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Identification

NIRMALANGSHU MUKHER]I

I

Russell' was interested in a class of phrases called’denating
phrases, which he displayed with a list: ‘An F’, “All Fs’, ‘.S.ome
F’ and ‘The F’. Assuming the controversial interchangeability of
‘A/An’ and ‘Some’,? the logical form of the sentences contain-
ing the first three phrases as subjects is well understood: ‘All’
(along with ‘Each’, ‘Every’, ‘Any’, let us assume) goes into ‘(Ax)’,

the universal quantifier; ‘Some’ and ‘A/An’ go into ‘(Ex)’, the

existential quantifier. Russell was persuaded that even senten:

ces of the form ‘The F is G’ are amenable to the given quantifier-

variable form with a little twist. The twist was to read sentences

of the form

(1) The Fis G

as logically equivalent to either (2) or (3):
(2) One and only one F is G,
(3) Exactly one F is G,
Assuming the logical equi
quivalence b
was persuaded that, say, (3) t:oulde':l;«lree

) (Ex) (F*x & Gx)

where *

n (2) and (3), Russell -
€ rewritten as:
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Kaplan,® we call this Russell’s fung :
-ntences in a naturgl lang'uagéf: vizfzﬁ?g ;Gzlél;iaince. Sf:cond,
.a sentence in a regimented languag e, viz. (4) "’I'h € equivalent
called the Theory of Descriptions. » VIZ. (2). The total theory
Before we leave the actual theg .

) ) : 1y for a while fo istori
cal remarks, notice that (i) the original list of de;;?:glep}ll::’atzg
d‘oes. not conta,ln elther_ proper names or demonstrative phrases
( T}IIIS-/That (F‘l;’ and (ii) the phrase ‘The F’ ‘disappears under
analysis' 1n (4), suggesting that definite descripti ¥
complete’ symbols, escriptions are ‘in-

I

It can well l-)e maintained that this little, innocent-looking theory
was the principal motivating force for a major area of Anglo-
Saxon philosophy during the first half of this century. Russell
himself applied the theory to (i) solve some of Frege’s semantic
puzzles, (ii) remove the most significant obstacles towards the
leading results in Principia Mathematica, (iii) formulate the prin-
ciples of logical atomism, and much else besides. Subsequently,
this theory lay at the heart of much important work by
Wittgenstein, Ramsey, Carnap and others. Ramsey, thus, had
good reason to label this theory as a ‘new paradigm’ in phi-
losophy.
When this theory was finally challenged head-on by Su'-awson,*
it is no wonder that an intense CONtroversy occupied PhllosoPhy
for the best part of the 1950s for, by now, habits of phllo,sophlcal
thinking were almost completely governeq by Russell s thf:ory
and the research programme (logicism, logical constructionism,
search for ideal languages and the like? it g,ene_rated. Strawson’s
paper, viewed as a plea for a ‘par adigm -shift, led J“Stl’;ﬁo,a
debate between the old and the new. It 18 difficult to recall, in
recent decades, another philosophical debate of similar inten-
Sity and effect. .
I}:Jevertheless, about four decades after the eyent, th’f Ru:s?g
Strawson controversy remains something of an e:;gg; o
contemporary students of philosophy- We are pro

e to expect, following
s iy A s et meftls elsew}l:ere, that after

fashionable descriptions of aradigm-shi 1 e
a few years of conrv;)roversy,pRusseu,s theory et zreplaC?q
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w textbooks of logic wij]
ther theory, that nEW < Will contajy, ;
[hgt things accomplished by Russell’s Lhejor.y' will either e She ty,
to be of no value, or else, be coopted within the ney [hGOry“::

both. :

In reality just the opposite happenec!. Ip one of the p,

- fluential recent studies on language, Quine’ developed his ty,
‘deas of the elimination of singular terms and the logical regi-
mentation of language almost squarely within the paradigm of
the Theory of Descriptions. Kripke® proposed the startling theory
of rigid designators, taking Russell’s theory as the foundation
for the notion of nonrigid designators. The list goes on. More
importantly, all this vigorous research with Russell’s theory at
the core is almost entirely free of logicism, logical atomism,
logical constructionism and the like. The theory survived the
abandonment of its own research programme!

Strawson’s work, on the other hand, after an initial popularity,
occupies only a minor area in the works of speech-act theorists
and other practitioners of pragmatics. Further, this relegation
of Strawson’s work was not preceded by anything like a direct
refutation of Strawson by the Russellians. So, in a way, Strawson’s
challenge survived without preventing the proliferation of
Russellian theories. For all theoretical purposes, we are told,
Russell’s and Strawson’s ideas were at cross-purposes with each
other. So, both the theories survived because they were not really
in conflict. How can that be?

A largely stable status quo of competing ideas is not somé
thing unheard of in philosophy. By tradition, we expect such a
status quoto obtain between large-scale ‘systems’ where a choice
between competing ‘systems’ ultimately is a matter of taste. We
approach some tiny area of experience with very abstract
largely normative tools. In most cases, we approach different
(a”_d tiny) areas of experience from different directions: rat®
xt l}?(l-lﬁlu:]l:/ cgpiricism, idealism/realism, realism/nominalism ﬁmt
The in(;m:;“l:i‘;s;{e f-'il]ll §hort of an actual, ovemdxng Co?t?;fﬂ;
selves and nof eq;:ﬂt_ el lm_ternal coherf:nce of the vméo Lo

as the views maihmainm Y ;lf_l what the views are about. fousi-
ot 2 By a sufficient distance between themsth o
perience which might have triggered thet:-

-\r:
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off, we may rest content with a stasys
times, with unequal weightage.

It is difficult to see how such a grand vision may be applied
to the Russell—Stra_wson controversy. Russell’s theory, as com-
monly un.derstood, Is clearly a theory, not a ‘system’, though the
theory might have_ led to a system of thought. It is a theory since
it is concerned directly and only with a certain delineable data,
viz. the. use ij a certain variety of phrases—definite descrip-
tions—in English (“The present king of France’, “The author of
Waverley’). However, it has been argued much later, and with
hindsight, that Russell’s theory was not a theory of use at all; or,
at least, that such a theory was not what Russell intended.

