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Carsten Hansen

Lecture 2006
First lecture on Kripke: focussing on his arguments against ‘the theory of Frege and Russell’
1. We are reading an extract from Kripke’s book Naming and Necessity.
Naming and Necessity was originally given as a set of three lectures at Princeton in 1971/2. They were initially published as in a volume of collected papers, and later as a monograph.
The lectures had a huge impact on the philosophical community.  Indeed, it is arguably one of the most influential philosophical works to have appeared within the last 35-40 years.  To a certain extent, the book had the effect of crystallizing certain ideas that were beginning to emerge in the community – though no one had managed to express them as clearly and forcefully as Kripke.  The book has important contributions within the following areas:

Philosophy of Language - Krike put forward a theory of reference for proper names, and of the relation between names and descriptions, as well as a highly influential criticism of traditional views of the matter.  In this connection, Kripke was influential in making a number of issues central topics of debate in the following years.  Including: the social character of lanugage (’the linguistic division of labor’), the debate about internalism and externalism about linguistic meaning and mental content, and the relation between public languages and idiolects.   (Some of these he discussed explicitly, others became salient in later discussion of his ideas.)

Metaphysics – here, Kripke made an important contribution with his discussion of the concepts of necessity, of the a priori, and of analyticity.  Furthermore, he had an important role in renewing an interest in metaphysical issues, both about the nature of necessity in general, as well as the issue over essentialism (the question whether individual objects entities have essential properties).

Philosophy of mind - here Kripke contributes with an important discussion of the mind-brain identity theory, and the more general question whether mental properties are reducible to physical properties.  The book contains an argument against physicalism which is related to arguments of the kind put forward by Tom Nagel, Frank Jackson, and most recently David Chalmers.

Finally, though not least, he provides an impressive illustration of the fact that there are important connections between the different disciplines, and of how progress within one area can form the basis of progress within others.  (Also, the relevance of concepts taken from formal logic to the study of natural languages.)
2.  Checklist of the main points on which to concentrate in the excerpt from Naming and Necessity:
A.  Kripke’s discussion of the following distinctions, in particular the first two:

A priori / a posteriori        -  epistemological

Necessity / possibility      - metaphysical


Analytic / synthetic           - (semantic) 

B.  Kripke’s discussion of what determines the reference of a proper name:

(i) His arguments against ‘the theory of Frege and Russell’. 

(ii) Kripke’s ‘better picture’ of how the reference of a proper name is determined.

C.  Kripke’s thesis that names are ‘rigid designators’.

D.  Kripke’s view of identity statements between names.
(C) and (D) are connected in the following way:

Kripke’s view that names are ‘rigid designators’ commits him to the view that if identity statements between names are true, then they necessarily true.
So, if you understand what it means to say that a name is a ‘rigid designator’ you should be able to see why identity statements between names must express necessary truths (or falsehoods), and that there can be no such thing as contingent identity statements between names. 

The main focus in this lecture will be on the question what determines the reference of a proper name.
3.  Overview of the lecture:
The book’s central question vis-à-vis the philosophy of language is:


What determines the reference of a proper name, as used by a given speaker?

Here, Kripke aims:

a. To establish that ’the theory of Frege and Russell’ - and its descendent, the ’cluster theory’ - is deeply flawed.
b. To provide a ’better picture’ of how the reference of a name is determined.

The description theory in the form that Kripke criticizes it:
1.  To every name or designating expression ‘X’, there corresponds a cluster of properties, namely the family of those properties φ such that A believes ‘φX’.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Kripke’s arguments against this theory take the form of counter-examples:
(a) Objection to thesis (2)  – the ’Cicero’ and  ’Feynman’ thought experiments
(b) A second objection to thesis (2) – using  "Cicero" and "Einstein".
(c) The counter-examples to thesis (3) – ’Gödel-Schmidt’ case, and ‘Peano-             Dedekind’. 
(d) The problem with thesis (4) can be shown with the examples already given.
(e) The problem with thesis (5) – ’homework’.
What the thought-experiments are designed to show:

(1) There are situations about which we would intuitively judge that a given person succeeds in using a name to refer correctly, despite the fact that one or more of the theses of the description fail to hold.

(2) There are situations in which the description theory delivers what we would intuitively judge to be the wrong answer to the question who is being referred to.

(3)  Furthermore, he claims that the problems pointed to apply to the majority of our uses of proper names.

Kripke concludes:

‘What I think the examples I’ve given show is not simply that there’s some technical error here or some mistake there, but that the whole picture given by this theory of how reference is determined seems to be wrong from the fundamentals.  It seems wrong to think that we give ourselves some properties which somehow qualitatively uniquely pick out an object and determine our reference in that manner…’. 282, italics added).

