
Chapter Six 

Recent Outlook of Proper Names 

Section One 

Putnam's Natural Kind Terms and Twin Earth Argument 

After the development of Kripke's theory of proper name as rigid 

designator, there we notice in recent times the development of another 

thesis known as natural kind terms as rigid designator. This theory has 

been propounded by H. Putnam in his "The meaning of 'meaning"'.136 

According to Putnam a natural kind term is a term having baptism 

ceremony or conventional background on the basis of which such terms 

designates the same objects in every possible situations. Putnam's theory 

of natural kind terms, we think, opens up a new dimension in the history 

of proper names. 

Saul Kripke's argument against description theories of names 

inaugurated a revolution in the philosophy of language. One of the first 

acts of that revolution was an application of similar arguments against a 

similarly descriptive theory of another sort of expression-so-called 

natural-kind terms. Kripke himself has claimed that natural-kind terms 

are rigid designators. Kripke and Putnam thus have been acknowledged 

as the creators of the new theory of proper name. In fact, these two 

philosophers first proposed about that new theory of natural-kind terms. 

But what are natural-kind terms? Are natural kind terms at par with 

proper names in the Russellian sense? Are they differing from the general 

perception of proper names? We think that natural- kind terms differ from 

proper names in the sense that proper names are being used to pick out 

individuals; whereas natural kind terms are being used to pick out kinds. 

136 
Putnam, H. "The Meaning of 'meaning"' in Mind, Language and Reality,p.240. 
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Favourite examples are 'tiger' and 'water'. Unlike proper names, natural

kind terms form a grammatically variegated class. Although they are all 

terms for kinds in some sense or other, they may be the terms for kinds of 

objects (like 'tiger', 'mammal', 'fish', and 'whale') or for kinds of stuff 

(like 'water', 'gold', 'aluminium'). It's generally assumed that this 

difference is not important for the issues which Kripke is concerned with. 

Putnam endorses Kripke's theory that proper names as well as natural 

kind terms are rigid designators. That is the names rigidly designate their 

referents in such a way that they can be supposed to be true of the 

referents across all possible worlds. This may be called the theory of 

direct reference. In "The Meaning of 'Meaning'", Hilary Putnam 

presents several arguments to show that 'natural kind terms do not have a 

Meaning or "sense" of a Fregean sort'. 137 Instead, he says, they function 

much like indexicals such as "this", 'that' or the pronoun "I", whose 

reference is determined by the circumstances of their use, not by unique 

properties of the referent that might be "expressed" in a sense. Putnam 

further argues that this account covers most general terms in our 

language, not just kind terms like "water" and "tiger". He thus presents a 

serious challenge for the traditional notion of meaning, for if he is right 

only a few score words would be left with a meaning. 

Here we wish to distinguish three arguments which appear intermingled 

in "The Meaning of 'Meaning"'. Two of the arguments make explicit use 

of the same science-fiction example of a "Twine Earth" while the third 

uses a related example, and all three might be seen as showing that kind 

terms are like "rigid designators". 138 Our point of contention is to 

develop the theory of meaning. In fact, the only argument that relates 

137 
Putnam, Hilary, "The Meaning of Meaning", in Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy ofScienc, vol, 

~.8 Edited by K. Gunderson, 1975, pp. 131-193.e, vol, 7. Edited by K. Gunderson, 1975, pp. 131-193. 
Ibid. p. 1 32. 
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kind terms to rigid designators is the one that presents the least difficulty 

for a classical theory of meaning. 

The "Twin Earth" arguments established three different conclusions: ( 1) 

the kind terms must have atleast some indexical component in their 

meanings; (2) that kind terms are rigid designators, and (3) that there are 

no analytic truths about natural kinds of a sort to which the traditional 

theory seems committed. The first point raises a difficulty for the theory 

of meaning. The second point, we shall argue, presents the least difficulty 

for the classical theory. The third point prevents a serious challenge to the 

theory of meaning. Its success, however, is based on a hypothesis about 

the epistemological fhnction of kind terms that is not argued for in "The 

Meaning of 'Meaning"' .139 

We think that Putnam's arguments against the classical theory of meaning 

actually tell us in what sense the fundamental doctrines of the classical 

theory conflict in the case of kind terms. He states them as follows: 

( 1 )That knowing the meaning of a term is just a matter of being in a 

certain psychological state. 

(2) That 'the meaning of a term (in the sense of "intension") determines 

its extension (in the sense that sameness of intension entails sameness of 

extension).' 140 

Thesis ( 1) is needed to explain the "cognitive" features of meaning; the 

function of meaning in communication, learning a language, etc. Thesis 

(2) makes the connection between the meaning of sentence and its truth 

conditions. 

While Frege's anti-psychologism concerning meanings is well known, his 

theory must be accompanied by some account of what it is to grasp a 

meaning. This, Putnam suggests, must at least mean that differences in 

139 Ibid. p. 134. 
140 lbid. p. 135. 
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the meaning of terms will be reflected in a difference of the psychological 

states which constitute "knowing the meaning" of those terms. It is just 

theses 1 and 2 that concern Putnam most. Whether Frege held both is 

beyond the scope of this discussion. On the other hand, objections to 1 

and 2 can be used against many other theories of meaning. If one 

maintains that the intensions of speakers or the use they will make of 

words are distinct where the "Meanings" of the words are distinct and 

that those features must make some difference in psychological states of 

speakers. Putnam's arguments will succeed. Thesis ( 1) is thus stated 

strongly. 

One can, however, make an analogy between Putnam's own analyses of 

kind terms with indexical expressions. The extension or denotation of a 

particular token of a work like "that" or "I" is not determined by any 

properties expressed by those terms, but rather by facts about the situation 

of their use. 141 The lack of any feature which is "grasped" in learning 

kind terms is comparable to the absence of predicates in the formal 

representation of indexicals. Putnam represents the classical theory as 

treating the sense of kind terms like a definite description, where the 

content of the description represents what is "grasped". Putnam's project 

is to show that the definite description theory of kind terms cannot satisfy 

both (1) and (2). His indexical account resolves the conflict by 

abandoning (1). Note, however, that these are just analogies and that one 

need not require that the meaning of a term be expressible by some other 

term in the same language. 

Putnam explicates his position by using the science-fiction example of 

"Twin Earth". In each case the term 'water' is shown not to have the 

extension that would be predicated by a theory that satisfies condition (1 ). 

Putnam describes it: Twin Earth is very much like earth; in fact, people 

HI lb"d 1 . p. 136. 
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on Twine Earth even speak English. In fact, apart from the differences we 

shall specify in our science- fiction examples, the reader may suppose 

that Twin Earth is exactly like earth. 

One of the peculiarities of Twine Earth is that the liquid called "water" is 

not H20 but a different liquid whose chemical formula is very long and 

complicated. I shall suppose that XYZ is indistinguishable from water at 

normal temperatures and pressures. In particular, it tastes like water and it 

quenches thirst like water. Also, we will suppose that 'the oceans and 

lakes and seas of Twin Earth contain XYZ and not water and that it rains 

XYZ on Twin Earth and not water, etc ... ' 142 

Putnam's three arguments are made by taking Twine Earth as a distant 

planet, another possible world, and as a guide to "epistemologically" 

possible worlds, how this world might have turned out to be. It is 

important to understand the motivation of Putnam's assertion that XYZ is 

not water. This claim relies on what Putnam calls a "realistic" attitude 

towards sciences. 143 It is this attitude that makes us see the progress of 

science as a process of discovery about various entities in the world. 

