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Abstract: Famously, both Saul Kripke and Keith Donnellan opposed description theories and insisted on the role of history in determining the reference of a proper name token. No wonder, then, that their views on proper names have often been assimilated. By focusing on reference borrowing – an alleged phenomenon that Kripke takes to be fundamental – we argue that they should not be. In particular, we claim that according to Donnellan a proper name token never borrows its reference from preceding tokens which it is historically connected to. On the contrary, its reference is always fixed anew on who or what the speaker has in mind when he or she produces it. In fact, what is important to realize is that Donnellan and Kripke took two different histories to be relevant: that of the proper name token produced by the speaker (Kripke), and that of the cognitive status of the speaker when he or she produces it (Donnellan). We end by suggesting that this difference between Kripke’s and Donnellan’s accounts of proper names rests on a more general difference in their approach to language. 
In the last page of his “Addenda” to “Naming and Necessity,” Saul Kripke wrote: “the historical acquisition picture of naming advocated here is apparently very similar to views of Keith Donnellan” (1972, p. 769 (1980, p. 164); see also 1977, p. 273 n. 20). In his turn, in the penultimate note in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,” Keith Donnellan acknowledged that “Saul Kripke ... has ... a view about proper names not dissimilar to the one in this paper” (1970, p. 358 n. 18; see also 1973, pp. 711-712).
 Many others followed suit, and it is now quite common to assimilate Kripke’s and Donnellan’s views on proper names (though, of course, not those on definite descriptions).

Now, it is indisputable that the two views exhibit a number of affinities. Donnellan’s attack on what he called the “principle of identifying descriptions” converges with Kripke’s on the “description theory” and its cognates. Moreover, although Donnellan did not originally appeal to modal considerations, some of his arguments parallel Kripke’s most powerful ones, those from ignorance and error. And, certainly, there are some consonances on the positive side as well, as they both insist on the role of history in determining the reference of a proper name token. However, we believe that on this front the similarities between Kripke’s and Donnellan’s accounts have been vastly overestimated. It is important to realize that they deemed different histories, so to speak, to be relevant, and that this has had important consequences for how they thought proper names work. In this paper, we aim to bring this out by focusing on reference borrowing, an alleged phenomenon concerning the use of proper names (and other referential terms) that Kripke takes to be fundamental. In opposition to standard interpretations of Donnellan’s thought, our perhaps surprising conclusion will be that there is no room for this phenomenon in his historical explanation theory. Indeed, if that theory is true, when we use a proper name we simply do not borrow reference. On the contrary, we always fix it anew, in a sense that will hopefully become clear later.

We shall proceed as follows. In Section 1, we shall outline Kripke’s ‘chain of communication’ picture, with a special focus on the phenomenon of reference borrowing as it is characterized in the Second Lecture in “Naming and Necessity.” In Section 2, we shall reconstruct Donnellan’s historical explanation theory. In Section 3, we shall argue for our main claim. Section 4 will contain a digression on the well-known charge brought against Donnellan of Humpty-Dumptying reference. After discussing, in Section 5, two objections to our reconstruction, we shall end with some more general considerations about Kripke’s and Donnellan’s views on language.
Before starting our investigation, we want to point out that the purpose of this paper is not merely exegetic. As is well known, Donnellan’s ideas have recently enlivened the debate about reference.
 To evaluate this Donnellan Renaissance properly, we believe that it is all important to have the consequences of adopting these ideas with regard to proper names clearly in mind.

That said, however, let us make it explicit that we do not aim here to adjudicate between Kripke’s and Donnellan’s competing accounts of how proper names work. Thus, all that we shall argue for here is the following conditional: If Donnellan’s historical explanation theory is true, then there is nothing similar to reference borrowing (or, contrapositively: If reference borrowing is a real phenomenon, then something is wrong with Donnellan’s historical explanation theory). We leave further conclusions to the reader: as is well known, one person’s modus ponens is another person’s modus tollens.

1. Kripke’s chain of communication picture
It is widely recognized that, with the series of lectures delivered at Princeton University in January 1970, published first as an essay in an important collection (Kripke 1972) and later, with a new preface, as a single monograph (Kripke 1980), Kripke changed philosophy of language for good. In particular, he produced devastating arguments against some then very popular views about proper names and sketched an alternative picture of their functioning, which has now become mainstream. It is our opinion that at the very heart of Kripke’s picture lies the claim that when we use proper names, we are almost always borrowing their reference from preceding uses of them. In Section 1.1 we shall focus on this very fundamental claim.

If Kripke is right, then, the idea of reference borrowing is crucial to understanding semantic reference. However, one should not forget that, when discussing definite descriptions, Kripke introduced another notion in the debate, speaker’s reference, to deal with a phenomenon that he takes to have no semantic import. Since the distinction between semantic reference and speaker’s reference has some bearing on what we shall argue for below (on this, see especially Section 5.2 below), we shall say something about this in Section 1.2.
1.1 Reference borrowing
In a footnote in Individuals (1959), while arguing in favor of his cluster-of-descriptions theory, Peter Strawson suggested rather incidentally that one speaker may borrow a reference from another:

the identifying description, though it must not include a reference to the speaker’s own reference to the particular in question, may include a reference to another’s reference to that particular. If a putatively identifying description is of this latter kind, then, indeed, the question, whether it is a genuinely identifying description, turns on the question, whether the reference it refers to is itself a genuinely identifying reference. So one reference may borrow its credentials, as a genuinely identifying reference, from another; and that from another. But this regress is not infinite. (1959, p. 182 n. 1)

In “Naming and Necessity,” Kripke mentions this idea approvingly. However, he develops it in a quite different way.
 While Strawson used it to sustain his particular version of the description theory and therefore required that the speaker be able to provide an “identifying description” of a particular including “a reference to another’s reference to that particular,” Kripke claims that “it is not how the speaker thinks he got the reference, but the actual chain of communication, which is relevant” (1972, p. 300 (1980, p. 93)).
In fact, the notion of a chain of communication plays a crucial role in Kripke’s picture of how proper names work. Here is how he introduces it:

Someone, let’s say, a baby, is born; his parents call him by a certain name. They talk about him to their friends. Other people meet him. Through various sorts of talk the name is spread from link to link as if by a chain. A speaker who is on the far end of this chain, who has heard about, say Richard Feynman, in the market place or elsewhere, may be referring to Richard Feynman even though he can’t remember from whom he first heard of Feynman or from whom he ever heard of Feynman. He knows that Feynman is a famous physicist. A certain passage of communication reaching ultimately to the man himself does reach the speaker. He then is referring to Feynman even though he can’t identify him uniquely. He doesn’t know what a Feynman diagram is, he doesn’t know what the Feynman theory of pair production and annihilation is. Not only that: he’d have trouble distinguishing between Gell-Mann and Feynman. So he doesn’t have to know these things, but, instead, a chain of communication going back to Feynman himself has been established, by virtue of his membership in a community which passed the name on from link to link, not by a ceremony that he makes in private in his study: ‘By “Feynman” I shall mean the man who did such and such and such and such’. (1972, pp. 298-299 (1980, pp. 91-92))
According to what this passage suggests, reference, at least as far as proper names are concerned, is basically a historical relation. Kripke himself summarizes the point in the following way:

In general our reference depends not just on what we think ourselves, but on other people in the community, the history of how the name reached one, and things like that. It is by following such a history that one gets to the reference. (1972, p. 301 (1980, p. 95))

As Kripke himself admits, his characterization is “far less specific than a real set of necessary and sufficient conditions for reference would be” (1972, p. 300 (1980, p. 93)). To develop his picture into a theory, many details need to be filled in, and many problems settled. In particular, “not every sort of causal chain reaching from [one] to a certain [individual] will do for [him or her] to make a reference” (ibid.). For example, if one names his or her pet aardvark “Napoleon” after the Emperor of the French, “there will be a certain sort of causal or historical connection between [his or her] use of the name and the Emperor of the French, but not one of the required type” (1972, p. 349 n. 43 (1980, p. 96 n. 43)). To deal with this problem, Kripke is induced to make some room for the speaker’s intentions in his account: “When the name is ‘passed from link to link’, the receiver of the name must ... intend when he learns it to use it with the same reference as the man from whom he heard it” (1972, p. 302 (1980, p. 96)).
 Apart from this, however, speakers appear to be semantically inert when they utter a proper name (unless they are introducing a new one): who or what the token they produce refers to depends not on what they know or believe, as was maintained by description theorists, but on its connection with other tokens of the same name, and ultimately with a special token related to a dubbing event. 