4. How are we to understand the basic question:  ‘How is the reference of a proper name determined?’ 

The notion of ‘determination’ is ambiguous, for which reason there are two ways of understanding this question, namely: 
(1) How can we find out what a proper name refers to?  What kind of evidence is relevant for finding out what the name refers to?

(2) What makes it the case that a proper name refers to the object it does?

The second construal is the intended one.
5.  The application of the Kripke’s arguments to Frege and Russell:
(a)  Kripke frames his discussion of proper names as a debate with Frege and Russell.  
However, philosophers often misconstrue what their opponents actually claim, or what their opponents were up to – what they were aiming to explain.

This means that in assessing Kripke’s views we really need to consider two questions:

(1) What ought we to think of Kripke’s criticism of Frege and Russell?

(2) What can we learn from Kripke about the nature of names and their reference?

Kripke may have something important to tell us about names, even if he is wrong, or only partly right in his criticism of Frege and Russell.
(b) Here is some prima facie evidence for thinking that Frege and Russell held the view Kripke attributes to them:
Frege:

Frege held that a name has the reference it has in virtue of its sense (sense determines reference). 

In a footnote, he gives examples of what the sense of a name might be.  E.g., the sense of ‘Aristotle’ might be: the pupil of Plato and teacher of Alexander the Great, or: the teacher of Alexander the Great who was born in Stagira. 

So, it seems reasonable to say that Frege held the view that the reference of a name is determined by the fact that it expresses a sense which can (always/sometimes?) be captured by a description of the kind exemplified in the footnote.
Russell:

‘On Denoting’ is about descriptions – the view is that they are not names as Frege took them to be, but complex quantifier expressions.

But this does not tell us anything about Russell’s view of what Kripke calls ‘proper names’: the name of a person, a city, a country, etc.
After having written ‘On Denoting’, Russell came to hold that such ordinary proper names were abbreviated descriptions, and were thus to be given an analysis of the same kind that he gives for explicit descriptions.

In other words, that sentences containing ordinary proper names were equivalent in meaning to sentences formulated in terms of quantifiers and predicates.  (See the end of Russell’s paper, ‘Descriptions’.)
Note: we will come back to the question just what the explanatory aims of Frege and Russell were.
6.   The description theory in the form that Kripke criticizes it:
Kripke aims to criticize a version of the descriptivist theory of reference, which has been formulated so as to avoid certain intuitive objections.  One of which being the observation that an ordinary speaker is often unable to come up with a particular description which serves to pick out the referent.

So instead of saying that the referent of a name is the object satisfying a particular description, the revised theory says that 


what we really associate with [a] name is a family of descriptions.

As Kripke presents it, then, the theory that he attributes to Frege and Russell is a special case of this more general theory.  And since the revised theory is, logically speaking, weaker than the original version of the theory it is more likely to be correct.
Kripke, in short, takes himself to be criticising the ‘descriptivist’ theory of reference in its most plausible form: 
1.  To every name or designating expression ‘X’, there corresponds a cluster of properties, namely the family of those properties φ such that A believes ‘φX’.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Some general remarks about this theory of proper names:

As Kripke emphasizes, the first four theses are the central ones (second column, 277).  (5) and (6) in his view, just say that ‘a sufficiently reflective speaker grasps this theory of proper names’.

Because (1) – (4) are the core theses, (and because a discussion of (6) will get us into the issues about necessity and rigidity that I want to postpone), I shall move right into Kripke’s discussion of (1) – (4).

Before giving us his objections to the theory, he starts by considering ‘what picture of naming’ we get from the central theses.  (By picture, he means something like ‘overall conception’):

The picture is this.  I want to name an object.  I think of some way of describing it uniquely and then I go through, so to speak, a sort of mental ceremony:  By “Cicero” I shall mean the man who denounced Catiline; and that’s what the reference of “Cicero” will be…..

[M]y intentions are given by first, giving some condition which uniquely determines an object, then using a certain word as a name for the object determined by this condition…… (278) 
7.  Kripke’s arguments against this theory take the form of counter-examples:
He takes thesis (1) to be a ‘definition’, and so not really truth-evaluable (or something like that).  For that reason, he focuses on theses (2) – (5).
(a) Objection to thesis (2)  – the ’Cicero’ and  ’Feynman’ examples
(b) A second objection to thesis (2) – using  "Cicero" and "Einstein".

(c) The counter-examples to thesis (3) – ’Gödel-Schmidt’ case, and ‘Peano-             Dedekind’. 
(d) The problem with thesis (4) can be shown with the examples already given.

(e) The problem with thesis (5) – ’homework’.
(a) The first objection to thesis (2) – the ’Cicero’ and  ’Feynman’ examples
What they focus on is the fact many competent speakers are unable to come up with a unique description which picks out the person referred to:
In fact, most people, when they think of Cicero, just think of a famous Roman orator, without any pretension to think either that there was only one famous Roman orator or that one must know something else about Cicero to have a referent for the name.