What did Russell intend? What else could he have intended
given that he was interested in an analysis of the English phrases
mentioned above? Russell surely could not have been interested
in some artificial object (such as a fancy operator in a formal
language) and given an account of this object from within the
framework that created this object. Thus, for example, the
theory could not have been about the iota-operator which Russell
defined contextually with a certain formula; the thrust of the
theory lay in coupling this artificially d(_:ﬁncd operator with a
delineable class of English phrases. If this crucial coupling was
not available to him, he could not have used the Lheory to sol_ve
’s puzzles) which arise explicitly with
ral language, English, German or
whatever. Further, there is some textual evidence that Rus.scll

i : ] . ‘Now the, when it is strictly
was, indeed, concerned with use: p VI y
used, involves uniqueness. . . . Thus when we say X was thefa ner

: rtain relation
of Charles II' we not only assert that X had a th sy
to Charles II, but also that nothing else had this re .

ith use is

Moreover, to insist that Russell was tfl lc;f CO;T,thhC:o:;“Siz' that
L0 miss t ionificant aspect of Kusse€ ’ ]

miss the most signifi P pedto display the underlying

an artificial language is better equip . . ehis claim,
Structure of ordgl-za;g-y language. In order to rpamt?uu;t;h;:_ (;) s
Russell has to be correct about the underl)‘mg; en adezluatcfy
Wise, how could he claim that that SUrUCture has et:i o i 12 &
displayed? Since Russell’s theory, 1 r.hf: pﬂ;: to see how the
theory regarding a matter of fach it 18 SR 000 4 pnssell-
grand vision of traditional philosophy 2PP e R T

35
quo of views, albeit, some-

some problems (i.e. Frege
uses of phrases in a natu
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36 Surely, both of them cannot be right (

debate. : ; “Barg.
suaw;; rlthe correct understanding of the underlying S':“'Ct%lrec)l
ing, sS4y, .

hat sense, then, are their views at CTOSS-purposes?

InA‘:l option that has befen cisuangiiugg)ef}:iesdwﬁh:; PoInt s thyy,
both of them are partly right. Accor d 8 te: Strawe cn, Russe]'g
theory was not wrong but was inadequa fl’ l?Wson S work Mmay
now be viewed as a supplement to Russell's t €ory, as compep.
sating for some of the inade_quaaes in Russell. s the9ry, 1,, the
face of what happened during the 1950s, this option is pe
acceptable on several counts. First, a mere supplementatiop
does not quite explain the intensity of the controversy that raged
for about a decade. Second, if Strawson’s ideas were a supple-
ment to Russell’s, the received theory of descriptions now in
currency should have had both Russell and Strawson in a single
body. There is no such joint theory currently at hand—a theory
that conveniently puts everything that Russell wants and every-
thing that Strawson wants in a single coherent package. There
could be other packages though; I discuss them below in connec-
tion with Kaplan.?

In order to appreciate the first worry raised above, let us
contrast Strawson’s work with that of Richard Sharvy.? It was
well known for a long time, quite independently of Strawson, that
Russell’s theory was too artificially restricted to singular defr-
nite descriptions of a certain variety; plural descriptions (‘The
authors of Principia Mathematica’, ‘The founding fathers’) and
desc,rlptlons with mass terms (‘The coffee in this room’, ‘The
sand’) were simply ignored. In these respects, then, Russell’s
theory was clearly inadequate. Sharvy proposed a set-theoreti-
cal framewqu In which such descriptions get a ‘Russellian’
ireatment with Russell’s theory obtaining for singular definite
descriptions as a special case. This is a c] e of supple
mentation and it never generat(-;d aR 11c e;r - troversy
Notice alsg the date of Sh ’ Renck-3 wcon Aﬁéf ¥
S[raWSOI’]'S paper Sh . aI:VY N pa.per’ thlrt}’ years t[o .. ’
Russell’s thicany. » 2harvy is still working on a supplement 1%

at s oo
that Russgﬁs,: : C[lh‘?": could be given to the widely popular view: R
. n S?trawson Were at cross-purposes? Since Russe? - .-
ar phenomenon, a challenge 01 S
€ss the same phenomenon and, ‘3‘”5* :

Sy

theory ig €Xpected to addy

Scanned by CamSCanner
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both cannot be right. If Strawson was addressing a diffe
§ rent

phenomenon, then there could not have been a debate; but th
was a major debate—then about whar? As the con’trast v:iil(:

sharvy shows, we cannot even vi
Sharvi , €n view Strawson’s work as a mere

supplement to Russell’s theory. Yet there must be some notion
of cross-purposes; otherwise, how could both the theories sur-

VIVES

37

I

One way o begin the search for a suitable notion of cross-
purposes 1s to ask: ‘Just what is it about definite descriptions
that concerned Russell and Strawson?’ The moment we ask this
and look back at the original papers we are surprised. The
surprise is that neither Russell nor Strawson, in their original
papers, was really concerned with definite descriptions. Russell
was literally concerned, as we saw, with the phenomenon of
denoting, covering the class of denoting phrases. Strawson was
concerned with the phenomenon of referring, covering referring
expressions. This much is obvious from the very titles of the
papers. Since definite descriptions (let us grant) happen to be
both denoting phrases and referring expressions, Russell and
Strawson were concerned with the same topic only incidentally.
If natural languages did not contain definite descriptions, there
would not have been a scenario of conflict. Given this reading,
it would seemn that our basic assumption, i.e. that both Russell
and Strawson were concerned directly with thff same pheno-
menon, is probably false. How will this reading, if correct,
generate a suitable notion of cross-purposes?

Let us consider what would have happen_ed if Russell hag
restnicted his paper jllSl'. to typu:ally quanuﬁed phl'aSCSQJa;:e
Strawson restricted his paper just to proper namcg. :
“bviously, nothingwould have happened. That is why suc Pal:ﬁ' ;
YE1¢ never written. In agreement with each other, thﬁy w -
have claimed that there are denoting phrases _and .
referring expressions without claiming t‘:hat cnlh_er c:‘t;gl?g
“Ahausts the grammatical category of subjects. This H;vcf an
*en known since antiquity. As a result, there wa,ls nt.he _ 0¥ g
“bious conflicy between Aristotelian logic and Mill's theory of

