
General Introduction 

The objective of this thesis is to analyze and examine the philosophical 

concept of proper name with a comparative outlook among J.S.Mill, 

B.Russell and G.Frege. Even though the title of the thesis regarding 

proper name is associated with the names of Mill, Russell and Frege; but 

in the course of our discussion we propose to analyze and examine with 

critical outlook the ongoing development of the theory of proper names. 

However, the title of the thesis is still justified because the development 

of the theory of proper names even today is originated from the 

philosophical contribution of J.S Mill at first and subsequently from 

Russell and Frege. Indeed Mill in his book A System of Logic actually 

planted the seed of proper names. Later on Russell and Frege were 

influenced by Mill's theory of proper names. Apparently, Mill's theory of 

proper names looks like grammatical and logical rather than 

philosophical. His classification of proper names is at par with the 

grammatical classification of names. However, from this it does not lead 

us to assume that Mill actually develops grammatical classification of 

names. His book is logical and definitely there are some logical 

implications of Mill's classification of names. However, before delving 

into the theory of Mill, Russell and Frege, let us, at the very outset, 

explicate the question: why do proper names matter to philosophy? Why 

do linguistic philosophers incline towards proper names? 

The pertinent question that needs to be addressed here is that why do 

proper names in particular matter to philosophy? It is, in fact, true to say 

that philosophy of language is not all about of proper names. Philosophy 

of language or so to speak linguistic philosophy is all about of 

clarification of language. If this should be the case then why proper 
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names alone are important to the philosophers of language? Why do 

proper names relevant to philosophy of language? So long the answer of 

this question will not be taken care of, the relevance of the title of my 

thesis would remain obscure. 

It is true to say that the very objective of 'linguistic tum' or 'linguistic 

revolution' appeared in the first few decades of 20th century was to 

demolished metaphysics or, so to speak, speculative metaphysics. Among 

many reasons, the most important one was that metaphysical sentences, 

according to linguistic philosophers, were meaningless. They were 

meaningless in the sense that they could not be interpreted in terms of 

truth and falsity. According to logical positivisn1, a sentence would be 

literally meaningful if it would be completely verifiable or completely 

falsifiable by means of some observational data. There are no 

observational data in metaphysical assertions. Therefore, according to the 

principle of verification, metaphysical sentences are meaningless. In fact, 

linguistic philosophers like the logical positivists give over emphasize on 

the criterion of meaningfulness. They have interpreted meaningfulness in 

terms of truth and falsity. Thus the term 'meaningful' is interpreted by 

linguistic philosopher in terms of truth . and falsity. As metaphysical 

sentences are neither true nor false, they should be rejected as 

meaningless. This was the philosophical propensity that had been 

established by logical positivists. A. J. Ayer sets out the criteria of the 

'Principle of Verification' by means of which he enables to show in what 

sense metaphysical sentences would be regarded as meaningless. Even 

though the glory of logical positivism did not last long, but metaphysics 

did not revive at all in the subsequent treatment of the linguistic 

philosophers. 

However after the revolution of linguistic tum, we witness a considerable 

difference among linguistic philosophers regarding the very nature of 

2 



language. Regarding the question: "What should be the nature of suitable 

language?" linguistic philosophers were involved into a tug of war and 

subsequently they were broadly classified into two groups, namely, ideal 

language philosophers and ordinary language philosophers. Those who 

believe ordinary language have considered ordinary language as suitable 

and adequate for doing philosophy and those who advocate ideal 

language would suggest a substantial revision of ordinary language 1n 

favour of logical or artificial language. 

It is important to note here that the language which would be used in our 

day to day life and in our day to day conversation is known as ordinary or 

natural language. In fact, ordinary language can survive within the 

requirements of many generations. Therefore, the believer of ordinary 

language claims that ordinary language is adequate for doing philosophy. 

However philosophers of other wing have realized that ordinary language 

suffers from ambiguity, vagueness, unperspicuousness. Therefore, 

ordinary language can not be regarded as a suitable method for doing 

philosophy. Instead of ordinary language a separate language needs to be 

constructed for doing or practicing philosophy. Thus, the question of 

linguistic revisionism comes into being. 

My objective in this thesis is to find out a suitable answer of the question: 

why do proper names matter to philosophy? Now, we are in a position to 

give an answer of the question. When ideal language philosophers have 

divorced or rejected ordinary language philosophy because of its 

ambiguity and thereby have given a proposal to construct an artificial 

language, then the question arises: what would be the suitable vocabulary 

of such artificial language? In responding to this question, it has been 

proposed that the minimum vocabulary of artificial language would be 

name or proper name. Why do proper names be treated as the minimum 

vocabulary? Again in responding to this question, it is claimed that in 
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natural language only name i.e. noun are the only vocabulary which 

would be adequate for showing the relationship between language and 

reality. 

