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" A Teasonable expectation of a fully-fledged theory of reference in
narural language would be that it provide at least a basis for determinin;i?
in any Parciculaf occurrence of a referring expression, 4 name or descrip-
tion, what function that referring expression is being used to perform;

No theoTy jig able té determine whether (1) is true or false, even.given

the trﬂth'of (2) and (3)-

(1) Qedipus wanted to marry his mother.
(2)  Oedipus wanted to marry Jocasta.

(3)  Jocasta was the mother of Oedipus.

NOW the reason that no theory can determine whether (1) is entailed
by the ¢oujynction of (2) and (3) is that the description "his mother" in
(1) occuUrs jn a referentially opaque context. However, giving such a
reason is not the same thing as giving an adequate theoretical account,
for such an jccount should make clear why the reason counts as a reason.

TW0 conclusions could be drawn from the problem that referential
opacity Poses for referential theory. The first is that the avallable
semanti¢ theories are simply wrong, and we must merely await a better one.
The seclthd jg that questions of reference, appafently purely semantic
quest {008, cannot be answered by a purely semantic theory but need to be
supportéd by aspects of a theory of pragmatics.

The arguments presented below attempt to support the second of these

conclusions, Thus while Kripke2 objects to Donnellan's claims3 based on

g;, £,
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a distinction between referential and attributive uses of definite descrip-
tion because he suspects "they have little to do with semantics or truth

conditions, though they may be relevant to a theory of speech acts," the

" claims to be pressed here are that it is precisely because of their rele-

vance to a theory of speech acts that they are relevant tO‘a semantic
theory of reference.

In spite of Kripke's inclincation:to reject Donnellan's distinction,
he believes that it can be extended to proper names, and in doing so, it
could be argued, he lays the groundwork for a 56lution to some of the
problems. Kripke's pfoblem with associating a name with a@ referential use
of a description is that if the description turns out not to apply to its
object it is typically withdrawn. But all we need say to this objection
is that in fact it was not a referential use of a description of that
object {but possibly of som¢ .rher object).

We can explore further ti{ic ¢Xtension of the aftributivé/referential dis-
tinction to names. In order for a namé to be systeﬁatically and success-
fully used it need only denote the entity it.dOes in the language. Thus the
prima facie use of a name is referential. 1t would, in principle, be per-
fectly possible for two native speakers of a language to communicate about a
named entity without having any previously .shared knowledge about that entity--
if this were not the case it would be impossible to learn anything by first in-

troducing a name and then predicating things of the named entity. This view

>
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clearly rejects the '"principle of identifying descriptions,"”’ for it allows
that a speaker may use a name and have only "Vacuous" descriptions to "back

it up,” as when a . hild might ask "Who is Ralph Nader," having only a des-

o

Y

cription such as "Someone whose name I have heard."

Indeed;'it wculd seem that the only description wﬁ;ch is necessary for
the successful and appropr‘at; use of a name is something like ''the entity
(1 believe to be) conventionally refe;red to as "x" (;n my language culture),”
and this could hardly be regarded as knowing who or what is referred to in :
any important, epistemic, sease.

What of deéinite descriptions? If the prima facie job of nameé is
referential why should the prima Egéig job of definite descriptions not be
atrributive. What would it mean to make such a claim? By parallel argument

L]
to ®he case of proper names, one thing it would mean would be that the

epistemic prerequisites for the successful and appropriate attributive use
of a definite description should be minimal. In the case of a name, the

minimal requirement appeared to be the speaker's intention to refer to the

eﬁtity believeg to e conventionally referred to by the name. In the case
of the attributive use of a definite description it would be something like

