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A b strac t

WHAT PROPOSITIONS COULD NOT BE 

by

Howard Kenneth W e tts te in

A dviser: P ro fe s so r  C harles Landesman, J r .

We h a b itu a l ly  o p e ra te , i n tu i t i v e ly ,  w ith  a n o tio n  of th a t  
w hich, by means o f an a s s e r to r ic  se n te n c e , may be a s se r te d  
to  be tru e  . . .  t h is  o b jec t of a s s e r t io n  . . .  being taken  
as in v a r ia n t  under l in g u i s t i c  t ra n s fo rm a tio n s , w ith in  a 
language o r a c ro ss  languages . . .  1

Thus M ichael Dummett in  F rege: Philosophy of Language c h a ra c te r ­

iz e s  the  n o tio n  of " th a t  which may be a s s e r te d ."  This e ssay  i s  a 

study  of th e  concept of th in g  a s s e r te d  w ith  w hich, as Dummett sa y s , 

we o p e ra te  h a b itu a lly  and in tu i t i v e ly .  An a ttem p t w i l l  be made here  

to  e lu c id a te  t h is  n o tio n , to  see  w hether th in g s  a s s e r te d , o r as they 

have been c a l le d ,  p ro p o s itio n s  may be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith , f o r  example, 

sen ten ces  o r  w ith  the  meanings of se n te n c e s .

This essay  i s ,  of co u rse , no t th e  f i r s t  s tudy  of th ese  q u e s tio n s . 

R ichard C a r tw rig h t 's  i n f lu e n t i a l  paper "P ro p o s itio n s"  c o n s is ts  in  

j u s t  such a s tu d y . Indeed , C a r tw rig h t 's  paper i s  an extrem ely

lM ichael Dummett, Frege: P hilosophy o f Language, (London:
Duckworth, 1973), p . 364.
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c a re fu l  and thorough attem p t to  dem onstrate th e  very  conclusions 

argued fo r  h e re , namely th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  cannot be id e n t i f ie d  

w ith  a sen tence  nor w ith  th e  meaning of a sen ten ce  (nor w ith  a number 

of o th e r  k inds o f  e n t i t i e s ,  fo r  example sen tence  tokens and speech 

a c ts ) .  But as I  a ttem pt to  show, w hile  C artw rig h t’s conclusions are 

c o r r e c t,  h is  arguments a re  not e n t i r e ly  s a t i s f a c to r y .

The c e n tr a l  focus o f  P a r t I  o f the p rese n t study i s  th e  question  

of w hether what someone a s s e r ts  may be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  a sen tence  

( ty p e ) . I  w i l l  argue th a t  C artw right f a i l s  in  h is  a ttem pt to  show 

th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  n o t id e n t ic a l  to a sen tence  and I  w i l l  provide 

what I  take  to  be a conc lusive  argument fo r  the  same co n c lu sio n , 

u t i l i z i n g  a l in e  of reason ing  which derives  from Paul B e n a c e rra f 's  

"What Numbers Could Not B e."2 (P a rt I  c o n ta in s , in  a d d it io n ,  r e la te d  

arguments to  the  e f f e c t  th a t  p ro p o sitio n s  a re  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  sentence 

tokens, speech a c ts  o r s e ts  of v a rio u s  k in d s .)

In  P a r t  I I  the  q u estio n  o f the  i d e n t i f i c a t io n  o f  p ro p o sitio n s  

w ith  s e n te n t ia l  meanings o r senses comes to  th e  fo re . As in  P a r t  I 

my conclusion  h e re  i s  n o t a novel one: c o n tra ry  to  F rege, what

one a s s e r ts  i s  n o t i d e n t ic a l  to  the  sense o f a sen ten ce . My argument 

fo r  th is  conclusion  p roceeds, however, along r a th e r  d i f f e r e n t  l in e s  

than  a re  u su a l.  C onsiderations concerning what I  w i l l  c a l l  " th e  

r e f e r e n t ia l  use" o f s in g u la r  terms y ie ld ,  o r  so I  w i l l  a rg u e , the  

conclusion  th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  could not be th e  sense  of a sen tence. 

P a r t  I I  c o n s is ts ,  acco rd in g ly , in  an exam ination of th e  re le v a n t  

n o tio n  of r e f e r e n t ia l  u se , in  p a r t ic u la r  w ith  re s p e c t  to  in d e x ic a l

P h i lo s o p h ic a l  Review 74 (1965) : 47-73.
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ex p ress io n s  and d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n s . In  connection  w ith  the  l a t t e r ,  

a v e rs io n  of D onnellan 's  d i s t in c t io n  between the  r e f e r e n t ia l  and 

a t t r ib u t iv e  uses o f  d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s^  i s  defended.

The r e s u l ts  o b ta in ed  in  th is  essay a re  in  one way purely  n e g a tiv e ; 

p ro p o s it io n s  a re  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  any of th e  k inds o f e n t i t i e s  m entioned 

above. I f  my remarks on th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use o f s in g u la r  terms are  w e ll 

tak en , however, then  p o s i t iv e  l ig h t  w i l l  have been shed upon the  n o tio n  

o f th in g  a s s e r te d .  Such p o s it iv e  remarks on r e f e r e n t ia l  use do n o t ,  

of co u rse , p rovide us w ith  a p o s it iv e  account of p ro p o s it io n s . Such 

an account would n e c e s s i ta te  the  d iscu ss io n  o f i s s u e s ,  both sem antica l 

and m etap h y sica l, which range f a r  beyond those  considered  h e re .

This e ssay , then i s  an attem pt to  prov ide the  beginnings of 

an account of the  concept of th in g  a s s e r te d , f i r s t  by completing 

C a r tw rig h t 's  ta s k , th a t  i s ,  e s ta b lis h in g  what p ro p o sitio n s  could 

n o t b e , and second, by making a c o n tr ib u tio n  to  our understanding  o f 

th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use  o f s in g u la r  term s.

^See K eith  S. D onnellan, "Reference and D e f in ite  D e sc r ip tio n s ,"  
P h ilo so p h ica l Review 75 (1966): 281-304, re p r in te d  in  Readings in
th e  Philosophy o f Language, pp. 195-211, ed s . Jay F. Rosenberg and 
C harles T ravis (Englewood C l i f f s :  P re n tic e  H a ll, 1971).
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INTRODUCTION

What i s  s u s c e p tib le  of t r u th  and f a l s i t y ?  In 
s p i t e  o f th e  a t t e n t io n  given to  i t  t h i s  q u estio n  
can h a rd ly  be s a id  to  have been s e t t l e d  . . .  th e  
c u rre n t  fash io n  among lo g ic ia n s  o f  tak in g  sen tences 
to  be th e  b e a re rs  o f t ru th  and f a l s i t y  in d ic a te s  
l e s s  an agreem ent on p h ilo so p h ic a l th eo ry  than  a 
d e s ir e  fo r  r ig o u r  and smoothness in  c a lc u la t iv e  
p r a c t ic e .  Thus th e re  i s  ample reason  fo r  re-opening  
th e  i s s u e .1

Thus R ichard C artw righ t begins h is  i n f l u e n t i a l  paper, "P ro p o s itio n s ."

C a r tw rig h t 's  own view of the  m a tte r  i s  th a t  w ith  resp ec t to  an a s s e r t iv e

u tte ra n c e  what can p ro p erly  be s a id  to  be t ru e  o r f a l s e  i s  what i s

a s s e r te d  by a sp eak e r.

For what could be more obvious than th a t  something 
a s s e r te d — som ething put fo r th  as t ru e ,  can p ro p erly  
be s a id  to  be t r u e . 2

The q u e s tio n  to  which C artw righ t i s  respond ing , namely, "What a re

the  b e a re rs  o f  t ru th ? " ,  i s  however no t i t s e l f  beyond susp ic io n  fo r

i t  presupposes a c o n tro v e rs ia l  view of th e  use of th e  p re d ic a te s  " is

tru e "  and " i s  f a l s e . "  The q u e s tio n  assum es, th a t  i s ,  th a t  th ese

gram m atical p re d ic a te s  a re  'g e n u in e 1 p re d ic a te s ;  th a t  in  say in g ,

fo r  example, "That i s  tru e "  ( in  response to  a s ta te m e n t) , we a re

r e f e r r in g  to  som ething or o th e r  and p re d ic a tin g  t r u th .  I t  may be

^Richard C artw rig h t, " P ro p o s it io n s ,"  in  A n a ly tica l Philosophy 
( F i r s t  S e r ie s ) ,  ed. R .J . B u tle r  (Oxford: B a s i l  B lackw ell, 1962),
pp. 81-103.

2I b i d . , p . 103.
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urged t h a t ,  on th e  c o n tra ry , in  u tte r in g ^  sen ten ces  such as "That 

i s  t ru e ,"  we a re  doing no such th in g ; we a re  n o t r e f e r r in g  and 

p red ic a tin g  bu t a re  perform ing some o th er speech a c t ,  e .g .  confirm ing, 

ag ree ing  w ith , conceding, . . .  what someone has s a id .  But i f  such a 

'p e rfo rm a tiv e  th e o ry ' of t r u th  i s  co rre c t then  th e re  a re  no b e a re rs  

o f  t ru th  and thus no q u es tio n  about whether the  b e a re rs  o f t ru th  a re  

th e  th in g s  we a s s e r t  or any th ing  e ls e .^

This c r i t ic i s m  i s  n o t ,  however, as damaging to  the  p o s it io n  

defended in  C a r tw rig h t 's  paper as i t  might a t  f i r s t  appear to  b e , 

fo r  except fo r  a few remarks a t  th e  beginning and end of h is  p ap er, 

C artw righ t b a re ly  m entions t r u th  o r f a l s i t y .  His concern is  ra th e r  

w ith  the n a tu re  o f th e  th in g s  th a t  we a s s e r t ;  w ith  e lu c id a tin g  the  

concept o f  th in g  a s s e r te d . Can what someone a s s e r ts  be i d e n t i f i e d ,  

fo r  example, w ith  th e  sen tence  he u t te r s  in  perform ing th e  ac t of 

a s se r tio n  o r ,  a l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  w ith  the  meaning of such a sen tence?

In  what sen se  a re  such id e n t i f i c a t io n s  p o ss ib le  and i f  they  a re  not 

p o s s ib le , why not? C a r tw rig h t 's  in q u iry , th en , seems to  be a v a lu ab le  

one w hether o r n o t th e  th in g s  th a t  we a s s e r t  a re  the  b e a re rs  of t ru th  

and f a l s i t y .

I t  m ight be added th a t  although one m ain ta in in g  a perfo rm ativ e  

theory  o f t ru th  need no t answer th e  question  o f what i t  i s  th a t  i s  

e i th e r  t ru e  or f a l s e ,  he does need to  answer th e  q u es tio n  of what

30nly a s s e r t iv e  u t te ra n c e s  w i l l  be considered  h e re .

^For a g e n e ra l d isc u ss io n  of the p erfo rm ative th eo ry  see The 
Encyclopedia of P h ilo so p h y , s .v .  "Perform ative Theory o f T ru th ,"  by 
Gertrude Ezorsky.
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i t  i s  th a t  we a re  confirm ing (ag ree ing  w ith , conceding, and so o n ).

The answer would seem to  be th a t  in  saying ’’That i s  t r u e , "  we a re  

confirm ing what was a s s e r te d . I f  so , the  perfo rm ative  theory  i s  as 

much in  need of th e  k ind  o f a n a ly s is  which Cartw right t r i e s  to  provide 

as i s  one who tak es  t ru th  to  be a p ro p e r ty .

I t  may be urged th a t  I  have been u n fa ir  to  th e  perfo rm ative  

th e o r i s t .  For th e re  a re ,  I  th in k , v e rs io n s  o f a perfo rm ative  account 

which do no t seem to  n e c e s s i ta te  t a lk  of th in g s  a s se r te d . Although 

P .F . Straw son, fo r  one, o f te n  ta lk s  o f using  sentences such as 

" T h a t's  t r u e ,"  In  o rder to  e .g . ,  confirm  what was s a id , 5 perhaps th is  

i s  j u s t  a manner o f speaking and perhaps h is  in te n tio n  might be b e t te r  

r e a l iz e d  along th e  follow ing l in e s .  In responding "T h a t's  t ru e "  to  

someone's sta tem en t th a t  X i s  Y, I  am, as Strawson says in  one p lac e , 

a s s e r t in g  th a t  X i s  Y " . . .  in  the  way of c o rro b o ra tio n , agreem ent, 

g ran tin g , e tc .  . . . " ^  That i s ,  perhaps we should analyze someone's use 

of such sen tences not as 'c o rro b o ra t in g ' what was a s s e r te d , bu t as 

a s s e r t in g  th a t  X i s  Y by way of co rro b o ra tio n .

Now i f  such a v e rs io n  of the  p erfo rm ativ e  theory  could be 

su c c e s s fu lly  m ain tained  i t  might be thought th a t  the need fo r  th ings  

a s se r te d  would have been a v e rte d . I t  seems to  me, however, t h a t  no

5 see, fo r  example, P e te r  F. S traw son 's  remark in  "T ru th ,"  A nalysis 
8 (1948), re p r in te d  in  Philosophy and A n a ly s is , ed. M argaret Macdonald 
(Oxford: B a s il  B lackw ell, 1954), pp. 160-277. " I  am n o t ta lk in g  about
what you sa id  ( th e  n o ise  you made, o r th e  sen tence  you spoke, o r the 
p ro p o s itio n  you e x p ressed ). I  am agree ing  w ith , endors ing , underw riting  
what you s a id  . . .  " (Emphasis added) (p . 269).

f>The q u o ta tio n  i s  from S traw son 's  second paper e n t i t l e d  "T ru th ,"  
P roceedings of th e  A r is to te l ia n  S oc iety  Supplementary Volume (1950), re ­
p r in te d  in  P .F . Straw son, L o g ico -L in g u istic  Papers (London: Methuen,
1971), see  p . 205.
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such co nclusion  would be w arran ted . For, a t  m ost, what would then  

have been shown i s  th a t  th e  p erfo rm a tiv e  t h e o r i s t  i s  n o t committed 

to  th in g s  a s s e r te d  in  v i r tu e  of h is  ’ theory  o f t r u t h . ’ Whether we 

can do w ith o u t th in g s  a s se r te d  i s  an o th e r m a tte r .  Indeed , i f  i t  makes 

sense to  d is t in g u is h  between someone’s a c t  o f a s s e r t in g  and what he 

a s s e r ts  (and th e re  c e r ta in ly  seems to  be a d i s t in c t io n  to  be made 

h e re ) ,  then  independen tly  o f the  d isp u te  betw een 'p e rfo rm a tiv e ' and 

'd e s c r i p t i v i s t '  th e o r ie s  o f t r u th ,  we a re  in  need o f an account of 

th in g s  a s s e r te d .

This e ssa y , l ik e  C a r tw rig h t 's  p ap e r, i s  in te n d e d , a t  l e a s t  in

la rg e  m easure, as a  s tudy o f the  concept o f th in g  a s s e r te d . I  beg in

in  Chapter I  w ith  the q u es tio n  of what can p ro p e r ly  be sa id  to  be tru e

or f a l s e ,  n o t because th is  q u estio n  occupies th e  c e n tr a l  p o s it io n  in

th e  p rese n t s tudy  but r a th e r  because d isc u ss io n s  o f th e  n a tu re  of th in g s

a s s e r te d ,  as we w i l l  s e e , o f te n  a r i s e  in  th e  l i t e r a t u r e  in  the course

of d isc u ss io n s  o f q u estio n s  about th e  b e a re rs  o f  t r u t h .  In o rd er to

make c le a r  b o th  th e  aims and th e  l im ita t io n s  o f  the  p re se n t  s tu d y ,

i t  w i l l  be u s e fu l  to  n o te  some rem arks o f  M ichael Dummett and W.V.

Quine. M ichael Dummett s ta t e s :

We h a b itu a lly  o p e ra te , i n tu i t i v e ly ,  w ith  a  n o tio n  of 
th a t  which, by means o f an a s s e r to r i c  s e n te n c e , may be 
a s s e r te d  to  be tru e  . . .  t h i s  o b je c t of a s s e r t io n  . . .  
be ing  tak en  as in v a r ia n t  under l i n g u i s t i c  t r a n s f o r ­
m ations, w ith in  a language o r  ac ro ss  lang u ag es , which 
leav e  th e  sense  unchanged . . .  7

I t  seems to  me im p o rtan t, f o r  reaso n s which w i l l  become ap p a ren t,

7M ichael Dummett, F rege: Philosophy o f Language, (London:
Duckworth, 1973), p . 364.
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th a t  Dummett speaks o f the  n o tio n  o f " th a t  which may be a s se r te d "  

as one w ith  which we o p e ra te  h a b itu a l ly  and i n t u i t i v e l y . Our n o tio n , 

says Dummett, of th in g  a s se r te d  i s  o f an e n t i t y  "which rem ains in v a r ia n t  

under l in g u i s t i c  tran sfo rm atio n s  w ith in  a language or ac ro ss  lan g u ag es ."  

In  s h o r t ,  we h a b itu a l ly  and in tu i t i v e ly  tak e  fo r  g ran ted  th a t  th e  

same th in g  which i s  a s se r te d  by one speaker may be a s se r te d  by an o th e r 

us in g  d i f f e r e n t  w ords, indeed even words of a d i f f e r e n t  language.

W.V. Quine in  Word and Object d is t in g u is h e s  between i n tu i t i v e

p h ilo so p h ic a l sem antics and h is  own sem an tica l e n te r p r i s e .

By an i n tu i t i v e  account I  mean one in  which term s a re  
used in  h a b itu a l  ways, w ithout r e f l e c t in g  on how they 
m ight be d e fin ed  or on what p re su p p o s itio n s  they  
m ight conceal.®

Q uine 's  own e n te r p r i s e  c o n s is ts ,  in  p a r t ,  in  a  kind o f r e c o n s tru c tio n

of the  concepts of i n tu i t i v e  sem antics ( e . g . ,  "m eaning," "synonymy,"

" a n a ly t ic i ty " )  along th e  l in e s  of what he c a l l s  " e x p lic a t io n ."

'E x p l ic a t io n ' i s  fo r  Quine parad igm atic  of p h ilo so p h ic a l a n a ly s is .

In  th e  se c tio n  o f Word and Object e n t i t l e d  "The Ordered P a ir  as

P h ilo so p h ica l Paradigm ," Quine p rov ides us w ith  an ex p lan a tio n

. . .  o f what we a re  most t y p ic a l ly  up to  when in  a 
p h ilo so p h ic a l s p i r i t  we o f fe r  an " a n a ly s is "  or " e x p li­
c a tio n "  of some h i th e r to  in ad eq u a te ly  form ulated  " id ea"  
o r ex p re ss io n . We do n o t cla im  synonymy. We do n o t c laim  
to  make c le a r  and e x p l i c i t  what th e  u se rs  o f th e  u n c lea r  
ex p ress io n  had unconsciously  in  mind a l l  a lo n g . We do 
n o t expose h idden  m eanings, as th e  words 'a n a ly s i s ' 
and 'e x p l i c a t i o n ' would su g g est; we supply  la c k s . We 
f ix  on th e  p a r t i c u la r  fu n c tio n s  of th e  u n c le a r ex p ress io n  
th a t  make i t  worth tro u b lin g  a b o u t, and then  d ev ise  a 
s u b s t i tu t e ,  c le a r  and couched in  term s to  our l ik in g ,

8W.V.O. Quine, Word and Object (Cambridge, M ass.: M .I.T . P re ss ,
1964), p. 36n.
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th a t  f i l l s  th o se  fu n c tio n s . Beyond th ese  co n d itio n s  of 
p a r t i a l  agreem ent, d ic ta te d  by our i n te r e s t s  and purposes, 
any t r a i t s  o f th e  ex p lican s  come under th e  head o f 
" d o n 't- c a re s "  ( se c t io n  3 8).9

Quine f u r th e r  s p e c i f ie s  th e  c o n te x ts  in  which e x p lic a tio n  i s  in  o rd e r :

We have, to  b eg in  w ith , an e x p ress io n  o r form of e x p ress io n , 
th a t  i s  somehow troublesom e. I t  behaves p a r t ly  l ik e  a
term  b u t  n o t enough so , o r i t  i s  vague in  ways th a t
b o th er u s ,  o r  i t  p u ts  k inks in  a th eo ry  o r encourages one 
o r a n o th e r co n fu sio n . But i t  a ls o  se rv es  c e r ta in  pur­
poses t h a t  a re  n o t to  be abandoned. Then we f in d  a way 
o f accom plish ing  th e se  same purposes through o th e r  
c h an n els , u s in g  o th e r  and le s s  troublesom e forms of 
e x p re s s io n .10

Thus, fo r  Quine, e x p lic a tio n  i s  to  be u t i l i z e d  in  a  h o s t of 

d i f f e r e n t  k in d s  o f  s i t u a t io n s .  The 'c o n c e p t ' to  be e x p lic a te d  may 

be vague, o r  confused , o r  in  some o th e r  way 'd e f e c t i v e . '  Examples 

o f such e x p lic a tio n s  a re  "o rdered  p a ir "  (as e x p lic a te d  by, e .g . ,

W iener), " s in g u la r  d e s c r ip tio n "  (as e x p lic a te d  by R u s s e ll) ,  and th e  

i n d ic a tiv e  c o n d it io n a l  (as e x p lic a te d  in  term s o f a t ru th  f u n c t io n ) .

Nor i s  e x p lic a t io n  l im ite d  to  cases  in  which th e  concept i s  'd e f e c t i v e . '

The m otive fo r  an e x p lic a tio n  may be th a t  of o n to lo g ic a l  economy.

For example, in  th e  case  o f th e  concept of n a tu ra l  number, th e  p o in t 

o f e x p lic a tio n  i s  n o t to  ren d e r c le a r  what was u n c le a r  b u t to  

" . . .  sk ip  th e  n a tu r a l  numbers and ge t by w ith  what we may fo r  the  

moment c a l l  Frege c la s s e s  and von Neumann c la s s e s .

S ince Quine f in d s  th e  concepts of i n tu i t i v e  sem antics d e fe c t iv e ,  

what he o f f e r s  us in  th e  way o f sem an tica l th eo ry  i s  a rec o n s tru c tio n  

o f  th o se  co n c ep ts . In  p lac e  of "meaning," "synonymy," " a n a ly t ic i ty ,"

^ I b i d . , pp. 258-59. lO lb id . ,  p . 260.

Hw .V . Quine, The Ways o f Paradox (New York: Random House,
1966), p . 200.
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we g e t "s tim u lu s  m eaning," "stim ulus synonymy," and "s tim u lu s  a n a ly t ic i ty ."  

A dm itted ly , th e  f i t  i s  r a th e r  lo o se . A fter n o tin g  th a t  on h is  account 

th e  sen ten ce  "There have been b lack  dogs" w i l l  be stim u lu s  a n a ly t ic ,

Quine n o tes  "Let us fac e  i t :  our so c ia l iz e d  s tim u lu s  synonymy and

stim u lu s  a n a ly t ic i ty  a re  s t i l l  no t b e h a v io r is t ic  rec o n s tru c tio n s  of 

i n tu i t i v e  sem an tic s , b u t only a b e h a v io r is t ic  e r s a tz .

The approach taken  in  t h is  essay  i s  a r a th e r  d i f f e r e n t  one; th e  

concepts o f what Quine c a l l s  " in tu i t i v e  se m an tic s ,"  in  p a r t i c u l a r  th a t  

o f th in g  a s s e r te d , w i l l  be taken  q u ite  s e r io u s ly .  This concep t, as 

c h a ra c te r iz e d , e .g . ,  by Dummett, i s  one which many p h ilo so p h e rs  a t  

l e a s t ,  have o pera ted  w ith , even i f  only " h a b itu a lly  and i n tu i t i v e ly . "

No a ttem p t w i l l  be made h ere  to  'e x p l ic a te ' t h is  concept in  o th e r  

term s more 's c i e n t i f i c a l l y '  a c ce p ta b le . My i n t e r e s t ,  as  was C art­

w r ig h t 's ,  i s  r a th e r  in  e lu c id a tin g  the  concept of th in g  a s s e r te d ; 

in  seeing  whether (and in  what sense) th in g s  a s s e r te d  m ight be id e n t i f i e d  

w ith  say , se n te n c e s , o r  sen tence  to k en s, or meanings of se n te n c e s .

There a re ,  i t  seems to  me, l im ita t io n s  to  th e  approach taken  

h e re . I t  may be th a t  th e  concepts o f ' i n t u i t i v e  se m a n tic s ' a re  indeed 

d e fe c t iv e . A b ro ad er view than  th a t  taken  h e re  m ight y ie ld  d i f f i c u l t i e s  

which ren d e r our h a b itu a l  assum ptions un ten ab le . My j u s t i f i c a t i o n  i s ,  

however, t h i s :  even i f  th e re  a re  no th in g s  a s se r te d  o r even i f  the

concept i s  in  some sense  d e fe c t iv e  o r in co h e re n t, i t  would seem to  be 

of va lu e  to  e lu c id a te  t h i s  concep t, which has a f t e r  a l l  p layed  an 

im portan t r o le  in  th e  p h ilo so p h ic a l t r a d i t i o n .  I t  would seem v a lu a b le , 

th a t  i s ,  to  f in d  o u t what th in g s  a s se r te d  o r ,  as  they  have been c a lle d ,

l^Q uine, Word and O bjec t, p . 66.
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p ro p o sitio n s  would be i f  th e re  were any.

The conclusions fo r  which I  w i l l  argue in  t h is  e ssay , th a t  

p ro p o s itio n s  a re  no t id e n t ic a l  to  sen tence  ty p es , o r to k en s, or 

speech a c t s ,  or s e t s ,  or meanings, a re  by no means novel ones. 

C a r tw rig h t 's  "P ro p o s itio n s"  i s ,  i t  seems to  me, th e  most thorough 

and c a re fu l  a ttem pt to  dem onstrate th ese  conclusions to  d a te . But fo r  

reasons which w i l l  become e v id e n t, I  f in d  C a rtw rig h t 's  arguments 

le s s  than e n ti r e ly  co n c lu siv e.

In  P a r t I ,  when, a f t e r  some p re l im in a r ie s ,  we tu rn  our a t t e n tio n  

to  th e  questio n  o f whether and in  what sense we can id e n t i fy  what 

someone a s s e r ts  w ith  a sentence ( ty p e ) ,  I  w i l l  c r i t i c i z e  C a r tw rig h t 's  

a ttem pt to  show th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  not id e n t ic a l  to  a sen tence 

and a ttem p t to  provide what I  take  to  be a conclusive  argument fo r  the  

same con clu sio n . (P a rt I  c o n ta in s , in  a d d it io n , r e la te d  arguments 

to  th e  e f f e c t  th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t id e n t ic a l  to  a sen tence  

token , speech a c t ,  o r s e t . )

In  P a r t I I  I  tu rn  my a t te n tio n  to  the  q u estio n  of whether 

p ro p o sitio n s  may be id e n t i f ie d  w ith  s e n te n t ia l  meanings o r sen ses .

Again, my conclusion  i s  not a novel one: co n tra ry  to  F rege, what one

a s s e r ts  i s  not id e n t ic a l  to  the  sense of a sen ten ce . My argument fo r  

th is  con clu sio n , however, proceeds a long r a th e r  d i f f e r e n t  l in e s  than  

a re  u su a l.  To a n tic ip a te  th e  r e s u l ts  o f P a rt I I ,  F re g e 's  e r r o r  d e riv e s , 

a t  l e a s t  in  p a r t ,  from a deeper m is tak e , th e  f a i l u r e  to  recogn ize a 

genu inely  r e f e r e n t ia l  use o f s in g u la r  term s. In  P a r t I I ,  acco rd in g ly ,

I  examine the  n o tio n  of the  r e f e r e n t ia l  use o f s in g u la r  te rm s. In  

Chapter I I I  I  d iscu ss  the  r e f e r e n t ia l  use  of so -c a l le d  in d ex ic a l
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e x p re s s io n s . In  Chapters IV and V th e  a n a ly s is  i s  extended to  what 

we may c a l l ,  fo llow ing  Donnellan,13 th e  r e f e r e n t i a l  use o f d e f in i te  

d e s c r ip t io n s .  What I  w ish to  show, as w i l l  become ev id en t in  th e  

concluding  c h a p te r , i s  th a t  c o n s id e ra t io n s  concern ing  th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  

use o f  s in g u la r  term s y ie ld  th e  co n c lu sio n  th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  could 

not be th e  sense  o f a sen ten ce .

The r e s u l t s  o b tain ed  in  th is  e ssay  a re  in  one way p u re ly  neg­

a t iv e  — thus th e  t i t l e .  P ro p o s itio n s  a re  n o t i d e n t ic a l  to  any of the  

kinds of e n t i t i e s  m entioned above. I f  I  am c o rre c t  in  what I  have to  say 

about th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of s in g u la r  te rm s, however, then  some p o s i t iv e  

l ig h t  w i l l  be shed upon th e  n o tio n  o f th in g  a s s e r te d .  My p o s i t iv e  

rem arks concern ing  th e  n o tio n  o f r e f e r e n t i a l  use  do n o t ,  o f co u rse , in  

them selves prov ide a p o s i t iv e  account o f th e  concept o f  th in g  a s s e r te d .  

Such an account would n e c e s s i ta te  th e  d isc u s s io n  of a number of fu r th e r  

i s s u e s ,  bo th  sem an tica l and m etap h y sica l, which invo lve  c o n s id e ra tio n s  

th a t  range f a r  beyond th o se  manageable in  a stu d y  such as th e  p re se n t 

one. To go fu r th e r  would invo lve an account o f  p r e d ic a tio n  and, m oreover, 

of g e n e ra l p ro p o s i t io n s , fo r  example, u n iv e r s a l ly  q u a n tif ie d  ones. And 

c e r ta in ly ,  th e  im portan t m etaphysica l q u e s tio n s  th a t  a r i s e  concerning 

p ro p o s itio n s  would re q u ire  tre a tm e n t.

This e ssay , th en , i s  an a ttem p t to  com plete th e  ta s k  which, as 

we s h a l l  se e , was S traw son 's  and which C artw rig h t co n tin u ed . In  a d d it io n , 

i t  i s  an a ttem p t to  make a c o n tr ib u tio n  to  our u n derstand ing  o f  th e

13Reith S. D onnellan, "R eference and D e f in i te  D e s c r ip t io n s ,"  
P h ilo so p h ica l Review, 75 (1966): 281-304, re p r in te d  in  Readings in
th e  Philosophy of Language, ed . Jay  F. Rosenberg and C harles T rav is  
(Englewood C l i f f s :  P re n tic e  H a ll, 1971), pp. 195-211.
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r e f e r e n t i a l  use  of s in g u la r  term s and th u s , I  hope, to  p ro v id e  a t  

l e a s t  p a r t  o f a p o s it iv e  account o f  th e  concept o f th in g  a s s e r te d .
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CHAPTER I

SENTENCES ARE NOT THE TRUTH-BEARERS:

TWO ARGUMENTS OF STRAWSON

In  "A Problem About T ru th ,"  G .J. Wamock s ta t e s  th a t  he , A u stin , 

and Strawson a l l  agree th a t  "what can p ro p erly  be s a id  to  be t ru e  or 

f a l s e  i s  n o t a sen ten ce  i t s e l f ,  bu t r a th e r  what i s ,  on t h i s  occasion 

o r  t h a t ,  a s s e r te d ,  s ta t e d ,  s a id  by one who u t te r s  a s en ten ce—not the  

sen tence  he u t t e r s ,  b u t th e  s ta tem en t he m a k e s . W a m o c k  s ta t e s  th a t  

t h i s  was taken  to  be f a i r ly  obvious by Strawson and A ustin  " a t l e a s t  

when the  use of a n a tu r a l  language i s  in  q u e s tio n ." 2

Why i s  i t  obvious th a t  "what can p ro p erly  be sa id  to  be t ru e  

o r f a ls e "  i s  n o t th e  sen tence  u t te r e d  b u t r a th e r  th e  s ta tem en t made?

Indeed, how obvious i s  i t  th a t  these  a re  d i f f e r e n t  e n t i t i e s ? 2 In  th is  

c h ap te r  I  w i l l  s e t  o u t two d i s t i n c t  l in e s  of argument each of which 

might be thought to  y ie ld  th e  conclusion  taken to  be obvious by A ustin  

and Straw son. Since each o f th ese  arguments i s  a t t r ib u t a b le  to  Strawson,

^•George P i tc h e r ,  e d .,  T ru th  (Englewood C l i f f s :  P re n tic e  H a ll,
1964), p . 55.

2Ib id .

2Another q u e s tio n  r a is e d  by Waraock’s rem arks i s  t h i s :  I f  i t  i s
obvious th a t  sen ten ces  a re  n o t the  th in g s  "which can p ro p e r ly  be s a id  
to  be t ru e  o r  f a l s e , "  then  why th e  q u a l i f ic a t io n  " . . .  a t  l e a s t  when the  
use of a n a tu r a l  language i s  in  qu estio n "?  That i s ,  i f  th e  su p p o s itio n  
th a t  E ng lish  sen ten ces  a re  th in g s  which a re  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r  f a l s e  i s  ob­
v io u sly  f a l s e ,  why i s  the  su p p o s itio n  th a t  th e  sen ten ces  o f  some a r t i f i c i a l  
language n o t e q u a lly  u naccep tab le?  In  th e  concluding  s e c t io n  o f Chapter I I  
I  w i l l  argue th a t  indeed  t h i s  l a t t e r  su p p o s itio n  is_ e q u a lly  u n accep tab le .
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I  w i l l  beg in  by co n sid erin g  h is  view s.

Strawson d iscu sses  th e  q u e s tio n  o f why i t  would be wrong to  

take  sen ten ces  as the  th ings which a re  tru e  o r f a ls e  in  S ec tio n  I I  o f 

"On R e fe rr in g ." ^  In  th is  s e c tio n , Strawson in tro d u ces  a number o f  d is ­

t in c t io n s  in  o rd er to  show th a t  R u s s e l l 's  theory  of d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n s  

i s  in c o r r e c t .  For our purposes we can ignore th e  qu estio n  of what 

re lev an ce  S traw so n 's  a n a ly s is  has to  th e  problems g enerated  by d e f in i te  

d e s c r ip t io n s .  I  w i l l  confine my a t te n t io n  to  S traw son 's  argument th a t  

sen ten ces  a re  n o t the  th in g s  which a re  e i th e r  t ru e  o r f a l s e .

Strawson beg ins by drawing our a t t e n tio n  to  a th re e fo ld  d i s t in c t io n  

between (1) a sen ten ce , e .g .  "The k ing  o f France i s  w ise" ( I  w i l l  r e f e r  

to  th is  sen ten ce  as S ^ ), (2) a use o f a sen ten ce , and (3) an u t te r a n c e  

o f a s e n ten ce . By (1 ), a sen ten ce , Strawson means a sen tence type as 

opposed to ,  e .g . ,  a p a r t i c u la r  i n s c r ip t io n .  " I t  i s  in  th e  sense in  

which i t  would be c o rre c t to  speak o f one and th e  same sen tence  be in g  

u t te r e d  on . . .  v a rio u s  occasions th a t  I  want to  use th e  ex p ress io n  . . .

' a  sen tence '.""*  Strawson never e x p l i c i t ly  t e l l s  us what he means by 

(2 ) ,  a use o f a  sen ten ce , b u t ra th e r  t r i e s  to  ex p la in  t h is  p h rase  by 

g iv in g  examples o f  two speakers making " th e  same use" o f a sen ten ce  

and of two speakers "making d i f f e r e n t  uses" of th e  same sen ten ce .

C onsider someone, who, during th e  re ig n  o f Louis XIV u t te r s  th e  

sen ten ce  S]_, r e f e r r in g  to  the  person who was then  k ing  o f F rance , namely 

Louis XIV. Consider a second in d iv id u a l  who, during th e  re ig n  of Louis XV, 

u t te r s  th e  same sen ten ce , r e f e r r in g  however to  Louis XV. I t  i s  c le a r

^Mind 59 N.S. (1950), re p r in te d  in  P .F . Strawson, L o g ic o -L in g u is tic  
Papers (London: Methuen, 1971), pp. 1-27.

5I b i d . , p . 7.
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th a t  i t  m ight be the  case t h a t  th e  a s s e r t io n  made by th e  f i r s t  was t ru e  

w h ile  th a t  made by th e  second was f a l s e .  Strawson c h a ra c te r iz e s  th ese  

two speakers as having  "made d i f f e r e n t  uses"  o f  the same sen ten ce .

What i s  meant by "making the  same u se"  o f a sen ten ce  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by 

two p eop le  who both  u t te r  th e  sen ten ce  during  the  re ig n  o f Louis XIV, 

both  r e f e r r in g  to  Louis XIV. In  such a case  " . . .  they must e i t h e r  

both  have made a t ru e  a s s e r t io n  o r b o th  have made a f a l s e  a s se r tio n ."* ’

With re s p e c t  to  (3 ) ,  an u t te r a n c e  of a se n te n c e , Strawson s ta t e s  

" . . .  i t  w i l l  make s u f f i c i e n t l y  c le a r  what I  mean by an u t te ra n c e  o f a 

sen tence  i f  I  say th a t  the two men who sim u ltan eo u sly  u t te r e d  the  sen tence  

in  th e  re ig n  o f Louis XIV made two d i f f e r e n t  u t te ra n c e s  o f th e  same 

s e n te n c e ." 7 I t  seems to  me t h a t  what Strawson means by an u tte ra n c e  

of a sen ten ce  i s  someone's u t t e r in g  th a t  sen ten ce . I t  i s  p o s s ib le ,  on 

the  c o n tra ry , th a t  what S traw son has in  mind i s  n o t som eone's u t te r in g  

th e  sen ten ce  b u t r a th e r  th e  se n te n c e  token u t te r e d .  In  e i t h e r  c ase , 

i t  would seem th a t  a lthough  two p eop le  can u t t e r  th e  same sen ten ce  

( in  th e  sense  o f "sen ten ce" h e re  tinder d isc u s s io n ) , t h e i r  'u t t e r a n c e s ' 

(w hether u t te r in g s  o r  tokens produced) must n e c e s s a r ily  be d i s t i n c t .

I t  i s  th e  second item , i . e .  a  use  of a se n te n c e , m entioned in  

S traw so n 's  th re e fo ld  d i s t in c t io n  which i s  o f im portance w ith  re s p e c t  to  

th e  problem  h e re  under d isc u s s io n . A fte r  g iv in g  examples o f speakers  making 

d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' of th e  same se n te n c e  Strawson s ta t e s  "O bviously in  the  

case  of t h i s  se n te n c e , and e q u a lly  obv iously  in  the  case of many o th e r s ,  

we cannot t a lk  of th e  sen ten ce  b e in g  t ru e  o r  f a l s e ,  b u t only  o f i t s  

be in g  used to  make a  t ru e  o r  f a l s e  a s s e r t io n ,  o r  ( i f  t h i s  i s  p re fe r re d )

6I b id .  7I b i d . , p . 8 .
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to  ex p ress  a t ru e  o r  f a l s e  p r o p o s i t io n ."8 Strawson seems to  be argu ing  

th a t  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  a sen tence  can have 'd i f f e r e n t  u se s ' ( in  the  

sense  o f " d if f e r e n t  vises" Strawson has t r i e d  to  e lu c id a te )  i t  fo llow s 

th a t  th e  sen tence  (type) i t s e l f  cannot be th e  th in g  which i s  e i t h e r  

t ru e  o r  f a l s e .  Some o th e r  e n t i t y ,  namely th e  a s s e r t io n  made o r  th e  

p ro p o s it io n  ex p ressed , i s  what i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  or f a l s e .

Before p roceeding  to  analyze S traw son 's  argument the  fo llow ing  

p o in t ought to  be n o ted . Straw son, in  e f f e c t ,  has added a fo u rth  item  

to  what was b e fo re  a trich o tem y . That i s ,  in  a d d itio n  to  d is t in g u is h in g  

(1) th e  sen tence  (type) S i ,  (2) th e  v a rio u s  'u s e s ' o f  S i ,  and (3) v a r­

ious u t te ra n c e s  of S i ,  Strawson now in tro d u c es  (4) th e  a s s e r t io n  made 

or p ro p o s it io n  expressed . I  say t h a t  Strawson has in tro d u ced  a fo u rth  

item  fo r  a lthough t r u th  and f a l s i t y  a r e ,  on S traw son 's  view , in  some 

sense more in tim a te ly  r e la te d  to  th e  'u s e '  of sen tences than to  th e  

sen ten ces  them selves o r th e  u t te ra n c e  of se n te n c e s , s t i l l  what i s  t ru e  

or f a l s e  i s  n o t th e  ' u s e ' o f a sen ten ce  b u t the  a s s e r t io n  made o r the 

p ro p o s it io n  expressed  by th e  'u s e ' o f  a s e n te n c e .^

To re tu rn  to  S traw son 's  argum ent, g ran ted  th a t  th e re  can be 

d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' o f ,  e .g . ,  S i ,  how does i t  fo llow  from th is  t h a t  S i i s

8I b id . ,  p . 7.

^The q u o ta tio n  from "On R efe rrin g "  c i t e d  on th e  bottom  of page 14 
above b e a rs  o u t the  p o in t h e re  made— th a t  i t  i s  the  p ro p o s it io n  and n o t 
the use o f th e  sen ten ce  which i s  t ru e  or f a l s e .  Other remarks of Straw­
son b e a r  t h is  out as w e ll,  e .g .  in  "Meaning and T ru th ,"  a lso  re p r in te d  
in  L o g ic o -L in g u is tic  P a p e rs , on page 179 Strawson says " . . .  i t  i s  n o t 
the  in v a r ia n t  ty p e-sen ten ces  them selves th a t  a re  n a tu r a l ly  s a id  to  be 
t ru e  o r  f a l s e ,  b u t r a th e r  th e  s y s te m a tic a l ly  vary ing  th in g s  t h a t  peop le  
say , th e  p ro p o s itio n s  they  express when they  u t te r  th o se  sen ten ces  on 
d i f f e r e n t  p a r t i c u l a r  o c c as io n s ."  (U nderlin ing  m ine.) However, Strawson 
i s  n o t always t h is  circum spect and a t  tim es r e v e r ts  to  speaking  o f t r u th  
and f a l s i t y  as " c h a ra c te r is t ic s  of th e  use o f  s e n te n c e s ."  (See page 8 
o f "On R e fe rr in g ." )
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n o t th e  th in g  th a t  i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r f a ls e ?  I t  seems to me th a t  

Strawson has n o t expressed  h im se lf v ery  c le a r ly  as to  what h i s  argument 

i s  on th is  p o in t.  In  what fo llow s I  w i l l  co n sid er two d i f f e re n t  

p o s s ib i l i t i e s  o f what S traw son 's  argument may b e .

The f i r s t  p o s s ib i l i ty  i s  s tro n g ly  suggested  by much of what 

Strawson says in  S ec tio n  I I  o f "On R eferring" '. As noted above, a f t e r  

Strawson i l l u s t r a t e s  what he means by "two people making d i f f e r e n t  

uses o f  th e  same sen ten ce" he s ta t e s  "Obviously in  th e  case o f th is  

sen ten ce , and e q u a lly  obviously  in  th e  case of many o th e rs ,  we cannot 

t a lk  o f th e  sen ten ce  being  t ru e  o r  f a l s e ,  b u t only o f i t s  be in g  used 

to  make a t ru e  or f a l s e  a s s e r t io n ,  o r ( i f  t h is  i s  p re fe rre d ) to  express 

a t ru e  o r f a l s e  p r o p o s i t io n ." ^  im m ediately fo llow ing  th is  remark 

Straw son adds th e  fo llo w in g : "And e q u a lly  obviously  we cannot ta lk

of th e  sen ten ce  being  about a p a r t i c u la r  person  fo r  the  same sen tence  may 

be used a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es to  t a lk  about q u ite  d i f f e re n t  p a r t i c u la r  

p e rso n s , b u t only o f a use  o f the  sen ten ce  to  t a lk  about a p a r t i c u la r  

p e r s o n . B o t h  o f th ese  q u o ta tio n s  c o n s is t  in  a ttem pts to  show th a t  

what we may c a l l  'sem an tic  f e a tu r e s ' ,  e .g .  t r u th ,  being  'a b o u t ' Louis XIV, 

e t c . ,  a re  n o t r e a l ly  f e a tu re s  of se n te n c e s . One d iffe re n c e  between 

th ese  two rem arks i s  th a t  only in  th e  second does Strawson e x p l i c i t ly  

t e l l  us why he th in k s  the  sem antic fe a tu re  in  q u es tio n  is  no t a fe a tu re  

of th e  se n te n c e . The sen ten ce  S^ c a n 't  be about some p a r t i c u la r  

person  " . . .  f o r  th e  same sen tence  may be used a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es to

!0"On R e fe rr in g ,"  p . 7. The sen ten ce  to  which Strawson i s  r e f e r r in g
i s  Sx .

n Ib id .
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t a lk  about q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t i c u la r  persons . . . "  In S traw son 's  

f i r s t  remark ( i . e .  concerning th e  sem antic f e a tu re s  of t ru th  and f a l s i t y )  

th e re  i s  no co rresponding  e x p lan a tio n  of why th ese  c a n 't  be fe a tu re s  

o f th e  se n te n c e . But th e  fo llow ing  might be reaso n ab ly  a t t r ib u te d  to  

Straw son. The reason  why i t  i s  wrong to  take  t r u th  and f a l s i t y  to  be 

f e a tu re s  o f sen ten ces  i s  e x a c tly  p a r a l le l  to  th e  reaso n  why i t  i s  wrong 

to  tak e  'b e in g  about Louis XIV" to  be a f e a tu re  of S^. The reason  i s  

th a t  th e  same sen ten ce , depending on th e  co n tex t o f  i t s  u t te ra n c e , 

w i l l  sometimes e l i c i t  a response of "True" and sometimes "F a lse " . In  

o th e r  words, u t te r in g  th e  same sen tence  one person may speak t ru ly  and 

a n o th er f a l s e ly .  Thus i t  fo llo w s , or so Strawson th in k s , t h a t  th e  one 

sen ten ce  which they  bo th  u t te re d  cannot be the th in g  th a t  i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e .

E .J .  Lemmon in  "S en tences, S tatem ents and P ro p o s it io n s"12 

in te r p r e t s  Strawson along th ese  l in e s  and remarks th a t  " . . .  th is  i s ,  

in  f a c t ,  an u n s a tis fa c to ry  argum ent. I t  i s  as though one were to  say 

th a t  we cannot speak o f a g a te  as having a d e f in i te  co lo u r, because 

the  same g a te  may have d i f f e r e n t  co lours a t  d i f f e r e n t  tim es. The p roper 

consequence . . .  i s  t h a t ,  i f  we wish to  speak of sen ten ces  as t ru e  or 

f a l s e ,  then  th i s  t a lk  must be r e l a t i v e  to  a  co n tex t o f u t te r a n c e , j u s t  

as t a lk  of th e  co lo u r o f a ga te  i s  r e l a t i v e  to  d a te . "13

On th e  i n te r p re ta t io n  of S traw son 's  argument under d isc u ss io n ,

Lemmon's p o in t  seems w e ll tak en . Given S traw son 's  d e s c r ip tio n  of

12ln  B r i t i s h  A n a ly tic a l P h ilosophy , ed. B. W illiam s and A. M o n tif io re , 
(London: Routledge and Kegan P au l, L td .,  1966), r e p r in te d  in  Readings
in  th e  Philosophy of Language, ed . J .F .  Rosenberg and C. T ravis 
(Englewood C l i f f s :  P re n tic e  H a ll,  1971), pp. 233-249.

i 3 I b i d . , p . 236.
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two people making d i f f e re n t  'u s e s ' o f S]_, one o f which 'u s e s '  is s u e s  in  

something t ru e  and th e  o th er is s u e s  in  something f a l s e ,  i t  does n o t 

fo llow  th a t  i t  i s  n o t the sen tence  S-̂  which i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e .  Perhaps 

th e  sen ten ce  S i i s  t ru e  when u t te r e d  during  th e  re ig n  o f Louis XIV 

and f a l s e  when u t te r e d  during  the  re ig n  of Louis XV. S im ila r ly , 

S traw son 's  argument th a t  th e  sen ten ce  i s n ' t  about any p a r t i c u l a r  

person  i s  in v a l id .  The f a c t  th a t  S i can be used to  t a lk  about d i f f e r e n t  

in d iv id u a ls  d o e s n 't  imply th a t  we c a n 't  speak o f the  sen ten ce  S i 

be in g  about a p a r t i c u la r  in d iv id u a l.  Perhaps, when u t te r e d  during  the 

re ig n  o f Louis XIV, the  sen tence S i i s  about Louis XIV and when u t te r e d  

du ring  th e  re ig n  o f Louis XV, S i i s  about the  l a t t e r .

Thus given th e  fo rm ula tion  o f S traw son 's  arguments we have been 

c o n s id e r in g , those arguments a re  in v a l id .  For the  f a c t  t h a t  th e  seman­

t i c  fe a tu re s  under d iscu ss io n  vary w ith  th e  con tex t of u t te r a n c e ,  does 

n o t imply th a t  those  f e a tu re s  a re  n o t f e a tu re s  of se n te n c e s . I t  i s  n o t 

h a rd , however, to  imagine a rep ly  on b e h a lf  of Straw son. W hile the  

c o lo r  of a p a r t i c u la r  gate  may of course vary from tim e to  tim e i t  i s  

n o t a t  a l l  c le a r  th a t  the p ro p erty  of being  t ru e  i s  one th a t  may be 

possessed  by an e n t i t y ,  say a sen ten ce , a t  one tim e and n o t a t  an o th e r 

(o r ,  more g e n e ra l ly , in  r e la t io n  to  one con tex t o f  u t te ra n c e  b u t n o t 

in  r e l a t i o n  to  a n o th e r). T ruth b e a re r s ,  i t  might be u rged , possess  

t h e i r  t r u th  va lu es  'e t e r n a l l y . '  Although Strawson does n o t defend 

such a c la im  nor indeed even make such a claim  in  th e  a r t i c l e  under 

d isc u ss io n  i t  i s  n o t im p lau sib le  to  assume th a t  h i s  argument i s  

enthymematic and th a t  such an assum ption i s  indeed a t  w o r k . G i v e n

l^How might such a c la im  be defended? In  Chapter I I I  a  defense 
of t h is  c la im  along Fregean l in e s  i s  duscussed.
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such an assum ption i t  would fo llo w  th a t  in  the  case  of an u tte ra n c e  

o f Sp what i £  t ru e  o r f a l s e  i s  s u re ly  n o t S^. Thus Strawson concludes 

t h a t  what i s  tru e  o r f a l s e  i s  n o t a sen tence  b u t i s  a s ta tem en t o r 

p ro p o s it io n  which e te r n a l ly  p o ssesse s  i t s  t ru th -v a lu e . ^

As a p re lim in a ry  to  fo rm u la tin g  a second i n te r p r e t a t i o n  o f 

S traw so n 's  argument i t  w i l l  be  h e lp f u l  to  fu r th e r  c la r i f y  S traw son 's  

use of some o f th e  key e x p re s s io n s . The e x p ress io n s  " a s s e r t io n ,"  

" s ta te m e n t,"  " p ro p o s i tio n ,"  "making th e  same use o f a s e n te n c e ,"  and 

"making d i f f e r e n t  uses o f th e  same sen ten ce" a l l  f ig u re  prom inently  

i n  S traw so n 's  d isc u ss io n . The f i r s t  two, " a s se r tio n "  and " s ta te m e n t,"  

a re ,  Straw son s ta te s  in  " T r u t h , a m b i g u o u s .  In  speak ing  o f someone's 

s ta tem en t o r a s s e r t io n  we may be r e f e r r in g  to  h is  a c t  of s ta t in g  

( a s s e r t in g )  something as i n  ( to  quote Strawson) "His vehement a s s e r t io n  

was fo llow ed by a s t a r t l e d  s i l e n c e . " I 7 A l te rn a tiv e ly ,  we may be 

r e f e r r in g  n o t to  h is  a c t  o f  s ta t in g  ( a s s e r tin g )  b u t to  what he s ta te d  

(a s s e r te d )  as in  "The s ta te m e n t made by John was rep e a ted  by H enry." 

