
Chapter Three 

Frege's Descriptive Theory of Proper Names 

Like Russell, Frege also introduces a descriptive theory of names. 

However, Frege differs from Russell on many accounts. Russell's theory 

of proper name is called referentially theory but Frege's theory of proper 

name is called sense theory. According to Frege, a proper name is a 

name of an object. It is fairly obvious that by 'a name of an object' he 

means 'a name of a single object'" So like Mill and Russell, he takes a 

proper name to be a singular name. But here a question arises: what does 

he means by an 'object'? Frege, however, does not explain in expiicit 

term what he means by an object, but if we careful about his writings, we 

find some clues to understand what he actually means by an object. 

According to Frege, 'an object is not a concept that constitutes the 

reference of predicate.' 65 Thus, "in the statement 'Bucephalus is a horse', 

that which corresponds to the one place predicate 'is a horse' is a concept 

and that which corresponds to the expression 'Bucephalus' is an 

object."66 Frege says, a concept can be converted into an object. Now we 

discuss with an example: how does a concept can be converted into an 

object? For example 'Buciphalus is a horse'; here the term 'horse' is a 

concept, because 'horse' is positioned in the predicate of this statement. 

Professor Sen says, in the statement "the concept horse is easily formed" 

the concept horse which takes the subject positioned does not occurs as a 

concept, but 'it occurs as an object' 67.Thus according to Frege, concept 

can be converted into an object. Like Russell, Frege also says that the 

subject and predicate of a statement are irreversible, that is, a proper 

65 Frege, G. 'On Concept and Object' (Oxford, Blackwell, 1997). Pp. 121-30. 
66 Ibid. p. 123. 
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name which can figure as subject can never be figured as a predicate and 

what can be figured as a predicate can never be figured as a subject. 

According to Frege sense is most important to discuss the concept of 

proper name. Frege says "proper names have sense as well as 

reference."68 According to Frege 'sense' is the mode of presentation of an 

object. A proper name is meaningful if it has sense. Frege defines sense 

as objective, eternal and timeless entities. It is because of their objective 

nature they are distinguished from subjective or psychological 

experiences, such as, ideas and images. But how is this objective and 

independent nature of sense established? Frege takes the help of identity 

statement to establish this point. It is well known to mention here the 

details ofFrege's analysis. However, the basic import ofFrege's analysis 

may be briefly stated how sense constitutes the semantic blocks of 

language. 

The two well-known examples ofFrege's identity statements are: 

The morning star is the evening star. 

The morning star is the morning star. 

Both sentences are qualified as true identity statements. The reason for 

the first sentence being true is that the "two expressions 'The morning 

star' and 'The evening star' have the same referent."69 The reason for the 

second sentence being true is that it results from the first one by virtue of 

being substituted by co-referential expressions. It may be noted that there 

is a fundamental assumption involved here. The meaning of a sentence, 

according to Frege, is the function of its constituent parts. This is known 

as the compositionality theory of meaning. Considering this, the meaning 

of an expression will remain the same if an expression is substituted by 

another expression by retaining the same meaning. The same Fregean 

68 Frege, G, "On Sense and Reference" in Translation from the Philosophical Writings ofGottlob 
Frege, trans. Peter Geach and Max Black ( Basil Blackwell, Oxford, !952; Reprinted, 1977), pp. 56-78. 
69 lbid.p. 56. 
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assumption holds in the present case also where 'the first sentence is said 

to have the same meaning as the second because the second sentence is 

obtained from the first sentence by way of the substitution of co

referential expressions.' 70 

However, as Frege pointed out, both the sentences cannot have the same 

meaning on the three fundamental grounds. First, the first sentence 

expresses a contingent truth because the truth expresses can be always 

otherwise where"as the second sentence expresses a necessary truth. 

Second, the first sentence expresses aposteriori truth because its truth is 

known by empirical investigation, whereas the second sentence is an 

expression of apriori truth. Third, it is because of its empirical/ aposteriori 

character, the first sentence turns out to be informative whereas the 

necessary/apriori nature of the second sentence makes it uninformative. 

In view of these differences, a question may now be raised: How do these 

sentences claim to have same meaning? This is where Frege introduced 

the notion of sense and made the distinction between sense and reference. 

According to Frege, the difference between these two sentences arises 

due to difference in sense. In other words, these two sentences differ in 

sense but they are same in reference. Linguistic expressions have this 

duel semantic character. There is the level of sense concerned with what 

the language expresses i.e., what the content of a sentence is. The other is 

the level of reference concerned with what the word/the sentence refer to. 

The sense structure of language essentially points out that there is a 

structure of thought which is represented in the structure of language. 

Hence, it is on the basis of sense that Frege explains the difference 

between two identity statements. Latter Frege distinguished between 

sense and reference. 

70 Ibid. p. 57. 
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Sense and Reference 

F rege maintains that a proper name has both a sense and a reference, and 

what he means by 'sense' comes so close to what is called 'connotation' 

by Mill, and to what is called 'descriptive' meaning by Russell, that we 

can take all these terms to stand, at least, in the present context, for the 

same idea. The sense of a proper name is the mode of presentation of the 

object of which it is a name. The mode of presentation is the aspect or 

aspects under which the object is presented to us, when 'it is presented to 

us as the reference of the name. ' 71 This aspect of the object presumably 

consists in a set of properties which determine the object forces, since the 

sense of a name, Frege says, is the concept of the object which the name 

is a name of, and concepts have been explicitly equated with properties 

by Frege. 

Equally, Frege, of course, faces some challenging questions which are not 

altogether easy to answer. Is it a relation or relation between objects, or 

between names or signs of objects? In Begriffsschrift Frege assumed the 

letter. The reasons which seem to favour this are the following: a=a and 

a=b is obviously statements of differing cognitive value; a=a holds a 

priori and according to Kant, is to be labeled analytic, while statements of 

the form a=b often contain very valuable extensions of our knowledge 

and can not always be established a priori. The discovery that the rising 

sun is not new every morning, but always, the same, was one of the most 

fertile astronomical discoveries. Even today the identification of a small 

planet or a comet is not always a matter of course. Now if we were to 

regard equality as a relation between that which the name 'a' and 'b' 

designate, it would seem that a=b could not differ from a=a (i.e., provided 

a=b is true). A relation would thereby be expressed of a thing to itself, 

71 lbid. p.58. 
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and indeed one in which each thing stands to itself but to no other thing. 

