory. Thus, if true, it is necessarily true that it is an element with atomic number 79, although this was in fact an empirical discovery. 

The following quotes should nicely sum up Kripke’s thoughts on the necessary a posteriori:

“The present view asserts, in the case of species terms as in that of proper names, that one should bear in mind the contrast between the a priori but perhaps contingent properties carried with a term, given by the way its reference was fixed, and the analytic (and hence necessary) properties a term may carry, given by its meaning.”
 

“In general, science attempts, by investigating basic structural traits, to find the nature, and thus the essence (in the philosophical sense) of the kind. The case of natural phenomena is similar; such theoretical identifications as ‘heat is molecular motion’ are necessary, though not a priori.”
 

“In the case of identities, using two rigid designators, such as the Hesperus-Phosphorus case above, there is a simpler paradigm which is often usable to at least approximately the same effect. Let ‘R1’ and ‘R2’ be two rigid designators which flank the identity sign. Then ‘R1 = R2’ is necessary if true. The references of ‘R1’ and ‘R2’, respectively, may well be fixed by nonrigid designators ‘D1’ and ‘D2’, in the Hesperus and Phosphorus cases these have the form ‘the heavenly body seen in such-and-such position in the sky in the evening (morning). Then although ‘R1 = R2’ is necessary, ‘D1 = D2’ may well be contingent, and this is often what leads to the erroneous view that ‘R1 = R2’ might have turned out otherwise.

Identity across Possible Worlds, Rigid Designation, and Possible Worlds


The concepts of possible worlds, identity across possible worlds, and rigid designation are, of course, intimately related. Many philosophers believe, Kripke asserts, that the question of identity across possible worlds is equivalent to the question of essential properties.
 But, this view depends upon the wrong way of looking at what a possible world is. A possible world is not some foreign land to be discovered. It is stipulated by the descriptive conditions that we associate with it.
 


If we take the first view, then we must discover some essential property of say Nixon before we can ask whether “Might Nixon have lost the election?” But this is certainly not required, if even possible. “We simply consider Nixon and ask what might have happened to him had various circumstances been different.”
 Since names are rigid designators, which simply means, by definition, that it designates the same object in every possible world, we can refer to Nixon and say that we are speaking about what might have happened to him. Thus, ‘transworld identification’ is not problematic.
 

Analysis of Proper Names and Giving the Meaning of a Term vs. Fixing Its Reference


I have already shown how Kripke showed that a singular description, a la Frege and Russell, and that a cluster of descriptions does not give the meaning of a name. Kripke claims that in some cases this, or these, descriptions may fix the reference, though. An example might be ‘Jack the Ripper.’
 The name cannot be synonymous with the meaning or else the name would not be a rigid designator. Kripke concludes that the “primary applicability of the description theory is to cases of initial baptism.”
 Usually though, this picture is incorrect. Once a naming practice has begun, however started, reference depends on our community of speakers.

Definitions also work like descriptions, they fix the reference but do not give the meaning. An example that I have already spoken about is that ‘one meter’ is ‘the length of S at t0.’ Reference to natural phenomena is quite simple. We identify it by the characteristic impressions that it produces in us. For example, “We fix what light is by the fact that it is whatever, out in the world, affects our eyes in a certain way.”
 This is neither a description nor a definition. 

Thus, Kripke concludes that natural kind terms have a much greater kinship with proper names than was generally realized. He claims that this applies to various species names, both singular and mass, and to certain terms for natural phenomena.

I think that Kripke did a good job addressing many issues regarding our use of language and the problems of previous theories. I was always bothered by the contingent properties that we use in a description theory, either singular or cluster. Why couldn’t we just point at an object and say, “What if that object were different in this way?” I feel that in many contexts, particularly when discussing counterfactually, we do use rigid designation. 

I have also been bothered about the classical running together of the necessary and the a priori, and the contingent and the a posteriori. Kripke’s explication and examples did wonders to clear this up for me. I did state previously though that I feel that he should have been more careful in his stipulation that “something which is analytically true will be both necessary and a priori.”
 He took pains to show the difference between metaphysical and epistemological necessity
 and then claimed that an analytic statement is true necessarily, but this is an epistemological necessity. 


I have come to truly appreciate Kripke’s views in Naming and Necessity, especially after four or five careful readings. He may not want to call his views a theory, but that is certainly what they have become. And, I feel as he does, or at least as he stated in the text, “It really is a nice theory. The only defect I think that it is has is probably common to all philosophical theories. It’s wrong.”
 It particularly fails as a causal theory of reference. Information is clearly at work in many cases of reference, while Kripke wants the work done to be information-independent. Also, Kripke does not adequately defend his views against the examples of reference shift as in the cases of “Madagascar’ or ‘Santa Claus.’ If causal links were doing the work, the chain would return to the original referent. 