Scannéd by CamScanher



NIRMALANGSHU MUKHER]]
38

- id not have anything ¢
- they snmpl}’_d1 . g to Say to
o;her.m:;la Russell and Strawson had dlvergem i
eno )

eye . : nteI'CStS_
Nevertheless, the availability of singular definite descriptions

at the intersection Qf Rus.sell’s ;ﬂd S.l‘-:ai)\ﬂlfson’s- (OthenqisQ)
divergent interests gives rise to the suitable nt?tlon of crogg.
purpose. In so far as Russell and Stra}wson were both Concemeq
with definite descriptions, they were in (possible) conflict; jp 4,
far as they were concerned with different aspects Qf definjte
descriptions, they were at cross-purposes. This solut}on, which
I take to be the received solution, does seem plausible; yet it
is not wholly compelling. If, after all, Russell and Strawson were
both concerned, if only incidentally, with definite descriptions,
it is likely that there would be some conflict, however apparent,

This residual element of the puzzle may be resolved along the
following lines. It is quite possible that, in admitting definite
descriptions within their respective concerns, both Russell and
Strawson were stretching things a bit. We may view the respec-
tive theories as somewhat artificially pulled in different direc-
tions just to loop over the intersecting phenomenon. This
scenario reinforces the remark made above that neither theory
was really about definite descriptions. Concern with definite
descriptions showed at the stretched parts of the theories, not

at the core parts. Since the core parts were not in conflict, the
choice over definite descriptions becomes largely a matter of

taste. It is a choice, as the received view suggests, between two
models of language.

I do not agree with this vie
elements in Strawson’s critique
theory. But I also think that

w. I think there are compelling
to completely overthrow Russell’s
_ there are other, more popular,
e}ements In Strawson’s work which do substantiate the received
view; or, at any rate, that some of the popular elements of
Strawson’s work do Substantiate the formulation of the received
VIEW as above, I ¢

tangle the diff this last point first in order to disen
gle the differe €nts in Strawson’s critique.

ake up
nt elem

v

ature on the received view aﬂd-“he; -
S Part of the discussion is going & -

('JIVF‘EH the vastnegg of the liter
IMitations of SPace here, th;
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e wchematic and, 1o an extent, simplistic, | hope that I do not
o

[imtort Ay casential point,
(

A referning expression, for rSllilWﬁ(m, i$ an expression whose
primary function the dentifying function—is (o pick out an object
(o dincourse (a topic) so that the user may make a comment
on it T a use of the sentence ‘John is a bachelor’, for example
the velerring expression ‘John’ picks out a topic (John) to bé
commented upon (a bachelor), It is quite obvious that ordinary
proper names, :1’.%‘ in this cxample, are referring expressions.
Are there other items that fall under this category?

An answer 1o this question could be provided by an intuitive
list, However, an important part of Strawson’s work lies in
providing a theoretical answer, In a subject-predicate sentence,
the texm occurring in the subject position is a referring expres-
sion serving an identifying function to show what the sentence
i about; the term occurring in the predicate position is an
attributive expression which describes, classifies (or ascribes
something to) the topic.'

From this theoretical perspective, then, not only proper names
such as ‘John’, but expressions such as ‘All men’, ‘Some man/
men’, “The man’, ‘A few of the men’, ‘A little less than the
majority of the men’, as well as ‘This/That man’, when gsed in
the subject position, are all referring expressions serving the
identifying function, since the predicate part may be used to
comment on the topics picked by the listed phrases.

We saw that proper names form the core data for the theory
and, with a vast theoretical sweep, the entire class of ‘Sub_]ects
5 assimilated to them. The theory binds the grammatical fact
o the occurrence in a certain position with 'the fact. of the
Performance of a certain function—the identif)flng ﬁ{nctlon. We
"4y view a major part of Strawson’s work in philosophy of
ngunge gy explaining this binding. I shall not, here, evaluate
his theoretjcal point, as it falls outside the scope of this paper.
l 4N more interested in the process of generahzatlon from

" Core data 1o an entive ‘tic class.!! Since proper names

ME .-rl .1- Lo an entire s.:ymactlc : p eneral term, i is

jasi “*; lgrmrcd expressions dcvmc} of a %‘u  edn Even in &

condg Tt they serve any mmbutwcm er names being

' i~unmffi ';V“)’"-"Rl_:ssell's insistence on }I{)engc it must be that

lu'n])mhnu - escriptions’ iior hsta‘nd‘lﬂg- ion; so the theory
mes serve Only the tdcnuﬁqng function,

Scanned 'by CamsScanner
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40 h demonstrati
. ooy here. Althoug : 1ve Phl‘ases .
begins convincingly eneral term, the theory is still Sk tYPl.

v do contain 2 § : o
cally the rather Specla] use of these phrases, “’lthout

ven
theﬂll; g’;;m we may view the presence of a general term p.
muc : he identifying function without overruling ;,

niributing to t . .
as ng the theory moves to definite (_iescnptlons, Here
subject may pick out a topic. But does it perform the identify.

ing function? Notice aga.in the movement. We -agreed to ass;.
milate demonstratives with proper names despite the fact thy,
the latter do not contain a general term since the typical lingujs.
tic function of a demonstrative is the identifying one, in the
correct sense. Definite descriptions contain a general term and
typically do not have an ostensive identifying function, except in
very special circumstances where they parallel the use of
demonstratives. Some authors have even argued that definite
descriptions do not function in the manner of demonstratives
even when they contain explicit indexicals like ‘over there’.” Be
that as it may, it seems that, typically, definite descriptions
begin to lose contact with proper names if the contact is to be
established only via the notion of an identifying function. The
problem, just raised, enlarges as we move from definite des-
cr,iptions to typically quantified phrases such as ‘All Gs’, ‘Some
G’, etc. In what sense, except that they may occur as subject,
d(_) all thes.e phrases or referring expressions serve an identi-
fying function?
" g:):;lgltl;gﬁ:;l; ,t;) bsiﬁieiar aboEt the exact imp_ort of. Strawson’s
may have a referenfl):ial u; ngzt " [h? EXp_r cesions lishee Boee
- Otrawson's point is that, when they

occur as subjects, these e i
Xpressions ar . -
Donnellan' construes jt 0 © reterring, perlod.. i

bull l, A~ P
] l . ln

tion, | . {
am not dei'ending Donnel)

onnellan has no claim Wh
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ldentification 41

contrast to Strawson. The contrast shows why Strawsx\’s theory
is stretched at the point where it focuses on expressions contain-
ing general terms serving their primary function. With definite
descriptions, in particular, we squarely face a choice. Do we
(partly) ignore the presence of a general term and focus exclu-
sively on the identifying function, or do we take the presence of
a general term seriously and (partly) ignore the identifying
function? How do we decide the issue?