S traw son s ta t e s  th a t  when we d e c la re  sta tem en ts  o r a s s e r t io n s  to  be 

t ru e  o r f a l s e ,  we a re  us in g  th e s e  words in  th e  l a t t e r  se n se , i . e .  we 

a re  u s in g  th ese  words to  r e f e r  to  what was s ta te d  o r  a s s e r t e d . 18 

P e o p le 's  a c ts  of s ta t in g  a re  n e i th e r  t ru e  nor f a l s e .  What i s  t ru e  o r

■ ^ It might be though t th a t  S traw so n 's  co nclusion  i s  a  b i t  h a s ty . 
For even on th e  added assum ption a l l  th a t  follow s i s  th a t  sen ten ces  l ik e  
S i cannot be t ru e  or f a l s e .  Perhaps th e re  a re  o th e r  sen ten ces  which 
p o ssess  t r u th  va lues e te r n a l ly  and which might p la u s ib ly  be thought to  
be the  th in g s  which a re  t r u e  o r  f a l s e .  This w i l l  re c e iv e  a t te n t io n  in  
th e  concluding  se c tio n  o f Chapter I I .

^ L o g ic o -L in g u is t ic  P a p e rs , p . 190.

17Ib id .  18I b id .
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f a l s e  i s  what i s  s ta te d  o r  a s s e r te d  by perform ing such a c t s . 1^

The term  " p ro p o s itio n " , a t  l e a s t  as i t  i s  used by Strawson in  

"On R efe rr in g " , i s  ap p a re n tly  j u s t  an a l t e r n a t iv e  fo r  "s ta tem en t"  o r  

" a s s e r tio n "  in  th e  sense of what i s  s ta te d  o r a s s e r te d . Thus Strawson 

says " . . .  we cannot t a lk  of th e  sen ten ce  being  t ru e  o r f a l s e ,  b u t 

only  o f i t s  being  used to  make a t ru e  o r f a l s e  a s s e r t io n ,  or ( i f  t h is  i s  

p re fe r re d )  to  exp ress  a t ru e  or f a l s e  p ro p o s i t io n ."  20 Thus when we 

wish to  speak of what someone a s se r te d  ( s t a t e d ) , we can do so by speaking  

o f  th e  s ta tem en t o r a s s e r t io n  he made o r o f th e  p ro p o s itio n  he ex p ressed .

The l a s t  two o f th e  ex p ress io n s  m entioned above were "making the  

same use of a sen ten ce"  and "making d i f f e r e n t  uses of the  same s e n te n c e ."  

What c o n tra s t  does Strawson have in  mind when he d is t in g u is h e s  making 

" th e  same use" o f a sen tence  from making " d if f e r e n t  uses"  of i t ?  One 

c o n tr a s t  suggested  by th ese  ex p ress io n s  i s  th e  fo llo w in g . Imagine two 

speakers u t te r in g  S]_, one in  o rd er to  a s s e r t  th a t  Louis XIV i s  w ise 

and th e  o th e r  in  o rd e r  to  g ive an example of an E ng lish  sen ten ce . I t  

would c e r ta in ly  be a p p ro p r ia te  to  say th a t  th ese  speakers a re  making 

d i f f e r e n t  uses o f th e  same sen ten ce .

While th e  above one c o n tr a s t  th a t  could be noted  by the  

ex p ress io n s  " th e  same use" and " d i f f e r e n t  u se s" , i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  th is

•^The p o in ts  noted  about th e  term s "s ta tem en t"  and " a s se r tio n "  a re  
n o t e x p l i c i t ly  s ta te d  by Strawson in  "On R e fe rrin g "  (although th ese  p o in ts  
a re  e x p l i c i t  i n  " T ru th " ) .  However, i t  seems reaso n ab le  to  assume th a t  
th e  two a r t i c l e s ,  bo th  p u b lished  in  1950, re p re se n t  c lo se ly  r e la te d ,  i f  
n o t id e n t i c a l ,  p o in ts  of view . A ccordingly , we can assume th a t  Straw son 
i s  aware, in  "On R e fe rr in g ,"  o f  th e  am biguity  o f th e  term s "s ta tem en t"  
and " a s se r tio n "  and, fu r th e r ,  th a t  when he speaks o f s ta tem en ts  and a s s e r ­
t io n s  as tru e  o r f a l s e  in  "On R e fe rr in g ,"  he uses th ese  terms to  r e f e r  
to  what i s  s ta te d  o r a s se r te d  (as opposed to  a c ts  o f s ta t in g  o r a s s e r t i n g ) .

2®"0n R e fe rr in g ,"  p . 7, emphasis added.
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i s  n o t th e  c o n tr a s t  Strawson has in  mind. In  S traw son 's  example of 

two speakers making d i f f e r e n t  uses of the  same se n te n c e , both speakers 

use th e  sen ten ce  S-̂  a s s e r t iv e ly .  The d i f f e r e n t  uses d e riv e  from the 

f a c t  th a t  in  u t te r in g  S^ one speaker r e f e r s  to  Louis XIV w hile  the  

second r e f e r s  to  Louis XV. In S traw son 's example of two speakers 

making th e  same use o f a sen ten ce , both  speakers r e f e r  to  Louis XIV 

by t h e i r  u t te r a n c e  of S^.

How th en  should  we fo rm ulate  th e  c o n tr a s t  to  which Strawson i s  

t ry in g  to  draw our a t t e n t io n ;  the  c o n tra s t  between making the  same use 

o f a sen ten ce  and making d i f f e r e n t  uses of a sen tence? Let us h ere  

no te  a p ass in g  comment of S traw so n 's . In  d isc u ss in g  th e  sentence 

" I  am h o t"  he says " . . .  i t  i s  lo g ic a lly  im possib le  fo r  two d i f f e re n t  

people  to  make th e  same use of th is  sen ten ce : o r ,  i f  t h is  i s  p re f e r re d ,

to  use  i t  to  exp ress  the  same p ro p o s i t io n ." 2 -̂ Here I  b e lie v e  we have 

th e  answer to  our q u e s tio n . The c o n tra s t  to  which Strawson w ishes to  

draw our a t t e n t io n  w ith  th e  ex pressions " th e  same use" and " d if f e re n t  

uses"  can be more c le a r ly  expressed  as the c o n tr a s t  between (1) two 

speakers u t te r in g  a s in g le  sentence and, in  doing so , a s s e r t in g  th e  same 

p ro p o s i t io n , and , (2) two speakers u t te r in g  a s in g le  sen tence  and, in  

doing so , a s s e r t in g  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n s . Bearing in  mind th e  use 

o f "p ro p o s itio n "  e x p lic a te d  above th is  can be p u t as fo llo w s . Strawson 

w ishes to  d is t in g u is h  th e  case in  which two speakers u t t e r  the  same 

sen ten ce  and, in  doing so , a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  from th e  case in  which 

two speakers u t t e r  th e  same sentence b u t ,  in  doing so , a s s e r t  d i f f e r e n t

21I b i d . , p . 8 .
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th in g s . 2^ Thus two speakers may make 'th e  same u s e ' o f a sentence as 

when both  sim u ltan eo u sly  u t te r  S^, both  a s s e r t in g  th a t  Louis XIV i s  

w ise . On the  o th e r  hand, two speakers may make ’d i f f e r e n t  u s e s ' of 

the  same sen ten ce  as when one speaker u t te r s  d u rin g  th e  re ig n  of 

Louis XIV and, in  doing  so , a s s e r ts  th a t  Louis XIV i s  w ise w h ile  the  

second speaker u t te r s  during  th e  re ig n  of Louis XV and, in  doing so, 

a s s e r ts  th a t  Louis XV i s  w ise.

Let us r e tu rn  to  S traw son’s argument in  "On R e fe rr in g ."  In  our 

f i r s t  in te r p re ta t io n  o f S traw son 's  argum ent, we assumed th a t  th e  

prem ise from which he deduces th a t  sen tences a re  n o t th e  b e a re rs  of 

t ru th  was th e  f a c t  th a t  g iven d i f f e r e n t  con tex ts o f  th e  u t te ra n c e  of 

th e  same se n te n c e , v a r ia t io n  o f t ru th  v a lu e  might occur. But from 

th is  f a c t  a lo n e , we saw, i t  does n o t fo llow  th a t  sen ten ces  a re  not the 

b e a re rs  o f t r u th .  Now S traw son 's  d isc u ss io n  does s tro n g ly  suggest 

th a t  a  prem ise o f h i s  i s  th a t  one sen tence  can have d i f f e re n t  'u s e s ' .

But, I  w ish to  su g g e st, we may have been m istaken in  assuming th a t  the 

s ig n if ic a n c e  of th e  f a c t  th a t  a sen tence  can have d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' 

co n s is ted  in  th e  p o s s ib le  v a r ia t io n  of t ru th  v a lu e s . Perhaps th is  

p o ss ib le  t ru th  v a lu e  v a r ia t io n  was n o t th a t  from which Strawson thought 

i t  follow ed th a t  sen ten ces  a re  no t th e  b e a re rs  of t r u th .  From what, 

th en , d id  Strawson th in k  th a t  t h is  followed? The answer which I  would 

now l ik e  to  propose i s  th a t  Straw son thought th a t  t h i s  followed simply 

from th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  same sen ten ce  may be 'u s e d ' in  two or more

22In  th e  l a t t e r  c a se , d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  a re  a s se r te d  s in c e  re fe ren ce  
was made to  d i f f e r e n t  item s. The g en e ra l to p ic  o f  th e  connection  be­
tween th e  id e n t i ty  (o r d iffe re n c e )  of the  e n t i t i e s  re f e r re d  to  and th e  
id e n t i ty  (o r d iffe re n c e )  o f  th in g s  a s se r te d  w i l l  be t re a te d  in  P a r t I I .
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d i f f e r e n t  ways, th a t  i s  th a t  the  same sen ten ce  can be used to  a s s e r t  

d i f f e r e n t  th in g s .

How does th is  imply th a t  sen tences a re  n o t th e  b e a re rs  o f tru th ?

In  o rd er to  answer t h i s  q u es tio n , th e  fo llo w in g  p re lim in a ry  i s  n e c essa ry .

I  would l ik e  to  suggest th a t  Strawson tak es  i t  to  be e s ta b lis h e d , 

independen tly  of the  argument under d isc u ss io n , th a t  sta tem en ts  

( p ro p o s itio n s , a s se r tio n s )  a re  the  b e a re rs  o f t r u th .  Strawson h o ld s , 

as does C artw rig h t, th a t  when someone a s s e r ts  something what i s  a s se r te d  

i s  what i s  e i th e r  t ru e  o r f a l s e . ^

But, i t  m ight be asked, i f  i t  i s  a lre a d y  e s ta b lis h e d  th a t  s t a t e ­

ments a re  th e  b ea re rs  o f  t ru th ,  what i s  th e  p o in t o f S traw son 's  argument? 

In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i f  s ta tem en ts (p ro p o s itio n s , a s se r tio n s )  a re  the  th in g s  

which a re  e i th e r  t ru e  or f a l s e ,  d o e s n 't  i t  fo llow  th a t  sen ten ces  a re  

not t r u th  b e a re rs?  The answer i s  th a t  a lthough i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  

someone's sta tem en t i s  what i s  e i th e r  t ru e  or f a l s e ,  what i s  n o t c le a r  

i s  w hether we can id e n t i fy  someone's sta tem en t w ith  the  sen tence  

u t te r e d  in  making th a t  s ta tem en t. That i s ,  perhaps what one a s s e r ts  

i s  n o th ing  o th e r  than  th e  sentence he u t t e r s .  Thus th e  p o in t of 

S traw son 's  argument i s  to  show th a t  we cannot make such an i d e n t i f i c a ­

t io n ,  i . e .  th a t  what one a s s e r ts  (h is  s ta te m e n t, a s s e r t io n ,  p ro p o s itio n )  

i s  n o t id e n t ic a l  to  the  sentence one u t t e r s .

We a re  now in  a p o s it io n  to  d ea l w ith  th e  q u e s tio n  l e f t  unanswered 

above, namely g ran ted  th a t  two speakers can make d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s '  o f S^, 

how does t h is  imply th a t  i s  n o t the  th in g  th a t  i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r f a ls e ?

^ S e e  the  remarks of C artw right quoted on p . 1 above. Also see  
James Thompson, "T ru th -B earers and th e  Trouble About P ro p o s it io n s ,"
The Jo u rn a l of Philosophy , 66 (1969): 737-738.
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Rephrasing th e  q u e s tio n , how does the  f a c t  th a t  two speakers can 

make d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s 1 of S-̂  imply th a t  S-l i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  the  

s ta tem en t (which i s  th e  b e a re r  o f t ru th )  made by each o f them. In 

o rd er to  answer t h i s  q u e s tio n  we must keep in  mind our a n a ly s is  of 

"making d i f f e r e n t  u ses"  of a se n te n c e . To say th a t  each sp eak er made 

a d i f f e r e n t  use  of i s  to  say th a t  they  a s se r te d  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s ;  

what one a s s e r te d  i s  n o t i d e n t i c a l  to  what th e  o th e r  a s s e r te d .  To 

r e tu rn  to  our q u e s tio n , S traw so n 's  answ er, o r so I  am su g g e stin g , i s  

th a t  s in c e  each sp eak er made a d i f f e r e n t  use o f S]_, i . e .  s in c e  they 

made d i f f e r e n t  s ta tem en ts  by th e  use o f  th e  same se n te n c e , i t  fo llow s 

th a t  th e  (one) sen ten ce  which they  bo th  u t te r e d  cannot be id e n t i c a l  to  

both  s ta tem en ts  ( fo r  th e  s ta tem en ts  a re  not i d e n t ic a l  to  each o th e r ) .  

Hence we cannot id e n t i fy  th e  s ta te m e n ts  made w ith  the  sen tence  u t te r e d .  

S ta tem ents a re  n o t s e n te n c e s . A ccord ing ly , sen tences a re  n o t th e  b e a re rs  

o f t r u th .

We may u s e fu l ly  d is t in g u is h  two arguments h e re . What I  w i l l  

c a l l  "argument I I "  runs as f o l l o w s S i n c e  (1) what someone a s s e r ts  

i s  th e  th in g  which i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e  and (2) what someone a s s e r ts  i s  

n o t id e n t i c a l  to  th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d ,  i t  fo llow s th a t  (3) th e  sen tence  

u t te r e d  i s  n o t th e  t r u th  b e a re r .  What I  w i l l  c a l l  "argument I l a "  

c o n s is ts  in  S traw so n 's  a ttem pt to  s u b s ta n t ia te  the  second prem ise of 

argument I I , i . e .  th e  prem ise th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  

to  th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d .  Argument I l a  runs as fo llo w s: D if fe re n t

2^The argument from t r u th  v a lu e  v a r ia t io n  w i l l  be r e f e r r e d  to  as 
Argument I .
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sp eak ers  may u t t e r  a s in g le  sen ten ce  and, in  doing so , a s s e r t  d i f f e r e n t  

th in g s , i . e .  make d i f f e r e n t  s ta te m e n ts .  Since they  a l l  u t te r e d  the 

id e n t i c a l  sen ten ce  b u t what each a s s e r te d  i s ,  ex h y p o th es i, n o t id e n t i c a l  

to  what any o f th e  o th e rs  a s s e r te d ,  i t  fo llow s th a t  the sen ten ce  u t te r e d  

i s  n o t i d e n t i c a l  to  any of th e  s ta tem en ts  made.

Does th e  a n a ly s is  j u s t  p rese n ted  indeed c a p tu re  what Strawson 

has in  mind? In  my account o f argument I I ,  I  have a t t r ib u te d  to  

Straw son two p rem ises: (1) th a t  what i s  t ru e  o r  f a l s e  i s  what i s

a s s e r te d , and (2) th a t  two sp eak ers  may make d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' of 

a se n te n c e , i . e .  th a t  although both  u t t e r  the  same sen ten ce , what 

one a s s e r ts  i s  n o t i d e n t ic a l  to  what th e  o th e r  a s s e r ts .  Now (2) i s ,  

as we have seen , e x p l i c i t 2** in  "On R e fe rr in g ."  What of (1 )?  In  th e  

passage in  "T ruth" in  which Strawson d is t in g u is h e s  between a c ts  of 

s ta t in g  ( a s s e r tin g )  and what i s  s ta te d  ( a s s e r te d ) ,  Strawson ta k e s , as 

we have seen , th e  l a t t e r  to  be th e  th in g  which i s  e i th e r  t ru e  or

f a l s e . 2(* And although in  "On R e fe rrin g "  Strawson never s p e c i f ie s

(1) as an a d d it io n a l  prem ise , I  b e lie v e  th a t  (1) i s  im p lic i t  in  

S traw so n 's  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n s  o f two people making th e  same 'u s e ' of 

a sen ten ce  and two people making d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' o f  the same se n te n c e . 

For in  th o se  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n s  Straw son speaks o f  th e  f a c t  th a t  when 

two d i f f e r e n t  'u s e s ' a re  made o f th e  sen ten ce , th en  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  t h a t

one sp eak er " . . .  made a t ru e  a s s e r t io n  . . . "  w h ile  th e  second " . . .  made

a f a l s e  a s s e r t io n "  whereas i f  bo th  made th e  same use  of th e  sen ten ce

25At l e a s t  th e  c laim  th a t  two speakers can make 'd i f f e r e n t  u s e s ' 
o f  a sen ten ce  i s  e x p l i c i t .  That d i f f e r e n t  uses i s  to  be ana lyzed  as 
sug g ested  i s  n o t e x p l i c i t ,  a t  l e a s t  in  "On R e fe rr in g ."

2** L ogico-L ingu istic  P a p e rs , p. 190.
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" . . .  they  must e i t h e r  both  have made a t ru e  a s s e r t io n  o r  both have 

made a f a l s e  a s s e r t i o n . " 27 Thus in  S traw son 's  fo rm u la tio n s  in  "On 

R efe rrin g "  i t  i s  th e  a s s e r t io n  made which i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r f a l s e .

But t h i s  i s  j u s t  to  say  th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  what i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e . 2® 

Hence (1) i s  im p l ic i t  in  "On R efe rrin g .

However, d e s p ite  the f a c t  th a t  both  (1) and (2) can reasonably  

be a t t r ib u t e d  to  Strawson in  "On R e fe rr in g ,"  i t  s t i l l  seems to  me 

p rob lem atic  to  c o n s tru e  S traw son 's  argument a long th e  l in e s  I  have 

been su g g e stin g . This seems to  me to  be so fo r  two rea so n s . F i r s t ,  

th e  p iv o ta l  p o in t in  th e  argument I  have been developing  i s  th a t  w hile 

th e re  i s  only  one sen ten ce  u t te r e d ,  th e re  a re  two d i f f e r e n t  sta tem en ts  

made (and thus the  two s ta tem en ts  c a n 't  be id e n t i c a l  to  th e  one 

se n te n c e ). Now i f  th e  argument here  p resen ted  was indeed S traw so n 's , 

we would expect him to  s t r e s s  th is  c ru c ia l  f a c t  o f th e re  being  two 

d i f f e r e n t  s ta tem en ts  made. In  f a c t ,  he nowhere ( in  "On R eferring ) 

r e f e r s  to  two d i s t i n c t  s ta tem en ts  o r a s s e r tio n s  made b u t in s te a d  

s t r e s s e s  th e  f a c t  th a t  w h ile  th e re  was only one sen ten ce  u t te r e d ,  

on one o ccasion  o f th e  u t te ra n c e  of t h i s  sen tence  th e  a s s e r t io n  made

27"On R e fe rr in g ,"  p . 7.

2®I am assum ing, as no ted  b e fo re , th a t  S traw son 's  use of th e  word 
" a s se r tio n "  in  "On R e fe rrin g "  i s  in  accordance w ith  what he says in  
" T ru th ,"  namely th a t  when we speak o f  a s ta tem en t o r a s s e r t io n  as t ru e  
we a re  us in g  th e  words "s ta tem en t"  and " a s se r tio n "  to  r e f e r  to  what i s  
s ta te d  o r a s s e r te d .

2^ I t  should be noted  th a t  the  passages j u s t  quoted in  which Strawson 
tak es  th e  a s s e r t io n  to  be th e  b e a re r  o f t ru th  occur b e fo re  Strawson has 
concluded th a t  sen ten ces  a re  n o t th e  th in g s  which a re  t ru e  o r f a l s e .  In 
o th e r  words, im p l ic i t  in  h is  fo rm u la tio n  of th e  prem ise ( i . e .  th a t  two 
speakers can make d i f f e r e n t  uses o f th e  same sen tence) from which he w i l l  
conclude th a t  sen ten ces  a re  n o t t r u th  b e a re rs ,  i s  th e  assum ption th a t  
a s s e r t io n s  (o r  s ta te m e n ts)  a re  t ru th  b e a re r s . This conforms to  the  
account o f S traw so n 's  argument here  p resen ted .
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30may be tru e  w h ile  on an o th e r occasion  the  a s s e r t io n  w i l l  be f a l s e .

Thus th e  c ru c ia l  p o in t in  S traw son 's  argument seems to  be no t the 

num erical d i s t in c tn e s s  o f the  s ta tem en ts  made b u t r a th e r  the  p o s s ib i l i ty  

o f t ru th  v a lu e  v a r ia t io n  from one u tte ra n c e  occasion  to  an o th e r.

A second reaso n  f o r  s c ep tic ism  as to  whether th e  argument here 

developed i s  what Strawson had in  mind i s  th e  fo llo w in g . As noted  b e fo re , 

in  "On R efe rrin g "  Strawson never e x p l i c i t ly  t e l l s  us why i t  i s  th a t  

sen ten ces  c a n 't  be th e  b e a re rs  o f t r u th .  But Strawson appears to  draw 

an analogy between th e  reason  sen ten ces  c a n 't  be tru e  and th e  reason 

sen ten ces  c a n 't  be 'a b o u t ' p a r t i c u la r  p e rso n s . And he does e x p lic i t ly  

supply  us w ith  th e  reason  fo r  th e  l a t t e r .  Sentences c a n 't  be about 

p a r t i c u l a r  p ersons because " . . .  th e  same sen tence may be used a t
„31

d i f f e r e n t  tim es to  t a lk  about q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t i c u la r  persons . . .

Now i f  S traw so n 's  reason  fo r  denying th a t  sen tences a re  t ru th  b ea re rs  

i s  th a t  one u t te ra n c e  o f th a t  sen tence  may is s u e  in  a t ru e  a s se r tio n  

w hile  an o th e r may issu e  in  a f a ls e  a s s e r t io n ,  then  th e  analogy i s  

p rese rv ed . In  b o th  c a se s , the  sem antic  fe a tu re  in  q u estio n  cannot 

be a fe a tu re  of th e  sen tence  fo r  th e re  a re  u t te ra n c e s  o f th is  same 

sen ten ce  w ith  re sp e c t  to  which th e  sem antic fe a tu re  i s  no t p re se n t .

This analogy f a i l s  to  h o ld , however, i f  S traw son 's  reason  fo r  denying 

t h a t  sen ten ces  a re  the  t ru th  b e a re rs  i s  th a t  th e  same sen tence can be 

used to  make two d i s t in c t  s ta te m e n ts .

do no t mean to  imply th a t  anyth ing  Strawson says commits him 
to  th e  d e n ia l  o f the  c la im  th a t  in  such a s i tu a t io n  two d i f f e re n t  s ta t e ­
ments a re  made. My p o in t i s  only t h a t  Strawson never even mentions the 
p o in t t h a t  th e re  a re  two num erica lly  d i s t in c t  sta tem en ts  made and fu r th e r  
th a t  he emphasizes only th e  p o ss ib le  t ru th  v a lu e  v a r ia t io n .

31 "On R e fe rr in g ,"  p. 7.
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In  conclusion , th e  n a tu re  o f S traw son 's  argument in  "On R efe rrin g "  

is  n o t c le a r .  Perhaps he has in  mind th e  argument I  have been developing 

and sim ply has n o t expressed h im se lf  very  c le a r ly .  Or p erhaps, and I  

b e lie v e  th is  to  be more l ik e ly ,  the  argument suggested  in  my f i r s t  in ­

t e r p r e ta t io n  i s  c lo se r  to  what Strawson had in  mind. In  any case  th e

argument I  have been developing c le a r ly  p resen ted  by Strawson in

32Chapter I  of In tro d u c tio n  to  L og ical Theory. He th e re  e x p l i c i t ly  

s ta t e s  th a t  i t  i s  th e  s ta tem en t one makes which i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r f a l s e  

and proceeds to  q u estio n  w hether we can id e n t i fy  a s ta tem en t w ith  th e  

sen ten ce  u t te r e d  in  making th a t  s ta te m e n t. His answer i s  " . . .  th a t  

we cannot id e n t i fy  th a t  which i s  t ru e  or f a l s e  ( th e  s ta tem en t) w ith  

th e  sentence used in  making i t  f o r  th e  same sen tence  may be used to  

make q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  s ta te m e n ts , some of them tru e  and some o f them

^(L ondon : Methuen, 1952), pp. 3 -4 .

33I b id . , u n d e rlin in g  mine.

3^In cla im ing S traw son 's argument in  In tro d u c tio n  to  L og ical 
Theory i s  the  argument I  have been develop ing , I  am assuming th a t  th e  
l a s t  c lau se  in  th e  q u o ta tio n  from th e  work, i . e .  " . . .  some o f them 
tru e  and some of them f a l s e ,"  i s  in c id e n ta l  to  S traw son 's  argum ent.
In  any case , he does e x p l ic i t ly  draw a t te n t io n  to  the  f a c t  th a t  
d i f f e r e n t  s ta tem en ts  a re  made by the  use of th e  same se n ten ce . And 
i t  does seem q u i te  c le a r  th a t  t h is  i s  th e  p iv o ta l  p o in t in  h is  argu­
m ent, a t  l e a s t  in  In tro d u c tio n  to  L og ical Theory.
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CHAPTER I I

CAN PROPOSITIONS BE IDENTIFIED WITH SENTENCES?

In  t h i s  ch ap te r  I  w i l l  co n s id e r the  q u es tio n  of w hether what someone 

a s s e r ts  m ight be id e n t i f ie d  w ith  a number of d i f f e r e n t  k inds o f  e n t i t i e s .

My p rim ary  concern w i l l  be w ith  argument I l a ,  S traw son 's argument to  th e  

e f f e c t  t h a t  we cannot id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  a se n te n c e .^  Sec­

ond, and more b r ie f ly ,  I  w i l l  tak e  up the p o s s ib i l i ty  o f id e n t i fy in g  prop­

o s i t io n s  w ith  sen tence to k en s, speech (o r judgem ental) a c ts ,  o r  any o f  a 

number o f  d i f f e r e n t  k inds of s e t s .  I  w i l l  conclude w ith  some b r ie f  re ­

marks on argum ents I and I I . 2

i

How does Strawson defend th e  c laim  th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t 

a sen ten ce?  Argument I l a ,  i t  w i l l  be remembered, runs as fo llo w s:

D if fe re n t  speakers may u t t e r  a s in g le  sen tence  and, in  doing so , 

a s s e r t  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s , i . e .  make d i f f e r e n t  s ta te m e n ts . S ince they  

a l l  u t te r e d  th e  id e n t ic a l  sen ten ce  b u t what each a s se r te d  i s ,  ex 

h y p o th e s i , n o t i d e n t ic a l  to  what any of th e  o th ers  a s s e r te d ,  i t  

fo llow s th a t  th e  sen tence  u t te r e d  i s  no t id e n t ic a l  to  any of th e  

s ta te m e n ts  made. This argument was c r i t i c i z e d  by Richard C artw right^  

who p o in te d  o u t th a t  as i t  s tan d s  i t  i s  in v a l id .  C a r tw rig h t 's

^■Strawson's argum ent, which w i l l  be e v a lu a ted  h e re , i s  t h a t  what 
i s  a s s e r te d  i s  n o t the  sen ten ce  type one u t t e r s . Whether we can id e n t i fy  
a  p ro p o s it io n  w ith  a sen ten ce  token w i l l  be taken  up su b seq u en tly .

^For an account o f Arguments I  and I I  see pages 16-25 above.

^See h i s  "P ro p o s it io n s ,"  pp . 88-90.
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c r i t ic i s m  i s  th a t  g ran ted  th a t  each sp eak er made a d i f f e r e n t  s ta tem en t 

w hile  they  a l l  u t te r e d  th e  i d e n t ic a l  se n te n c e , i t  does no t fo llow  th a t  

th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d  i s  no t id e n t i c a l  to  any o f th e  s ta tem en ts  made.

What does fo llow  i s  t h a t  the  sen tence  cannot be i d e n t ic a l  to  any more 

th an  one o f th e  s ta tem en ts  made. The lo g ic a l  p o in t i s  th a t  w h ile  i t  

i s  t ru e  t h a t  a s in g le  e n t i t y  ( in  th is  case  th e  sen tence) cannot be 

id e n t i c a l  to  each of two or more n o n - id e n tic a l  e n t i t i e s  ( th e  s ta te m e n ts ) ,  

th e  one e n t i t y  can be i d e n t ic a l  to  one o f two or more n o n - id e n tic a l  

e n t i t i e s .

As a  m a tte r  of lo g ic  C a r tw rig h t 's  p o in t i s  w e ll tak en . But i t s  

s ig n if ic a n c e  should n o t be overem phasized. For even g ran ted  C a r tw rig h t 's  

p o in t,  argument I l a  i s  s t i l l  s u c c e ss fu l  in  th a t  i t  has shown th a t ,  

i n  g e n e ra l , i t  i s  wrong to  id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  th e  

sen ten ce  he u t t e r s .  In  the  case of a t  most one o f th e  s ta tem en ts  made 

by u t te ra n c e s  o f a p a r t i c u l a r  sen tence  i s  i t  even p o ss ib le  fo r  th a t  

sta tem en t to  be id e n t i c a l  to  the  sen ten ce . Our s ta tem en ts  a r e ,  by and 

la rg e ,  n o t th e  sen ten ces  we u t t e r .  A ccordingly , th e  view th a t  we can , 

in  g e n e ra l ,  id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  th e  sen ten ce  he u t te r s  

has been re fu te d .

The q u e s tio n  now a r i s e s  as to  w hether we can ever id e n t i fy  what 

someone a s s e r ts  w ith  th e  sen tence  he u t t e r s .  To suppose t h a t  we can 

ev er make such an id e n t i f i c a t io n  seems, prim a f a c ie ,  im p la u sib le  ( to  

say th e  l e a s t ) .  For suppose t h a t ,  f o r  example, f iv e  people u t te r e d  

and in  doing so a s se r te d  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s itio n s  ( e .g .  each r e f e r r in g  

to  a  d i f f e r e n t  King o f F ra n ce ) . We have seen  (v ia  argument I l a )  t h a t  

a t  l e a s t  fo u r  of th ese  d id not a s s e r t  S j . And i t  seems b iz a r r e  to
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suppose th a t  one o f th ese  sp eak e rs , say  th e  one who r e f e r re d  to  Louis 

XIV, a s se r te d  th e  sen tence  w hile th e  o th er fo u r d id  n o t.

The problem now i s  to  t r y  to  e x p la in  our i n tu i t i o n ;  th a t  i s  to  

supplem ent argument I l a  by g iv in g  reasons why i t  could n o t be the  case 

th a t  one and only one of the  sta tem en ts  made by th e  use of a s in g le  

sen ten ce  i s  id e n t ic a l  to  th a t  sen ten ce . In  the  a r t i c l e  mentioned 

above, C artw righ t a ttem p ts  to  show th a t  th is  could  n o t be the  case , 

b u t as h is  remarks a re  d i re c te d  a t  a s l i g h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  argument 

than  argument I l a ,  i t  w i l l  be u se fu l a t  th is  p o in t to  co n sid er the 

argument w ith  which he i s  concerned ( I  w i l l  r e f e r  to  t h is  new argument 

as argument l i b ) I n  any case  argument l i b  i s  w orth co n sidering  in  

i t s  own r ig h t  as an a l t e r n a t iv e  a ttem pt to  show th a t  what we a s s e r t  

a re  n o t th e  sen ten ces  we u t te r .

Whereas argument I l a  proceeded by f i r s t  n o tin g  th a t  the  same 

sen ten ce  can be used to  make d i f f e r e n t  s ta te m e n ts , our new argument 

( l ib )  begins by n o tin g  th a t  d i f f e re n t  sen tences can be used to  make 

th e  same s ta te m e n t. For example, n o t only (" th e  King o f France i s  

w ise") bu t a lso  such sen ten ces  as "The k ing  i s  w is e ,"  "He i s  w ise ,"  

as w e ll ?,s the  v a rio u s  t ra n s la t io n s  of th ese  in to ,  e .g . ,  French and 

German may a l l  have been used to  say th a t  Louis XIV was w ise . Our 

p rese n t argument proceeds th u s : Since th e  id e n t i c a l  p ro p o sitio n

can be a s se r te d  by u t te ra n c e s  of d i f f e r e n t  s e n te n c e s , i t  fo llow s th a t  

we cannot id e n t i fy  the  sta tem en t made w ith  any o f  th e  sen tences u t te r e d  

in  making th e  s ta te m e n t. The lo g ic a l  p o in t i s  id e n t i c a l  to  th a t  o f

^C artw right assumes th a t  h is  remarks concern ing  argument l ib  
apply  eq u a lly  w e ll to  I l a .
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argument I l a :  a s in g le  e n t i ty  ( in  th is  case  th e  sta tem en t made by a l l )

cannot be i d e n t ic a l  to  a number o f th in g s  ( in  th is  case  th e  sentences 

u t te re d )  which a re  not i d e n t ic a l  to  each o th e r .

Again C artw right p o in ts  out th e  f a l la c y .  A ll th a t  follow s is  

th a t  of a l l  th e  sen ten ces  which can be used to  a s s e r t  a given p ro p o sitio n , 

n o t more than  one o f th o se  can be id e n t ic a l  to  the  p ro p o s itio n . Under­

ly in g  C a r tw rig h t 's  c r i t ic i s m  of b o th  I l a  and l i b  i s  the  p o in t th a t  

w h ile  one e n t i ty  c a n 't  be i d e n t ic a l  to  more than  one of a  number of 

n o n - id e n tic a l  e n t i t i e s ,  i t  can be id e n t ic a l  to  one o f them. Thus 

argument l ib  (as d id  I la )  on the  one hand succeeds in  showing th a t  

i t  i s  in  g en e ra l wrong to  id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  th e  

sen tence  he u t te r s  b u t, on th e  o th e r ,  f a i l s  to  e s ta b l is h  th a t  we 

never a s s e r t  what we u t t e r .

A f te r  n o tin g  the  f a l l a c y  C artw right proceeds to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  the 

argum ent; he t r i e s  to  supp ly  grounds fo r showing th a t  in  the  case of 

many speakers a s s e r t in g  th e  same th in g  by u t te r in g  d i f f e re n t  sentences 

i t  could n o t be th e  case th a t  one of th e  speakers a s se r te d  what he 

u t te r e d .  C artw righ t argues th a t  if_  i t  were th e  case th a t  one o f the 

speakers ( c a l l  him A) a s s e r te d  what he u t te r e d ,  then  s in c e  a l l  the  

speakers a s se r te d  th e  same th in g , i t  follow s th a t  each speaker a sserted  

what A a s s e r te d ,  which i s ,  ex h y p o th es i, A 's s en ten ce . Thus a number 

o f speakers a l l  a s se r te d  A 'a  sen tence  but only A u tte re d  i t .  Thus 

on th e  h y p o th esis  th a t  one of the  speakers a s se r te d  th e  sen tence  th a t 

he u t te r e d  we g e t th e  consequence th a t  each of th e  o th e r  speakers 

a s se r te d  a sen tence  which he d id  n o t even u t t e r .  And t h i s  consequence, 

claim s C artw rig h t, i s  a b su rd .
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C artw righ t concludes t h a t  no one ev er a s s e r ts  th e  sen ten ce  he

u t te r s .  And, s ta t e s  C artw righ t, we can deduce th e  f u r th e r  consequence

th a t  no one ev e r a s s e r ts  any sen ten ce— fo r  s in c e  argument l ib  (as

supplem ented) shows th a t  no one a s s e r ts  what he u t t e r s ,  then  one can

a s s e r t  a sen tence  only i f  i t  i s  a sen tence  o th e r  than  the  one he u t t e r s .

But t h i s  i s  j u s t  what has been claim ed to  be a b s u r d .^

Let us now examine what I  w i l l  r e f e r  to  as " th e  a b su rd ity  c la im ,"

i . e .  C a r tw rig h t 's  claim  th a t  i t  i s  absurd  to  suppose t h a t  one could

a s s e r t  a sen tence  w ithou t u t te r in g  i t .  C artw righ t defends h is  c la im

in  th e  fo llow ing  passage ( in  which C artw right r e f e r s  to  two sp e ak e rs ,

A and th e  R ussian , both of whom a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  w hile  u t te r in g

d i f f e r e n t  s e n te n c e s ) :

. . .  even i f  i t  be g ran ted  th a t  th e re  i s  noth ing  i n t r i n s i c a l l y  
absurd in  supposing th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  a se n te n c e , i t
s u re ly  i £  absurd to  suppose th a t  one m ight a s s e r t  a sen ten ce
w ithou t even u t te r in g  i t .  Consider A and th e  R ussian.
Whatever p l a u s ib i l i t y  th e re  i s  in  say ing  th a t  A a s se r te d  th e  
words he u t te r e d  deriv es  from th e  f a c t  th a t  he d id , a f t e r  
a l l ,  u t t e r  them. But even th i s  p l a u s i b i l i t y ,  m inimal as 
i t  i s ,  in  any case , i s  m issing  when we c o n sid e r the  R ussian ;
f o r  on th e  assum ption th a t  i t  i s  A who a s s e r ts  what he
u t te r s ,  th e  Russian a s s e r ts  A 's  words only i f  he a s s e r ts

^C artw righ t seems to  th in k  th a t  along such l in e s  argument I l a  
could a ls o  be supplemented so as to  prove th a t  we never a s s e r t  what we 
u t t e r .  But i t  i s  n o t ,  a t  l e a s t  prim a f a c ie ,  easy to  see  how h is  c laim  
th a t  " i t  i s  absurd  to  suppose t h a t  one could  a s s e r t  a sen tence  w ith o u t 
u t te r in g  i t "  would fu n ctio n  as a supplement to  I l a .  For in  I l a  we 
were co n sid e rin g  a case in  which th e  same sen tence  was used to  a s s e r t  
d i f f e re n t  p ro p o s itio n s  and i f  we assume th a t  one speaker (A ') a s se r te d  
what he u t te r e d  we do no t ge t th e  consequence th a t  o th e r  speakers  a s s e r t ­
ed th e  sen tence  u t te r e d  by A '. We do g e t th e  consequence th a t  each 
speaker u t te r e d  th e  sentence a s s e r te d  by A1 bu t t h i s  has n o t been 
claimed to  be. absurd . A ctua lly  I  b e lie v e  t h a t  C a r tw rig h t 's  a b su rd ity  
c la im  can be u t i l i z e d  to  supplem ent I l a  b u t i t  i s  n o t obvious how th is  
i s  to  be done and C artw right never works i t  o u t. As i t  w i l l  n o t be 
im portan t fo r  what fo llo w s, I  om it an account of i t  h e re .
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them w ith o u t u t te r in g  them. A s a id  ( i . e .  a s se r te d )  
th a t  B o tv inn ik  uses th e  French Defense; and in  so say ing  
he s a id  ( i . e .  spoke) the  words 'B o tv in n ik  uses i t . '
Perhaps i t  i s  tem pting to  c a p i ta l i z e  on th e  am biguity 
by concluding  th a t  A a s s e r te d  th e  words he spoke. But 
th e re  i s  n o t even the  excuse of am biguity  fo r  say in g  th a t  
th e  Russian a s s e r te d  th o se  words. For he d id  n o t say them.^

In  th a t  p o r tio n  o f the  passage in  which C artw right p re se n ts  an 

argument (as opposed to  a d iag n o s is )  he seems to  be say ing  the  fo llo w in g : 

I t  i s ,  prim a f a c ie ,  h ig h ly  im p lau sib le  to  tak e  sen ten ces  as the  th in g s  

a s s e r te d .  But t h i s  i n tu i t i v e  im p la u s ib i l i ty , by i t s e l f ,  might n o t 

appear to  be d e c is iv e  a g a in s t  the  c la im  th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  

th e  sen ten ce  he u t t e r s .  This im p la u s ib i l i ty  might not appear to  be 

d e c is iv e  fo r  the  f a c t  th a t  th e  sp eak er u t te r e d  th a t  sen ten ce  in  making 

th e  a s s e r t io n  would (somehow) make i t  a t  l e a s t  p o ss ib le  to  suppose 

th a t  the  sen tence  was the  th in g  a s s e r te d .  But i f  the  speaker d id  not 

even u t t e r  th a t  s e n ten ce , th en  the  su p p o s itio n  th a t  he a s se r te d  th a t  

s en ten ce  has no p l a u s i b i l i t y  w hatever.

C ontra C artw right th e  fo llow ing  might be u rged . Even i f  we agree 

(perhaps on the  b a s is  o f arguments I l a  and l ib )  th a t  in  g en e ra l i t  

would be wrong to  id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  what he u t t e r s ,  s t i l l  

i t  m ight be m ain tained  th a t  (1) some of the  tim e we a s s e r t  what we u t t e r  

and (2) even when we do n o t a s s e r t  what we u t t e r ,  what we a s s e r t  i s  a 

s en ten ce  o th e r  than  th e  one u t te r e d .  For i t  m ight be h e ld  th a t  w h ile  

what we u t t e r  a re ,  fo r  th e  most p a r t ,  n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ces  what we 

a s s e r t  a re  th e  'e t e r n a l  sen tence  c o u n te rp a r ts '^  of th e  u t te r e d  se n te n c e s .

^ " P ro p o s itio n s ,"  p . 91.

?By such e x p ress io n s  as " e te r n a l  sen tence  c o u n te rp a r t ,"  "co rrespond­
in g  e te r n a l  s e n te n c e ,"  " e te r n a l  sen ten ce  expansion" I  mean th e  r e s u l t  of 
r e p la c in g  any in d e x ic a l  elem ents in  th e  o r ig in a l  se n te n c e , u s in g
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Thus when we happen to  u t t e r  an e te r n a l  s e n te n c e , e .g .  " 2 + 2 = 4 , "  

what we a s s e r t  may Indeed be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  what we u t t e r .  And when 

we u t t e r  a n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce  what we a s s e r t  is^ a sen ten ce  o th e r 

than  th e  one u t te r e d ,  i . e .  we a s s e r t  th e  co rresp o n d in g  e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

Nor i s  such a view in  any obvious way c o u n te r in tu i t iv e .  For given 

some u tte ra n c e  of a n o n -e te rn a l  se n te n c e , e . g . ,  " I  am t i r e d , "  the  

'e te r n a l  sen ten ce  e x p a n sio n ,' in  t h i s  case "Howard W e tts te in  i s  t i r e d  

on Monday a fte rn o o n , December 30, 1974" more com plete ly  fo rm ula tes 

o r makes e x p l i c i t  what was a s se r te d  when I  u t te r e d  " I  am t i r e d . "

Thus i t  seems p la u s ib le  to  take t h a t  e te rn a l  sen ten ce  as th e  th in g  

a s se r te d  by my u t te ra n c e  o f th e  n o n -e te rn a l  se n te n c e .

A ccordingly , in  o p p o sitio n  to  C artw rig h t i t  seems a t  l e a s t  

p o s s ib le  to  m ain tain  what one a s s e r ts  can be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  a sen tence— 

we do a s s e r t  se n te n c e s—although n o t ,  in  g e n e ra l ,  th e  sen ten ces  we u t t e r .

The in tro d u c tio n  o f e te r n a l  sen ten ces  in to  our d isc u ss io n  seems 

to  have accom plished two ends. F i r s t ,  we now have a  counterexam ple to  

C a r tw rig h t 's  c la im  th a t  i t  i s  absurd to  suppose th a t  one could a s s e r t  

a sen ten ce  w ith o u t u t te r in g  i t . 8 Thus C a r tw rig h t 's  c la im  to  have 

r e h a b i l i t a t e d  argument l i b  f a i l s .  But more im p o rta n tly , and th i s  i s  

th e  second end ap p a ren tly ^  accom plished by th e  in tro d u c tio n  o f e te r n a l

te n s e le s s  verbs and in d ic a tin g  tim e e x p l i c i t l y ,  e tc .  so as to  render 
th e  r e s u l t in g  sen ten ce  t ru e  o r f a l s e  'e t e r n a l l y . '  See Q uine, Word 
and Ob.ject, S ec tio n  40.

8And th i s  i s  so , even i f ,  as I  w i l l  argue in  P a r t  I I  o f t h i s  e ssa y , 
i t  i s  f a l s e  t h a t ,  in  g e n e ra l, g iven an u tte ra n c e  o f a  n o n -e te rn a l  sen­
ten c e , th e re  i s  an e te r n a l  sen tence  which p re c is e ly  fo rm u la tes  what was 
a s s e r te d .  While t h is  view , I  w i l l  argue , i s  f a l s e  i t  i s  n o t obv iously  
f a l s e  and i t  i s ,  a c co rd in g ly , n o t absurd  to  suppose t h a t  in  u t te r in g  a 
n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  some e te r n a l  se n te n c e .

^But see  pages 36-38 below.
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sen ten ces  in to  our d isc u ss io n , i t  now beg ins to  look as i f  i t  may indeed 

be th e  case th a t  one (and, of course , only one) of th e  sen tences which 

could be used to  a s s e r t  a g iven  p ro p o s itio n  i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  th a t  

p ro p o s it io n . Indeed we now have a p la u s ib le  can d id a te  fo r  the  sentence 

which i s  th e  one a s s e r te d ,  namely, the  e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

U n fo rtu n a te ly , in  our d iscu ss io n  o f e te r n a l  sen tences we have 

overlooked th e  fo llo w in g . For any p ro p o sitio n  th e re  i s  more than  one 

e te r n a l  sen tence  which can be used to  a s s e r t  th a t  p ro p o s it io n . F i r s t  

o f a l l ,  g iven some u tte ra n c e  of a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  th e re  i s  not one 

'e te r n a l  sen ten ce  expansion ' b u t many. In  form ing an e te rn a l  sen tence  

from a n o n -e te rn a l-^  one we can add th e  in fo rm a tio n  ( to  be made 

e x p l i c i t )  a t  th e  beg inn ing  o f th e  sen ten ce , the  end, and so on. But 

c le a r ly  each d i f f e r e n t  o rd erin g  y ie ld s  a d i f f e r e n t  sen ten ce . Secondly, 

g iven  some n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce  we can form an e te r n a l  sen tence  which 

can be used to  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  bu t which i s  n o t o b tained  by 

'expand ing ' th e  o r ig in a l  bu t which has a d i f f e r e n t  gram m atical s tr u c tu r e ,  

e .g .  p ass iv e  in s te a d  of a c t iv e .  Third , th e re  can be e te rn a l  sen tences 

of d i f f e r e n t  languages, th e  u t te ra n c e  o f which issu e  in  the  a s s e r t io n  

o f  the  same p ro p o s it io n .

I t  now beg ins to  seem c le a r  th e re  a re  r e a l  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w ith  th e  

view th a t  we, i n  g e n e ra l ,  a s s e r t  th e  e te r n a l  sen ten ce  expansions of the  

n o n -e te rn a l sen tences which we u t t e r .  One d i f f i c u l ty  i s  th a t  th e re  

i s  no unique e te r n a l  sen ten ce  expansion f o r  a given  u t te ra n c e  o f a

^M ore a c c u ra te ly , 11 . . .  from a n o n -e te rn a l  given  some u tte ra n c e  
o c c as io n ."  The p o in t i s  th a t  th e  same n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  w i l l  ge t 
d i f f e r e n t  e te r n a l  sen ten ce  expansions depending on v a rio u s  fe a tu re s  of 
th e  co n tex t o f  u t te r a n c e .  For b re v i ty ,  I  w i l l  o f te n  omit m ention o f the  
u t te ra n c e  occasio n .
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n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce . Whether t h is  d i f f i c u l ty  i s  f a t a l  w il l  no t be 

d iscu ssed  a t  p r e s e n t .^  A second d i f f i c u l ty ,  c le a r ly  f a t a l ,  i s  th e  

fo llo w in g . I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  two or more speakers may a s se r t  the  same 

th in g  w hile  u t te r in g  d i f f e r e n t  n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e s , each of which 

when 'expanded ' n e c e s s a r ily  y ie ld s  a d i f f e r e n t  e te r n a l  sen tence. For 

example, th e  e te r n a l  sen tence  expansion o f " th e  King of France i s  w ise" 

(S^) w i l l  be a d i f f e r e n t  sen tence than th e  e te r n a l  sentence expansion 

of th e  French t r a n s la t io n  of S^. But, to  fo llow  th e  reasoning of 

argument l i b ,  i t  could n o t be th a t  bo th  the  speaker who u t te r s  and 

th e  speaker who u t te r s  th e  French t r a n s la t io n  of S-̂  a s se r t  th e  e te rn a l  

sen ten ce  expansions o f th e  sen tences they  re s p e c tiv e ly  u t te re d . This 

could no t be because th e  e te r n a l  sen tence  expansions a re  d i f f e r e n t  w h ile  

what they u t te r e d  i s  a s in g le  p ro p o s it io n .

I  s ta te d  b e fo re  th a t  the  in tro d u c tio n  of e te r n a l  sentences in to  

our d isc u ss io n  a p p a re n tly  had two consequences: (1) C artw rig h t's

a ttem p t to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  l ib  f a i l e d  because i t  no longer appeared 

i n tu i t i v e ly  obvious t h a t  one cannot a s s e r t  a sen tence  which one d id  n o t 

u t t e r  and (2) i t  no lo n g er appeared b iz a r re  to  suppose th a t indeed one 

sen ten ce  i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  each p ro p o s it io n .

Now i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  the  p o in t r e c e n tly  made about a m u l t ip l ic i ty  

o f e te r n a l  sen ten ces  f o r  each p ro p o s it io n  a f f e c ts  (2) above. Once we 

n o te  th a t  th e re  a re  a number of e te r n a l  sen tences 'corresponding  to ' 

each p ro p o s it io n , we no longer have a s in g le  sen tence  which i s  a n a tu ra l

1^1 b e lie v e  th a t  i t  i s  f a t a l  b u t to  show th a t  i s  another m a tte r . 
Beginning on page 39 what i s  e s s e n t ia l ly  the  same issu e  w il l  be d is ­
cussed  in  d e t a i l .
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cand ida te  fo r  the  th in g  a s s e r te d .  Thus, i t  ag a in  appears b iz a r re  to  

suppose th a t  of a l l  th e  sen ten ces  u sab le  to  a s s e r t  a given  p ro p o sitio n  

th e re  i s  one which i s  id e n t i c a l  to  th a t  p ro p o s it io n .