In this section I will deal with Saul Kripke’s A Puzzle About Belief. This paper presents a puzzle about names and belief involving substitutivity in belief contexts. Kripke’s main thesis is that “the puzzle is a puzzle” and that, as such, “any account of belief must ultimately come to grips with it.”
 His purpose seems to be to convince us that the puzzle is something to worry about; but it is really more a defense of his form of Millianism.


Section I deals with some preliminary issues regarding substitutivity. He begins by stating that the view that he developed in Naming and Necessity and elsewhere is a Millian one. That is, that “a proper name is, so to speak, simply a name. It simply refers to its bearer, and has no other linguistic function. In particular, unlike a definite description, a name does not describe its bearer as possessing any special identifying features.”
 He concludes that the Millian view entails “that proper names of the same thing are everywhere interchangeable not only salva veritate but even salva significatione: the proposition expressed by a sentence should remain the same no matter what name of the object it uses.”
 Thus, we can infer that they are also substitutable in modal contexts, and further, that they are substitutable in contexts which involve knowledge, belief, and epistemic modalities.
 

This is contrasted by the case of definite descriptions in which propositions are easily changed by substituting into modal contexts. Kripke’s example is “The smallest prime is even” expresses a necessary truth, but “Jones favourite number is even” expresses a contingent one, even if Jone’s favourite number happens to be the smallest prime.”
 

Kripke next shows how it has been supposed that the Millian view also fails in a modal context. But, he has already shown us elsewhere that this argument against Mill fails.
 Thus, he concludes that it is a consequence of rigid designation “that codesignative proper names are interchangeable salva veritate in all contexts of (metaphysical) necessity and possibility; further, that replacement of a proper name by a codesignative name leaves the modal value of any sentence unchanged.”
 If one accepts the Millian view of proper names and rigid designation, then, he is in fact correct. But, I would argue that this is almost trivial. As I commented at the end of my analysis of Naming and Necessity, we rarely speak in a purely metaphysical fashion. We use language to convey thoughts, thoughts which contain information, knowledge. This is an epistemological use of language. Of course, we are able to make metaphysical claims with language; although, must of us do so in a very loose fashion usually. The normal use of language is rarely concerned with strict metaphysical claims. 

I maintain a sort of neo-Fregean position that is close to the one presented by Kripke in the paragraph following the last quote (p. 107). I believe that ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’, ‘Mark Twain’ and ‘Samuel Clemens’, ‘London’ and ‘Londres’, and so forth, are in fact codesignative proper names; they are rigid designators a la Kripke (metaphysically), but they still in fact have a different sense (epistemologically). I have no quarrel with the fact that these pairs of names pick out the same metaphysical object. But, they are not always used in a completely codesignative way. It is a true claim to say that ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’ when one wants to make the metaphysical claim that they are both names for the planet Venus. It is an equally valid claim, and we often speak this way, to say that ‘Hesperus is not Phosphorus’ when one wants to refer to the fact that these names have different connotations. This is in fact the way that we speak. If an account of belief were to “come to grips” with the way we actually speak, then it would already take into account the puzzle about our beliefs. 

Kripke uses the example of ‘Feynman’ and ‘Gell-Mann’, which most people would identify as ‘leading contemporary theoretical physicists’, to show that the premise that failure of interchangeability of codesignative names in belief contexts is due to a difference of ‘defining’ descriptions is false. At best, this argument only shows that it is sometimes false. I would argue though that these are not proper ‘baptismal’ descriptions a la Kripke, and thus, they do not rigidly designate any particular person. Again, we routinely talk like that, although, when we do, it is really only ‘small talk’; we are not actually communicating any information. One is able to refer to, say, Feynman, but only in a very vague and cursory way. I feel that Kripke was very disingenuous in this argument. Based on Naming and Necessity he would never claim that this description referred to any unique object, or that it was a rigid designator. To then apply this ‘description’ to show that this Fregean premise fails is not kosher. ‘Feynman’ and ‘Gell-Mann’ most certainly have different senses, even if all one knows it that they are both ‘leading contemporary theoretical physicists’. Someone who only knows what we have stipulated does not need to know that they have different senses to ask whether they are two different physicists or one. They ask because they do not know. 