Definite descriptions, we saw, lie at the very centre of this
issue. It is, on the whole, implausible that typical quantified
phrases are referring expressions on a par with proper names.
It is equally implausible that proper names are denoting phrases,
as Russell would have us believe, on a par with typical quantified
phrases. Starting from different directions, then, the rival models
of language find their first non-trivial extension in definite des-
criptions since it is plausible that definite descriptions are both
referring expressions and quantified phrases, though it is im-
plausible that definite descriptions are either of these_ ex.clu-
sively. The core theories, therefore, are (i) trivially convincing
in their respective local corners, (ii) implausible in their respec-
tive extensions at the extremities and (iii) strained but without
entirely losing plausibility just at definite descriptions. Thus, the
theories, essentially, are not about definite descriptions; they
are general theories of subjects based on two radically diffel-*-
ent models of language. Yet, although the.theorif:s are not pri-
marily about definite descriptions, the primary interest of. the
theories lies in what they say about definite descriptions since
definite descriptions, in either case, suppl)f the ﬁ.rst nox.l-tri\{ial
extension of the rival theories. This is a fairly unique situation
in contemporary philosophy explaining the puzzling features of

the received view in this area.

Vv

gests the following course of action.

The preceding scenario sug Flict i.e. since th
flict, 1.€. since the

Since the rival theories are not directly in co :
only plausible meeting-point of the theories, viz. definite des-
criptions, seem to exhibit features of both, we may try to retain
the theories in part and make the parts supplement‘f_:ach other
in the case of definite descriptions. If successful, this attempt

Scanned by CémSéahgher
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42 ; :
a Ccontroversy 1nto a cooperation. a

will finally turm

. COUld have . e’

1 so far as it throws Some,ligh[ on the central issue here.
work in actly is the sense in which Russell an'd Strawsop Were
:Y}L?E)::-purposes? 1 am suggesting that a ge}? - {: €W of crogs,
purposes must ultimately lead to a joint theory based on g,
operation. The availability of a jomnt theory, after the fact, y
cell us that the original theories, after all, were at CIOSsur-

poses. In particular, such a theory will Fell. us how to dlsplay the
identifying function of definite d_escrlptlons while t.’flklng the
presence of a general term seriously. Such, I believe, was
Kaplan’s programme without his explicitly saying so. How dowe
activate such a programme? .

From the point of view of Russell’s theory, the basic obstacle
to construing definite descriptions as referring expressions is
the notion of incomplete symbols. Since, according to Russell,
definite descriptions, in the model which began with typical
quantified phrases, do not at all have an ‘independent meaning’,
there is no question of their serving an identifying function in the
sense required by Strawson. The notion of incomplete symbols
obviously requires a stronger tie between, say, ‘some’-phrases
and definite descriptions than between proper names and definite
descriptions. Independently of Strawson, there are several prob-
lems with Russell’s requirement. I will only consider what 1,
pace Kaplan, take to be the central problem.

Consider a pair of sentences:

(5) (Ex) (Fx & —Gx)
(6) —(Ex) (Fx & Gx).

H

The quest.lon 18, can we view these sentences as the disambigt
ated versions of, say,

(7) Some friends are not garrulous?
In particular, for
qnfl(:r certain circumstances, (
existence of garrulous friends.
Sweeping denial? It is surely m

V l
?

7) amounts to a denial of th¢

been titled ‘How to Strawson a Russe] Aper

(6) to be a version of (7), we must allow [hﬂt.‘ g

Does (7) ever amount to such 2
ore natural, notwithstanding thé . i

¢ garrulous’. Thus’ while the W'lde’ '1.{"_1’. .

mid
But
whei
this
“The
cira
(1
(1

com
“The
disti
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scope (5) is a genuine existential sentence, the narrow-scope
(6) is better thought of as a universal sentence. In standard
quantification theory, we are not allowed to apply the rule of
instantiation to a context ‘—(Ex) (...x...)" unless the context
is first changed into a universal context ‘(Ax) —(...x...)". This
formal restriction, thus, neatly captures the linguistic point raised
above.

Under this analysis, (7) is not ambiguous at all and (5) and
(6) do not represent disambiguated versions of a single ‘Some’-
phrase. Given the interplay allowed by the quantifier duality
laws, we need not postulate a scope convention for disambigu-
ating a ‘Some’-phrase; we simply shift to a different phrase.
This analysis also brings out the ‘incompleteness’ of ‘Some’-
phrases since the whole explanation of scope distinction goes
through, as desired by Russell, without even mentioning the
denotation of ‘Some friends’. Such is the naturalness of stan-
dard quantification theory when applied to ‘Some’-phrases.

The situation with respect to ‘The’-phrases is entirely differ-
ent. It is well known that, given the problem of vacuous des-
criptions, Russell wanted (8) and (9) to be consistently false

together:

(8) (Ex) (F*x & Gx)

(9) (Ex) (F*x & -Gx).
Thus, when (8) is false,

(10) —(Ex) (F*x & Gx)
turns out to be true, just as desired by the law of excluded
middle. So the solution works out nicely when “The F "is vacuous.
But “The F’ is not always vacuous. There is a clear intuition that
when ‘The F’ is referring, (8) and (9) should be inconsistent and
this fact must be uniformly represented in the logical form. If
‘The President of the Us in 1984’ has a reference, under no
circumstances should both

(11) The President of the us in 1984 is a conservative '
(12) The President of the us in 1984 is not a conservative

come out true/false together. Call it the ‘name-like’ feature of
‘The President of the Us in 1984’. This is the source of Russell’s
distinction between pﬁmmj and secondary OCCUrTences Uf defi-

~ Scanned by lCamScar'merr |
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44 _ :
can view such a phrase in the Many

. ions. We o
nite descriptions (say) “the author of Waverley” ph, of

'so long as » )
a name SO : osition concerned’ 'q
primary occurrence 1n the prop d’. Thus, con.

rning the sentence ‘George IV wisbed to know whether Scoq
CZS the author of Waverley’, the prlmary‘ occurrence of Ty,
w ley’ may be expressed by: Concerning the Man

ithor of Waver ;
i}ho in fact wrote Waverley, George IV wished to know whethe,

he was Scott’.'® _

Therefore, if ‘The F’ is non-vacuous and has a primary occyr.
rence, ‘The F is G’ and ‘The F is =G’ are contradictories, as
desired. Now, interpreting primary and secondary occurrences
in terms of scope, we are able to say that when ‘The F’ is vacuous
then, given primary/wide scope, both the above sentences come
out as false as desired, because of the failure of the existence
clause. But, in the second sentence, ‘The F’ may be given second-
ary/narrow scope specially when ‘The F’ is vacuous, which makes
the first sentence false and the second true, as desired. Thus,
the entire solution depends on whether or not to give ‘The F’ a
wide scope under negation and that depends on whether or not
“The F’ has a reference.