What s h a l l  we say of (1) above? Does our re c e n t  rec o g n itio n  

th a t  th e re  a re  a number of e te r n a l  sen tences 'c o rre sp o n d in g 1 to  each 

p ro p o s itio n  a f f e c t  (1)? I  w ish to  argue th a t  i t  does n o t;  C a r tw rig h t 's  

a ttem p t to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  argument l ib  s t i l l  f a i l s .  W hile th e re  a re ,  

as we have seen , d i f f i c u l t i e s  w ith  th e  view th a t  th e  e te r n a l  sen tences 

expansions o f the  n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ces  u t te re d  a re  what we a s s e r t ,  

those  d i f f i c u l t i e s  and n o t C a r tw rig h t 's  ab su rd ity  c la im  a re  what prove 

f a t a l .  To expand on t h i s ,  i f  C artw right was c o rre c t  in  h i s  c laim  th a t  

i t  i s  absurd  to  suppose th a t  someone could a s s e r t  a sen ten ce  w ith o u t 

u t te r in g  i t ,  then  i t  should have seemed obviously  unaccep tab le  to  

suppose th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce , what one a s s e r ts  i s  

an e te r n a l  sen ten ce . And th is  should have seemed o bv iously  unacceptable  

sim ply because the  sen tence  u t te r e d  was no t th e  e te r n a l  sen tence  

supposedly a s s e r te d .  In  f a c t ,  co n tra  C artw righ t, i t  seemed accep tab le  

to  suppose th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  what I s  a s se r te d  is  

the  e te r n a l  sen tence which, as I  pu t i t  b e fo re , more f u l l y  fo rm ula tes 

what was incom pletely  form ulated  by the  n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e .

I f  th e  fo regoing  i s  c o r r e c t ,  th a t  i s ,  i f  C a r tw rig h t 's  approach 

i s  inadequate  then  we need to  f in d  an a l t e rn a t iv e  approach to  re ­

h a b i l i t a t i n g  l i b  or e ls e  f in d  a way to  make i n tu i t i v e ly  s a t i s fy in g  the  

id ea  th a t  o f  a l l  th e  sen tences corresponding  to  a  g iven  p ro p o s it io n , 

one and only  one o f th o se  sen ten ces  i s  id e n t ic a l  to  th e  p ro p o s it io n .

I t  seems to  me to  be i n tu i t i v e ly  obvious th a t  o f a l l  th e  sen tences
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u sab le  to  a s s e r t  a s in g le  p ro p o s it io n , i t  could n o t be th e  case th a t  one 

and only one o f  them i s  id e n t ic a l  to  th a t  p ro p o s it io n . Indeed , i t  i s  

more than  in tu i t i v e ly  obvious, i t  i s  ( a f t e r  a fash io n ) dem onstrab le .

In  th e  fo llo w in g  I  w i l l  a ttem pt to  make good on th is  c la im . I f  I  

succeed th en  I  w i l l  have r e h a b i l i t a t e d  argument l i b .

Consider the  hypo th esis  th a t  one of the  sen tences corresponding  

to  a s in g le  p ro p o s it io n  i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  th a t  p r o p o s i t i o n . I f  th is  

were tru e  then  th e  s in g le  sen ten ce  which is^ id e n t i c a l  to  th e  p ro p o s itio n  

would presum ably have to  have som ething about i t  which d is t in g u is h e s  

i t  from a l l  th e  o th e r  sen tences which would be used to  a s s e r t  th a t  

p ro p o s it io n . Furtherm ore, the  d is t in g u is h in g  fe a tu re ( s )  in  q u e s tio n  

would have to  be  such th a t  th e  p o ssess io n  o f t h i s  fe a tu re  by th e  

sen ten ce  in  q u e s tio n  g ives us a  reason  to  take  t h i s  sen tence  and n o t 

some o th e r  to  be th e  th ing  a s s e r te d .  Of co u rse , i t  i s  lo g ic a l ly  

p o s s ib le  t h a t  th e re  i s  no such d is t in g u is h in g  fe a tu re  o f any sen ten ce  

( th e  p o ssess io n  of which would give us grounds f o r  s in g lin g  ou t th a t  

sen tence  as id e n t i c a l  to  th e  p ro p o s itio n )  and th a t  n e v e rth e le s s  one of 

th e  sen ten ces  i s ,  as  a m a tte r  of b ru te  f a c t , id e n t ic a l  to  th e  p ro p o s it io n . 

B ut, i f  an y th ing  i s  absurd , s u re ly  i t  i s  absurd  to  suppose th a t  of a l l  

th e  sen ten ces  which could be used to  a s s e r t  t h a t ,  e .g . ,  W ashington was 

the  f i r s t  P re s id e n t ,  one of th ese  sen ten ces  i s ,  as a m atte r  o f f a c t ,  

th e  th in g  a s s e r te d  by a l l  th e  speakers who make th a t  a s s e r t io n  b u t 

th e re  i s  n o th in g  about th is  sen ten ce  which would supply us w ith  a

*2The argument about to  be p rese n ted  h e re  i s ,  in  p a r t ,  an a p p lic a ­
t io n  o f a l in e  of reason ing  used by Pau l B en ace rra f, in  "What Numbers 
Could Not B e," P h ilo so p h ica l Review 74 (1965): 47-73.
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reason  fo r  th in k in g  th a t  i t  and n o t one o f  th e  o th e r  sen ten ces  i s  the  

th in g  a s s e r te d .  I  do n o t have an argument to  show th a t  t h i s  lo g ic a l  

p o s s ib i l i ty  may be d isco u n ted . But i t  seems obvious t h a t  i £  one of the  

sen ten ces  r e a l ly  i s  th e  th in g  a s s e r te d ,  th e re  must be some reason  fo r  

i t s  b e ing  so p r iv i le g e d .

To r e c a p i tu la te ,  f o r  th e  h y p o th es is  under c o n s id e ra tio n  to be 

c o r r e c t ,  then  fo r  each p ro p o s itio n  th e re  must be some f e a tu re (s )  

possessed  by one and only one of the  sen ten ces  which can be used to  

a s s e r t  t h a t  p ro p o sitio n  and such th a t  th e  p o ssess io n  of t h is  fe a tu re

su p p lie s  us w ith  grounds f o r  s in g l in g  out t h is  sen tence  as th e  th in g

a s s e r te d .  Now what would such a f e a tu re  be l ik e ?  At one p o in t during  

our p rev ious d isc u ss io n , i t  m ight have been urged th a t  e te r n a l  sen ten ces  

a re  l ik e ly  can d id a tes  fo r  th in g s  a s se r te d  s in c e  they  have the  re le v a n t 

f e a tu re  o f being  complete fo rm u la t io n s . But as we have seen  th e re  i s  

always more than  one e te rn a l  sen ten ce  fo r  a given  p ro p o s it io n . Hence,

com pleteness of fo rm u la tio n , a lth o u g h  an in tu i t i v e ly  p la u s ib le  can d id a te

fo r  d isc r im in a tin g  f e a tu re ,  w i l l  no t s u f f ic e .

Now th a t  we have seen th a t  th e  fe a tu re  of com pleteness of fo rm u la tio n

w i l l  n o t supply us w ith th e  c r i t e r i o n  we have been look ing  fo r ,  i t  b eg ins

to  appear as i f  th e re  i s  no such c r i t e r i o n .  For i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  see

13how th e  o th e r  ways in  which ( e te rn a l )  sen ten ces  d i f f e r  from one 

an o th e r could p o ss ib ly  be grounds f o r  p ick in g  one o f them as the  th in g

■^1 assume fo r  th e  p re se n t t h a t  th e  fe a tu re  o f completeness of 
fo rm u la tio n  would be included  in  any a ttem p t to  prov ide th e  d isc r im in a tin g  
f e a tu re s  we have been speaking  o f .  Hence th e  sen ten ces  from which we 
t ry  to  s e le c t  one (per p ro p o s itio n )  would presum ably be e te rn a l  s e n te n c e s .
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a s s e r te d .  C onsider some of the ways in  which a l l  of the  e te r n a l  

sen ten ces  corresponding  to  some p ro p o sitio n  d i f f e r  from one an o th er.

Some w i l l  be in  E n g lish , some in  French, and some w i l l  have an a c tiv e  

c o n s tru c tio n , some p a ssiv e  and so on. I t  c e r ta in ly  appears to  be the 

case t h a t  th ese  kinds of d iffe re n c e s  a re  i r r e le v a n t  fo r  th e  purposes 

con sid ered  h e re . A ccordingly, C a rtw rig h t, a lthough  ( fo r  reasons to  

be d iscu ssed  l a t e r )  he does not th in k  th a t  th e  l in e  of reasoning  

which I  am employing i s  co n c lu s iv e , s ta t e s  th a t  " . . .  i f  we sought to  

id e n t i fy  th e  s ta tem en t made w ith  one o f th ese  complete s e n te n c e s ,^  

we should  have a b s o lu te ly  no reason  fo r  p ick in g  one o f them ra th e r  

than  any o th e r .  None i s  in  any way a more n a tu r a l  or reaso n ab le  choice 

than  any o th e r .

M oreover, even i f  i t  were p o s s ib le  to  f in d  o th e r  fe a tu re s  which 

seemed to  be p la u s ib le  can d id a tes  fo r  d is t in g u is h in g  f e a tu re s ,  s t i l l  

i t  could n o t be th e  case th a t  ex a c tly  one sen tence  p e r p ro p o sitio n  had 

such f e a tu re s .  Let us imagine th a t  we d isco v er some f e a tu re  (F) of 

c e r ta in  s e n te n c e s , which fe a tu re  seems to  us to  be a p la u s ib le  can d id a te . 

Let us f u r th e r  imagine th a t  fo r  each p ro p o s it io n , only one of the  

c u rr e n tly  a v a ila b le  fo rm ula tions has th e  p ro p erty  F. Even so , fo r  each 

sen ten ce  which has F we could always fo rm ula te  an o th er sen tence  which 

had F b u t which d i f f e re d  only in  vocabulary  from the  c u rre n tly  a v a ila b le  

one. (The id ea  h e re  i s  t h a t  the re le v a n t  p ro p erty  could no t be the

14"Complete sen tence" i s  C a r tw rig h t 's  term  fo r  e te r n a l  sen ten ce . 
When, in  th e  passage quoted , C artw right speaks of " th e se  complete sen­
te n c e s ,"  he means those e te r n a l  sen ten ces  which can be used to  a s s e r t  
th e  p ro p o s it io n  in  q u es tio n .

^ " P r o p o s i t i o n s ,"  p . 99.
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p a r t i c u l a r  words used. So we could always in v en t a new sentence which 

con tained  d i f f e r e n t  words—new ones—b u t which had th e  same re le v a n t 

f e a tu re . )

I  conclude th a t  th e re  a re  no such f e a tu re s  possessed  by e x a c tly  

one sen tence  per p ro p o s it io n , th e  p o ssess io n  of which would make i t  

p la u s ib le  to  s in g le  out th a t  sen ten ce  as th e  th in g  a s se r te d . But i f  

one of th o se  sen ten ces  r e a l ly  was the  th in g  a s se r te d  then as s ta te d  

b e fo re , th e re  would be something about i t  which would give us grounds 

fo r  s in g l in g  i t  out as the  th in g  a s s e r te d . I t  fo llow s th a t none of the  

e te r n a l  (o r ,  fo r  th a t  m a tte r , n o n -e te rn a l)  sen tences which can be used 

to  a s s e r t  a p ro p o s itio n  i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  th a t  p ro p o sitio n .

I f  th e  fo rego ing  i s  c o rre c t  then argument l ib  has been s u c c e ss fu lly  

supplem ented. We must d is t in g u is h ,  in  every a c t of a s se r tio n , between 

the  sen tence  u t te re d  and what i s  a s se r te d ;  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  in  no 

case the  sen ten ce  u t te r e d .  Furtherm ore, we can now a r r iv e  a t  the  

( s tro n g e r)  co nclusion  th a t  what one a s s e r ts  i s  n o t any sentence (n e i th e r  

th e  one u t te r e d  nor any o th e r ) . For we have seen th a t  what someone 

a s s e r ts  could not be id e n t ic a l  to  any of th e  sen tences which could be 

used to  a s s e r t  i t .  I t  fo llow s th a t  what one a s s e r ts  could be a sen tence  

only i f  i t  were a sen ten ce  which could n o t be used to  a s se r t  i t .  But 

su re ly  t h i s  i s  absurd . What i s  a s se r te d  su re ly  i s  n o t id e n t ic a l  to  a 

sen ten ce  which could n o t be used to  make th a t  a s s e r t io n .

C artw righ t was aware of th e  l in e  of reason ing  I  have employed

as an a l t e r n a t iv e  to  h i s :

. . .  i f  we sought to  id e n t i fy  the  s ta tem en t made w ith  
one o f th ese  complete s en ten ces , we should  have abso­
l u te ly  no reason fo r  p ick ing  one o f them r a th e r  than  any
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o th e r .  I  tak e  i t  th a t  t h i s  c o n s id e ra t io n  by i t s e l f  
w i l l  appear to  some to  be s u f f i c i e n t  reason  fo r  re fu s in g  
to  id e n t i fy  the  s ta tem en t made w ith  any o f th e  (com plete) 
sen tences which can be used to  a s s e r t  i t .  I t  cannot 
be a p e r f e c tly  a rb i t r a r y  m a tte r ,  they  w i l l  sa y , which, 
i f  any, of a number of d i s t i n c t  th in g s  i s  i d e n t i c a l  to  
some one th in g .

This move i s  one of a k ind  which i s  f a m i l ia r  in  
philosophy and w ith  which I  f e e l  a good d e a l o f  sympathy.
Y et, I  doubt w hether by them selves arguments o f t h is  
s o r t  ever accom plish much . . . ^

C artw right ex p la in s  why he tak es  th e  argument to  be incon­

c lu s iv e  v ia  an analogy between th e  n a tu ra l  numbers and s ta te m e n ts .

Peano 's axioms e v id e n tly  do embody a t  l e a s t  some of 
the  fe a tu re s  of th e  n a tu ra l  numbers; and they  a re  in  
ad d itio n  c a te g o r ic a l ,  th a t  i s ,  any two models a re  
isom orphic. Some have acco rd in g ly  been le d  to  say 
th a t  the  concept o f  a n a tu r a l  number i s  ad eq u ate ly  
rep resen ted  by th o se  axioms; and they  have gone on 
to  conclude th a t  th a t  concept i s  i n s u f f ic i e n t ly  determ in­
a te  to  perm it a reaso n ab le  i d e n t i f i c a t io n  o f th e  system  
of n a tu ra l  numbers w ith  one r a th e r  than  an o th e r o f the  
vario u s  d i s t in c t  (bu t isom orphic) models. Each, they 
say , may q u i te  le g i t im a te ly  be 'ta k e n  a s 1 th e  system  
of n a tu ra l  numbers. The concept o f a  n a tu r a l  number 
m ight, on th is  view , be sa id  to  be open, in  th e  sense 
th a t  d i s t in c t  s e ts  o f th in g s  may e q u a lly  le g i t im a te ly  
be id e n t i f i e d  as th e  s e t  o f n a tu r a l  numbers. Now 
anyone who proposed to  id e n t i fy  s ta tem en ts  w ith  some 
s e t  of r e p re s e n ta tiv e  sen ten ces  i s  presum ably p repared  
to  say th a t  th e  concept o f s ta tem en t i s ,  s im ila r ly ,
open .17

C artw rig h t 's  p o in t  i s  th a t  someone may argue th a t

(1) We can fo rm ula te  a s e t  o f co n d itio n s  which p lay  a ro le  w ith  

re sp e c t to  th e  concept o f th in g  a s s e r te d  analogous to  th e  

r o le  of Pean o 's  axioms w ith  re s p e c t  to  th e  concept o f n a tu r a l  

number.

(2) Sentences do s a t i s f y  th o se  c o n d it io n s ;  t h a t  i s ,  such c o n d itio n s  

do n o t exclude sen ten ces  as th in g s  a s s e r te d .

16Ib id .  ! 7 lb id . ,  p . 100.
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and (3) Those co n d itio n s  a re  n o t such as to  sp e c ify  which p a r t i c u la r  

sen tence  i s  th e  th in g  a s s e r te d  f o r  any p a r t i c u la r  a s s e r t iv e  

u t te ra n c e .

Given (1 ) ,  (2) and (3) i t  would be reaso n ab le  to  s e le c t  one e te r n a l  

sen ten ce  fo r  each th in g  a s s e r te d  and 'ta k e  th a t  a s ' the  th in g  a s se r te d .

Yet ex h y p o th e s i, th e re  i s  no th in g  th a t  d ic ta te s  which e te r n a l  sen tence  

we a re  to  choose ( fo r  each th in g  a s s e r te d ) .  Indeed , any number o f s e ts  

of e te r n a l  sen tences may le g i t im a te ly  be 'ta k e n  a s '  the  th in g s  a s se r te d .

C artw right does n o t c la im , however, th a t  the  concept of th in g  

a s s e r te d  i s  'o p e n . ' R ather h is  p o in t i s  th a t  b e fo re  one can d isq u a lify  

e te r n a l  sen tences as th in g s  a s se r te d  one must f i r s t  show th a t  th e  concept 

of th in g  a s se r te d  i s  n o t open. I  have n o t shown th i s ,  hence I  have, 

accord ing  to  C artw rig h t, begged a c ru c ia l  q u es tio n . I f  t h i s  i £  C a r tw rig h t 's  

o b je c tio n , then  I  do n o t th in k  he i s  c o rre c t  fo r  I  th in k  th a t  my l in e  

of reaso n in g  i s  e n t i r e ly  n e u tr a l  w ith  re s p e c t  to  th e  q u e s tio n  of whether 

th e  concept i s  open.

In  o rd er to  see  th a t  t h i s  i s  so l e t  us take  a somewhat c lo s e r  

look a t  th e  n o tio n  o f an 'o p e n ' concept. When th e  claim  i s  made th a t  

a concept i s  open, th e  p o in t being  made i s  th a t  although th e  term  in  

q u e s tio n , e .g . ,  " th e  n a tu ra l  num bers," "what i s  a s s e r te d ,"  'p u rp o r t s ' 

to  d e s ig n a te  some unique e n t i ty  ( s e t  o f e n t i t i e s ) , when n ecessa ry  and 

s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d itio n s  fo r  a c o rre c t  account o f the  e n t i ty  in  q u estio n  

a re  s p e c i f ie d ,  i t  tu rn s  out th a t  th e re  i s  n o t one bu t s e v e ra l  (sometimes 

i n f i n i t e ly  many) d i f f e r e n t  acco u n ts , each of which s a t i s f i e s  the  condi­

t io n s  s p e c if ie d .

For example, C artw righ t makes re fe ren c e  to  th e  view th a t  th e
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concept o f n a tu r a l  number i s  open s in c e  th a t  concept i s  (1) "adequate ly  

rep re se n te d "  by P eano 's  axioms, i . e . ,  s a t i s f a c t i o n  of the  axioms by 

th e  e n t i t i e s  s p e c i f ie d  in  an account i s  a n ecessa ry  and s u f f i c i e n t  

c o n d itio n  fo r  a c o rr e c t  accoun t, and y e t  (2) th e re  e x is t  d i f f e r e n t  s e ts  

each o f which s a t i s f i e s  the  axioms.

Paul B en ace rra f, in  "What Numbers Could Not B e , " 1 ** agrees th a t  

the  concept o f n a tu r a l  number i s  open b u t p re se n ts  a d i f f e r e n t  'a n a ly s i s ' 

o f  th e  concep t. B enacerra f argues t h a t  the  fo llo w in g  c o n d itio n s  a re  

n ecessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  any c o rre c t  account o f  th e  n a tu ra l  num bers: 

(1) d e f in i t io n s  of " 1 ,"  "number," and " s u c c e sso r,"  as w e ll as "+ ,"

" x ,"  and so on must be provided on th e  b a s is  of which th e  laws of 

a r i th m e tic  could be d eriv ed  and (2) an e x p lan a tio n  o f th e  'e x t r a -  

m athem atica l' uses o f number, e .g .  in  counting and in  measurement, must 

be p rov ided . B enacerra f p o in ts  out t h a t  even g iven  such co n d itio n s  

i n f i n i t e ly  many d i f f e r e n t  s e t - th e o r e t i c  accounts may be g iven , each 

o f which s a t i s f i e s  th ese  c o n d itio n s . Furtherm ore, th ese  accounts a re  

no t even e x te n s io n a lly  e q u iv a le n t fo r  each tak es  th e  n a tu r a l  number 

s e r ie s  to be a d i f f e r e n t  s e t  o f s e t s .

Now assuming th a t  th e  co n d itio n s  s ta te d  by , e .g .  B enacerraf, a re  

r e a l ly  n ecessa ry  and s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  a c o rre c t  account o f th e  n a tu ra l  

numbers, what ought we to  say about the  c o rre c tn e ss  of any of the  

competing s e t - th e o r e t i c  accounts of th e  numbers? I t  seems c le a r  th a t  

i f  th e  c o n d itio n s  s ta te d  r e a l ly  a re  s u f f i c i e n t ,  th en  every  one of th e  

contending  accounts has as much claim  to  being  co n sid ered  th e  c o rre c t  

account as every o th e r .  However, no t more than one of th ese  accounts

18pp. 4 7 -7 3 .
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can be u n iquely  c o r r e c t .  That i s ,  n o t more than  one o f th ese  can 

c o r r e c t ly  sp e c ify  which s e t  of s e ts  th e  numbers r e a l ly  a r e . For, as

B enacerraf p o in ts  o u t ,  " . . .  i f  the  number 3 i s  in  f a c t  some p a r t i c u la r

s e t  b , i t  cannot be th a t  two c o rre c t  accounts o f  th e  meaning of '3*— 

and th e re fo re  a lso  o f i t s  re fe ren c e —a ssig n  two d i f f e r e n t  s e ts  to  3.

For i f  i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  f o r  some s e t  b , 3 = b , then i t  cannot be tru e

th a t  fo r  some s e t  c , d i f f e r e n t  from b , 3 = c . " ^

At t h is  p o in t  the  fo llow ing q u estio n  might be r a i s e d .  Is  i t  

p o s s ib le  th a t  one of th ese  accounts i s ,  in  f a c t ,  th e  uniquely  c o rre c t 

one b u t th e re  i s  no argument which could show i t  to  be th a t?  In  o th er 

w ords, i s  i t  p o s s ib le  th a t  the numbers a re  r e a l ly  some p a r t i c u la r  s e t  

o f s e ts  b u t no reason  could  ever be given fo r  s in g l in g  out th a t  s e t  

as th e  s e t  of n a tu r a l  numbers? B enacerraf r e je c ts  such a p o s s ib i l i ty  

as absurd (and I  c o n c u r ) . 20 i f  the numbers a re  r e a l ly  one p a r t i c u la r  

s e t  of s e ts  then  i t  must be th a t  th e re  i s  something about th a t  p a r t ic u la r  

s e t  which d is t in g u is h e s  i t  from the  o th e r  contenders and which would 

g ive  us grounds to  s in g le  i t  out as th e  s e t  o f n a tu r a l  numbers.

We have seen  th a t  a t  most one o f the  accounts can be the c o rre c t  

one and fu r th e r  th a t  i ^  one i s  the  c o rre c t  one then  th e re  must be some 

reason  fo r  s in g l in g  i t  o u t. But i f  th e  c o n d itio n s  s ta te d  r e a l ly  are  

s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  a c o rr e c t  accoun t, th en  i t  cannot be t h a t  even one of 

the  accounts i s  th e  c o rr e c t  one. For i f  one were un iquely  c o rre c t,

19I b id . ,  p . 56.

2 0 B en ace rra f's  p o s i t io n  h ere  seems to  me to  be i n tu i t i v e ly  obvious. 
However, I  don’ t  have an argument to  show th a t  i t  i s  c o rr e c t.  I t  i s  n o t 
c le a r  to  me th a t  B enacerraf has an argum ent, e i t h e r .  That i s ,  i t  i s  n o t 
c le a r  th a t  he i s  doing more than app ealin g  to  i n tu i t i o n .  See "What 
Numbers Could Not Be," pp . 57, 58.
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th en  th a t  s e t  o f s e ts  (sp e c if ie d  in  the  c o rre c t  account) would have had 

some d is t in g u is h in g  f e a tu re  which would have fu rn ished  us w ith  a reason 

f o r  s e le c t in g  th a t  s e t  as the s e t  o f n a tu ra l  numbers. But th a t  d is ­

t in g u ish in g  fe a tu re  would then  n e c e s s a r ily  f in d  i t s e l f  in  our l i s t  of 

c o n d itio n s  which a re  s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  any c o rre c t  account of th e  n a tu ra l  

numbers. Thus i f  our c o n d itio n s , e .g .  th o se  s ta te d  by B enacerra f, 

were s u f f i c i e n t ,  i t  fo llow s th a t  th e re  i s  no such d isc r im in a tin g  fe a tu re .  

In  s h o r t ,  none of the  accounts a re  uniquely  c o rr e c t.  That i s ,  none 

s p e c ify  th a t  s e t  of s e ts  which i s ,  in  f a c t ,  id e n t ic a l  to  the  n a tu ra l  

num bers. 21

I f  the p receding  l in e  of reason ing  i s  c o rr e c t,  then i t  would 

seem th a t  i f  a concept i s  open th e re  w i l l  always be competing accounts 

a l l  o f which s a t i s f y  the  necessary  and s u f f i c i e n t  co nd itions fo r  being 

a c o rre c t  accoun t, bu t none of which i s  th e  uniquely c o rre c t  account.

That i s } none of the  accounts sp e c ify  th a t  e n t i ty  which i s ,  as a m atter  

of f a c t ,  the  r e f e r e n t  of th e  term in  q u e s tio n . Thus anyone c laim ing 

th a t  one of th ese  accounts i s  the  c o rre c t  one would be n o t only 

unw arranted, i . e .  u n ju s t if ie d  in  making such a claim , but wrong. 22

I  argued p rev io u sly  th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  could n o t be id e n t ic a l  

w ith  any o f th e  sen tences which could be used to  a s s e r t  i t .  C artw right 

would co u n ter (ap p a ren tly )  th a t  my argument presupposed th a t  th e  concept 

o f th in g  a s se r te d  was n o t open. That i s ,  i f  the  concept was open in

such a way th a t  among the  contending accounts of th e  th in g  a s se r te d  by

21The l in e  o f reason ing  used here  has been fo r the  most p a r t  th a t  
of B en acerra f.

22That i s ,  such a c laim  i s  always f a ls e  (according to  B en acerra f,
s e n s e le s s ) .  See page 64 o f h is  a r t i c l e .
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someone were a cco u n ts , each o f which s p e c i f ie d  a d i f f e r e n t  e te r n a l  se n te n c e , 

then  my argument would f a i l .  But i f  th e  concept o f th in g  a s se r te d  i £  open 

in  the  re s p e c t  in  q u e s tio n , then su re ly  each o f th ese  competing accounts 

i s  not u n iquely  c o r r e c t .  I t  fo llow s th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  not 

i d e n t ic a l  to  any o f th e  sen ten ces  in  q u e s tio n .

To r e c a p i tu la te ,  i t  seems to  me th a t  th e  l in e  o f reaso n in g  by 

which I  attem pted  to  show th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  could n o t be id e n t i c a l  

w ith  any sen tence  was e n t i r e ly  n e u tr a l  w ith  re s p e c t  to  the  q u estio n  of 

whether th e  concept o f  th in g  a s s e r te d  i s  open. I  s u re ly  d id  n o t assume 

i t  was open in  the  argument I  o r ig in a lly  p rese n ted . But i f  i t  tu rn s  

out th a t  th e  concept i s  an open one, the  same co nc lusion  fo llo w s.

In  th e  fo rego ing  I  have (somewhat h e s i ta t in g ly )  assumed th a t  

C a rtw rig h t’s o b je c tio n  to  my l in e  of reaso n in g  was th a t  my argument 

presupposed th a t  the  concept o f th in g  a s se r te d  was not open. I t  seems 

to  me, however, t h a t  C artw right d id  n o t express h is  o b je c tio n  as c le a r ly  

as he m ight have and I  would l ik e  to  suggest th a t  h e , in  f a c t ,  had 

something s l i g h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  in  mind. I  w i l l  now ex p lo re  an a l t e rn a t iv e  

(and, I  b e l ie v e , c o rr e c t)  account of what C a r tw rig h t 's  o b je c t io n  r e a l ly  

was and t ry  to  see  w hether th e re  i s ,  in  th e  end, any disagreem ent 

between h i s  p o in t and what I  have been arg u in g  f o r .

I t  should be c le a r  th a t  one who takes th e  concept o f ,  e .g .  

n a tu r a l  number, to  be open and goes on " . . .  to  conclude th a t  the  

concept i s  i n s u f f ic i e n t ly  d e te rm in a te  to  perm it a reaso n ab le  i d e n t i f i c a ­

t io n  o f th e  system  o f n a tu ra l  numbers w ith  one r a th e r  than  an o th e r of th e  

v a rio u s  d i s t in c t  (but isom orphic) m odels, " 23 i s  n o t one who i s  l ik e ly

23C artw rig h t, " P ro p o s it io n s ,"  p . 100.
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( to  say the l e a s t )  to  c laim  to  have d isco v ered  which s e t  i s  r e a l ly  th e  

s e t  o f n a tu r a l  numbers. A c c o r d i n g l y ,24 when such a p h ilo so p h e r chooses 

to  ' i d e n t i f y '  the  numbers w ith  one p a r t i c u l a r  m odel, he i s  n o t c laim ing 

to  have d isco v ered  which s e t  th e  numbers were r e a l ly  a l l  along . S im ila r­

ly ,  when such a ph ilo so p h er c la im s th a t  each o f  th e  models " . . .  may 

q u ite  le g i t im a te ly  be 'ta k e n  a s '  the  system  of n a tu ra l  numbers"2  ̂ he 

i s  n o t making th e  (absurd) cla im  th a t  each of th e  models i s  i d e n t ic a l  

to  th e  n a tu r a l  numbers.

What such ph ilo so p h ers  have in  mind a re  e x p lic a tio n s  of the  con­

cep t of n a tu r a l  number. To ' i d e n t i f y '  th e  numbers w ith  some p a r t i c u la r  

s e t  of s e ts  i s  to  take  th a t  p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of s e ts  as 'n a tu r a l  number 

s u r ro g a te s ' f o r  some p a r t i c u la r  purpose. Indeed one may ' i d e n t i f y '  

th e  numbers w ith  d i f f e r e n t  s e ts  o f s e ts  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  pu rposes. With­

out g iv in g  any p re c is e  account o f  e x p lic a t io n ,  i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  to  

e x p lic a te ,  e .g .  th e  n a tu ra l  number s e r i e s ,  in  terms of some p a r t i c u la r  

s e t  i s  no t to  c la im  th a t  th e  numbers a re  id e n t i c a l  to  th a t  s e t .

A ccordingly , we should c le a r ly  d is t in g u is h  two s im ila r  sounding 

b u t r a d ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  c la im s: ( 1) th e  n a tu r a l  numbers a re  i d e n t ic a l

to  some p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of s e ts  (o r  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  i d e n t ic a l  

to  some p a r t i c u l a r  sen tence) and (2) th e  n a tu r a l  numbers may be i d e n t i ­

f ie d  w ith  ( i . e .  e x p lic a te d  in  term s of) some p a r t i c u l a r  s e t  of s e ts  (o r  

what someone a s s e r ts  may be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  some p a r t i c u l a r  sen -

24as B en acerraf p o in ts  out (p. 68) .

25C artw rig h t, "P ro p o s it io n s ,"  p . 100.

2^This i £  absurd fo r  i t  would imply t h a t ,  e . g . ,  th e  number 3 i s  
i d e n t i c a l  to  many n o n - id e n tic a l  s e t s .
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te n c e ) . 27

To r e tu rn  to  C a r tw rig h t 's  d isc u ss io n  o f th e  openness o f  concepts, 

i f  the  concept o f  th in g  a s s e r te d  i s  indeed  open th en  th in g s  a s se r te d  

a re  in  th e  same b o a t as n a tu r a l  numbers (on th e  view o f n a tu r a l  numbers 

we have been co n sid e rin g )an d  v a rio u s  e x p lic a tio n s  might be ex p ected .2® 

A ccordingly , i f  one were to  b e lie v e  th e  concept o f  p ro p o s itio n  to  be 

open and were to  proceed to  id e n t i fy  p ro p o s it io n s  w ith  " re p re s e n ta tiv e  

e te r n a l  s en ten ces"  he would n o t be c la im ing  to  have d iscovered  which 

sen tence  was r e a l ly  th e  one a s se r te d  o r even th a t  what we r e a l ly  a s s e r t  

a re  s e n te n c e s . Thus, if_  th e  concept o f  th in g  a s s e r te d  i s  open, we may 

end up a f t e r  a l l  w ith  a r b i t r a r i l y  chosen 'r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  e te r n a l  

s e n te n c e s ' as 'th in g s  a s s e r te d ' (more a c cu ra te ly , as p ro p o s it io n  su rro g a te s )  

and thus as t ru th  b e a re rs .

I  tak e  i t  th a t  C a r tw rig h t 's  p o in t  was n o t th a t  my argument d o e sn 't  

show th a t  th in g s  a s s e r te d  a re  n o t i d e n t ic a l  to  se n te n c e s . His p o in t was 

t h a t  s in c e  I  h a v e n 't  argued th a t  the  concept i s  n o t open, my argument 

was n o t s u f f i c i e n t  to  show th a t  in  th e  end we d o n 't  end up w ith  e te rn a l  

sen ten ces  as p ro p o s it io n  su rro g a te s  (and thus as t ru th  b e a r e r s ) . I f  th is

27Indeed , in  th e  i n t e r e s t  of c l a r i t y  we might do b e t t e r  to  r e s t r i c t  
our t a lk  o f  id e n t i fy in g  X w ith  Y to  co n tex ts  in  which X and Y a re  i d e n t i c a l . 
A ccordingly , in  fo rm u la tin g  th e  second o f th ese  claim s we would not speak 
o f i d e n t i f i c a t io n  a t  a l l .  However, in  l ig h t  o f th e  f a c t  th a t  such term i­
nology has become f a i r l y  s ta n d a rd  (se e , e .g .  B enacerraf "What Numbers 
Could Not B e," 67-68, and Quine, Word and O bjec t, S ec tio n s  53 and 54) no 
harm i s  done i f  we adhere  to  such usage.

2®When I  say th a t  v a rio u s  e x p lic a tio n s  m ight be ex p ected , I  d o n 't  
mean to  imply th a t  in  th e  case  of an open concep t, p h ilo so p h ic a l  a n a ly s is  
n e c e s s a r ily  c o n s is ts  in  'e x p l ic a t io n ' ( in  th e  sen se  in  which I  have been 
usin g  th a t  term ). For example, B en acerra f, who tak es  th e  concept of 
n a tu r a l  number to  be open goes on no t to  o f f e r  an e x p lic a t io n ,  i . e .  to  
id e n t i fy  th e  numbers w ith  some p a r t i c u l a r  s e t ,  b u t r a th e r  to  advance a 
s o p h is t ic a te d  k ind  o f form alism .
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i s  h is  p o in t ,  I  f u l ly  ag ree . My cla im  was only  th a t  what someone 

a s s e r ts  i s  never i d e n t ic a l  w ith  a s e n ten ce . And th is  p o in t, o r  so  i t  

seems, i s  c o rre c t  w hether o r n o t th e  concept i s  open. Of course , i f  

th e  concept i s  open, e x p lic a tio n  i s  a n a tu r a l  move and then i t  may be 

th a t  we would want to  id e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  some e te r n a l  

sen ten ce . But th a t  i s  ano ther m a tte r .

This concludes th e  a n a ly s is  o f argument l i b .  I t  should be c le a r  

th a t  the  l in e  of reaso n in g  employed to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  argument l ib  

a p p lie s  as w e ll to  I l a  (S traw son 's  o r ig in a l  a ttem pt to  show th a t  what 

i s  a s s e r te d  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  what i s  u t te r e d  . For the prem ises 

of argument I l a  do show th a t  a t  most one of th e  p ro p o sitio n s  a s se r te d  

by the use of a s in g le  sen tence i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  th a t  sen tence. And 

we may supplem ent I l a  (so as to  show th a t  n o t even one o f those propo­

s i t io n s  i s  id e n t i c a l  to  the  sen tence  u t te re d )  by p o in tin g  out th a t  un less  

th e re  a re  grounds on th e  b a s is  of which one o f th ese  p ro p o sitio n s  could 

be chosen as id e n t i c a l  to  the sen tence  u t te r e d ,  we w i l l  be j u s t i f i e d  

in  concluding th a t  the  sen tence  u t te r e d  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  any o f the 

p ro p o s it io n s  which i t  can be used to  a s s e r t .  Now i t  seems c le a r  t h a t  

in  the  k ind  of case under c o n s id e ra tio n  in  argument I l a  there  could  be 

no such grounds. That i s ,  w ith  re sp e c t  to  argument l i b  where we were 

co n s id e rin g  se v e ra l  sen tences which could be used to  a s s e r t  a s in g le

29That argument began by n o tin g  th a t  th e  same sentence can be used 
to  a s s e r t  many d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o sitio n s  and concluded th a t  such a sen tence  
could n o t be id e n t i c a l  to  any of th e  p ro p o s it io n s  which i t  could be used 
to  a s s e r t .  A d if fe re n c e  between argumetns I l a  and l i b  i s  th a t only  the 
l a t t e r  p resupposes th a t  two or more speakers may by th e  use of d i f f e r e n t  
s e n te n c e s , a s s e r t  th e  num erica lly  id e n t i c a l  i te m . A ccordingly, i f  
q u e s tio n s  were to  be ra is e d  about t h i s  assum ption, argument I l a  would 
n o t be ( a t  l e a s t  d i r e c t ly )  a f fe c te d .
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p ro p o s it io n , i t ,  a t  f i r s t ,  seemed p o ss ib le  th a t  one o f these sen tences 

m ight have some f e a tu re ,  e .g .  com pleteness o f fo rm ula tion , which would 

make i t  reaso n ab le  to  s in g le  i t  ou t as the th in g  a s s e r te d .  But w ith  

re sp e c t to  I l a ,  where we are  co n sid e rin g  th e  case of a s in g le  sen tence  

which could be used to  a s s e r t  s e v e ra l  p ro p o s itio n s , i t  seems th a t  none 

o f the  d i ffe re n c e s  among the  th in g s  a s se r te d  would make i t  a t  a l l  

rea so n ab le  to  s in g le  out one of them as id e n t ic a l  to  the  sentence 

u t te r e d .  For example, co n sid e r the  sen tence  " I  am t i r e d "  as a s s e r t iv e ly  

u t te r e d  by Smith and l a t e r  by Jones. An example o f th e  kind of d i f ­

fe ren ce  we m ight f in d  between what Smith a s se r te d  and what Jones 

a s se r te d  i s  th a t  in  making h is  a s s e r tio n  Smith made refe ren ce  to  him­

s e l f  (Smith) w h ile  in  making h is  a s se r tio n  Jones made re fe ren ce  to  

h im se lf  (Jo n e s). Now i s n ' t  i t  obvious th a t  th is  kind  of d iffe re n c e  

would never supply  us w ith  an argument fo r  th e  claim  th a t  only in  the  

case o f ,  e .g . ,  S m ith 's  u tte ra n c e  was what he a s se r te d  id e n t ic a l  to  

th e  sen tence  u tte re d ?  I  conclude, th en , th a t  argument I l a  has been 

supplem ented so as to  show th a t  none of the  speakers who u t te r ,  e .g . ,

" I  am t i r e d , "  a s s e r t  th e  sen tence  which they u t te r .

The conclusion  j u s t  reached seems to  leave  open the p o s s ib i l i ty  

t h a t  fo r  each speaker who u t te r s  " I  am t ir e d "  th e re  i s  some sen tence 

o th e r  th an  " I  am t i r e d "  which i s  what he a s s e r t s . ^  (Obviously, each 

speaker would a s s e r t  a d i f f e r e n t  sen tence than  every o th e r speaker s in c e ,

-^Argument l i b ,  as noted  b e fo re , d id  n o t leave open such a 
p o s s ib i l i ty  fo r  l i b  (as supplemented) showed th a t  what one a s s e r ts  could  
n o t be id e n t i c a l  to  any of the  sen tences which could be used to  a s s e r t  
i t .  I t  fo llow s th a t  what one a s s e r ts  could be a sen tence  only i f  i t  
were a sen ten ce  which could no t be used to  make th a t  a s s e r tio n .  But 
t h is  i s  absurd—what i s  a s se r te d  obviously i s  n o t id e n t ic a l  to  a 
sen ten ce  which could n o t be used to  a s s e r t  i t .
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ex h y p o th e s i , they a l l  a s s e r te d  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s .)  But a v a r ia t io n  

on th e  theme by now overplayed  w i l l  remedy t h i s .  For co n sid er one of 

the speakers who u t te r s  " I  am t i r e d , "  say Smith. How w i l l  we d isco v er 

the sen tence  which i s ,  in  f a c t ,  the  one which he a s s e r ts ?  C lea rly  

some sen ten ces  might be ru le d  out im m ediately . For example, we might 

want to  say th a t  a sen ten ce  must be an e te r n a l  sen ten ce  j u s t  to  be a 

co n tender. But, ag a in , th e re  w i l l  be no th in g  we could d isco v er which 

would be grounds fo r  c la im ing  th a t  some one (e te rn a l )  sen tence  i s  what 

he a s s e r te d .31 I f  t h is  i s  so , we may conclude th a t  he d id  n o t a s s e r t  

any se n te n c e . Hence, we reach  th e  g e n e ra l conc lusion  th a t  I l a  (as 

supplem ented) shows th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  by someone i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  

to  any sen ten ce .

In  the fo reg o in g , I  have spoken as i f  arguments I l a  and l i b  

a re  q u i te  g e n e ra l;  th a t  t h e i r  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  i s  n o t r e s t r i c t e d  to  u t te ra n c e s  

of any p a r t i c u l a r  k ind  o f  sen ten ces  no r to  a s s e r t io n s  of any p a r t i c u l a r  

k inds of p ro p o s it io n s . In  the  case  of argument l ib  t h i s  i s  su re ly  

c o rre c t  fo r  any p ro p o s it io n  a s se r te d  by an u t te ra n c e  o f a c e r ta in  

sen tence  can always be a s se r te d  by th e  use o f a d i f f e r e n t  sen ten ce .

As C artw righ t n o tes  "No s ta tem en t . . .  i s  so ' t i e d  t o '  a g iven  sen ten ce  

th a t  i t  cannot be made by u t te r in g  some o th e r  se n te n c e ." 3 2 In th e  case  

of argument I l a ,  however, i t  m ight be supposed th a t  th e re  i s  a q u es tio n

31F urtherm ore, even i f ,  as seems hard  to  im agine, we were to  
d isco v e r such grounds, i . e .  we could f in d  something about one of the  
sen ten ces  on the  b a s is  o f which we could c la im  th a t  sen ten ce  to  be the  
th in g  a s s e r te d ,  s t i l l  we could in v en t a new sen tence  d i f f e r in g  only  in  
v ocab u lary . See page 41 fo r  a more com plete s ta tem en t o f t h is  p o in t .

32" p ro p o s i tio n s ,"  p . 97.
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about i t s  g e n e ra l i ty  fo r  i t  i s  no t c le a r  th a t  every d e c la r a t iv e  sen tence  

can be used to  a s s e r t  more than one p ro p o s it io n . I l a  su re ly  does 

apply to  u t te ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ces—but what of e te r n a l  

sen ten ces?  Now in  P a r t  I I  o f t h is  essay  I  w i l l  argue th a t  even e te r n a l  

sen ten ces  ( a t  l e a s t  some o f them) can be used to  a s s e r t  d i f f e r e n t  

p ro p o s i t io n s . But we need n o t r e ly  on th is  in  o rd er to  account fo r  

the  g e n e ra l i ty  o f argument I l a .  For even i f  I l a  i s  a p p lic a b le  only 

to  u t te ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l  s e n te n c e s , i t  does y ie ld  the  conclusion  

th a t  a t  l e a s t  fo r  such u tte ra n c e s  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t a  sen ten ce .

But s u re ly  i t  i s  n o t the  case  th a t  what we a s s e r t  a re  sometimes 

sen ten ces  and sometimes n o t .  Hence we can conclude on the  b a s is  of 

argument I l a  th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  in  no case a sen ten ce .

i i

We have seen  th a t  p ro p o s itio n s  a re  n o t id e n t i c a l  w ith  se n te n c e s , 

th a t  i s ,  sen ten ce  ty p es . What about sen ten ce  tok en s, speech o r judge­

m ental a c ts ,  s e ts  (o f se n te n c e s , sen tence  to k en s, speech  a c t s ,  p o s s ib le  

w orlds)?  Might i t  be th e  case th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  id e n t i c a l  

to  say , th e  sen ten ce  token he u t te r s  o r th e  speech a c t  he perform s?

In try in g  to  answer th ese  q u e s tio n s , l e t  us keep in  mind th a t  what i s  

of i n t e r e s t  to  us i s  w hether o r n o t p ro p o s it io n s  a re  id e n t i c a l  to  

any o f th ese  k inds o f e n t i t i e s .  Whether o r n o t p ro p o s itio n s  may be 

id e n t i f i e d  w ith  ( i . e . ,  e x p lic a te d  in  terms o f) any o f th ese  (o r , fo r  

th a t  m a tte r ,  w ith  sen ten ce  types) i s  an o th e r q u e s tio n .

Let us b eg in  w ith  sentence to k en s. (By a sen ten ce  token I  h e re  

mean th e  p a r t i c u l a r  in s c r ip t io n  o r sound produced .) I t  seems c le a r
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th a t  i t  would be wrong to  i d e n t i fy  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  the 

sen ten ce  token he produces in  making th a t  a s s e r t io n .  For one th in g , 

argument l ib  c le a r ly  a p p lie s  h e re . With re sp e c t  to  every p ro p o s it io n , 

two speakers can produce d i f f e r e n t  tokens and in  doing so a s s e r t  

th e  same p ro p o s it io n . A ccordingly , th e  p ro p o s it io n  can be id e n t ic a l  

to ,  a t  m ost, one of th e  tokens which could be produced in  a s se r tin g  

th a t  p ro p o s i t io n .  But, s in c e  th e re  a re  no fe a tu re s  o f any one of the  

tokens which would g iv e  us grounds to  s in g le  i t  out as th e  th in g  

a s s e r te d ,  we may conclude th a t  th e  th in g  a s s e r te d  i s  id e n t i c a l  to  no 

sen ten ce  to k en . 33

I t  may be th a t  argument I l a  fu rn ish es  us w ith  an o th e r proof th a t  

what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  in  no case a sen ten ce  tok en . At f i r s t  g lance i t  

might appear th a t  argument I l a  i s  not a p p lic a b le  h e re ,  fo r  th e  ap p lica ­

t io n  th a t  argument would seem to  re q u ire  th a t  two in s ta n c es  o f a s in g le  

sen ten ce  token be u t i l i z e d  in  a s s e r t in g  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n . And, 

of co u rse , th e re  can n ev e r be more than  one in s ta n c e  of a sentence 

token . Indeed th e  term s "sen ten ce  type" and "sen ten ce  token" a re  

in tro d u ced  to  d is t in g u is h  between th a t  sense o f th e  word "sen tence" 

accord ing  to  which two people  can u t t e r  th e  same sen ten ce  and th a t  

sense  of th e  word sen ten ce  in  which two u t te r a n c e s  o f ,  e .g .  " I  am 

t i r e d ,  " count as u t te ra n c e s  o f  d i f f e r e n t  s e n te n c e s .

I  would l ik e  to  su g g e st, however t h a t  argument I l a  i s  ap p lic a b le  

h e re . For a lth o u g h  th e re  cannot be two in s ta n c e s  o f a s in g le  sentence

33In  th is  a p p lic a t io n  of argument l i b ,  i t  i s  obvious th a t  th e re  
could be no such d isc r im in a tin g  fe a tu re  (which would be a fe a tu re  of 
e x a c tly  one to k e n ) . Any conceivab le  can d id a te  f o r  such a f e a tu re  
would presum ably be possessed  by a l l  tokens o f th e  same sen ten ce  type.
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token , a s in g le  token  could be u t i l i z e d  in  th e  a s se r tio n  of many 

d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n s . I  do n o t mean to  su g g est th a t  a s in g le  token 

can be produced and re-p ro d u ced ,34 b u t r a th e r  t h a t  a token which i s  

u t i l iz e d  in  th e  a s s e r t io n  of one p ro p o s itio n  could  have been u t i l i z e d  

in  th e  a s s e r t io n  o f a h o s t o f o th e rs .  A ccordingly , one might argue 

( u t i l i z in g  the  reaso n in g  of I la )  th a t  a given token cou:d n o t be

35id e n t i c a l  w ith  more than  one of the  p ro p o s it io n s  i t  could be used 

to  a s s e r t .  This much, I  b e lie v e , i s  shown by argument I l a .

The in te r e s t in g  q u es tio n  is  whether we can now prove th e  s tro n g e r  

co nc lusion , namely, th a t  a given token could n o t  be id e n t ic a l  to  even 

one o f th e  p ro p o s it io n s  which i t  could be used to  a s s e r t .  The s tro n g e r  

conclusion  could be proven jLf i t  were the  case th a t  we could give no 

reason  f o r  id e n t i fy in g  the  token w ith  any of the  p ro p o sitio n s  in  q u e s tio n . 

But, o r so i t  seems, in  t h is  case we can give such a reason . For th a t  

token was, in  f a c t ,  used to  a s s e r t  only one p ro p o s itio n . Thus i t  m ight 

be argued th a t  one o f the p ro p o sitio n s  in  q u e s tio n  does have a f e a tu re  

in  v i r t u e  of which i t  would be reaso n ab le  to  tak e  th a t  p ro p o sitio n  

as i d e n t ic a l  to  th e  token produced, i . e .  th e  fe a tu re  of being th e  only 

p ro p o s itio n  a c tu a l ly  a s se r te d  by the use o f  th a t  token . A ccordingly, 

i t  seems as i f  argument I l a  cannot be used to  show th a t  what someone 

a s s e r ts  i s  n o t a sen tence  token.

3 ^ I t  seems o u tla n d ish  to  suggest th a t  a token  can be produced and 
re-p roduced . But see  two paragraphs below fo r  a s im ila r  idea—n o t, I  
hope, o u tla n d ish .

3^ i speak , throughout th is  s e c tio n  of th e  use of sentence tok en s.
I f  t a lk  of th e  use o f a token seems troublesom e, then  the same p o in ts  
might be made by speaking  of the p roduction  o f tok en s, or the u t i l i z a ­
t io n  of tok en s.
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However, th e re  i s  an o th e r way in  which we might t ry  to  apply I l a .

I t  i s  c le a r  th a t  a sen tence token cannot have two or more in s ta n c e s .