Thus, one sees a term like "water" as having always had the same 

extension Gust the quantities of H20 in the world) whether that extension 

could be identified or not. The discovery that water is H20 is then simply 

that, recognition of what it is that a particular term has been true of all 

along. This claim contrasts with the view of those who argue that terms 

such as "water", when used by people with greatly different theories of 

the world, are just not comparable. It is for them the role of a term in a 

particular theory that determines its extension. This attitude also rules out 

seeing kind terms as expressing "open-textured" concepts whose meaning 

is changed by decisions of scientists as new discoveries are made. If the 

142 Ibid. p. 140. 
143 Ibid. p. 154. 
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intension of kind terms is to determine exactly one extension through 

time that intension cannot change. 

In his Twin Earth argument example Putnam relies on our agreement that 

XYZ is not water because it is not H20 , whether that is known to the 

residents of the two earths or not. It is, in fact, this independence of 

reference, or the use of kind terms to identify some stuff, from our 

particular beliefs about that stuff, that is crucial to Putnam's most 

successful argument. We shall consider and elaborate this argument later 

stage. At the stage of describing the Twin Earth, this point manifests itself 

in the claim that XYZ is not water even though at some earlier time (say 

before 1750) no person would know or believe anything about the one 

that he would not know or believe about the other. Only H20 is, or has 

ever been water. 

Putnam's First Argument 

Putnam first argument takes 'Twin Earth as a distant planet in our 

universe.' 144 We are asked to consider what we would say if such a planet 

were discovered. By hypothesis the psychological state of those on Twine 

Earth is the same as that of people on Earth. Any theory of meaning 

which makes meaning both determine extension, and correspond 

uniquely to a psychological state, will say that XYZ is in the extension of 

"water". But it is not. Only H20 is water. XYZ might be called "water" 

on "Twine Earth", but it is the chemical structure of the stuff called 

"water" on Earth which determines what water on "Twin Earth" is. This 

shows a similarity between kind terms and indexical expressions such as 

"this stuff here". The extension of that term is not determined by any 

properties it expresses but rather by the situation of its utterance. We 

must conclude that no description of water in terms of features that are 

relevant to psychological states, nothing like the definite descriptions or 

144 lbid.p.155. 
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lists of properties discussed earlier, can correctly determine the extension 

ofkind terms. 

Putnam's Twin Earth example recalls familiar arguments. This sort of 

example has been used to show that no definite description based solely 

on qualitative features can be guaranteed to have a unique referent. 

Definite descriptions are intended to identity only a unique individual. 

But one can argue that no matter how well an individual is described it is 

always possible that some other individual on a distant "Twin" planet 

also satisfies the description. In practice we guarantee that descriptions 

have at most one referent by including in them proper names or 

indexicals. Thus, we know that "the Queen of England", or rather "the 

Present Queen of England", can only identify one woman because that 

particular country can have only one monarch at a time. It might be 

claimed, however, that any description of a "queen of a large island 

whose daughter rides horses, etc ... " could always be satisfied as well by 

a Twin Elizabeth on as Twin Earth. 

What Putnam has shown, then, is much the same as some who have 

argued that definite descriptions alone cannot represent the sense of 

singular terms. 145 He has shown that no definite description involving 

purely qualitative features or features which correspond to a 

psychological state of one who knows of them, can correctly determine 

the extension of kind terms. The response that can be given in the case of 

singular terms applies as well to kind terms. It runs as follows: What has 

been shown in that kind terms must have an indexical element. Just as 

one might argue with Strawson that any referring expression must contain 

an indexical or "demonstrative" element, one might agree with Putnam 

and argue that kind terms include an indexical element. 146 "Water" would 

145 Strawson, P. F. Individual, Methuen, 1959. p. 18. 
l46lb"d 1 . p. 21. 
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mean something like "the kind around here which is ... " 147
. It is the 

extension of such terms in the place where language users live, earth that 

determines the extension of those terms. Putnam has not shown, however, 

that kind terms are purely indexical, like "that", i.e., their meaning 

contains no feature that might be represented by a predicate, or that is 

relevant to the psychological state of one who grasps the term. 

This is a problem for the classical theory of meaning, but one that has 

been confronted before. The corresponding difficulty with singular terms 

is to explain how a sense can guarantee that a term has one and only one 

referent. 148 So, the theory of meaning must also explain how a sense can 

identify just one kind and not be tn1e as well of some kind on a distant 

Twin Earth unknown to us. This is Putnam's first use of Twin Earth. 

Putnam's Second Argument 

The second argument demonstrates that kind terms are "rigid 

designator", and it is applied to general terms. A kind term is rigid if it 

applies to members of the same kind in all possible worlds. To say that 

"water" is rigid is just to say that it is true of members of the same kind in 

each possible world, just H20 molecules. Suppose now that Twin Earth 

is not another planet but rather another possible world just as we say that 

XYZ on another planet is not water. So XYZ in another possible world 

would not be water in term. Therefore "Water" must be a rigid term. 

Does this conclusion show that kind terms do not have sense that can 

satisfy both conditions (1) and (2) of the classical theory? Putnam's 

response perhaps would be negative. Putnam has once again presented a 

claim about the extension of kind terms which 1s supposed to be 

incompatible with any "psychological" component 1n their sense. But 

147 The term "here" must identify Earth, otherwise "water" on Twin Earth will name XYZ. This 
requires a distinction in the logic of indexicals like the made for defmite descriptions in second 
argument below. 
148 Burks, A. "A Theory of Proper names", Philosophical Studies 2, 1951. p. 78. 
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there is no such incompatibility. Consider again the analogy with definite 

descriptions. A term like "the Queen of England" might name a different 

individual in another possible world, perhaps Ann. Thus, as usually 

constructed, definite descriptions do not rigidly designate any particular 

individual. Some definite descriptions can be rigid designators if they 

refer to an object via an "essential" property. Perhaps "the square root of 

49" rigidly designates seven. 

The sort of descriptions that could identify a kind is not likely to be of 

that rigid sort. However, Putnam's argument can be directed against a 

"description" theory of kind terms as follows. Kind terms are rigid. 

Definite descriptions, at least of the sort that we could associate with a 

kind, are not rigid. Therefore definite descriptions cannot represent the 

sense of kind terms. 

This argument relies on ignoring a familiar feature of the logic of defmite 

descriptions in modal contexts. One can distinguish between what has 

been called the de re and de dicta uses of defmite descriptions. One can 

see statements such as "Necessarily the number of the planets is greater 

than 7" as either true or false, depending on the interpretation of the 

definite descriptions. The de re makes a statement about the necessary 

properties of the individual, viz. the number nine, that is, in fact, the 

number of the planets. The de dicta use, however, yields a statement 

about whatever number of planets there may be, even for instance, five, 

making the sentence false. Foil owing Smullyan one can see this 

distinction as a difference in interpreting the scope of the descriptions 

when they are eliminated using Russell's theory of descriptions.149Kripke 

seems to assert that this analysis shows that descriptions are not 

149 Smullyan, A. "Modality and Description", The Journal of Symbolic Logic, 134. 1948. 
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ambiguous, and have only one use. 150 They certainly are not ambiguous 

in the manner of a word like "bank" whose sense could just as well be 

represented by distinct words. The "sense" of a definite description is 

related logically and if represented directly in a language might be 

indicated by an operator rather than distinct terms. Still, it seems that one 

can take a sentence with descriptions in two ways and ascribe that 

difference to what might be called "uses" of the description, whether a 

formal language of modalities will treat it as an ambiguity or a scope 

distinction. 