What is intend to be said by a=b seems to be that the signs or names 'a' 

and 'b' designate the same thing, so that those sings themselves would be 

under discussion; a relation between them would be asserted. But this 

relation would hold between the names or signs only in so far as they 

named or designated something. It would be mediated by the connexion 

of each of the two signs with the same designated thing. But this is 

arbitrary. Nobody can be forbidden to use any arbitrarily producible event 

or object as a sign for something. In that case the sentence a b would no 

longer refer to the subject matter, but only to its mode of designation; we 

would express no proper knowledge by its means. But in many cases this 

is just what we want to do. If the sign 'a' is distinguished from the sign 

'b' only as object, not as sign, the cognitive value of a=a becomes 

essentially equal to that of a=b, provided a=b is true. 'A difference can 

arise only if the difference between the signs corresponds to a difference 

in the mode of presentation of that which is designated'72
• Let a, b, c be 

the lines connecting the vertices of a triangle with the mid points of the 

opposite sides. The point of intersection of a and b is then the same as 

the point of intersection of b and c. So we have different designation for 

the same point, and these names ('point of intersection of a and b', 'point 

of intersection of b and c') likewise indicate the mode of presentation; 

and hence the statement contains actual knowledge. 

It is natural, now to think of there being connected with the sign (name, 

combination of the words, letter), besides that to which the sign refers. It 

may be called the reference of the sign, also what we should like to call 

the sense of the sign, wherein the mode of presentation is contained. In 

our example, accordingly, the reference of the expressions 'the point of 

72 Ibid. p.58. 
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intersection of a and b' and 'the point of intersection of b and c' would be 

the same, but not their senses. "The reference of 'evening star' would be 

the same as that of 'morning star', but not the sense."73 

It is clear from the context that by 'sign' and 'name' we have here 

understood any designation representing a proper name , which thus has 

as its reference a definite object , but not a concept or a relation. The 

designation of a single object can also consist of several words or other 

signs. For brevity, let every such designation be called a proper name. 

The sense of a proper name is grasped by everybody who is sufficiently 

familiar with the language or totality of designations to which it belongs; 

but this serves to illuminate only a single aspect of the reference, 

supposing it to have one. Comprehensive knowledge of the reference 

would require us to be able to say immediately whether any given sense 

belongs to it. To such knowledge we never attain. The regular connection 

between a sign, its sense and its reference is of such a kind that to the sign 

there correspond a definite sense and to that in turn a definite reference, 

while to a given reference (an object) there does not belong to a single 

sign. 'The same sense has different expression in different language.'74 

To be sure, exceptions to this behavior occur. To every expression 

belonging to a totality of signs, there should certainly correspond a 

definite sense; but natural language often do not satisfy this condition, 

and one must be content if the same word has the same sense in the same 

context. It may perhaps be granted that every grammatically well formed 

expression representing a proper name always has a sense. But this is not 

to say that to the sense there also corresponds a reference. The words 'the 

celestial body most distant from the earth' have a sense, but it is very 

73 Ibid. p.59. 
74 Frege,G. 'Thought: A Logical Inquire', in Philosophical Logic, P.F.Strawson (ed), Oxford Reading 

in Philosophy, 1965. pp. 289-311. 
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doubtful if they also have a reference. The expression 'the least rapidly 

convergent series' has a sense; but it is known to have no reference, since 

for every given convergent series, another convergent, but less rapidly 

convergent, series can be found. 'In grasping a sense, one is not certainly 

assured of a reference.' 75 

If words are used in the ordinary way, what one intends to speak of is 

their reference. It can also happen, however, that one wishes to talk about 

the words themselves or their sense. This happens, for instance, when the 

words of another are quoted. One's own words then first designate words 

of the other speaker, and only the latter have their usual reference. We 

then have signs of signs. In writing, the words are in this case enclosed in 

quotation marks. Accordingly, 'a word standing between quotation marks 

must not be taken as having its ordinary reference.' 76 

The reference and sense of a sign are to be distinguished from the 

associated idea. If the reference of a sign is an object perceivable by the 

senses, our idea of it is an internal image, arising from memories of sense 

impressions which we have had and act, both internal and external, which 

we have performed. Such an idea is often saturated with felling; the 

clarity of its separate parts varies and oscillates. The same sense is not 

always connected, even in the same man, with the same idea. The idea is 

subjective: one man's idea is not that of another. There result, as a matter 

of course, a variety of differences in the idea associated in the same 

sense. A painter, a horse man, and a zoologist will probably connect 

different idea with the name 'Bucephalus'. This constitutes an essential 

distinction between the idea and the sign's sense, which may be the 

common property of many and therefore is not a part of a mode of the 

75 Ibid. p. 290. 
76 Ibid. p. 293. 

69 



individual mind. For one can hardly deny that mankind has a common 

store of thoughts which is transmitted from one generation to another. 

In the light of this, one need have no scruples in speaking simply of the 

sense, whereas in the case of an idea one must, strictly speaking, add to 

whom it belongs and at what time. It might perhaps be said: 'just as one 

man connects this idea, and another that idea, with the same word, so also 

one man can associate this sense and another that sense. Still remains a 

difference in the mode of connection.'' 77 They are not prevented from 

grasping the same sense; but they can not have the same idea. If two 

persons picture the same thing, each still has his own idea. It is indeed 

sometimes possible to establish differences in the ideas, or even in the 

sensations, of different men; but an exact comparison is not possible, 

because we can not have both ideas together in the same consciousness. 

The reference of a proper name is the object itself which we designate by 

its means: the idea, which we have in the case, is wholly subjective; in 

between lays the sense, which is indeed no longer subjective like the idea, 

but is yet not the object itself. The following analogy will perhaps clarify 

these relationships. Somebody observes the Moon through a telescope. 

We compare the Moon itself to the reference; it is the object of the 

observation, mediated by the real image projected by the object glass in 

the interior of the telescope, and by the retinal image of the observer. 