And i t  seems alm ost equa lly  c le a r  t h a t  a token cannot be used and re-used  

(o r produced and re -p ro d u ced ). But i f  a token i s ,  e .g . ,  th e  group of 

in k  marks in sc r ib e d  on a c e r ta in  page, then  i t  i s  n o t c le a r  th a t  such 

a token cannot be re -u sed  to  a s s e r t  something e ls e .  One m ight, fo r  

example, cu t the  page up and re -u s e  th e  token in  ano ther con tex t in  

o rd er to  a s s e r t  something d i f f e r e n t .  I t  i s  perhaps im possib le  fo r  th is  

to  occur w ith  regard  to  a spoken sen tence  token b u t i f  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  

w ith  reg a rd  to  some sen tence tokens th en  argument I l a  is_ a p p lic a b le , 

a t  l e a s t ,  to  them.

W ritten  sen tence  tokens a r e ,  th en , a t  l e a s t  in  one c ru c ia l  re s p e c t,  

on a p a r w ith  sentence ty p e s ; th e  same w r itte n  token can a c tu a l ly  occur 

in  more than  one a s s e r t iv e  a c t .  I f  t h is  i s  c o rre c t,  then  c le a r ly  

argument I l a  can be app lied  to  (w r it te n )  sentence tokens and, moreover, 

we can show not only th a t  such a token can not be i d e n t ic a l  to  more 

than  one of th e  p ro p o sitio n s  i t  can be used to  a s s e r t ,  b u t a lso  th a t  

th e  token  cannot be id e n t ic a l  to  even one of th ese  p ro p o s i t io n s . This 

s tro n g e r  conclusion  fo llow s fo r  we can no longer give a reason  why one 

of th ese  p ro p o sitio n s  ought to  be s in g le d  out as i d e n t ic a l  to  the  token. 

The f a c t  th a t  a given p ro p o sitio n  was a c tu a lly  a s se r te d  by th e  production  

o f a c e r ta in  token no longer seems l ik e  a reason to  tak e  th a t  p ro p o sitio n  

to  be id e n t i c a l  to  the  token once we r e a l iz e  th a t  th e  token may, a t  

some fu tu re  tim e, be used to  a s s e r t  some o th er p ro p o s it io n .

I t  seems then th a t  we can show (along the l in e s  of I la )  th a t  w ith  

re s p e c t  to  w r i t te n  sen tence  to k en s, th e  token produced i s  n o t id e n t ic a l
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w ith  th e  p ro p o s it io n  a s s e r te d ,  n o r , ind eed , w ith  any o f th e  p ro p o s it io n s  

i t  could be used to  a s s e r t .  Put d i f f e r e n t ly ,  in  such c a se s , what someone 

a s s e r ts  i s  n o t i d e n t i c a l  to  the  token he produces. And along l in e s  

s p e lle d  o u t in  d e ta i l  above we can reach  th e  f u r th e r  co n c lu sio n  th a t  in  

such cases what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t any sen tence  t o k e n .^  Furtherm ore, 

i f  indeed what one a s s e r ts  by th e  p ro d u ctio n  o f a w r i t te n  token i s  n o t 

a  token , then  we can conclude t h a t  we never a s s e r t  tokens fo r  (p re ­

sumably) i t  i s  n o t the  case th a t  we sometimes a s s e r t  sen ten ce  tokens 

and sometimes a s s e r t  o th e r k inds of e n t i t i e s .  Hence, an argument a long 

th e  l in e s  of argument I l a —i f ,  in d eed , an o th e r argument was needed.

What someone a s s e r ts  i s ,  th en , n o t id e n t i c a l  e i th e r  to  the  sen tence

type he u t te r s  (n o r, fo r  th a t  m a tte r ,  to  any o th e r  sen tence  type) nor

to  the sen ten ce  token  he produces (nor to  any sen tence to k en .)  What

s h a l l  we say of speech a c ts  as can d id a tes  fo r  th in g s  a s se r te d ?  I t

seems c le a r  t h a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  w ith  h i s  a c t

o f a s s e r t in g  i t . ^  As Strawson p o in ts  o u t ," ^  what someone a s s e r ts

has no d a te  w h ile  h i s  a c t  o f a s s e r t io n  i s  d a ta b le . And, i f  indeed  more

needs to  be s a id ,  C artw rig h t argues t h a t  what someone a s s e r ts  cannot

be id e n t i c a l  to  h i s  a s s e r t in g  i t  " fo r  the  l a t t e r  i s  a  case  o f a s s e r t in g
39w hatever he a s se r te d  w hile  what he a s se r te d  i s  c le a r ly  n o t ."  S urely  

th en , what someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t id e n t i c a l  to  ones a c t  of a s s e r t in g  i t .

^ F o r  i f  i t  were some token , th e re  would have to  be grounds fo r  
s in g l in g  o u t some p a r t i c u l a r  token as the  one a s s e r te d ,  e tc .

■ ^ I .e . ,  w ith  th e  i l lo c u tio n a r y  a c t  of a s s e r t in g  i t .  Nor i s  what 
someone a s s e r ts  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  h i s  lo cu tio n a ry  a c t .  I  w i l l  c o n s id e r  h e re  
only the  i l lo c u tio n a r y  a c t .  What I  say h o ld s , I  b e lie v e ,  fo r  any speech 
a c t  o r u t te r a n c e  e v e n t.

3® "Truth," p . 193. ^ " P r o p o s i t i o n s ,"  p . 85.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



59

The l a s t  of th e  can d id a tes  fo r  th in g s  a s se r te d  to  be considered

are  s e ts  ( s e ts  o f  sentences,^®  s e ts  o f  speech o r judgem ental a c ts ,
41s e ts  o f  p o s s ib le  w orlds, e tc .)*  I t  seems to  me th a t  th ese  may be 

d isposed  of as fo llo w s. L et us remind o u rse lv es  of the  d i s t in c t io n  

p rev io u s ly  made between th e  claim s (1) t h a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  

id e n t i c a l  to  X and (2) t h a t  what someone a s s e r ts  may be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  

(o r  e x p lic a te d  in  terms o f) X. Now i t  i s  a d i s t in c t iv e  c h a r a c te r i s t ic  

o f c laim s of type  (1) th a t  a p h ilo so p h e r making such a  c laim  i s  c la im ing  

to  have d iscovered  what th in g s  a s s e r te d  r e a l ly  a re .  One making a  claim  

o f type (2) i s  doing no such th in g .

Now when a p h ilo so p h er tak es  th in g s  a s se r te d  to  be one o f th e  

k inds o f  s e ts  m entioned above, how a re  we to  understand  him? I  want 

to  su g g est th a t  a l l  such views ought to  be construed  n o t as i d e n t i ty  

c la im s j( l )  above]but as proposed e x p lic a t io n s .  That i s ,  I  th in k  

th a t  p h ilo so p h ers  m ain tain in g  such views a re  no t c la im ing to  have 

d iscovered  what th in g s  a s se r te d  r e a l ly  a re  b u t a re  advocating  th a t  we 

d ispose  o f t a lk  o f 'th in g s  a s s e r te d ' in  fav o r of t a lk  o f th e  item s in  

q u e s tio n .

I  would l ik e  to  be more b o ld ; t h a t  i s ,  I  would l ik e  to  be a b le

^®We have a lread y  seen  th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  in  no case  a 
s in g le  sen tence  type (o r  tok en , fo r  t h a t  m a tte r ) .  The q u es tio n  h e re  
i s  w hether what someone a s s e r te d  may be a s e t  whose members a re  d i f f e r e n t  
ty p es , e . g . ,  th e  s e t  of sen tences synonymous w ith  th e  type he u t te r e d  
or a l t e r n a t iv e ly ,  the s e t  o f sen ten ces  which could be used to  a s s e r t  
what he a s s e r te d .

^ S e e  David Lewis, "C au sa tio n ,"  Jo u rn a l of Philosophy 70 (1973): 
n . 3, 5 5 6 ,: " I  id e n t i fy  a  p ro p o s it io n , as i s  becoming u s u a l,  w ith  a
s e t  o f p o s s ib le  w orlds in  which i t  i s  t r u e .  I t  i s  no t a l i n g u i s t i c  
e n t i t y .  T ru th -fu n c tio n a l o p e ra tio n s  on p ro p o s itio n s  a re  the  a p p ro p r ia te  
Boolean o p e ra tio n s  or s e ts  of w o rld s; lo g ic a l  r e la t io n s  among p ro p o si­
tio n s  a re  r e l a t i o n s  of in c lu s io n , o v e rla p , e tc .  among s e ts  . . .  "

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



60

to  show th a t  what someone a s s e r ts  could n o t be any of th e  s e ts  m entioned 

ab o u t. But i t  i s  n o t c le a r  how th i s  could be e s ta b lis h e d . We can 

e s ta b l is h  t h a t  what someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t ,  e .g .  the  s e t  of sen tences 

synonymous w ith  th e  sen tence  he u t te r e d .  This can be shown by an 

argument along th e  l in e s  of argument l i b .  Consider th e  case of two

sp eak ers  a s s e r t in g  the same th in g  by u t te ra n c e  of non-synonymous

se n te n c e s , e .g .  "He i s  happy" and "John i s  happy." I f  what each 

a s s e r te d  was th e  s e t  of sen ten ces  synonymous with th e  sen ten ce  he u t t e r ­

ed , th en  they a s se r te d  two d i f f e r e n t  s e t s .  So i f ,  as we a re  assum ing, 

two sp eak ers  can a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  by u tte ran c e s  of non-synonymous 

s e n te n c e s , th en  i t  fo llow s th a t  i t  cannot be th a t what each a s s e r ts  

i s  th e  s e t  of sen ten ces  synonymous w ith  h i s  sen tence.

So f a r ,  so  good. But a l i t t l e  r e f l e c t io n  shows th a t  th e  same

argument cannot be used a g a in s t  such views as (1) what i s  a s se r te d  i s

th e  s e t  o f sen ten ces  a l l  o f  which can be used to  a s s e r t  what th e  speak­

e r  a s s e r te d  o r  (2) the s e t  o f p o s s ib le  w orlds in  which what he a s se r te d  

was t ru e .  Perhaps an argument along th e  fo llow ing l in e s  w i l l  work. 

Follow ing th e  l in e  of reason ing  suggested  by B enacerra f, i t  m ight be 

p o in ted  ou t t h a t  i f  one o f th e s e  k inds o f  s e t s ,  e .g .  s e t s  o f a s s e r t iv e ly  

eq u iv a le n t s e n te n c e s ,42 were to  be th e  k in d  o f th ing  which we, in  f a c t ,  

a s s e r t ,  then  th e re  must be some d is t in g u is h in g  f e a tu re  o f t h a t  k ind  of 

s e t  which would g ive us a reaso n  fo r  th in k in g  th a t  i t ,  r a th e r  th an , say 

s e ts  o f p o s s ib le  w orlds a re  what we a s s e r t .  But i t  i s  hard  to  Imagine 

what grounds could be given  to  p r iv i le g e  one of th ese  k inds of s e ts

^ E q u iv a le n t ,  th a t  i s ,  in  t h a t  each s e t  c o n s is ts  of a l l  th o se  
sen ten ces  which can be used to  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g .
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over a n o th e r. And i f  i t  tu rn s  out th a t  th e re  a re  no such grounds, we 

could then  conclude th a t  th in g s  a s se r te d  a re  no t i d e n t ic a l  to  any o f th e  

aforem entioned  k inds of s e t s .

I f  t h is  argument works then  i t  follow s th a t  p ro p o s itio n s  a re  

n o t i d e n t i c a l  to  s e ts  (of the  k ind  h ere  d isc u sse d ) . But in  any 

c a se , i t  seems c le a r  th a t  someone who says th a t  p ro p o sitio n s  a re , 

e . g . ,  s e ts  o f p o ss ib le  w orlds, i s  n o t making a cla im  about what k inds 

of e n t i t i e s  peop le , in  f a c t ,  a s s e r t  b u t i s  ra th e r  proposing an e x p lic a ­

t io n  o r  r a t io n a l  rec o n s tru c tio n  of th e  concept o f th in g  a s s e r te d .

i i i

P ro p o s itio n s  a re  not i d e n t ic a l  w ith  sentence ty p es , nor w ith  

to k en s, no r w ith  speech a c ts  n o r w ith  any of th e  v a rio u s  k inds of s e ts  

we have considered . We can conclude th a t  i f  th e re  a re  b e a re rs  of t ru th  

and i f  we can assume, as seems q u ite  p la u s ib le , th a t  w ith  re sp e c t to  

an a s s e r t iv e  u tte ra n c e  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  what i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e ,  then  

sen ten ces  (to k en s, speech a c ts ,  e tc . )  a re  n o t th e  t ru th  b e a re rs .  

S traw so n 's  argument I I ,  (see  page 24) i s ,  in  o th er words, sound.

In  th e  preceding  paragraph  I  have endorsed th e  view of C artw righ t 

and Strawson (among o th e r s ) , t h a t  w ith  resp e c t to  an a s s e r t iv e  u t te r a n c e ,  

what can p ro p erly  be s a id  to  be tru e  o r f a ls e  i s  what i s  a s s e r te d .  Now 

in s o fa r  as one works w ith in  the framework of what I  have, fo llow ing  

Quine, c a lle d  " in tu i t i v e  se m a n tic s ,"  and d is t in g u is h e s ,  as we have done, 

between what th e  speaker a s s e r ts  and th e  sentence (type) u t te r e d ,  th e  

sen ten ce  token produced, and so on i t  seems hard  to  deny th a t  th e  form er, 

i . e . ,  what th e  speaker a s s e r t s ,  i s  what i s  t ru e  o r  f a l s e .  As M ichael 

Dummett n o te s :
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The issu e  o f what can p ro p erly  be s a id  to  be tru e  o r  f a ls e  
has been a co n ten tio u s  one only where i t  has been thought 
p o ss ib le  to  avoid  recogn iz ing  th e  e x is te n ce  of any r iv a l  
c la im an ts , b e s id e s  sen ten ces, fo r  the  r o le  o f  arguments fo r  
th e  p red ic a te s  ' i s  t r u e 1 and ' i s  f a l s e ';  no one has m ain tained  
th a t  th e re  r e a l ly  a re  two c a n d id a tes , th e  thought and th e  
sen ten ce , b u t th a t ,  o f th ese  two, th e  sen tence  is  the  
su c c e ss fu l o n e .^3

The view th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  what i s  t ru e  or f a l s e  i s  some­

tim es q u a li f ie d  by r e s t r i c t i n g  i t  to  u tte ra n c e s  of sen tences o f a 

n a tu ra l  language. As we noted a t  th e  beginning  of Chapter I ,  Wamock 

t e l l s  us th a t  t h is  view was taken  to  be f a i r l y  obvious " a t  l e a s t  when 

th e  use o f a n a tu r a l  language i s  in  q u e s t i o n . B u t  i f  the  arguments 

employed h ere  have been c o r r e c t ,  i t  could seem unnecessary to  so q u a lify  

the cla im  th a t  th in g s  a s se r te d  a re  th e  t ru th  b e a re rs . Even i f  th e  

language in  q u e s tio n  i s  an ( in te rp re te d )  ca lc u lu s  whose sen ten ces  a re  

a l l  e te r n a l ,  even i f  each sentence o f th e  language is  such th a t  one 

and only one p ro p o s itio n  can be a s se r te d  by i t s  means, s t i l l  w hatever 

i s  a s se r te d  by an u tte ra n c e  of one of th ese  sentences can, presum ably, 

be a s se r te d  by th e  u tte ra n c e  of some o th e r  sen tence  ( e i th e r  of the  same 

language o r , i f  n o t ,  of some o th e r ) .  I f  so , argument l ib  i s  a p p lic a b le  

here  and, a cco rd in g ly , we can conclude th a t  even in  u t te r in g  the  

sen tences of some a r t i f i c i a l  language, what i s  a s se r te d  and th u s , what 

i s  t ru e  o r  f a l s e ,  i s  n o t a s e n te n c e .^

Let us now tu rn  our a tte n tio n  to  S traw son 's  o th er  a ttem p t to

^Dum mett, F rege: Philosophy of Language, p. 371.

^ G . J .  Warnock, "A Problem About T ru th ,"  in  T ruth , ed . George 
P itc h e r  (Englewood c i i f f s :  P re n tic e  H a ll,  1964), p . 55.

^ T h is  argument i s  a p p lic a b le  to  sen tence  tokens as w e ll.
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show th a t  sen tences a re  no t th e  t r u th  b e a re rs ,  th e  argument from t r u th  

v a lu e  v a r ia t io n  (argument I ) . I t  was p o in ted  o u t in  Chapter I  t h a t  

argument I  was, a t  l e a s t  as fo rm u la ted , in v a l id .  I t  was suggested  

th a t  th e  argument was enthymematic and th a t  Strawson im p l ic i t ly  

assumes th a t  w hatever i s  t ru e  or f a l s e  must be so 'e t e r n a l l y . '  I t  would 

th en  fo llow , i t  was p o in ted  o u t, t h a t  th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d  i s  n o t ,  

in  g e n e ra l, the  th in g  which i s  t ru e  or f a l s e . ^6

I t  should  be po in ted  ou t th a t  argument I  (even as supplem ented) 

does no t show th a t  no sen ten ce  i s  t ru e  or f a l s e .  What i t  c e r ta in ly  does 

show i s  th a t  when one u t te r s  a s en ten ce , w hich, to  use  S traw son 's  

language, has d i f f e r e n t  uses then  what he u t te r s  i s  n o t th e  th in g  which 

i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  or f a l s e .  However I f  th e re  a re  sen tences which cou ld  

p la u s ib ly  be h e ld  to  p o ssess t ru th  va lues e te r n a l ly ,  e . g . ,  e te r n a l  sen­

ten c e s , then  argument I  would n o t apply  to  u tte ra n c e s  o f such se n te n c e s . 

M oreover, even in  th e  case of one u t te r in g  a sen ten ce  which has 'd i f ­

f e r e n t  u s e s , '  argument I  only shows th a t  what i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e  i s  n o t 

th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d .  I t  s t i l l  rem ains p o ss ib le  th a t  in  such a  case  

what i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e  i s  a 'c o rre sp o n d in g ' e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

At th is  p o in t f a m ilia r  q u e s tio n s  begin  to  a r i s e .  For example, 

g ran ted  th a t  argument I  does n o t by i t s e l f  p rec lu d e  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  th a t  

fo r  each a s s e r t iv e  u t te ra n c e  some e te r n a l  sen ten ce  may always be th e  

th in g  which can p ro p erly  be s a id  to  be tru e  or f a l s e ,  s t i l l  g iven  some 

u tte ra n c e  o f a n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e , how a re  we to  decide which e te r n a l

4 6 it  would appear th a t  th is  argument would apply  to  sen ten ce  
tokens as w e ll as to  ty p es , a t  l e a s t  i f  I  was c o rre c t  above in  my 
c la im  th a t  w r i t te n  tokens a re  on a  p a r w ith  ty p es . See page 57.
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sen ten ce  'ex p an sio n ' i s  to  be considered  th e  b e a re r  o f t ru th  or f a l s i t y ?  

And fo llow ing  the  l in e  of reaso n in g  employed above, i f  we cannot d is ­

c rim in a te  among e te r n a l  sen tences so as to  d isco v e r th a t  one r e a l ly  i s  

th e  t ru th  b e a re r ,  we ought to  conclude th a t  what i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  o r f a ls e  

i s  n o t an e te rn a l  sen ten ce .

Thus in  the  case of u t te ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l s e n te n c e s , what 

i s  e i t h e r  t ru e  or f a l s e  i s  n o t a sen ten ce  ( a t  l e a s t  i f  we assume th a t  

what i s  t ru e  o r f a l s e  i s  so 'e t e r n a l l y . ' )  And s in c e  i t  i s  im p la u sib le , 

to  say th e  l e a s t ,  th a t  only in  th e  case of c e r ta in  u t te r a n c e s ,  e .g . ,  

u t te ra n c e s  o f e te r n a l  se n te n c e s , a re  sen tences the  th in g s  th a t  a re  

e i t h e r  t ru e  or f a l s e ,  we can conclude, on th e  b a s is  o f argument I  

th a t  even in  the  case of u t te ra n c e s  o f  e te r n a l  se n te n c e s , th e  sen ten ce  

i s  n o t th e  b e a re r  o f t r u th .
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CHAPTER I I I

INDEXICAL REFERENCE AND ETERNAL SENTENCES

Conspicuously absen t from P a r t I  o f  th is  essay was a d isc u ss io n  

o f w hether what someone a s s e r ts  might be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  meaning 

o f  sense o f  a sen ten ce . In  th is  ch a p te r  and the  fo llow ing  two I  w i l l  

lay  th e  groundwork fo r  an argument to  be p resen ted  in  th e  concluding 

c h ap te r  to  th e  e f f e c t  th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t the  meaning or sense 

of a s e n ten ce . E s s e n tia l  to  th a t  argument i s  th e  n o tio n  of r e f e r e n t ia l  

use d iscu ssed  in  th e  p re se n t ch ap ter w ith  resp ec t to  ' in d e x ic a l  ex­

p res s io n s  . '  In  th e  nex t two chap ters  th e  a n a ly s is  w i l l  be extended 

to  th e  ' r e f e r e n t i a l  u se ' of d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n s .

In Chapter I I ,  I  made use of a w idely  accepted view concern ing  the

r e l a t i o n  between e te r n a l  and n o n -e te rn a l s e n te n c e s : given an u tte r a n c e

of a n o n -e te rn a l  sen tence  an e te rn a l  sen tence  can always be form ulated  

which makes e x p l i c i t  o r  com pletely fo rm ula tes what was a s se r te d  by th e  

u t te ra n c e  o f th e  n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ce . This th e s is  i s ,  I  wish to  a rgue , 

m is ta k e n ;!  i t  r e s t s  on an in c o r re c t  view o f in d ex ic a l re fe re n c e . I  w i l l  

in tro d u c e  th e  account of in d e x ic a l  re fe re n c e  which I  wish to  defend by 

way o f a c r i t ic i s m  of th is  opposing accoun t. I  begin  w ith  a d isc u ss io n  

o f th o se  c o n s id e ra tio n s  which make th is  in c o r re c t  view an a t t r a c t i v e  one.

l i t  should be noted th a t  my own argument fo r  th e  cla im  th a t  what 
i s  a s se r te d  i s  in  no case a sen tence d id  n o t r e s t  on th e  t h e s i s  which
I  h e re  d isp u te .  I  d id  make use of t h i s  th e s is  in  my argument t h a t
C artw righ t was m istaken  in  h is  a b su rd ity  c laim . My c r i t ic i s m  o f C art­
w rig h t does n o t ,  however, u l tim a te ly  r e s t  on the t ru th  o f th e  th e s i s  
in  q u e s tio n . See fo o tn o te  8, Chapter I I  above.
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Consider th e  fo llow ing passage from "The Thought: A Logical

In q u iry "  in  which Frege d iscu sses  u t te ra n c e s  of n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e s :

. . .  The mere wording, which can be grasped by w r itin g  o r the  
gramophone, does n o t s u f f ic e  fo r  th e  expression  of th e  though t.
The p rese n t ten se  i s  used in  two ways: f i r s t ,  in  o rd er to
give a d a te , second in  o rd er to  e lim in a te  any tem poral r e s t r i c ­
t io n  where tim e lessn ess  o r e te r n i ty  i s  p a r t  of th e  thought.
Think, fo r  in s ta n c e , of th e  laws o f m athem atics. Which of the 
two cases occurs i s  n o t expressed  b u t must be guessed. I f  a 
tim e in d ic a tio n  i s  needed by th e  p re se n t tense  one must know 
when th e  sen tence was u t te r e d  to  apprehend the thought c o rre c t­
ly .  T herefo re , the  time of u t te ra n c e  i s  p a rt  of th e  express ion  
o f th e  though t. I f  someone wants to  say the  same today as he 
expressed  y este rd ay  using  the word " to d ay ,"  he must rep lace  
th i s  word w ith  "y e s te rd ay ."  Although the thought i s  the  same 
i t s  v e rb a l expression  must be d i f f e r e n t  so th a t  th e  sen se , which 
would o therw ise  be a ffe c te d  by the d i f f e r in g  tim es o f u t te ra n c e , 
i s  re a d ju s te d . The case i s  th e  same w ith  words l ik e  "here" 
and " th e r e ."  In  a l l  such cases th e  mere wording, as i t  i s  
given in  w r i tin g , i s  n o t the  complete expression  o f th e  though t, 
b u t th e  knowledge of c e r ta in  accompanying co n d itio n s  o f  u t te ra n c e , 
which a re  used as means o f ex p ress in g  the  thought a re  needed fo r  
i t s  c o rre c t  apprehension . The p o in tin g  of f in g e r s ,  hand move­
m ents, g lan ces , may belong h e re  to o . The same u tte ra n c e  c o n ta in ­
in g  th e  word " I"  w i l l  express d i f f e r e n t  thoughts in  the  mouths 
of d i f f e r e n t  men, o f which some may be t ru e ,  o th ers  f a l s e .2

In  t h is  passage Frege p o in ts  out a number of ways in  which a 

(n o n -e te rn a l)  sen tence i s  n o t " th e  complete expression  of th e  th o u g h t,"  

i . e .  i t  f a i l s  to  make e x p l i c i t  what i s  a s se r te d  by i t s  u t te ra n c e :

(1) The p re se n t ten se  can be used in  o rd e r  to  in d ic a te  th a t  something 

p re s e n tly  i s  the case . But i t  can a ls o  be used " . . .  in  o rder to  elim ­

in a te  any tem poral r e s t r i c t i o n  where tim e lessn ess  o r e te r n i ty  i s  p a r t  

o f th e  th o u g h t."  The sen ten ce , p e r  s e , does not in d ic a te  in  which way 

th e  p re se n t  tense  i s  being  u t i l i z e d .  Hence, such sen tences would seem 

to  f a i l  to  com pletely form ulate  th e  tho u g h t. (Although Frege does n o t

2G ottlob Frege, "The Thought: A L og ical In q u iry ,"  Mind 65
(1956): 289-311, r e p r in te d  in  Essays on F rege, ed. E.D. Klemke (Urbana:
U n iv e rs ity  of I l l i n o i s  P ress ; I l l i n i  Books, 1968), pp. 516-517.
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say  so , i t  seems to  me th a t  such sen ten ces  a re  n o t r e a l ly  ambiguous.

An ambiguous sen ten ce , e .g .  "Kennedy i s  ru n n in g ,"  i s  one t h a t  p o ssesses  

more than  a s in g le  meaning. I t  i s  n o t a t  a l l  c le a r  th a t  "Two and two 

a re  fo u r"  i s  ambiguous in  t h i s  sen se ; perhaps th e  verb " to  be"  and i t s  

forms a re  ambiguous. A ccordingly , I  w i l l  r e f e r  to  th e  phenomenon 

h e re  n o ted  by Frege as "q u as i-a m b ig u ity ." )

(2) Where th e  p rese n t ten se  (indeed , t h i s  ho ld s  fo r  any te n se )  i s  

used to  in d ic a te  tim e, Chen th e re  i s  a second re sp e c t in  which th e  

thought i s  n o t cap tu red  by th e  se n te n c e , i . e .  th e re  i s  no n o t ic e  of 

what tim e in d ic a tio n  i s  'co n ta in ed  i n '  th e  th o u g h t.

(3) The th i r d  f a c to r  c o n tr ib u tin g  to  th e  f a i l u r e  of n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ces  

to  com pletely  cap tu re  th e  thought i s  th e  presence  o f what a re  c a lle d  

in d ic a to r  words, in d e x ic a l  e x p re ss io n s , or e g o c en tric  p a r t i c u l a r s ,  e .g .

" I , "  "y o u ,"  " h e re ,"  "now," " to d a y ,"  " y e s te rd a y ."  Frege a lso  makes n o te

o f th e se ;  s in c e  d i f f e r e n t  thoughts may be expressed  by th e  u se  o f a 

s in g le  sen ten ce  co n ta in in g  an in d e x ic a l  e x p re ss io n , th e  se n te n c e , p e r  s e , 

does n o t com pletely fo rm ulate  the th o u g h t.

Now e te r n a l  se n te n c e s , a l a  Quine, a t  l e a s t  unambiguous ones, 

a p p a re n tly  do not s u f f e r  from any o f th ese  f a i l u r e s ;  they a re  com plete 

fo rm u la tio n s . S p a tio -tem p o ra l re fe re n c e s ,  f o r  example, a re  e x p l i c i t l y  

in d ic a te d .  In d ex ic a l ex p ressio n s  a re  e lim in a te d  in  fav o r of (what Quine 

r e f e r s  to  as) o b je c t iv e  in d ic a tio n s  o f  tim e s, p la c e s , and p e rso n s . Also 

lac k in g  from e te r n a l  sen ten ces  i s  th e  'q u a s i-a m b ig u ity ' no ted  by Frege 

which r e s u l t s  from th e  f a c t  th a t  one cannot 're a d  o f f '  from a g ram m atically  

p re s e n t  te n se  sen tence  w hether the  ten se  i s  a c tu a l ly  p re s e n t  o r  i s
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( to  use F re g e 's  term"*) a ten se  of tim e le s sn ess . This quasi-am b ig u ity  

i s  lac k in g , fo r  e te r n a l  sen ten ces  a re  s t ip u la te d  to  be te n s e le s s .

Thus, in  Chapter I I ,  i t  seemed reaso n ab le  a t  l e a s t  fo r  a tim e, 

to  take  e te r n a l  sen tences to be i d e n t ic a l  to  th e  th in g s  a s s e r te d .  The 

assum ption im p l ic i t  in  th in k in g  th a t  e te r n a l  sen ten ces  were p la u s ib le  

can d id a tes  was th a t  w h ile  th e  sen ten ce  u t te r e d  may be ambiguous ( in  

F re g e 's  example 'quasi-am biguous' o r ambiguous in  a more s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  

sense) o r  may 'in c o m p le te ly ' fo rm ula te  th e  thought (due to  th e  p resence 

o f in d e x ic a l  e lem en ts ,)  the  'th o u g h t ' expressed , th a t  i s ,  what i s  

a s s e r te d , i s  n e ith e r  ambiguous nor incom plete . While one cannot read  

o f f  from a p re se n t ten se  sen tence  whether i t  i s  being  used so as to  

in d ic a te  tim e o r n o t ,  i t  s u re ly  i s  being  used one way o r th e  o th e r .

Thus what I  have r e f e r re d  to  as a qu asi-am b ig u ity  noted  by Frege i s  n o t 

a fe a tu re  of what i s  a s s e r te d .  S im ila r ly  fo r  more s tra ig h tfo rw a rd  

cases o f  am biguity . The am biguity o f the se n te n c e , "Kennedy i s  ru n n in g ,"  

(jo g g in g , running  fo r  o f f ic e )  does n o t ex tend  to  what i s  a s s e r te d  by 

some p a r t i c u l a r  u t te ra n c e  of i t .  S im ila r ly  fo r  'g e n u in e ly ' tensed  

se n te n c e s , i . e .  sen tences in  which tensed  verbs a re  used to  make a 

tem poral re fe re n c e , w h ile  one cannot 'r e a d  o f f '  th e  tem poral re fe re n c e  

from th e  se n te n c e , i t  i s  su re ly  a fe a tu re  of what was a s se r te d ;  one who 

understands what was a s se r te d  n e c e s s a r ily  grasps th e  tem poral re fe re n c e e . 

And s im ila r ly  fo r  in d e x ic a l  ex p re ss io n s . Given some u tte ra n c e  o f a 

s e n ten ce , e .g . ,  "he i s  happy," although th e  person  r e fe r re d  to  i s  n o t 

in d ic a te d  by th e  se n te n c e , su re ly  someone was r e f e r re d  to ;  what was 

a s se r te d  was th a t  some s p e c i f ic  person  i s  happy. And one who u nderstands

3I b i d . , p . 533.
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th e  a s s e r t io n  knows which person  i t  i s .  Things a s se r te d , th en , as 

opposed to  th e  sen tences which a re  o f te n  used to  a s se r t  them, a re  

complete in  th e  re le v a n t  r e sp e c ts  and unambiguous.

I t  i s ,  as we noted in  our d isc u ss io n  of argument I ,  o f te n  taken  

f o r  g ran ted  th a t  a n ecessary  co n d itio n  fo r  b e ing  a b e a re r  o f t r u th  and 

f a l s i t y  i s  th a t  th e  t ru th  b e a re r  p o ssess  t ru th  va lues e te r n a l ly .  This 

fe a tu re  o f th e  b e a re rs  of t ru th  i s ,  I  th in k , r e la te d  to  th e  f e a tu re  

I  have been d isc u ss in g :  T ruth b e a re rs  a re  thought to  p o ssess t ru th

va lues e te r n a l ly  in  v i r tu e  of the  k ind  o f com pleteness they  p o ssess . 

Frege, who speaks o f thoughts where I  have spoken of th in g s  a s se r te d  

s t a t e s :

Now i s  th e  thought changeable o r i s  i t  t im e less?  The 
thought we express by the Pythagorean theorem  i s  su re ly  
tim e le s s ,  e te r n a l ,  unchangeable. But a re  th e re  not 
though ts which a re  tru e  today b u t f a l s e  in  s ix  months 
tim e? The th o u g h t, fo r  example, t h a t  th e  t r e e  i s  covered 
w ith  green  le a v e s , w i l l  s u re ly  be f a l s e  in  s ix  months 
tim e . No, f o r  i t  i s  n o t th e  same thought a t  a l l .  The 
words ' t h i s  t r e e  i s  covered w ith  green le a v e s ' a re  n o t 
s u f f i c i e n t  by them selves fo r  th e  u t te r a n c e ,  the  time of 
u t te r a n c e  i s  involved  as w e ll.  W ithout th e  tim e -in d ic a -  
t io n  t h i s  g iv es  we have no com plete th o u g h t, i . e .  no thought 
a t  a l l .  Only a sen tence  supplem ented by a time in d ic a tio n  
and com plete in  every re sp e c t  e x p resses  a  thoughtT^
But t h i s  ( th e  thought ex p ressed )* , i f  i t  i s  t ru e ,  i s  t ru e  
n o t only today o r  tomorrow b u t t im e le s s ly .  Thus th e  
p re se n t  ten se  in  " is  t ru e "  does n o t r e f e r  to  the  sp e a k e r 's  
p re se n t b u t i s ,  i f  th e  e x p ress io n  be p e rm itte d , a ten se  
o f t im e le s s n e s s .6

Along s im ila r  l in e s  Cohen and Nagel s t a t e ,  "The p rese n t governor o f 

Connecticu t i s  Dr. Cross seems to  be a  p ro p o s it io n  tru e  fo r  c e r ta in  

y e a rs ,  b u t s u re ly  n o t alw ays. T h is , however, i s  an inadequate

^Emphasis added. ^ P a re n th e tic a l  remark added.

^Frege, "The Thought," p . 533.
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a n a ly s is .  For th e  phrase  'th e  p re s e n t  governor' c le a r ly  presupposes a 

d a te ^; and as we complete our ex p ress io n  in c lu d in g  e x p l i c i t ly  the  d a te , 

we o b ta in  ex p ress io n s  fo r  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n s , some of which are 

t ru e  and some fa lse ."®

According to  Frege and Cohen and Nagel (among o th e r s ) , we are  

tem pted to  th in k  th a t  something can possess one t ru th  va lue  now and 

an o th e r l a t e r  because we f a i l  to  n o te  th a t  every thought (p ro p o s itio n ) 

i s  n e c e s s a r ily  a  complete th o u g h t. While the  sen tence  u t te r e d  may o r 

may n o t be 'c o m p le te , ' w hatever i s  req u ired  fo r th e  thought to  be a 

complete one, e .g .  a tim e in d ic a tio n ,  the  id e n t i f i c a t io n  of some 

in d iv id u a l ,  e t c . ,  must be su p p lied  e i t h e r  by the  sen tence  o r in  some 

o th e r  way, most n o tab ly  by the c o n tex t of u t te ra n c e , in  o rd er fo r  an 

a c t  o f a s s e r t io n  to  have been perform ed a t  a l l . 9

Taking th in g s  a s se r te d  to  b e  complete and e te r n a l  sen tences to  

be complete fo rm u la tio n s  would seem to  lead  n a tu r a l ly  to  j u s t  the view 

which I  wish to  d isp u te :  When a n o n -e te rn a l  sen tence  i s  u t te r e d  what

i s  a s se r te d  can, in  every c a se , be conveyed by an e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

We know, g iven our d isc u ss io n  in  Chapter I I ,  th a t  in  no case does some

^Emphasis added.

®An In tro d u c tio n  to  Logic and S c ie n t i f i c  Method (New York: Har-
c o u r t ,  Brace & World, 1934), p . 30.

^There a re  cases o f u t te ra n c e s  o f sen tences where what i s  a s se r te d  
depends n o t only on th e  sen tence  u t te r e d  and th e  'c o n te x t ' b u t a lso  
on th e  in te n t io n  of th e  speaker. Ambiguous sen te n c e s , e .g . ,  "Kennedy 
i s  ru n n in g ,"  fu rn ish  one k ind  of example. I t  i s  easy  to  imagine circum­
sta n c e s  in  which th e re  i s  no th in g  in  th e  con tex t o f u t te ra n c e  which 
determ ines what was a s se r te d . What may be ano ther kind  of example i s  
an u t te ra n c e  of " I t  i s  ra in in g "  where what the  speaker means i s  th a t  i t  
i s  ra in in g  in  Chicago (th e  sp eak e r, in  New York, had been th in k in g  of 
C hicago). But such cases do n o t c re a te  d i f f i c u l t i e s  fo r  th e  view th a t  
what i s  a s se r te d  must be complete and unambiguous.
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s in g le  e te r n a l  sen tence un iquely  f i l l  th e  b i l l ;  g iven some u tte ra n c e  

o f a  n o n -e te rn a l  sen tence  th e re  w i l l  always be more than  one 'co rresp o n d ­

ing* e te r n a l  sen ten ce . But in  any case  th ere  w i l l  be a t  l e a s t  one 

e te r n a l  sen tence  which, fo r  every a s s e r t iv e  u tte ra n c e  o f a n o n -e te rn a l 

se n te n c e , w i l l  com pletely cap tu re  what was a s se r te d . The id ea  h e re  i s  

t h a t  the  in fo rm ation  conveyed by th e  u tte ran c e  of a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence 

i s  a  fu n c tio n  of the  sen tence  u t te r e d  and v arious fe a tu re s  o f the  con tex t 

o f  u t te ra n c e  (p lus perhaps th e  in te n t io n  of the sp e a k e r ) . But t h is  

in fo rm a tio n  can always be e x p l i c i t ly  p u t in to  w ords; th a t  i s ,  i t  can 

be expressed  by a sen tence  whose a s s e r t iv e  u tte ran c e  in  any c o n tex t, 

by anyone speaking the language in  q u es tio n , i s  th e  a s s e r tio n  o f the  

p ro p o s it io n  in  q u estio n . The p ro p o s itio n  a s se r te d  by th e  u t te ra n c e  

o f such a  sentence i s  thus a fu n c tio n  only of th e  sen tence  u t te r e d  

(and, of course , th e  language spoken). Such sen tences a re ,  of course ,

th e  e te r n a l  ones we have been speaking  o f .

Accordingly, Quine, in  Word and O bject, says th a t  i f  we want to

i d e n t i fy  a p ro p o sitio n  by e x p l i c i t  e la b o ra tio n  r a th e r  than  by leav in g

th e  m a tte r  to  c ircum stances of u t te ra n c e  we can fo rm ulate  an e te r n a l

s e n te n c e . 10 Je rro ld  J .  K atz, in  Semantic Theory, 11 endorses what he

r e f e r s  to  as "Q uine's id ea"

. . .  th a t  a  sen tence e x p ress in g  a . . .p ro p o s itio n  th a t  makes 
a  s ta tem en t in  a g iven  c o n tex t can be expanded on the 
b a s is  o f th e  in fo rm atio n  in  th e  co n tex t to  provide ano ther 
sen tence  th a t  ex p resses  a p ro p o s it io n  th a t always makes the
s ta tem en t in  q u e s tio n , no m a tte r  what the co n tex t of th e

l^See Quine, Word and O b jec t, p . 193-4.

11J e r ro ld  J . K atz, Semantic Theory (New York: Harper and Row,
1972), p . 126.
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u t te r a n c e .  The expansion c o n s is ts  o f  re p la c in g  each index­
i c a l  elem ent by an e x p ress io n  th a t  has th e  same re fe re n c e  
as the  in d e x ic a l  elem ent i t  r e p la c e s  but whose r e f e r e n t  
s ta y s  f ix e d  w ith  v a r ia t io n s  in  tim e, p la c e , sp eak e r, e tc .
The u su a l in d e x ic a l  ten se  in d ic a to r  w i l l  be rep laced  by 
such a r e f e r e n t ia l ly  unique tim e d e s ig n a tio n , devised  
w ith  re s p e c t  to  some a p p ro p r ia te  ca len d a r and clock ; in ­
d e x ic a l nominal elem ents l ik e  " I , "  " h e ,"  " i t , "  and "John" 
w i l l  be rep la c ed  by p re c is e  s p e c i f ic a t io n s  o f th e  in d iv id ­
u a ls  o r  o b je c ts  th a t  in c lu d e  w hatever in fo rm a tio n  about 
t h e i r  v i t a l  s t a t i s t i c s  i s  re q u ire d  to  make th e  s p e c i f ic a ­
t io n s  r e s i s t  changes in  r e fe re n c e ;  and so f o r th .

Katz concludes th a t  " th e  only a l t e r n a t iv e  to  th e  conception  o f s ta te m e n t-  

hood we a re  c o n s id e rin g  i s  thus a form o f  m ysticism  th a t  c la im s th a t  

some th in g s  to  which we can r e f e r  by th e  use o f in d e x ic a l  elem ents
12a re ,  in  p r in c ip le ,  beyond th e  range o f unique d e s c r ip t io n ."

Contra Quine and Katz (among o th e r s ) ,  th e re  a re ,  o r  so I  s h a l l  

a rg u e , s e r io u s  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w ith  t h i s  perhaps seem ingly unproblem atic 

view . F i r s t ,  i t  may be th e  case th a t  someone a s s e r ts  som ething by 

th e  u t te r a n c e  of a n o n -e te rn a l  s en ten ce  b u t i s  n o t in  a p o s i t io n  to  

re p la c e  th e  in d e x ic a l  elem ents a n d /o r  ten sed  v e rb s  in  h is  sen ten ce  

w ith  more 'o b je c t iv e ' term s. Perhaps our sp eak er i s  a c a p tiv e  on a 

sh ip  and i s  ig n o ra n t o f  i t s  lo c a t io n  as w e ll as o f  th e  d a te .  Upon 

n o t ic in g  th e  r a in  he says " I t  i s  r a in in g ."  Now an e te r n a l  sen ten ce  

c o u n te rp a rt f o r  h i s  u tte ra n c e  would have e x p l i c i t  in d ic a tio n s  o f the  

d a te  and lo c a t io n ,  say Tuesday, January  5, 1975, on B im ini, o f the  

ra in y  w ea th er. But in  l ig h t  of th e  sp e a k e r 's  ignorance  o f ,  e . g . ,  

th e  d a te  and lo c a tio n , does i t  make any sense to  say th a t  what he 

a s se r te d  i s  f u l l y  captured  o r fo rm ulated  by " I t  i s  ra in in g 13 on

12I b i d . , p . 127.

13The verb  i s  to  be understood  te n s e le s s ly .
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B im ini, Tuesday, January  5 , 1 9 7 5 ? "^  Indeed , i t  would seem a t  l e a s t  

prima f a c i e ,  th a t  one u t te r in g  th is  l a t t e r  sen ten ce  would be a s s e r t in g  

som ething d i f f e r e n t  from what the  c a p tiv e  a s s e r te d  s in c e  t h is  l a t t e r  

sen ten ce  makes e x p l i c i t  in fo rm atio n  n o t even known to  th e  c a p tiv e . 

A ccordingly , i t  would seem m istaken to  c la im  th a t  in  g e n e ra l ,  what i s  

a s se r te d  by an u t te ra n c e  o f a  n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  can always be a s se r te d  

by an u t te r a n c e  of some corresponding  e te r n a l  sen ten ce . At l e a s t  in  

some c a se s , what i s  a s s e r te d  cannot be cap tu red  by an e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

Now imagine a second sp eak e r, ta lk in g  to  th e  f i r s t ,  who u n lik e  

the  f i r s t  knows the  d a te , lo c a t io n ,  e tc .  Imagine th e  second speaker 

to  u t t e r ,  by way o f agreem ent, " I t  i s  r a in in g ."  Does he a s s e r t  a 

d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n  than  th e  f i r s t  speaker?  I t  c e r ta in ly  does n o t 

seem obvious th a t  he does. But i f  he a s s e r t s  the  same th in g , th en  even 

in  th e  case o f a sp eak er who can re p la c e  a l l  the  in d e x ic a l  item s in  

h is  sen tence  w ith  'o b je c t iv e  te rm s , ' i t  i s  q u e s tio n a b le  w hether what 

he a s s e r ts  i s  p r e c is e ly  cap tu red  by some 'e t e r n a l  sen ten ce  c o u n te r p a r t . '

To make ray case  fo rc e fu l  I  have begun w ith  an example o f a 

speaker who i s  ig n o ra n t of the  in fo rm a tio n  th e  p o ssess io n  o f which 

would a llow  him to  e te r n a l iz e  h i s  sen ten ce . Next I  co n sid ered  an o th er 

speaker who i s  n o t ,  in  th a t  re s p e c t,  ig n o ra n t b u t who ap p a re n tly

* ^ It m ight be supposed, m is taken ly  I  th in k , th a t  th e  problem to  
which I  am drawing a t te n t io n  might be circum vented by tak in g  som ething 
l ik e  th e  fo llo w in g  sen ten ce  to  be th e  one which fo rm u la tes  what he 
a s s e r te d .  " I t  i s  ra in in g  in  the  v i c in i ty  o f  John Smith a t  th e  tim e 
John Smith i s  u t te r in g  th is  sen ten ce" (Where John Smith i s  th e  c a p tiv e  
to  whom we have been r e f e r r i n g ) . I t  seems to  me th a t  no such move w i l l  
work even i f  the f a c t  th a t  th e  sp eak er r e f e r s  to  h i s  p re se n t  u t te ra n c e  
p rese n ts  no problem s. The reason  th a t  no such move w i l l  work i s  th a t  
th e  sp eak e r may n o t even know h is  own i d e n t i ty .  Presum ably one 
s u f f e r in g  from amnesia can n o tic e  and remark on th e  w ea th er.
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a s s e r t s  th e  same th in g . My aim in  p re se n tin g  th ese  examples has been , 

however, q u i te  g e n e ra l:  I  am t ry in g  to  c a s t  doubt on th e  id ea  th a t

when someone u t te r s  a sen tence  w ith  in d e x ic a l  e lem ents, tensed  v e rb s , 

e tc .  t h a t  what he a s s e r ts  i s  p re c is e ly  cap tu red  by some e te rn a l  s e n ten ce .

I  w i l l  now t ry  to  gen e ra te  a r e l a te d  problem fo r th e  th e s is  th a t  

e te r n a l  sen ten ces  'c a p tu r e ' what we a s s e r t .  The d ire c tio n  o f t h i s  

a t t a c k  w i l l  be somewhat d i f f e r e n t .  Given some u tte ra n c e  of a  non­

e te r n a l  sen ten ce  consider how we would go about fo rm ulating  a co rrespond­

ing  e te r n a l  s e n te n c e .^  One c ru c ia l  s te p  i s  th e  replacem ent of in d ex i­

c a l  e x p re s s io n s . Now whatever item  i s  picked  out by an in d e x ic a l  

ex p ress io n  can a ls o  be picked out by v a rio u s  non-synonymous, non- 

in d e x ic a l  ex p re ss io n s . A ccordingly , in  re p la c in g  in d ex ic a l e x p ressio n s  

w ith  n o n - in d e x ica l ones, we seem to  have , in  every case , v a rio u s  

o p tio n s . For example, given some u tte ra n c e  o f " I t  i s  covered w ith  

b o o k s,"  made in  re fe ren c e  to  some t a b le ,  we can rep la c e  th e  in d e x ic a l  

" i t "  w ith  any of s e v e ra l  non-synonymous d e s c r ip tio n s ,  each o f which 

deno tes th e  ta b le  in  q u e s tio n , e .g . ,  " th e  ta b le  Jones i s  s i t t i n g  a t  a t  

t ^ j "  " th e  t a b le  in  room 209 of Camden H all a t  t i "  and so on. Now each 

o f th ese  rep lacem en ts w i l l  y ie ld  an e te r n a l  sen ten ce  which presum ably 

fo rm u la tes  a  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n . A ccordingly , given some u tte ra n c e  

o f a n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce , to  g ive a  genuine e te r n a l  sen tence  c o u n te r­

p a r t  would seem to  re q u ire  th a t  we f in d  th e  ap p ro p r ia te  e te r n a l  sen ten ce : 

th e  one th a t  a c tu a l ly  fo rm ulates what th e  speaker a s se r te d . And t h i s  in

^ F o r  s im p lic i ty ,  l e t  us assume th a t  th e re  i s  only one correspond­
in g  e te r n a l  sen tence  fo r  each u t te ra n c e  of a n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e . Let 
u s ,  t h a t  i s ,  ig n o re  th e  f a c t  th a t  any sen tence  synonymous w ith  some 
co rrespond ing  e te r n a l  sen ten ce  w i l l  a ls o  be a corresponding e te r n a l  
s en ten ce .
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tu rn  re q u ire s  th a t  fo r  each in d e x ic a l  e x p ress io n  we s u b s ti tu te  th e  ap­

p ro p r ia te  n o n -in d e x ica l one. But i s  th e re  c le a r ly  one of th e  s e t  of 

non-synonymous e te rn a l  sen tences m entioned above which, as opposed to  

th e  o th e r  members of th e  s e t ,  a c tu a l ly  fo rm ula tes what was a s se r te d ?

I t  m ight be supposed th a t  which o f th ese  sentences cap tu res  

what was a s se r te d  by th e  u tte ra n c e  of th e  n o n -e te rn a l sen tence can , in  

g e n e ra l, be re so lv e d  by re fe ren c e  to  th e  in te n t io n  of the  sp eak e r. 

S urely  th e  sp eak e r, i t  m ight be supposed, knows which p ro p o sitio n  he 

in ten d ed  to  e x p re ss . T h is, however, w i l l  no t do. For a t  l e a s t  in  

many cases th e  speaker w i l l  have no such d e term in a te  in te n t io n .  I f  

asked which sen ten ce  fo rm ulates th e  p ro p o s it io n  he meant to  a s s e r t  he 

w i l l  have no answer.