. the speaker's’ intention to indicate the attribute(s) implicit in the definite

. -

description. No other knowledge would be necessary; the question of the
name of any entity possessing that attribute would: be as irrelevant as would

be "nowledge of other attributes such an

entity might possess.
v

%
Just as names bear a special direct relationship to the erntities they

denote, so attributive definite descriptions bear a. special direct relation-

v}

> ship to the attribute(s) thev inwvoke. A definite description can often be direct-

ly derived from a prodicate (or conjunction of predicates) by the application

5
-5 K
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of'syntactic rules. We will call the predicate(s) from which a definite
description is derived the "source predicate." An attributive definite
description is devived froa a predicate without regard to the entity of

which that predicate is (or has been) predicated. Adding credence to this
view is the fact that any definite description used attribu;ively can be ®
eliminated and replaced by an occurrence of the predicate bound by a uni-

versal quantifier in a hypothetical statement. Consider a modification

of Donmellan's? example (4):

(4) The winner of the Indianapolis 500 will drive a turbine.

This can be re-written as (5):
(5) (x) (x wins the Indianapolis 500 o x drives a turbine) .

which would be true even‘if there were no instantiation for x. Consequently,
(5) can be construed as being a relation between two predicates, the first
of which was transformed into a definite description in (4). There is there-
fore no reason to believe that (4) refers to an entity.at all--it merely
asserts a relationship between the predicates.

Let us gay, then, that names are prima facie referential, and definite
description érima facie attributive, and let us use the terminology 'direct

' for such expressions. We have, then, two types of linguistic entity,

uses'
names and descriptions, whose primary functions are distinct. But, under
certain circumstances,.each‘of thesé linguistic entities can be used to
perform the functions which are basic to the other. These uses we will

call "indirect uses." The reason for this is partly terminologically sym-

metry and partly due to the fact that the epistemic prerequisites are greater

6
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than for_di;ect uses. For, to use a definite description indi;ectly, that

is referentiaily, it is no longer possiﬁle to disregar; the entity of which
the source predicate is predicated for that entity is nodhbeing indirectly
referred to through the predicate. In principle, it could ha;e been directly
referred to using its name.. Similarly, a prbper name can be used as an
indirect means-qf using aa attributive definite description; To show this

we can reveirse Kripke's obsection to extending Donnellan's distinction.

Two men glimpse someone at a distance raking leaves and one, uninking it to
be Jones, says 'Jones is doing a good leaf-raking job." The second man
inférms the first that actually it isn't Jones at all, but if is Jones' son.
To misqu;te Kripke we can say: "an attributive proper name, such as 'Jones',
is typically withdrawn when the speaker reallzes that it is not the,na?e of
its object.”" All this shows is that the speaker's concern was not with —
Jones at all but with "the person raking the leaves, whoever he is,'" and
that, of course, 1s exactly how Donnellan characterizes aﬁ attributive use.
The reason one can withdraw the name (or in the earlier case, the descrip-
tion) is that we don't care, in indirect uses, whether the description or
name fits, for in such cases when we use the description we do so for the
purpose of referring, and when w2 use the name we do so for the purpose of
expressing a relatiopship between predicates.

Let us now summarize our claims so far. Direct uses of names and
Indirect uses of descriptions are referential. Direct uses of descriptions
and Indirect uses of names are attributive. In the absence of any special
assumptions about context we can reconsider (1) and (2) to see these distinc—
tions working. Given our normal assumptions about Oedipus and his sexual

ambitions (1) is true if "his mother" is an Indirect use of a description
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and rfalse if it is a Direct use of a description. Similarly, (2) is true

if "Jocasta" is a Direct use of a name and false if it is an Indirect use
_,/—/ N . ' B ] L h

of a name. The reason we need a pragmatic account is thrat such "ceteris

paribds"-assumptions about context are frequently unsatisfiable. There are.’

przgmatic and stylistic reasons why indirect uses are sometimes necessary.

We do, however, have the beginnings of an account of the truth conditions

for sentences like (1) and (2). The addition of more praématic considera-—

tions may enable us to at least make good guesses, if not actually to decide,

-

what function referring expressions are performing in particular cases.