In Section II, Kripke lays out some general principles that he will use to explicate the puzzle. He tells us explicitly that the disquotational principle is “stated as follows, where ‘p’ is to be replaced, inside and outside all quotation marks, by any appropriate standard English sentence: “If a normal English speaker, on reflection, sincerely assent to ‘p’, then he believes that ‘p’.””
 We are, of course he claims, allowed “to draw conclusions, stated in English, about the speakers of any language.”
 Finally, he assumes the principle of translation as follows: “If a sentence of one language expresses a truth in that language, then any translation of it into any other language also expresses a truth (in that other language.)”
 

Kripke uses a traditional argument against Millianism, in which substitution of codesignative proper names fails, to show that it is not really a reductio ad absurdum of substitutivity. The traditional argument shows that substitution of codesignative proper names fails in belief contexts, and is thus a reductio ad absurdum of substitution. Since substitution is entailed by Millianism, it appears that it is a reductio ad absurdum of Millianism. Kripke wants to show that this is in fact false by generating the same results without using substitution. He will only use two very basic principles, disquotation and translation, to effect the same puzzle. 

The puzzle: Pierre, a normal French speaker, lives in France and speaks only French. He has heard of the famous English city Londres which, based upon what he has heard, he believes to be pretty. Thus, we would conclude, based on his sincere utterance that Pierre believes that London is pretty. Later, Pierre moves to London, albeit to a shabby part. His neighbors know no French and so he learns English by the ‘direct method’. He rarely leaves his own neighborhood, and so, is willing to assent in English to: London is not pretty, and inclination to assent to: London is pretty. He still assents, in French, to: Londres est jolie. But, we must conclude that Pierre has contradictory beliefs. But, surely, Pierre cannot be convicted of inconsistency; he only lacks information.
 With some minor variations Kripke generates four versions of the puzzle that exhaust the logical possibilities that all generate something false or contradictory.
 Since the puzzle can be generated with substitution, the traditional argument should not be seen as a reductio ad absurdum of substitution. 

Kripke claims that to redescribe the situation, such that ‘all the relevant facts’ are presented, is no answer. The question as to whether Pierre does, or does not, believe that London is pretty will still be unanswered. One response by a Fregean that Kripke wants to dismiss is that there are different descriptions that refer to the two cities of Pierre’s beliefs. He does believe that descriptions may play a role, but he tries to show us how the Fregean view fails
 

Suppose that Pierre believes that London is the largest city in England, Buckingham Palace is there, the Queen of England lives there, and these properties uniquely identify London. Earlier, when he spoke only French, Pierre used exactly the same identifying descriptions to refer to Londres. Of course, his beliefs involved ‘Angleterre’, ‘le Palais de Buckingham’ and ‘la Reine d’Angleterre’. Kripke believes that once Pierre becomes bilingual he does not have to conclude that ‘London’ and ‘Londres’ name the same city, even though he uses the same identifying descriptions to refer to them. Kripke says Pierre must only conclude that they name two different countries, etc.
 In fact, Kripke believes that if Pierre were to conclude that they are codesignative proper names, based on his beliefs as an English speaker and on his beliefs as a French speaker, “he would in fact be guilty of a logical fallacy.”
 

A possible solution might be that the principle of translation does not hold for proper names.
 But, Kripke is able to generate the same paradox with a single language; no translation is involved, only the disquotational principle. Peter has learned of the famous pianist ‘Paderewski’. Thus, we conclude that Peter believes that Paderewski had musical talent. Later, he learns of the Polish Prime Minister named ‘Paderewski’, but Peter is skeptical of the musical abilities of politicians. So, we conclude that Peter believes that Paderewski had no musical talent. Kripke believes that this shows that restriction that names not be translated is “ineffective, as well as implausible and drastic.”

Thus, Kripke concludes that the puzzle is a puzzle, and that any theory of belief and names must deal with it.
 He does not blame substitution, as the puzzle can be generated by disquotation plus substitutivity, disquotation plus translation, and even by disquotation alone.

 I have several problems with A Puzzle About Belief. First, as I have already stated, it may be a consequence of rigid designation that codesignative proper names are interchangeable in contexts of (metaphysical) necessity and possibility. But, this is an almost trivial point. It does not get Kripke substitutability in all contexts of necessity and possibility. We do not speak in a purely metaphysical fashion. Language expresses thoughts. Expressed thoughts contain information; information that we may lack a consistent base for or of which we may just be wrong. 

Second, I feel that his Feynman – Gell-Mann argument was very disingenuous as I previously stated. Based on rigid designation and Kripke’s idea of descriptive baptism he would never claim that the phrase ‘a leading theoretical contemporary physicist’ referred to any unique object. To claim that this shows that substitutability of codesignative names is not due to differences of ‘sense’ is false. This argument only shows that we clearly are able to refer to objects when we lack basic information needed to disambiguate one from another.