One immediate consequence of Kripke’s picture is that the reference of a proper name is not determined or fixed anew every time a token of it is produced. On the contrary, any token, except for the first, inherits its reference from preceding ones, to which it is historically connected, thanks to the phenomenon of reference borrowing.

Indeed, the idea that we borrow reference appears to be a true cornerstone of Kripke’s account of proper names.
 Here, for example, is how Michael Devitt, who has insisted on this on many occasions, put it:

The central idea of the causal theory of proper names is that our present uses of a name, say ‘Aristotle’, designate the famous Greek philosopher Aristotle, not in virtue of the various things we (rightly) believe true of him, but in virtue of a causal network stretching back from our uses to the first uses of the name to designate Aristotle. Our present uses of a name borrow their reference from earlier uses. It is this social mechanism that enables us all to designate the same thing by a name. (1974, p. 184)

One way to highlight the novelty of such a proposal is by appealing to a distinction that was later introduced by David Kaplan, in his “Afterthoughts” (1989): that between subjectivist and consumerist semantics. In Kaplan’s opinion, traditional semantics, such as Gottlob Frege’s and Bertrand Russell’s, are subjectivist: they are characterized by the thesis that “[w]hen we speak, we assign meanings to our words,” since “the words themselves do not have meanings” (1989, p. 600). Hence, according to them, “everyone runs their own language.” For example, in order to refer to, say, Aristotle, speakers must attach a meaning somehow available to them to the expression they use (a proper name like “Aristotle,” for example). If they are not able to do so, they will not be able to refer to him.
To subjectivist semantics Kaplan opposes the view that “we are, for the most part, language consumers.” According to consumerist semantics, in fact, “[w]ords come to us prepackaged with a semantic value.” Hence, “[i]f we are to use those words, the words we have received, the words of our linguistic community, then we must defer to their meaning” (p. 602). In order to refer to Aristotle, for example, speakers only have to use an expression whose meaning allows them to do this (a proper name like “Aristotle,” for example): when they acquired the expression, by hearing or reading it, they acquired a means to refer to him.
Now, Kaplan sensibly claims that consumerist semantics goes hand in hand with Kripke’s “historical chain picture of the reference of names,” as the latter offers “an alternative explanation of how a name in local use can be connected with a remote referent, an explanation that does not require that the mechanism of reference is already in the head of the local user in the form of a self-assigned description” (pp. 602-603). Indeed, if this picture is right, in most of our name uses we consume, in Kaplan’s sense, names that others have created. And, of course, what makes this possible is none other than reference borrowing (understood à la Kripke rather than à la Strawson).

According to Kaplan (p. 602 n. 86), Donnellan’s, too, is a consumerist semantics, as it also appeals to “[t]he notion of a historical chain of acquisition by which a name is passed from user to user” (p. 602). In what follows, however, we shall argue that concerning this latter point Kaplan is wrong: while certainly rather different from that advocated by description theorists, Donnellan’s semantics is still subjectivist, at least as far as proper names (and other singular terms) are concerned.
 More specifically, his historical explanation theory makes no room for reference borrowing, or so we shall claim. If we are right, then Donnellan’s should not be classified as a chain of communication picture.

1.2 Speaker’s reference and semantic reference
All we have said so far concerns semantics. However, one should not forget that, to deal with certain uses of definite descriptions that Donnellan put his finger on (see Section 2.1 below), Kripke distinguished two notions of reference: semantic reference and speaker’s reference (1977, pp. 262-264; for a first hint at the distinction, see Kripke 1972, p. 343 n. 3 (1980, p. 25 n. 3)). He claims that “these notions are special cases of [certain] Gricean notions” (1977, p. 263). In fact, Paul Grice distinguished “between what the speaker’s words meant, on a given occasion, and what he meant, in saying these words, on that occasion” (p. 262). As for semantic reference, Kripke writes: “If a speaker has a designator in his idiolect, certain conventions of his idiolect (given various facts about the world) determine the referent in the idiolect: that I call the semantic referent of the designator” (p. 263). And in a note appended to this passage, he specifies: “If the views about proper names I have advocated in ‘Naming and Necessity’ are correct ..., the conventions regarding names in an idiolect usually involve the fact that the idiolect is no mere idiolect, but part of a common language, in which reference may be passed from link to link” (p. 273 n. 20). As should be clear, then, as far as proper names are concerned, Kripke’s semantic reference is precisely the relation we focused on in the preceding Section. However, Kripke claims that to deal with some interesting linguistic phenomena we need to acknowledge the existence of a different relation, speaker’s reference. After specifying that “[s]peaker’s reference is a more difficult notion” than semantic reference (p. 263), he introduces it in this way:

Consider … the following case …. Two people see Smith in the distance and mistake him for Jones. They have a brief colloquy: “What is Jones doing?” “Raking the leaves.” “Jones,” in the common language of both, is a name of Jones; it never names Smith. Yet, in some sense, on this occasion, clearly both participants in the dialogue have referred to Smith, and the second participant has said something true about the man he referred to if and only if Smith was raking the leaves (whether or not Jones was).…

So, we may tentatively define the speaker’s referent of a designator to be that object which the speaker wishes to talk about, on a given occasion, and believes fulfills the conditions for being the semantic referent of the designator. He uses the designator with the intention of making an assertion about the object in question (which may not really be the semantic referent, if the speaker’s belief that it fulfills the appropriate semantic conditions is in error). The speaker’s referent is the thing the speaker referred to by the designator, though it may not be the referent of the designator, in his idiolect. In the example above, Jones, the man named by the name, is the semantic referent. Smith is the speaker’s referent, the correct answer to the question, “To whom were you referring?” (pp. 263-264)
Thus, it seems that, concerning any use of a proper name (as well as of any other designator), we may ask two different questions, inquiring about the semantic referent on one hand and about the speaker’s referent on the other. Of course, unlike the “Jones” case, very often the answers coincide. This does not happen only when the speaker mistakenly believes that the individual he or she wants to talk about is the semantic referent of the name he or she uses. All in all, then, Kripke’s general picture seems to be the following. When we have someone or something in mind and want to talk about it, we may choose a name assuming that it is a name of it in our language. If our assumption is true, we succeed, so to speak: from a semantic point of view, we actually refer to who or what we want to refer to. If, on the contrary, our assumption turns out to be false, as in the “Jones” case, we end up referring to someone or something else. One may certainly call the individual we had in mind and wanted to talk about the speaker’s referent of our use of the name, and if we are lucky our interlocutor may even grasp what we wanted to say. According to Kripke, however, this has no direct semantic import. In fact, the notion of speaker’s reference pertains to speech-act theory, and its use in semantics is mainly as a “critical tool” (p. 271) to deal with certain intuitions.
 For example, by appealing to the notion it is perhaps possible “to block postulation of unwarranted ambiguities” (ibid.), such as that which appears to be operating in Donnellan’s account of his distinction between attributive and referential uses of definite descriptions. What is more, Kripke takes semantic reference to be basic with respect to speaker’s reference. Indeed, as we have seen, he defines the latter in terms of the former: for an object to be the speaker’s referent, the speaker has to believe of it that it “fulfills the conditions for being the semantic referent of the designator” he or she uses. As we are about to see, Donnellan’s perspective on all these matters is radically different.
2. Donnellan’s historical explanation theory