II - L
s

Lomem

Indirect uses of names. and descriptions are the ones that are of chief
concern in’0u£ pragmatic analysis. The simpler of thg two cases is that of
the indirect use of a name. If a speaker uses a name indirectly, that is,
to perform the function of an attributive definite description, he must not
only believe that the source predicate of the description is true of the-
individual whose namé he uses, he must also believe that the hearer shares
that belief and that the heérer ;ill have some cause to ;elect the particulaf
implied predicate(s) from what may be a .ery long list or predicaté§>he has

associated with the individual. In normal conversation a speaker . only uses

a name indirectly if one of two conditions has been satisfied:

(1) The context has already established the attributive definite
description, or a narrow range of possible ones.

(£i) There exists some particularly favored definite description

for the named entity.
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£ one of these conditions is not satisfied the addressee is likely to ask
for an explanmation; he is likely to ask how or why the assertion is (supposed

to be, true.

Consider the example (6): ' ' ,
{6) Alfred Nobel profoundly influenced the nature of warfare.

Unless one can assume, as a"sﬁeaker, that the addressee knows that Nobel‘
invented dynamite, aitd that the inventing of dynamfte is contéxtuélly rele~
vant, it is unlikelj that one would initiate a new tépic of conveisation
using (6) unless the name were being usad Qirgctly. If the name is used

N

indirectly, it is being used to pérfbrm the function of an attributive

-

description as in (7):

317) The inventor of dynamite profoundly influenced the nature

>

8]
of warfare. .

1

If one's addressee vere to respond "how?" to (6) the kind of answer one
would.give would be in terms of Nobel's invention of dynamiteii That 1is,
one would have to supply the source predicate associated with Nobel. Such
a question asked of (7), however, woulé not call for a response.sucﬁ as
"Nobel_inyentea dynamite" but might call for a missing predicate associated
. with,dynamitqva;d relating it to warfare. The difference between the |
indirect use in-(6) and the divect use in (7) is that the semantic proximity
in (7) between the definite description and the predicate is much more
dir=ct and apparent than it is between t!.. name and the predicate in (6).
" Barbara Hall Partee makes a similar point when she says6 referential inter-~

retations tend to lack a "'strong semantic relation to the content of the
P

rest of the sentence."
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Some names refer to entities for which there are favored or preferred
.descriptions.7 Examples are easy-to findlv"George Wa;hingtén" and "the first
preéident of the United States," "Gerald Ford" and "thg (current) president

(of the United States)," "Paris" and "the Capital of France" and so on.

. Because of this fact condition (ii) above may be satisfied and consequently

8) -

(8) " George Washington signed a treaty with France

can be used to iﬁitiate a new tééic of conversation QithOut having previ-
‘ously established which attribute of George Washington is to be selected .
from the many candidates. o ‘ -

A name, then, when used indirectly can be regarded as Fulfilling the
function of an attributive description. ?n such a cése a Aéﬁe really is a
kind of abbreviation for a description as Russgll suggested,s_and the

'speaker normally presupposes that his addressee knows for which descriptionx
it is standing in.

Définite desériptions used referentially, that is, indirect uses,
‘serve a particularly important function in language, namely that of ée- '
ferring to entities for which eithner theré is no (thque) name, or for
which the speaker either AOes not know the name, or khows thatjthe gearer
doesn't. {f we af; right that whe prima facie use of definite descriptions
is attributive, then"it would follow that in the absggfe of contrary indica~
tions, on encountering a definite description a hearér would attempt to
relate the implied predicate, that is, its sense, to the rest of the

* sentence iix which it occurred. If he fails to find a "semantic connection"

he may then decide that the expression is bﬁﬁgﬂsused referentially. As an

example consider (9): ; ' -

10
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(9) The President who signed_a tfeaty with France sometimes

annoyed his father.

o

P

. -

A hearer, on deciding that the sense of the definite descriptinn bore no

apparent relationship to the rest of ‘the sentence, might be inclined then

a

to treat the description as being an indireet use. He might also, justi-

fiably, inquire "What has being a president who signed a ‘treaty with France

got to do with annoying one's father?", for the selection of any particular

o

v

description to refer-to an individual always carries with it the auestion -

as to why that particular déscription was selected. So, for a speaker to

‘use a definite description indirectly we .can suppose one, or more, of the

following corditions must be satisfied:

(1)

(11}

(4ii)

The speaker does not know the name of the referent,.éndior ¢

-

believes that his addressee doesn't.