Russell’s dilemma is obvious. In order to dissociate ‘The*-
phrases from (logically) proper names in an attempt to pre-
serve the law of excluded middle, Russell must depend on the
quantifier-variable model illustrated naturally in ‘Some’-phrases.
In order to preserve some name-like features of ‘The’-phrases,
Russell must dlssoci.ate himself radically from the same model.
e e mut s Himacf o e nly suppor
expression, not an{?ﬁgg Tuae that "The I, typically, isa referring

’ mplete symbol’. The strong parallel with

Still, Kq
lence, th é(::p L?“ ?“ggests, we have Russell’s fundamental equivd
‘Exactly ane ll;??ge(nfe between (1) vig. “The F is G’ and (3) Vi
$ G We may now use this equivalence to intr® ..

duce 3 primiti
- mitive operato . .
was . Tator unlike Ry *e iorg shich
- deﬁncd contextually in the |5 i ouseperair 4

o, 10 be called sim n

be covereq by a single ¢
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language: It is a term, then (i) *tis bald’ i

s true iff ‘t” denotes
something which is b

ald and is within the domain of discourse, and
(1) “tis bald' is false iff ‘U’ denotes something which is not bald;
when 't’ is a definite description, ‘t’ denotes one and only one
object satistying a given predicate. Notice that the emphasized
clause in (1) takes care of vacuous terms and, thus, further
scope indications are not needed.

Let us take stock of what has been achieved by Kaplan’s neat
little idea. First, it retains Russell’s analysis of typical quantiﬁ;d
phrases and delinks definite descriptions from this analysis.
Second, it assimilates definite descriptions into the class of
designators or referring expressions, as desired by S[Fawson.
Third, in retaining Russell's fundamental equivalence, it takes
the presence of a general term in a definite description seri-
ously. Thus, Kaplan delivers what was desired at the beginning
of this section, viz. a theory of definite descriptions based on
a cooperation between Russell and Strawson.

VI

However, in achieving all this, we are perhaps paying a heavy
price. Both Russell and Strawson, we have seen, aimed at a
general theory of subjects. For Rus§e11, subjects are denoting
;hrases, period; for Strawson, subjects are referring exllzlres-
sions, period. Kaplan's idea, on t'he other hand, forces a s ar}}
distinction between typical quantified phrases and'the class o
designators. Since the class of designators now mcluo:flfe;r ex-
pressions containing general terms, one cannot n?ad off from
the structure of an expression whe‘the_r it is a quantified expres(.i-
sion or a designator. The strong binding between structure apts
function, so central to both Russell and Strawson, is now on i
way out. . _ '
aSo my complaint against Kaplan is that w;:’ rmIs; thetz:;:- 1:1{
generality with which the controversy started. Yet, I do noaﬁ ok
that Russell and Strawson (in particular, Strawson) Ca‘rﬂl]e h:ve
to raise this complaint in view of what we hatffh stiel}l-' S i
seen that the air of generality is the problem with thei > th.:
Given that neither the notion of identifying m!l:a:::;i ::)class
notion of denoting phrases is qualified to r.overit F[ it hgrran
of subjects, neither Russell nor Strawson can gl ,
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of generality in Kaplan's work. On g
rest against the l?jz <omewhat dogmatically, to retain ejgp,,
hand, if WE deC:ire’daSS, we cannot rea'lch- an empirically g,
notion for the f nsivel)/ for definite descriptions. Via Russe]j or
ful theory excit .1 does not seem (o generate the particyjy,
Srawson, the gener nces, Kaplan’s distinction between deg;,.
d phr;\ses does seem to be a plausible way

Under the circunflsta
nators and quantxﬁe

Ou;.have Just argued that, on mCmOdOIOgica] N ounds, Strawsop

really cannot object to Kaplan’s loss of _gener?lle. gan SFra_WSO{l
object to Kaplan’s specific 1d§as regarding dt’j inite descriptions?
That is, granting the distinction between designators am:i quanti-
fied phrases, is Strawson satisfied that Kaplan ha_s given the
correct account of the designatorial role of definite descrip-
tions? Since Kaplan does assimilate definite descriptions to
proper names under the generic label ‘designator’, he satisfies
one crucial element required by Strawson. So, perhaps the only
place where Strawson can still raise an objection is the residual
Russellian element in Kaplan, viz. Russell’s fundamental equive-
lence. Perhaps Strawson doubts whether Russell’s fundamental
equivalence meshes with his notion of identifying function. I wish
to be very careful in raising this issue for this is where the
received literature, I believe, is at its most complex.
‘d;\f;a 1;?; a&eearcliz llrejected'a crucial element of I.{usscll’ﬁtheory
plete SYmb.ols’ We hO:vgee:hwew Cefinite descrlpt'lons s ImoeE
: us taken the first crucial step towards

assimilating definite descrinti : ]
: Scriptions into t rrin
expressions. It seems P he class of refermng

, then, that step (4) of Russell’s theory
stands rejected, In t P (4) o PEs S ‘ !
is taken to be g Prll‘ir}:l?tis ystem proposed later by Kaplan,"’ T].le

‘ V€ operator whi . th
a one-place predicare hich, when combined wi

d only one F’ op ‘[]ni
" £ DY Way of @ cooperatian g, U1 0U€ F'- This is the most
1€ effect of g this, | hope, i thar o Russell and Strawsor
Wl 10 thig g S that the entire controversy has
S with Russﬂllr}g,le Step in Russell’s theory-
ground of >IN againg, K, 1 S»fundamcmal equivalence, he
e e b COmMplaing o Plan’s theq si i 2 only
FESLOf Kaplgyy s o Sl open gy XVS ince this is the N ‘
S":)as;!&phcnly dESigrt;::l ?: al cf:mr‘nmze
Equivalen D Bree With Ka l ) p ‘ it's - -
cer Plan’s use of Russells -

b‘ttf:l] broughy ¢,
Strawsop, agre
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I“. On Re{_ﬁ'mng': Strawson's response to this issue is inte-
resting 3“d Ju§tl}:, popular. Regarding the sentence ‘The king
of F rance 1s wise’, Strawson' says that (i) Russell is right in
saying that "anyone now uttering the sentence would be making
a true assertion only if there in fact at present existed one and
only one _kmg (:.)f France, and if he were wise’, and (ii) Russell
Is wIong in saying that anyone now uttering it would be asserting
(in part) ‘that there at present existed one and only one king
of France’. What exactly is the effect of these remarks on
Russell’s equivalence?