At t h is  p o in t two d i f f e r e n t  ro u te s  m ight seem p o ss ib le . F i r s t ,  

we m ight i n s i s t  th a t  su re ly  one o f th e  se v e ra l  e te rn a l  sen tences fo r ­

m ulate what he a s s e r ts  d e sp ite  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  (even fo r  th e  

speaker) no way o f decid ing  which. On th e  o th e r  hand, in  l ig h t  o f the  

f a c t  t h a t  th e re  i s  a b so lu te ly  no reason  to  th in k  th a t  any one of th ese  

(as opposed to  any o th er)  i s  th e  fo rm u la tio n  of what he a s s e r t s ,  we 

m ight deny th a t  any one of them fo rm ula tes p re c is e ly  the  p ro p o s itio n  

he a s s e r te d .  The f i r s t  o f th ese  a l t e rn a t iv e s  seems to  me c le a r ly  

u n accep tab le . I t  i s  ( to  say th e  l e a s t )  reaso n ab le  to  suppose t h a t  i f  

a s in g le  one of th ese  n o n -eq u iv a len t sen ten ces  were the  c o rre c t  one, 

t h a t  i s  i f  only i t  cap tu red  p re c is e ly  what he a s se r te d , th e re  would be 

something about i t  which would g ive us a reaso n  to  s e le c t  i t  over the  

o th e rs .  I t  appears absurd to  suppose th a t  what th e  speaker a s se r te d  

i s  in  f a c t  some unique p ro p o s itio n  (made e x p l i c i t  by some s in g le  one
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of th ese  e te r n a l  sen tences) but which p ro p o sitio n  i t  i s  i s  an unknowable 

t r u t h . ^

We have noted  two kinds of cases in  which, i t  seems, no e te r n a l  

sen ten ce  can p la u s ib ly  be held  to  fo rm ula te  what was a s se r te d  by 

u tte ra n c e s  o f  n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ces. F i r s t ,  th e re  a re  cases in  which 

th e  sp eak er f a i l s  to  have the  r e q u is i t e  knowledge to  e te rn a liz e  h is  

sen tence  and second, th e re  a re  cases in  which the  con tex t and in te n t io n s  

of th e  speaker a re  such th a t  no reason  can be given as to  why one of a 

group of non-synonymous e te rn a l  sen tences i s  the  genuine corresponding  

e te r n a l  sen ten ce .

There i s  s t i l l  ano ther kind o f case in  which i t  would seem th a t  

no e te r n a l  sen ten ce  can be held  to  fo rm ulate  what i s  a s se r te d . Imagine 

someone a s s e r t iv e ly  u t te r in g  " I t  i s  now 5:00 p.m ." I t  seems even more 

c le a r  th a t  no e te rn a l  sen tence w i l l  do h e re . (Replacing now by an 

e x p l i c i t  tim e in d ic a tio n  y ie ld s  an e te r n a l  sen tence bu t obviously  not 

one th a t  can be used to  a s s e r t  what was a s se r te d  by the  o r ig in a l  non­

e te r n a l  s e n te n c e .)

Now th ese  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w ith re sp e c t to  e te rn a liz in g  u t te r e d  sen­

tences seem to  c re a te  d i f f ic u l t i e s  fo r  the  n o tio n  of th in g  a s s e r te d  (or 

a t  l e a s t  w ith  th e  Fregean id ea  th a t  what a person a s s e r ts  i s  in  every 

case a p ro p o s it io n  which i s  complete and d e te rm in a te ) . For in  case  1, 

our f a i l u r e  to  e te rn a liz e  h is  sen tence  w ith  re sp e c t t o ,  e .g . ,  d a te  and 

lo c a tio n  seems to  amount to  an adm ission th a t  what he a s se r te d  was not 

t h a t  i t  was ra in in g  on Bim ini, January 5 , 1975; i . e . ,  th a t  th e  s p a t i a l

l^This argument i s ,  of course , ano ther a p p lic a tio n  of B en n acerra f ' s 
in  "What Numbers Could Not Be."
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and tem poral in fo rm a tio n  was no t p a r t  o f what he a s s e r te d .  But th a t  

t h i s  p ro p o s it io n  was what was a s s e r te d  seems to  be j u s t  what a Fregean 

account would n e c e s s i ta te .  S im ila r ly , in  th e  second k ind  of case , a 

Fregean account would seem to  n e c e s s i ta te  t h a t  one o f th o se  e te r n a l  

sen ten ces  does fo rm ula te  h is  th o u g h t. That i s ,  i f  every  'th o u g h t ' i s  

a 'com ple te  th o u g h t, ' i f  every a s s e r t io n  i s  th e  a s s e r t io n  o f a f u l l y  

de te rm in a te  p ro p o s it io n , then  i t  would seem to  be th e  case th a t  th e  

speaker u t te r in g  " I t  i s  covered w ith  books" must have expressed  what 

i s  fo rm ulated  by one of th e  e te r n a l  sen ten ces  m entioned above (o r some 

o th e r  s im ila r  e te r n a l  s e n te n c e ) . But t h i s  in s is te n c e  counts a g a in s t 

a Fregean account f o r ,  as we have seen , th e re  i s  no reason  to  th in k  th a t ,  

in  f a c t ,  one of th ese  sen tences fo rm ula tes what was a s s e r te d .  In  th e  

t h i r d  case  c o n sid e red , i . e .  th e  u t te ra n c e  o f " I t  i s  now 5:00 p .m .,"  

i t  i s  no t a t  a l l  c le a r  th a t  th e  term  "now" ( to  p araphrase  Cohen and 

Nagel) 'p re su p p o se s ' a tim e. Indeed , in  t h i s  case i t  i s  tem pting to  

say th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  (and no t j u s t  th e  sen tence  u t te r e d )  i s  some­

how in h e re n tly  in d e x ic a l.

I  th in k , however, th a t  i t  i s  n o t c le a r  th a t  cases of th ese

k inds do c re a te  d i f f i c u l t i e s  fo r  an account th a t  p rese rv e s  much

of what i s  e s s e n t ia l  in  F re g e 's  acco u n t. That i s ,  I  b e lie v e  th a t  th e  

f a c t  th a t  no genuine e te r n a l  sen ten ce  c o u n te rp a rt can be found fo r  an 

u tte ra n c e  of a given  sen tence  i s  com patib le  w ith  th e  f a c t  th a t  what was 

a s s e r te d  i s  de te rm in a te  in  a way th a t  g u a ra n te es , e . g . ,  e te r n a l  p o ssess ­

io n  o f t ru th  v a lu e s .

Let us beg in  w ith  case 1 . Assuming th a t  i t  would be m is rep re sen tin g

th e  c a p tiv e  (who u t te r e d  " I t  i s  ra in in g " )  to  say th a t  he a s se r te d  th a t
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i t  was ra in in g  an B im ini, January  5 , 1975 i t  may be th a t  what he 

a s se r te d  s t i l l  has th e  r e q u is i t e  d e te rm in a te n e ss . This i s  so because 

d e sp ite  th e  f a c t  th a t  the  speaker d id  n o t convey any s p a t i a l  o r tem­

p o ra l  in fo rm a tio n , he n e v e rth e le s s  made a (k ind  o f ) 17 s p a t i a l  and 

tem poral r e f e r e n c e ; thus what he a s s e r te d  i s  d e te rm in a te  w ith  re s p e c t  

to  tim e and p la c e . The making of a r e f e re n c e , s p a t i a l ,  tem p o ral, o r a 

re fe re n c e  to  some in d iv id u a l  item , does n o t re q u ire  th a t  we d escrib e  

o r name what i t  i s  th a t  we a re  r e f e r r in g  to .  Indeed , we may n o t know 

how to  v e rb a l ly  id e n t i fy ,  in  a n o n - t r iv i a l  w ay,-^  th e  o b je c t  of r e f ­

e rence  .

The f a c t  th a t  what our f i r s t  speaker a s se r te d  is_ d e te rm in a te  w ith  

re s p e c t  to  tim e and p lace  can be seen  from th e  f a c t  th a t  someone u t t e r ­

ing  th o se  same words a t  a d i f f e r e n t  tim e an d /o r p lac e  would be a s s e r t in g  

som ething d i f f e r e n t .  But i t  i s  a m istake to  th in k  th a t  th e  f a c t  th a t  

such a p ro p o s it io n  would be d i f f e r e n t  must be accounted fo r  by th in k in g  

of some s p a tio -te m p o ra l d e s c r ip tio n  as p a r t  o f what was a s s e r te d .

S im ila r  remarks apply to  th e  u t te ra n c e  o f " I t  i s  covered w ith  

books" made in  th e  k ind  of co n tex t d e scrib ed  above. Granted th a t  

th e re  i s  no e te r n a l  sen tence which i s  th e  genuine correspond ing  e te r n a l  

se n te n c e , i . e .  no e te r n a l  sen tence  c a p tu res  p re c is e ly  what was a s se r te d

*7I  say he made a kind  of sp a tio -te m p o ra l re fe re n c e  r a th e r  than  sim ply  
say ing  th a t  he made a sp a tio -te m p o ra l re fe re n c e  because he d id  n o t e x p li ­
c i t l y  r e f e r  to  tim e and p lace  as he would have had he s a id  " I t  i s  r a in in g  
h e re  and now." But, to  co n sid er th e  tem poral re fe re n c e  f i r s t ,  however we 
analyze the way in  which the use o f ten sed  verbs accom plish tem poral r e f ­
e ren ce , s u re ly  such use does accom plish some k ind  o f tem poral r e f e re n c e .
With re s p e c t  to  s p a t i a l  re fe re n c e , s im i la r ly  th e re  i s  obv iously  some k in d  o f 
s p a t i a l  re fe re n c e  involved  in  a s s e r t iv e  u t te ra n c e s  o f ,  e . g . ,  " I t  i s  r a in in g ."

' t r i v i a l '  way o f v e rb a lly  id e n t i fy in g  th e  r e f e r e n t  would be 
som ething l ik e  " th e  o b jec t to  which I  am r e f e r r in g ."
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by th e  o r ig in a l  u t te r a n c e ,  what was a s s e r te d  i s  n e v e rth e le s s  de te rm in a te ; 

by th e  u t te r a n c e  o f  " i t "  in  the  co n tex t in  q u e s tio n , th e  speaker makes 

a  d e f in i te  re fe re n c e . The fa c t  t h a t  no d e s c r ip tiv e  p h rase  has p r io r i t y  

o ver any o th e r  as a replacem ent fo r  " i t "  ought n o t to  make us th in k  

th a t  th e re  i s  anyth ing  in d e f in i te  o r in d e te rm in a te  about what was 

a s s e r te d .

F in a lly  the same k in d  of approach seems n a tu ra l  w ith  reg a rd  to  

u tte r a n c e s  o f sen ten ces  l ik e  " I t  i s  now 5:00 p .m ." By th e  u t te ra n c e  

o f "now" th e  speaker makes a re fe re n c e  to  something (an in s ta n t  o r an 

i n te r v a l  o r w hatever) and lo c a te s  i t  tem porally .

At t h i s  p o in t in  our a n a ly s is  we m ight fo rm ula te  what we have 

come to  in  th e  fo llow ing  way: E te rn a l  sen tences fo rm ula te  ’ complete

th o u g h ts , ' b u t n o t a l l  'com plete  th o u g h ts ' a re  form ulable  v ia  e te r n a l  

se n te n c e s . In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  many p ro p o s it io n s  a s se r te d  by th e  use of 

in d e x ic a l  ex p ress io n s  and tensed  v e rb s , a lthough they  a re  'd e te rm in a te , ' 

a re  n o t so fo rm ulab le .

I  s ta t e d  above th a t  the k ind  of d e te rm ina teness p ossessed  by 

p ro p o s it io n s  which a re  d e te rm in a te  a lthough  not fo rm ulab le  v ia  e te rn a l  

sen ten ces  i s  such as to  s a t i s f y  much of what i s  e s s e n t ia l  to  a Fregean 

acco u n t. I  d id  n o t a t t r ib u t e  to  Frege th e  view th a t  th e re  a re  such 

p ro p o s it io n s  fo r  I  th in k  th a t  he would n o t  ag ree . Although I  w i l l  no t 

argue fo r  i t  h e re ,* ^  I  b e lie v e  t h a t  F re g e 's  view was th a t  in  using  

in d e x ic a l  ex p ress io n s  I  communicate b i t s  o f d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm atio n  

s u p p lie d  by th e  co n te x t;  when such in fo rm a tio n  i s  made e x p l i c i t  the

^ F o r  an argument th a t  t h i s  i s  F re g e 's  view see th e  concluding 
ch a p te r  o f t h i s  e ssa y , "P ro p o s itio n s  and M eanings."

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



81

r e s u l t  i s  an e te r n a l  sen ten ce . C lea rly  the remarks o f  Quine and Katz 

mentioned above suggest j u s t  such a view . And along s im ila r  l in e s ,

Cohen and Nagel cla im  th a t  w ith  re sp e c t to  u tte ran c e s  of "The p rese n t 

governor o f C onnecticu t i s  Dr. C ro ss ,"  " th e  phrase  ' th e  p re se n t governor' 

c le a r ly  presupposes a  d a te , and as we com plete our ex p ress io n  by 

in c lu d in g  e x p l i c i t ly  the  d a te  we o b ta in  expressions fo r  d i f f e r e n t  

p r o p o s i t io n s . . . ”20

Such a view seems n a tu r a l ,  I  th in k , given the p e rs p e c tiv e  which 

views th e  u t te ra n c e  of an e te r n a l  sen ten ce  as a s s e r t io n , p a r e x c e llen c e . 

E te rn a l se n te n c e s , i t  i s  o f te n  s a id ,  a re  th e  only kind  needed fo r  an 

adequate s c i e n t i f i c  account of th e  w orld. Thus Ouine speaks o f "pur­

ify in g  th e  language of sc ie n c e "2 * by b an ish in g  in d ic a to r  w ords, te n s e , 

e tc .  in  fav o r of 'o b je c t iv e ' in d ic a t io n  of persons, p la c e s , t im e s, e tc .  

And R u sse ll  observes th a t  " . . .  no e g o c en tr ic  p a r t i c u la r s  occur in  the 

language o f p h y s ic s . P hysics views space-tim e im p a r tia lly ,  as God 

might be supposed to  view i t . " 22 Of course , we do sometimes u t te r  

n o n -e te rn a l se n te n c e s , e .g .  ones w ith  in d e x ic a l  item s. But in  th e  case 

of such u t te r a n c e s ,  th e  con tex t of u t te ra n c e  can be thought o f as 

'ta k in g  up the  s la c k ';  we communicate in fo rm atio n  which cannot be 

gleaned  from th e  sen tence by r e ly in g  on v a rio u s  fea tu re s  o f th e  con tex t

20cohen and Nagel, In tro d u c tio n  to  Logic, p. 30.

2*W.V. Quine, "The Scope and Language o f S c ien ce ,"  in  Quine,
The Ways o f Paradox.

22An In q u iry  in to  Meaning and Truth (London: A llen  and Unwin,
1940; P e lic a n  Books, 1962), pp. 108-109.
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of u t t e r a n c e . 2 -* Thus a l l  u t te ra n c e s  come to be thought of as 'am ounting 

t o '  u t te ra n c e s  of e te r n a l  sen tences and i t  seems as i f  anything say ab le  

i s  say ab le  v ia  an e te rn a l  sen ten ce .

I t  i s  undeniable th a t  according  to  the  view of th e  use of 

in d e x ic a ls  suggested  by th is  p e rs p e c tiv e , we can account fo r  some f a c ts  

th a t  need accounting  fo r .  For example, as Frege n o te s , " I f  someone 

wants to  say the  same today as he expressed  y este rd ay  using th e  word 

'to d a y , ' he must rep lace  th is  word w ith  'y e s te rd a y . ' Although the  

thought i s  the  same i t s  v e rb a l ex p ress io n  must be d i f f e re n t  so th a t  

the  se n se , which would otherw ise  be a ffe c te d  by th e  d i f f e r in g  tim es 

of u t te r a n c e ,  i s  re a d ju s te d ."  Now on th e  theory  of in d ex ic a ls  we a re  

c o n sid e rin g  two such speakers a s s e r t  the  same th in g  ju s t  because th e  

f i r s t  s p e a k e r 's  "today" and the second sp e ak e r 's  "yeste rday" a re ,  given 

th e  d i f f e r e n t  con tex ts o f u t te ra n c e , d i f f e re n t  ways o f sp ec ify in g  

the  d a te .  S im ila r ly , when I  say " I  am t ir e d "  and you say to  me "You 

are  t i r e d ,"  th e  con tex ts of u t te ra n c e  supply the  in fo rm ation  n o t 

e x p l i c i t  in  the  sen ten ce . The f a c t  th a t  JE u t te r e d  th e  word " I "  in  

say ing  " I  am t ir e d "  amounts to my sp ec ify in g  who i t  i s  th a t  i s  t i r e d  in  

j u s t  the  same way as u t te r in g  some e te r n a l  sen tence in  which " I "  i s  

rep laced  by an 'o b je c t iv e  in d ic a tio n ' of my id e n t i ty .

But w hatever th e  m erits  of the  view in  q u e s tio n , i t  w i l l  n o t do

23Thus a view of t h is  kind  a s s im ila te s  a l l  in d e x ic a ls ,  ten sed  
v e rb s , e tc .  to  pronouns in  such sen ten ces  as " I f  th e  next Governor of 
New York were a Democrat, then  he would be i n f lu e n t i a l  in  the  lab o r  
d is p u te ."  In  sen tences l ik e  t h is  one, co n tex t, in  t h i s  case th e  
l i n g u i s t i c  co n te x t, does 'ta k e  up the  s la c k , ' i . e .  "he" in  th e  con­
sequent does seem to  stan d  fo r  (and thus has th e  fo rc e  of) th e  phrase 
" th e  Governor of New York."
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as an account o f the a c tu a l  use of in d e x ic a l  e x p re s s io n s , ten sed  v e rb s , 

e tc .  I t  seems h ig h ly  im p lau sib le  to  suppose th a t  in  every  case  of the  

use o f an in d e x ic a l  e x p ress io n  one conveys (w ith  the 'h e lp 1 o f  the  

co n tex t)  the  k ind  of in fo rm a tio n  supposed to  be conveyed. As we have 

se en , th e  sp eak er may not even p o ssess  knowledge of th e  r e le v a n t  inform a­

t io n .  Moreover, th e re  may be any number o f a l t e rn a t iv e  b i t s  o f  in fo rm a tio n  

which would do as what i s  presum ably conveyed and o f te n  th e re  w i l l  be 

no good reason  (possessed  by us or th e  sp eak e r)  fo r  th in k in g  th a t  one 

o f th o se  b i t s  of in fo rm ation  was the  one conveyed by th e  u t te ra n c e  of 

an in d e x ic a l  e x p re ss io n . And f u r th e r ,  th e re  a re  cases where to  s u b s t i tu t e  

an 'o b je c t iv e  in d ic a t io n 1 in  p lace  of an in d e x ic a l  r e s u l t s  in  a  sen tence  

which, o b v io u sly , does n o t fo rm ula te  what was a s s e r te d ,  e .g .  " I t  i s  

now 5 :00 p .m ."

Moreover, th e  fa c ts  th a t  t h is  account o f  in d e x ic a ls  can account 

f o r ,  can be accounted fo r  on th e  view o f in d e x ic a ls  t h a t  I  am ad v o catin g . 

Indeed , I  th in k  those f a c ts  can be accounted  fo r  more n a tu r a l ly .

When I  say " I  am t ir e d "  and you say ( to  me) "You a re  t i r e d "  we a s s e r t  

th e  same th in g  n o t because by my usin g  " I "  and your u t te r in g  "you" we 

succeed in  conveying th e  same i d e n t i f i c a to r y  in fo rm a tio n . We 's a y  

th e  same th in g ' because given th e  co n te x t o f u tte ra n c e  th e  re fe re n c e  

o f " I "  and "you" i s  the  same. We 's a y  th e  same th in g ' because we have 

s a id  (p re d ica te d )  the  same th in g  of th e  same item .

Furtherm ore, the  case of " I t  i s  now 5 :00  p .m .,"  which seems to  

p re s e n t  an in su p e ra b le  d i f f i c u l ty  to  th e  view I  am d isp u tin g , p re se n ts  

no problem  on my view . As n o ted  above, when someone says " I t  i s  now 

5:00 p.m ." he r e f e r s ,  v ia  h is  u t te ra n c e  o f "now," to  som ething (a  tim e
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in te r v a l  o r i n s t a n t  o r w hatever) and lo c a te s  i t  tem porally .

The view I  have been a rgu ing  fo r  su g g ests  th a t  when a d e te rm in a te  

r e fe re n c e  i s  made by, e .g .  th e  use of in d e x ic a ls  under d iscu ssio n  

h e re , t h a t  the  same th in g  i s  a s s e r te d  by two speakers when each r e f e r s  

to  the  same item  and p re d ic a te s  th e  same th in g  o f i t .  The fo llow ing  

m ight be thought to  p re se n t a problem  fo r  my account. Imagine a 

speaker (Smith) to  say of some in d iv id u a l  (Jones) who i s  s tan d in g  

b e fo re  him b u t whom he does n o t know, "He i s  b a ld ."  (Case 1 .)  Imagine 

Smith to  l a t e r  se e  Jones in  a d i f f e r e n t  co n tex t and looking  and n o t 

r e a l iz in g  th a t  he i s  th e  same person  as he (Smith) made re fe ren c e  to  

b e fo re , Smith now says "He i s  b a ld ."  (Case 2 .)  Or imagine Smith to  

see  him (Jones) l a t e r  in  a d i f f e r e n t  c o n tex t and ag a in , n o t r e a l iz in g  

he i s  look ing  a t  the  same p erson , he now says "He i s  n o t b a ld ."  (Case 3 .)  

Now to  compare cases 1 and 2 we a re  in c l in e d  to  th in k  th a t  something 

d i f f e r e n t  was a s se r te d  in  each: For one th in g , someone could b e lie v e

what Smith a s s e r te d  in  case  1 and d isb e lie v e  what he a s se r te d  in  case  2. 

For an o th e r, we assume th a t  i f  Smith a s s e r te d  the same th in g  in  cases 1 

and 2 th en  he (Smith) should know i t .  S im ila r ly , we a re  in c l in e d  to  

b e lie v e  th a t  Smith d id  n o t c o n tr a d ic t  h im se lf  in  cases 1 and 3 because 

n o t r e a l iz in g  th a t  h is  r e f e r e n t  was th e  same th e  'th o u g h ts ' expressed  

a re  n o t in  c o n f l i c t .

Of co u rse , on th e  view I  have been endorsing  th e  same th in g  i s  

a s s e r te d  in  cases 1 and 2 fo r  the  same p re d ic a tio n  was made w ith  r e s p e c t  

to  th e  same p e rso n . In  defense of my view , we might i n s i s t  th a t  the  

same th in g  was a s se r te d  in  cases 1 and 2 (and the  c o n tra d ic to ry  th e re o f  

in  case  3) and argue th a t  indeed one might b e lie v e  what was a s se r te d  in
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case 1 and sim u ltan eo u sly  deny what was a s se r te d  in  2 out o f  ignorance 

th a t  th e  p ro p o s it io n s  a re  id e n t i c a l .  Smith d id  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  

(on my view , make the  same p red ic a tio n  o f th e  same in d iv id u a l)  in  both 

ca se s .  Smith d id  n o t know th a t  h i s  r e f e re n t  was the  same; t h a t ,  of

co u rse , i s  why he d id n o t r e a l iz e  th a t  he had a s se r te d  th e  same th in g .

C onsider analogs of cases 1 and 2 in  which Smith knows, indeed i t  

seems obvious to  him, th a t  th e  same person i s  in  q u e s tio n . Perhaps 

Jones has been s tan d in g  in  view o f Smith from th e  time o f S m ith 's  f i r s t  

s ta tem en t u n t i l  h is  second s ta te m e n t. In  such a case i t  i s  su re ly  

p la u s ib le  to  suppose th a t  th e  same th in g  was a s s e r te d  tw ice . Now f u r th e r  

im agine Smith to  be ad d ress in g  th e  same person  in  each c a se , a person 

who, u n lik e  Sm ith, does n o t know th a t  the  r e f e re n t  i s  th e  same. Perhaps, 

u n lik e  Sm ith, the  l i s t e n e r  has l e f t  th e  room and re tu rn ed  and now looks 

a t  Jones from a d i f f e r e n t  an g le . I  th in k  th a t  in  such a case  we ought 

to  say th a t :  (1) th e  same th in g  was a s s e r te d  by Smith on b o th  occasions

and (2) the  l i s t e n e r  'u n d e rs ta n d s 1 Smith, t h a t  i s ,  he knows th a t  in  

each c ase  ba ld n ess  i s  be ing  p re d ic a te d  o f th e  man b e fo re  him, and y e t

(3) th e  l i s t e n e r  does n o t know th a t  th e  same th in g  i s  a s s e r te d  (s in c e

he does n o t  know th a t  the  man r e f e r re d  to  i s  th e  sam e).

I  want to  su g g est th a t  S m ith 's  o r ig in a l  s i tu a t io n  in  cases 1 and 2 

i s  s im ila r  to  t h a t  of the  l i s t e n e r  j u s t  m entioned. Sm ith, in  f a c t ,  

a s s e r ts  th e  same th in g  b u t does n o t know t h i s  s in ce  he i s  unaware of th e  

id e n t i ty  o f th e  r e f e r e n t .  I t  may s t i l l  be f e l t  th a t  Smith d id  n o t ,  in  

cases 1 and 2 , 'e x p re s s  th e  same th o u g h t. ' I  am su g g e stin g , however, 

t h a t  th e  d if fe re n c e  between S m ith 's  b e l ie f s  concerning th e  r e f e r e n t  in  

cases 1 and 2 , as r e a l  as they  a re ,  a re  i r r e le v a n t  to  what he a s s e r te d .
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My account o f  th in g s  a s s e r te d  by th e  use o f in d e x ic a l  su b je c t  

term s has s im i l a r i t i e s  to  J .S .  M il l 's  account of th in g s  a s se r te d  by the  

use of s u b je c t -p re d ic a te  sen tences in  which th e  s u b je c t term  i s  a p roper 

name. As i s  w e ll known, p roper names l ik e  "S o crates"  a re ,  accord ing  

to  M ill ,  " . . .  n o t c o n n o ta tiv e ; they  denote th e  in d iv id u a ls  who a re  

c a lle d  by them, b u t they  do n o t in d ic a te  or imply any a t t r i b u t e  as 

b e long ing  to  those in d iv id u a ls ." ^  M ill says th a t  when th e  s u b je c t  

term  i s  a p ro p er name (no t co n n o ta tiv e )  and th e  p re d ic a te  i s  con n o ta tiv e  

" th e  meaning . . .  i s  th a t  the  in d iv id u a l  th in g  [ i t a l i c s  added] denoted 

by th e  su b je c t  has the  a t t r ib u te s  connoted by th e  p r e d ic a te ." 2^

M ill c o n tra s ts  th is  case w ith  what i s  a s se r te d  when th e  s u b je c t  

term  i s  c o n n o ta tiv e . S in g u lar term s, as M ill recogn ized , a re  o f te n  

c o n n o ta tiv e : " . . .  though we may give to  an in d iv id u a l  a name u t te r ly

unmeaning, unm eaningful which we c a l l  a p roper name—a word which answers 

th e  purpose of showing what th in g  i t  i s  we a re  ta lk in g  ab o u t, b u t no t 

of t e l l i n g  any th ing  about i t ;  y e t a name p e c u lia r  to an in d iv id u a l  i s  

no t n e c e s s a r i ly  of th is  d e s c r ip tio n . I t  may be s ig n i f ic a n t  of some 

a t t r i b u t e  or some union o f a t t r ib u t e s  which, being  possessed  by no 

o b je c t  b u t one, determ ines th e  name e x c lu s iv e ly  to  th a t  in d iv id u a l ." 2^

2^John S tu a r t  M ill, A System o f L ogic, abridged  in  John S tu a r t  M il l 's  
Philosophy o f S c ie n t i f i c  Method, ed. E rn est Nagel (New York: H afner
P u b lish in g  Company, 1950), p . 26.

2^ I b i d . , p . 71. My a t te n tio n  was drawn to  th is  passage by M ichael 
Lockwood's "On P re d ic a tin g  Proper Names," P h ilo so p h ica l Review 84 (1975): 
471-498. That M ill does n o t in te n d  th e  quoted remark to  be understood 
m e ta l in g u is t ic a l ly  can be seen  by n o tin g  the  im m ediately p reced in g  
sen te n c e : " . . .  by a s s e r t in g  th e  p ro p o s it io n , we wish to  communicate
in fo rm a tio n  o f th a t  p h y s ica l f a c t  and a re  no t th in k in g  o f th e  names, 
excep t as the  n ecessary  means o f making th a t  comm unication."

26I b i d . , p. 27.
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When the  su b je c t term  i s  c o n n o ta tiv e , M ill says th a t  " th e  a s se r tio n  

i s  . . .  t h a t  w hatever has th e  a t t r ib u t e s  connoted by th e  s u b je c t ,  has 

a lso  th o se  connoted by the p re d ic a te  . . .  "27

Expressing  M il l 's  view in  o th e r  term s, when a n o n-conno ta tive  ex­

p ress io n  i s  used to  make a re fe ren c e , no d e s c r ip tiv e  id e n t i f i c a to r y  

in fo rm a tio n  i s  conveyed concerning th e  r e f e r e n t .  The fu n c tio n  of such 

an ex p ress io n  (when i t  occurs in  a s u b je c t-p o s i tio n )  i s  ex h a u stiv e ly  

c h a ra c te r iz e d  by n o tin g  what in d iv id u a l  i t  i s  being used to  p ick  o u t .  

S im ila r ly , on the  view of in d ex ic a ls  defended h e re , to  say "He i s  b a ld "  

o f some man i s  to  p re d ic a te  b a ldness  of some d e f in i te  e n t i t y ;  th e  e n t i ty  

in  q u es tio n  i s  p icked  out by my u tte ra n c e  of "h e ,"  but by my use of th is  

te r n  I  do no t a ff irm  anyth ing  of the  r e f e r e n t ;  what I  a s s e r t  i s  n o t th a t

th e  th in g  having c h a ra c te r i s t ic s  x , y , z i s  b a ld .

I t  m ight seem as i f  my th e s is  about in d ex ic a ls  amounts to  the

view th a t  in d e x ic a ls  do n o t possess a sense o r meaning; th a t  they have

no in fo rm a tio n a l c o n ten t. That, however, i s  n o t q u ite  r ig h t ;  I  do n o t 

wish to  f u l ly  a s s im ila te  in d ex ic a ls  to  M illian  p roper names. My p o in t 

i s  th a t  th e re  i s  a s im ila r i ty  between proper names (on M il l 's  view) and 

in d e x ic a ls .  What I  wish to  m ain tain  about in d ex ic a ls  i s  f i r s t ,  th a t  

t h e i r  sense  (o r  meaning o r a sso c ia te d  in fo rm a tio n a l co n ten t) does no t 

vary  from con tex t to  co n tex t; th a t  i s ,  they do n o t p ick  up the  fo rc e  of 

say , v ario u s  d e sc r ip tio n s  in  d i f f e r e n t  co n tex ts  of u t te r a n c e ,  and second 

th a t  w hatever sense they possess does no t p lay  a 'p ro p o s i tio n a l  r o l e . '  

That i s ,  th e  sense  of an in d e x ic a l  does not f ig u re  in  what someone 

a s s e r ts  by the use of the  in d e x ic a l.  I t  may indeed be th e  case th a t

27I b id . ,  p . 71.
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in d e x ic a ls  do p o ssess  a sense and f u r th e r  th a t  the  sense  o f an in d e x ic a l  

i s  what makes i t  an a p p ro p r ia te  d ev ice  fo r  s p e c ify in g  th e  r e f e r e n t .

For example, i f  I  wish to  a s s e r t  of some man th a t  he i s  b a ld , I  may 

use the  in d e x ic a l  "he"; " s h e ,"  p o ssess in g  a d i f f e r e n t  se n se , would 

n o t do.
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CHAPTER IV

THE REFERENTIAL-ATTRIBUTIVE DISTINCTION -  PART I

One could m ain tain  c o n s is te n t ly  w ith  th e  th e s is  defended in  the  

l a s t  ch a p te r  t h a t  sometimes th e  sense  of an ex p ressio n  used to  make a 

re fe ren c e  does f ig u re  in  what i s  a s s e r te d .  References made by the use 

of d e f in i te  or p o ssess iv e  d e s c r ip tio n s  fu rn is h  a  p la u s ib le  example.

Thus i t  might be m ain tained  th a t  p re s e n t  u t te ra n c e s  of

(1) The p rese n t P re s id e n t of th e  U nited S ta te s  i s  a R epublican 

and (2) The 38th P re s id e n t  of th e  United S ta te s  i s  a Republican 

would is s u e  in  d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  a s s e r te d  d e sp ite  the  f a c t  th a t  refe ren ce  

was made to  th e  same in d iv id u a l  and th e  same p re d ic a tio n  was made.

W hile i t  _is_ c o n s is te n t  w ith  my th e s is  to  m ain tain  th a t  whenever 

a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used to  make a s in g u la r  re fe re n c e , th e  

d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t f ig u re s  in  what was a s se r te d ,  I  th in k , n e v e r th e le s s ,  

th a t  th is  l a t t e r  th e s is  may be ch a llen g ed . What cannot be challenged 

and i s  p e r f e c t ly  c le a r  about cases in  which a p h rase  w ith  s ig n i f ic a n t  

d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t i s  used to  make a re fe ren c e  i s  t h a t ,  as opposed to 

the  use of in d e x ic a ls  d iscu ssed  above, de te rm in a te  re fe re n c e  i s  secu red , 

in  la rg e  p a r t ,  by th e  d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t o f  th e  r e f e r r in g  p h rase . In 

th e  sen tence  "The p re s e n t  P re s id e n t  o f th e  U nited S ta te s  i s  h o n e s t,"  

th e  d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t of th e  ph rase  "The p re s e n t  P re s id e n t  o f  the  

U nited S ta te s "  i s  what in  la rg e  p a r t  a llow s th e  l i s t e n e r  to  Id e n t i fy  

the  r e f e r e n t ;  whereas in  "He i s  h o n e s t,"  "he" does n o t p lay  a s  g rea t a
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ro le  in  en ab lin g  th e  l i s t e n e r  to  make the  id e n t i f i c a t io n .  But even in  

cases l ik e  the  form er, from th e  f a c t  th a t  a de te rm ina te  refe ren ce  i s  

secured  la r g e ly  v ia  the  d e s c r ip tiv e  con ten t o f  th e  re f e r r in g  ex p ress io n , 

i t  does n o t fo llo w  th a t  t h i s  d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t c o n s ti tu te s  any p a r t  

of what was a s s e r te d .

K eith  D o nnellan 's  d i s t in c t io n  between th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  and 

a t t r ib u t iv e  uses o f  d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s*  su g g ests  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  

t h a t ,  a t  l e a s t  sometim es, th e  d e s c r ip tiv e  c o n ten t o f a d e fin te  d e sc r ip ­

tio n  (used to  make a re fe ren c e )  i s  not p a r t  of what i s  a s se r te d . Don­

n e l l a n 's  d i s t in c t io n  i s  as fo llo w s. There a re  c o n tex ts  in  which a speaker 

wants to draw h i s  a u d ie n c e 's  a t t e n tio n  to  some s p e c if ic  e n ti ty  in  o rd e r ,  

fo r  example, to  go on and p re d ic a te  something of i t .  Now what l i n g u i s t i c  

ex p ress io n  to  use  in  o rd er to  perform  th is  a c t of re fe ren c e , w i l l  b e ,

a t  l e a s t  some o f th e  tim e , i r r e le v a n t  to  th e  purposes of th e  sp eak er.

More im portan t i s  th e  s p e c i f ic  e n t i ty  to  which th e  a tte n tio n  of th e

audience i s  to  be drawn. Unimportant i s  how the a tte n tio n  of th e

audience i s  d i re c te d  to  th e  r e f e r e n t .  In  such c o n te x ts , p o in tin g  would 

do as  w e ll as some e la b o ra te  d e s c r ip tio n  or p roper name. Which p a r t i c u l a r  

r e f e r r in g  dev ice  w i l l  be used w i l l  depend upon which i s  handy. Such 

f a c to rs  as (1) what the  speaker knows about th e  r e f e r e n t ,  (2) what th e  

speaker tak es  th e  audience to  know about th e  r e f e r e n t ,  (3) what i s  in  

th e  v i s u a l  f i e l d  o f  bo th  speaker and aud ience, and so on a re  the  k inds 

of f a c to rs  t h a t  determ ine which p a r t i c u l a r  r e f e r r in g  device w i l l  be 

u t i l i z e d .

•*See h i s  "R eference and D e fin ite  D e s c r ip t io n s ."
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D onnellan r e f e r s  to  th e  use I  have j u s t  d escrib ed  as th e  re fe re n ­

t i a l  use of a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n .  This use o f  d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s  

i s ,  accord ing  to  D onnellan, to  be d is t in g u ish e d  from what he c a l l s  the  

a t t r ib u t iv e  use . Whereas when a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used r e fe re n -  

t i a l l y  i t  i s  11 . . .  m erely one to o l  fo r  doing a  c e r ta in  jo b — c a ll in g  

a t t e n t io n  to  a person  o r  th in g —and in  g e n e ra l any o th e r  d ev ice fo r  

doing the  same jo b , an o th er d e s c r ip tio n  o r a name, would do as w e l l ," 2 

when a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r i b u t iv e l y , " . . .  th e  d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n  

m ight be s a id  to  occur e s s e n t ia l ly ,  f o r  the  sp eak e r wishes to  speak 

about w hatever o r  whoever f i t s  th a t  d e s c r ip tio n  . . .  " ( I t a l i c s  a d d e d .)3

To i l l u s t r a t e  th is  d i s t in c t io n ,  in  th e  case  o f a s in g le  
se n te n c e , c o n s id e r  th e  sen ten ce , "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sa n e ."  
Suppose f i r s t  t h a t  we come upon poor Smith fo u lly  m urdered.
From the  b r u ta l  manner of the  k i l l i n g  and th e  f a c t  th a t  Smith 
was th e  most lo v ab le  person in  th e  w orld , we m ight exclaim ,
"S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sa n e ."  I  w i l l  assume, to  make i t  a sim­
p le r  c ase , t h a t  in  a q u ite  o rd in a ry  sense we do n o t know who 
m urdered Smith (though th is  i s  n o t in  the  end e s s e n t ia l  to  
the  c a se ) .  T h is , I  s h a l l  say , i s  an a t t r ib u t iv e  use of the 
d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n .

The c o n tr a s t  w ith  such a use of th e  sen ten ce  i s  one of 
th o se  s i t u a t io n s  in  which we expect and in te n d  our audience 
to  r e a l iz e  whom we have in  mind when we speak o f S m ith 's  mur­
d e re r  and, most im p o rta n tly , to  know th a t  i t  i s  t h is  person  
about whom we a re  going to  say som ething.

For example, suppose th a t  Jones has been charged w ith  
S m ith 's  murder and has been p laced  on t r i a l .  Imagine th a t  th e re  
i s  a d isc u ss io n  o f Jo n es ' odd b eh av io r a t  h i s  t r i a l .  We might 
sum up our im pression  o f h i s  b eh av io r by sa y in g , "S m ith 's  mur­
d e re r  i s  in sa n e ."  I f  someone asks to  whom we a re  r e f e r r in g ,  
by using  th i s  d e s c r ip tio n ,  th e  answer here  i s  "Jo n e s ."  This,
I  s h a l l  say , i s  a r e f e r e n t ia l  use  o f the d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n .

The d i s t in c t io n  may be fu r th e r  brought o u t by th e  fo llow ing  

c o n s id e ra tio n  s :

2I b i d . , p . 198. 3Ib id . 4Ib id .
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(1) Only w ith  re sp e c t to  uses of d e sc r ip tio n s  th a t  Donnellan 

would c la s s i f y  as r e f e r e n t ia l  does i t  seem ap p ro p r ia te  to  say th a t  

some p a r t i c u l a r  e n t i ty  (namely, th e  in tended re f e re n t)  has been 

"d escrib ed  a s ,"  " r e fe rr e d  to  a s ,"  o r "c a lle d "  the so -a n d -so . These 

terms seem in  o rd er when, fo r  example, D onnellan 's  courtroom  o b se rv e r, 

w atching Jo n e s ' odd b eh av io r, says "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sa n e ."  By 

c o n tr a s t,  w ith  re sp e c t to  cases of a t t r ib u t iv e  use ( fo r  example, th e  

d e te c t iv e  who, upon observ ing  S m ith 's  m u tila ted  body, exclaim s 

"Sm ith’s m urderer i s  in san e") th e re  i s  no p a r t i c u l a r  in d iv id u a l  who 

th e  d e te c t iv e  has in  mind"* and who he c a l l s  "S m ith 's  m urderer."  

Likewise in  cases o f r e f e r e n t ia l  use the  speaker may m isd escrib e  

some e n t i ty  (namely h is  in ten d ed  r e f e r e n t ) . I f  the  person  behaving 

so oddly on the  w itn ess  s tan d  r e a l ly  did n o t k i l l  Sm ith, then th e  

w itn ess  has been m isdescribed . But in  the d e te c tiv e  case , i f  Smith 

was n o t murdered b u t in s te a d  d ied  of n a tu ra l  causes th e  d e te c t iv e  

cannot be sa id  to  have m isdescribed  anyone.**

^As i s  e v id en t from my remarks here  (as w ell as from th e  q u o ta tio n  
from Donnellan above), c e n tr a l  to  the  d i s t in c t io n  between th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  
and a t t r ib u t iv e  uses o f d e s c r ip tio n s  i s  th e  n o tio n  o f a sp eak e r "having a 
p a r t i c u l a r  e n t i ty  in  mind"; only in  cases o f  r e f e r e n t ia l  u se , presum ably, 
does a speaker have a  p a r t i c u l a r  item  in  mind to  which he i s  r e f e r r in g .
But how c le a r  i s  i t  th a t  in  cases  of a t t r ib u t iv e  u se , the  sp eak er has 
no p a r t i c u la r  item  in  mind to  which he i s  r e fe r r in g ?  And what i s  i t  
e x a c tly  to  "have a p a r t i c u l a r  item  in  mind"? See pages 96-97 
below fo r  a d isc u ss io n  o f t h i s  kind of c r i t ic i s m  o f the  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b ­
u tiv e  d i s t in c t io n .

*>It i s  s ig n i f ic a n t  th a t  the  d i s t in c t io n  i s  drawn in  t h i s  fash io n  
by, fo r  example, H.P. G rice , who goes on to  argue th a t  th e  d i s t in c t io n  
i s  n o t of sem antic s ig n if ic a n c e .  On G rice 's  view , the  t r u th  c o n d itio n s  
f o r  r e f e r e n t ia l  as w e ll as a t t r ib u t iv e  uses a re  given  by R u s s e l l 's  
theory  of d e s c r ip t io n s .  Thus w hile  the  is su e  of th e  sem antic s ig n if ic a n c e  
o f D onnellan 's  d i s t in c t io n  i s  su re ly  c o n tro v e rs ia l,  th a t  th e re  i s  some 
d i s t in c t io n  to  be drawn here  i s  l e s s  so . See H.P. G rice , "Vacuous Names" 
in  Words and O b jec tio n s , ed. D. Davidson and J .  H in tikka  (D ordrecht:
D. R e id e l, 1969), p . 141.
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(2) In  cases which Donnellan would c la s s i f y  as a t t r ib u t iv e ,

th e  fo rce  of th e  u t te r a n c e  can be made e x p l i c i t  by parap h rasin g  the

sp e a k e r 's  o r ig in a l  sen ten ce  "The F i s  G" by "W hatever i s  th e  F i s  G,"

o r by "W hatever i t  i s  th a t  i s  the  F i s  G." That such paraphrases a re

p o ss ib le  r e f l e c t s  the  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  a sen se  in  which d e sc r ip tio n s

used a t t r ib u t iv e l y  ex p ress  g en e ra l p ro p o s i t io n s .  One v i r tu e  of

R u s s e ll 's  theory  o f d e s c r ip tio n s  i s ,  accord ing  to  D onnellan, th a t

i t  makes t h i s  elem ent o f g e n e ra l i ty  e x p l i c i t .

. . .  R u sse ll  th o u g h t, I  b e lie v e , th a t  whenever we use d e sc r ip ­
t io n s ,  as  opposed to  p ro p er names, we in tro d u c e  an elem ent 
of g e n e ra l i ty  which ought to  be a b sen t i f  what we a re  doing i s  
r e f e r r in g  to  some p a r t i c u l a r  th in g . This i s  c le a r  from h is  
a n a ly s is  o f se n te n c e s  c o n ta in in g  d e s c r ip t io n s .  One of the  con­
c lu s io n s  we a re  supposed to  draw from th a t  a n a ly s is  i s  th a t
such sen ten ces  ex p ress  what a re  in  r e a l i t y  com pletely  genera l 
p ro p o s it io n s :  th e re  i s  a 0 and only  one such th a t  0 i s  . 7

Of course  R u sse ll  makes no r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n

and thus a t t r i b u t e s  t h i s  g e n e ra l ity  to  a l l  p ro p o s it io n s  a s se r te d  by

the use o f d e s c r ip t io n s .  D onnellan 's  p o in t ,  in  t h is  q u o ta tio n , i s

th a t  th e  elem ent of g e n e ra l i ty  which i s  h ig h lig h te d  in  R u s s e l l 's  account

i s  c h a r a c te r i s t ic  of a t t r i b u t iv e  (a lth o u g h , fo r  D onnellan, n o t of

r e f e r e n t ia l )  uses o f d e sc r ip tio n s .®

These rem arks o f  D onnellan do n o t ,  however, commit him to

R u s s e ll 's  theory  even as  an account o f th e  a t t r i b u t iv e  use of d e s c r ip tio n s .

For th is  elem ent o f g e n e ra l i ty  can a lso  be accounted fo r  on a S traw sonian

view . S traw son, in  "On R e fe rr in g ,"  was, o f c o u rse , no t concerned w ith

7"R eference and D e f in i te  D e sc r ip t io n s ,"  p . 211.

^P ro p o s itio n s  a s s e r te d  by th e  r e f e r e n t i a l  use  of d e s c r ip tio n s ,  
p o ssess , acco rd in g  to  D onnellan, the k in d  o f s p e c i f ic i ty  which could 
only be ach ieved , acco rd in g  to  R u sse ll , by the use o f (genuine) 
p roper names.
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accoun ting  fo r  such g e n e ra l i ty .  (Indeed , Strawson shows no awareness 

th a t  a d e s c r ip tio n  l ik e  "S m ith’s m urderer" may be used in  u tte ran c e s  

o f "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sa n e ,"  in  any th ing  b u t a "uniquely  r e f e r r in g  

way.")

When we beg in  a sen ten ce  w ith 'th e  su c h -a n d -su ch ,' the use 
of ' t h e '  shows . . .  th a t  we a re ,  o r  in te n d  to  b e , r e f e r r in g  to  
one p a r t i c u l a r  in d iv id u a l  of the  sp e c ie s  's u c h -a n d -su c h . '
[p reced in g  i t a l i c s  addecQ Which p a r t i c u l a r  in d iv id u a l  i s  a 
m atte r  to  be determ ined from co n te x t, tim e , p la c e , and any 
o th e r  fe a tu re s  o f th e  s i tu a t io n  o f u t te r a n c e  . . .  when (one) uses 
the  e x p re ss io n , ' th e  su ch -an d -su ch ,' in  a u n iquely  r e f e r r in g  
way, the  presum ption i s  th a t  he th in k s  both  th a t  th e re  is  some 
in d iv id u a l  of th a t  sp e c ie s ,  and th a t  th e  c o n te x t of use w i l l  
s u f f i c i e n t ly  determ ine which one he has in  m ind. (L ast i t a l i c s  
added.)9

Although Strawson i s  e x p l i c i t ly  concerned only w ith  the r e f e re n ­

t i a l  use  o f d e s c r ip t io n s ,  the  account which he g ives can be e a s i ly  

m odified so as to  r e f l e c t  th e  g e n e ra l ity  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  of a t t r ib u t iv e  

u se s . For what i s  c e n tr a l  to  a Straw son-type account and what d i f f e r e n ­

t i a t e s  i t  from a R u sse ll- ty p e  account i s  th e  c la im  th a t  in  using  a 

d e s c r ip tio n , " th e  F ,"  we a re  no t a s s e r t in g  th a t  something i s  an F b u t 

a re  m erely presupposing  t h i s .  We can s ta t e  our S traw son-type account 

th u s: when we use a d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r i b u t iv e l y , fo r  example, when we

exclaim  "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane" upon se e in g  S m ith 's  m u tila ted  

body, we presuppose th a t  something o r o th e r  i s  S m ith 's  m urderer.

Whereas when we use  the  d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t i a l l y , as when we say 

"S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in san e" w hile  w atching Jo n e s ' s tra n g e  behav io r a t  

h is  t r i a l ,  we presuppose n o t m erely th a t  som ething or o th e r  is  S m ith 's  

m urderer b u t in  a d d it io n  th a t  Jones i s  S m ith 's  m urderer. Thus on a 

S traw son-type view , th e  p resu p p o s itio n  in  cases  o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use i s

g
"On R e fe rr in g ,"  pp. 13-14.
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a p u re ly  g en e ra l one (som ething or o th e r  i s  S m ith 's  m urderer) whereas 

in  cases o f r e f e r e n t i a l  use the p re s u p p o s itio n  i s  n o t p u rely  gen e ra l 

( i t  i s  presupposed  th a t  Jones i s  S m ith 's  m u rd e r e r ) .^

(3) According to  those ( l ik e  Donnellan and m yself and u n lik e  

G rice and, as we s h a l l  s e e , Kripke) who tak e  the  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n  to  be o f  sem antic s ig n if ic a n c e ,  th e  d i s t in c t io n  may be 

fu r th e r  c la s s i f i e d  by the  fo llo w in g . When a d e s c r ip tio n  is  used 

r e f e r e n t i a l l y ,  then  i t  i s  a n ecessary  (and, as we s h a l l  se e , fo r  

Donnellan, a s u f f i c i e n t )  c o n d itio n  fo r  th e  t r u th  o f what i s  a s se r te d  

t h a t  the  p a r t i c u l a r  item  which the  sp eak er has in  mind has F (where F 

i s  p re d ic a te d ) .  When a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r i b u t iv e l y , th e re  i s  

no such n ecessa ry  co n d itio n . With re s p e c t  to  the  a t t r ib u t iv e  u se , i t  

i s  s u f f i c i e n t  f o r  the  t ru th  of what i s  a s s e r te d  th a t  something or 

o th e r  bo th  f i t  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  ( in  our example, have murdered Smith) 

and be F ( in  our example, in sa n e ) . Something or o th e r 's  f i t t i n g  the 

d e s c r ip tio n  and b e in g  F i s  c le a r ly  n o t a s u f f i c i e n t  co n d itio n  fo r  t ru th  

when th e  d e s c r ip t io n  i s  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y A s  j u s t  no ted , in  o rd er

fo r  the  s ta te m e n t to  be tru e  the  p a r t i c u l a r  th in g  th a t  the  speaker had

in  mind (e .g .  Jones) must be F.

■^Straw son's view as m odified h e re  i s  n o t  the  view th a t  Donnellan 
a c c e p ts .  For one th in g  Donnellan, I  tak e  i t ,  i s  n o t c e r ta in  th a t  
R u sse ll  i s  wrong w ith  resp e c t to  a t t r ib u t iv e  u se s . For an o th er,
Donnellan th in k s  th a t  Strawson i s  in c o r re c t  in  th in k in g  th a t  when the 
p resu p p o s itio n  i s  n o t f u l f i l l e d  in  cases of r e f e r e n t ia l  use th a t  
n o th ing  t ru e  o r f a l s e  has been s a id .  D o n n ellan 's  view on th is  l a s t  
p o in t  w i l l  be d iscu ssed  in  more d e t a i l  below.

^ In d e e d ,  as we w i l l  se e , Donnellan would argue th a t  th is  i s  
n o t even a n e c essa ry  co n d itio n  when the  d e s c r ip t io n  i s  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly .
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Before proceeding  I  wish to  no te  what I  th in k  i s  a shortcoming

of th e  account here  g iven of the  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n .