The referent has no (sufficisntly u

.

nique) name.-

= 4

The speaker helieves thaf the definite description he uses

is derived from a source predicate which he and his‘éddréssee

believe to bé true of the refe:

<

ont.

/

If none of these cond’:ions is satisficd, or if the addressee believes, none

of them to be, the addressee will probably fail to undefstana. Thué;'if.

the addressee did not know that ‘the referent of the definite description in

(9) was George Washington he might respond to it by sa ing "Who was that?"
y say ”

On being told he night understandably complain "If you meant Gedrge'Washing—

&

ton, why didn't you say so" and the speaker's onl justification (assumin
y y y P y g
:. 1Y -

he knew George Washington's name, and knew the speaker knew,it)'wbuld be to

,
!

%

11.
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hadint

I‘ X .o . . ) . R o -
say "I thought you knew that gt was ,George Washington who signed a treaty

sy

"

with France.'" Another way of putting_all this is to say that if a speaker
wishes to "pick out" -an individual, using -the name of that individual is

- usually the best way! To arbitrarily use "some other form is to run the®

. risk of either communicating- the wrong thing, or failing to coﬁmunitate at

I3

: . . 9 L -
all. One might say that Grice's maxim, "be perspiciious," should contain

&

°

as a .submaxim "be direct." . . . )

One other reason that speakers employ 1ndirect uses is purely stylistic.'

‘o

It is cumbersome and inelegant to repeatedly utilize the same expreSsion,
be it name«or,description. Howéver, indirect uses emplo?ed for .stylistic
reasons alone usually satisfy the conditions we have laid out atove because

they generally‘follow their correspondi:&,direct uses.,

v . -
Ly . <, ’y

III

, .
. o & .
-3 - . N . -

S If the aaalysis so far is correct it would seem'that all occurrences-
ofs
of names and descriptions are open to direct or 1ndirect interpretation,
- ? -
at least in princ1ple. The ideal goal would be a rule whlch would enable

in-any particular case, -a determination of which interpretation is té be

made. While theuideal goal is almost certainly unattainable,va‘less ambi—

- . tious heuristic rule might be possible. 'f~ A

,.

."We have suggested so far'that there is usually a reason for a speaker
to ‘use an Qndirect forp in preference to a direct one. -It =3y be lack of
. knowledge -on his part, a belief in a lack of knowledge of his addressee, or

the presence of clear contextual clues as to the fact ”hat the use is,

indeed, indirect. The problém of formulating a rule to determine whether ~a_

use is direct or indirect is that the only datum available is the sentence,
N . = : .

>

12 - .
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and without knowledge coécerning the circumstances of its use there is no
way of reconstructing the speéker’s intentions. Nevertheless, a good first
approximation is to suppose that all uses are direct. (This will obviously
fail in al1 cases where reference is made to a nameless entity, but it is
only a first approximation.) Using this first approximation, let us con-

sider some examples. Take an identity statement such as (10):
(10) Nixon was the 37th President of the U.S.

Bothk the name and the definite description are best interpreted a= heing
direct uses. Since a direct use of a definite description merely identisies
a predicate and since different predicates (typically) have different trugh
conditions the replacement of the definite description by another will not

only change the meaning but will also have different truth conditions.

Thus (11) while stili truz i{s true for different reasons,
(11) Nixon was the winner of the 1972 presidential election. e

for had someone else won the 1972 electiorn that person woul. have been the
38th president.
What happens when an ident;ty statement appears in a referentially

opaque centext such as (12)?