We shall then speak of de re and de dicta uses of kind terms. "Water" 

taken as a definite description in the de re use would designate H20 in all 

possible worlds. "Water" taken this way satisfies all ofPutnam's insights 

about what should be water on Twin Earth. Yet, like all descriptions, the 

sense of "water" would have something which could be "grasped". 

"Water" taken as de re satisfies both conditions (1) and (2) of the 

classical theory. The content of the description is grasped in learning the 

terms, but it identifies the same stuff, H20, in all possible worlds, and 

thus the correct extension, satisfying (2). 

Putnam argues that kind terms can be used rigidly or perhaps that their 

most common use is as a rigid term. He in this regard considers the scope 

distinction as applying to kind terms, but sees it as an exclusive 

distinction; kind-terms must be either rigid or non-rigid. 151 The analogy 

with definite descriptions, however, indicates that kind terms, like 

descriptions, have two uses, one rigid and the other not. We have argued 

that Putnam uses "Water" as a rigid designator in all examples he 

provides. The pertinent question arises at this juncture: Are there de dicta 

uses of the term? Perhaps, there are. Consider the identity "Water = 

15° Kripke, Saul. "Naming and Necessity", in Semantics of Natural Language, edited by D.Davidson 
and G. Harman, Reidel, 1972, p. 346. 
151 Ibid. p. 148. 
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H20". As both terms have been treated as rigid designators, this must be 

a necessary truth if true at all. On the other hand, our intuition that XYZ 

might be water in Twin Earth is captured by representing "Water" in the 

de dicta use. With this analysis of kind terms one can, in fact, hold with 

both sides in the dispute about such identities. One can agree with 

Putnam that 'Water" is singled out as the same stuff as H20, in each 

world, yet it would perhaps be the case that "Water = H20" is 

contingently true. These two positions actually rely on different uses of 

"Water". The de reuse is best paraphrased as "The stuff which is in fact 

water is H20". The de dicta as "H20 happens to be the water of this 

world". 

This view, while saving the classical theory of meaning from Putnam, 

does alter it in another respect. In Fregean terms, one might say that the 

classical theory holds that the relation between a predicate and the 

"concept" it denotes is directly given by the sense of the predicate. To 

understand a predicate like "is a bachelor" is to know what concept is 

expressed. No one has ever thought that there is such a direct connection 

between singular terms and their referents. To know that thing as the 

"evening star", one must know some facts of astronomy. On the analysis 

we have proposed the predicate "is water" will be like a definite 

description. "xis water" ascribes a property to x (namely being H20) but 

only because that is the property which satisfies certain conditions. One 

might have been ascribing the structure XYZ to x with that predicate. The 

semantic relation between a predicate and its extension will thus be 

mediated by another element, a kind. Kind terms will identify different 

kinds, such as H20 or XYZ in different worlds, each kind having 

members in different worlds. This, however, is just to recognize in 

another way that the meaning of a kind term can determine its extension, 

not to abandon (2). 
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We see time and agam that Putnam's arguments do not show 

conclusively that kind terms lack a sense. At best we do claim that they 

show how a "definite description" oriented model must be taken if it is to 

represent how the extension of kind terms is determined. He shows that 

any account of kind terms must explain how they can be rigid; but that 

does not exclude the sense of the term under consideration. 

Putnam endorses Kripke's theory that proper names as well as natural

kind terms are rigid designators; that is, the names rigidly designate their 

referents in such a way that they can suppose to be true of the referents 

across all possible worlds. This may be called the theory of direct 

reference. It combines the indexicaliry of the referring expressions with 

rigidity in their standing as referents. Putnam also endorses the view that 

a causal chain is necessarily the underlying mechanism of reference. He, 

however, brings into prominence the community of language-users and 

the environment in the determination of the causal chain underlying the 

reference mechanism. 

Putnam explains the notion of reference in connection with his thought -

experiment about the Twin Earth. This experiment is like this: imagine 

another earth and that there are people exactly like us on this Twin Earth 

also. Just as the people on Earth speak English, the people on the Twin 

Earth also speak a language like English. Let us imagine that the word 

"Water" occurs in the Twin Earth-English. There is stuff on Twin Earth 

which looks like water and is very much used in the same way. Before 

1750, neither the Earthian nor the Twin Earthians knew about the 

chemical structure of water. But because of new developments in science, 

now it is known that water on Earth is H20 and the water on Twin Earth 

is XYZ. The question now is: What is the referent of the world "Water" 

in the Earthian English and in the Twin Earthian English? Is it the same 

or different? On the surface both the words "Water","Water" mean the 
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same thing and are representing the same concept, and so they refer to the 

same substance. But at the deeper level they are different. The meaning is 

not the same, though they may represent the same concept. They, in fact, 

refer to two different things such as H20 on Earth and XYZ on Twin 

Earth. When the Earthians drink water they drink the stuff which is H20 

and not XYZ and vice versa. Thus 'reference is tied to the stuff directly 

presented to us without the help of concepts.' 152 

Putnam then holds that proper names and natural kind terms are such that 

they directly refer and are not determined by the concepts and meanings 

supposed to be in the mind of the speakers. That is to say that the 

"psychological states"153 do not determine the extension of natural kind 

terms. The idea that what the speakers have in mind determined the 

referent is an old psychologistic doctrine which both Frege and 

Wittgenstein have rejected. This has played havoc in semantics and 

Putnam has rightly rejected it. Meanings are not "in the head"154 as 

Putnam has rightly pointed out. Those who suppose that meanings are 

ideas or concepts may fall into the trap of psychologism and so are likely 

to believe that the referents are determined by these meanings. In that 

case, if the meanings are the same, the referents are also the same. But 

this is not the case as has been shown in the Twin Earth example. 

Reference, like meaning, is a matter of what the name is used to do in the 

linguistic community and in the world that it is supposed to refer to. In 

view of this, it is certain that names do not derive their meaning from the 

mental contents of the speakers; rather they get their meaning from their 

use in language. The names are meaningful because they can be used to 

152 Putnam, Hilary. "The Meaning of 'Meaning'" in Mind, Language and Reality (Cambridge 

University Press, Cambridge, 1975). Pp. 131-193. 

153 Ib"d 1 . p. 133. 
154 Ibid. p. 134. 

136 



refer to objects according to certain rules. Besides, the names are 

indexicals standing for their referents directly and without hinges. The 

indexical use of names is the source of the meaning of names. Thus, 

meaning and extension of a term converge as the same name refers to the 

same referent across all possible worlds. Putnam explains: "The theory 

that natural- kind words like "water" are indexicals leaves it open, 

however, whether to say that "water" in the twin earth dialect of English 

has the same meaning as "water" in the Earth dialect and a different 

extension ... thereby giving up the doctrine that "meaning(intension) 

determines extension"; or to say, as we have chosen to do, that difference 

in extension is ipso- facto a difference in meaning for natural kind terms, 

thereby giving up the doctrine that meaning are concepts, or, indeed, 

mental entities of any kind."155 

The theory of names proposed here rejects intensions or concepts as the 

determinants of meaning and reference. Neither reference nor meaning is 

a matter of the mental contents of speakers. 

Like Kripke, Putnam argues that names as well as natural- kind terms do 

refer to their objects rigidly and indexically and they do not depend on 

description for securing their reference. He rejects the description theory 

because it is wrong in committing itself to the idea that names are 

synonymous with descriptions. Putnam suspects that the cluster theory of 

names as has been developed by Searle, does not suffice to fix reference. 

That is the reason why he accepts the Kripkean view that names are rigid 

designators. The names can ostensively refer or can fix their reference by 

stereotypes which abound in our language. Stereotypes are the established 

ways of talking about the natural-kind terms such as "gold", "water" etc. 