It -is well known that, in these remarks, Strawson makes the
seminal distinction between the conditions/presuppositions of
making an assertion and the content of an assertion. According
to him, the availability of one and only one F is a presupposition
governing a (successful) use of “The F’. However, it is not at all
clear whether Strawson is saying explicitly that, since the content
of “The F’ is not the same as the content of ‘One and only one
F’, these two expressions are not logically equivalent. Unfortu-
nately, I cannot find any specific guidance on this point in the
standard literature on this subject. In fact, I do not find, in ‘On
Referring’, any specific guidance on the assertion ‘One and only
one F is G'.

Devoid of any specific guidance, let us assume, in order to
create the greatest possible distance between Russell and
Strawson, that Strawson indeed thinks that the two assertions
are not logically equivalent. What, then, is the content of “The
F' according to Strawson? What is asserted when someone
asserts ‘The F is G’? Perhaps, Strawson will say that the content
of ‘The F’ is the F, period. Why should there be another expres-
sion in the language to bring out specially the content of ‘The
F’ when ‘The F’ is a primitive expression serving an identifying
function? “The F’ picks out a topic under the condition that there
exists one and only one F and the predicate-part ‘G’ is used to
comment on it. Supposing this to be Strawson'’s position, it. is
perfectly in tune with his general understanding of referring
€Xpressions.

Does this understanding amount to & direct refutation of
Russell? In order to probe this point, let us ask: What is the
condition for an assertion with ‘One and only one F? ‘

‘The answer is strikingly trivial. The condition for asserting
With ‘One and only one F’ is that there be one and only one Fl
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+ n for asserting with ‘John’s childrey’

he conditio s
ust as t In general, we get the condition for assen;

is ll‘]at
John hffsfd;ilig;egcpression simply by disquoting the expregyj,,
w:t(;l at tl ;cging - existence claim to it su1Fably: the conditioy for
tion) is that there exist circumstances 'fo the eliect thaF .'E By
the same token, Strawson could have said that the condition fy

asserting ‘The F is .. .’ is that the.re be ti%e F.

Strawson’s point had seemed interesting all thgse years
because Russell paved the way. On his way to assimilating
definite descriptions into denoting phrases, Russell came up
with an English sentence to paraphrase the original one. Work-
ing with two English expressions, fortuitously supplied by Russel],
Strawson’s point had looked non-trivial and to be in direct
conflict with Russell’s. As argued above, I do not see anything
more in Strawson’s claim than that the condition of an assertion
with a definite description can be gotten simply by disquoting
the expression with an existence claim. Barring the existence
clalm3 di.squoting a description gives, as well, the content of the
description, as we saw for ‘The F is G’. So the conditions and
i e s n o exisence clai. T
are identical, the same must b e ot .One and any one
has done notilin : : e true, of thc:lr contents. Strawson

g specific to Russell’s equivalence so long as he

agrees that ‘One and only o ) ) £
position of asserting ‘T}?e ;f’ F supplies the condition/ presup-

: S, there ;

e o » there g
wa.son on thig point "
conclude, the :

are r:oncerned

P " » [ *
Plan’s specific. e 1S M0thing th,

0
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Strawson can still raise ‘framework’-objections against the
residual Russellian element in Kaplan, but such objections are
not likely to have an empirical bearing. Nevertheless, I hope to
show that the matter does not quite end here.

VII

The main thrust of the discussion so far has been to show that
Strawson’s notion of referring expressions and the accompany-
ing notion of.an identifying function are too thickly grained.
The notions cover, quite implausibly in my view, the entire class
of subjects. Even when, following Kaplan, we bifurcate the syn-
tactic class, the notions continue to be thickly grained. In par-
ticular, Strawson has not supplied any compelling reason as to
why the notions cannot be applied to both “The F’ and ‘One and
only one F’, even assuming that the latter expression is a refer-
ring one, in the correct sense. At this point the popular notion
of presuppositions does nothing to demarcate these two eXpres-
sions. Thus, the current notion of an identifying function does
not supply a totally non-Russellian theory in an empirically useful
way.
Nevertheless, the desired, finegrained demarcation between
‘The F’ and ‘One and only one F’ was supplied by Strawson much
later in a remarkable passage. I believe that, in the hue and cry
over referring expressions and presuppositions, the seminal
message of this passage has been lost, probably, even to the
author. The passage, from ‘Singular Terms and Predication’,

runs as follows:

ere exists one thing with a certain property
typically intends to inform his hearer of this fact. Thereby he does
indeed supply the hearer with resources of knowledge which consti-

tute, so to speak, a minimal basis for a subsequent identifying refer-

ence to draw on. But the act of supplying new resources is not the same

act of drawing on independently established resources.”!

I begin my discussion of this passage with a terminological
Point. The notion of an identifying function assaciated with re-
ferring expressions, we saw, cannot distinguish between ‘The F*
and ‘One and only one F’, since the only contrast available so
far is between them and general terms occupying a predicative
position, In fact, given this quite fundamental distinction, no