(12) CGeorge IV wished to know if Scott was the author of Waverly.
Again, within the identity statement we have two direct uses, but, as we
know, substitution in svch contexts mav change the truth value. o

Consider the following corollary of our first approximation rule:

an

Substitutions mav. not bhe made for direct uses. The penalty for violating

13
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'\K
this rule would ke an inability to puarantee the truth value and/or modality
of the sentence. Thus substizuting "Nixon" for "The 37th President" in

(10) yields (13),
(13) Nixon was (is) Nixon.

the modality of which is different from that of (19), and, as Russell pointed
Sut%opresumably it 1is félse that George IV wished to know if Scott was Scott.
At least part of the prnbiem with referentially opaque contexts is that
the pragmatic considerations which might lead to determining whether a use
is direct or indirect are not only undetectable from the sentence alone tut
depend on whether these considerations were exercised by the speaker or by
the referent of whom he speaks. Thus to retura to the first example (1)
if the use of "his mother" is from the point éf view of the speaker then
there is no reason to jinclude the phrase within the scope of the wants of
Oedipus, whereas if it is from that bf Oedipus there is. So, in sueh con-
texts we %ave the problem. not only of determining whether the use is direct

“ or indirect, bur sisc o deteimlnang whess e: 1o i3, Sisuld we read (1)

- as (la) or (1b)?

(1a) Oedipus wantec. !marry * . mother of Oedipus. .
7 Y, pus, .

(1b) Oedipus wanted fmnrryl . mother of Oedipusl}

This ambiguity accentuates the fact that sentences are used by s»eakers in
the performance f speech acts and that the sreech acts ,are better units of
analysis than the sentences used to perform them.

Let us nevertheless, persevere. 1f in a use of (1) "his mother" is direct

44
(I) is false and by our rule substitution is not possible. On the other hand,

» 14
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1f the use is indirect, (l)zis true and substitution is possible, provided
that the substitution is with the correéponding direct use. But we have
said that we should suppose the use to be direct. What could lead to the
] *altern;tive interpretation? One possibilit;~is that ﬁhe direct interpreta-
‘o
. tion results i1 a false sentence and given a choice of interpretations of a
. sentence a hearer will generally attempt .o interpret it as being true.
This would suggest that a maxim such as Grice's "try to make your contribu-
tion one which is true” might be a higher-level constraint on a hearer's
1n£er5retation of an utterance than what we earlier suggested might be»a
submaxim ""be direct." So, a hearer's first assumntion is that what he is
% heing told is true. Only thgn does he assume that the speaker is being

" direct. If there is a conflict he gives up the latter constraint in prefer-

ence to the former.

Our conclusions then are these: (1) Unless there is evidence to suggest
that the conditions (ur an indirect use have been satisfied, a good rule is
to assume the use is direct. (2) If this assumption produces a false sen-
vence while the assumption of an indirect use produces a true oée, rtreat the
use as indirect. (3) Substitutions may be made in all contexts provided
that they are on1§ in the direction of indirect uses being replaced by their
corresponding gllgsg_uses. (4) If substitutions are made from (a) direct
uses to other direct uses, or (b) from direct uses to indirect uses, or
(c) from indirect uses to other indirect uses, the preservation of truth
value and/or modality camnot be guaranteed.

At the beginning of this paper it was suggested that perhaps some ques-

tions about reference cannot be answered by a purely semantic theory. Such

theories either break down or become very cumbersome in the face of reférentially
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opaque contexts. Characterizing such contexts independcntly of the notion

of interchangeability salva veritate appears to be a very difficult thing

to do. " The whole problem seems incomprehensible to, say, a psycholinguist.

Why should it be?

Consider the sentence (14):
(14) John kicked the ball.

To be sure, if the referent of "John" stays unchanged the sentence remains
true even though some other phrase may be substituted for "John." As far
as truth conditions are concerned what matters is that the objects referred
to are indeed referred to. What some logician appears to want, however, is
that we should be able to guarantee the continued truth-of some sentences
even when thesn "objects" change. The reluctance to admit that meaning is
a deferminant . truth leads to absurdities. Everyone can believe that
George IV wished to know whether Séott was the acthor of Waverly, but, the
psycholinguist will be inclined to argue, the object of George IV’s concern
was the truth of a particular proposition. That proposition was ''Scott is
the author of Waverly"--not some other, related proposition. The only
alternatiye prbposition cf concern to‘George IV would have been a proposition

wvhich had the same meanirg. If one were to suppose that the "object'--i.e.