As is well known, Donnellan first approached the issue of reference by discussing, in the 1960s, the case of definite descriptions. In his groundbreaking “Reference and Definite Descriptions” (1966) he argued, against both Russell and Strawson, that definite descriptions “have two possible functions” (p. 281). In “Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again” (1968) he defended this claim against the charge, put forward by Alfred MacKay (1968), of ‘Humpty-Dumptying’ reference.
 Not until some years later did he begin to focus on proper names. In 1970 he published “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,” which is, as Donnellan himself has recently declared, “the earliest publication of the argument it presents for the conclusion that the referents of proper names are not established through associated descriptions” (2012, p. xiii n.). In “Speaking of Nothing” (1974), before dealing with the specific problem of true negative existence statements, he offered a more articulate characterization of his views on the subject, which he calls “the historical explanation theory.”
 Some further details were provided in “The Contingent A Priori and Rigid Designators” (1977) and in later articles, while in “Speaker Reference, Descriptions and Anaphora” (1978) he went back to definite descriptions in order to argue for the semantic significance of his distinction between attributive and referential uses of them, which had been questioned by Kripke one year before.

2.1 Definite descriptions 
As Donnellan has recently acknowledged, his views on proper names are a “natural extension” (2012, p. xix) of his views on definite descriptions. Actually, in a note in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” he had already written: “my account of proper names in this paper seems to me to make what I called ‘referential’ definite descriptions ... a close relative of proper names” (1970, p. 357 n. 8).
 For this reason, before coming to Donnellan’s account of proper names it may be helpful to briefly recall some basic aspects of his account of referential uses of definite descriptions.

According to Donnellan, one and the same description (“the so-and-so”) can be used in two different ways. When a speaker uses it attributively in an assertion, he “states something about whoever or whatever is the so-and-so” (1966, p. 285), but in doing so he does not refer to anyone or anything. Russell’s well-known analysis of definite descriptions as introducing existential quantification applies at best when they are used this way. However, a speaker may also use the description referentially. In this case, he “uses the description to enable his audience to pick out whom or what he is talking about and states something about that person or thing” (ibid.). A description used this way “is merely one tool for doing a certain job – calling attention to a person or thing – and in general any other device for doing the same job, another description or a name, would do as well” (ibid.). One important difference with respect to the attributive use is that when we use “the so-and-so” referentially “we expect and intend our audience to realize whom [or what] we have in mind” (ibid.) by it. The person or thing we have in mind is the person or thing we refer to by that particular use of “the so-and-so”.
 As we shall see in a moment, some of the features exhibited by referential uses of definite descriptions play a crucial role in the historical explanation theory, and thus in Donnellan’s account of proper names.

2.2 The “natural view”
In “Speaking of Nothing,” Donnellan presents his historical explanation theory as a development of what he takes to be “the natural pre-theoretical view” (1974, p. 11) on the functioning of singular terms. He writes: “if one says, for example, ‘Socrates is snub-nosed,’ the natural view seems to me to be that the singular expression ‘Socrates’ is simply a device used by the speaker to pick out what he wants to talk about while the rest of the sentence expresses what property he wishes to attribute to that individual” (ibid.).
 He adds that “[t]his can be made somewhat more precise by saying, first, that the natural view is that in using such simple sentences containing singular terms we are not saying something general about the world – that is, not saying something that would be correctly analyzed with the aid of quantifiers; and, second, that in such cases the speaker could, in all probability, have said the same thing, expressed the same proposition, with the aid of other and different singular expressions, so long as they are being used to refer to the same individual” (ibid.).

Besides “Socrates,” Donnellan’s examples of singular terms are proper names like “Smith,” indexicals like “you” and “I,” and definite descriptions like “my son,” which may all be used to refer to the same individual (p. 11). Since definite descriptions are included, it seems that one has to look at how an expression is used in a particular context to establish whether it works there as a singular term (cf. Donnellan 1966, p. 297).
According to the natural view, when a speaker utters a simple subject-predicate sentence with a singular term in the subject position, what he says is true “if and only if (a) there is some entity related in the appropriate way to his use of [the singular term] in this sentence – that is, he has referred to some entity, and (b) that entity has the property designated by [the predicate]” (1974, p. 15). The crucial question, obviously, is: What does it take for a singular term to be related in the appropriate way with an entity so that the former refers to the latter? Unfortunately, the natural view is silent about this. Answering the question is, then, precisely the burden that rests on the shoulders of the historical explanation theory.

2.3 A “simple” but wrong answer: the “principle of identifying descriptions”
As far as proper names are concerned, a then popular answer to the question above is based on what Donnellan calls “the principle of identifying descriptions” (1970, p. 335). In Donnellan’s formulation, the principle is a “two-stage thesis.” It states, first, that “the user(s) of a proper name must be able to supply a set of … ‘non-question-begging’ descriptions in answer to the question, ‘To whom (or what) does the name refer?’,” and, second, that “the referent of a proper name (as used by a speaker in some particular utterance), if there is one, is that object that uniquely fits a ‘sufficient’ number of the descriptions in the set” (p. 339). According to this principle, then, the entity to which a proper name token is related in the appropriate way is the one “that answers to the descriptions the speaker would (ideally) give in answer to the question, ‘To whom are you referring?’ ” (1974, p. 15). Unfortunately, this cannot be the right answer. The arguments from ignorance and error, advanced by both Donnellan and Kripke, are decisive against it: there are cases where a speaker uses a name that refers to something but he or she is not able to provide any description of it, or the description he or she provides is not satisfied by it (and, possibly, is satisfied by something else).
 What it takes for a proper name token to be related in the appropriate way with something so that the former refers to the latter does not seem to have much to do with what the speaker knows or believes about the latter.

2.4 A better answer?
Even though “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” was mainly devoted to arguing against the principle of identifying descriptions, at the end of it Donnellan suggested “certain positive things about how the referent of a name is determined” (1970, p. 336). Indeed, he claimed that “in some way the referent must be historically, or, we might say, causally connected to the speech act” (p. 356). Hence, history is purportedly what provides the answer to the question we began with.
 Obviously, something more would need to be said: Which, among the many, different, historical relations connecting speech acts to things, determines reference? Unfortunately, in 1970 Donnellan did “not see [his] way clear to saying exactly how in general that connection goes” (ibid.). So, he concluded his article with the admission that he does not have a “general theory.” Even worse, he suggested that “[p]erhaps there is no exact theory” (ibid.).