One who says that th
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50 r available within th
distinctions are SO fa € class o .
further sions which, for Strawson, spans the engjy, "y
ferring €Xpress h. we saw, is not enough to challey, It
biects. This muc 8¢ Rug.
of subje valence as used by Kaplan. _ t
, fundamental equiv A : ano
sell’s I propose, offers a distinction bety . way
The cited passage, 1 P pose 7 : Centhe -
o ‘ , us ‘fying’) function and the , talki
identificatory ( ficatory VETSUS it TeSourg. bot
esenting fun ction;2 I take this to be a distinction within ,, - e
generic identifying function. I will argue that thz.s distinctig, ly o1
- mounts to a distinction between all typically fquanuﬁed phraseg func
including, in particular, ‘One an-d only one F » on the one hand, Fp
and designators which typically include definite descnpt}ons of - able
allvarieties (and perhaps proper names and demonstrativesas A
well, but I will not argue this point), on th(? other. noul
At the minimum, then, Strawson is claiming that the express “E‘f‘:
sions ‘The F’ and ‘One and only one F’ signal very different res;
speech acts. Let me try to understand this claim with straight- phr
forward linguistic intuition. Thus, let us suppose a schoolteacher sig
asked in a history class, ‘How many kings of France died at the ek
guillotine?” What would be an appropriate response to this not
question? Supposing just one king of France died at the guillo for
tine, an appropriate and correct response would be ‘One’. Ifthe ¢ the
teacher pursues, ‘Isn’t that two?’, an appropriate answer would T
be, “No, exactly (/just/only) one’. The point is, under no circum- i
stances would it be appropriate to respond, “The king of France'- i the
The question requested a number, possibly a unique one, and ,3« SO
thcg request cannot be fulfilled by uttering ‘The king of France’- | rie
diffzfp(ise now .that‘the teacher asks, given a set of kings from 7 In
e aen countries, "Which one of them ruled from Versailles? s
Fonr on @ppropriate and correct answer would be, ‘The king of tic
rance’. In this case, it 1d : DL AR
. » It would be totally inappropriate to T 5
spond, ‘One and only one ki ; we )
respond with * ng of France’. Roughly, then, ri
pond with ‘Exactly ope’ . PO .
We respond with ‘Tl? F? Lo questions of the form ‘How man}">; g 3 in
when asked i 5 con(: to questions of the form ‘who/what" — & re
the audience can dr;";t In Whlc.h the speaker is assured that N
Source, e.g,, the earlj on an Independently established ¢ o
different counries It lf:: Presentation of a set of kings flo™ - ¢ P!
1S Involved ip g ﬁmdameg ‘1S to look as if Russell’s .equivalﬁﬂcq 23 Ie

“alegory mistak ntal confus; : 08
ol e e. We . on amounting almost *© 7.
cal explanation of u may view th g

¢ € ci  theore
'at confusion, ted Ppassage as a _thi il
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it tll18e ;Irslc}::t rr?grtltti(:) slztl-ng‘tgsh such ‘who/what’ questions from
an forostall he in “On R:efernng 2 We must have some
way of forestalling the question, “What (who, which one) are

. b ut;: as ll . : ’ YOU
talking about?’, as well as the question, ‘What are you sayi
bout it (him, her)?’ Ther e Y ying
about . i ¢, We saw the distinction was between
referring and ascribing which covered ‘The F’ as well as ‘Exact-
ly one F’. Here, Exactly one F’ performs a resource-presenting
function via an answer to the question ‘How many?’, while “The
F’ performs an identificatory function based on resources avail-
able antecedently.

A very interesting pattern of the uses of various types of head
nouns, thus, becomes visible. We answer a ‘How many?’ ques-
tion with any one of ‘All Fs’, ‘Some F’, ‘A few Fs’ as well as
‘Exactly one F’. Allthese answers help in the introduction of new
resources for subsequentidentification by ‘The F/Fs’. Quantified
phrases, therefore, do exactly what they are expected to do, viz.
signal a quantity of Fs. Designators, on the other hand, simply
refer back to these objects signalled in advance. Strawson is
not suggesting that the signalling of objects can only be per-
formed via a linguistic act of using quantified phrases.* Surely,
there are other equally valid means:

That function is successfully performed if and only if the singular term
establishes for the hearer an identity, and the right identity, between
the thought of what—is—being—spaken-oj—by—thg—speaker and the thought of
some object already within the reach of the hearer’s own knowledge, expe-
Tience, or j’hm:eqfkvtion.“’5

the knowledge of the right objects

In any case, the point 18 that :
performing an identificatory func-

is not supplied by the phrase

tion; it is given in advance. ‘ .
We may generalize as follows. A predicate °F, when occur-

ring as a part of the subject, by itself supplies only a vague and

indefinite area of reference, so that we may ask, ‘Which lj‘?’. For

referring to be effective, we need to forestall that question, we

need to cut the vague area down to a proper size. A TesourTce for

reference becomes available only after such tailoring takes

Place. Quantified phrases serve the function of presenting new

resources, In a use of ‘The F', on the other hand, no such

resource is presented. The hearer is simply instructed to find/ | A

locate the proper F from his own resources. However, many . =
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re isSues need to be'settled t_)ef_ore we can reach apy.

Ds}d; ;T‘I:’e -, full theory of definite descriptions. This task is not y; ing

;‘ill‘;‘:( tlhe scope of this paper-25 I hope that the essential theOretli}::l

y bra point has been made reaso_nably clear. ’ |

t con What is the effect of all this on Russell’s fundamental equiy, - }2 BG:

s not lence? First, we have finally found a function exclusively g, - " Phi
;.Ph" definite descriptions (and perhaps for a narrow class of desi § 3. Da
u-d:;_} nators). Second, we have been able to assemble all quantifiey You
?:ﬂue phrases including ‘One and only one F’ around the notion of 3 4 1:;:

India resource-presenting function. Having thus secured two separate 5 W
he ve functions for two delineable sub-classes of subjects, we no longer 6. Sa
wtof b need Russell’s equivalence to bridge the two sub-classes; there - (ec
ssor ¢ is no such bridge. Russell’s equivalence simply misses this ‘Do
essays fundamental feature of our referential apparatus. ‘_ ;‘;‘
sritain Contrary to what Russell suggested, then, a use of “The’ never 19
ly for produces a quantitative picture, implicitly or otherwise. Per- - 7. 'C
O;ﬁ‘i:l haps, in a use of a singular definite description, the use of the 8. D
:Esi . prec'hc:.ate ‘F’ in the sz'ngular,.given that it has already beencut 9 ‘é
edge @ to size in advance, may bear information quite similar totheone L
volum borne by a use of ‘One and only one F’. But this coincidence, 10. ¥
<e essa’ easily explained, has nothing to do with the use of the definite
s, and article and has no effect on a general theory of definite descrip- E

ot tions. Russell approached the phenomenon with the wrong sort

of data. This simple point was lost for many decades due to the
technical brilliance of the Theory of Descriptions and becaus
the theory was applied with success in areas where 2 correct
understanding of the linguistic function of definite descriptions
was never squarely faced.