_the riferent, were to remain fixed‘and if one were to suppose, as did

Frege,ll

that the referent of a sentence were its truth value, then one
could see how, if we change the occurrence of 'the author of Waverly" for .
"Scott" we still have a linguistic expression having the same referent

(namely "True") and consequently by analogy with (14), substitution salva

veritate should be possible.

16
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But whgtever the referent of a sentence is, such an analysis is simply
wrong. eorge' [V wanted to know whether that particular proposition was
true, NOU yhether some other one was. If we allow substitution we change
the mealing jf not the truth value of the embedded sentence and we may thus
produce 3 pyoposition which ceases to represent the "object" of George IV's
inquiry: We have argued that a direct use of a description bears a special
relatlonship to a predicate--a meaningful entity. 1If that predi.ate is
ruplacﬁd Or lost so may the meaning. Consequently we might syppcse that

the onlY way one can guarantee interchangeability salva veritgte in refer-

entially opaque contexts is if we also guarantee interchangeability salva
§§5£&£352£i925- This is why indirect uses of descriptions may be replaced
by chcif Corresponding direct ones, for in their indirect uses their
referentt ig peing exploited, rather than their sense. But, in the last
analysiss the only way to determine how an expression is being used in a
sencence is fhrough'n pragﬁatic analysis; a purely semantic analysis can
never work,

1 have argued elscwherel2 that theories about language must eventually
;ake accoune of pcopie. of what they say, and why they sav it. 1In this
spirit, 1t jg interesting to note that people do confuse names for ° icrip~
tioms and degeriptions for names. In an experimental investigation13
designed to determine whether there was any psychological counterpart to

the direCt/jipdirect distinction, subjects were exposed to direct and in-

A,
. " ;

direct ¥Ses of many names and corresponding descriptions occurring in sen-
tences admin{gtered in an incidental learning task. Thus at some point

during l€arning a subject would see botb of either (15) and (16), or (17)

and (18)°

Iy
-3
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(15) Abraham Lincoln lived in Illinois.
(16) The president who tree’ the slaves was politically astute.
(17) Abraham Lincoln was politcally astute.

(18) The president who freed the slaves lived in I1linois.

In (15} the name is best regarded as being a direct use as is the description
in (16), whereas in (17) the name is more naturally interpreted as being an
indirect use as is the description in (18). When subjects were later given

a recognition test in which all four sentences somewhere appearad, there was
a marked and highly significant tendency for them to falsely recognize

direct uses (that thev had never seen) and to incorrectly reject indirect
uses (that thev had seen). One of the conclusions of che study was that
people may in fact sometimes spontaneously substituie direct uses for in-
direct ones, but that these substitutions are not normally made in the other
direction,

What we have then, is a rule governing substitﬁcion in both referen-
tially transpafent'and feferentiaLly opaque contexts, The rule guarantees
the pre¢servation of modality in the férmer and truth va1ue‘in the latter
and for that reason i; can be £egarded as a semantic rule. However, the
application of the ruile cannot be made without taking pragmatic considera-
tions inte account, for it is only 5 pragmatic analysis that can reveal that
the use of an expréssion is in fact an indirect use thus pe;mitting the -

-

substitution of the corresponding direct expression.
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The analysis of names and descriﬁtions is a traditional pastime of
twentieth century philosophers.” From the poiit of view of the linguist,
however, the distinction may be rather artificial. The reason for this is
that éll the problems which have traditionally been handled under the
rubric of proper names and definite descriptions, appear to apply Just as
much to linguistic entities which philosophers wouiﬁ be reluctant to call
proper names, and to entities they would be reluctant to call definite \
descriptions. Complicating the ifsuf is the fact that some linguistic
expressions appear to behave somé;ime; like names and sometimes like des-
criptions. Expressions of which this 1is true are not just the obvious cases
of '"hybrids" such as "The Holy Roman Empire" which philosophers generally
agree is a proper name, but mére < smplicated expressions such as these
referring to mass, length and time. |