Third, Kripke claims ‘anyone, leading logician or no, is in principle in a position to notice and correct contradictory beliefs if he has them.”
 This claim is clearly false. His statement entails that someone is even able to notice his or her own contradictory beliefs. This is clearly not always possible. His own examples show that this is so. Pierre and Peter are missing key pieces of information which would allow them to even notice that their beliefs (as we ascribe them) are contradictory. Thus, they are in no position to correct anything. 

The last problem that I have is with Kripke’s contention that Pierre’s beliefs in French about Angleterre and his beliefs in English about England are in fact “exactly the same uniquely identifying properties.”
 If Pierre actually held the same exact descriptions he most certainly could not conclude that England and Angleterre were in fact two different countries. Thus, they are not the same exact descriptions. 

After rereading A Puzzle About Belief and Naming and Necessity for the third or fourth time I came to the above conclusions. Then, just recently, I stumbled across on article by David Sosa, entitled The Import of the Puzzle About Belief.
 In this paper Sosa gives a detailed examination of Kripke’s paper and shows the exact same problems that I discovered. Sosa also is able to show how Kripke’s alleged defense of Millianism is actually an argument against it. To generate the puzzles which Kripke does, requires another principle which presupposes Millianism. This he cannot do. Fregean description theory is able to accommodate all of Kripke’s examples of apparent failure of codesignative names to be interchangeable in belief contexts. Under a Fregean theory ‘Paderewski’ and ‘Paderewski’, ‘London’ and ‘Londres’, ‘England’ and ‘Angleterre’, ‘Samuel Clemens’ and ‘Mark Twain’ would all have a different ‘sense’. This may be due to being proper names in different languages, descriptions in different languages, lack of knowledge that one person is the same as another even when they have the same name, or just plain ambiguity such as in the Feynman – Gell-Mann example. All of these names which are supposedly translatable or have exactly the same description do have a different sense when one lacks the knowledge to properly translate or they are blatantly ambiguous. 

I would now like to turn to Leonard Linksy’s Reference, Essentialism, and Modality. This paper looks many of the ideas covered so far, particularly with respect to Frege, Quine, and Kripke. 

Linsky begins with a common formulation (attributed to Quine) of the principle of substitutivity: “Given a true statement of identity, one of its two terms may be substituted for the other in any true statement and the result will be true.”
 He claims “that the terms of a true identity statement are everywhere intersubstitutive, salva veritate, is merely explicative of the idea of singular terms’ having singular reference.”
 I agree with his analysis of this formulation of the principle of substitutivity; it presupposes singular reference by singular terms. But, singular terms may not have singular reference. Take for example, ‘Paris’. ‘Paris’ has at least three references that I am aware of; Paris, France; Paris, Missouri; and Paris, Texas. Clearly, singular terms do not always have singular reference. 

On the above formulation of the principle of substitutivity, “failure of substitutivity for a term in a given context entails failure of reference for that term in that context.”
 This is what Quine calls referential opacity. Frege, though, would consider these to be cases of reference shift rather than reference failure. In these cases, which Frege calls “oblique”, the references of names are what would normally be their senses.
 Thus, the principle of substitutivity is reformulated so that a name may only be replaced by another term having the same reference as in the first context. That is, the terms must be true synonyms a la Frege; they must have the same sense as well as the same meaning. 

Linsky attempts to show that Frege’s theory of reference makes the union of quantification and modality into a barren one. He looks at the following two statements which should be synonymous:

9 is greater than 7, and necessarily 9 is greater than 7.

9 is greater than 7, and necessarily it is greater than 7.

In the first, Linsky states that according to Frege, the object which is said to be greater than 7 is not the same as the object which is said to be necessarily greater than 7. In the second, the pronoun is inside the scope of the modal operator and is unable to pick up the reference of the ‘9’ outside the scope of the operator. Linsky claims that “If the pronoun did pick up the reference of the numeral, it would refer to the object 9 rather than a sense, and this Frege denies.”
 This is because Linsky has taken senses to be objects and wants to provide identity conditions for them, which Frege never did. Well, we do speak in the manner above and we do manage to refer to the terms that we believe we do. I say so much the worse for quantified modal logic if it cannot be applied to a natural language. Actually, so much for the misapplication of quantified modal logic. 


Coming at the problem from various directions, Linsky claims that we need “the framework of a clear semantics” within which to evaluate the various claims.
 I wholeheartedly agree with this statement. Linsky thus looks at Kripke’s semantics and is lead to a discussion of identification across possible worlds. He believes that this problem of transworld identification leads us to essentialism, 

“for if objects have essential properties they cannot lack them in any possible world in which those objects exist. Perhaps then, objects can be identified across possible worlds by some of their essential properties. Further, it is only by their essential properties, if at all, that such identifications can be made.”