We have drawn the d i s t in c t io n  by saying  th a t  in  cases of r e f e r e n t ia l

use th e  speaker has some p a r t i c u l a r  item  in  mind to  which he i s

r e f e r r in g  and o f which he p re d ic a te s  something w hile  in  cases of

a t t r ib u t iv e  use th is  i s  n o t so ; th e  speaker is  t a lk in g  about whoever

o r w hatever i s  the so -an d -so . Consider th e  fo llow ing  o b jec tio n  aimed

a t  j u s t  t h is  way o f making the r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n :

. . .  w h ile  we th in k  we know what th is  i s  d r iv in g  a t , th e  phenom­
ena evade th is  p a r t i c u l a r  a ttem p t to  c a tch  them. For one can 
say  th a t  on the a t t r ib u t iv e  in te r p r e t a t i o n ,  th e  speaker i s  r e f e r r in g  
to  whoever i t  was who k i l l e d  Sm ith, and even th a t  he had a p a r­
t i c u l a r  person in  mind, to  w i t ,  whoever i t  was who k i l l e d  Smith. *2

The p o in t  of th e  o b jec tio n  i s  th a t  our c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  of the 

r e f e r e n t ia l  use seems a p p lic a b le  to  th e  a t t r i b u t iv e  use as w e ll.  When 

I  say "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in san e" and use the  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  

th e re  seems to  be a sense in  which I  r e f e r  to  a p a r t i c u l a r  item  I  

have in  mind, namely S m ith 's  m urderer (or whoever murdered Sm ith).

Taken as a d e n ia l  of th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  the  

o b je c tio n  i s  n o t very  convincing . There c e r ta in ly  i s  a sense in  which 

to  have whoever k i l l e d  Smith in  mind i s  n o t  to  have some p a r t i c u la r  

person  in  mind. And su re ly  th e re  i s  a sen se  in  which to  u t te r  "Who­

ever k i l l e d  Smith i s  in sane" i s  n o t to  r e f e r  to  some p a r t i c u la r  person 

th e  speaker has in  mind.

To sp e c ify  p r e c is e ly  what i s  invo lved  in  having  some p a r t i c u la r  

th in g  in  mind and in  r e f e r r in g  to  some p a r t i c u l a r  item  th e  speaker has

12Dennis W. Stampe, " A ttr ib u tiv e s  and In te r ro g a t iv e s ,"  Semantics 
and P h ilosophy , ed. M ilton  K. Munitz and P e te r  K. Unger (New York:
New York U n iv e rs ity  P re s s ,  1974), p . 189.
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in  mind i s  q u ite  ano ther m a tte r . Thus i f  th e  o b jec tio n  i s  understood 

as o ffe r in g  a ch allenge to  a defender of th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n  to  produce such an a n a ly s is ,  i t  i s  very  much in  o r d e r . ^  

C learly  Donnellan provided us w ith  no such a n a ly s is .  A ccordingly, 

a lthough Donnellan has drawn our a t t e n tio n  to  a genuine d i s t in c t io n ,  

h is  account of th a t  d i s t in c t io n  i s ,  in  th is  re s p e c t,  incom plete .

Let us now in q u ire  as to  how the  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  

has re levance  to  my previous d isc u ss io n  o f in d ex ic a l re fe ren c e  and how, 

i n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i t  makes p la u s ib le  the  c la im  th a t  th e  d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t 

o f a d e sc r ip tio n  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly  does n o t e n te r  in to  what i s  a s s e r te d .  

In  what fo llow s I  w i l l  s ta t e  what I  tak e  to  be th e  sem antic s ig n if ic a n c e

l^Such an account would, I  th in k , be exceedingly  d i f f i c u l t  to  
produce. What i s  i t  fo r  a speaker to  be r e f e r r in g  by means o f  the  
d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  F" to  a p a r t ic u la r  item  he has in  mind? I t  m ight w ith  
some p l a u s ib i l i t y  be supposed th a t  what i s  involved  h e re  i s  re fe ren c e  
to  th a t  item  th e  speaker b e lie v e s  (or knows) to  be the  so -a n d -so , e .g .  
to  th a t  p erson , Jones, who the  speaker b e lie v e s  to  be S m ith 's  m urderer. 
On the  o th er hand, when a speaker uses a d e sc r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  
w h ile  he b e lie v e s  th a t  some item  i s  th e  so -an d -so , e .g .  th a t  someone 
m urdered Sm ith, he does not have any b e l i e f s  about which one i t  i s  
t h a t  i s  the so -an d -so . In  th is  l a t t e r  c a se , he b e lie v e s  m erely th a t  
th e re  i s  some item  which i s  the  so -and-so  b u t he f a i l s  to  b e lie v e  of 
some item  th a t  i t  i s  the  so -an d -so .

I t  i s  n o t c le a r  th a t  an a n a ly s is  along  th ese  l in e s  w i l l  do, fo r  a 
speaker may use a d e sc r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly  and s t i l l  have such a 
't r a n s p a r e n t ' b e l i e f .  The speaker may b e lie v e  of Jones th a t  he i s  
S m ith 's  m urderer bu t may be u sing  the d e sc r ip tio n  "S m ith 's  m urderer" 
n o t to  r e f e r  to  Jones b u t r a th e r  to  speak of whoever murdered Smith.
For example, suppose th a t  only our speaker knows th a t  Jones murdered 
Smith (indeed , he w ishes to  keep i t  a s e c re t)  and in  a d isc u ss io n  of th e  
extreme b r u ta l i t y  of th e  murder he says "S m ith 's  m urderer must have 
been in sa n e ."  Cf. Donnellan in  "R eference and D e f in ite  D e sc r ip t io n s ,"  
p . 202 where Donnellan c i t e s  a  case e s s e n t ia l ly  s im ila r  in  support 
of h i s  view th a t  th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  i s  n o t to  be 
made out in  term s of th e  b e l ie f s  of th e  sp eak er. D onnellanfs view i s  
th a t  such a 't r a n s p a r e n t ' b e l ie f  i s  no t even a n ecessary  c o n d itio n  fo r  
th e  use to  be r e f e r e n t ia l .  I  am n o t a t  a l l  su re  t h a t  Donnellan i s  
c o rre c t  about t h is  bu t I  have n o t ,  as y e t ,  been a b le  to  work out a 
s a t i s f a c to r y  account in  terms of the  n o tio n  o f b e l i e f .
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o f th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n .  In  th e  next c h a p te r  I  w i l l  

argue th a t  D o n n ellan 's  d i s t in c t io n  (o r a t  l e a s t  a v e rs io n  o f i t )  r e a l ly  

has th e  sem antic  s ig n if ic a n c e  th a t  I  am h e re  a t t r ib u t in g  to  i t .

In  d isc u ss in g  what we might c a l l  " r e f e r e n t ia l  uses" of in d e x ic a ls  

in  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r ,  i t  was argued th a t  much of what M ill say s  about 

p ro p er names seems genuinely  a p p lic a b le  to  in d e x ic a ls .  This i s  n o t to  

say , i t  was n o ted , th a t  in d e x ic a ls  l ik e  M illia n  p ro p er names have no 

sen se  (o r meaning o r a s so c ia te d  in fo rm a tio n a l c o n te n t) . The analogy 

p e r ta in s  to  th e  p ro p o s it io n a l  ro le s  p layed  by p ro p er names f o r  M ill 

(a t  l e a s t  when they  occur as su b je c ts  in  s u b je c t -p re d ic a te  sen ten ces)  

and by in d e x ic a ls .  For both  M illia n  p ro p er names and in d e x ic a ls  can 

be used sim ply to  make c e r ta in  item s su b je c ts  of d isc o u rse . When they 

a re  so used t h e i r  re s p e c tiv e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ro le s  can be ex h a u stiv e ly  

c h a ra c te r iz e d  by n o tin g  what item  i t  i s  th a t  they  a re  being  used to  

r e f e r  to .  Of course  in  th e  case o f in d e x ic a l  re fe re n c e , th e  ex p ress io n  

used o f te n  does have sen se  o r a s so c ia te d  in fo rm a tio n a l c o n te n t .  The 

sense  o f an in d e x ic a l  i s  to  be seen  a s ,  so to  speak , f a i l in g  to  p lay  a 

p ro p o s i t io n a l  r o le ;  i t  i s  m erely t h a t ,  the  p o ssess io n  o f w hich by a 

c e r ta in  ex p re ss io n  allow s th a t  ex p re ss io n  to  be used to  s p e c ify  th e  

r e f e r e n t  in  q u e s tio n . And i t  i s  th e  r e f e r e n t  of which th e  p ro p e r ty  

is  p red ic a te d — n o t, as we might sa y , th e  r e f e r e n t  under a c e r ta in  

d e s c r ip tio n .

Now i f  t h i s  i s  so fo r  in d e x ic a l  ex p ress io n s  which have some 

a s so c ia te d  d e s c r ip t iv e  c o n te n t, f o r  example "h e ,"  then  could  i t  n o t be 

th e  same fo r  s in g u la r  term s which have somewhat more d e s c r ip t iv e  c o n ten t— 

in  p a r t i c u l a r ,  d e s c r ip tio n s ?  That i s ,  i s n ' t  i t  p o s s ib le  to  v iew  th e
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in fo rm a tio n a l co n ten t o f a d e s c r ip tio n  n o t a s , so to  sp eak , a c o n s ti tu e n t  

o f th e  p ro p o s it io n  b u t r a th e r  as sim ply th a t  in  v i r tu e  of which a 

sp eak e r can use a d e s c r ip tio n  to  s p e c ify  a p a r t i c u la r  r e f e r e n t . I f  we 

took such a view , i t  would fo llo w  t h a t  two speakers u t te r in g  sen ten ces  

o f  th e  form " th e  F i s  G" might a s s e r t  the same th in g  d e s p ite  the  f a c t  

th a t  they  u t i l i z e d  non-synonomous d e s c r ip tio n s .  They would a s s e r t  the  

same th in g  in  th a t  each a ffirm ed  th e  p ro p erty  G o f the  same ite m .

This i s ,  I  th in k , p r e c is e ly  th e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f th e  r e f e r e n t i a l -  

a t t r i b u t iv e  d i s t in c t io n .  When a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y , 

then  i t s  p ro p o s i t io n a l  ro le  i s  th e  same as th a t  o f a p ro p er name (on 

M il l ’ s view) o r  an in d e x ic a l.  Thus s u b s t i tu t in g  one d e s c r ip t io n  fo r  

a  d i f f e r e n t ,  non-synonomous one (assuming both to  be used r e f e r e n t ia l ly )  

n o t only  p rese rv es  t r u th ,  i t  p re se rv e s  p ro p o s it io n a l  i d e n t i ty  (assum ing, 

o f c o u rse , th a t  th e  item  r e f e r r e d  to  was the  same). When, on th e  o th e r  

hand, a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e l y ,  to  speak o f whoever o r 

w hatever i s  th e  so -a n d -so , then  i f  a  non-synonomous d e s c r ip t io n  i s  

s u b s t i tu te d ,  th e  im port o f th e  u t te r a n c e  would be d i f f e r e n t ;  d i f f e r e n t  

p ro p o s it io n s  would be a s s e r te d .  I f  th e  d e te c t iv e  says "S m ith 's  m urderer 

i s  in san e"  (p arap h rase : Whoever murdered Smith i s  in san e ) and a co­

worker o f Jones (no t aware o f th e  f a c t  th a t  Jones wrote th e  in co h e ren t 

r e p o r t )  says "The w r i te r  of th e  re p o r t  i s  in san e" (p arap h rase : Whoever

w ro te  th e  re p o r t  i s  in san e) th en  what they  a s s e r t  a re  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o si­

tio n s  d e s p ite  the  f a c t  th a t  Jones f i t s  both  d e s c r ip tio n s .  Here, I t  

would seem, th e  in fo rm a tio n a l c o n te n t o f th e  d e s c r ip t io n  f ig u re s  in  

what was a s s e r te d .

I t  i s  a c o ro l la ry  o f our c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  o f r e f e r e n t i a l  use th a t
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we can r e p o r t  what was a s s e r te d  by th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of a d e s c r ip tio n

w ith o u t s p e c ify in g  the r e f e r e n t  in  th e  same way th a t  the  speaker d id .

. . .  i f  a speaker say s, "Her husband i s  kind  to h e r ,"  r e f e r r in g  
to  th e  man he was j u s t  ta lk in g  to ,  and i f  th a t  man i s  Jones, we 
may r e p o r t  him of having s a id  of Jones th a t  he i s  k ind  to  h e r .
I f  Jones i s  a lso  the p re s id e n t  o f th e  c o lle g e , we may rep o r t 
the  sp eak er as having sa id  of the  p re s id e n t  of the  co lle g e  t h a t  
he i s  k ind  to  h e r. And f in a l ly  i f  we a re  ta lk in g  to  Jo n es, we 
may sa y , r e f e r r in g  to  the  o r ig in a l  speaker "He sa id  o f you th a t  
you a re  k ind  to  h e r . " ^

Perhaps we can fo rm ulate  what Donnellan has in  mind here  as 

fo llo w s . When a speaker (S) says "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane" and uses 

th e  d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly  we can re p o r t  what he a s se r te d  v ia :

(1) ( 3 x) (S a s se r te d  th a t  x i s  in sane  and x = Sm ith 's  m u rd e re r )^

and i f  S m ith 's  m urderer i s  Jo n es, and i s  a ls o  the  husband of A lice  we 

can a ls o  c o r r e c t ly  rep o r t S 's  s ta tem en t v ia

(2) (3 x) (S a s se r te d  th a t  x i s  in san e  and x = A l ic e 's  husband)

as w e ll as v ia

(3) O x )  (S a s se r te d  th a t  x i s  in san e  and x = Jones)

In  p lac in g  th e  q u a n ti f ie r  o u ts id e  th e  a s s e r t io n -c o n te x t , as opposed to ,  say

(4) S a s se r te d  th a t  (3  x) (x i s  in san e  and x = S m ith 's  m urderer)

l ^ D o n n e l l a n ,  "Reference and D e fin ite  D e sc r ip tio n s ,"  p . 210.

15i om it h e re  the  co n s id e ra tio n  o f  q u estio n s  concerning re fe ren c e  
to  f i c t i o n a l  o r m ythological e n t i t i e s ,  e .g .  th e  q u estion  o f w hether 
sen tence  (1) ought to  be given  a 'n o n -e x is te n t ia l  rea d in g ' and so 
be a p p lic a b le  even to  such case s .
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we make c le a r  f i r s t , t h a t  th e re  i s  some p a r t i c u la r  item  of which S 

p re d ic a te d  in sa n i ty  and second, t h a t  i t  i s  we who a re  c h a ra c te r iz in g  

th a t  item  as "S m ith 's  m urderer" in  (1 ), as  ̂ "Jones" in  (3 ) , and as 

" A l ic e 's  husband" in  (2 ).1 6  Our re p o r t  can be c o rre c t  even though 

Smith d id  not c h a ra c te r iz e  h is  r e f e r e n t  in  th e  way th a t  we c h a ra c te r ize  

i t ;  indeed , Smith might n o t even ag ree  w ith  some of our c h a ra c te r iz a ­

t io n s  of h is  r e f e r e n t . 17

This way o f  r e p o r t in g  what a speaker a s s e r ts  when he uses a 

d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly  i s ,  I  th in k , p a r t i c u la r ly  a p t s in c e  i t  

e x p l i c i t ly  f a i l s  to  r e p o r t  what d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm a tio n , i f  any, the 

o r ig in a l  speaker u t i l i z e d  in  making h is  re fe re n c e . A ll th a t  can be 

g leaned  from such a r e p o r t  i s  th a t  the  speaker r e f e r re d  to  an in d iv id u a l 

who we a re  r e f e r r in g  to  as  "Jones" and p red ic a te d  o f him th a t  he i s  in­

san e; how tie re f e r re d  to  Jones i s  l e f t ,  as i t  m ight as w e ll be , unknown.

l-^in th is  connection  i t  i s  im portan t to  no te  th a t  i f  v ia  (1) we 
a re  f u l ly  r e p o r t in g  what S a s s e r te d  then (1) must sp e c ify  th e  item  of 
which S p red ic a te d  in s a n i ty .  Thus in  (1) th e  d e sc r ip tio n  "S m ith 's  mur­
d e re r"  must be used r e f e r e n t i a l l y . (1) ought th e re fo re  not to  be con­
s tru e d  as anyth ing  l ik e  an e x p l i c i t  a n a ly s is  (of p ro p o sitio n s  a sse rte d  
by th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of d e s c r ip tio n s )  which u t i l i z e s  only th e  r e ­
sou rces  of q u a n ti f ic a t io n  th eo ry  b u t r a th e r  as an a ttem p t to  use those 
re so u rc e s  in  o rd e r  to  b r in g  to  l ig h t  c e r ta in  fe a tu re s  o f r e f e r e n t ia l  
u se .

17as we w i l l  s e e , Donnellan m ain tains th a t  i t  i s  p o ss ib le  to  
r e f e r  to  x by use of a d e s c r ip tio n  th a t  does n o t f i t  x . Thus, on 
D o n n ellan 's  view S might r e f e r  to  Jones as Sm ith 's  m urderer even i f ,  
f o r  example, unknown to  S, Jones d id  n o t k i l l  Smith. In  such a case ,
S m ight u t te r  "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane" and succeed in  a s se r tin g  
t h a t  Jones i s  in sane  even though Jones i s ,  in  f a c t ,  n o t S m ith 's  mur­
d e re r .  In  such a case we, who presumably know th a t  Jones i s  n o t 
S m ith 's  m urderer, would fo rm u la te  S 's  a s s e r t io n :

(3  x) (S a s s e r te d  th a t  x i s  in sane  and x = e< ) 
where " <*." s tan d s  in  fo r  some c o r r e c t  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  of th e  person 
Smith r e f e r re d  to ,  e .g .  we m ight f i l l  in  th e  l a s t  c la u se  as "x =
J o n e s ."
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I s  th e re  some k ind  of sen tence  which would prov ide us w ith  a 

n a tu ra l  way o f fo rm ula ting  what someone a s s e r ts  by the a t t r ib u t iv e  use? 

The answer to  th is  w i l l  depend, fo r  one th in g , on w hether we op t fo r  

a R u sse llia n  o r Straw sonian account of a t t r ib u t iv e  u s e s . 18 i f  we tak e  

R u s s e l l 's  view then  sen tence  (4) above, "S a s se r te d  th a t  (-3 x) (x i s  in ­

sane and x = S m ith 's  m u rd erer),"  su g g ests  i t s e l f . 19 On S traw so n 's  view

(4) w i l l  n o t do, s in ce  (4) a t t r ib u t e s  to  S th e  e x p l i c i t  a s s e r t io n  th a t  

someone murdered Smith. On S traw son 's  view something l ik e

(5) S a s se r te d  th a t  whoever murdered Smith i s  insane

would seem to  e x p l i c i t ly  rep o rt S 's  speech a c t .

As opposed to  (1) -  (3) which e x p l i c i t ly  f a i l  to  g ive any in d ic a ­

t io n  o f what d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm atio n , i f  any, S u t i l i z e d  in  making 

h is  re fe re n c e , both (4)^0 and (5) make e x p l i c i t  what d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t 

was u t i l i z e d  by the  sp eak er. This i s ,  o f  course , j u s t  what we would 

expect in  a re p o r t  of a t t r ib u t iv e  use .

I  s ta te d  above th a t  (1) i s  p a r t i c u l a r ly  ap t fo r  fo rm u la tin g  what 

someone a s s e r ts  when he uses a d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly .  W hile t h i s

^D o n n ellan  tak es  no stan d  on w hether we ought to  adopt a 
R u sse llia n  o r Straw sonian approach to  cases o f a t t r ib u t iv e  u se .

^ I n  which case the  d e sc r ip tio n  in  (4) would be expanded a l a  R u sse ll .
I t  was suggested  to  me by P ro fesso r C harles Landesman th a t  (4) would n o t 
do s in c e  to say "Whoever murdered Smith i s  in sane" i s  a p p a re n tly  to  a s s e r t  
a connection  between th e  p roperty  of being  S m ith 's  m urderer and the  prop­
e r ty  o f  i n s a n i ty .  A ccordingly, some c o n d it io n a l  fo rm u la tio n  would be r e ­
q u ire d . Dennis W. Stampe, in  " A ttr ib u tiv e s  and In te r ro g a t iv e s "  ( c i te d  
above) takes up th is  id ea  of "connection  o f p ro p e r t ie s "  bu t S tam pe's view 
seems to  be th a t  the  "connection  of p ro p e r t ie s "  i s  n o t a s se r te d  ( in  an a t t r i b ­
u tiv e  u tte ra n c e )  but i s ,  in  some sen se , 'e x p re s s e d . ' (See e s p e c ia l ly  p . 193)

20As w e ll as a c o n d itio n a liz e d  v e rs io n  o f (4 )—see p receed in g  fo o tn o te .
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i s  so , th e re  i s  a sense  in  which th e  sen tence  (1) f a i l s  to  be what we 

might c a l l  a  persp icuous fo rm ula tion  of such a p ro p o s it io n . I f  (1) 

i s  to  f u l l y  cap tu re  what was a s se r te d  by the  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of a 

d e s c r ip t io n ,  then  in  the  l a s t  c lau se  in  (1 ) ,  "x = S m ith 's  m urderer,"  

th e  d e s c r ip t io n  must be used r e f e r e n t i a l l y . I f  we a re  to  p re c is e ly  

fo rm ula te  what th e  speaker a s se r te d  and i f  th e  speaker used a d e sc r ip ­

t io n  r e f e r e n t i a l l y ,  then  our r e p o r t  must r e v e a l  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  item  

of which he was speaking  and, a cco rd in g ly , i f  in  our re p o r t  we make use 

of a d e s c r ip t io n  to  re v e a l  th is  item , the  d e s c r ip tio n  must be used 

r e f e r e n t ia l ly .^ *  Since sentence (1) c o n ta in s  a d e s c r ip tio n  and s in ce  

the  se n te n c e , o f course , does not re v e a l  how the  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  being 

used, th e  se n te n c e , p e r s e , i s  n o t a p ersp icuous o r  unambiguous

fo rm u la tio n .22

2 1 lf  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  is  used a t t r ib u t iv e l y ,  then  w h ile  I  do n o t 
th in k  th a t  th e  re p o r t  mis rep re s e n ts  S 's  a s s e r t io n ,  i t  ddes f a i l  to  
re v e a l  in  f u l l  what he a s se r te d .  Someone u t te r in g  (1) and using  the  
d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly

a) t e l l s  us t h a t  S p re d ic a te d  in s a n i ty  o f some p a r t i c u l a r  item  
and b) s p e c i f ie s  fo r  us which item  i t  i s .
By c o n tr a s t ,  someone u t te r in g  (1) and u sing  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly

a) (as above) t e l l s  us th a t  S p re d ic a te d  in s a n i ty  of some p a r t i c u la r  
item

b ut b) f a i l s  to  s p e c ify  th e  p a r t i c u l a r  item —in s te a d  a l l  th a t  we a re  
to ld  i s  th a t  i t  (S 's  r e f e r e n t)  i s  i d e n t ic a l  to  whatever i t  
i s  th a t  m urdered Smith.

I t  shou ld  be n o ted  th a t  even in  t h i s  l a t t e r  ca se , s in c e  the  ' i d e n t i f i c a ­
t io n ' o f S 's  r e f e r e n t  occurs o u ts id e  th e  a s s e r t io n  co n te x t, th e re  i s  
no a t t r i b u t io n  to  S o f any p a r t i c u l a r  mode o f re fe re n c e  to  th e  Item  in  
q u e s tio n , in  p a r t i c u l a r  (1) does n o t say th a t  S r e f e r re d  to  the  x. as 
" S m ith 's  m u rd erer."

^ B y  c o n tr a s t  we can say th a t  i f  (4) were c o r r e c t ,  then  sen tence
(4 ), p e r  s e ,  would be a persp icuous fo rm u la tio n , fo r  we can analyze the  
d e s c r ip t io n  "S m ith 's  m urderer" a l a  R u sse ll  and have a  sen tence  which 
i s  th e  e x p l i c i t  unambiguous fo rm u la tio n  o f  what i s  a s s e r te d  v ia  th e  
a t t r i b u t iv e  use of a d e s c r ip tio n .
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Let us now imagine an u tte ra n c e  of sen tence  (1) in  which the 

d e s c r ip tio n  "S m ith 's  m urderer" i s  used a t t r i b u t iv e l y . Could sen tence  

(1) so understood be thought o f as a fo rm ula tion  of what a speaker 

a s s e r ts  by an a t t r ib u t iv e  u t te ra n c e  "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane"?

That i s ,  can (1) so understood be thought of as a s u b s t i tu t e  fo r  (4) 

o r (5 )?  The answer i s  th a t  i t  canno t. I f  an S u t te r s  "S m ith 's  m urderer 

i s  in san e" and uses th e  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  and i f  I  re p o r t  what 

he a s se r te d  v ia  an u tte ra n c e  of (1) in  which I  make a t t r i b u t iv e  use o f 

th e  d e s c r ip tio n  in  (1 ) ,  then what my r e p o r t  comes to  i s  t h i s :  S p re d ic a te d

in s a n i ty  of some p a r t i c u la r  in d iv id u a l  and th a t  in d iv id u a l  i s ,  in  f a c t ,  

whoever i t  i s  th a t  murdered Sm ith. This re p o r t  f a i l s  to  be an a c cu ra te  

r e p o r t  in  two ways. F i r s t ,  i t  as opposed to ,  say , (4) r e p re se n ts  S as 

h aving  p re d ic a te d  in s a n i ty  of some p a r t i c u l a r  in d iv id u a l  w hereas what 

S s a id  was th a t  whoever i t  i s  t h a t  m urdered Smith i s  in sa n e . Second, in  

p ro p o s it io n s  a s s e r te d  by the a t t r ib u t iv e  use of d e s c r ip tio n s ,  the  

in fo rm a tio n a l co n ten t of th e  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  as we have seen  an e s s e n t ia l  

p a r t  o f what i s  a s s e r te d .  Thus in  a re p o r t  of what a sp eak e r a s s e r ts  

when he uses a  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e l y  we ought to  make e x p l i c i t  as 

d id (4) and (5 ) ,  the  d e s c r ip tiv e  co n ten t of th e  sp e a k e r 's  d e s c r ip tio n .

But (1) f a i l s  to make th is  e x p l i c i t .  This was, as we saw, a v i r tu e  

o f (1) in  fo rm u la tin g  what a speaker a s s e r ts  by th e  r e f e r e n t i a l  use 

of a  d e s c r ip tio n  (s in c e  in  th a t  case  knowing how th e  sp eak e r r e f e r re d  

to  th e  item  in  q u es tio n  i s  n o t re le v a n t  to  knowing what he a s s e r te d ) .

But t h i s  a lo n e  d i s q u a l i f i e s  (1) as a sen tence  by the  use o f  which we can 

g ive  a  complete r e p o r t  of what was a s s e r te d  v ia  th e  a t t r i b u t iv e  use  o f  

a d e s c r ip t io n .  Of co u rse , i f  th e  f i r s t  problem  w ith  (1) to  which I
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drew a t t e n t io n  above (namely th a t  i t  su g g ests  th a t  the speaker p red ic a te d  

in s a n i ty  o f some p a r t i c u l a r  item ) was n o t a problem , th a t  i s  i f  i t  made 

sense  to  speak o f a p a r t i c u la r  item  re fe r re d  to  (of which th e  speaker 

p re d ic a te s  a p ro p erty )  in  cases o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use , then  (1) could be 

used to  g ive some in fo rm atio n  about what the speaker a s se r te d . But 

th a t  in fo rm a tio n  would be incom plete s in c e  i t  would n o t in c lu d e  n o tic e  

of the  d e s c r ip t iv e  con ten t of the  d e s c r ip tio n  u t i l i z e d  by S.

B efore proceeding  to  t ry  to  e s ta b l is h  th a t  the  r e f e r e n t ia l -  

a t t r i b u t iv e  d i s t in c t io n  has the  sem an tica l s ig n if ic a n c e  I  have j u s t  

claim ed f o r  i t ,  I  w i l l  f i r s t  d isc u ss  what i s  o fte n  seen as a f a t a l  

d i f f i c u l ty  in  D onnellan 's  view. Donnellan s ta t e s  th a t  the  d iffe re n c e  

between th e  two uses of d e s c r ip tio n s  can be brought out c le a r ly  by 

c o n s id e rin g  th e  consequences of th e  assum ption th a t  the  d e f in i te  

d e s c r ip tio n  used f i t s  n o th in g . I f  one says "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane"  

and one i s  u s in g  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly  ( th e  d e te c tiv e  case) 

th en , assum ing th a t  Smith was n o t m urdered, depending on w hether we 

adopt R u s s e l l 's  approach or th a t  of Straw son, we w i l l  say e i th e r  

th a t  the  s ta te m e n t made was f a l s e  o r has no t ru th  v a lu e . 23 (Surely  

th e  s ta te m e n t cannot be tru e  fo r  th e re  i s  noth ing  fo r  th e  p re d ic a te  

to  be ' t r u e  o f . ' )  W hereas, i f  I  am u sin g  the  d e sc r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly  

( th e  courtroom  c a s e ) ,

where th e  d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n  i s  sim ply a means of Id e n tify in g

23As n o ted  above, Donnellan tak e s  no p o s it io n  on th e  q u estio n  o f 
w hether when a  d e sc r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly  and th e re  i s  n o th ing  
th a t  f i t s  th e  d e sc r ip tio n  we ought to  say (w ith R u sse ll) th a t  the  
s ta tem en t made i s  f a l s e  or r a th e r  th a t  i t  has no tru th -v a lu e .  (The 
l a t t e r  i s  what we m ight expect Strawson to  say i f ,  as was n o t th e  case  
in  "On R e fe rr in g ,"  he recognized  an a t t r ib u t iv e  use.
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th e  person  we want to  t a lk  ab o u t, i t  i s  q u i te  p o ss ib le  fo r  
a c o rr e c t  i d e n t i f i c a t io n  to  be made even though no one f i t s  th e  
d e s c r ip tio n  used. We were speaking  about Jones even though he is  
n o t i n  f a c t  Sm ith 's  m urderer and, in  th e  circum stances imagined, 
i t  was h is  behavior we were commenting upon. Jones m ight, fo r  
example, accuse us of say ing  f a l s e  th in g s  of him in  c a l l in g  him 
in sa n e , and i t  would be no d e fen se , I  should th in k , th a t  our 
d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  m urderer o f S m ith ," f a i l e d  to  f i t  h i m .24

Thus, D o n n ellan 's  view i s  th a t  "u sin g  a d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n  re fe r e n ­

t i a l l y ,  a speaker may say something tru e  { [i ta l ic s  added) even though 

th e  d e s c r ip tio n  a p p lie s  to  n o th in g ." 2^

The response to  t h is  consequence o f the  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t iv e  

d i s t in c t io n  has n o t been overwhelmingly p o s i t i v e . 26 David Wiggins has 

argued th a t  the  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  i s  flawed in  th a t

. . .  nobody has ever p rov ided  s a t i s f a c to r y  d i s t in c t  s e ts  o f  t r u th -  
c o n d itio n s  fo r  the  two uses  o f d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s  . . .  D onnellan 's  
. . .  a ttem p t to  d i f f e r e n t ia t e  th e  t ru th -c o n d itio n s  . . .  depends on 
th e  fo r  me in c re d ib le  id ea  t h a t  i f  I  say " th e  man d rin k in g  champagne 
i s  F" and the  man I  mean, though d rin k in g  w a te r, i s  F, then  what 
I  say i s  t r u e . (To say  th a t  th e  id ea  i s  n o t c re d ib le  i s  n o t to  
say t h a t  F i s  n o t t ru e  of th e  man I  m e a n . ) 2 7

What I  tak e  to  be e s s e n t ia l ly  th e  same p o in t i s  made by M ichael Lockwood:

The q u es tio n  h e re  i s  whether a  name o r d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n  
i s  re q u ired  a c tu a l ly  to  apply to  an in d iv id u a l  in  o rder to  se rv e  
as a means of making th a t  in d iv id u a l  a su b je c t  of a s se r tio n .
Donnellan ho lds th a t  i t  i s  n o t— th a t  a speaker can be s a id  to  have 
made a s ta tem en t about an o b je c t  he has in  mind, in  u t te r in g  a 
r e f e r r in g  ex p ress io n , even i f  i t  f a i l s  to  q u a lify  as what Kripke

^ D o n n e lla n , "Reference and D e fin ite  D e sc r ip tio n s ,"  p. 199.

25I b id . ,  p . 207.

26whether o r n o t i t  i s  in  f a c t  a n ecessa ry  consequence of 
d is t in g u is h in g  between r e f e r e n t ia l  and a t t r ib u t iv e  uses w i l l  be 
d isc u sse d  p re s e n t ly .

27David W iggins, " I d e n t i ty ,  D esig n atio n , E ssen tia lism , and 
P h y s ica lism ,"  P h ilo so p h ia , 5 (1975): n .9 , 28.
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c a l l s  " th e  sem antic refe ren t"^®  o f th e  term in  q u e s tio n . But i t  
seems to  me th a t  Donnellan i s  h e re  q u i te  u n n e c essa r ily  r id in g  
roughshod over the  common-sense d i s t in c t io n  between what a sp eak er 
means and what he a c tu a l ly  succeeds in  saying  . . .  genuine a s s e r t io n  
(as opposed, say , to  su c c e s s fu l  communication) c a l l s ,  i t  seems to  
me, fo r  a convergence between words and in te n t io n  w hich, in  th e  
s o r t  o f case  we a re  co n s id e r in g , i s  ex hy p o th esi l a c k i n g . 29

A p o ss ib le  response on th e  p a r t  o f Donnellan would be to  i n s i s t

th a t  i f  one were to  say " th e  man d rin k in g  champagne i s  F" (u sin g  the

d e sc r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly )  and i f  in  f a c t  th e  man the sp eak er had in  

mind was d rin k in g  w ater b u t was indeed  F, then  what th e  sp eak er s a id  

( th a t  i s ,  a s se r te d )  i s  t r u e . 30 That t h is  may seem in c re d ib le  (as i t  

does to  Wiggins) stem s, a t  l e a s t  in  p a r t ,  from th e  f a c t  t h a t  we,

knowing th a t  the  man in  q u es tio n  i s  d rin k in g  w a te r, would n o t s a y ,

by way o f agreement w ith  th e  sp eak er " th e  man d rin k in g  champagne i s  F" 

or " I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th e  man d rin k in g  champagne i s  F ."  Our re lu c ta n c e  

to use the sp e a k e r 's  sen tence  r e s u l t s ,  however, n o t from th e  f a c t  th a t  

the  u t te ra n c e  of th is  sen tence  would is s u e  in  a fa lseh o o d , b u t  r a th e r  

from th e  f a c t  th a t  were we to  use the  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  man d r in k in g  

champagne" to  r e f e r  to  th e  man who we know to  be d r in k in g  w a te r ,  we 

would imply t h a t  we b e lie v e  him to  be d rin k in g  champagne. In  fo rm u la tin g

28por K ripke, the  sem antic r e f e r e n t  o f a name o r  d e s c r ip t io n  "x" 
i s  x. Thus in  the  case  of a name i t  i s  th e  o b jec t which b e a rs  th e  name 
and in  the  case  of a un iquely  deno ting  d e s c r ip tio n  i t  i s  th e  o b je c t  
which f i t s  th e  d e s c r ip tio n . See Saul K ripke, "Naming and N e c e s s ity ,"  
in  Sem antics of N atu ra l Language, Second E d itio n , ed. Donald Davidson 
and G ilb e r t  Harman (D ordrecht: D. R e id e l, 1972): n . 3 , p . 343.

2 9 jiichae l Lockwood, "On P re d ic a tin g  Proper Names," pp . 485-6, 
fo o tn o te  21. For a s im ila r  o b je c t io n  and a rep ly  by Donnellan see  
A lfred  F. MacKay, "Mr. Donnellan and Humpty Dumpty on R e fe rr in g "  and 
K eith  S. Donnellan, "P u ttin g  Humpty Dumpty Together A gain ," P h ilo so p h ic a l  
Review, 77 (1968): 197-202, 203-215.

3®This response on b e h a lf  o f  Donnellan i s  based on what he 
e x p l i c i t ly  argues in  "R eference and D e fin ite  D e s c r ip t io n s ,"  pp . 209-210.
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th e  t r u th  which was a s se r te d  by th e  speaker in  such a way as to  give 

no f a l s e  im pressions about our b e l i e f s ,  we choose a d e s c r ip tio n  which 

in  our view f i t s  the  r e f e r e n t .  In  u t te r in g  our sen ten ce , however, we 

would be a s s e r t in g  th e  same t ru th  t h a t  the  o r ig in a l  speaker a s s e r te d ,  

i . e .  we would be p re d ic a tin g  F of th e  same in d iv id u a l.

While I  am n o t c e r ta in  th a t  t h i s  k ind  o f response meets th e  

c h a lle n g e , what i s  c le a r  and i s  much more im portan t fo r  our purposes 

i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  the  d isp u te  need n o t  be decided  in  fav o r of D onnellan 

in  o rd er to  p rese rv e  the r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t i n c t i o n . ^  i t  

seems to  me t h a t  th e re  a re  two d is t in g u is h a b le  is su e s  h e re :  F i r s t ,

can a d e s c r ip tio n  (o r p ro p er name, fo r  th a t  m a tte r )32 be used to  r e f e r  

to  an item  which i t  does n o t apply to?  I f  I  say "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  

in sa n e "  w hile  observ ing  Jo n e s ' odd beh av io r in  the courtroom  and i f  

Jones i s  n o t S m ith 's  m urderer have I  succeeded in  a s s e r t in g  th e  t ru e  

p ro p o s it io n  th a t  Jones i s  in sane? Donnellan th in k s  th a t  I  have succeeded 

in  a s s e r t in g  th i s  p ro p o s it io n , Lockwood and Wiggins hold  th a t  a n ecessa ry  

c o n d itio n  fo r  u s in g  an ex p ress io n  to  r e f e r  to  x i s  th a t  x be a sem antic 

r e f e r e n t  o f " x ."  A d i s t in c t  q u e s tio n  i s  t h i s :  I s  th e re  a d i s t in c t io n

to  be drawn between r e f e r e n t ia l  and a t t r ib u t iv e  uses o f d e s c r ip tio n s ?

Let us assume th a t  Wiggins and Lockwood a re  c o r r e c t;  a d e s c r ip tio n  

(o r  name) cannot be used to  r e f e r  to  what i t  does n o t apply to .  This

3*This p o in t  was b rought to  my a t te n t io n  by Lockwood's "On 
P re d ic a tin g  P roper Names." The subsequen t d isc u ss io n  owes a g re a t  
d e a l to  h is  p ap e r.

32in  "P roper Names and Id e n t i fy in g  D e s c r ip t io n s ,"  in  Sem antics 
o f  N a tu ra l Language, Second E d itio n , ed. Donald Davidson and G ilb e r t  
Harman (D ordrecht: D. R e id e l, 1972), pp. 356-376, Donnellan makes the
analogous c la im  fo r  p ro p er names.
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s u re ly  does n o t p rec lu d e  a r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n .  For 

we can s t i l l  d is t in g u is h  between cases in  which a d e s c r ip tio n ,  say 

"S m ith 's  m urderer,"  i s  used to  r e f e r  to  some p a r t i c u la r  in d iv id u a l  the  

speaker has in  mind (and, in  which case , speaker succeeds in  so 

r e f e r r in g ,  according  to  Wiggins and Lockwood, only i f  the  item  i s  the  

m urderer of Smith) and cases in  which th e  d e s c r ip tio n  may be p araphrased  

as "Whoever murdered Sm ith ." Thus even i f  Wiggins and Lockwood a re  

c o rre c t  as a g a in s t  Donnellan (on th e  q u e s tio n  of th e  use o f an e x p ress io n  

to  r e f e r  to  an item  to  which i t  d o e s n 't  apply) n o th in g  fo llo w s about 

th e  e x is te n c e  o f a (sem an tica lly  s ig n i f ic a n t)  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t i n c t i o n . ^

Donnellan does h im se lf  a d is s e rv ic e  in  c la im ing th a t  th e  r e f e r e n t ia l -  

a t t r ib u t iv e  d i s t in c t io n  can b e s t  be brought out by c o n sid e rin g  cases 

in  which the  d e s c r ip tio n  f i t s  n o th in g  (o r f i t s  something o th e r  than  th e  

in ten d ed  r e f e r e n t ) . These cases a re  c o n tro v e rs ia l  b u t to  r u le  a g a in s t

33To say  th a t  th e re  a re  d i s t i n c t  is su e s  h ere  i s  not to  say  th a t  
th ese  q u estio n s  a re  u n re la te d . In  making a d i s t in c t io n  between 
r e f e r e n t i a l  and a t t r ib u t iv e  uses (o r  a t  l e a s t  in  cla im ing th a t  the  
d i s t in c t io n  has sem antic  s ig n if ic a n c e )  Donnellan g ives a more c e n tr a l  
r o le  to  th e  in te n t io n s  o f  th e  sp eak er than  would a defender o f say , 
R u s s e l l 's  theory  of d e s c r ip t io n s .  A defender of R u s s e ll 's  account 
would p lay  down th e  r o le  of the  in te n t io n s  o f  th e  speaker in  determ in­
ing  what was a s se r te d  and would g iv e  a more c e n tr a l  ro le  to  the  
c o n v en tio n a l meaning of th e  e x p re s s io n s . But to  go th is  f a r  w ith  
Donnellan does n o t n e c e s s i ta te  n o r does i t  even suggest t h a t  we 
e le v a te  th e  r o le  of th e  sp e a k e r 's  in te n t io n s  to  th e  e x te n t Donnellan 
does. D onnellan 's  id ea  i s  roughly  th a t  no m atte r  what the  co n v en tio n a l 
a p p lic a tio n  o f th e  e x p re ss io n , i f  in  a g iven co n tex t I  use the  ex p ress io n  
w ith  th e  in te n t io n  of r e f e r r in g  to  x (which in te n t io n  in v o lv e s , accord ing  
to  D onnellan, an e x p e c ta tio n  th a t  my audience w i l l ,  by means o f my 
u t te r a n c e ,  be ab le  to  p ick  out x ) , then  I  have re f e r re d  to  x . For more 
on th e  r o le  o f in te n t io n  see th e  MacKay-Donnellan d eb a te , "Mr. Donnellan 
and Humpty Dumpty on R efe rrin g "  and " P u ttin g  Humpty Dumpty Together 
A gain ,"

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



110

D onnellan w ith  re s p e c t  to  them i s  n o t to  ru le  ag a in s t th e  r e f e r e n t i a l -

a t t r i b u t iv e  d i s t in c t io n .  D on n ellan 's  making such cases c e n tr a l  h a s ,

I  th in k ,  d iv e r te d  a t t e n tio n  away from th e  r e a l  q u es tio n . Thus Castaneda

w r i te s  of th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n :

I  th in k , to  p u t i t  d i s r e s p e c t fu l ly ,  th a t  i t  i s  too  much ado 
about p r a c t ic a l ly  n o th in g . The f a c t  a t  th e  bottom of a l l  th a t  
fu ss  has no th in g  to  do w ith  d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n s .  I t  i s  the  f a c t  
t h a t  one can succeed in  making a h e a re r  th in k  of som ething cf~ 
by means of ex p ressio n s  th a t  do n o t in  r e a l i t y  as the  language 
goes correspond w ith  « . . .  34

In  what fo llow s I  tak e  up what I  th in k  is^ the r e a l  is s u e  

concern ing  D on n ellan 's  d i s t in c t io n ,  namely the  questio n  o f th e  

se m a n tic a l s ig n if ic a n c e  of th e  d i s t in c t io n .

34n ec to r-N eri Castaneda, "On P h ilo so p h ica l Foundations of the  
Theory of Communication," Midwest S tu d ies  in  Philosophy, 2 (forthcom ing, 
1977): fo o tn o te  7.
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CHAPTER V

THE REFERENTIAL-ATTRIBUTIVE DISTINCTION -  PART II

In  the l a s t  c h ap te r  mention was made of th e  question  of whether 

th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  i s  r e a l ly  of sem antical s ig n i f ­

ican ce  o r  w hether, on the  c o n tra ry , i t s  s ig n if ic a n c e  i s  r e s t r i c te d  to  

the  realm  of p rag m atic s . One who m ain tains th a t  i t s  s ig n if ic a n c e  i s  

m erely pragm atic  would ag ree  th a t  th e re  a re  two uses o f d e sc r ip tio n s ; 

they a re  sometimes used to  c a l l  a t te n tio n  to  some p a r t ic u la r  e n t i t y  

th e  speaker has in  mind and sometimes used to  allow  us to  speak of 

w hatever i t  i s  th a t  has c e r ta in  p ro p e r t ie s .  But although on such a 

view th e re  are  two uses o f d e s c r ip tio n s , a s in g le  sem antical account 

i s  ap p lie d  to  b o th , e .g .  a sem an tica l trea tm en t in  accordance w ith  

R u s s e ll 's  theory  o f d e s c r ip tio n s . However the  d e sc r ip tio n  i s  used, a 

proponent of such a view would m ain ta in , what i s  a s se r te d  is  th e  same, 

namely (som ething o f  the  form) th e re  i s  one and only one F and i t  i s  G.

To use D onnellan1 s examples, whether our speaker who i s  p resen t a t  

Jo n es ' t r i a l  says "S m ith 's  murderer i s  in sane" in  re a c tio n  to  Jo n es ' 

odd b ehav io r ( r e f e r e n t ia l  use) o r  whether he u t te r s  those words upon 

see in g  Sm ith 's  b r u ta l ly  m u tila ted  body, in  which case he has no p a r t i c u la r  

m urderer in  mind ( a t t r i b u t iv e  u se ), our speaker a s s e r ts  the same th in g , 

th a t  th e re  is  one and only one m urderer of Smith and he is  in san e .

I t  i s  su re ly  n o t obvious, i t  might be urged, t h a t  what the speaker 

a s s e r te d  should depend on w hether he has Jones in  mind (as Sm ith 's
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m urderer) o r w hether he has no id ea  who m urdered Sm ith.

This may be what Saul Kripke has in  mind when, in  a fo o tn o te  

to  "Naming and N ecessity"  he s ta t e s  " I  am t e n t a t i v e ly  in c l in e d  to  

b e lie v e , in  o p p o s itio n  to  Donnellan, th a t  h is  rem arks about re fe ren c e  

have l i t t l e  to  do w ith  sem antics or t ru th -c o n d i tio n s  though they  may 

be re le v a n t to  a theory  of speech a c t s . " 1 Kripke ad m itted ly  does not 

go on to  ex p la in  h is  remark nor to  defend i t  b u t does add th a t  on h is  

view Donnellan*s remarks re q u ire  no m o d ific a tio n  o f R u s s e ll 's  theory  

of d e s c r ip tio n s . And H.P. G rice in  "Vacuous Names"2 e x p l i c i t ly  d is ­

tin g u ish e s  "two . . .  modes o f employment" o f d e s c r ip t io n s ,  what he c a l l s  

" th e  type (1) n o n - id e n t if ic a to ry "  (co rrespond ing  to  a t t r ib u t iv e )  and 

" th e  type (2) i d e n t i f i c a to r y "  (co rresponding  to  r e f e r e n t i a l ) . G rice 

goes on to  say

. . .  th e  t ru th  co n d itio n s  fo r  a type (2) s ta te m e n t, no le s s  than  
fo r  a type (1) s ta tem en t, can be thought o f as being  given  by a 
R u sse llia n  account of d e s c r ip tio n s .

Grice continues

I t  i s  im portan t to  bea r in  mind th a t  I  am n o t su g g estin g  th a t  the  
d iffe re n c e  between th ese  . . .  re p re se n ts  a d i f fe re n c e  in  the  
meaning o r sense  which a d e s c r ip tiv e  p h rase  may have on d i f f e r e n t  
o ccasio n s; on the  c o n tra ry , I  am su g g estin g  th a t  d e s c r ip tiv e  p hrases 
have no r e le v a n t  sy stem atic  d u p l ic i ty  o f m eaning; t h e i r  meaning 
i s  given by a  R u sse llia n  acco u n t.3

In what fo llow s I  w i l l  co n sid er th e  q u e s tio n  of whether a s in g le  

sem an tica l account, in  p a r t i c u la r  t h a t  o f R u s s e ll ,  i s  adequate to  both  

uses of d e s c r ip tio n s .  I  w i l l  argue th a t  R u s s e l l 's  th eo ry  of d e s c r ip tio n s  

f a i l s  as a sem an tica l account of d e sc r ip tio n s  as th ese  a re  employed

XP. 343, fo o tn o te  3. 2Pp. 141 f f .

3I b i d . , p . 142-3.
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in  n a tu r a l  language. Moreover, th e  co n s id e ra tio n s  appealed  to  w i l l  

y ie ld ,  I  b e lie v e ,  a s em an tica lly  s ig n i f ic a n t  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n .

C onsider an a s s e r t iv e  u t te ra n c e  of " th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  

b ooks."  On R u s s e ll’s account what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  o f th e  form one and 

only one th in g  i s  F and i t  i s  a lso  G. In  "On R efe rrin g "  Strawson 

argues t h a t  u t te ra n c e s  of sen tences l ik e  " th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  books" 

p re se n t d i f f i c u l t i e s  fo r  R u s s e ll 's  view s in c e  i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  i t  i s  

n o t th e  case  th a t  one and only one th in g  i s  a  ta b le  and i t  i s  covered 

w ith  books.

C onsider th e  sen ten ce , 'th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  b o o k s .' I t  
i s  q u i te  c e r ta in  th a t  in  any normal use o f th is  sen ten ce , the  
ex p ress io n  ' th e  t a b l e ' would be used to  make a unique r e fe re n c e , 
i . e .  to  r e f e r  to  some one ta b le .  I t  i s  a q u ite  s t r i c t  use of the  
d e f in i te  a r t i c l e ,  in  th e  sense in  which R u sse ll  ta lk s  on p . 30 
of P r in c ip ia  M athem atica, o f u sing  th e  a r t i c l e  ' s t r i c t l y ,  so as 
to  imply u n iq u en e ss .' On the  same page R u sse ll  says th a t  a ph rase 
of th e  form ' t h e  so -an d -so , 1 used s t r i c t l y ,  'w i l l  only have 
a p p lic a tio n  in  the  even t of th e re  being  one so -and-so  and no m o re .’
Now i t  i s  obviously  q u ite  f a l s e  th a t  th e  phrase  ' t h e  t a b l e '  in  
th e  sen ten ce  'The ta b le  i s  covered w ith  b o o k s ,' used norm ally , 
w i l l  'o n ly  have a p p lic a tio n  in  the  event of th e re  being  one 
ta b le  and no m o re .'^

D onnellan, in  defense of R u sse ll , argues th a t  what Strawson says 

i s  t ru e  in  th e  case of u tte ra n c e s  of sen tences l ik e  the  one in  q u estio n  

b u t i s  n o t  t ru e  g e n e ra l ly . There a re  c a se s , th in k s  D onnellan, in  which 

R u s s e l l 's  account cannot be ru le d  out (a t  l e a s t  so e a s i l y ) .  This i s  

so because w h ile  R u s s e l l 's  account does re q u ire  th a t  th e re  be a 

u n iquely  denoting^ d e s c r ip tio n  which f ig u re s  in  the  speech a c t ,  i t  does

^Straw son, "On R e fe rr in g ,"  p . 185.