At least:part of the problem is due to fhéAfact that - the terms ''proper
name” and Mdefinite description” are not well defined. Most philosophers
seem.to accept Russell's characterization of a definite description as being
a phrase of the form "the so-and-so." Yet, "The Holy Roman Empire" has Just
that form but it ig regarded as a name, jusf as is the phrase "The United
States of America;" Dates, however, are pagticularly complicated. Uttéred
at the appropriate time (19) might well be true:

i
Al

-

(19) We hfd Easter eggs last Sunday.

Now the phrase 'last Sunday” is clearly indirect, because, uttered a week

later (19) could well be falsel% But, if we substitnte é direct use what do

pa=t
=
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we put in? We could put in "Sunday, March 30th 1975," or, "Easter Sunday
(1975)."™ The best candidate would appear to be the latter, but is "Easter
Sunday, 1975" a description or a name. The answer would appear to be that

it 1s a name with respect to the phrase "last Sunday" or the phrase "thz

first Sunday after the full moon on or next after the vernal equinox in 1975."
But with respect to the phrase '"Sunday, March 30th 1975" it appearc to be a
description. This suggests that it is possible that some expression§ can be
more namelike with respect to one set of contrasting alternatives and more
description-like with respezt to anothef set.

Names and descriptions cannot be defined in terms of t';eir form because
there are counter-instances fo: both. ‘Consequenc.l, it seems better to try
to define"them ié terms of thelr relstionships to the kinds of entities they
signify. But this relaticnship, as ﬁe hé&e sééﬁ: fufﬁskout to bg'iérgelyi |
a pragm;tic affair, sometimes to individuals, sometimes tofpredicateé and
even sometimes to both. Further, although thelburpose of distinguish{ng
proper names {rom general terms is to assi%};in this kind of analysis, it
sééms that the distinctions we have made ap;ly equally well to general tarms.

Thus, the noun-phrase "the ostrich” in (20) behaves just like a proper name

with respect to the analysis we have given.

(20) The ostrich buries its head in the sand.

Cbmpare the direct use of "The ostrich” with the indirect use of the definite

description in (21).

(21) The fastest running bird in the world buries its head

in the sand.}‘
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vOrdinary language is replete with descriptive phrases which, in prin-
ciple, could be replaced by more name~like expressions, even though those
expressions are not always what could be called propernnames. People

actually say.things like (7.2).

(22) My wife bought our pet poodlz in my home town during our

summer vacation.

AFrom a logical point of view they could have said something like (23)

&

(23) Mary bought Molly in Paris on Thursday, 28th of April.

but probably not from a pragmatic point of view. Indeed, that is why
Donnellan’'s account is not a fully pragmatic account, for he does not dis-~
:inguish between what could be said and what would be said. At the trial

of Jones for the murder of Swmith, it is true that one could say (24)
(24) Smith's murderer is insane.

and it is true that the definite description "Smith's murderer" could be
used directly or indirectly in the same sentence used on different occasions,
but it Eéﬂlﬂ not be said. In a éituation, such as a trial, where the par-
ticular identity of "Smith's murderer" is up for grabs, the réferential
use of "Smith's murderer" would be most improbable. If the man in the dock
behaves oddly, wi would refer to him as "the‘prisoner," or '"the man in the
dock" or just, simply, "Jones."

Speakers rarely select the words they do arbitrarily. Our theories
about language cannot-ignore this fact; our intuitions would werhaps be more

. valuable--channeled into probable utterances rather than possible ones.’

21
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M

What is possible is simply too inclusive, even though what is probable may

be too speculative. We shduld never loéée'sight of the fact that speakers
very often have reasons for choosing the expressions they do. Stﬁdying

the constraints on the exercise of that choice is an important aspect of

pragmatics.

L
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