Reference -fixing is done by them. Putnam says: " ... the stereotypes of a 

155 Ibid., p. 135. 
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tiger does enable want to recognize tigers (unless they are albino, or some 

other typical circumstance is present), and the stereotype of a lemon 

generally enables one to recognize lemons. In the extreme case, the 

stereotype may be just the marker: the stereotype of molybdenum might 

be just that molybdenum is a metal."156 

The stereotypes thus enable us to recognize substance and thereby 

facilitate communication amongst the speakers. In this connection, 

Putnam introduces the notion of the "division of linguistics labour", 157 

which suggest that it is the expert alone who can tell what are the 

stereotypes associated with a natural-kind term. The expert in each area 

of language knows what are the exact or the near -exact stereotypes that 

are structured in the semantics of those words. Putnam further writes: 

"Every linguistic community exemplifies the sort of division of linguistic 

labour just discussed: that is , possesses at least some terms whose 

associated 'criteria' are known only to a subclass of the speakers who 

acquire the term, and whose use by other speakers depends upon a 

structured cooperation between them and the speakers in the relevant 

subsets." 158 

The criteria mentioned above draw the boundary of a term and thus 

facilitate the use of that term in language. So the "structured cooperation" 

follows as a matter of necessity because all other agree one what the 

experts say. 

The operational definition that Putnam talks about is a matter of what the 

stereotypes are and how they are used. This fulfills the need of giving the 

criteria of the use of certain terms. But from this it does not follow that 

there is any analytic relation between the properties of the substance and 

156 lb'd 1 ., p 137. 

157 Ib'd 1 ., p. 138. 
158 lbid., p.228. 
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the natural-kind term as such. The natural-kind terms are such that they 

can not be analytically defined by the stereotypes. The later is meant for 

only fixing the reference of the terms concerned. Putnam says: "Rather, 

the operational definition , like the ostensive one, is simply a way of 

pointing out a standard-pointing out the stuff in the actual world such that 

for x to be water, in any world, is for x to bear the same relation L to the 

normal members of the class of local entities to satisfy the operational 

definition."159 

Taking the clue from Kripke, Putnam thus makes the indexicality of 

natural-kind terms as the primary feature of the cross-world identification 

of natural kinds. The cross-world identification is possible because of the 

continuity of the same substance across possible worlds. Putnam says: "In 

fact, once we have discovered the nature of water, nothing counts as a 

possible world in which water does not have that nature. Once we have 

discovered that water (in the actual world) is H20, nothing counts as 

possible world in which water is not H20. In particular, if a "logically 

possible" statement is one that holds in 'some "logically possible world", 

it is not logically possible that water is not H20.' 160 

Putnam and Kripke thus agree that the concept of necessity plays a very 

important role in the theory of direct reference. The theory remains 

incomplete without the concept of necessity in the sense that necessity is 

associated with the modal structure of language. This also signals the fact 

that the notion of necessity as analyticity has failed to make itself 

available for understanding the modal structure of language. Logical 

necessity eliminates reference altogether, since it has nothing to do with 

what the language refers to, but only with the rules of language. 

However, the necessity that is being talked of here is metaphysical in 

159 Ib"d 2'"'2 I . p. -' . 

!GO Ibid., p.233 
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character since it takes into account the world and its inner structureo 

Both Putnam and Kripke have accepted that the "world has hidden 

structures"161 which can be revealed in language. 

Philosophers have been exercised over the issue whether the sentence 

"Cicero=Tully" is necessary or not. Nobody doubts that "Tully=Tully" is 

analytic and so necessary. But if we go by Kripke's principle, the former 

statement is equally necessary because we can not imagine a possible 

world where Cicero is not Tully since they are the same person. This is 

not a descriptionally analytic statement because here 'Cicero' and 'Tully' 

are not having the same sense and yet, from Kripke's standpoint, 'Cicero' 

and 'Tully' necessarily refer to the same individual. Thus, the necessity 

that is involved here is not analytic necessity but metaphysical involved 

in the continuity of the same individual across all possible worlds. 

This rules out the Quine's worry that modality is referentially opaque162 

as it cannot preserve necessity in all possible worlds. For example, it is 

necessary that 9 is greater than 7 and also necessary that the number of 

planets=9. But from this it does not follow necessarily that the number of 

planets is greater than 7, because it is not necessary that in every possible 

world the number of planets is 9. This is a referential opacity which 

Quine takes as a stumbling block to the possibility of modal logic and the 

concept of modal necessity. 163 

Kripke and Putnam have successfully overcome this referential opacity 

precisely on the ground that necessity is dependent on reference across 

possible- world. For them, necessity, that is, metaphysical necessity is so 

defined that the sentence in all possible worlds assures symmetry. The 

161 Kripke, Saul. "Naming and Necessity" in Semantics of Natural Language, eds. Davidson and 

Harman. 
162 Quine, W. 0. "Reference and Modality" in Reference and Modality, ed. Linsky, pp. 20-21. 
163 Ibid. p. 21. 
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possible worlds are situations which contain alternative descriptions of 

the world. The same individuals continue to exist across the possible 

worlds. An individual is identifiable across the possible worlds because 

of its structure and thus it is tagged with a particular name that rigidly 

refers to it. The possible- worlds are closer to one another in terms of the 

individuals they contain and the possible truth-values assignable to the 

sentences. In this sense, water=H20 is true in all possible- worlds which 

have water in them because there is no possible world in which water is 

not H20. This is because of the inner structure of the substance called 

water. Thus, necessity follows from the idea that substances exist across 

all possible- worlds and they have inner structure. Putnam writes: "It is 

only by confusing metaphysical necessity with epistemic necessity that 

we can conclude that if the (metaphysically necessary) truth-condition for 

being water is being H20, then water must be synonymous with H20, in 

which case it is certainly a term of science. And similarly, even though 

the predominant sense of 'lemon' is one in which to be a lemon some 

thing has to have the genetic code of a lemon (I believe), it does not 

follow that 'lemon' is synonymous with a description which specifies the 

genetic code explicitly or otherwise."164 

Thus, metaphysical necessity is dependent on the fact that substances 

have inner structures that can be referentially secured across possible

worlds. All identity sentences of the type cited above are necessary on 

this ground. Salmon writes: "By ordinary modal semantics, an identity 

sentence is true with respect to possible world w if and only if the 

denotations of the two contained terms are the same with respect to w 

.... they share the same denotation with respect to every possible world. 

164 Putnam, Hilary "The Meaning of 'Meaning'" in Mind, Language and Reality, p.240. 
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Hence, the identity sentence "Hesperus -Phosphorus" is true with respect 

to every possible world, i.e., necessary." 165 

Thus the concept of necessity brings out the modal structure of the theory 

of direct reference. It shows how natural-kind terms with singular 

reference have a built in modal character because of which they refer to 

the same individuals across possible worlds. 

Section Two 

Kaplan notion of Dthat 

We think that Kalpan's notion of dthat is a further development of the 

theory of proper name in contemporary era. In fact, Kaplan's most 

influential contribution to the philosophy of language is his semantic 

analysis of indexicals and demonstratives which is outlined in 

progressively greater detail in a series of article of which 'Dthat' is the 

pioneer one. Kaplan's insights aCtually hinges on two key distinctions, 

which may be seen as responses to the inability of Frege's semantics to 

deal with context-sensibility in language. First, in place of sense (Sinn) 

and reference ( Bedeutung), Kaplan introduces the notions of character 

and content. According to Kaplan character is the linguistic meaning of 

an expression and content is the proposition or propositional component 

expressed by an expression in a context. Besides, Kaplan equally makes 

an explicit distinction between the context of an utterance and the 

circumstances of evaluation of the proposition expressed by an utterance. 