'The former we compare to the sense, the letter is like the idea or 

experience.' 78 The optical image in the telescope is indeed one sided and 

dependent upon the stand point of observation; but it is still objective, 

inasmuch as it can be used by several observers. At any rate it could be 

arranged for several to use it simultaneously. But each one would have 

his own retinal image. On account of the diverse shapes of the observer's 

77 Ibid. p. 298. 
78 lbid. p. 299. 
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eyes, even a geometrical congruence could hardly be achieved, and an 

actual coincidence would be out of the question. This analogy might be 

developed still further, by assuming A's retinal image made visible to B; 

or A might also see his own retinal image in a mirror. In this way we 

might perhaps show how an idea can itself be taken as an object, but as 

such is not for the observer what if directly is far the person having the 

idea. But to pursue this would take us too far a field. 

We can now recognize three levels of difference between words, 

expressions, or whole sentences. The difference may concern at most the 

ideas, or the sense but not the reference, or finally, the reference as well. 

Vv'ith respect to the first level, it is to be noted that, on account of the 

uncertain connexion of idea with words, a difference may hold for one 

person, which another does not find. The difference between a translation 

and the original text should properly not overstep the first level. To the 

possible differences have belonged also the coloring and shading which 

poetic eloquence seeks to give to the sense. Such coloring and shading 

are not subjective, and must be evoked by each hearer or reader according 

to the hints of the poet or the speaker. Without some affinity in human 

ideas art would certainly be impossible; but it can never be exactly 

determined how far the intentions of the poet realized. 

In what follows there will be no further discussion of ideas and 

experiences; they have been mentioned here only to ensure that the idea 

aroused in the hearer by a word shall not be confused with its sense or its 

reference. 

To make short and exact expressiOns possible, let the following 

phraseology be established: "A proper name (word, sign, sign 

combination, expression) expresses its sense, stands for or designates its 
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reference. By means of a sign we express its sense and designate its 

reference."79 

Idealists or skeptics will perhaps long since have objected: 'you talk', 

with out further ado, of the Moon as an object; but how do you know that 

the name "the Moon" has any reference? We reply that when we say 'the 

Moon', we do not intend to speak of our idea of the Moon, nor are we 

satisfied with the sense alone, but we presuppose a reference. To assume 

that in the sentence 'The Moon is smaller than the earth', the idea of the 

Moon is, in question, would be flatly to misunderstand the sense. If this is 

what the speaker wanted, he would use the phrase 'my idea of the Moon'. 

Now we can of course be mistaken in the presupposition, and such 

mistakes have indeed occurred. But the question whether the 

presupposition is perhaps always mistaken need not be answered here in 

order to justifY mention of the reference of a sign it is enough, at first, t~ 

point out our intention in speaking or thinking. 

So far we have considered 'the sense and reference only of such 

expressions, words or signs as we have called proper names.' 80 We now 

inquire concerning the sense and reference for an entire declarative 

sentence. Such a sentence contains a thought. Is this thought, now, to be 

regarded as its sense or its reference? Let us assume for the time being 

that the sentence has reference. If we now replace one word of the 

sentence by another having the same reference, but a different sense, this 

can have no bearing up on the reference of the sentence. Yet we can see 

that in such a case the thought changes; since e.g., the thought in the 

sentence 'The morning star is a body illuminated by the sun'. Anybody 

who did not know that 'the evening star is the morning star might hold 

79 Frege, G. 'On Sense and Reference', in Translation from the Philosophical Writings of Gottlob 

Frege, P. Geach and Max Black (eds) Oxford: Basil- Blackwell, 1970.pp. 60-79. 
80 Ibid. p. 63. 
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the one thought to be true, the other false.' 81 The thought, accordingly, 

can not be the reference of the sentence, but must rather be considered as 

the sense. What is the position now with regard to the reference? Have we 

a right even to inquire about it? Is it possible that a sentence as a whole 

has only a sense, but no reference? At any rate, one might expect that 

such sentences occur, just as there are parts of sentences having sense but 

no reference. And sentences which contain proper names without 

reference will be of this kind. The sentence 'Odysseus was set ashore at 

Ithaca while sound asleep' obviously has a sense. But since it is doubtful 

whether the name 'Odysseus', occurring therein, has reference, it is also 

doubtful whether the whole sentence has one. Yet it is certain, 

nevertheless, that any one who seriously took the sentence to be true or 

false would ascribe to the name 'Odysseus' a reference, not merely a 

sense; for it is of the reference of the name that the predicate is affirmed 

or denied. Whoever does not admit the name has reference can neither 

apply nor withhold the predicate. But in that case it would be superfluous 

to advance the reference of the name; one could be satisfied with the 

sense, if one wanted to go no further than the thought. If it would be 

unnecessary to bother with the reference of a part of the sentence; only 

the sense, not the reference, of the part is relevant to the sense of the 

whole sentence. The thought remains the same whether 'Odysseus' has 

reference or not. The fact that we have concern ourselves at all about the 

reference of a part of the sentence indicates that we generally recognize 

and expect a reference for the sentence itself. The thought loses value for 

us as soon as we recognize that the reference of one of its parts is 

missing. We are therefore justified in not being satisfied with the sense of 

a sentence, and in inquiring also as to its reference. But now why do we 

81 Ibid. p.64. 
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want every proper name to have not only a sense, but also a reference? 

Why is the thought not enough for us? This is not always the case. In 

hearing an epic poem, for instance, apart from the euphony of the 

language we are interested only in the sense of the sentences and the 

images feelings thereby aroused. The question of truth would cause us to 

abandon aesthetic delight for an attitude of scientific investigation. Hence 

it is a matter of no concern to us whether the name 'Odysseus', for 

instance, has reference, so long as we accept the poem as a work of art. It 

is the striving for truth that drives us always to advance from the sense to 

the reference. 

We have seen that the reference of a sentence may always be sought, 

whenever the reference of its components is involved; and that this is the 

case when and only when we are inquiring after the truth value. 

We are therefore driven into accepting the truth value of a sentence as 

constituting its reference. By the truth value of a sentence we understand 

the circumstance that it is true or false. There are no further truth values. 