2.5 The theory
Four years later, when “Speaking of Nothing” was published, it appears that the exact nature of the connection had become much clearer to Donnellan, as he did not hesitate to call his view a theory: the historical explanation theory. The article, however, is devoted to dealing with a specific problem that a theory of such a kind has to solve, that of true negative existence statements (e.g., “Santa Claus does not exist”), and all that he writes in the way of a characterization of the theory is the following:

The main idea is that when a speaker uses a name intending to refer to an individual and predicate something of it, successful reference will occur when there is an individual that enters into the historically correct explanation of who it is that the speaker intended to predicate something of. That individual will then be the referent and the statement made will be true or false depending upon whether it has the property designated by the predicate. (1974, p. 16)
This is no doubt rather rough and sketchy.
 Indeed, Donnellan himself acknowledges that his statement “leaves a lot to be desired in the way of precision” (1974, p. 16). He tries to bring out some of the main features of the theory (which he thinks has “more content than might at first sight be supposed” (ibid.)) with the help of an example that shows what he means by “historically correct explanation”:
Suppose someone says, “Socrates was snub-nosed,” and we ask to whom he is referring. The central idea is that this calls for a historical explanation; we search not for an individual who might best fit the speaker's descriptions of the individual to whom he takes himself to be referring (though his descriptions are usually important data), but rather for an individual historically related to his use of the name “Socrates” on this occasion. It might be that an omniscient observer of history would see an individual related to an author of dialogues, that one of the central characters of these dialogues was modeled upon that individual, that these dialogues have been handed down and that the speaker has read translations of them, that the speaker's now predicating snub-nosedness of something is explained by his having read those translations. (ibid.)
Let us try to get to a more satisfying formulation of Donnellan’s theory by carefully examining this example. Someone, let’s say S, utters the sentence “Socrates was snub-nosed.” Clearly, by this S intends to predicate something of someone. The question is: Who is it that S predicates something of? In other words: Whom does S’s use of “Socrates” refer to? Recalling what he had already anticipated in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,” Donnellan suggests that we should search for the individual “historically related” to S’s use of the name on this particular occasion. This time, however, he says something more about what this historical connection consists in. To do this, he appeals to a fictional character, “the omniscient observer of history,” who had already been introduced at the end of the preceding article – “an omniscient being who sees the whole history of the affair” (1970, p. 355). Concerning the example we are discussing, the omniscient observer sees in particular that S’s utterance “is explained by” his having read certain translations of some dialogues.
 These dialogues were authored by someone who modeled one of their central characters, described as snub-nosed, on an individual he was “related to.”
 Thus, we have that by his use of “Socrates” S refers to Socrates because S’s use is historically related to Socrates in the appropriate way, and this is so because someone else (the author of the dialogues), to whom S is (historically) related, is (historically) related to Socrates. Even though Donnellan does not go into details, it seems reasonable to assume that the relation between the author and Socrates is somewhat closer than the one between S and Socrates – if it were not so, some circularity would appear to undermine the account. Some support for this assumption may also be found in the following passage, where Donnellan argues that “when there is an absence of historical connection between an individual and the use of a name by a speaker, then, be the speaker's descriptions ever so correct about a certain individual, that individual is not the referent” (1974, p. 18):
We might … try to show that the historical connection is necessary by constructing a situation in which, for instance, one person begins by assuming that another is referring to a friend of his, perhaps because the descriptions seem accurate, the context is appropriate, and so forth, and who then discovers that it is practically impossible for the speaker to have been acquainted with or otherwise related to his friend. In such an event, surely confidence that the speaker was referring to the friend would be shaken despite the apparent accuracy of description or appropriateness of context. (ibid., our italics)
For our purposes, the relevant clause here is the disjunctive one we have italicized. Acquaintance seems to play a crucial role in Donnellan’s account. It seems clear, however, that in our example S is not acquainted with Socrates. It is instead more plausible to suppose that the author of the dialogues was acquainted with the latter.
 The fact that he had a “direct” cognitive relation with the individual himself put the author in the position to use “Socrates” to refer to that individual.
 Now, Donnellan’s point seems to be that S is “otherwise related” to Socrates: through his reading of the translations of the dialogues he has gained a “vicarious” cognitive relation with Socrates, a relation that depends on the more basic one the author had with him.
 This puts S, too, in a position to use “Socrates” to refer to Socrates. 

Now, there is no doubt that to be acquainted with an individual is to have it in mind, in the relevant sense. So, if we agree that having a vicarious relation such as the one just described with an individual is also a way of having it in mind, we may finally call “having in mind” the historical relation that grounds reference in Donnellan’s account.

It should be clear, however, that having an individual in mind when uttering a proper name is a necessary but not sufficient condition for referring to it – when S utters “Socrates was snub-nosed,” he may well have in mind many other individuals besides Socrates (e.g., Plato, or his interlocutor(s)). What is also required is that the individual in mind “explains” the use of the name on that particular occasion. If this is so, we may try to state Donnellan’s account of proper names in the following way:

1) In using a proper name N at the time T a speaker S refers to an individual X if and only if S’s having X in mind is appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s use of N at T.

Concerning this, it is important not to forget that here having something in mind must be understood historically, if not altogether causally.
 Obviously, much more should be said concerning this, but for our purposes this will suffice. Moreover, as we shall see in Section 4, the speaker’s expectations about his or her audience will have to find a place in the explanation mentioned on the right side of the bi-conditional. 

It is worth stressing that, as far as reference is concerned, this account does not make proper names something special. On the contrary, it merely extends to them what Donnellan claimed regarding referential uses of definite descriptions.
 In fact, as we have already noted, the notion of having in mind plays a crucial role in his account of the latter, which, indeed, may be formulated in exactly the same way:

2) In using a definite description D at the time T a speaker S refers to an individual X if and only if S’s having X in mind is appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s use of D at T.

So far, so good. Let us conclude this Section by quoting a passage from a recent article by Joseph Almog, where many of the points we have insisted upon in our reconstruction are nicely linked together:

Donnellan’s idea of direct reference as referentiality unifies the cases of proper names, demonstrative [sic] and definite descriptions. What is at stake for Donnellan is not so much the morphology of the specific expression used but the underlying cognitive relation between the cognizer and the cognized object. In the party, I have in mind a given object, Sir Alfred, before any linguistic activity. I can now use a whole spectrum of expressions to get at what I am already cognitively bound to. I may say “he”; I may say “she” (if Sir Alfred is in female attire); I may say “Sir Alfred,” using his correct name, or “George,” using a false name some prankster tossed to me while earlier pointing out to me Sir Alfred; and I may use a whole variety of descriptions, for example “the theologian speaking loudly about his Catholic faith,” or “an eloquent but slightly tipsy theologian standing to the right of Margaret,” even if Sir Alfred is no theologian, et cetera. Through and through, the one underlying fact is that I am wired to this man by an information link from him to me – to my cognitive system – and the expression(s) I am about to use ride back on that wire, externalizing the cognitive contact already made. (2012, p. 181)
3. The problem
In the previous Section we outlined Donnellan’s historical explanation theory. Let us now finally come to the question that gives this paper its title: Is there room for reference borrowing in that theory?
We have seen in Section 1.1 that the alleged phenomenon of reference borrowing, which Kripke put his finger on, is grounded on the fact that proper names, as well as other linguistic expressions, have a history that is exploited by the speakers who use them. According to Kripke, the latter is indeed a constitutive fact regarding reference rather than a practical one regarding communication. All in all, it is the history of the name that determines its reference. In Section 2, we have seen that Donnellan, too, claimed that reference is a historical relation. If this is true, shouldn’t we give a positive answer to the question above? We do not think so. In this Section, we shall try to substantiate this perhaps surprising claim.

First of all, one should keep in mind that, as highlighted in Section 2.1, Donnellan claims on various occasions that his account of proper names makes them a “close relative” of referential descriptions. Now, his account of the latter does not seem to leave any room for reference borrowing. In fact, according to Donnellan, the reference of a referential use of a description is determined only by whom or what the speaker has in mind. The speaker has an individual in mind and wishes to tell the audience something about it. To this end, he or she chooses a description that he or she believes will enable the audience to pick out what he or she wishes to talk about. The speaker then utters the description and by it he or she refers to the individual. That’s it. Nothing more seems to be involved. In particular, no mention at all is made by Donnellan of the possibility that the reference of a referential use of a description is borrowed from other uses of the same description. This should at least suggest that reference borrowing does not play any role in Donnellan’s account of proper names, close relatives of referential descriptions: who or what a use of a name refers to does not depend in a constitutive way on its historical connection with other uses of the same name.
Concerning this, it is interesting to note that Donnellan himself writes that “the history to which the historical explanation theory alludes is not the history of the use of a name” (1974, p. 19). For example, “[i]t is not the history of the use of, say, the name ‘Socrates’ that is important,” in that “Socrates may not have been, as far as theory goes, called ‘Socrates’ ” (ibid.). Actually, this is exactly what has emerged from our reconstruction of Donnellan’s account in Section 2. As should be clear, what the latter alludes to is not the history of a linguistic expression, which happens to be used by a speaker, but rather the cognitive history of a speaker, who happens to use an expression.
 In fact, as we have seen, what makes an individual X what a speaker S refers to by using a proper name N is precisely S’s having X in mind being appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s use of N. But, if this is so, what makes X what S refers to by using N is not S’s having inherited N from someone else who used it to refer to X. In a nutshell, reference is not borrowed.