Context can be formalized as a set composed of a speaker, a place, a time, 

and a possible world. Circumstances of evaluation play a role very similar 

165 Nathan U. Salmon, Reference and Essence, p. 79. 
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to possible worlds in modal semantics. Kaplan then goes on to define 

character and content more precisely. Character defines a function 

associated by convention with an expression, which, in tum, takes 

contextual elements and yields content as values. Content, on the other 

hand, defines a function taking as arguments those elements of the 

circumstance of evaluation relevant to determining extension, and 

yielding the extension (reference or truth-value) as a value. 

According to Kaplan, an expression is context-sensitive if and only if its 

character defines a non-constant function. That is, in the case of context 

sensitive, a linguistic expression gives rise to different content-values 

given different context element-arguments. Again, an expression, Kaplan 

opines, is context sensitive if and only if its character defines a constant 

function. Further, Kaplan inclines to say that the so-called distinction 

between character and content breaks down in the case of context 

sensitive expressions, and convention associates each such expression 

directly with content. On the contrary, an expression is directly referential 

just in case it content defines a constant function from circumstances of 

evaluation to extension. Kaplan equally characterizes directly referential 

expressions as those that refer without the mediation of a Fregian sense 

(Sinn). Thus, in the case of directly referential expression, i.e., dthat, we 

can say that the distinction between content and referent breaks-down. 

Like Russell's realistic theory of proper name, Kaplan goes on to say that 

any singular term is directly referential. For Kaplan the meaning of an 

indexical is a rule talking us from some part of the context to an 

expression, and the meaning of an expression is a bit of propositional 

content (reference in Fregian sense) that determines the extension in each 

possible world. We think in one sense, Kaplan was close to Russell by 

claiming that singular term is directly referential, but at the same time 

Kaplan deviated from Russell and went very close to Kripke by 
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introducing the modal concept of possible-world while developing his 

theory of proper name. 

Thus, the semantic scheme of Kaplan is associated with the application 

concerning the relationship between necessary and a priori truth. An 

utterance, according to Kaplan, is held to be necessary true just in case 

the content (referent) it expresses is true in every possible circumstances 

and an utterance is said to be true a priori just in case it expresses a 

content that is true in the circumstances that context is part of 

According, 'I am here now' is true a priori, because each of the indexical 

expressions, such as, 'I', 'now', 'here', used in this sentence directly refer 

to the speaker, the location and the time of utterance. However, the 

utterance under consideration is not necessarily true because any given 

speaker might have been in at a different place at that time, given 

different circumstances of evaluation. However, the utterance "I am 

David Kaplan" as spoken by David Kaplan, is necessarily true, because 

here the terms, such as 'I' and 'David Kaplan' are directly referential 

expressions. As a result, they refer to the same object in every 

circumstance of evaluation. However, this statement is not true a priori , 

because if it were spoken in a different context, where the speaker is 

indeed other than Kaplan, then this utterance may appear as false. 

The significance of Kaplan theory of proper names is that it enables to 

solve Frege's puzzles for indexical. Here the puzzle arises as indexicals 

are thought to directly referential, because they do not refer by means of a 

Fregian Sinn. Basically, Frege explains cognitive value in terms of Sinn. 

It is indeed true to say that the sentences, such as 'I am David Kaplan' 

spoken by David Kaplan; 'he is David Kaplan', spoken by someone 

pointing to David Kaplan, and 'David Kaplan is David Kaplan', spoken 

by anyone, all express the same content (reference) as they refer to the 

same individuals. Does it then lead us to assume that each of them has the 
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same cognitive value? We do not think so, because it is possible to 

believe one while denying the other. That is why; Kaplan explains this by 

associating cognitive value with character rather than content. 

In this connection, it is worth bringing in Kaplan's theory of direct 

reference, especially his notion of 'dthat' 166 which carries the import of 

singular reference. Kaplan has developed a theory of singular reference 

which has the unique distinction of keeping the Kripkean mode of rigid 

reference with a degree of the fregean sense such that reference for him is 

no more a matter of pure ostension, but of reference with contextual 

determinations and the speaker's intentions. Thus, for Kaplan, we must 

understand the use of 'Dthat' only with reference to the speaker's 

parameters of contextualized intentions and the possible determinations 

of the sense ofthe linguistic symbols. Kaplan writes: 

"I will speak of a demonstrative use of a singular denoting phrase when 

the speaker intends that the object for which the phrase stands be 

designated by an associated demonstration." 167 That is to say that the 

demonstrative use of a referring expression must is accompanied by the 

associated contextual determinations and the speaker's intentions. 

Speaker's intentions matter for the reason that without referring to what 

the speaker intends to do we can not understand what he refers to. 

But reference in the proper context must be indicated by the reference

indicating device 'dthat' which is supposed to indicate that a singular 

reference has been made to an object in the right context. 'Dhat' is the 

referential device that shows that a certain reference has been made as in 

the following example: Dthat (the speaker points to a picture) is a picture 

of one of the greatest philosophers of the twentieth century. Here the 

speaker is referring to a picture hanging on the wall, it being the picture 

166 Kaplan, David "Dthat" in The Philosophy of Language, ed. A.P. Martinich, pp. 316-29. 
167 Ibid., p. 321. 
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of Rudolf Camap. The singular reference is to Camap' s picture and not to 

anything else. 'Dthat' shows that the reference is uniquely fixed in this 

case. 

But suppose that without the speaker's knowledge Camap's picture has 

been replaced by that of Spirow Agnew. In this case, is there still singular 

reference? Kaplan is of the opinion that singular reference does not 

remain intact if the object itself has been misidentified. Though the 

speaker intends to refer to Camap' s picture only, he has by mistake 

referred to Agnew's picture. That is why the reference has not been 

successful as the speaker's intention has not been taken into account. As 

a result, Kaplan holds that singular reference must be taken into 

account the speaker's intention. The later alone can guarantee what has 

been referred to in a given context. 

Kaplan, like Kripke, believes that reference across possible worlds is a 

must if the determinate character of reference has to be laid down. We 

can therefore utter a person name that can refer to an object in a possible 

world such that we can determine the truth value of the sentence in which 

the name occurs. Kaplan writes: "The content of an utterance is that 

function which assigns to each possible world the truth value which the 

utterance would take if it were evaluated with respect to that world."168 

The utterance takes it truth value from the fact that it refers to a possible 

world in a unique way. Here also the role of dthat can be fixed in the 

following way: Dthat (the first child to be born in the twenty-first 

century) will be bald. 

Thus, there is a reference to a possible- world in which a child yet to be 

born will be bald. The reference is directed to a child who does not exist 

168 Ibid., p. 324. 
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now in the actual world but is in a possible- world. Thus, reference can be 

made to a possible- world with the help of 'dthat'. 

According to Kaplan, reference-fixing is done in a linguistic as well as 

social context such that the act of referring is pinned down to the 

speaker's social and linguistic world. It is only from the speaker's point 

of view that reference can be given a determinate character. The necessity 

of such identity statement as the following remains intact because of the 

determine character of the symbol involved: Dthat (the morning star) is 

identical with dthat (the evening star). 

Here the statement is a case of identity in which necessity is preserved 

be,cause of the rigidity of reference in the Kripkean sense. Keplan is of 

the opinion that 'dthat' (direct reference) makes rigid reference necessity

preservmg. 