For brevity we call the one the true, the other the false. Every declarative 

sentence with the reference of its words is therefore to be regarded as a 

proper name, and its reference, 'if it has one, is either the True or False. ' 82 

These two objects are recognized, if only implicitly, by everybody who 

judges something to be true and so even by a sceptic. The designation of 

the truth values as objects may appear to be an arbitrary fancy or perhaps 

a mere play upon words, from which no profound consequences could be 

drawn. What we mean by an object can be more exactly discussed only in 

connexion with concept and relation. 

One might be tempted to regard the relation of the thought to the true not 

as that of sense to reference, but rather as that of subject to predicate. One 

can, indeed, say: 'The thought, that 5 is a prime number, is true.' But 

82 Ibid. p. 65. 
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closer examination shows that nothing more has been said then in the 

simple sentence '5 is a prime number'. The truth claims arises in each 

case from the form of the declarative sentence, and when the latter lacks 

its usual force, e.g. in the mouth of an actor upon the stage, even the 

sentence 'the thought that 5 is a prime number is true'. It follows that the 

relation of the thought to the true may not be compared with that of 

subject to predicate. Subject and predicate are indeed elements of 

thoughts; they stand on the same level for knowledge. By comparing 

subject and predicate, one reaches only a thought, never passes from 

sense to reference, never from a thought to its truth value. One moves at 

the same level but never advances from one level to the next. 'A truth 

value can not be a part of a thought, any more than, say, the sun can, for it 

is not a sense but an object.'83 

If our supposition that the reference of a sentence is its truth value is 

correct, the latter must remain unchanged when a part of the sentence is 

replaced by an expression having the same reference. And this is in fact 

the case. Leibniz gives the definition: 'Eadem sunt, quae sibi mutua 

substitui possant, salva varitate. '84 What else but the truth value could be 

found, that belongs quite generally to every sentence if the reference of 

its components is relevant, and remains unchanged by substitutions of the 

kind in question? 

If now the truth value of a sentence is its reference, then on the one hand 

all true sentences have the same reference and so, on the other hand, do 

all false sentences. From this we see that in the reference of the sentence 

all that is specific is obliterated. We can never be concerned only with the 

reference; but again the mere thought alone yield no knowledge, but only 

the thought together with its reference, i.e., its truth value. Judgments can 

83 Ibid. p. 66. 
84 Ibid. p. 66. 
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be regarded as advances from a thought to a truth value. Naturally, this 

cannot be a definition. Judgment is something quite peculiar and 

incomparable. One might also say that judgments are distinctions of parts 

within truth values. Such distinction occurs by a return to the thought. To 

every sense belonging to a truth value there would correspond its own 

manner of analysis. However, we have here used the word 'part' in a 

special sense. We have in fact transferred the relation between the parts 

and the whole of the sentence to its reference, by calling the reference of 

'a word part of the reference of the reference of the sentence, if the word 

itself is a part of the sentence. ' 85 This way of speaking can certainly be 

attacked, because the whole reference and one part of it do not suffice to 

determine the remainder, and because the word 'part' is already used in 

another sense of bodies. A special term would need to be invented. 

The supposition that the truth value of a sentence is its reference shall 

now be put to further test. We have found that the truth value of a 

sentence remains unchanged when an expression is replaced by another 

having the same reference: but we have not yet considered the case in 

which the expression to be replaced is 'itself a sentence. ' 86 Now if our 

view is correct, 'the truth value of a sentence containing another as part 

must remain unchanged when the part is replaced by another sentence 

having the same truth value.' 87 Exceptions are to be expected when the 

whole sentence or its part is direct or indirect quotation; for in such cases, 

as we have seen, the words do not have their customary reference. In 

direct quotation, a sentence designates another sentence, and in indirect 

quotation a thought. 

We are thus led to consider subordinate sentences or clauses. These 

occur as parts of a sentence complex, which 1s, from the logical 

85 Ibid. p.70. 
86 Ibid. p.67. 
87 Ibid. p. 67. 
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standpoint, likewise a sentence- a main sentence. But here we meet the 

question whether it is also true of the subordinate sentence that its 

reference is a truth value. Of indirect quotation we already know the 

opposite. Grammarians view subordinate clauses as representatives of 

parts of sentences and divided them accordingly into noun clauses, 

adjective clauses, and adverbial clauses. This might generate the 

supposition that the reference of a subordinate clause was not a truth 

value but rather of the same kind as the reference of a noun or adjective 

or adverb - in short, of a part of a sentence, whose sense was not a 

thought but only a part of a thought. Only a more thorough investigation 

can clarify the issue. In so doing, we shall not follovv the grammatical 

categories strictly, but rather group together what is logically of the same 

kind. Let us first search for cases in which the sense of the subordinate 

clause, as we have just supposed, is not an independent thought. 

The case of an abstract noun clause, introduced by 'that', includes the 

case of indirect quotation, in which we have seen 'the words to have their 

indirect reference coinciding with what is customarily their sense. ' 88 In 

this case, then, the subordinate clause has for its reference a thought, not a 

truth value; as sense not a thought , but the sense of the words 'the 

thought, that ... ', which is only a part of the thought in the 'entire 

complex sentence.' 89 This happens after 'say', 'hear', 'be ofthe opinion', 

'be convinced', 'conclude', and similar words. There is a different, and 

indeed somewhat complicated, situation after words like 'perceive', 

'know', 'fancy', which are to be considered later. 

That in the cases of the first kind the reference of the subordinate clause 

is in fact the thought can also be recognized by seeing that it is indifferent 

to the truth of the whole whether the subordinate clause is true or false. 

88 Ibid. p. 68. 
89 Ibid. p. 69. 
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Let us compare, for instance, the two sentences 'Copernicus believed that 

the planetary orbits are circles' and 'Copernicus believed that the 

apparent motion of the sun is produced by the real motion of the Earth'. 

'One subordinate clause can be substituted for the other without harm to 

the truth. ' 90 The main clause and the subordinate clause together have as 

their sense only a single thought, and the truth of the whole includes 

neither the truth nor the untruth of the subordinate clause. In such cases it 

is not permissible to replace one expression in the subordinate clause by 

another having the same customary reference, but only by one having the 

same indirect reference, i.e., the same customary sense. If somebody were 

to conclude: The reference of a sentence is not its truth value, for in that 

case it could always be replaced by another sentence of the same truth 

value; he would prove too much; one might just as well claim that the 

reference of 'morning star' is not Venus, since one may not always say 

'Venus' in place of 'morning star'.91 One has the right to conclude only 

that the reference of a sentence is not always its truth value, and that 

'morning star' does not always stand for the planet Venus, viz. when the 

word has its indirect reference. An exception of such kind occurs in the 

subordinate clause just considered which has a thought as its reference. 