Strong evidence in favor of this conclusion can be found in Donnellan’s well-known discussion of the “Aston-Martin” case. Let us quote it in full:
A student meets a man he takes to be the famous philosopher, J. L. Aston-Martin. Previously, the student has read some of the philosopher’s works and so has at his command descriptions such as, “the author of ‘Other Bodies’ ” and “the leading expounder of the theory of egocentric pluralism.” The meeting takes place at a party and the student engages the man in a somewhat lengthy conversation, much of it given over, it turns out, to trying to name cities over 100000 in population in descending order of altitude above sea-level. In fact, however, although the student never suspects it, the man at the party is not the famous philosopher, but someone who leads the student to have that impression. (We can even imagine that by coincidence he has the same name.)

Imagine, then, a subsequent conversation with his friends in which the student relates what happened at the party. He might begin by saying, “Last night I met J. L. Aston-Martin and talked to him for almost an hour”. To whom does he refer at this point? I strongly believe the answer should be, ‘to the famous philosopher’, and not, ‘to the man he met at the party’. What the student says is simply false; a friend ‘in the know’ would be justified in replying that he did not meet J. L. Aston-Martin, but someone who had the same name and was no more a philosopher than Milton Berle.

Suppose, however, that the audience contains no such doubting Thomases, and that the rest of party was of sufficient interest to generate several more stories about what went on. The student might use the name ‘J. L. Aston-Martin’, as it were, incidently [sic]. For example: “... and then Robinson tripped over Aston-Martin’s feet and fell flat on his face” or “I was almost the last to leave – only Aston Martin and Robinson, who was still out cold, were left.”

In these subsequent utterances to whom was the speaker referring in using the name, ‘Aston Martin?’ My inclination is to say that here it was to the man he met at the party and not to the famous philosopher. Perhaps the difference lies in the fact that in the initial utterance the speaker’s remark would only have a point if he was referring to the famous philosopher, while in the later utterances it is more natural to take him to be referring to the man at the party, since what happened there is the whole point. (1970, pp. 349-350)

With this discussion, Donnellan aims to provide a counter-example to the principle of identifying descriptions. In fact, “[o]n that principle, the same set of identifying descriptions can determine at most one referent,” but “in this example we seem to have two referents and only one set of identifying descriptions” (p. 351). What interests us, however, is the fact that here we face two uses of a single name, acquired on a certain occasion by a speaker, who according to Donnellan refers by them to two different individuals without any intention to change the referent (as in Kripke’s “Napoleon” case) being at work (“[w]e may say that the referent changes during the course of his conversation, but the speaker would not” (ibid.)). Now, it is certain that if Donnellan had taken reference borrowing as what explains the reference of uses of acquired names, he would have come to a different conclusion: by using “Aston-Martin” the student should have continued to refer to the famous philosopher, who is the one referred to by the person from whom the student acquired the name. On the contrary, it is plain that in Donnellan’s opinion what takes precedence here is not the history of the name but the cognitive focus, historically determined, of the speaker when using it.
 When he utters “Robinson tripped over Aston-Martin’s feet,” the student refers to the man at the party in virtue of the fact that the latter is appropriately involved in the explanation of his utterance, despite the fact that this is not his name.
 And it is perhaps worth stressing that, by parity of reasoning, even when he utters “Last night I met J. L. Aston-Martin and talked to him for almost an hour” the student refers to the famous philosopher not simply in virtue of the fact that the latter’s name, which the former has acquired, is “Aston-Martin.” What is crucial is, again, what or who is in the speaker’s mind and explains his utterance.
Another way to put one’s finger on the point just made is to consider what is, according to Donnellan, the right question to ask ourselves in order to establish who or what it is that a speaker using a name refers to. Contrary to what is prescribed by the principle of identifying descriptions, it is not “What do the descriptions in the set of the identifying descriptions backing the use of a proper name denote uniquely (or best)?,” but rather “ ‘What would the speaker describe in this way on this occasion?’, where ‘describe in this way’ does not refer to his set of identifying descriptions, but to the predicate he ascribes to the referent” (p. 351).
 To answer this question, obviously, there is no need to retrace the name’s past history. What is all important, on the contrary, is the actual cognitive situation of the speaker and what put him there.

4. What about Humpty Dumpty?

If our reconstruction is on the right track, we may conclude that, according to Donnellan’s historical explanation theory, once someone has an individual in mind, in order to refer to it he or she may in principle use whatever name (or other expression) he or she likes.
 If this is so, then, every time a speaker uses a proper name, he or she is fixing its reference anew, rather than borrowing it. In Kaplan’s words, Donnellan’s is thus a subjectivist semantics: at least as far as reference is concerned, “everyone runs their own language.”

Obviously, there is no denying that to refer to an individual speakers quite often use the same name as the one used by someone else to refer to the same individual. What is important to realize, however, is that this has nothing to do with reference determination – to reiterate, even when we use “Aston-Martin” to refer to Aston-Martin, what makes it the case that we refer to him is our having him in mind. Rather, this speaker behavior is due to practical considerations concerning communication: as Kaplan writes in describing subjectivist semantics, for the speaker, “it may be prudent to try to coordinate with the meanings others have assigned, but this is only a practical matter” (1989, p. 600). Donnellan discusses the issue (though in relation to referential descriptions rather than proper names) in “Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again,” where he rejects MacKay’s objection that he is Humpty-Dumptying reference. His point is that in general “intentions … are essentially connected with expectations” (1968, p. 212) and in particular, as speaking is communication-oriented, a speaker’s intention is essentially connected with expectations “about his audience and their ability to grasp his intention” (ibid.):

Ask someone to flap his arms with the intention of flying. In response he can certainly wave his arms up and down, just as one can easily on command say the words “It’s cold here.” But this is not to do it with the intention of flying. Nor does it seem to me that a normal adult in normal circumstances can flap his arms and in doing so really have that intention…. Similarly, one cannot say entirely out of the blue, “It’s cold here” and mean “It’s hot here” …. [W]e can explain this by the impossibility of having the right intention in such circumstances. To the next person who comes in the room I say, “It’s cold here.” I have no expectations, any more than Humpty Dumpty did about Alice, that the person will construe my words in a novel way. Could I really intend that “cold” should mean “hot”? Or would my performance not be so much arm-flapping? (ibid.) 