The question again arises: what specific property do proper names posses 

by means of which the relationship between language and reality can be 

adequately established? In answering to this question, it can be said that 

names, in general, do posses a special property which other linguistic 

items do not possess. It is a regimented philosophical perception in the 

community of linguistic philosophers or philosophy of language that to be 

a name is to be a name of an object. In normal or usual circumstance a 

name denotes an object. Barring names or so to speak proper names and 

their corresponding pronouns, no other linguistic item in the part of 

speech enables to denote an object. Therefore, philosophers of ideal 

language believers would suggest that names, as such, would be the 

minimum vocabulary of ideal language. According to them with the help 

of name, the word (Language) object (Reality) relationship can be 

adequately established. That is why; in the domain of philosophy of 

language or linguistic philosophy proper names deserve special treatment. 

We think that it was Mill who in his book A System of Logic1 gave an 

adequate account of names. Even though Mill was not a recognized 

philosopher of language, but his classifications of names give rise to a 

voluminous clues to the linguistic philosophers by means of which they 

subsequently developed the theory of proper names. We think that Mill's 

classification of name appeared in his book A System of Logic is more 

grammatical then philosophical. His own classification of names in many 

ways has a simile to the grammatical classification of names. However, 

Mill, being a philosopher, has given some philosophical insights through 

his classification of name which would be helpful to the linguistic 

1 
Mill, J.S. "A System ofLogic", Chap-2 London, Longmans, 1843. 
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philosophers of extenuating aspiration or objective of philosophy of 

language they indeed desire to have. Therefore, in the First Chapter of 

my thesis I propose to analyze and examine Mill's views of names at 

great length and it would be entitled as: Mill's theory of Proper Names. 

When linguistic philosophers have settled down regarding proper names 

as the minimum vocabulary of ideal language, it was B. Russell who 

moved forward against such proposal. According to Russell, names as 

such or names in general cannot be regarded as the minimum vocabulary 

of ideal language. In this regard, Russell classifies names into two types, 

such as, ordinary proper name and logically proper name. According to 

RusseU, ordinary proper name, though they look like proper name at first 

glance, but in proper sense they are disguised descriptions. According to 

Russell, where there is a scope of description, there is a scope of 

ambiguity because description belongs to natural language. Therefore, as 

the minimum numbers of vocabulary Russell out rightly has rejected the 

legitimacy of ordinary proper names and instead of that he accepted only 

logically proper name as the minimum numbers of vocabularies of ideal 

language. Therefore Russell's form of ideal language would be 

constituted by logically proper name. 

There is no question of doubt that Mill's had implemented the seed of 

proper names in the domain of philosophy on the basis of which the 

subsequent development has made possible. However, if we carefully 

focus on the subsequent development of this literature, we will find that 

there are two diametrically opposite developments that have been 

developed from Mill's theory of proper names. One development has 

been led by B.Russell and the other development has been forwarded by 

G.Frege. Therefore, in my thesis, we, first of all, analyze and examine 

Russell's position of proper names. Interestingly, Russell's theory of 

proper names deserves worthy of philosophical consideration mainly for 
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the fact he unlike others gives us two different types of theories of proper 

names. Actually Russell classifies proper names into logical and ordinary. 

Logical proper names are associated with the theory that is 

philosophically known as the realistic theory of proper names and 

ordinary proper names lead to another kind of theory what is again 

philosophically known as the description theory of proper names. 

Therefore, when we deal with Russell's view of proper names, we do 

explicate his both accounts of proper names. Therefore, in the First 

Section of the Second Chapter which would entitled as Russell's 

Theory of Proper Names, we propose to analyze and examine Russell's 

Realist theory of Proper Names and in the Second Section of the same 

Chapter we propose to analyse and examine Russell's Description 

theory of Proper Names. 

Like Russell, Frege was equally influenced by Mill's theory of proper 

names. In fact, Frege's theory of proper names is the best account of 

descriptivist theory of proper names. Like Russell, Frege does not make a 

distinction between logical and ordinary proper names. He gives us a 

general perspective of the theory of proper names where sense or mode of 

presentation has counted the most. In fact, Frege takes a different position 

regarding proper name which is very much contrary in many senses of 

Russellian tradition. According to Frege, a name must have a sense or 

mode of presentation whatever its referent may be. Unlike Russellian 

tradition, Frege gives due importance on the connotational aspect of 

meaning. Frege does not classify name as ordinary and logical. Instead of 

that his understanding of name must have a sense or mode of presentation 

by means of which its referent can be determined. Frege's theory of sense 

and reference gives us plenty of clues regarding his own understanding of 

names. We, therefore, analyze and examine Frege's theory of name in 
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Chapter Three which would be entitled as: Frege's Descriptive theory 

of Proper Names. 

We notice subsequent development of the descriptive theory of proper 

names in Searle's writings. In fact, Searle is an ardent proponent of 

Frege. According to Searle, we can use proper names in existential 

propositions. Here, proper names cannot be said to refer because no such 

object of an existential statement can refer. If it does, then according to 

Searle we have to say that existence would be a real predicate. However, 

it has been already established that existence cannot be a real predicate. 