But this leads us to the problem of which necessary properties are essential. They must be individuating, but not overly individuating. That is, every object has the property of being identical with itself, but that property is useless to us as we cannot identify an object across a possible world by finding the object that is identical with it. How to do that is our problem in the first place. Linsky claims that “it is not a logical problem but a metaphysical one.”
 

Linsky seems to be confused as to what possible worlds are and how they operate. We do not require essential, individuating properties to perform transworld identification. We simply stipulate that we are considering that specific object and we are considering it under counterfactual circumstances that we stipulate. It is not a “metaphysical problem” as we are not creating or even finding possible worlds at the end of a telescope. We are simply talking about possibilities that we stipulate about an object that we stipulate. 

Having shown that modal logic is committed to essentialism, Linsky asks whether we must accept Quine’s conclusion of “so much the worse for quantified modal logic?”
 He claims that just because we are unable to give a “satisfactory criterion for identifying individuals across possible worlds”, it does not entail that we are unable to “make sense of such identifications.” This is similar to the fact that because we are unable to give a criterion “for the reidentification of individuals through time in the actual world”, it does not entail that we are unable to do so. In fact, we do make both sorts of reidentifications.
 

Linsky feels that “we may exploit this understanding to give intuitive meaning to the statements of quantified modal logic. So much the better for quantified modal logic; for this is good enough for modal logicians to be going on with.”
 I agree with Linsky that quantified modal logic can proceed, but I would really like a clarification as to the use of intuition within quantified modal logic. My dictionary defines intuition as: “1 immediate apprehension by the mind without reasoning. 2 immediate apprehension by a sense. 3 immediate insight.”
 I believe that the use of intuition is as gross a misapplication within the domain of quantified modal logic as is the use of quantified modal logic within the domain of a natural language. 

These papers have been very interesting and educational. I feel though that most of this work has been akin to a dog chasing his tail. The application of quantified modal logic is applicable only within certain limited domains, such as mathematics and science. It cannot be fully applied to a natural language as used in everyday conversation. We speak in many ways, most of which do not involve metaphysical necessity. 

If I had to give a name to my views, I would call myself a neo-Fregean with Kripkean leanings. I believe that descriptions and singular terms do refer. They may also have more than one ‘sense’. This is the reason for the distinction between connotation and denotation. I also believe in rigid designation as applied to possible worlds, as that is all the definition of rigid designation claims. I find Kripke’s views on possible worlds to clearly explicate what it is we are doing when we speak counterfactually. I also find Kripke’s distinctions between necessity and the a priori, and contingency and the a posteriori to be quite useful, keeping in mind that we are not always speaking strictly metaphysically. 

The standard formulation of Leibniz’s Law, also known as the principle of substitutivity, does seem to imply that singular terms refer singularly, as shown above. This formulation has bothered me since I first learned of it. It does not take into account the fact that many of our singular words do in fact refer to more than one object, or even that those that do refer to a singular object, say ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’, do so in different contexts. 

Recently, I stumbled across a very short paper by Ignacio Angelelli entitled On Identity and Interchangeability in Leibniz and Frege.
 Angelleli’s thesis is that Frege misattributed his formulation of the principle of substitutivity to Leibniz. Also, that Leibniz understood all along as per Aristotle “that “there is no necessity” that an entity given in some particular way have all the attributes of the same entity given in another particular way.”
 Thus, Frege made a mistake and was forced to correct it with his Sinn und Bedeutung while Leibniz was aware from the start that “his ontology determined his semantics in such a way that the antinomy of the name-relation could not appear.”
 By analyzing the original Latin in which Leibniz wrote Angelelli determines that the principle of substitutivity, at least the so-called Leibniz’s Law, should not have been formulated as it has been throughout the 20th century. “Interchangeability in any context is not a law deriving from the “essence” of identity. And interchangeability in some contexts can hardly be said to imply identity.”
 I wholeheartedly agree that the classical formulation of the principle of substitutivity is flawed. Maybe if Frege had seen this from the beginning we would not have had so many intelligent men chasing their own tails. 

This change alone will not clear up the confusion generated by substitution. Donald J. Hillman, in On Substitutivity Criteria
, argues that a common formulation of substitutivity criterion, “If A and B are designations of the same thing, the substitution of one for the other in any declarative sentence will never result in nonsense”
 fails. It fails both as a criterion for substitutivity for colloquial English sentences and fails as a genuine substitutivity criterion for formalized languages. This argument goes to the heart of my argument that quantified modal logic must not be misapplied.
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