With Sga_wson’s notion of an identificatory function, the Theory
Of'Des.Cl“lptIODS, in its totality, may now be set aside , since with ;
gns single notion, the entire spectrum of the uses’ of dc,fmi‘e
descripons an o be cxpland i complee goer
ot airly easily since, as we noted in the early s
Sesiess ot phaper, the research programme gener’clted ok

ry has, by now, lost its validity anyway.

'méau.‘r:»»y_zu'v(«"-"‘d-"' L

e
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guish the copulative from 5 referential (or denotative) element.
(See ‘Concepts and Properti
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2. NIRMALANGSHU MUKHERJI ON IDENTIFICATION AND
DEFINITE DESCRIPTIONS

I am grateful to Dr Mukherji for his thoughtful, refined and
sensitive paper. I welcome particularly his last section (VII) in
which he brings out with striking clarity the point which deci-
sively separates my view of singular definite descriptions from
that of Russell and his followers. The point is that the charac-
teristic use of the singular form ‘the F’ is to draw on resources
of knowledge already in possession of the audience in order to
rordls : i i is being referred to, or,
indicate which or what particular item is being refer e
+ i forestall the question, ‘which
f Mukherji puts it, to fores qu
]z;? Professor Mu deed, can be extended, beyond the case of
?’. The point, in ’ ’ just as
descripti(?ns, to bring in the class of pr?pl«;:_r nalrlx:lgi.rF:r gj:ncral
Hiere 18 narmally & paRasg > ltlema.slitaolfnlfi;t?rsons bearing an
term ‘F’, so there 1s, normal?)’, a ‘5)0111:;1, 0’; ‘Mr Smith’—or even
1 ame such as . h a name to
S)rd.lnary !)rop‘er n . and a speaker, using suc e will
Aristotle’ or ‘Socrates’; 1| normally rely, just e
make an identifying reference, Wi dience’s knowledge o
in usi ‘the F’, on the au . dicate which of the
N using the form fu o s koW
context and circumstances o cope of the audienc
bearers of the name within the SCOP
ledge is the one intended.
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A .+ now of the ‘characteri.stic use’ of definjte <
] spoke Just U0 = 2dvisedly, since there are Certajp

in which a full-scale Russellian accoun; ; Weu..

: _ .
ly correct. TO give an example which I think [ hay, Ob"ci |
usly :
leewhere before, one

can imagine a case in which 5 Speat
.. ; N

. describing a situation 11 which the members of 3 eTou

is

people are

being urged, or pressured, o SIBN 2 Certain g,
ment. The speaker concludes: Th(?t on il?aint}‘:ho refused ,
sign was shot’. In sud.1 a cont'e:.(tll 1S ) al part of the
content of the information explicit y conveyed 1s precisely thy,
one and only one man refused to sign. One coyld multiply ex.
amples: e.g. ‘The only volunteer was a Quaker’. The presence
of the word ‘only’ is just what marks such cases as clearly
Russellian.

There are also cases which fit Donnellan’s model for what he
calls the ‘attributive’ use of the form. For example: “The person
who wins the lottery will be rich’. Here also there is an implicit,
though different, quantifier, since it amounts to ‘whoever wins
the lottery will be rich’.

It might be thought that the point that Mukherji and I myself
have emphasised about the central or characteristic use of the
singular definite description is essentially a point belonging to
pragmatics and leaves open the question of the semantics of the
form. First, it is essential in linguistic theory to recognize the
semantic function of definite singular reference, represented in
the standard symbolism by ‘Fa’—a function performed equally

*by both proper names and definite descriptions in their charac-
teristic uses. Second, since the successful performance of this
 function normally depends on what may broadly be called cor-
textual features of the situation, and since it is this fact which
licenses, or encourages, the invocation of ‘pragmatics", one may
reasonaply conclude that, insofar as this invocation is justif'{ed’
t.hen’ to just that extent, it is a mistake to represent the disunc
t:{znstl])::met?n semantics and pragmatics as absolute: per.hézlig
evident enzpef,k', rgther, of ‘pyagmatic-semantics’._The poin
Firall Iugh In the cases involving demonstratives:  pave
regardi y 1 should mention an important reservation " ,
sercing Dr Mukherjl's paper. Mukherji has an ingenious sug
Sestion régarding the history of cont sy in this aréa- ==
suggests that both R ry niroversy ncerned
ussell and I were fundamentally cO
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fied fo_rms., in mine that of Proper name

occurring in the contested area of deﬁniti: 5h inti

not, of course, .spez-ik for Russell, though th:Scnptloqs. I can-

seem plausible in his case; but for myself I mu;;r1 gg;ﬁ:ﬁ? dczﬁs
at the

time of my original critique of Russell, I was concerned only with
y wit

definite descriptions, and certainly not with the entire class of

subj.ect-expressions. It is true that later, and in particular ;
Supject anfl Predicate in Logic and Grammar’(1974) Ipdidlgznfe o
myself with grammatical subject-expressions in general anrg
cqnnected my treatment of them with the special case of identi-
fymg reference to particulars; but the connections I there estab-
lished, or sought to establish, were of a more complex and
indirect kind than any suggested by Dr Mukherji.

€ apparent clagh

3. ROOP REKHA VERMA ON A POINT ABOUT REFERENCE

Roop Rekha Verma addresses herself to the question of the
character of identity sentences coupling two names—an issue
which, as she rightly says, has engaged philosophical attention
for many years. Much ingenuity, and some passion, have been
devoted to it; but its discussion has rarely attained the level of
sensitivity, elegance and economy manifested in Professor
Verma’s handling of it. I can do little more than recorfi my .sub-
stantial agreement with her analysis, while adding a quite minot,

and qualified, reservation. . '
It qu quite clear that anyone who learns from such an identity

statement really does learn somet.hmg fro:in 1}!;: Ht; éf zlo;nzo?s
fronted with a tautology or a truist And this hwsiaf
enouch to dispose of the ‘Rcference-Tra_nSparenCY : :

gh to dispo " on is conveyed 1n such a
what does he learn? What informatio s o the informa-
case?—for some certain dit lf tIlll . refer to one > nd the
tion, about the names [hemsel‘(cs,dtl};aauraction of the idf:a that
same thing. Here we ;r;ust resist sion of its :’S(;;; ,;: aﬂ;;
each of the two names, invarian geatl
same reality-rooted reference, d names differing o;‘
‘sense’, the ‘sense’ of on€ 0 ﬁ.repeatcd use O
course, from the ‘gense’ of the O

acsigee " Vb
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