If one says 'It seems that ... ' one means 'It seems to me that. .. ' or 'I think 

that ... ' we therefore have the same case again. The situation is similar in 

the case of expressions such as 'to be pleased', 'to regret', 'to approve', 

'to blame', 'to hope', 'to fear'. If, toward the end of the battle of 

Waterloo, Wellington was glad that the Prussians were coming, the basis 

for his joy was a conviction. Had he been deceived, he would have been 

no less pleased so long as his illusion lasted; and before he became so 

9° Frege, G. 1956, "The Thought: A Logical Inquiry", Mind, 65(259): pp. 289-311. 
9) 0 . p.c1t. pp.70-72. 
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convinced he could not have been pleased that the Prussians were 

coming- even though in fact they might have been already approaching. 

Adverbial final clauses beginning 'in order that' also belong here; for 

obviously the purpose is a thought; therefore: 'indirect reference for the 

words, subjective mood. '92 

A subordinate clause with 'that' after 'command', 'ask', 'forbid' would 

appear in direct speech as an imperative. Such a clause has no reference 

but only a sense. A command, a request, is indeed not thoughts, yet they 

stand on the same level as thoughts. Hence in subordinate clauses 

depending upon 'command', 'ask', etc., words have their indirect 

reference. 93 The reference of such a clause is therefore not a truth value 

but a command, a request, and so forth. 

Now we return to our starting point. 'When we found 'a=a' and 'a=b' to 

have different cognitive values, the explanation is that for the purpose of 

knowledge, the sense of the sentence, viz., the thought expressed by it, is 

no less relevant than its reference, i.e. its truth value. If now a=b, then 

indeed the reference of 'b' is the same of 'a', and hence the truth value of 

'a=b' is the same as that of 'a=a'. In spite of this, the sense of 'b' may 

differ from that of 'a', and thereby the sense expressed in 'a-b' differs 

from that of 'a=a'. In that case the two sentences do not have the same 

cognitive value. 

So Frege's theory of proper names is called sense theory. Sense is most 

important in Frege's theory of proper name. According to him a proper 

name is meaningful if it has minimum sense to designate the object or 

nominatum. In the above consideration Frege gives an example like as 

'The morning star is the evening star'- in this sentence the term 'morning 

star' and 'the evening star' have the different cognitive value. Anybody 

92 Ibid. p. 73. 
93 Ibid. p. 76. 
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who did not know that 'morning star is the evening star'; think that they 

have different sense but the same referent, planet Venus. This view is 

challenged by Hilary Putnam. In his book "The Meaning of 'Meaning'" 

he shows that the reference is different but the sense remains the same. In 

the subsequent chapter we propose to show in what sense "Twin Earth" 

concept of Putnam goes against Frege's theory of proper names. 

A comparison between Frege and Russell 

Frege's and Russell's views are obviously different, but because of 

certain superficial similarities in how they handle certain famous puzzles 

about proper names, they are often assimilated. As far as proper names 

are concerned, both Frege and Russell are often described together as 

"descriptivist". But their views are fundamentally different. To see that, 

let's look at the puzzle of names, such as, the Fido-Fido theory. 

According to Mill, "a proper name is but an unmeaning mark which we 

connect in ours mind with the idea of the object, in order that whenever 

the mark meets our eyes or occur to our thoughts, we may think of that 

individual object".94The function of proper names, Mill thought, is not to 

convey general information but rather "to enable individuals to be made 

the subject of discourse;" names are "attached to the objects themselves, 

and are not dependent on ... any attribute of the object" .95 As a result, our 

use of names in communication can accommodate such pervasive facts as 

that a persons, place, or thing can change over time, that one's conception 

of something can change over time, that we can be mistaken in our 

conceptions of it, and that different people's conceptions of the same 

thing can differ. All this is possible if by using a name in thinking of or 

referring to an object is not a matter of representing it as having certain 

94 
Mill, J.S. 1872. A System of Logic, defmitive 8th edition. 1949 reprint, London: Longmans, Green and 

Company. Pp 34-38. 
95 Ibid. p.36. 
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properties but, as Russell said, "merely to indicate what we are speaking 

about; (the name) is no part of the fact asserted ... it is merely part of the 

symbolism by which we express our thought".96 

An obvious problem with this simple view is that if the role of names 

were simply to refer to their bearers, names without bearers would be 

meaningless. Yet names without bearers seem perfectly meaningful and 

sentences in which they occur seem to express propositions. Otherwise, 

how could a sentence like 'Santa Claus does not exist' be not only 

meaningful but true? Descriptivism about proper names avoids this 

problem, as well as Frege's two famous puzzles (about the informative of 

identity statements and about failure of submission in indirect quotation 

and attitude reports). Descriptivism is often referred to as the "Frege

Russell view." However, their views were quite different. I'll call Frege's 

view "sense" descriptivism and Russell's v1ew "'abbreviational" 

descriptivism. Let's take up Russell's view first, although it came second. 

Russell's view concerned "ordinary proper" names, like 'Bill Clinton' 

and 'Santa Claus'. He contrasted these with "logically proper name", i.e. 

the individual constants of formal logic, which he regarded as Millian. 

For reasons connected with his doctrine of acquaintance , he thought that 

the only logically proper names of ordinary language , English in 

particular ,are the demonstratives 'this' and 'that', as used to refer to 

one's current sense data, and the pronoun' I' .97He held that ordinary 

proper names are really "abbreviated" or "disguised" definite 

descriptions. Definite descriptions, in tum, according to Russell's famous 

Theory of Descriptions, function not as referring expressions but as 

96 Russell, Bertrand. 1919. Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy, London: George Allen and 

Unwine. P.l75. 
97 Russell, Bertrand. 1917. "Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge by Description." In 

Mysticism and Logic, paperback edition. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1957.p. 216. 
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quantificational phrases. We should not be misled by Russell's 

characterization of "denoting phrases", because for Russell denotation is 

a semantically inert property. That is, proposition expressed by a sentence 

in which a description occurs is the same whether the description has a 

denotation or not. So its denotation does not enter into that proposition. 