According to Kaplan during the Golden Age of Pure Semantics we were 

developing a nice homogeneous theory, with language, meanings, and 

entities of the world each properly segregated and related one to another 

in contented ways. This trend was reached in its heyday through Carnap's 

Meaning and Necessity169
• The semantics in Golden Age ran with the 

firm conviction that each designator has both an intension and an 

extension. Sentences have truth-values as extensions and propositions as 

intentions; properties have classes as extensions and properties as 

intentions, terms have individuals as extensions and individual concepts 

as intentions, and so on. Having said this, there remained some nagging 

doubts regarding intensional conceptuality of proper names, 

demonstratives and quantification. According to Kaplan proper names 

may be a practical convenience in our everyday transactions, but they are 

169 Camap, Meaning and Necessity, 
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a theoretician 's nightmare. 170 According to Kaplan, proper names are 

just like bicycles in the sense that everyone easily learns to ride, but no 

one can accurately make clear how he does it. While using proper 

names as everyone's bicycles, linguistic philosophers over the century 

used proper name as the subject of a subject-predicate proposition. The 

very objective of proper name is to make a relationship between the name 

and its reference or to make an intimate relationship between a proper 

name and its bearer. Russell once remarked that in contrast with a 

common noun, such as, 'unicorns', a proper name means what it names. 

If a proper name names nothing, it means nothing. That makes sense to 

say, like Frege and many others; Russell did not accept empty names as 

logical proper names. When Russell says that a proper name denotes an 

object with which we are directly acquainted, he thereby rules out the 

possibility of empty proper names. The dthat of Kaplan is very similar to 

this as far as referential authentication is concerned. Having said this, one 

should not rule out the descriptive meaning or sense of empty proper 

names. According to Kaplan proper name, such as, unicorns have 

descriptive meaning on the basis of which we make use of in looking for 

such things. But in the case of the name, such as, 'Moravcsik', there is 

just Moravcsik. In fact, there is no basis in asking whether Moravcsik 

exists or not. Such a question, according to Russell, Kaplan opines, is 

meaningless. 

Having said this, it seems to us that Kaplan theory of dthat functioning as 

a singular referential nominee faces a problem. More succinctly, it can be 

said that Kaplan semantic theory faces a problem with proper names 

which both seem directly referential and context-insensitive. On Kaplan's 

accounts, this means that constant functions are defined by both a proper 

170 
David Kaplan, "Dthat", included in The Philosophy of Language edited by a. p. Martinich, Oxford 

University Press, 1985, p.317. 
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name's character and its content, which would imply that proper names 

have no meaning other than their reference. In this sense Kaplan like 

Russell and early Wittgenstein advocates a no-sense theory of proper 

names. Commentators would like to say that this approach to proper 

names is not novel simply because Mill long back in his book A System of 

Logic had developed this view. According to Mill, proper name being 

singular and capable of direct reference has no meaning. After Mill, it 

was Russell who adhered to the view that logical proper names do not 

have any sense or meaning. Many contemporary thinkers, such as, Joseph 

Almog, David Braun, Michael Devitt, John Perry, Nathan Salman, Scott 

Soames and many more would like to say that even though Frege' s 

puzzle is thought to cast doubt on any such account, but truly speaking, 

no solution has been widely accepted. 

Section Three 

Ruth Marcus' notion of Tag 

Ruth Barcan Marcus (1991-2012) was an American philosopher and 

logician who developed the theory of direct reference by introducing the 

metaphor 'Tag'. Marcus' name has been associated with the new theory 

of proper names which asserts that proper names as 'tag' refer directly to 

items, with contrast to the traditional or old theory of proper names. 

Traditional or old theory of names asserts that names are relevantly 

similar locations express descriptive senses or are disguised descriptions. 

However, the new theory holds that names as rigid designator are direct 

referential nominees. Thus, the new theory of names identify names as 

rigid designator (Kripke ), direct reference (Kaplan), identity across 

possible worlds, the necessity of identity, a posteriori necessities, singular 

propositions, essentialism about natural kinds. There are a good numbers 

of philosophers of language, namely, Marcus, Kripke, Kaplan, Donnellan, 
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Putnam, Perry, Salman, Soames, Almog, Wittstein and a number of other 

contemporary philosophers who have paid significance contribution in 

developing the new theory of proper names. 

It is important to note here that there is a serious controversy about the 

origins of the New Theory of Proper names and reference. It has been 

widely believed that Kripke was the architect of the New Theory of 

proper names that appeared in his articles 'Naming and Necessity' and 

'Identity and Necessity'. However, we think that Marcus was the first 

philosopher who had developed the idea of the New Theory of proper 

names and reference. Perhaps the influence of Kripke at that time was far 

more than Marcus and perhaps that is why Kripke's contribution had 

been highlighted far more than Marcus. But it seems to us that the idea of 

the New Theory of Reference actually appeared in Marcus' articles 

"Modalities and Intentional Languages" in 1962 and it was almost 10 

years prior to Kripke's famous article "Naming and Necessity" that had 

been appeared in 1972. However, if we go though the literature of the 

New Theory of Proper names and Reference during their era, we find that 

the said theory had been attributed predominantly to Kripke and the name 

of Marcus had hardly been mentioned. A recent example in Recanati's 

article in Philosophical Studies states, "My starting point will be the 

... notion or rigidity, introduced by Saul Kripke in the philosophical 

literature"171
• Even Paging through recent issues of Nous emphatically 

highlighted the contribution of Kripke, Kaplan, Salmon, Soames and 

others, but hardly remember Marcus as the originator of the New Theory 

of Proper Names and Reference. Even David Kaplan in some of his 

published works, attributes the New Theory of Proper Names to Kripke. 

Kaplan writes: "He (Kripke) uses it in connection with his controversial, 

though, I believe, correct claim that proper names, as well as many 

171 Recanati, Philosophical Studies, 1998, p.103. 
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common nouns, are rigid designators."172 It is true to say that Marcus did 

not make a claim for the rigidity of common nouns and in this idea is 

rightly credited to Kripke, but this does not lessen the contribution of 

Marcus towards the development of the New Theory of Proper Names. 

This, indeed, is an intellectual injustice. However, what we intend to 

assert here is that by introducing the metaphor 'Tags' as proper names, 

Marcus has done a remarkable contribution towards the development of 

this theory. 

Marcus while developing the concept of Tag as the mark of proper names 

appears in the New Theory of Proper Names outlines six main ideas. 

Here we explain each of these in tum in the following: 

First, According to Marcus, proper names are directly referential and are 

not abbreviated or disguised descriptions or definitions like Russell and 

Frege and many others up to 1970. In this regard, Marcus writes: "But to 

give a thing a proper name is different from giving a unique description ... 

(An) identifying tag is a proper name of the thing .... This tag, a proper 

name, has no meaning. It simply tags. It is not strongly equitable with any 

of the singular descriptions of the thing." 173 Marcus then claims that this 

should be the bases of the contemporary 'direct reference' theory of the 

proper names where proper names are argued not to be camouflaged or 

disguised descriptions. For example, 'Scott" refers directly to Scott and 

does not express a sense expressible by such a definite description as "the 

author of Waverly". We think that Marcus's position has a simile to 

Russell's concept of logical proper names. The only difference that we 

note here is that Marcus while introducing her concept of tag as the mark 

of proper names takes the help of modal necessity unlike Russell. 