The same goes for Feynman.  About Feynman, most people – if they know anything about him at all – just know that he was a famous physicist who died not too long ago.  But, once again, there are many famous physicists, etc., and so, here too, most people do not have a unique description which serves to pick out the person.

Now, according to the description theory, in such cases we ought to say that someone, who uses a name under such circumstances, fails to refer to anyone.  And this, Kripke maintains, is just flat out wrong:

I still think he uses the name ‘Feynman’ as a name for Feynman.

In short, Kripke’s claim is that it is fully possible to use names to refer successfully, even though thesis (2) isn’t satisfied.  Thus, thesis (2) does not express a necessary condition for reference.

(b) The second objection to thesis (2): the examples using the names "Cicero" and "Einstein".

Here, Kripke highlights the fact that in many of the cases where individuals are able to formulate definite descriptions that pick out someone uniquely, the descriptions in question often contain other names that the speaker cannot eliminate without violating the constraint against circularity.  (Condition ‘C’) 

In these cases, though thesis (2) may be satisfied, it is not ’satisfied in the proper way’.
Because of the circularity, the satisfaction of thesis (2) cannot be part of the explanation how a person manages to refer correctly.  (Here too, its satisfaction cannot be a necessary condition for reference.)

Imagine that a person is asked ”When you talk about Cicero, who are you thinking of?”  If the person answers ”the man who first condemned Catiline (or first did so in public)”, then we will need to know how the speaker picks out Catiline, in order to be sure that the description picks out something uniquely.  And the circularity would be quite straightforward, if the person were to answer: by Catiline I mean the person who was condemned by Cicero.

And the same goes for the example with Einstein.  (’The inventor of the theory of Relativity’…..)

Again, Kripke’s point is that here too we surely do manage to refer to Cicero and Einstein, respectively, despite the fact that the descriptions we may be able to come up with very often fail to satisfy the non-circularity condition.

Thesis (2), in short, has a huge number of counter-examples, and seems straightforwardly false.

(c) The objection to thesis (3) - Gödel-example and the ’Peano-Dedekind’ example:

3.  If most, or a weighted most, of the φ’s are satisfied by one unique object y, then y is the referent of ‘X’.
The basic idea, is to show that there are situations in which we do manage to pick someone out, according to the description theory, but where we would be strongly inclined to say that the theory gets the reference wrong.  It picks out the wrong object or person as the referent of the name.

And the reason it does so, according to Kripke, is that we often manage to refer when we use proper names, despite the fact that we have false beliefs about the referent of the name.

The Gödel case:
Suppose there is an informed speaker who takes Gödel to be the man who proved the incompleteness of arithmetic.  Suppose further that the speaker can actually state the incompleteness theorem in question.

Then Kripke asks you to imagine the following hypothetical situation:  suppose Gödel was not in fact the author of this theorem.  Rather, the person who actually discovered the incompleteness theorem was a man named ‘Schmidt’ who died under mysterious circumstances.

Suppose further that his friend Gödel got hold of the manuscript, published it, and that the theorem was thereafter attributed to Gödel.

According to the descriptivist theory, then, when the speaker uses the name ‘Gödel’, he really means to refer to Schmidt, because Schmidt is the unique person satisfying the description ‘the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic’.

Now, what most people know – or rather believe – about Gödel, is that he was the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic.  And so, Kripke, concludes by saying that under these circumstances, and given the descriptivist theory of names: 

….since the man who discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic is in fact Schmidt, we, when we talk about ‘Gödel,’ are in fact always referring to Schmidt.  
And he continues:

But it seems to me that we are not.  We simply are not.   

Rather, says Kripke, we would be referring to Gödel – the person about whom we falsely believe that he discovered the incompleteness of arithmetic.

‘Real life’ counter-examples to ‘descriptivism’
Later, Kripke gives some historical examples that make the same point as his constructed counterexamples - this is when he discusses the names ‘Einstein’ and ‘Columbus’.

Given the ‘descriptions’ that some people associate with ‘Einstein’ – that he was the inventor of the atomic bomb – we should, according to the descriptivist theory, say that, for such people, the name fails to pick out any individual: for there was no one person who invented the atomic bomb.

In the case of Columbus, some people believe that he was the first to realize that the earth was round, whilst others believe that he was the first European to reach the Western hemisphere.  In these cases – once again according to the descriptivist theory – the people in question would then be referring to an ancient Greek, or a Norseman.
(d) As Kripke notes, the problem with thesis (4) can be illustrated with the examples already given.  
In the next lecture, we will present Kripke’s own view of how the reference of a proper name is determined, and then assess that view, as well as Kripke’s critcism of the ‘Frege-Russell’ view.  Finally,  we will look at Searle’s criticism of Kripke.