As Russell explains, "The actual object which is the denotation is not 

, ... a constituent of propositions in which descriptions occur, and this is 

the reason why , in order to understand such propositions, we need 

acquaintance with the constituents of the description , but do not need 

acquaintance with its denotation. "98 

Thus, for any sentence containing a definite description, grammatical 

form is misleading as to logical form. For example, "The inventor of silly 

putty got rich" not subject-predicate form grammatically but not 

logically- it is not really about the inventor of silly putty. According to 

Russell's famous theory of description, a simple subject-predicate 

sentence of the form 'The F is G' does not express a singular proposition 

, of the subject-predicate form 'a is G', but a general, existential 

propositional ,what might be called a "uniqueness proposition". The 

quantificational structure of such a proposition is revealed only after the 

definite description is "broke up", to yield (in modern notation) the form 

(Ex) (y) (Fy~ y=x) &Gx), in which the description, not being a semantic 

unit, does not even appear. Accordingly, for Russell, if a proper name is a 

disguised description, e.g., if "George Kistiakowski" is short for 'the 

inventor of silly putty', the bearer of the name does not enter into the 

proposition expressed by a sentence in which the name occurs. This is not 

because the name has a sense (in Frege's sense of 'sense') but because it 

abbreviates a definite description. 

98 lbid.p.222. 
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Russell's view is clear from what he says about the name 'Bismarck'. In 

his view, "the thought in the mind of a person using a proper name 

correctly can generally only be expressed explicitly if we replace the 

proper name by a description"99 Russell makes allowances for the fact 

that the requisite description will vary for different people, or for the 

same person at different times (the description in our minds will probably 

be some more or less vague mass of historical knowledge far more, in 

most cases, than is required to identify him) , ... but so long as the 

object to which the name applies remains constant, the particular 

description involved usually makes no difference to the truth or 

falsehood ofthe proposition in which the name appears.100 

For purposes of illustration, he uses the description 'the first Chancellor 

of the German Empire.' Russell first considers the situation of Bismarck 

himself, who "might have used the name directly to designate 

himself ...... to make a judgment about himself," with himself as a 

constituent.101 "Here the proper name has the direct use which it always 

wishes to have, as simply standing for a certain object, and not for a 

description of the object." When we make a statement about something 

known only by description, we often intend to make our statement, not in 

the form involving the description, but about the actual thing described. 

That is, when we say anything about Bismarck, we should like, if we 

could, to make the judgment which Bismarck alone can make, namely, 

the judgment of which he himself is a constituent. But in this we are 

necessarily defeated. What enables us to communicate in spite of the 

varying descriptions we employ is that we know there is a true 

proposition concerning the actual Bismarck and that, however we may 

99 Ibid. p. 208. 
100 Ibid. 208-9. 
101 Ibid. 209. 
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vary the description, the proposition described is still the same. This 

proposition, which is described and is itself, and do not know it, though 

we know it is true. 102 

The proposition that "interests us" is a singular proposition, but we 

cannot actually think it-we can know it only by description, that is, by 

entertaining a general proposition which is, if true, made true by a fact 

involving Bismarck But this general proposition does not itself involve 

Bismarck, and would be thinkable even if Bismarck never existed. 

Frege is a descriptivist of a different sort than Russell. Like Russell, 

Frege does not claim that proper names are disguised descriptions but that 

they have senses as well as references. The sense of a name is both the 

mode of presentation and the determinant of its referent (it is also 

functions for Frege as the "indirect"(as opposed to " customary") 

reference when the name is embedded in a context of indirect quotation 

or propositional attitude ascription). Frege agrees with Russell and with 

Mill for that matter, that words are ordinarily used to talk about things, 

not ideas: "If words are used in the ordinary way, what one intends to 

speak of their reference" .103 Even so, in so using them we must associate 

reference-determining properties with our words. Moreover, insofar as 

our words express our thoughts, they must correspond to constitute of 

those thoughts. Thus, for Frege, the semantic and the cognitive 

significance of expressions are intimately related. Indeed, an expresswn 

can have a sense without having a reference, Frege holds that the 

constituents of thoughts are senses, not references. 

Frege does not hold that every proper name is equivalent to some definite 

description but rather that expressions of both kinds are of the same 

102 Ibid. 210-211. 
103 Frege, G. 1892. "On Sense and Reference." Reprinted in P. Geach and M. Black, eds., Translations 

.from the Philosophical Writings ofGottlob Frege. Oxford: Blackwell, 1960. p. 58. 
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semantic genus, which he calls "Eigennamen" (literally translated as 

'proper names' but better paraphrased as 'singular terms').Unlike Russell, 

he does not assimilate definite descriptions to quantificational phrases but 

treats them, like proper names, as semantic units capable of having 

individuals as semantic values, determined by their senses. The sense of 

such an expression plays the semantic role of imposing a condition that 

an individual must satisfy in order to be the referent. A proper name, like 

a definite description, contributes its sense to that of a sentence in which 

it occurs regardless of which individual actually is its referent and even if 

it has no referent at all. This is because the condition imposed by sense, 

the determinant of reference, is independent of that which it determines. 

For example, Frege says, "the thought remains the same whether 

'Odysseus' has reference or not". 104 The same object can be presented in 

different way, under different modes of presentation, but it is not essential 

to any mode of presentation that it actually presents anything at alL 

Frege's conception of sense does not entail that every proper name has 

the sense of some definite description, or that the sense of every proper 

name is an individual concept expressible by some definite description. 

His conception of sense leaves open the possibility of non-descriptive 

senses, such as percepts. If one thinks of an object by means of a percept, 

as one does when visually attending to it, this is not equivalent to thinking 

of it under a description of the form 'the thing that looks thus-and-so.' 

One might verbally express a thought about an object one is looking at by 

saying something of the form , 'the thing that looks thus-and-so is ... ,' 

but ,as Frege says about indexical thoughts, "the mere wording ... does not 

suffice for the expression of the thought". 105 He does not explicitly make 

104 Ibid. p. 63. 
105 Frege, Gottlob. 1918. "The Thought: A Logical Inquiry." Reprinted m P. F. Strawson, ed., 

Philosophical Logic. Oxford University Press, 1967. p. 24. 
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the analogous point in regard to proper names, but nowhere does he 

explicitly assert that each proper name is equivalent to some definite 

description, and this overall theory of sense and reference does not 

require this equivalence. 