Even Frege once asserts that existence is a second order concept. 

Following Frege, Searle equally asserts that an existential sentence no 

longer refers any object; rather it would express a concept. As a result, 

Serale would like to say that proper names must have conceptual or 

descriptive content Without conceiving the descriptive content of a 

proper name, it would not be possible for us to admit the concept of 

informative identity as developed by Frege. The concept of informative 

identity actually hinges on the descriptive content of the proper names. 

Thus, Searle inclines to say that the principle of identification demands 

that an utterance of a proper name must convey a description. 

Accordingly, in the Fourth Chapter ofthis thesis we propose to analyze 

and examine with critical outlook Searle's theory of proper names and it 

would be entitled as Searle on the Cluster theory of Proper Names 

The descriptivist account of proper names Russell and Frege has been 

vehemently criticized by the proponent of causal theory of reference. In 

this regard, we can, at first, mention the name of Saul Kripke. In fact, 

after Russell, it was Saul Kripke who interpreted names in terms of rigid 

designator. However, Kripke gives a different interpretation of proving 

the rigidity of proper names. Unlike Russell, Frege gives modal 

interpretation of proper names. According to Kripke, a name is a rigid 
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designator if it designates the same objects in every possible world of an 

actual world. As far as the 'referential' aspect is concerned, there we find 

continuity from Russell to Wittgenstein down to Kripke. However, as far 

as the understanding of the name is concerned Kripke was non-committal 

regarding name. When Kripke claims that a name is a rigid designator, he 

does not specify whether the name he conceives as rigid designator is a 

logically proper name or not. Rather he conveys that a name is a rigid 

designator if it designates the same object in every possible world of an 

actual world. We propose to analyze and examine Kripke's theory of 

proper name in Chapter Five and it would be named as: Kripke's 

theo•y of Proper Names. 

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 paper "The Meaning of 

'Meaning"'. According to Putnam, a natural kind term is a term having 

baptism ceremony or conventional background on the basis of which such 

terms designate the same objects in every possible situation. Putnam's 

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

history of proper names. One important dimension of Putnam theory of 

natural kind terms is that it encompasses these terms as natural kind terms 

having descriptive content. According to Putnam, gold, tree, water etc. 

are natural kind term. They are descriptive in nature based on baptism 

ceremony. But they are rigid designator because they designate the same 

object in every possible situation. Even though Putnam's theory of 

natural kind terms fulfills the rigidity of the designation like Kripke's 

proper name, but unlike Russell, Wittgenstein, Kripke, Putnam talks 

about natural kind terms having descriptive content only. We have seen 

that Russell's was talking about logically proper name having no 
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descriptive content; Wittgenstein was talking about logical proper name 

applicable in the logical space and also lacking descriptive content; 

Kripke was talking of name as rigid designator applicable in the possible 

world; but Putnam concept of natural kind terms having descriptive 

content that clearly a deviation from the earlier thinkers cited above. Even 

though Frege's theory of name is philosophically important, but it has 

been challenged by many. The Twin Earth argument of Hilary Putnam 

throws a challenge to Frege's theory of sense and reference and this in 

tum goes against Frege's theory of names. We shall therefore analyze and 

examine the Twin Earth argument of H. Putnam as a critical account of 

Frege's philosophical concept of name with regard to his article sense and 

reference. In recent times we can also mention the name of Marcus who 

introduces the concept of 'Tag' to mean rigid designator. Kaplan also 

introduces the concept 'Dhat' to mention the rigidity of object of name. 

All these things will be discussed in Chapter Six and it would be named 

as Recent Outlook of Proper Names. In the First Section of this 

Chapter we propose to analyse and examine Putnam's natural kind terms 

of rigid designator along with his famous metaphor of Twin-Earth; in 

the Second Section, we propose to explain Kaplan's concept of 'dthat' 

and in the Third Section of this Chapter we propose to explain Marcus' 

concept of tag. We think that there underlies some sort of referential 

consistency among Putnam, Marcus and Kalpan as far as their 

understanding of the concept of proper name is concerned. 

In Chapter Seven which would be entitled as Concluding Remarks we 

propose to analyze and examine with critical outlook the recent 

development of the literature of the proper names. We propose to show in 

what sense natural kind terms would be rigid designators and even if they 

would be rigid designators then in what sense natural kind terms would 

be different from logically proper name as propounded by Russell, 
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Wittgenstein and Kripke. The concept of logically proper name as 

expounded by Russell and Wittgenstein has narrow application even 

though its application is effective in formal discipline. Putnam's 

introduction of natural kind terms would certainly extend the scope of the 

application of the literature of proper name in terms of rigid designator. 

Whether we should involve in the classification of names or not would be 

a matter of philosophical decision but it seems, at the end, that the 

division as conceived by Russell would not be so effective if Putnam's 

theory of natural kinds is taken into account . 

............................................. X ......................................... . 
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