This holds for referential intentions as well:

given the way I talked about the referential use of definite descriptions, one can imagine circumstances in which someone refers to a book by using the words “the rock.” But it does not follow that, for example, I can now refer to a book by saying to the next person to come into the room, “Please bring me the rock.” … The reason I cannot say that to the next person I see and refer to a book is the same as the reason I cannot now say to that person, “It’s cold here” and mean “It’s hot here.” I do not have the right expectations about my audience. In the same way I cannot now flap my arms intending to fly. What we have to imagine are situations in which a person does really intend to refer to a book in saying “the rock,” and these are not so easy to come by. (1968, p. 213)
Concerning definite descriptions, the connection between having in mind, reference and expectations is insisted upon some years later, in “Speaker Reference, Descriptions and Anaphora,” where Donnellan argues against an account of reference that “ignores the speaker’s intentions toward his audience with respect to what he has in mind” (1978, p. 50). As far as we know, in Donnellan’s writings there are no similar comments regarding proper names rather than definite descriptions. There is, however, no reason to deny that analogous considerations apply to them as well. Once we have an individual in mind, our intention to refer – hence, our referring – to it by a proper name comes with expectations about our audience, who we would like to be able to recognize what we have in mind and are referring to. Now, quite often the best strategy is that of choosing a name that others have used to refer to it. But other strategies may be available as well. For example, if we want to tell you something about the man over there who is raking the leaves and we know that you have mistaken him for Jones we may choose to refer to him by using “Jones” even though we know that he is Smith and has never been called by the other name. And, in general, we may use whatever name (or other expression) we want in order to refer to someone or something we have in mind, provided that we believe that the linguistic and/or extra-linguistic context (e.g., the predicate we use) puts our hearers in a position to understand who or what we are referring to.

If our reconstruction of Donnellan’s historical explanation theory is correct, we may therefore conclude that there is no room for reference borrowing in it: when we use a proper name, we always fix its reference anew.

5. Two objections
Two objections might be raised, and have actually been raised, against our reconstruction of Donnellan’s thought. One arises from a passage in Donnellan’s “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” that seems to cast doubts on our conclusion by allegedly making room for reference borrowing in his account. The other relates to Kripke’s distinction between semantic reference and speaker’s reference (see Section 1.2 above): shouldn’t Donnellan’s historical explanation theory be taken as an account of speaker’s reference rather than as an account of semantic reference, as we did? In this Section, we shall deal in turn with both of them. 
5.1 Parasitic uses

At a certain point in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,” Donnellan writes:
In general, our use of proper names for persons in history (and also those we are not personally acquainted with) is parasitic on uses of the names by other people – in conversation, written records, etc. (Donnellan 1970, p. 352)

Doesn’t this mention of “parasitic” uses make ample room for reference borrowing in Donnellan’s account?
 We do not think so, for two reasons. First, it should be noted that the only mention Donnellan makes of parasitic uses is in relation to names for individuals “we are not personally acquainted with.” As we have seen in Section 1, however, the alleged phenomenon of reference borrowing which Kripke put his finger on is much more general: it has to do with all those uses of names by someone who is not dubbing or otherwise introducing the name, no matter whether he or she is acquainted with who or what he or she is referring to. To give just one example, if Kripke is right, the reference of the many uses of the name “(Michael) Devitt” we have made in this paper is borrowed from preceding uses of it, even though we are both personally acquainted with Michael. Second, Donnellan’s qualification of certain uses of a name as parasitic does not seem to be related to the issue of reference determination in the way the objection we are discussing assumes. In fact, the indicted passage continues in the following way:

Insofar as we possess a set of identifying descriptions in these cases they came from things said about the presumed referent by other people. My answer to the question, “Who was Thales?” would probably derive from what I learned from my teachers or from histories of philosophy. Frequently, as in this example, one’s identifying descriptions trace back through many levels of parasitic derivation. Descriptions of Thales we might give go back to what was said, using that name, by Aristotle and Herodotus. And, if Thales existed, the trail would not end there.

The history behind the use of a name may not be known to the individual using it. I may have forgotten the sources from whence I got my descriptions of Thales. (Donnellan 1970, p. 352)
As should be clear from this, the parasitic element Donnellan is putting his finger on here is not that of the reference of a name, but that of the set of identifying descriptions, which in certain cases “come from things said about the presumed referent by other people”: “one’s identifying descriptions trace back through many levels of parasitic derivation.” As a matter of fact, Donnellan is still arguing here against the principle of identifying descriptions. We already know that, according to him, in order to find the referent of a use of a proper name we have to look not for the individual that uniquely fits a sufficient number of the descriptions in the set, but for the one the speaker had in mind. The point here seems to be that, in certain cases, those in which we are not personally (i.e., perceptually) acquainted with an individual, we may have it in mind, hence refer to it, thanks to the fact that someone else talked about it to us, providing us with descriptions of it. In order to find it, then, we have to look for the source of these descriptions. In other words, Donnellan is somehow dealing here with the vicarious cognitive relation that, as we have seen in Section 2, is a cornerstone of his historical explanation theory.

It is crucial to realize that using a proper name to refer to something that we have in mind only because we heard someone else using an expression (possibly, that very same name) to refer to it does not amount to reference borrowing (at least if the latter is understood à la Kripke and opposed to reference fixing). While it is true that the reference we make depends on the preceding one, this dependence is only indirect. What directly depends on the preceding reference, in fact, is our having the referred individual in mind. But, once we have that individual in mind, it seems that according to Donnellan we proceed in exactly the same way as when we have an individual in mind by a different route (e.g., by face-to-face perception): we choose an expression that we believe will enable our audience to pick out what we have in mind and want to talk about. By uttering the name we end up choosing, we refer to the individual we have in mind, hence to the individual that was referred to by the expression we heard, but what makes it the case that we refer to it by that name is our cognitive history and our deliberation rather than the history of the name. If this is so, the token we produce does not inherit its reference from any preceding one (no matter whether of the same name or of any other expression). The link between it and its reference is created by us, so to speak. All in all, then, this is again a case of reference fixing rather than one of reference borrowing.

Another thing that is worth noting is that, according to Donnellan, in order for someone to have something in mind vicariously, there is no need for him or her to have acquired a name for it. This point has been recently highlighted by Kaplan:

Donnellan once said to me that he could imagine the name “Aristotle” having been first introduced in the Middle Ages by scholars who previously had used only definite descriptions to write and speak about Aristotle. According to Donnellan, these scholars may well have had Aristotle in mind, and through their conversations, through the referential use of definite descriptions and other devices, passed the epistemic state of having Aristotle in mind from one to another. Thus they were properly situated from an epistemic point of view to be able to introduce a proper name. (2012, p. 142)

This consideration prompted Kaplan himself to change his mind about a number of critical issues.
 He now admits that, at the time when he was propounding a consumerist semantics, he “had the relation between names and having in mind backward” (p. 149). In fact, “[t]he name rides on the having in mind, not the reverse” (ibid.).
All this said, it must be recognized that there are some (rather extreme) cases where we come to have an individual in mind just by overhearing a name that is being used to refer to it. As far as we know, Donnellan does not discuss any such cases, and it is important to realize that those, such as that of Thales, mentioned by him in relation to the idea of parasitic uses of proper names, are profoundly different. However, what Donnellan would say concerning them is, in our opinion, quite clear: once we have the individual in mind thanks to the (overheard) name, we may, in principle, use whatever name (or other expression) we want in order to refer to it, provided that we believe that our hearers are able to understand us. Obviously, the lack of information we have about the individual limits our choice considerably: the only candidate we seem to have is that very name. But the point is still the same: “[the] passage of having in mind seems much more fundamental than the passage of names,” to say it in Kaplan’s words (p. 148), and it grounds reference fixing rather than reference borrowing.
5.2 Semantic reference or speaker’s reference?
Until now, we have expressed ourselves as if we were comparing Donnellan’s account of proper name reference with Kripke’s. In a sense, this is misleading. As we have seen in Section 1.2, in fact, to deal with the referential uses of definite descriptions that Donnellan put his finger on Kripke distinguished two notions of reference: semantic reference and speaker’s reference. Given this, we should rephrase our claim and say that, in this paper, we have compared Donnellan’s account of proper name reference with Kripke’s account of proper name semantic reference. Here, however, we need to face a serious objection. Why make this comparison? Wouldn’t it have been more appropriate to compare Donnellan’s account with Kripke’s account of speaker’s reference by means of proper names? Indeed, there appear to be some resemblances between these. In particular, they both make reference depend crucially on the speaker’s state of mind. And there certainly are parallels between what Kripke says about the “Jones” case and what Donnellan says about the “Aston Martin” case. Thus, most of Donnellan’s claims about proper names might be taken as concerning just speaker’s reference. Perhaps, one may continue, the problem is only that Donnellan failed to attend to the distinction between speaker’s reference and semantic reference, partly because Kripke had not yet unearthed it. If this were so, nothing that Donnellan says should be taken as contradicting what Kripke says about proper name semantic reference, or as denying the important role that reference borrowing plays in the latter – simply, he was onto something else.