172 David Kaplan, 1989, p.492. 
173 ·Marcus, 1961, pp.309-310. 
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Secondly, Marcus inclines to say that we can single out a thing by a 

definite description, but the important point is that this description serves 

only to single out, not to be strongly equitable with a proper name of the 

thing. This position of Marcus is interesting. She does not negate the 

relevance of definite description as an identifying mark of the object 

under consideration. But what she intends to claim is that even though 

one can take the help of definite description as an weapon of identifying 

object, but proper name has a definite status altogether and it cannot be 

robbed by definite description. In this regard, Marcus says, "It would also 

appear to be a precondition of language [especially assigning names] that 

the singling out of an entity as a thing is accompanied by many ... unique 

descriptions, for otherwise how would it be singled out? But to give a 

thing a proper name is different from giving a unique description".174 We 

think this position of Marcus later became widely disseminated through 

Kripke's discussion of how referring fixing descriptions are sometimes 

used to single out a thing as a bearer of a name, but that the names are not 

disguised descriptions. In this regard, Kripke says, "It seems plausible to 

suppose that, in some cases, the reference of a name is indeed fixed via a 

description [but that the description is not "part of the meaning of the 

name".f 75 While illuminating the concept of novel idea in his" Naming 

and Necessity" , Kripke goes on to say that in other cases other than 

proper names, the reference of names may be secured by a historical 

causal chain stemmining back to the original 'baptism' .176 This position 

of Kripke again reflects that his understanding of proper names as 'rigid 

designators' actually takes some clues from Marcus' concept of tag as the 

mark of proper names. 

174 Ibid. p.309. 
175 Kripke, 1972, p.276. 
176 Ibid., p.298. 

152 



Thirdly, Marcus while developing his theory of tag as the mark of proper 

names brings the concept of modal necessity. In order to develop the 

position that proper names are directly referential rather than disguised 

contingent descriptions, Marcus takes clues from modal argument. Here 

the comment of Salmon is particularly relevant. Nathan Salmon in his 

article "The modal arguments are chiefly due to Kripke" claims that they 

are (modal arguments) due to Marcus. Salmon further contends that it is 

indeed true to say that even Kripke presents modal arguments in his 

"Naming and Necessity" without attributing Marcus. In fact, it was not 

SKripke, but Marcus, who indeed first introduced the concept of modal 

arguments while developing his metaphor tag as the mark of proper 

names appeared in the New Theory of Proper Names. Let us understand 

Marcus' position by examining the following two sentences: 

( 1) The evening star eq the morning star 

(2) Scott is the author of Waverly. 

In (1) the symbol 'eq' stands for some equivalence relation. It is indeed 

well known to us that types of equivalence relation include identity, 

indiscernibility, congruence, strict equivalence, material equivalence and 

others. Even though equivalence relation, being a logical concept, has 

deserves its own gravity in the truth-functional logic, but Marcus suspects 

or so to speak doubts the soundness of equivalence relation. According to 

Marcus, the equivalence relation that we sense in the above cited 

statements is not strong enough to support the relevant theses of the 

'disguised contingent description' theory of proper name. In this regard, 

Marcus writes, "If we decide that "the evening star" and "the morning 

star" are [proper] names for the same thing, and that "Scott" and "the 

author of Waverley" are [proper] names for the same thing, then they 

must be intersubstitutable in every context. In fact it often happens, in a 

growing, changing language that a descriptive phrase comes to be used as 
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a proper name - an identifying tag- and the descriptive meaning is lost or 

ignored."177 

What Marcus intends to assert at this juncture is that according to her not 

all of the relevant expressions are names for the same thing. Even though 

apparently they look like similar expressions, but they are not 

intersubstitutable in modal contexts. In fact, if they, (1) and (2) as stated 

above, express a true identity, then 'Scott' ought to be anywhere 

intersubstitutable for 'the author of Waverly' in modal contexts, and 

similarly for 'the morning star' and 'the evening star'. Marcus then goes 

on to say, " In fact if it happens, in a growing, changing language, that a 

descriptive phrase comes to be used as a proper name - an identifying tag 

-- and the descriptive meaning is lost or ignored."178 Marcus' modal 

argument shows how and why the apparent equivalence relation on the 

part of language in the case of 'disguised contingent description' theory 

of proper names is false. We may claim that the above statements are 

equivalence on the basis of the prior conception that the verb 'is' as used 

in these statement stands for identity relation. However, Marcus shows 

that as (1) and (2) do not express identities, the expressions flanking 'is' 

are not proper names of the same thing. Here the so-called supposed 

equivalence relation should be unpacked by a theory of descriptions. 

Fourthly, the modal argument of Marcus goes back to her formal proof of 

the necessity of identity in her extension of S4. It is supposed to be the 

fourth component she introduced into the New Theory of Proper Names. 

Here she shows the logical equation: 

(T) (xly) = L(xiy) 

is a theorem of QS4. The theory of Marcus'QS4 is nothing but simply a 

quantification extension of Lewis'S4. The double bar here means 'strict 

177 Marcus, "Modalities and Intensional Languages", Synthese, 1961, p.308-309. 
178 Ibid. p.31l. 
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equivalence'. Since identities are necessary, a failure of intersubsitutivity 

in modal contexts will show that a proper name does not express the 

relevant descriptive sense. For example, if "Scott" 1s not 

intersubstitutable with "the author of Waverly", "Scott" does not express 

the sense expressed by this definite description. This, in tum, actually 

opens the door to the theory that proper names do not express descriptive 

senses but instead are directly referential. Of course, this argument does 

not prove that proper names do not express senses, merely that they do 

not express senses of contingent definite descriptions. If proper names do 

have any sense at all, it would be a very specific or distinct sense 

expressible by necessary definite descriptions. According to Marcus, the 

sense that proper names do have is nothing but modally stable sense. 

Accordingly, it can be said after Marcus, that "Scott" may express the 

modally stable sense of "the actual author of Waverly". However, in 

order to rule out the modally stable descriptive theory of proper names, 

one needs further argumentation, such as the epistemic argument that 

proper names, so to speak, are directly referential. If the descriptive 

theory of proper names is true in the sense that proper names as such are 

defined by descriptions, then " Venus is the evening star" should express 

a truth knowable a priori, i.e., merely by reflection upon the concepts 

involved. But according to Marcus, it cannot be known a priori that 

Venus is the evening star; rather it is known a posteriori through 

observation of the empirical facts. In this context, Marcus says, "You 

may describe Venus as the evening star, and I may describe Venus as the 

morning star, and we may both be surprised that, as an empirical fact, the 

same thing is being described. But it is not an empirical fact that: 

Venus I Venus 

where "I" is the identity symbol. Now our point of contention is that if 

"Venus" expresses the modally stable sense expressible by "whatever is 
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actually the evening star and morning star", then the persons designated 

by "you" and "I" in the passage quoted from Marcus' article should be 

able to know a priori, simply by reflection upon the semantic content of 

the expressions "Venus", "the morning star", and "the evening star" that 

Venus is both the morning star and the evening star. The fact that they 

cannot know this indicates that "Venus" does not express the modally 

stable sense expressed by "whatever is actually the evening star and 

morning star". 

Thus, Marcus' arguments for the "direct reference theory" associated 

with proper names make manifest her discovery of a fifth crucial 

component of the New Theory of Proper Names, the concept of Tag. 

"Hesperus" is intersubstitutable salva veritate with either occurrence of 

"Phosphorous" in "Necessarily, Phosphrus is Phosphorus." Here each of 

these two names actually designates Venus in respect of every possible 

world of an actual world in which Venus exists and does not actually 

designate anything in respect of worlds in which Venus does not exist. 