^"Uniquely denotes" i s ,  as I  w ish to  use  th ese  term s, redundan t.
Let us use  "denote" as a te c h n ic a l  term . R u sse ll  s t a t e s  in  "On Denoting" 
Mind (1905), r e p r in te d  in  B ertrand  R u sse ll , Logic and Knowledge,
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n o t re q u ire  th a t  the  d e s c r ip tio n  a c tu a l ly  u t te re d  by th e  speaker be 

u n iquely  d eno ting . There a re  c a se s , argues Donnellan, where i t  i s  

c le a r  th a t  a uniquely  deno ting  d e s c r ip tio n  does f ig u re  in  th e  speech 

a c t ,  and y e t  the  d e s c r ip tiv e  ph rase  a c tu a l ly  u t te re d  i s  n o t uniquely  

d en o tin g . In  such cases " . . .  th e  co n tex t i s  r e l ie d  upon to  supply 

f u r th e r  q u a li f ic a t io n s  on the  d e s c r ip tio n  to  make i t  unique . . .  Someone 

says ' th e  nex t P re s id e n t w i l l  be a dove on V iet Nam,' and th e  con tex t 

e a s i ly  su p p lie s  th e  im p l ic i t  'o f  the  U nited S t a t e s . D o n n e l l a n ' s  

view i s  th a t  such a  move in  defense  of R u sse ll  w i l l  always be a v a ila b le  

in  cases  where the  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e l y . His id e a  (ap p a ren tly )  

i s  th a t  when a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  to  speak o f w hatever 

i s  th e  so -an d -so , then  the a t t r i b u t e  of b e ing  the so -an d -so  i s  a l l  

im portan t and what the  a t t r i b u t e  in  q u estio n  i s  must be c le a r  e i t h e r  from 

th e  d e s c r ip tio n  used ( in  case  i t  i s  un iquely  denoting) o r from the  con­

te x t  of u t te r a n c e .  So, in  g e n e ra l ,  f o r  a t t r ib u t iv e  uses  we can, as 

D onnellan pu ts  i t ,  " reco v e r from th e  speech a c t"  a unique d e s c r ip tio n  

which uniquely  d en o tes .^  For reaso n s which w i l l  soon become ap p a ren t,

ed. Robert C. Marsh (London: The Macmillan Company, 1964), pp. 39-56,
th a t  " i f  'C ' i s  a deno ting  p h rase  £ e .g . ,  a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n ]  , i t  
may happen th a t  th e re  i s  one e n t i t y  ( th e re  cannot be more th an  one) fo r  
which the  p ro p o s itio n  'X i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  C' is  t ru e  . . .  We may then  
say th a t  X i s  th e  d en o ta tio n  o f C ." (p . 51) We w i l l  say , th e n , th a t  a 
d e s c r ip tio n  denotes (o r ,  fo r  em phasis, un iquely  d eno tes) when th e re  i s  
one and only one item  which f i t s  i t .

^Donnellan, P u ttin g  Humpty Dumpty Together A gain ," n . 5 , p . 204.

?This i s  n o t ,  o f c o u rse , to  deny th a t  a speaker may use a  d e s c r ip tio n  
a t t r ib u t iv e l y  when, e . g . ,  unbeknown to  the  speaker n o th in g  f i t s  th e  d e s c r ip ­
t io n .  So i t  i s  n o t q u i te  a c c u ra te  to  say th a t  we can alw ays f i l l  out the  
d e s c r ip tio n  to  make i t  un iq u ely  deno ting— i t  may in  f a c t  apply  to  n o th in g . 
The p o in t  i s  th a t  even in  th e  case  of a  d e s c r ip tio n  which f i t s  n o th in g , i f  
i t  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  i t  can be f i l l e d  o u t so as to  make e x p l i c i t  
what th e  a t t r ib u t e  i n  q u e s tio n  i s .
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i t  i s  im portan t to  no te  th a t  not only i s  th e  d e sc r ip tio n  uniquely  

d en o tin g , i . e .  i t  a p p lie s  to  one and only  one e n t i t y ,  b u t a lso  th a t  

th e  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  i t s e l f  un ique; th a t  i s ,  by examining th e  con tex t 

of u t te ra n c e  we can d isco v er th e  one and only one d e s c r ip tio n  which 

was im p l ic i t  ( i f  n o t e x p l i c i t )  in  the  speech a c t . 8

When a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  th a t  i s ,  when what i s  

a ll - im p o rta n t  i s  n o t th e  p a r t i c u la r  d e s c r ip tio n  used but r a th e r  th e  

e n t i t y  to  which the  a t t e n t io n  o f th e  audience i s  being  d i re c te d ,  then  

D onnellan th in k s  th a t  th e  re p ly  to  S traw son 's  c r i t ic i s m  o f R u sse ll  

d iscu ssed  above i s  not adequate . When someone sa y s , fo r  example,

" th e  t a b le  i s  covered w ith  books" th e re  i s  no unique d e s c r ip tio n  

im p l ic i t  in  th e  speech a c t .  The ta b le  in  q u estio n  can be d escrib ed  

in  many ways, i . e .  by the  use of any number o f non-synonymous d e sc r ip ­

t io n s  each o f which would denote th e  ta b le  in  q u e s tio n . What reason

do we have to  th in k  th a t  any one of th e se  d e s c r ip tio n s  as opposed to  

any o th e r  was im p l ic i t  in  the  speech a c t?  Moreover, in  g e n e ra l, th e

in te n t io n s  of th e  speaker w i l l  be of no h e lp .

Asked to  make h is  d e s c r ip tio n  more p re c is e ,  he may have to  th in k  
about how b e s t  to  do i t .  S evera l fu r th e r  d e s c r ip tio n s  may come 
to  mind, n o t a l l  o f which a re  a c tu a l ly  c o r r e c t .  Which, then , 
s h a l l  we say i s  th e  f u l l  b u t im p l ic i t  one?9

8I t  i s  n o t q u ite  c o rre c t  to  say  th a t  th e re  i s  some unique 
d e s c r ip t io n .  For i f  we can o b ta in  one such d e s c r ip tio n ,  we can 
o b ta in  o th e r s ,  namely o th e rs  synonymous w ith  th e  f i r s t .  Perhaps we 
should  say th a t  th e re  i s  im p l ic i t  in  th e  speech a c t  some unique 
d e s c r ip t iv e  co n ten t form ulable  v ia  any one o f th e  synonymous d e sc r ip ­
t io n s  o r a l t e rn a t iv e ly  th a t  by c o n s id e rin g  th e  con tex t we can o b ta in  
an equ iva lence  c la s s  o f d e s c r ip tio n s  (synonymous w ith  one ano ther) 
any one of which may be used in  fo rm u la tin g  what th e  speaker a s s e r te d .

^D onnellan, " P u ttin g  Humpty Dumpty Together A gain," n . 5 , p . 204.
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D on n ellan 's  answer i s ,  o f course , th a t  none i s  the  " f u l l  bu t im p l ic i t  

one ."

Once we see th e  fu n ctio n  of a r e f e r e n t ia l  d e sc r ip tio n , however, we 
need no t suppose th a t  th e re  i s  any one d esc rip tio n  reco v erab le  
from the  speech ac t th a t  i s  supposed uniquely  to apply to  the  
o b je c t  re f e r re d  to . The audience may through the p a r t i a l  d e s c r ip ­
tio n  and v a rio u s  c lues and cues know to what the speaker r e f e r s  
w ith o u t being in  possess io n  of a d e s c r ip tio n  th at un iquely  f i t s  
i t  and which was im p l ic i t  a l l  along in  the  sp eak e r 's  speech a c t . 10

D on n ellan 's  argument to  the  e f f e c t  th a t  i t  i s  m istaken to  look 

fo r  some unique d e sc r ip tio n  (which denotes uniquely) p a r a l le l s  th e  argu­

ment g iven  above to  the  e f f e c t  th a t  i f  i t  were th e  case th a t  e te r n a l  

sen ten ces  fo rm ula te  com pletely and e x p l i c i t ly  what we a s s e r t  by u t t e r ­

ances o f sen ten ces  con ta in ing  in d e x ic a l su b jec t-te rm s , then  i t  ought 

to  be th e  case th a t  we (or a t  l e a s t  th e  speaker) could decide which of 

s e v e ra l  non-synonymous e te r n a l  sen tences was th e  one which t ru ly  

cap tu res  h i s  a s s e r t io n .  S in ce, in  many case s , there  was no reason  which 

could be g iven (by us or even by th e  speaker) fo r  s e le c tin g  one such 

e te r n a l  s e n ten ce , I  concluded (w ith th e  help  o f an argument th a t  d e riv es  

from B enacerraf) th a t  in  f a c t  none of th e  e te rn a l  sentences i s  the  one 

which, as opposed to  the o th e rs ,  f u l ly  form ulates what was s a id .  My 

p ro p o sa l was th a t  we view such uses of in d ex ic a ls  not as d isg u ised  ways 

o f  supp ly in g  id e n t i f i c a to r y  in fo rm ation  concerning the r e f e r e n t  (and 

thus  as making re fe ren c e  v ia  supply ing  a d e sc r ip tiv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n )  

b u t r a th e r  as ways o f simply making d e term ina te  referen ce  w ith o u t th e  

h e lp  of in fo rm atio n  which would uniquely  f i t  th e  r e f e re n t .  D onnellan 's  

p o in t  i s  a  s im ila r  one; in  th e  absence of any reason to  s e le c t  one 

p a r t i c u l a r  d e s c r ip tio n  as (what we might c a l l )  the  R u sse llian  d e s c r ip tio n

10Ib id .
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im p l ic i t  in  the  speech a c t,  we ought to  conclude th a t  th e re  i s  no such 

im p l ic i t  d e s c r ip tio n  and f u r th e r  th a t  we make d e te rm in a te  re fe ren c e s  

by the use of non-uniquely  denoting  d e s c r ip t io n s .

Donnellan has provided  an argum ent, conclusive I  b e l ie v e ,  which 

shows th a t  a R u sse llia n  a n a ly s is  f a i l s  to  c o rr e c tly  sp e c ify  what a 

person  a s s e r ts  in  cases which D onnellan would c la s s if y  as cases o f  th e  

r e f e r e n t ia l  use of d e s c r ip tio n s . P u t in  term s of t ru th -c o n d i tio n s  i t  

i s  sim ply n o t a co n d itio n  fo r  th e  t ru th  o f what someone a s s e r ts  by an 

u t te ra n c e  of a sen tence  l ik e  " th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  books" th a t  

th e re  i s  some e n t i t y  which i s  denoted ( i . e . ,  uniquely) by a  d e s c r ip tio n  

which f ig u re s  in  th e  speech a c t  ( e i t h e r  e x p l i c i t ly  o r  im p l ic i t l y ) .

This i s  so because o f te n  no R u sse llia n  d e s c r ip tio n  has any e x p l i c i t  

or im p l ic i t  r o le  in  the  speech a c t . 11

I t  should be noted  th a t  D o n n ellan 's  argument a g a in s t  R u sse ll  does 

n o t assume (o r need n o t assume) a r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  

even a t  th e  le v e l  o f pragm atics and c e r ta in ly  n o t a s e m an tica lly  s ig n i f ­

ic a n t  d i s t in c t io n .  Donnellan f i r s t  e s ta b l is h e s  th a t  th e re  a re  cases 

of u t te ra n c e s  of sen ten ces  c o n ta in in g  d e s c r ip tio n s  fo r  which a R u sse llia n

I f  we were to  a ttem pt to  re fo rm u la te  th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  
d i s t in c t io n  so as to  take  in to  account th e  c r i t ic i s m  of Wiggins and 
Lockwood, we might say th a t  i t  i s  a n e c essa ry  co n d itio n  fo r  th e  t ru th  
of s ta tem en ts  made by th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use o f d e s c r ip tio n s  th a t  th e  
in tended  r e f e r e n t  f i t s  the  d e s c r ip t io n .  I  make a p o in t  o f u s ing  the  
phrase  " f i t s  the  d e s c r ip tio n "  in s te a d  o f " is  denoted by th e  d e sc r ip tio n "  
sim ply because th e  d e sc r ip tio n s  we use (even i f  we a llow  o u rse lv es  to  
supplem ent them by what i t  i s  rea so n ab le  to  tak e  to  be any a d d it io n a l  
d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  im p l ic i t ly  r e l i e d  upon in  the  speech a c t)  do 
n o t ,  by and la rg e  denote  an y th ing ; they  a re  n o t such th a t  th e re  i s  one 
and only one o b jec t th a t  s a t i s f i e s  them. This does n o t ,  however, p rev en t 
us from say in g  th a t  a co n d itio n  fo r  th e  t ru th  o f  such s ta tem en ts  i s  
th a t  th e  in tended  r e f e r e n t  must f i t  th e  d e s c r ip tio n .
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account w i l l  no t do. The r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  only 

e n te r s  th e  p ic tu re  a f t e r  t h is  has been e s ta b lis h e d . For once we see  

th a t  a R u sse llia n  account w i l l  no t do, i . e .  th a t  th e re  i s  no im p l ic i t  

R u ss e ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n ,  how a re  we to  understand  what was a s se r te d  in  

such a case? That i s ,  i f  the  ( ra th e r  ' i n d e f in i t e ' )  d e s c r ip tio n  a c tu a l ly  

u t i l i z e d ,  e .g .  " th e  t a b le ,"  i s  n o t an 'a b b re v ia te d ' R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n , 

how a re  we to  understand  how th e  u tte ra n c e  of th is  d e s c r ip t io n ,  which, 

a f t e r  a l l ,  a p p lie s  to  any number o f th in g s ,  allow s th e  speaker to  a s s e r t  

a de te rm in a te  p ro p o sitio n ?  The answer i s  th a t  we can use a d e sc r ip tio n  

which f i t s  many item s and i s  thus ' i n d e f in i t e '  to  make a de te rm in a te  

re fe ren c e  to  one p a r t i c u la r  th in g  th e  speaker has in  mind. Whereas, 

Donnellan th in k s , th e re  a re  cases in  which the  speaker has no p a r t i c u la r  

item  in  mind as th e  so -and-so  b u t th e re  i s  an im p l ic i t  R u sse llia n  

d e s c r ip t io n ;  th ese  a re  cases of a t t r ib u t iv e  use .

Thus the  c o n s id e ra tio n s  appealed  to  in  D onnellan 's  a ttem pt to  show 

th a t  a R u sse llia n  account i s  n o t ,  in  g e n e ra l, adequate , do not presuppose 

(but in s te a d  a re  su g g estiv e  o f) a r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n .  

M oreover, th ese  c o n s id e ra tio n s  a re  su g g estiv e  of a se m a n tic a lly  s ig n i f ic a n t  

r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n .  To take r e f e r e n t ia l  uses f i r s t ,  

i f  what makes fo r  p ro p o s it io n a l  d e te rm in a ten ess  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  a 

d e te rm in a te  re fe ren c e  to  some p a r t i c u l a r  item  was made, then  c le a r ly  

what was a s s e r te d  w i l l  be tru e  j u s t  in  case th e  p a r t i c u l a r  item  r e fe r re d  to  

has th e  p ro p erty  in  q u e s tio n . That i s ,  d e s p ite  the  f a c t  th a t  th e  speaker 

u t te r e d  an ' i n d e f in i t e '  d e s c r ip tio n ,  s in c e  he has r e f e r re d  to  t h is  de­

te rm in a te  item  he has a s se r te d  a p ro p o s it io n ;  hence what he says w i l l  

be t ru e  j u s t  in  case th is  item  has th e  p ro p erty  in  q u e s tio n . Something
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o r o th e r 's  bo th  f i t t i n g  the  d e s c r ip tio n  and having  the  p ro p erty  

p re d ic a te d  i s  c le a r ly  n o t s u f f i c i e n t  fo r  th e  t r u th  of th e  s ta tem en t 

made. Whereas in  cases of a t t r ib u t iv e  u se , when the  speaker has no 

p a r t i c u l a r  item  in  mind then  what i s  a s se r te d  w i l l  be t ru e  j u s t  in  

case some item  o r o th e r  f i t s  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  and has th e  p ro p e rty  in  

q u e s tio n .

Donnellan h a s , I  th in k  e s ta b l is h e d  a r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n .  His c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  o f  th a t  d i s t in c t io n  i s ,  however, 

flaw ed. I t  was p o in ted  out in  th e  l a s t  ch a p te r  th a t  h is  account of 

r e f e r e n t i a l  use i s  flawed in  th a t  he seems to  make the  e x is te n ce  of a 

r e f e r e n t i a l  use dependent on the  c o n tro v e rs ia l  and d i s t in c t  t h e s i s  th a t  

we can r e f e r  to  c( v ia  an ex p ress io n  th a t  i s  n o t co n v en tio n a lly  a p p lic a b le  

to  «( . I t  seems to  me th a t  h i s  account o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use i s  a ls o  

flaw ed. But b e fo re  tu rn in g  to  q u es tio n s  concerning a t t r ib u t iv e  u se ,

I  w ish to  aga in  emphasize th e  c o n tin u ity  of D onnellan 's  view of th e  

r e f e r e n t i a l  use of d e s c r ip tio n s  w ith  my view o f in d ex ic a l re f e re n c e .

I f  I  was c o rre c t  w ith  regard  to  in d e x ic a l  re fe re n c e  then th e  r e s u l t s  

j u s t  o b tain ed  should no t be s u rp r is in g .  For i f  we o f te n  use term s 

w ith  l i t t l e  o r no d e s c r ip tiv e  c o n ten t ( e .g .  " h e ,"  " th is " )  to  make

de te rm in a te  re fe ren c e s  and i f  th e  making of such re fe ren ces  does n o t

depend on th e  co n tex t of u t te ra n c e  sup p ly in g  enough supplem entary 

d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  to  u n iquely  determ ine th e  r e f e r e n t ,  th en  i t  

i s  n o t s u rp r is in g  th a t  term s w ith  somewhat more d e s c r ip tiv e  c o n te n t ,  

e .g .  " th e  t a b l e ,"  can be s im ila r ly  used .

Let us tu rn  our a t t e n t io n  to  cases  o f a t t r ib u t iv e  u se . In  such

c a se s , Donnellan t e l l s  u s , we can re c o n s tru c t  a  unique d e s c r ip tio n
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( i . e .  a s in g le  d e sc r ip tio n )  which was, in  f a c t ,  im p l ic i t  in  the  speech 

a c t .  "Someone says 'The nex t P re s id e n t w i l l  be a dove on V ie t Nam,' 

and th e  co n tex t e a s i ly  su p p lie s  th e  im p l ic i t  'o f  th e  United S ta te s ' . " 12 

Contrary to  D onnellan, i t  seems to  me th a t  in  many cases o f a t t r ib u t iv e  

use we cannot reco v er such a unique d e sc r ip tio n  from th e  speech a c t .

Let us modify D onnellan 's  example o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use in  which someone 

comes upon S m ith 's  badly  m u tila ted  body. Where Donnellan had th e  speaker 

u t t e r  "S m ith 's  m urderer i s  in sane" (n o tic e  the  R u sse llia n  d e s c r ip tio n ) ,  

l e t  us imagine th e  speaker to  u t t e r  a sen tence w ith  a l e s s  complete 

d e s c r ip tio n , "The m urderer i s  in sa n e ."  In  many cases o f th is  kind 

th e re  w i l l  be no way o f d isc o v e rin g  some unique R u sse llia n  d e sc r ip tio n  

which was im p l ic i t  in  th e  speech a c t .  I f  the  speaker were asked to  

f i l l  ou t h is  d e s c r ip tio n  so as to  make i t  un iquely  denoting  he might 

n o t know how to  respond; s e v e ra l  d e sc r ip tio n s  might s t r i k e  him, fo r 

example, "S m ith 's  m urderer,"  "The m urderer o f Jo a n 's  husband ," "The 

m urderer o f th e  ju n io r  S enato r from New Y ork," "The m urderer o f th is  

man." I  th in k  th a t  we ought to  conclude, j u s t  as we d id i n  th e  case 

of r e f e r e n t ia l  use th a t  none of th e  R u sse llia n  d e s c r ip tio n s  i s ,  in  

f a c t ,  im p l ic i t  i n  the speech a c t .  As noted  above, Donnellan app aren tly  

thought th a t  s in c e  in  the  case of a d e sc r ip tio n  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  

the  a t t r ib u t e  o f being  th e  so -and-so  i s  a l l  im portan t (and th e  speaker 

need have no id e a  who th e  so -and-so  i s ) ,  th en  i t  ought to  be c le a r  from 

the  u t te ra n c e  (p lus co n tex t)  which a t t r ib u t e  i s  in  q u e s tio n . Hence

we ought to  be ab le  to  f i l l  in  th e  unique d e s c r ip tio n 1^ im p l ic i t  in

^D o n n e llan , " P u ttin g  Humpty Dumpty Together A gain ," n . 5 , p . 204.

^ O r  a t  l e a s t  one o f a s e t  of synonymous d e s c r ip tio n s  each o f which
'in d i c a te s '  th e  same a t t r i b u t e .

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



1 2 1

th e  speech a c t .  But as we have seen th e re  can b e , even in  cases o f 

a t t r ib u t iv e  use , any number of non-eq u iv a len t ( th a t  i s ,  noil-synonymous) 

d e s c r ip t io n s ,  none o f which can be claim ed to  be un iquely  reco v e rab le  

from th e  speech a c t .  That t h is  i s  so r a i s e s  an im portan t q u estio n  

about th e  a t t r ib u t iv e  use o f d e s c r ip t io n s ,  a q u estio n  to  which I  w i l l  

re tu rn  a f t e r  some f in a l  remarks on R u s s e ll 's  theory .

I  th in k  we can conclude th a t  R u s s e ll 's  theory of d e sc r ip tio n s

f a i l s  to  prov ide  us w ith  a c o r r e c t  account of what i s  a s se r te d  even

in  cases o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use of d e s c r ip t io n s .  I t  seems to  me th a t

w hatever p l a u s ib i l i t y  R u s s e ll 's  theory  h a s , i t  has as an e x p lic a tio n  o f

and no t as a  l i t e r a l  s p e c i f ic a t io n  of what i s  a s se r te d  by th e  use of

d e s c r ip t io n s .  R u s s e ll 's  account has o f te n  been taken  in  t h is  way.

Quine, fo r  example, sees  R u s s e l l 's  theo ry  of d e sc r ip tio n s  as a

c la s s ic  case  of e x p lic a t io n .

Mr. Strawson . . .  ab ly  shows the  f a i l u r e  of R u s s e l l 's  theory  of 
d e sc r ip tio n s  as an a n a ly s is  o f th e  vernacu lar usage of th e  
s in g u la r  " th e ,"  b u t he shows no ap p rec ia tio n  of th e  v a lu e  of 
R u s s e ll 's  theory  as a means o f g e tt in g  on in  sc ie n c e  w ithou t use 
of any r e a l  eq u iv a le n t o f th e  v e rn acu lar  " th e ."  R u s s e ll 's  " ( o x ) "  
i s  to  th e  v e rn a c u la r  " th e  x  such th a t"  as "o  " i s  to  th e  v e rn a c u la r  
" i f - th e n " ;  in  n e i th e r  case do we have a t r a n s la t io n , b u t in  both  
cases we have im portan t means of avoidance fo r  s c i e n t i f i c  p u rposes. 
And in  bo th  cases we th e re fo re  have so lu tio n s  o f p h ilo so p h ic a l 
problem s, in  one im portan t sense of t h is  p h r a s e .^

On Q uine 's  view R u s s e ll 's  theory  i s  to  be adopted n o t as an a n a ly s is  o f 

b u t r a th e r  as an a l t e rn a t iv e  to  our o rd in ary  ways o f t a lk in g .  I f  we 

drop our use of d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s  in  favor of c e r ta in  uses o f q u a n ti­

f i e r s ,  i d e n t i ty ,  e tc .  we w i l l  n o t encounter the "inconvenience of

1V .V .O . Quine, "Mr. Straw son on Logical Theory," Mind 62 
(1953), re p r in te d  in  Quine, The Ways of Paradox, (New York: Random
House, 1966), p . 149.
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t ru th -v a lu e  gaps and th e  paradoxes o f ta lk in g  o f what does n o t e x i s t .  

(There i s  a sense in  which, fo r  Quine, R u s s e l l 's  p araphrase  o f fe r s  us 

an 'a n a l y s i s . '  Once we have adopted Q u in e 's  favored  mode o f d isco u rse  

we can paraphrase sen ten ces  co n ta in in g  d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n s  in to  t h e i r  

R u sse llia n  c o u n te rp a rts  and tak e  th e  l a t t e r  to  be th e  'a n a ly s i s '  [ in  

some very  extended sense  of "an a ly s is '! ]  o f  the  form er.

In so fa r  as Quine i s  e x p l i c i t ly  n o t in te r e s te d  in  the  a n a ly s is  

o f what we a s s e r t  by th e  use o f sen ten ces  co n ta in in g  d e s c r ip t io n s ,  

h i s  p ro p o sa l i s  n o t im m ediately r e le v a n t  to  th e  is s u e s  w ith  which we 

a re  concerned. More g e n e ra l ly , th e  q u e s tio n  of th e  adequacy of R u s s e ll 's  

theo ry  construed  as an e x p lic a tio n  w i l l  n o t be pursued h e re ;  our i n te r e s t  

i s  in  th e  a n a ly s is  o f what a perso n  a s s e r ts  by th e  use o f sen ten ces  

c o n ta in in g  d e s c r ip tio n s .

Let us re tu rn  to  our d isc u ss io n  of th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n .  What we have seen  i s  th a t  w ith  re s p e c t  to  many u t te ra n c e s  

of sen ten ces  co n ta in in g  d e s c r ip t io n s ,  th e re  i s  no im p l ic i t  R u s s e ll ia n  

d e s c r ip tio n  which can reaso n ab ly  be h e ld  to  be involved  in  th e  speech 

a c t .  And th i s  i s  so n o t only (as Donnellan thought) fo r  r e f e r e n t i a l  

uses of d e s c r ip tio n s  b u t a lso  fo r  a t t r i b u t iv e  u se s .

That th is  i s  so r a is e s  th e  fo llo w in g  q u e s tio n  (a lrea d y  d iscu ssed  

w ith  re s p e c t  to  r e f e r e n t ia l  u s e s ) .  I f  a speaker u t te r s  an ' i n d e f i n i t e '  

d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n , e .g .  " th e  ta b le "  or " th e  m urderer,"  and i f ,  in  

f a c t ,  th e re  i s  no im p l ic i t  R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip t io n ,  i . e .  one th a t

^ Q u in e , Word and O b jec t, p . 261.

l^The n o tio n  o f a n a ly s is  a t  work h ere  i s  something l ik e  the  
fo llo w in g . The p a rap h rase  c a p tu re s  what i s ,  to  u s , worth ca p tu r in g  in  
th e  o r ig in a l .
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would f i t  only th e  o b jec t to  which he i s  r e f e r r in g ,  then  how a re  we to  

account fo r  th e  f a c t  th a t  what he a s se r te d  i s  a complete and de te rm ina te  

p ro p o s it io n . I f  I  u t t e r  " th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  books" o r " th e  

m urderer i s  in san e"  (and th ese  d e sc r ip tio n s  a re  no t su rro g a te s  fo r  

R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n s )  then  how can I  have a s se r te d  som ething determ in­

a te  s in c e  th e re  a re  many ta b le s  (and m urderers)?  Put d i f f e r e n t ly ,  when 

I  say " th e  ta b le  i s  covered w ith  b ooks,"  I  p re d ic a te  th e  p ro p erty  

(being  covered w ith  books) of n o t j u s t  any ta b le  bu t of th e  ta b le  in  

q u e s tio n .* ^  But i t  i s  hard to  see  how th is  can be so i f  th e  phrase 

" th e  ta b le "  (which, a f t e r  a l l ,  a p p lie s  to  many ta b le s )  i s  n o t a 

su rro g a te  f o r  a d e s c r ip tio n  which p ick s  out only the  ta b le  in  q u e s tio n .

We have a lre a d y  answered th is  q u e s tio n  fo r  r e f e r e n t ia l  u ses of d e sc r ip ­

t io n s .  What accounts fo r  p ro p o s i t io n a l  d e te rm ina teness in  cases of 

r e f e r e n t i a l  use i s  th a t  the  ' i n d e f i n i t e '  d e s c r ip tio n  which a p p lie s  to  

many item s i s  used to  make a d e te rm in a te  re fe ren ce  to  one p a r t i c u l a r  

th in g . Thus the  analogy between th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of in d e x ic a ls  and 

th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  use of d e s c r ip t io n s .

What of a t t r ib u t iv e  uses of d e sc r ip tio n s?  I t  i s  im m ediately 

ap p a ren t t h a t  we cannot h e re  account fo r  p ro p o s it io n a l  d e te rm in a ten ess  

i n  th e  way j u s t  d iscu ssed . When a speaker u t te r s  " th e  m urderer i s  

in san e"  and uses the  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e l y ,  he o r d in a r i ly  has no 

b e l i e f  about who i t  i s  th a t  i s  th e  m urderer. Thus he does n o t use

^ O r  tc  c o n sid e r cases o f  a t t r ib u t iv e  u se , when I  say (using  the 
d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e ly )  "The m urderer i s  in san e" I  am n o t  m erely 
say ing  th a t  some m urderer i s  in san e  o r  th a t  th e re  e x is t s  an insane  
m u rd erer. I  am p re d ic a tin g  th e  p ro p e rty  (being insane) o f th e  m urderer 
in  q u es tio n  (whoever he may b e ) ,  e .g .  S m ith 's  m urderer o r  K ennedy's, e tc .
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the  d e s c r ip tio n  to  r e f e r  to  some p a r t i c u l a r  item  as " th e  m urderer."

As n o ted  b e fo re , th e re  i s  no item  which the  speaker i s  c h a ra c te r iz in g  as 

or d e sc r ib in g  as " th e  m u rd e rer ."  Accordingly th e re  seems no item  to  

which we can appeal to  in  an a ttem p t to  ex p la in  how what was a s se r te d  

was d e te rm in a te . S u re ly , no one would wish to  appeal to  th e  ’sem antic 

re fe re n t*  o f the  d e s c r ip tio n  in  t h is  connection . For to  tak e  the 

sem antic  r e f e r e n t  as the  item  in  terms of which we account fo r  the  

de te rm in a ten ess  o f th e  p ro p o s it io n  would e n ta i l  th a t  what p ro p o s itio n  

i s  a s s e r te d  w i l l  depend on which item  i t  i s  th a t  happens to  f i t  th e  

d e s c r ip tio n  (which item  i t  i s  t h a t  i s  th e  sem antic r e f e r e n t )  . But 

what was a s se r te d  by the  'a t t r i b u t iv e *  u t te ra n c e  of " th e  m urderer i s  

in san e"  does n o t ,  o f co u rse , depend on who the  m urderer i s .  One fu l ly  

understands what was a s se r te d  w ith o u t having any id ea  o f who th e  murderer 

i s . Nor would f in d in g  out t h a t  i t  was Jones r a th e r  than  Brown re v e a l 

what r e a l ly  was a s se r te d .

In  cases of a t t r ib u t iv e  u se , the  sense o f th e  d e s c r ip t io n ,  ra th e r  

th an  th e  re fe re n c e , a p p a re n tly  determ ines what i t  i s  t h a t  i s  a s se r te d .

I f  someone says " th e  m urderer i s  in sane" ( l e t  us assume th a t  Jones i s  

th e  m urderer) and a fe llo w  employee of Jones says " th e  p e rso n  who made 

th is  su g g estio n  was insane" (unknown to  th e  speaker i t  was Jones who 

made th e  s u g g e s tio n ), t h e i r  r e s p e c tiv e  p ro p o sitio n s  a re  s u re ly  not 

id e n t i c a l  d e s p ite  th e  f a c t  t h a t  Jones i s  the  sem antic r e f e r e n t  in  

both  c a s e s .

Let us r e s t a te  our problem . A speaker says "The m urderer i s  

in san e"  and uses the  d e s c r ip tio n  a t t r ib u t iv e l y .  We have seen  th a t  

(1) " th e  m urderer" i s  no t a s u rro g a te  fo r  some R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n ,

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



125

and (2) no appeal to  a r e f e re n t  seems to ,  in  th is  c ase , help  us account 

fo r  p ro p o s it io n a l  determ inacy. How then  a re  we to  account fo r  p ro p o si­

t io n a l  determ inacy? My id ea  i s  t h a t  th e  circum stances o f u tte ran c e  do 

prov ide  something which makes fo r  p ro p o s it io n a l  determ inacy, b u t what 

i s  provided i s  n o t supplem entary d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm atio n ; what i s  im p l ic i t  

in  the  speech a c t  i s  n o t a more 'd e f i n i t e '  d e s c r ip tio n ,  one th a t  un iquely  

deno tes. The co n tex t does supply an answer to  th e  q u estio n , "The 

m urderer o f  whom?", bu t t h is  answer i s  g iven  no t by more fu lly  d e scrib in g  

the  m urderer b u t r a th e r  by p ro v id ing  us w ith  the  item  murdered (which 

can, of co u rse , be c h a ra c te r ize d  in  any number of w ays). Thus in  

u t te r in g  "The m urderer i s  in sane" a d e te rm in a te  p ro p o sitio n  i s  a s se r te d  

s in c e  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  was u t te re d  in  th e  conspicuous presence o f  th e  

item  murdered (o r in  o th er circum stances which make c le a r  whose murder 

i t  i s  th a t  i s  in  q u e s tio n ).  A ccordingly, two d i f f e r e n t  u tte ran c e s  o f 

"The m urderer i s  in sane"  made in  connection  w ith  d i f f e re n t  murders y ie ld  

two d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o sitio n s  fo r  in  each case th e  circum stances o f 

u t te ra n c e  p rov ide  d i f f e r e n t  answers to  th e  q u e s tio n  "The murderer of 

whom?"

What t h is  amounts to  i s  th e  id ea  t h a t  th e re  i s  something im p l ic i t  

in  th e  speech a c t  which renders th e  p ro p o s it io n  a determ inate  one, b u t 

what i s  im p l ic i t  occurs, so to  speak , n o t a t  the  le v e l  of sen se , bu t 

a t  th e  le v e l  of r e fe re n c e . The sp eak e r, th a t  i s ,  makes an im p lic i t  

re fe re n c e . But, and th is  i s  th e  im portan t p o in t,  t h is  re fe ren ce  i s  

n o t to  the  s o -c a l le d  "sem antic r e f e r e n t ,"  i . e .  th e  m urderer. I t  is  

r a th e r  an im p l ic i t  re fe ren c e  to ,  in  th is  c a se , th e  item  m urdered. Such 

im p l ic i t  re fe re n c e  i s  accom plished by u t te r in g  " th e  m urderer i s  in san e"
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in ,  e . g . ,  the p resence of th e  body.

That t h is  im p l ic i t  re fe ren c e  i s  n o t to  th e  sem antic r e f e re n t  

i s ,  o f co u rse , j u s t  what we would ex p ect. For s in c e  the d e s c r ip tio n ,

" th e  m u rd erer,"  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  th e re  should be no in d ic a tio n  

of who th e  m urderer i s . But i f  th e  speaker i s  to  a s s e r t  a de te rm ina te  

p ro p o s it io n  th e re  should be some fu r th e r  in d ic a t io n  o f which m urderer 

i s  under d isc u ss io n , e .g .  S m ith 's m urderer, K ennedy's, e tc .  For a f t e r  

a l l  what th e  speaker w ishes to  a s s e r t  i s  n o t th a t  some m urderer i s  in sane  

( th e re  e x is ts  an insane  m u rd erer).

That th e re  i s  a kind  of im p l ic i t  re fe ren c e  made in  cases l ik e  

th e  one under d isc u ss io n  may be seen  by comparing u tte ran c e s  of 

(1) The m urderer i s  insane

and (2) His m urderer i s  in san e .

When a speaker u t te r s  (2) what, a t  l e a s t  in  p a r t ,  accounts fo r  

th e  f a c t  th a t  he has a s se r te d  a d e te rm in a te  p ro p o sitio n  i s  th a t  he has 

made an e x p l i c i t  re fe ren c e  by using  th e  p o ssess iv e  pronoun " h is ,"  

thus in d ic a t in g  which m urderer i s  under d isc u ss io n . But th is  same 

in d ic a t io n  can be accomplished a lb e i t  im p l ic i t ly  by simply u t te r in g  

"The m urderer i s  in sane" in  the  presence of th e  body.

D eterm inate re fe ren ces  to  p a r t i c u la r  item s th e  speaker has 

in  mind p lay  a ro le  then even in  ( a t  l e a s t )  some cases of th e  a t t r ib u t iv e  

use of d e s c r ip t io n s .  In  t h is  connection  l e t  us compare u t te ra n c e s  o f (2 ) ,  

(3) The m urderer of the  man on the  couch i s  insane

and (4) The m urderer of Smith i s  in san e .

Examples (2) -  (4) b rin g  out an im portan t fe a tu re  of the  a t t r ib u t iv e  

use o f d e s c r ip tio n s  which I  w i l l  b r ie f ly  e x p lo re . A d e sc r ip tio n  used
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a t t r ib u t iv e l y  may co n ta in  in d e x ic a l  e lem en ts, ten sed  v e rb s , p ro p er 

names, and f in a l ly  o th e r  d e s c r ip t io n s .  A ll o f th e  l a t t e r  (excep t p roper 

names I f  some v a r ia n t  of a R u sse ll-F reg e  view i s  c o rre c t  as opposed 

to  th e  view o f M ill,  K ripke, and Donnellan) may be used r e f e r e n t ia l ly  

in  th e  course  of an a t t r ib u t iv e  u t te ra n c e  of a d e s c r ip tio n  which c o n ta in s  

them. Thus i n  u t te r in g  (2 ), th e  sp eak e r uses the  in d e x ic a l  " h is "  

r e f e r e n t ia l ly ;  th a t  i s ,  th e  sem a n tic a l account of in d e x ic a ls  argued 

fo r  above a p p lie s  h e re . " H is ,"  in  t h i s  c o n te x t, does n o t p ic k  up 

new d e s c r ip t iv e  c o n te n t;  i t  i s  n o t a su rro g a te  fo r  the  p o ssess iv e  

form o f some R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n .  S im ila r ly  in  an u t te ra n c e  o f (3) 

in  which a t t r ib u t iv e  use i s  made of " th e  m urderer o f th e  man on th e  

couch," th e  con ta ined  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  man ly in g  on th e  couch" i s  used 

r e f e r e n t i a l l y . To see th a t  th ese  ex p ress io n s  a re  being  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y  

we need only apply our by-now fa m ilia r  argument once a g a in : th e re  i s

no un iquely  c o rre c t  way (and th e re fo re  no c o rre c t  w a y ) t o  f i l l  ou t 

the  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  man ly in g  on th e  couch" to  make i t  u n iquely  d eno ting  

(and s im ila r ly  no u n iquely  c o rre c t  way o f re p la c in g  " h is "  in  "h is  

m urderer" w ith  [ th e  p o ssess iv e  form o f j some un iq u ely  d eno ting  d e s c r ip t io n ) , 

hence th e  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  man on th e  couch" i s  n o t a su rro g a te  fo r  

a R u sse ll ia n  d e s c r ip tio n ;  as ’ in d e f in ite *  a d e s c r ip tio n  as i t  i s ,  i t  

i s  n e v e rth e le s s  used, in  th is  c o n te x t, to  make a d e te rm in a te  r e fe re n c e .

Thus de te rm in a te  re fe ren c e  p lay s  more of a r o le  in  the  a n a ly s is  

of our use  o f d e sc r ip tio n s  than  we m ight have th o u g h t. I  have not 

argued (nor suggested ) th a t  a l l  uses o f d e s c r ip tio n s  in v o lv e  such 

re fe re n c e  b u t ,  in  any case , many cases  of a t t r ib u t iv e  use do in v o lv e

*®For a f u l l  s ta tem en t o f  th e  argument b r ie f ly  summarized h e re  see  
pages 76-77.
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dete rm in a te  re f e r e n c e s . A consequence o f th is  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  n o t q u ite  

c o rre c t  to  say as I  have, fo llow ing  Donnellan, th a t  when a d e s c r ip tio n  

i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  'o c cu rs  e s s e n t i a l l y , '  o r as I  

have sometimes pu t i t ,  th e  sense of the  d e s c r ip tio n  p lay s  a p ro p o s it io n a l  

r o le .  These ways of c h a ra c te r iz in g  a t t r ib u t iv e  use imply th a t  g iven 

th e  a t t r ib u t iv e  use o f " th e  F" in  an u t te ra n c e  of " th e  F i s  G," i f  a 

d e s c r ip tio n  n o t synonymous w ith  " th e  F" i s  s u b s ti tu te d  a d i f f e r e n t  

p ro p o s it io n  r e s u l t s .  But i f ,  as we have seen , a d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  F" 

used a t t r ib u t iv e ly  may c o n ta in , e .g . ,  an o th er d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  H" which 

i s  be in g  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y , then  s u b s t i tu t in g  s t i l l  an o th e r d e s c r ip tio n  

" th e  I "  fo r  " th e  H" w i l l  no t r e s u l t  in  a d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n  (assuming 

t h a t  " th e  I "  i s  being used to  r e f e r  to  th e  same item  as was " th e  H "). 

Sentences (2) -  (4) above, fo r  example, may a l l  be used to  a s s e r t  th e  

same th in g .

I t  i s  n o t a c cu ra te , th en , to  say th a t  when a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  

used a t t r ib u t iv e ly ,  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  occurs e s s e n t ia l ly  o r ,  a l t e rn a t iv e ly  

t h a t  the  sen se  o f the  d e s c r ip tio n  p lay s  a p ro p o s it io n a l  r o le .  What we 

can say i s  (som ething l ik e )  when a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e l y  

some p roper p a r t  of th e  d e s c r ip tio n  occurs e s s e n t ia l ly  (o r th e  sense  of 

some p ro p er p a r t  p lay s  a p ro p o s it io n a l  r o le —an a l t e r a t io n  o f th e  sense 

o f t h is  p a r t  would r e s u l t  in  a  d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s i t io n ) . What I  have in  

mind i s  th a t  a lthough we can make s u b s t i tu t io n s  l ik e  th o se  m entioned 

in  the  l a s t  paragraph w ith o u t a ff e c t in g  p ro p o s it io n a l  id e n t i ty ,  we can 

only s u b s t i tu t e  fo r  th o se  p h rases  which a re  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y .  Thus 

th e  e n t i r e  d e s c r ip tio n  which i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly  cannot be so  s u b s t i tu te d  

f o r ,  i . e .  assuming Jones i s  th e  m urderer and a lso  th e  w r i te r  o f th e  re p o r t
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we cannot s u b s t i tu t e  fo r  " th e  m urderer o f  S m ith ,"  " th e  man who wrote 

th e  r e p o r t"  and s t i l l  p re se rv e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  i d e n t i ty .  Nor can we 

om it from ( 1) -  (4) th e  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  m urderer" in  fav o r of some 

non-synonymous d e s c r ip tio n  which c o n tin g e n tly  a p p lie s  to  the  same 

p e rso n . Thus i f  in  (3) we rep la c e  " th e  m urderer" by " th e  w ife"  

y ie ld in g

(5) The w ife  o f the  man on the couch i s  in san e

then  we have an o th e r p ro p o s it io n  even i f  Sm ith’s w ife  k i l l e d  him.

Let us summarize our f in d in g s . F i r s t ,  we have seen th a t  th e re  

i s  a s e m a n tic a lly  s ig n i f ic a n t  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n ;  a 

s in g le  sem a n tic a l account a long th e  l in e s  o f R u s s e l l 's  th eo ry  of 

d e s c r ip tio n s  i s  n o t  c o rre c t  as an a ttem p t to  sp e c ify  what i s  a s se r te d  

by u t te ra n c e s  o f sen ten ces  o f th e  form " th e  F i s  G." We have a lso  seen 

th a t  D o n n ellan 's  account o f th e  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n  i s  

doubly flaw ed. We saw in  th e  l a s t  c h ap te r  th a t  D on n ellan 's  d iscu ssio n  

of r e f e r e n t i a l  use i s  flaw ed in  th a t  h i s  remarks lea d  one to  b e lie v e , 

c o n tra ry  to  f a c t ,  th a t  th e  e x is te n c e  of a  r e f e r e n t i a l - a t t r i b u t i v e  

d i s t in c t io n  depends upon th e  id ea  th a t  we can use a  d e s c r ip tio n  " th e  F" 

to  r e f e r  to  som ething to  which " th e  F" i s  n o t c o n v en tio n a lly  a p p lic a b le . 

D o n n e llan 's  d isc u ss io n  o f a t t r i b u t iv e  use  i s  flaw ed fo r  an e n t i r e ly  

d i f f e r e n t  rea so n . Perhaps because he was le s s  i n te r e s te d  in  a t t r ib u t iv e

uses (he reminds us from tim e to  tim e t h a t  i t  may be th a t  R u sse ll i s

c o rre c t  h e re  o r perhaps Strawson) he somewhat h a s t i ly  ad o p ts , in  the  

case  o f a t t r i b u t iv e  u se s , j u s t  th e  view t h a t  he r ig h t ly  c r i t i c i z e s  in  

cases o f r e f e r e n t i a l  u se , namely th e  view th a t  in  an u t te ra n c e  o f a 

sen ten ce  co n ta in in g  a non-un iquely  deno ting  d e s c r ip tio n  th e re  i s  a
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( s in g le )  uniquely  deno ting  d e s c r ip tio n  which f ig u re s  in  th e  speech a c t .

In  arguing  fo r  my account of in d ex ic a l re fe ren c e , I  made use 

o f assum ptions which, g iven  th e  conclusions reached concern ing  th e  

r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n ,  a re  not a c cep tab le . I  w i l l  con­

clude my d isc u ss io n  of th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t iv e  d i s t in c t io n  by 

t ry in g  to  show th a t  such assum ptions a re  d isp e n s ib le ; they  were made 

use of fo r  ease  of e x p o s itio n .

The d i s t in c t io n  between e te r n a l  and n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ces  was, 

as we saw in  Chapter I I I ,  recogn ized  by Frege. Frege no ted  th a t  a 

n o n -e te rn a l  sen tence  " is  n o t th e  complete expression  of th e  th o u g h t,"  

i . e .  i t  f a i l s  to  re v e a l  what i s  a s se r te d  by i t s  u t te ra n c e . We can now 

see th a t  the  same a p p lie s  to  many ’e te r n a l ' sen ten ces. In  p a r t i c u l a r  

a sen tence  w ith  a d e s c r ip tio n  in  the  su b jec t p o s it io n  f a i l s  to  re v e a l 

what i s  a s se r te d  by i t s  u t te r a n c e , and th is  i s  so even i f  th e  d e s c r ip tio n  

i s  uniquely  den o tin g . This i s  so , of course , because th e  d e s c r ip tio n  

may be used r e f e r e n t ia l ly  o r a t t r ib u t iv e ly  and what i s  a s se r te d  w i l l  

depend on how the d e s c r ip tio n  was used. Such sen tences a re  n o t ,  th en , 

fo rm ula tions o f unique p ro p o s it io n s ;  each of them may be used to  a s s e r t  

v a rio u s  p ro p o s it io n s .

My arguments concern ing  in d e x ic a l  re fe ren ce  seem to  assume, 

however, th a t  each e te r n a l  sen tence  does form ulate a unique p ro p o s it io n . 

When someone says " I t  i s  covered w ith  books," I  argued, what he a s s e r ts  

i s  not what any o f th e  corresponding  e te rn a l  sen tences fo rm u la te . Thus 

I  assumed th a t  each of th ese  non-synonymous e te r n a l  sen ten ces  form ulates 

a  unique p ro p o s it io n . And I  proceeded to  argue th a t  what th e  speaker 

a s se r te d  was n o t one of th ese  p ro p o s it io n s . Reference to  e te r n a l
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sen tences was n o t ,  however, c ru c ia l  to  my argument (although i t  was, 

p r io r  to  any argument fo r  th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d i s t in c t io n ,  a 

n a tu ra l  way of fo rm u la tin g  the  argum ents). For what I  wished to  show 

was th a t  i t  i s  a m istake to  th ink  th a t ,  f o r  example, by h is  use o f the 

in d e x ic a l  " i t "  th e  speaker conveys (w ith th e  h e lp  of the  context) 

some d e s c r ip tiv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  o f the r e f e r e n t .  My argument, which 

can be s ta te d  w ith o u t any mention of e te rn a l  s e n te n c e s , was roughly 

t h i s :  we cannot suppose th a t  some d e s c r ip tiv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  does

f ig u re  in  what was a s se r te d  fo r  i f  th a t  were the  c a se , then th e re  would 

have to  be grounds upon which i t  would be p o ss ib le  ( a t  le a s t  fo r  the 

speaker) to  s e le c t  th a t  d e sc r ip tiv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  of the re f e re n t  

which i s ,  in  f a c t , im p l ic i t  in  the speech a c t .  But th e re  a re  many 

cases in  which th e re  a re  simply no grounds fo r  s e le c t in g  one such 

d e s c r ip tiv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  over o th e rs ; th e re  a re  any number of ways 

to  d escrib e  th e  r e f e r e n t  and no reason to  th in k  th a t  some p a r t ic u la r  

one o f th ese  was im p l ic i t  in  the speech a c t .

Another of my arguments proceeded as fo llo w s . I f  a ca p tiv e , 

unaware both  o f h i s  lo c a tio n  and of the d a te  ( in  f a c t ,  Bimini, January 5, 

1975) were to  u t t e r  " I t  i s  ra in in g ,"  su re ly  what he a s s e r ts  i s  n o t 

form ulated  by th e  e te rn a l  sentence " I t  i s  ra in in g  on B im ini, January 5, 

1975." Anyone u t te r in g  th is  l a t t e r  sen tence a s s e r ts  a d i f f e re n t  

p ro p o s itio n  than  th a t  a s se r te d  by th e  ca p tiv e  s in c e  t h is  l a t t e r  sentence 

makes e x p l i c i t  in fo rm a tio n  no t even known to  th e  c a p tiv e .