Russell's conception of presentation is quite different from what Frege 

means by 'presentation' (in mode of presentation). For Russell, any 

object that can be presented at all cannot be presented in different ways. 

Russell's restrictive notion of acquaintance is a "direct cognitive relation" 

and, indeed, is "simply the converse of the relation of object and subject 

which constitutes presentation" .106 Notoriously , Russell disqualifies 

public objects as objects of acquaintance , but this is the price he is 

willing to pay to avoid the problem of names without bearers as well as 

Frege' s puzzles (about identity statements and about indirect quotation 

and attitude reports). He avoids having to appeal to senses to solve them. 

The notion of sense, as the determinant of reference, has no place in 

Russell's theory of language or thought. Constituents of propositions are 

individuals (particular and individuals), and the Principle of 

Acquaintance requires every proposition which we can understand must 

be composed wholly of constituents with which we are acquainted" .107 

For Frege modes of presentation are the constituents of thoughts, and the 

objects which modes of presentation present are not. Because the relation 

between subject to object is mediated by a sense, this relation is indirect, 

unlike Russellian acquaintance. So, the difference between Frege two

tiered and Russell's one-tiered semantics is reflected in their different 

epistemological views on presentation. They are, in their respective ways, 

descriptivist about singular thought as well as about proper names. 

!06 • 0 Op. Cit. p.2 2. 
107 Russell, Bertrand. 1917. "Knowledge by Acquaintance and Knowledge by Description." In 

Mysticism and Logic, paperback edition. Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1957. p. 211. 
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Russell held that ordinary proper names are abbreviated definite 

descriptions, but he denied that definite descriptions have two - level 

semantic significance. This was the central point of "On Denoting" 

(1905). 108 For Russell, what distinguishes both definite descriptions and 

ordinary proper names from genuine, "logically" proper names, like the 

individual constant of logic, is not that they do have senses but that they 

do not have references. For Frege there are two levels of semantic 

significance, sense and reference, and sense is primary. Despite their 

differences, neither Frege's sense-descriptivism nor Russell's 

abbreviational descriptivism is susceptible, as Mill's v1ew is, to the 

problem of names without bearers. On both views, a proper name can 

play its semantic role whether or not it belongs to anything. But this is so 

for difference reasons. For Russell, the reason is the semantic inertness of 

denotations; for Frege it is the independence of sense from reference. 

Observation 

After comparing Russell and Frege' s theory of proper names, it is clear 

that Russell's definite description and Frege's sense theory of name are 

the same. But Russell's logically proper name is not related to the sense 

theory ofFrege rather it is called referential theory, which is supported by 

Kripke's theory of rigid designator. But in this regard an important 

question arises here: Are natural kind terms related to referential theory 

of name or Fregean theory of name? In this regard, Russell says that 

natural kind terms (lemon, tiger, water, etc.) are descriptive term; such 

terms are meaningful, when these terms are positioned in a sentence. So, 

Russell says that such terms are incomplete symbols. At the same time 

Kripke also support the referential theory of name, which is associated 

with Russell's theory of logically proper name. Kripke's proper name is 

108 Russell, Bertrand. 1905. "On Denoting" Reprinted in R.C. Marsh, ed., Logic and Knowledge. 

London: George Allen and Unwin, 1956. 
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called rigid designator. His view is that a proper name is called a rigid 

designator when it designates the same object in all possible worlds of an 

actual world. So Frege's sense theory is rejected out rightly by Saul 

Kripke and latter Hilary Putnam also rejected Frege's sense theory by his 

'Twine Earth Argument'. 

Twin Earth Argument of Hilary Putnam: A challenge towards Frege 

To discuss about the concept of proper name, Frege actually says that 

every proper names have sense as well as reference. Frege defines "sense 

as objective, eternal and timeless entities."109 It is because of their 

objective nature they are distinguished from subjective or psychological 

experiences, such as, ideas or hnages. But how is this objective and 

independent nature of sense established? Frege takes the help of identity 

statement to establish this point. It is well known to mention here the 

details ofFrege's analysis. However, the basic import ofFrege's analysis 

may be briefly stated how sense constitutes the semantic blocks of 

language. 

The two well-known example ofFrege's identity statements are: 

The morning star is the evening star. 

The morning star is the morning star. 

Both sentences are qualified as true identity statements. The reason for 

the first sentence being true is that the two expressions 'The morning star' 

and 'The evening star' have the 'same referent.' 110 The reason for the 

second sentence being true is that it results from the first one by virtue of 

being substituted by co-referential expressions. It may be noted that there 

is a fundamental assumption involved here. The meaning of a sentence, 

according to Frege, is the function of its constituent parts. This is known 

as compositionality theory of meaning. Considering this, the meaning of 

109 
Frege, G. "On Sense and Reference", in Translation from the Philosophical Writings of G. Frege, P. 

Geach and Max Black (eds) Oxford: Basil-Blackwell, 1970. p. 72. 
1 

'
0 Ibid. p. 74. 

88 



an expression will the remain same if an expresswn is substituted by 

another expression with having the same meaning. The same Fregean 

assumption holds in the present case also where the first sentence is said 

to have the same meaning as the second because the second sentence is 

obtained from the first sentence due to the substitution of co-referential 

expressiOns. 

However, as Frege pointed out, both the sentences cannot have the same 

meaning on three fundamental grounds. First, the first sentence expresses 

a contingent truth because the truth it expresses can be always otherwise 

whereas the second sentence expresses a necessary truth. Secondly, the 

first sentence expresses a posteriori truth because its truth is known by 

empirical investigation, whereas the second sentence is an expression of a 

priori truth. Thirdly, it is because of its empirical/a posteriori character, 

the first sentence turns out to be informative whereas the necessary a 

priori nature of the second sentence makes it uninformative. 