Now the point is that, if these two names were not equivalent to 

contingent descriptions, e.g., "the morning star" and "the evening star", 

they would not be intersubstitutable salva veritate in this modal context 

and thus they would be treated as non-rigid designators. Marcus in her 

paper "Essential Attribution", claims that "individual names don't alter 

their reference, except to the extent that in (respect to) some worlds they 

may not refer at all." 179 

Marcus' sixth idea of the New Theory of Reference is the idea of a 

posteriori necessity. Consider the expression "Hesperus is Phosphorus", 

we do not know this to be true a priori. It is an analytic assertion whose 

truth value is conceived just by analyses of the concepts involved. 

179 Marcus, "Essential Attribution", Journal of Philosophy, Vol.68, 1971, p.I 94. 
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Nevertheless, it is necessary true because both expressions directly refer 

to the same thing. Accordingly we can assert the assertion: 

Hesperus I Phosphorus 

Here, the assertion "Hesperus I Phosphorus" can be viewed as a synthetic 

a posteriori necessary truth. It actually means "Hesperus, if it exists, is 

Phosphorus". That is, it is a kind of assertion that is true in every possible 

world. This statement is very similar to "water is H20". We think that the 

relevance or influence of modal logic is prominent in Marcus' 

interpretation of proper names as Tags. Even Marcus sometimes needs or 

wants the assumption that everything has a "name". This, of course, 

would perhaps be true in ordinary sense, but for the purpose of 

interpretation and defense of modal logic what matters is not so much that 

"names" with certain features should be in existence but that they should 

be capable of being introduced. However, Marcus denies the view that 

when she emphasizes more on the concept of names; she actually intends 

to say about ordinary proper names. In this regard, she says, "This 

identifying tag is a proper narr1e of the thing", what is being called a 

"name" is thus not a name in the ordinary sense. According to Marcus, if 

a=b is a true identity, where a and b are names, then a and b should be 

intersubstitutable in all pertinent contexts. We think that Marcus should 

be credited with a variant of the stability argument, and also as an original 

and positive contribution beyond Russell as unlike Russell, Marcus brings 

modal stability while interpreting her concept of proper names. Marcus, 

in fact, enables to make a comparison of the concept of necessity in the 

sense of counterfactual stability and other notions of 'necessity' adopted 

by Lewis. She can also be credited with recognizing that possibility in the 

'metaphysical' sense of what is or is not potentially could have been the 

case is not to be analyzed or as conflated with possibility in the 'logical' 
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sense of what it is not logically or analytically self-contradictory to assert 

or assume actually is the case. 

Observation on Marcus 

Marcus introduced the concept of proper names in terms of 'tags' .180 

According to Marcus, tag is used to refer to an object, which is the bearer 

of the name. The meaning of the name thus is regarded as exhausted by 

this referential function. This position of Marcus has a similarity with the 

referential theorists. According to the referential theorists, every proper 

name refers to an object and the very meaning of the proper name is 

determined whether the name under consideration refers to an object and 

whether there underlies a referential connection between the name and 

the object what is being referred to by the name. That means the 

referential connection between the name and the object constitutes the 

meaning of the proper name. As a result, it can be said that the meaning 

of the name has been exhausted by the referential function. Thus, we can 

say that Marcus' position may be contrasted with late Russell's 

description theory of proper names as well as Searle's cluster theory of 

proper names. Even some great thinker has identified Marcus' theory of 

tag very similar to the reference theory ofKripke appeared in his Naming 

and Necessity. 

While illuminating the philosophical gravity of Marcus' theory of tag, 

Professor Timothy Williamson says, "One of the ideas in them that 

resonates most with current philosophy of language is that of proper 

names as mere tags, without descriptive content. This is not Kripke's idea 

of names as rigid designators, designating the same object with respect to 

all relevant worlds, for 'rigidified' definite descriptions are rigid 

designators but still have descriptive content. Rather, it is the idea, later 

developed by David Kalpan and others that proper names are directly 

180 
Ruth Barcan Marcus, "Modalities and Intentional Languages", Synthese, 1961. 
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referential in the sense that they contribute only their bearer to the 

propositions expressed by sentences in which they occur."181 

Thus, Marcus introduced the new theory of reference which states that 

proper names are directly referential and by no means equivalent to 

definite descriptions. While reflecting on Marcus theory of tag as proper 

name, Soames admits that Marcus did present the idea that proper names 

are directly referential and not equivalent to definite descriptions, but 

claims that Marcus' presentation of this idea was antedated by Fitch and 

Smullyan. Soames in this regard says, "Although Marcus did regard 

proper names as directly referential, and did not take them to be disguised 

descriptions, she did not introduce the idea; nor did she claim to. As we 

have seen, Smullyan and Fitch both invoked that idea in earlier responses 

to Quine that Marcus took herself to be repeating and elaborating." 182 

Soames further claims that Smullyan earlier developed the idea that 

names are directly referential and are not disguised descriptions. 

The other important dimension of Marcus' theory of tag is that she 

introduced the idea that entities are singled out by definite descriptions, 

but that assigning the entities a name is semantically different than 

describing them. Marcus' view is that singling out an entity by unique 

descriptions is a precondition of language, and that singling out entities 

this way is the only way to single them out. 183 It actually means that when 

we dispense a name to a thing that we have singled out on the basis of the 

principle that a name denotes or refers to an object or a thing, we can 

assign the name only on the basis of a unique description that we are 

using to single out the thing. Soames, however, claims that this does not 

imply that a specific description is linked as a matter of semantics to a 

181 Timothy Williamson's Tribute to Barcan Marcus on the Occasion of her Receipt of the Lauener 
Prize, Leiter Reports: A Philosophical Blog, October 14, 2008. 
182 Soames, pp. 198-99. 
183 Marcus, 1961, p.309. 
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name, and thereby that Marcus did not originally state the idea of 

referring -fixing descriptions later stated by Kripke. Many would like to 

say that Soames here perhaps appears to misunderstand Marcus and the 

concept of a fixing description. 

The causal theory of naming, as the name suggests, goes beyond the 

ordinary conception of name as a tag or at best as an unmeaning symbol 

for use in interpersonal communication. According to the causal theory, 

names are significant bits of referring devices. They are used for 

communication purposes under certain causal conditions such that once a 

name is introduced; it goes on acquiring new significance as the use 

accumulates. Thus, there is a direct causal source of the names and they 

are accountable in terms of the habits and preference of the linguistic 

community. The linguistic community is the ultimate determinant of the 

causal sufficiency of the names. Even then, the causal theorists are not 

description theorist and they prefer the direct reference theory because 

they think that in it alone there are both necessary and sufficient 

conditions for the explanation of how the naming takes place. The causal 

theory has been to some extent espoused by Donnellan, Putnam and 

Evans apart from Kripke himself. The refrain of the theory is that "there 

is a direct, though causally determined, route to the referents from the 

names." 184 

Thus, Marcus introduced the notion of direct reference, or originated the 

idea that identity is necessary. Marcus endorses the very well known, but 

at the same time not very popular, view of Mill that names have no 

descriptive meaning, as well as some only slightly less well known view 

of Russell, including the view that true identity statements involving 

'names' are 'tautologies'. Besides, Marcus also applies the views 

184 Evans. G., "The Causal Theory of Names" in The Philosophy of Language, ed. Martinich, pp. 295-
307. 
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endorsed to the interpretation and defense of formalized systems of modal 

logic, elaborating on early applications of this kind by Smullyan . 

•.•.•••...••.....•..•••.•...•.•.• X .•••...•••..•..••..•..•.•..•...•. 
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