There is little doubt that if someone finds Kripke’s distinction convincing, he or she may be inclined to regard Donnellan’s considerations on proper names as concerning speaker’s reference rather than semantic reference.
 This is, for example, what people tend to say when facing Donnellan’s treatment of the “Aston Martin” case. However, we want to stress that this is certainly not how Donnellan himself saw the matter. First of all, there is no sign in Donnellan’s work that he took his considerations about proper names as not being semantically relevant. On the contrary, it is indisputable that Donnellan’s main critical target in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,” which is the same as Kripke’s in “Naming and Necessity,” is a semantic claim about proper names. As we saw in Section 2.3, he calls it “the principle of identifying descriptions.” Against it, Donnellan develops the historical explanation theory, while Kripke proposes the chain of communication picture. Given that they both were formulating an alternative to a semantic claim, it is preposterous to maintain that only one of them offered a semantic account. Secondly, it should be noted that Donnellan’s reaction to Kripke’s purported unearthing of the distinction between the two kinds of reference was not to acknowledge it and hence qualify his claims about proper names. For example, Donnellan has recently summarized his “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” by claiming that its “positive thesis” is that, concerning “the referent of a proper name used on a particular occasion,” “[t]he speaker intentions [rather than the descriptions supposedly internal and available to the speaker] provide the ultimate answer” (2012, p. xx). No one can deny, we believe, that he takes them to provide the ultimate answer to a semantic question. Many years before, focusing on definite descriptions, Donnellan dealt extensively with the issues raised by Kripke’s considerations in “Speaker Reference, Descriptions and Anaphora.” He opens it with the claim that “[p]eople refer and expressions refer,” and he proposes to “call these phenomena SPEAKER REFERENCE and SEMANTIC REFERENCE, respectively” (1978, p. 47). This, however, is just a way of calling attention to the fact that entities of different kinds (people and expressions) may be said to refer, and of course is a far cry from acknowledging Kripke’s distinction. Indeed, the aim of Donnellan’s article is precisely to offer arguments “to show that speaker reference cannot be divorced from semantic reference” (p. 48). In particular, a consideration of the phenomenon of anaphora allows Donnellan to conclude that speaker reference has semantic import. Unfortunately, he does not discuss the case of proper names, but the general line seems to be clear: speaker reference (in his sense) determines semantic reference (in his sense). More precisely, if in using a proper name on a given occasion a speaker refers to an individual, the name he or she uses refers (semantically!) to that individual, on that occasion. Thus, there basically seems to be, according to Donnellan, only one kind of reference, which is accounted for by his historical explanation theory.
 By this theory, as we have seen, what makes an individual X what a speaker S refers to by using a proper name N is S’s having X in mind being appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s use of N. Hence, what makes an individual X what a proper name N, as used by a speaker S, (semantically!) refers to is S’s having X in mind being appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s use of N. Here, then, there is a genuine disagreement between Kripke and Donnellan. If we are right, this disagreement is precisely the one we have tried to highlight by focusing on their different stances on reference borrowing.

All this said, we would like to draw the attention of those who, not convinced, insist on taking Donnellan’s claims about proper names as concerning (Kripke’s) speaker’s reference rather than semantic reference to the fact that there is no trace of any other account of proper name reference in Donnellan’s writings. It follows that if the doubters were right we would be forced to conclude that Donnellan left us in the dark concerning the semantics of proper names. Hence, once again, we would be justified in claiming that it is a mistake to assimilate his and Kripke’s account of proper names, and that there is no room for reference borrowing in Donnellan’s historical explanation theory.
6. Conclusions

If our interpretation of Donnellan’s thought is on the right track, his account of proper names is very different from Kripke’s. While according to Kripke the reference of the vast majority of the uses we make of proper names is determined, thanks to the phenomenon of reference borrowing, by preceding uses that have been made of them, Donnellan takes as fundamental what we have in mind at the time of the utterance. One consequence of this disagreement about the mechanism of proper name reference is that in some particular cases (e.g., those of “Aston-Martin” and “Jones,” and, possibly, that of “Madagascar”), the two accounts will make different predictions as to which individual is referred to by a use of a name. Unfortunately, this does not make it easier to test them, as reference by a use is not directly observable and the appeal to intuition is notoriously murky in this area. At any rate, as we stated at the beginning, the task we assigned ourselves in this paper was not the ambitious one of adjudicating between Donnellan’s and Kripke’s accounts, but only the propaedeutic one of making it as clear as possible how (and how much) they differ.
In our opinion, the difference between Kripke’s and Donnellan’s views on all these issues rests on a more general difference in their approach to language. So, we would like to conclude our long journey with some, rather tentative, considerations about this.
As we have seen, Kripke stresses “the predominantly social character of the use of proper names” (1972, p. 768 (1980, p. 163)). According to him, “we use names to communicate with other speakers in a common language” (ibid., our italics). So, there is something like a common language, which somehow precedes and is independent from those who use it. It is a means speakers may use to communicate, thanks to its quite efficient design. As with many other means, however, its design is there before it is put to that use. In fact, common language is ruled by social mechanisms such as reference borrowing, and history – a history that for the most part does not involve the current speaker – plays a crucial role in determining some important properties of it. This does not mean that people cannot modify it – natural languages certainly evolve. But they cannot do so at will: here, as elsewhere, there are social constraints to be respected.
 And, for most of the time, they limit themselves to using it – to consuming it, in Kaplan’s suggestive words – as they normally do with any tool that works sufficiently well.

Donnellan appears to look at things in a quite different way. In “Speaker Reference, Descriptions and Anaphora,” in the course of a discussion of some considerations by Peter Geach, he ascribes to him the claim that “[one]’s words have, so to speak, a semantic life of their own” (1978, p. 49). Since he is disagreeing with Geach, this strongly suggests that he thinks the opposite, namely that words do not have a semantic life of their own. We are led to conclude, then, that according to him there is nothing like a common language, at least from a semantic point of view.

Now, common languages are often contrasted with idiolects. Thus, what we have just said might tempt one to take Donnellan to be claiming that each speaker has his or her own idiolect. In our opinion, this is, however, rather misleading. In an idiolect, in fact, words have a possibly not shared but more or less stable meaning – idiolects are languages, after all. On the contrary, we believe that according to Donnellan there are no languages at all, at least from a semantic point of view.
 What there are, in the end, are just uses of expressions, aimed at communication. There are present uses, and there are past uses. Before using an expression in order to communicate something, it is certainly helpful to consider preceding uses of it – if they succeeded in communicating what we want to communicate, they may succeed again. But, as we have seen in the case of proper names, past uses do not determine the semantic properties of the expression at all. In order to communicate, anything goes, if it may reasonably succeed.