In view of these differences, a question may be raised: How do these 

sentences claim to have the same meaning? This is where Frege 

introduced the notion of sense and made the distinction between sense 

and reference. According to Frege, the difference between these two 

sentences arises due to difference in sense. In other words, these two 

sentences differ in sense but they are same in reference. In the above 

example, Frege shows that 'the morning star' and 'the evening star' refers 

to the same object planet Venus but they have different sense. Anybody 

who did not know that the morning star is the evening star might hold 

morning star is the morning star is true but morning star is the evening 

star is false. Moreover, they refers the same object but in different sense. 

Here Putnam challenges Frege and then says that sense is the same but 

the reference is different. He defends it with the help of his famous Twin 

Earth argument. 
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As stated earlier, Putnam's reformulation of sense provides him the basis 

for the construct his critique of sense. His reformulation brings out the 

inherent mentalistic nature of the sense model. The main thrust of 

Putnam's critique is to show the untenability of the view that meanings 

are mental. His argument is that such a view will make the sense model 

logically inconsistent and incoherent which will virtually mean collapse 

of the model. In this respect, the Fregean thesis that meaning determines 

reference which constitutes the basic tenet of the sense model is 

particularly relevant since in the mentalistic interpretation, as Putnam 

argues, this thesis will be proved to be inconsistent and semantically 

vacuous. In this interpretation, to say that sense determines reference will 

actually imply that a particular psychological state of a speaker 

determines the reference. But the fact is, as Putnam's counter example 

shows that, two speakers who are in the same mental states while 

grasping the sense of an expression may differ in terms of reference. This 

possibility points out that, first, meanings are not mental or, to put it in 

Putnam's characteristic phrase, "meanings are not in the head". 111 

Second, meaning does not determine reference. These are not two 

separate theses. In fact, they are inseparable since the former is 

established in the light of the latter. With this, we now go to the main 

theme of Putnam's arguments establishing these two theses. The strategy 

that Putnam laid down was based on an innovative argument which 

proposed a complete refutation of the model of sense through the 

construction of a genuine counter- example. 

The Twin earth Argument: The story of 'Twin Earth' argument is the 

story of a science fiction. For the sake of convenience and brevity, the 

story may be presented in three constructive parts. 

111 H.Putnam. 'Meaning of meaning', in, Mind, Language and Reality: Philosophical Papers, Vol2. 
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1. The Structure: It is imagined that there is a planet which is exactly 

like ours with minor differences. This planet may be thus named as 'Twin 

Earth'. There is a further supposition regarding the human inhabitants on 

the Twin Earth. It is imagined that all speakers on the Twin Earth are 

exactly the same as the speakers on the earth. In other words, for every 

speaker on the earth, 'there is an exact counterpart or Doppelganger 

existing on the Twin Earth.' 112 It is because of this identity, both the sets 

of speakers have the same appearance, the same feelings, the same 

thoughts, in sort, the same mental biography. 

2. Differences: It is admitted that there are some differences between the 

earth and the Twin Earth. In this respect, one major difference is that the 

liquid that is used as water on the Twin Earth is not the same as water 

used on the Earth. Superficially, of course, there is no difference between 

the two since the liquid used in the Twin Earth has the same observable 

or phenomenological features as that of water on the Earth. But what 

distinguishes the liquid of the Twin Earth from water is that it has the 

molecular structure which is not H20 but is expressed as XYZ. The final 

part of the story is now about the consequences focusing on the issue 

concerning whether sense determines references. 

3. The Consequences: Let us imagine that people from the Earth go to 

visit the Twin Earth. Initially, they think that the liquid on the Twin Earth 

is the same as wate'r. This apparent similarity makes them to conclude 

that water has the same meaning both on the Earth and on the Twin Earth. 

But after this initial period is over, they discover the difference between 

these two samples of water. One has the molecular structure H20 and the 

other has XYZ. The result of this discovery will naturally lead them to 

say that on the Twin Earth the word water means XYZ. The same is true 

of the speakers of Twin Earth. After their visit to the Earth, they also hold 

112 Ibid. p. 240. 
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a similar but a different conclusion, namely, the word 'water' on the 

Earth meansH20. 

Now let us go back to history and place ourselves in the year 1790 when 

the discovery of the chemical compound of water on the Earth and the 

Twin Earth was not made. The real story begins from here. In this 

respect, there are two important facts to be noted. First, the discovery of 

the chemical compound of water on the Earth and on the Twin Earth, did 

not affect, in no way, the actual meaning of the two. In spite of our lack 

of scientific knowledge, water on the earth unknowingly meant by us as 

H20 and water on the Twin Earth was unknowingly meant by inhabitants 

there as XYZ. Second, it has been assumed that speakers in these two 

planets have identical mental structure and thus share the same mental 

state while understanding the meaning of an expression. The same is true 

of the use of 'water'. The word 'water' when used by speakers of the 

Earth and the Twin Earth, they are in the same mental state. The reason is 

that they understand the meaning of the water in the same way. Since 

chemical theory was not discovered, they understood the meaning of both 

these liquids on the basis of their phenomenological features. But the fact 

remains that a speaker on the Earth when says 'water' she understands by 

it H20 and similarly a speaker on the Twin Earth understands 'water' by 

XYZ. The crucial issue involved here is the notion of reference. The two 

speakers of the Earth and the Twin Earth though have the same mental 

state with regard to the meaning of the word 'water' refer to two different 

objects. This shows that meaning is the same but extensions are different. 

The extension of the term 'water' does not follow from the psychological 

state of the speaker. 

The 'Twin Earth' argument offers a genuine counter example to the sense 

modeL 'It does not only refute the cardinal doctrine of the sense model 

that meaning determines reference but as an offshoot to this argument it 
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shows that meanings are not in the head.' 113 An adequate semantic theory 

must allow how to identify the referent of a term uniquely. The Twin 

Earth example shows that the sense model cannot do so. This is evident 

from the structure of sense mechanism itself. There is nothing in its 

structure which can explain how the term 'water' gets attached to both 

H20 and XYZ. The 'Twin Earth' argument shows that reference has its 

own place and it cannot be made subservient to sense. It thus allows the 

way towards the primacy of reference . 

....................................... x ................................... . 

113 Putnam. Hilary, "The Meaning of 'Meaning"' in Mind, Language and Reality, Cambridge 
University Press, Cambridge, 1975.pp.222-7. 
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