This argument seems to  presuppose th a t  w hatever in fo rm ation  i s  

made e x p l i c i t  by a sen tence  io su re ly  included  in  what i s  a s se r te d  by 

an u tte ra n c e  of th e  sen ten ce . But as we now know, from the fa c t  th a t
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a sen ten ce  makes e x p l i c i t  c e r ta in  in fo rm a tio n , i t  does n o t fo llo w  th a t  

th is  in fo rm ation  i s  any p a r t  of what i s  a s s e r te d  by an u t te ra n c e  of 

the sen ten ce . This i s  so because the  phrase  which makes e x p l i c i t  

th e  in fo rm atio n  may be used r e f e r e n t i a l l y . When someone says "S m ith 's  

m urderer i s  in san e"  and uses the  d e s c r ip tio n  r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  th e  d e sc r ip ­

t io n  does make e x p l i c i t  c e r ta in  in fo rm atio n  about th e  r e f e r e n t ,  y e t 

th a t  in fo rm atio n  i s  no p a r t  of what i s  a s s e r te d .  I  want to  sug g est 

th a t  th e  same c o n s id e ra tio n s  apply to  an u t te ra n c e  o f " I t  i s  ra in in g  

on January 10, 1975." Whatever d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm a tio n  i s  made e x p l i c i t  

by th e  place-nam e "Bim ini" (perhaps none i f  M ill i s  c o rre c t)  and th e  

tem poral in d ic a to r  "January  10, 1975," i t  does n o t fo llow  th a t  th is  

in fo rm atio n  i s  p a r t  o f what i s  a s s e r te d .  In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  i f  "Bimini" 

and "January 10, 1975" a re  being  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  as seems p la u s ib le ,  

then  what i s  a s s e r te d  by th e  u t te ra n c e  of th e  e te r n a l  sen ten ce  i s  

id e n t ic a l  w ith  what th e  c a p tiv e  a s s e r t e d . ^

Although my fo rm u la tio n  of th e  argument in co rp o ra te s  th e  e rro r  

in  q u e s tio n , th is  does n o t a f f e c t  th e  th e s is  concerning in d e x ic a l  

r e fe ren c e  which th e  c a p tiv e  case was supposed to  su p p o rt. My p o in t 

concerning in d e x ic a l  re fe ren c e  was th a t  s in c e  th e  c a p tiv e  was unaware 

of th e  re le v a n t  d e s c r ip t iv e  in fo rm a tio n , th en  i t  i s  a m istake to  th in k  

o f , e .g .  h is  tem poral re fe ren c e  as made p o ss ib le  by some tem porally

* ^ It should be s tr e s s e d  th a t  in  sa y in g , as I  have, t h a t  in  th e  
co n tex t in  q u e s tio n  th e  te rn s  "Bimini" and "January 10, 1975" a re  being  
used r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  I  do n o t commit m yself to  th e  view t h a t ,  e .g .  
"Bim ini" has no sense  ( i s  n o n -co n n o ta tiv e ) . The p lac e  name "Bimini" 
m ight have a sense  (as do d e s c r ip tio n s )  and m ight n e v e rth e le s s  be used 
r e f e r e n t ia l ly .  S im ila r  co n s id e ra tio n s  apply to  th e  tem poral in d ic a to r .
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d e s c r ip t iv e  in fo rm a tio n  im p l ic i t  in  h is  u t te ra n c e . Hence, such inform a­

t io n  cannot be any p a r t  of what he a s s e r t s .  I f  i t  tu rn s  o u t ,  as i t  

now ap p ears , t h a t  even th e  e x p l i c i t  occurance o f a n o n -in d e x ica l 

tem poral in d ic a to r  in  the  u t te r e d  sen ten ce  does n o t imply th a t  the  

tem porally  d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm atio n  (a s so c ia te d  w ith  th a t  e x p ress io n ) i s  

any p a r t  of what i s  a s se r te d , so much th e  b e t t e r .
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION: PROPOSITIONS AND MEANINGS

I s  what someone a s s e r ts  id e n t ic a l  w ith  th e  meaning or sense of a 

s en tence?  Given some a s s e r t iv e  u tte ra n c e  i s  what i s  e i th e r  t ru e  or 

f a l s e  a s e n te n t ia l  meaning? In  t h is  concluding c h a p te r  I  w ish to 

draw ou t th e  consequences of my d iscu ss io n  o f th e  r e f e r e n t i a l  use of 

in d e x ic a ls  and d e s c r ip tio n s  fo r  th ese  q u e s tio n s . The l a s t  th re e  c h a p te rs ,

I  w ish to  s u g g e st, can be seen  as an extended a t ta c k  on th e  th e s is  

t h a t  p ro p o s it io n s  a re  id e n t i c a l  to  s e n te n t ia l  m eanings.

The lo c i  c l a s s i c i , a t  l e a s t  in  our p e rio d , o f the  view th a t  

p ro p o s itio n s  a re  id e n t i c a l  w ith  senses a re  F reg e’s papers "On Sense 

and R eference"* and "The Thought."^ Let us b e g in , th en , w ith  a 

somewhat c lo s e r  look a t  F re g e 's  views on th ese  m a tte rs  th an  was 

a ttem pted  in  th e  p reced ing  c h a p te rs .  (This w i l l ,  in  a d d it io n , a ffo rd  

us th e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  s u b s ta n t ia te  claim s made in  Chapter I I I  concerning 

F re g e 's  views on th e  sem antics of in d e x ic a ls .)

Where I  have spoken of p ro p o s itio n s  o r th in g s  a s se r te d ,  Frege 

speaks o f ' th o u g h t s . '  A thought i s  n o t ,  however, a  p r iv a te ,  mental e n t i t y .

By a though t I  unders tan d  n o t the  s u b je c t iv e  perform ance of th in k in g

*In T ra n s la tio n s  from th e  P h ilo so p h ica l W ritin g s  of G ottlob F reg e , 
ed. P e te r  Geach and Max Black (Oxford: B a s i l  B lackw ell, 1966),
pp. 56-69.

2In  Essays on F reg e , ed . E.D. Klemke (Urbana: U n iv e rs ity  of
I l l i n o i s  P re s s ,  1968; I l l i n i  Books, 1968), pp . 503-535.
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b u t I t s  o b je c tiv e  c o n te n t, which i s  capable of being  the  common 
p ro p erty  o f many th in k e r s .3

For Frege thoughts a re  th e  b ea re rs  of t ru th  and f a l s i t y .

W ithout w ish ing  to  g ive a d e f in i t io n ,  I  c a l l  a thought something 
f o r  which the  q u es tio n  of tru th  a r i s e s . 4

What a re  th ese  item s fo r  which the q u estio n  of t ru th  a r i s e s ?

. . .  when we c a l l  a sen tence tru e  we r e a l ly  mean i t s  sense i s  . . .  
i t  i s  fo r  th e  sense  of a sentence th a t  th e  q u e s tio n  of t ru th  a r is e s  
in  g e n e ra l .3

But n o t a l l  s e n te n t ia l  senses a re  su s c e p tib le  of t ru th  and f a l s i t y .

One does no t w ish to  deny sense to  an im p erativ e  sen ten ce , b u t th is  
sense  i s  no t such th a t  the  qu estio n  of t ru th  could a r i s e  fo r  i t .  
T herefo re  I  s h a l l  n o t c a l l  the sense of an im p erativ e  sen tence a 
thought . . .  Only those sentences in  which we communicate or s t a t e  
something come in to  th e  q u e s tio n .6

A th o u g h t, th en , i s  the  sense of a d e c la ra t iv e  s e n te n c e .7

B efore proceeding l e t  us note  one f u r th e r  f e a tu re  of F re g e 's

view . The sense of a sen tence i s  a fu n c tio n  of th e  senses of the

s e n te n t ia l  c o n s ti tu e n ts  so th a t ,  fo r  example, any replacem ent of some

c o n s ti tu e n t  by an o th er having a d i f f e re n t  sense r e s u l t s  in  a d i f f e r e n t

s e n te n t ia l  sense—in  th e  case  of d e c la ra t iv e  se n te n c e s , a d i f f e r e n t

th o u g h t. As Frege notes

I f  we now rep la c e  one word of th e  sen tence  by an o th er having th e

3"0n Sense and R eference," p . 62, fo o tn o te .

4"The Thought," p . 511.

5 l b i d . ,  p. 510. 6i b i d . , p. 512.

7Frege d is t in g u is h e s  between th e  sense o r co n ten t of such a 
sen ten ce  and th e  a s s e r t iv e  fo rc e  which " l i e s  in  th e  form of th e  
i n d ic a tiv e  se n te n c e ."  Thus, he th in k s  th a t  c e r ta in  n o n -d ec la ra tiv e  
sen ten ces  can have th e  same sense as a d e c la r a t iv e  sen ten ce , e .g .  
th e  k ind  of in te r ro g a t iv e  sentences he c a l l s  " se n te n c e -q u e s tio n s ,"  
l ik e  " I s  i t  the  case  th a t  2 + 2 = 4?" For our purposes we can ig n o re  
t h i s  a sp ec t of h is  view.
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same re fe re n c e , b u t a d i f f e re n t  sen se , t h is  can have no b earin g  
upon th e  re fe re n c e  of th e  sen ten ce . Yet we can see  th a t  in  such 
a case the  thought changes; s in c e , e .g . ,  th e  thought in  the  
sen ten ce  'The morning s t a r  i s  a  body illu m in a te d  by the Sun* 
d i f f e r s  from th a t  in  th e  sen tence 'The evening s t a r  i s  a body 
i llu m in a te d  by th e  Sun. '  Anybody who did n o t know th a t  the  
evening s t a r  i s  th e  morning s ta r  might hold  th e  one thought to  
be t ru e ,  the  o th e r  f a l s e . 8

We must d is t in g u is h  between sense and re fe re n c e . '2 ^ ' and '4 2 ' 
c e r ta in ly  have th e  same re fe ren c e , i . e .  they a re  p roper names fo r  
th e  same number; b u t they have n o t th e  same sen se ; consequently ,
'24  = 42' and '4*4 = 42 ' have th e  same re fe re n c e , b u t not th e  same 
sense (which means, in  th is  c a se : they do n o t c o n ta in  th e  same
th o u g h t) .9 (P a ra n th e tic a l  remark F r e g e 's . )

The account j u s t  sketched  of the  Fregean n o tio n  o f thought i s

d e f ic ie n t  in  th a t  one c ru c ia l  co n sid e ra tio n  has been o m itted . As we

n o ted  se v e ra l  c h ap te rs  ago, fo r  Frege every thought i s  a complete

th o u g h t. The re le v a n t  n o tio n  of com pleteness can be seen p a r t i c u la r ly

c le a r ly  in  F re g e 's  d isc u ss io n  of h is  th e s is  th a t  thoughts possess

t ru th  va lu es  e te r n a l ly .

. . .  a re  th e re  n o t thoughts which a re  t ru e  today bu t f a ls e  in  s ix
months time? The th ough t, fo r example th a t  the  t r e e  th e re  i s
covered w ith  green  lea v e s , w i l l  su re ly  be f a l s e  in  s ix  months tim e.
No, fo r  i t  i s  n o t th e  same thought a t  a l l  [ th a t  w i l l  be f a l s e  in
s ix  months tim e—p a re n th e tic a l  remark added] . The words ' t h i s  
t r e e  i s  covered w ith  green  lea v e s ' a re  not s u f f i c i e n t  by them selves 
f o r  th e  u t te r a n c e , the  tim e of u t te ra n c e  i s  involved  aa  w e ll.  
W ithout th e  tim e -in d ic a tio n  th is  g ives we have no complete th o u g h t, 
i . e .  no thought a t  a l l .  Only a  sentence supplem ented by a tim e- 
in d ic a tio n  and complete in  every re sp e c t exp resses  a tho u g h t. 
(Emphasis added.) But t h i s ,  i f  i t  i s  t ru e ,  i s  t ru e  n o t only today 
o r  tomorrow b u t tim e le s s ly . Thus the  p re se n t  ten se  in  ' i s  t r u e ' 
does n o t r e f e r  to  th e  s p e ak e r 's  p resen t b u t i s ,  i f  the  ex p ress io n  
be p e rm itted , a ten se  of tim e le s sn ess .10

As noted  in  our e a r l i e r  d isc u ss io n , F reg e 's  p o in t i s  t h a t  we a re

8"0n Sense and R eference ,"  p . 62.

^G ottlob F rege, "Function  and Concept," in  T ra n sla tio n s  from th e  
P h ilo so p h ica l W ritings o f G ottlob F reg e , ed. P e te r  Geach and Max Black 
(Oxford: B a s il  B lackw ell, 1966), p . 29.

10.."The Thought," p . 533.
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tempted to  th in k  th a t  something can p ossess one tru th -v a lu e  now and 

an o th er l a t e r  because we f a i l  to  n o te  th a t  every  thought i s  a com plete 

though t. While the  sen ten ce  u t te r e d  may o r may n o t be ’com plete '

( i t  may b e , e .g . ,  a  'n o n -e te rn a l ' sen ten ce  in  which case i t  does n o t 

make e x p l i c i t  what i s  a s s e r te d  by i t s  u t te ra n c e )  whatever i s  re q u ired  

fo r  th e  thought to  be a  complete one, e .g .  a tim e in d ic a tio n  or th e  

id e n t i f i c a t io n  of some in d iv id u a l,  must be su p p lied  e i t h e r  by th e  

sen tence  o r in  some o th e r  way, most n o tab ly  by th e  c o n tex t of u t te r a n c e ,  

in  o rd er fo r  an a c t  of a s s e r t io n  to  have been performed a t  a l l .

We have noted  above th a t  not a l l  s e n te n t ia l  senses a re  th o u g h ts . 

Demanding, as Frege does, th a t  every thought be a  complete thought 

would seem to  impose a f u r th e r  c o n s tr a in t  on th e  k inds o f sen tences 

th e  senses of which a re  considered  th o u g h ts . In p a r t i c u l a r ,  i f  every 

thought i s ,  in  th e  req u ired  sen se , a com plete tho u g h t, then  i t  i s  hard  

to  see how th e  sen se  of a n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce  could be a though t.

I f  however th e  sense  of a  n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ce  i s  n o t a tho u g h t, th en  

how i s  i t  th a t  we perform  a c ts  of a s s e r t io n  by th e  u t te ra n c e  of non­

e te rn a l  sen ten ces?  As we have seen ,

In a l l  such cases  th e  mere w ording, as i t  i s  g iven  in  w r i tin g ,  i s  
no t th e  com plete e x p ressio n  o f th e  tho u g h t, b u t th e  knowledge o f 
c e r ta in  accompanying c o n d itio n s  o f u t te r a n c e ,  which a re  used as 
means o f ex p ress in g  th e  though t, a re  needed fo r  i t s  c o rre c t  
apprehens io n . H

When u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l  sen ten ce , th e  speaker r e l i e s  on the  c i r ­

cumstances of u t te ra n c e  to ,  so to  speak, com plete h is  th o u g h t. When 

one says fo r  example " I t  i s  covered w ith  books" one a s s e r ts  of some

n I b id . ,  p . 517.
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p a r t i c u l a r  item  t h a t  i t  i s  covered w ith  books; which item  i s  n o t rev ea led  

by the  sen ten ce  b u t r a th e r  by the  c ircum stances o f u t te r a n c e .  But 

how p re c is e ly  a re  we to  c h a ra c te r iz e  the  c o n tr ib u tio n  of the  c o n tex t 

o f  u t te ra n c e  to  th e  thought? I s  i t  a t  th e  le v e l  of sense or o f r e f e r e n c e ?

My own view , argued fo r  above, i s  th a t  th e  c o n tr ib u tio n  o f th e  

c o n tex t i s  c le a r ly ,  a t  l e a s t  in  many c a se s , a t  th e  le v e l  of r e fe re n c e .

The circum stances o f  u t te ra n c e  do n o t p rov ide  us w ith  any p a r t i c u l a r  

d e s c r ip t iv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  or as Frege would say "mode of p re se n ta ­

t io n "  o f th e  r e f e r e n t  b u t w ith  th e  r e f e r e n t  i t s e l f  (which can, of co u rse , 

be c h a ra c te r iz e d  in  any number of w ays). What i s  F re g e ’s view? Al­

though Frege does n o t devote a g re a t  d ea l of a t t e n t io n  to  the  sem antics 

o f n o n -e te rn a l  se n te n c e s , s t i l l  on th e  b a s is  o f h is  g e n e ra l views 

about 'th o u g h ts ' and h is  a l l  too few remarks about n o n -e te rn a l s e n te n c e s ,

I  th in k  th a t  i t  i s  c le a r  what h is  view i s :  th e  c o n tr ib u tio n  o f th e

c o n tex t i s  always a t  th e  le v e l  of sen se . The circum stances o f u t t e r ­

ance to g e th e r  w ith  th e  u t te ra n c e  o f the  in d e x ic a l  y ie ld  a 'mode of 

p re s e n ta t io n ' of th e  r e f e r e n t .

Frege i s ,  in  g e n e ra l, q u ite  i n s i s te n t  th a t  though ts a re  senses

(of c e r ta in  k inds of sen ten ces)  and f u r th e r  th a t  t h e i r  c o n s ti tu e n ts

must be s e n se s .* 2 In  h is  argument th a t  th e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f a thought to

a  t ru th  v a lu e  i s  no t one of s u b je c t  to  p re d ic a te  b u t r a th e r  o f sense  to

re fe re n c e  he n o te s :

A t r u th  v a lu e  cannot be p a r t  o f  a tho u g h t, any more th an , say , 
the  Sun can, fo r  i t  i s  n o t a sen se  b u t an o b je c t .*3

1 2 To  say th a t  a thought i s  a sense i s ,  o f course  no t to  deny th a t
i t  can be a r e f e r e n t .  The r e f e r e n t  o f th e  p h rase  " th e  sense o f th e
sen ten ce  '2  + 2 = 4 " ' i s ,  f o r  F rege, a th o u g h t, i . e .  a sen se .

*3on "Sense and R eferen ce ,"  p . 64.
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Whatever F re g e 's  th e s is  i s  concern ing  t ru th -v a lu e s  as o b je c ts ,  i t  i s  

c le a r  t h a t ,  e . g . ,  the  sun cannot be a c o n s ti tu e n t  o f a thought fo r  i t  

i s  n o t a sense  b u t i s  r a th e r  an o b je c t ;  whereas th e  sense of th e  phrase  

" th e  sun" can be a c o n s ti tu e n t  o f a  though t.

Thus, on F re g e 's  view the  r e f e r e n ts  o f  th e  ex p ress io n s  we u t te r  

in  ex p ress in g  though ts a re  never c o n s ti tu e n ts  o f th e  thoughts expressed ; 

th e  sen ses  o f such ex p ress io n s  a re  th e  p ro p o s i t io n a l  c o n s t i tu e n ts .  I f  

t h i s  i s  so , th en  i t  i s  hard  to  see  how any c o n tr ib u tio n  of the  co n tex t 

of u t te ra n c e  a t  th e  le v e l  of re fe re n c e  could com plete th e  th ough t.

I f  the  sense  of th e  sen ten ce  i s  incom plete , i t  i s  hard  to  see  how i t  

can be tu rn ed  in to  a complete sen se  by th e  c o n te x t supply ing  a r e f e r e n t ,  

say th e  sun o r some ta b le .  Surely  th e  sen se  can be completed only  by 

th e  co n tex t su pp ly ing  some 'mode o f p re s e n ta t io n ' of th e  r e f e r e n t ,  

i . e .  th e  c o n tr ib u tio n  would have to  be a t  th e  le v e l  o f s e n se . ^

B efore p roceeding  to  f u r th e r  defend th e  c laim  th a t  something l ik e  

t h i s  i s  F re g e 's  view , l e t  us see  what kind o f c o n tr ib u tio n  the  co n tex t 

m ight make a t  th e  le v e l  of sen se . When someone u t te r s  a n o n -e te rn a l 

se n te n c e , say , "He i s  b a ld "  th en , from th e  sem an tica l p o in t of view 

o f F rege, what he has u t te r e d  would seem to  b e , in  an im portan t 

r e s p e c t ,  l ik e  an open sen ten ce , in  th is  case  l ik e  "x i s  b a ld ."  Of c o u rse , 

th e re  a re  d i f f e re n c e s .  "He," u n lik e  "x ,"  has a s e n se ; i t  does supply 

some in fo rm a tio n  reg a rd in g  the r e f e r e n t .  But i t  does n o t supply us 

w ith  a  'r o u t e '  to  th e  r e f e r e n t ;  i t  does n o t uniquely  determ ine the

^ U n l e s s ,  o f c o u rse , n o t a l l  thoughts a re  se n se s . That i s ,  i f  
F re g e 's  view were th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ce  what i s  
expressed  i s  n o t a com plete sen se , then he could  h o ld  th a t  th e  co n tr ib u ­
t io n  o f th e  c o n te x t i s  a t  th e  le v e l  o f re fe re n c e . I  w i l l  d iscu ss  t h is  
p o s s ib i l i ty  below .
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r e f e r e n t .  To use F re g e 's  p h rase , "he" does no t supply us w ith a  mode 

o f p re s e n ta t io n  o f a r e f e r e n t  although i t  does supply us w ith  p a r t  o f 

one, i . e .  i t  in d ic a te s ,  fo r  example, th a t  the  r e f e r e n t  i s  male. When 

th e  sen tence "He i s  b a ld "  i s  u t te r e d ,  however, th e  circum stances of 

u tte ra n c e  can be viewed as supplem enting th e  p a r t i a l  mode of p re se n ta t io n  

so as to  y ie ld  a complete mode of p re s e n ta t io n , one th a t  uniquely f i t s  

some item . Thus th e  sen tence  "He i s  b a ld ,"  u t te r e d  in  a p a r t i c u la r  

co n te x t, s u f f ic e s  fo r  th e  ex pression  o f a (com plete) th ough t, s in ce  i t s  

'n a t i v e ' sense i s  supplem ented so as to  y ie ld  a complete s e n s e . 15 

What th is  amounts to  i s  th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sentence what 

we a s s e r t  i s  th e  sense of an e te rn a l  s e n te n c e .1^

One v i r tu e  of t h i s  c o n s tru a l of Frege i s  th a t  i t  y ie ld s  a 

c o h e ren t, s in g le  account of th e  n o tion  of a though t. A thought i s  in  

every case the  sense  o f an e te rn a l  sen tence . I f  F re g e 's  view was th a t  

in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ce , th e  con tex t c o n tr ib u te s  a t  th e  

l e v e l  of re f e r e n c e , then no s in g le  trea tm en t o f thoughts would ap p a ren tly  

be p o s s ib le . Thoughts expressed  by th e  u tte ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l

^A lth o u g h  we can express th is  lo o se ly  by say ing  th a t  the in ­
d e x ic a l p ick s  up, in  a co n te x t, d e s c r ip tiv e  in fo rm atio n , th is  need n o t 
be construed  as the  th e s is  th a t  the sense of the  in d e x ic a l expression  
i s  no t fix ed  b u t r a th e r  v a r ie s  sy s te m a tica lly  from co n tex t to  c o n tex t.
We can say th a t ,  e .g .  "he" has a fix ed  sense; i t  i s  n o t ambiguous. And 
s im ila r ly  fo r  "He i s  b a ld ."  The con tex t can be thought of as supplem ent­
ing  th e  f ix e d  b u t incom plete sense o f th e  sen tence  so as to  y ie ld  a 
complete sen se , a  though t. Compare F reg e 's  remark on p. 519 of "The 
Thought" where he seems to  imply th a t  "he" has a  f ix e d  sen se .

^ A c c o rd in g ly , in  th e  chap ter on in d ex ic a l re fe re n c e , I  a t t r ib u te d  
to  Frege the  view  th a t  in  u t te r in g  a  n o n -e te rn a l sen tence what i s  
a s se r te d  can, in  every case , be form ulated v ia  an e te r n a l  sen tence .
The id ea , o f co u rse , i s  th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence I  
a s s e r t  a th o u g h t, th e  sense o f some e te rn a l  sen ten ce . So I  can use 
t h is  e te rn a l  sen ten ce  to  form ulate  th e  thought.
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sen tences would n o t be senses of sen te n c e s . I f  something l ik e  th is  

were F re g e 's  view , then  th e  account of such thoughts would r a d ic a l ly  

d ep a rt from th e  theory  as he developed i t  f o r  e te rn a l  sen ten ces. Now 

i t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th e  sem antics of e te r n a l  sen tences was F re g e 's  r e a l  

i n te r e s t  and th a t  is s u e s  concerning n o n -e te rn a l sen tences a re  only 

d iscussed  in  F re g e 's  l a t e  paper "The Thought" (and, indeed , even th e re  

only d iscussed  b r i e f l y ) . But i f  co n s id e ra tio n  of thoughts expressed 

by u t te ra n c e s  of n o n -e te rn a l sen tences n e c e s s i ta te d  such a ra d ic a l  

d ep a rtu re  from th e  th eo ry , we would expect Frege to  acknowledge th a t  

a c e n tr a l  f e a tu re  of h is  account was being  m odified . Nowhere in  h is  

d isc u ss io n  in  "The Thought," however, does he g ive any in d ic a tio n  th a t  

th e re  i s  a d i s t in c t io n  to  be drawn between two k inds of though ts.

Indeed, one g e ts  th e  opposite  im pression .

The r e s u l ts  ob tained  in  P a rt I I  o f th is  essay  c o n s is t ,  in  p a r t ,  

in  the rep u d ia tio n  o f th e  th e s is  th a t  I  am a t t r ib u t in g  to  Frege. What 

we a s s e r t  a re  n o t th e  senses o f sen ten ces.

Let us f i r s t  consider u t te ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l sen ten ces. One 

who w ishes to  m ain tain  th a t  we a s s e r t  the  senses o f sen tences i s ,  as 

we saw in  th e  case of F rege, no t l ik e ly  to  hold  th a t  in  u t te r in g  a 

n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  a speaker a s s e r ts  th e  sense possessed  by th e  

sen tence  he has u t te r e d .  For one th in g , i f  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l 

sen ten ce , say " I  am t i r e d , "  a speaker a s se r te d  the  sense of th is  

se n te n c e , then  i t  i s  hard  to  understand  how an o th er speaker could 

u t t e r  the  same sen tence  (whose sense  i s  unchanged) and a s s e r t  a d i f f e re n t  

p r o p o s i t i o n . I t  i s  l ik e ly  th a t  one who does w ish to  id e n t i fy

17I t  could be m ain tained  th a t  the  sense o f th e  u t te re d  sentence 
i s  what i s  a s se r te d  only i f  one took th e  view th a t  n o n -e te rn a l sen tences
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p ro p o s itio n s  w ith  senses w i l l  m ain ta in , w ith  F rege, t h a t  they  a re  

id e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  senses of e te r n a l  se n te n c e s .

I t  i s  c le a r ,  however, a t  l e a s t  i f  th e  arguments I  have employed 

a re  c o r r e c t ,  th a t  i t  i s  a m istake to  th in k  of a sp e ak e r’s use of an 

in d e x ic a l  item  as amounting to  (w ith th e  he lp  of th e  c o n tex t)  a d e sc r ip ­

t iv e  c h a ra c te r iz a t io n  o f h i s  r e f e r e n t ;  th e  c o n tr ib u tio n  o f th e  c o n tex t 

i s ,  I  have argued, a t  th e  le v e l  of r e f e re n c e . But u n le ss  by th e  use 

of th e  in d e x ic a l  th e  speaker does convey such a d e s c r ip t iv e  c h a ra c te r ­

i z a t io n  o f th e  r e f e r e n t ,  i t  i s  hard  to  see  how what i s  a s s e r te d  can 

be th e  sense  o f some e te r n a l  s e n t e n c e .M o r e o v e r ,  th e  view th a t  in  

u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  what one a s s e r ts  i s  the  sense  of an 

e te r n a l  sen ten ce  i s  p la u s ib le ,  I  should th in k , only i f  i t  i s  p la u s ib le  

to  m ain ta in  t h a t  in  u t te r in g  an e te r n a l  sen tence  what one a s s e r ts  i s  

th e  sense  of th e  sen ten ce . In  o th er  words, i f  i t  can be shown th a t  

even in  cases o f u tte ra n c e s  o f e te r n a l  sen ten ces  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  

no t th e  sen se  o f an e te rn a l  sen ten ce , then  i t  w i l l  h a rd ly  be p la u s ib le  

th a t  in  u t te r in g  a n o n -e te rn a l sen tence  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  the  sense 

o f an e te r n a l  one.

Let us tu rn  our a t t e n t io n ,  then , to  u t te ra n c e s  o f e te r n a l  se n te n c e s , 

in  p a r t i c u l a r  th o se  in  which a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y .

do n o t have f ix e d  senses b u t in s te a d ,  in  p a r t i c u l a r  co n tex ts  of 
u t te r a n c e ,  acq u ire  complete se n se s . The c r i t ic i s m  I  w i l l  lodge a g a in s t  
F re g e 's  view w i l l  apply to  t h is  v a r ia n t  as w e l l.

*®I am n o t su re  what to  say about th e  fo llo w in g  q u e s tio n . I f  
M ill (and company) a re  c o rr e c t  about p roper names, what a re  we to  say 
o f th e  sen se  of an e te rn a l  sen tence  co n ta in in g  a p ro p er name? When I  
say h e re  th a t  what we a s s e r t  a re  no t th e  senses o f e te r n a l  se n te n c e s ,
I  mean th a t  a t  l e a s t  on th e  assum ption th a t  names have d e s c r ip tiv e  
c o n ten t (a  l a  F rege, R u sse ll)  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  n o t th e  sense of an 
e te r n a l  sen ten ce .
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Here to o , th e  arguments I  have employed y ie ld  th e  r e s u l t  th a t  what i s  

a s s e r te d  i s  n o t th e  sense of an e te r n a l  se n te n c e . For as  we have seen  

when a  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly  th e  sense  of th e  d e s c r ip tio n  

does n o t e n te r  in to  a d e te rm in a tio n  o f what i s  a s s e r te d ;  th e  same 

th in g  may, f o r  example, be a s se r te d  by th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  u se  of two 

non-synonymous d e s c r ip tio n s .  Thus i f  A says "Sm ith’s m urderer i s ,  a t  

t p  in sane" and B says "The husband of Anne Jones a t  t j  i s ,  a t  t \ ,  

in san e" and i f  bo th  use t h e i r  r e s p e c tiv e  d e s c r ip tio n s  r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  

in  re fe ren c e  to  Jones, th en  both  have a s s e r te d  th e  same th in g . But 

i f  th e  sense  o f th e  d e s c r ip tio n  does no t e n te r  in to  a d e te rm in a tio n  o f 

what i s  a s s e r te d  i t  i s  aga in  hard  to  see how what i s  a s se r te d  can be 

th e  sense  o f th e  sen tence (which i s ,  a f t e r  a l l ,  a fu n c tio n  of th e  senses 

o f th e  s e n te n t ia l  c o n s t i tu e n ts ) .

Moreover, th ese  co n s id e ra tio n s  suggest ano ther a p p lic a tio n  of 

th e  argument used in  P a r t I  to  show th a t  what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t a 

s en ten ce . For w ith  re sp e c t  to  th e  u t te ra n c e s  of speakers A and B 

mentioned in  th e  l a s t  paragraph , n e ith e r  th e  sen ten ces  they  u t t e r  nor 

th e  senses o f t h e i r  sen tences a re  i d e n t ic a l  and y e t  both  speakers a s s e r t  

th e  same th in g . I t  fo llow s th a t  n o t both A and B a s s e r t  th e  sen ses  o f 

t h e i r  r e s p e c tiv e  sen ten ces. What a speaker a s s e r t s ,  th en , i s  n o t ,  a t  

l e a s t  in  g e n e ra l ,  id e n t ic a l  w ith  th e  sense o f h i s  sen ten ce  (and th is  

i s  so even i f  h i s  sen tence i s  an e te rn a l  o n e ) .

A shade of C artw right m ight p o in t  o u t th a t  i t  does n o t fo llow  

th a t  no one ev e r a s s e r ts  th e  sense o f h is  s en ten ce , perhaps A does— 

a l l  t h a t  fo llo w s i s  th a t  n o t b o th  A and B a s s e r t  th e  senses o f t h e i r  

re s p e c tiv e  se n te n c e s . But a  move along th e  l in e s  u t i l i z e d  in  P a r t  I
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w i l l  s u f f ic e  ag a in . I f  what i s  a s s e r te d  by a number of speakers a l l  

of whom a s s e r t  th e  same th in g  by th e  u tte ra n c e  of non-synonymous e te r n a l  

sen ten ces  i s  indeed th e  sen se  o f some s in g le  e te rn a l  sen tence  th en  th a t  

p a r t i c u l a r  sense ought to  have som ething about i t  which would d is t in g u is h  

i t  from th e  v a rio u s  competing senses and which would give us a reason  

to  th in k  th a t  i t  i s  indeed  th is  sense which i s  the  p ro p o sitio n  a s s e r te d  

by a l l  of th e  sp e a k e rs . Since th e re  i s  (ap p a ren tly ) no such sense  

which could  be p r iv i le g e d  in  t h i s  way, i t  fo llow s th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  

by each of the  speakers i s  n o t the  sen se  of any sen tence .

When a d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e l y  i t  may appear somewhat 

more tem pting to  view what i s  a s s e r te d  as th e  sense of th e  sen ten ce  

fo r  in  a t t r i b u t iv e  u se s , accord ing  to  D onnellan, th e  d e s c r ip tio n  occurs 

'e s s e n t i a l l y , '  i . e .  r e p la c in g  i t  w ith  an o th e r ( a t t r ib u t iv e ly  used) 

d e s c r ip t io n ,  d i f f e r e n t  in  sense but co n tin g e n tly  c h a ra c te r iz in g  th e  

same item , w i l l  y ie ld  a d i f f e r e n t  p ro p o s it io n . I f  Donnellan were 

c o rre c t  about t h i s  then  th e  argument used in  th e  l a s t  paragraph could  

no t be a p p lied  h e re , fo r  we could  n o t g en e ra te  a s i tu a t io n  in  which 

non-synonymous sen ten ces  could be used to  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g . But, 

as I  have argued, ^  even in  cases  o f a t t r ib u t iv e  use the  sp eak er o f te n  

makes r e f e r e n t ia l  u se  of a  p ro p er p a r t  o f  th e  a t t r ib u t iv e ly  used 

d e s c r ip t io n .  I f  t h i s  i s  c o rre c t  then  th e  argument used above a p p lie s  

he re  as w e ll.  There w i l l  be u t te ra n c e s  of non-synonymous sen ten ces  ( in  

which a  d e s c r ip tio n  i s  used a t t r ib u t iv e ly )  by means of which th e  same 

p ro p o s it io n  i s  a s s e r te d .

We can conclude th a t  in  many cases  of u tte ran c e s  o f  e te r n a l

19por example see  pp. 126-7 above.
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sen ten ces  and a  f o r t i o r i  in  cases of u t te ra n c e s  o f n o n -e te rn a l  se n te n c e s , 

what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  n o t the  sense of a se n te n c e . Of co u rse , I  have not 

argued th a t  in  no case  does anyone a s s e r t  th e  sense  of a  sen ten ce ; my 

argument i s  in a p p lic a b le  to  u tte ran c e s  o f ,  fo r  example, many u n iv e rsa lly  

q u a n tif ie d  se n te n c e s . S t i l l  s in ce  i t  presumably i s  n o t the  case th a t  

we sometimes a s s e r t  s e n te n t ia l  senses and sometimes n o t ,  we can conclude 

th a t  what i s  a s s e r te d  i s  in  no case th e  sen se  of a sen ten ce .

In the  fo rego ing  I  have taken Fregean ta lk  of sense  a t  face v a lu e .

No a ttem p t has been made to  e lu c id a te  th e  n o tio n  o f sense  n o r to  d iscu ss  

o r ev a lu a te  v a rio u s  competing analyses of th e  concept o f  s e n te n t ia l  meaning. 

On any account o f s e n te n t ia l  meaning, however, th e  sen ten ces  "Sm ith 's 

m urderer i s ,  a t  t^ j  in san e" and "The husband of Anne Jones a t  t^  i s ,  a t  t ^ ,  

in san e" w i l l  have d i f f e r e n t  m eanings. Of c o u rse , i t  may be th a t  speakers 

u t te r in g  th ese  sen ten ces  might mean the same th in g . But t h a t  i s  no t 

to  th e  p o in t.  I f  i t  makes any sense to  speak of th e  meanings of se n te n c e s , 

then  th e  meanings of th ese  two sentences (as opposed to  what someone 

m ight mean [jL.e. in te n d  to  a s se r t]  by u t te r in g  them) a re  su re ly  not 

th e  same. But th ese  sen tences may be used to  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g .

Hence, by th e  argument above, what i s  a s se r te d  i s  n o t th e  meaning of a 

sen ten ce .

What makes p o s s ib le  the  a p p lic a tio n  to  th e  p re se n t  case  of th e  

argument o r ig in a lly  employed to  d is t in g u is h  p ro p o s it io n s  from sentences 

( th e  argument from th e  d iffe re n c e  in  t h e i r  a r i th m e t ic s )2^ i s ,  o f co u rse ,

20The name i s  due to  C artw righ t. The argum ent, o f co u rse , i s  th e  
one th a t  proceeds from th e  prem ises th a t  s in c e  X and Y a re  n o t  id e n t ic a l  
( e .g .  l e t  X and Y be th e  sen tences u t te re d )  w hereas 0 and t  a re  id e n t ic a l  
(0 and i '  a re  the  p ro p o s itio n s  r e sp e c tiv e ly  a s se r te d )  then  i t  follow s 
th a t  i t  c a n 't  be t h a t  bo th  X = 0 and Y = f  and so on.
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the  id ea  of th e  r e f e r e n t ia l  o r , as we m ight say , the  dem onstrative use 

of s in g u la r  term s. The expression  "dem onstra tive use" seems p a r t i c u la r ly  

ap t fo r  i t  draws a t te n t io n  to  th e  fa c t  th a t  in d e x ic a ls ,  d e sc r ip tio n s  and 

(p o ssib ly )  names may be used simply to  dem onstrate an item  and n o t to  

a t t r ib u t e  p ro p e r t ie s  to  an y th in g .21 i f  n o t fo r  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  

a r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t i v e  d is t in c t io n ,  and indeed one of sem an tica l 

s ig n if ic a n c e , then  an e te r n a l  sen tence ( in s o fa r  as i t  i s  seen as belonging 

to  some p a r t i c u la r  language) would be th e  fo rm u la tio n  of a unique 

p ro p o s it io n . I f  t h is  were so , we would have no argument (or a t  l e a s t  

no t th e  same argument) ag a in s t id e n tify in g  what someone a s s e r ts  w ith  

th e  meaning o f  an e te r n a l  sen tence ; we could n o t genera te  a case in  

which non-synonymous e te rn a l  sen tences a re  used to  a s s e r t  the  same th in g .

C artw righ t, n o t in  possession  of th e  r e f e r e n t ia l - a t t r i b u t iv e  

d i s t in c t io n  ( a t  l e a s t  no t a t  the  time of th e  appearance of h is  p ap e r)22 

does u t i l i z e  a v e rs io n  o f  th is  argument in  o rd er to  show th a t  what 

someone a s s e r ts  i s  n o t a se n te n c e . But in  the  case o f the i d e n t i f i c a ­

tio n  of p ro p o sitio n s  w ith  meanings of e te rn a l  sen tences he f in d s  th a t  

the  argument has no a p p lic a tio n . This i s  so f o r  one might m ain ta in , 

says C artw right th a t

. . .  fo r  each s ta tem en t th a t  can be made by u t te r in g  some given 
incom plete £ n o n -e te rn a lj  sen ten ce , th e re  i s  (o r  in  theory  could

2*The te r n  "dem onstra tive"  has i t s  own drawbacks fo r  i t  might 
suggest th a t  the  e n t i t y  dem onstrated i s  in  some se n se , p re s e n t ,  whereas 
we can, g iven the a p p ro p r ia te  c o n tex t, make r e f e r e n t ia l  use of an 
express ion  and, in  doing so , r e f e r  to  some long gone item .

22in h is  l a t e r  paper "Some Remarks on E sse n tia lism ,"  The Jo u rn a l 
of Philosophy 65 (1968): 615-626, C artw right rem arks " . . .  th a t  i t  i s
necessary  to  d is t in g u is h  'r e f e r e n t i a l '  from 'a t t r i b u t i v e '  uses of 
d e f in i te  d e sc r ip tio n s  has been p e rsu a s iv e ly  argued o f l a t e  by D onnellan."
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be) a com plete Q etern a lJ  sen ten ce  having  t h a t  s ta te m e n t as i t s
m eaning.23

. . .  i f  a s ta tem en t i s  the  meaning of any s e n te n c e , i t  must be 
th e  meaning o f some complete ^ e te rn a l]  sen ten ce  which can be used 
to  a s s e r t  i t ;  and i t  i s  s u re ly  p la u s ib le  to  suppose th a t  no two 
of th ese  could d i f f e r  in  meaning. (B racketed rem arks and l a s t  
emphasis a d d e d . ) 2 4 ,  2 3

What we have seen , however, i s  t h a t  a number o f even e te r n a l  sen tences

m ight d i f f e r  in  meaning and s t i l l  be used to  a s s e r t  th e  same th in g .

In  th e  fo reg o in g  I  have t r i e d  to  show th e  re le v a n ce  o f P a r t  I I

of the  essay  to  th e  d isc u ss io n  which occurs in  P a r t  I .  We have seen

23"pr0p o s it io n s ,"  p . 98.

2 4 ib id . ,  p . 10 1 .

2 5 A c co rd in g ly , C artw right r e s o r t s  to  an a l t o g e t h e r  d if f e r e n t  
l i n e  o f  r e a so n in g  to  show th a t  p r o p o s it io n s  a re  n o t m ean in gs.

I f  what someone a s s e r t s ,  on some o ccasio n , i s  i t s e l f  th e  meaning 
which the words he u t te r s  have . . .  then  an y th in g  p re d ic a b le  of 
what he a s s e r ts  must a lso  be p re d ic a b le  o f th e  meaning o f h is  
words. But i t  i s  obvious on very l i t t l e  r e f l e c t io n  th a t  ever 
so many th in g s  p re d ic a b le  o f what he a s s e r te d  cannot (on p a in  of 
nonsense) be p re d ic a te d  o f th e  meaning of a s e n te n c e . And the 
fundam ental p o in t  to  be n o tic e d  in  t h is  co n n ectio n  i s  th a t  a l ­
though we may p re d ic a te  of som ething a s s e r te d  t h a t  i t  i s  (o r was) 
a s s e r te d ,  t h i s  cannot be p red ic a te d  of th e  meaning o f a sen ten ce . 
I t  sim ply makes no sense to  say th a t  someone a s s e r te d  th e  meaning 
o f h i s  sen ten ce— any more than  i t  makes sen se  to  say  th a t  he 
s a id  i t .  ( " P ro p o s itio n s ,"  p . 101.)

C artw righ t proceeds to  mention many o th e r  th in g s  which can be a ff irm ed  
of what i s  a s se r te d  b u t n o t o f a s e n te n t ia l  m eaning, e .g .  th a t  i t  i s  
t ru e  or f a l s e ,  t h a t  i t  may be v e r i f i e d ,  a ff irm e d , c o n tra d ic te d , e tc .

I  f in d  m yself in  sympathy w ith  t h i s  argument b u t l e s s  than 
c o n fid e n t of i t s  c o n c lu s iv en ess . For one th in g  th e  argument seems 
to  b a ld ly  deny what o th e r s ,  fo r  example, F rege, have a s s e r te d ,  th a t  
e . g . ,  i t  makes sense  to  speak o f a  sense as t ru e  o r  f a l s e .  I  imagine 
t h a t  one in c l in e d  to  ho ld  th a t  sen ses  a re  t ru e  o r  f a l s e  would d ism iss 
C a r tw rig h t 's  argument as a k ind  o f appeal to  o rd in a ry  language; as 
canonizing  what we a re  in  f a c t  accustomed to  sa y in g  and as d e c la r in g  
nonsense what sounds odd. (C artw righ t tak es  up t h i s  o b je c t io n  on 
page 102 o f  " P ro p o s it io n s ." )

I t  i s  c le a r ,  however, th a t  w ith o u t coming to  any d e c is io n  as 
to  th e  co n c lu siv en ess  o f C a r tw rig h t 's  argum ent, we can conclude on 
th e  b a s is  provided  above th a t  what someone a s s e r t s  i s  n o t th e  meaning 
o f  a sen ten ce .
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what p ro p o s itio n s  could n o t be . In  o rd er to  emphasize th e  p o s it iv e  

s id e  of th e  p re s e n t  s tu d y , i t  w i l l  be u se fu l  to  c o n tr a s t  th e  views 

of Frege and R u sse ll  on th e  n o tio n  of c o n s ti tu e n t  of a p ro p o s i t io n .

Compare F re g e 's  remark

A t ru th  v a lu e  cannot be p a r t  of a th o u g h t, any more th an , say 
th e  Sun can, fo r  i t  i s  n o t a sense b u t an o b je c t .28

w ith  R u s s e l l 's

The d e n o ta tio n , I  b e lie v e ,  i s  n o t a c o n s ti tu e n t  of th e  p ro p o si­
t io n ,  excep t in  th e  case  of p roper names, i . e .  o f words which do 
no t a ss ig n  a p ro p e rty  to  an o b je c t ,  b u t m erely and s o le ly  name 
i t .  And I  should  hold  fu r th e r  t h a t ,  in  th is  sen se , th e re  a re  
only two words which a re  s t r i c t l y  p roper names o f p a r t i c u l a r s ,  
namely " I "  and " t h i s . "27

R u sse ll  made th is  remark in  h is  paper "Knowledge by A cquaintance and 

Knowledge by D esc rip tio n "  which was f i r s t  p u b lish ed  in  1910-11. By 

1917 he f e l t  th a t  he had been too generous and d e c la red  in  an added 

fo o tn o te  " I  should  now exclude 'I*  from proper names in  th e  s t r i c t  

sen se , and r e t a in  only ' t h i s . ' " 28 The p o in t about th e  word " th is "  

which, according  to  R u sse ll ,  i s  why i t  i s  a genuine or lo g ic a l ly  prop­

e r  name i s  th a t  i t  i s  used "as a name," as "merely a means fo r  p o in t­

ing  to  th e  t h in g ." 2^

So i f  I  say " S c o tt i s  S i r  W alte r,"  u s ing  th ese  two names as 
names £ which according  to  R u sse ll i s  n o t our s ta n d a rd  p r a c t ic e ]  ,

28"On Sense and R eference ,"  p . 64.

2?B ertrand  R u s s e ll ,  "Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge 
by D e sc r ip tio n ,"  in  B ertran d  R u sse ll , M ysticism  and Logic (London: 
n .p . ,  1918; Anchor Books, n .d . ) ,  p. 216.

28Ib id .

2^ B ertrand  R u s s e ll ,  "The Philosophy o f L og ical Atomism," in  
B ertrand  R u sse ll ,  Logic and Knowledge, p . 245.
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n e i th e r  "S c o tt"  n o r " S i r  W alter" occurs in  what I  am a s s e r t in g ,  
b u t only th e  person  who has these  names, and thus what I  am 
a s s e r t in g  i s  a  pure  tau to lo g y . ( P a ra n th e t ic a l  rem ark a d d e d .)30

As noted  b e fo re  R u sse ll  does recogn ize  what I  have c a lle d  the  

r e f e r e n t i a l  use o f language b u t th in k s , c o n tra ry  to  th e  views I  

have ex p ressed , th a t  the  only ex p ressions o r d in a r i ly  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly  

o r  (as R u sse ll would put i t )  as names a re  s in g u la r  term s which have 

no d e s c r ip t iv e  c o n te n t ,  e .g .  " th i s ."  What i s  o f i n t e r e s t  about these  

q u o ta tio n s  i s  t h a t  R u sse ll  m ain tains th a t  when an e x p ress io n  i s  used 

r e f e r e n t i a l l y , th e  item  r e f e r r e d  to i s ,  in  some se n se , a c o n s ti tu e n t  

of th e  p ro p o s it io n ;  i t  "occurs in  what I  am a s s e r t i n g ."  This i s ,  

o f co u rse , in  c o n tr a s t  to  Frege who reco g n izes  no ca tegory  of re fe re n ­

t i a l  use  (as I  am u sin g  t h i s  term ); every  s in g u la r  term  h a s , fo r  Frege, 

a sen se  and th e  sen se  of th e  s in g u la r  term  and never th e  re fe ren c e  

i s  a p ro p o s i t io n a l  c o n s t i tu e n t .

The view I  have argued fo r  in  P a r t  I I  o f  t h i s  essay  has sim­

i l a r i t i e s  to  R u s s e l l 's  view as opposed to  F re g e 's  and can, I  th in k , 

be expressed  w ith  th e  h e lp  o f R u s s e ll 's  term ino logy . When an ex p ressio n  

i s  used r e f e r e n t i a l l y ,  w hether i t  i s  an in d e x ic a l  o r an o rd in a ry  

p ro p er name (a t  l e a s t  on M i l l 's  view) o r a d e f in i te  d e s c r ip tio n ,  

we can say  th a t  th e  item  r e fe r re d  to  i s  a c o n s t i tu e n t  o f th e  p ro p o s it io n .

In  speaking  th is  way I  do n o t wish, however, to  advance any m etaphysical 

t h e s i s ,  R u sse llia n  o r  o th e rw ise , fo r  example th a t  persons may b e , in  some 

se n se , p a r ts  of a b s tr a c t  e n t i t i e s ,  p r o p o s i t io n s , o r c o n s ti tu e n ts  in  f a c t s .31

3°I b id . , p . 246.

^T h u s  in  adop ting  R u s s e l l 's  term inology h e re , I  am n o t endorsing  
h is  m etaphysica l v iew s. The im portan t p o in t  of s im i l a r i t y  between 
R u s s e ll 's  view and th e  one argued fo r  h e re  i s  n o t m etaphysica l b u t 
i s  r a th e r  s e m an tica l.
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What then  i s  th e  p o in t o f speaking of say , persons as c o n s ti tu e n ts  

of p ro p o s itio n s?  To speak th is  way i s  to  su g g est an a l t e rn a t iv e  to  

th e  Fregean p e rs p e c tiv e  according  to  which what someone a s s e r ts  i s  

a fu n c tio n  o f th e  senses of th e  s e n te n t ia l  c o n s t i tu e n ts .  I t  i s  to  

s t r e s s ,  w ith  R u sse ll ,  th e  p ro p o s it io n a l  r o le  o f th e  r e f e r e n t :  when

a s in g u la r  term  i s  used r e f e r e n t ia l ly ,  i t  i s  the re f e re n t  and n o t the  

sense of th e  s in g u la r  term  th a t  e n te rs  in to  a d e te rm in a tio n  o f what 

was a s s e r te d .

The p o s i t iv e  outcome of th is  essay , th en , may be expressed  by 

saying  th a t ,  in  us in g  s in g u la r  terms r e f e r e n t i a l l y , th e  item s to  

which we r e f e r  a re ,  in  th e  sense in  q u e s tio n , p ro p o s it io n a l  c o n s t i tu e n ts . 

To say th is  i s ,  o f co u rse , no t to  provide a p o s i t iv e  account o f the 

concept of th in g  a s s e r te d .  As noted  in  th e  in tro d u c tio n  to  t h i s  e ssa y , 

such a p o s i t iv e  account would involve c o n s id e ra tio n s  th a t  range f a r  

beyond th o se  m anageable h e re . A d isc u ss io n  o f sem an tica l is su e s  

concern ing , fo r  example, p re d ic a tio n , and g en e ra l p ro p o s it io n s , 

e .g .  u n iv e r s a lly  q u a n tif ie d  ones, would c e r ta in ly  be in  o rd e r .

M oreover, th e  im portan t m etaphysical q u e s tio n s  concerning p ro p o s itio n s  

rem ain to  be answered. Indeed, fo rm ula ting  th e  p o s i t iv e  s id e  o f  t h is  

s tudy  in  the  R u sse llia n  idiom n a tu ra l ly  prompts th e  q u estio n  of 

w hether th e re  i s  a s tro n g e r  and indeed m etaphysica l sense in  which a 

r e f e r e n t  can be a  p ro p o s it io n a l  c o n s t i tu e n t .  To th ese  fu r th e r  sem an tica l 

and m etaphysica l q u estio n s  I  do n o t address m yself h e re . I  hope, 

however, th a t  th e  p o s i t iv e  conclusions reached concerning r e f e r e n t i a l  

use w i l l  p rov ide th e  beginning  of a p o s i t iv e  account of p ro p o s it io n s .
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