Let us conclude. In one of the first reactions to Donnellan’s initial article on definite descriptions, MacKay wrote: “in trying to give an account of referring we are up against a problem that pervades the philosophy of language generally – namely, that of adjudicating between the competing claims of the intentions of the speaker on the one hand and the rather intractable independence of language on the other” (1968, p. 199). If our interpretation of their thought is correct, the contrast between Donnellan and Kripke on proper names makes this problem especially vivid.
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� It should be noted, however, that some years later Donnellan was more cautious about this, as the very last sentence in the following passage from his “Speaking of Nothing” highlights: “If we divide the [historical explanation] theory into its negative aspects ... and its positive ..., what the theory denies and the reasons for doing so have been, perhaps, better delineated in the literature than the content of the positive theory. (This is certainly true of my own contributions.) My papers dealing with various parts of the theory as I see it are: ‘Reference and Definite Descriptions,’ Philosophical Review, LXXV (1966), 281-304; ‘Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again,’ Philosophical Review, LXXVII (1968), 203-215; ‘Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions,’ Synthese (1970), reprinted in Davidson and Harman (eds.), Semantics of Natural Language (Dordrecht, 1972). By others, Saul Kripke’s paper, ‘Naming and Necessity,’ in Semantics of Natural Language, is the most important in that it gives not only arguments for the negative aspects of the theory, but also a positive account (that, however, I do not altogether agree with)” (1974, pp. 4-5 n. 6).


� See, for example, Searle 1983, pp. 234-242; Wettstein 1988, pp. 135, 139-140, and 2004, pp. 81-83; Kaplan 1989, p. 602 n. 86; Devitt and Sterelny 1999, p. 66; Abbott 2010, p. 108; Dožudić 2013, p. 132; Martí forthcoming.


� See for example Almog 2012 and 2014, chap. 3, Capuano 2012a and 2012b, and Kaplan 2012.


� See Kripke 1972, pp. 297-298 (1980, p. 90) for the mention and Kripke 1972, pp. 299-300 (1980, pp. 92-93) for the discussion.


� For discussion of this and related passages, see Bianchi 2012, pp. 86-88, Hinchliff 2012, pp. 239-244, Devitt forthcoming, sec. 2.4, and Bianchi forthcoming, which also contains an attempt to dispense with speaker’s intentions. 


� From such a perspective, probably the main problem is to account for the phenomenon of reference shift (the “Madagascar” case), as was argued in Evans 1973, pp. 10-13 and McKinsey 1976, pp. 235-237.


� To be precise, however, we should note that Kripke never used the expression “reference borrowing.” As far as we know, its first appearance in print is in Devitt 1974, p. 203.


� One way to capture in general terms the differences between Donnellan’s and Kripke’s accounts is to say that while Kripke adopted, with some qualifications, a social model of the functioning of language, Donnellan adopted a psychological model of it. On this, see Bianchi 2012. Michael McKinsey (2011, p. 327) has made, in passing, a similar point: Kripke’s is a social practice theory, while Donnellan’s is individualistic, where individualistic theories are those according to which “each particular use of a name has its semantic referent determined solely by the speaker’s state of mind and its relation to the referent.”


� In addition, it might help in dealing with the phenomenon of reference shift which we mentioned in footnote 6 above: “a diachronic account of the evolution of language is likely to suggest that what was originally a mere speaker’s reference may, if it becomes habitual in a community, evolve into a semantic reference” (ibid.).


� In Lewis Carroll’s Through the Looking-Glass, during an exchange with Alice Humpty Dumpty uses the sentence “There’s glory for you” and then explains to his perplexed interlocutor that by it he meant that there was a nice knockdown argument for her. To Alice’s objection that “glory” doesn’t mean what “a nice knockdown argument” means, he replies: “When I use a word, it means just what I choose it to mean – neither more nor less.” According to MacKay, Donnellan “gives a Humpty Dumpty account of referring” with definite descriptions, as he “tends to collapse referring into intending to refer” (1968, p. 200). We shall discuss this issue, though in relation to proper names rather than definite descriptions, in Section 4 and then again in Section 6.


� Actually, Donnellan takes Kripke, too, to have offered a version of the historical explanation theory (see for example the passage quoted in footnote 1). In what follows, however, we shall reserve the term for Donnellan’s version.


� One way to put one’s finger on this close relatedness is to note that, in different places, the functioning of both definite descriptions in referential use and proper names has been assimilated by Donnellan to that of Russell’s logically proper names. As for definite descriptions in referential use, see Donnellan 1966, pp. 282, 302-304. As for proper names, Donnellan 1974, p. 14 and 1989, p. 276. Moreover, in “Speaking of Nothing” Donnellan wrote that while the historical explanation theory’s “treatment of ordinary singular expressions [arguably, both proper names and definite descriptions in referential use] is radically different from Russell’s it has some similarities to his characterization of genuine [i.e., logically proper] names” (1974, p. 4). For more on Donnellan and Russell, see footnote 24 below.


� For more on this, see for example Bianchi 2011, sec. 2.3.


� It is perhaps worth noting that, after “Reference and Definite Descriptions,” Donnellan tended to express what he certainly took to be the same point by appealing to intentions rather than to havings-in-mind. For example, in “Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again” he wrote that “what a speaker refers to in a referential use of a definite description is determined by his intentions” (1968, p. 211). Indeed, in his own recent reconstruction of his position (2012), he always puts things in terms of speaker’s intentions and never uses having-in-mind locutions.


� Note, incidentally, that this formulation is quite similar to the one mentioned above by which Donnellan characterized the function of referential descriptions in “Reference and Definite Descriptions.”


� Donnellan also suggests that “the natural pre-theoretical view might be captured as a certain way of representing what proposition is expressed” (ibid.). For example, “the sentence ‘Socrates is snub-nosed’ might be represented as an ordered pair consisting of Socrates … and the predicate (or property, perhaps), being snub-nosed” (pp. 11-12). This appears to be a commitment to the singular propositions apparatus that later became fashionable among direct referentialists. However, here and there Donnellan expresses some skepticism towards the notion itself of a proposition (see for example p. 30). Thus, in what follows we shall avoid putting things in these terms.


� See Donnellan 1970, pp. 342-343 and Kripke 1972, pp. 291-292 (1980, p. 81) for the argument from ignorance; Donnellan 1970, pp. 347-349 and Kripke 1972, pp. 294-295 (1980, pp. 83-85) for the argument from error. In “A Puzzle about Belief,” Kripke writes that the argument from ignorance is “the clearest objection” (1979, p. 246) to the description theory.


� As we have seen in Section 1.1, something apparently very similar was suggested by Kripke in “Naming and Necessity.” However, we shall see soon that this suggestion is developed in a quite different way by Donnellan.


� Interestingly, Kripke, too, expressed some skepticism towards the possibility of reaching such a general theory, and for similar reasons: he did not find a way to characterize the historical relation connecting a proper name token to its referent without introducing some circularity. On this, see the opening pages of Bianchi forthcoming.


� In an article discussing Donnellan’s theory of names, John Canfield has qualified this passage as “opaque” (1977, p. 110). The main problem, obviously, is how to interpret the convoluted phrase “the historically correct explanation of who it is that the speaker intended to predicate something of.”


� Canfield writes that “ ‘[e]xplain’ here means something like ‘give the source on which the speaker based his statement’ ” (1977, p. 112), where “source” has to be read in causal terms. Contrary to what he did in “Proper Names and Identifying Descriptions” (see for example p. 356), in “Speaking of Nothing” Donnellan is reluctant to use the word “causal” in characterizing his theory, as he wants to “avoid a seeming commitment to all the links in the referential chain being causal” (1974, p. 3 n. 3). However, he writes that “[t]he omniscient observer may see, for example, that the reason the speaker believes himself to be referring to someone who [is snub-nosed] is that his present use of the name ‘Socrates’ is connected with his having read certain translations of [certain] dialogues” (p. 17). 


� It is interesting to note that Donnellan does not mention the occurrence of the name “Socrates” in these dialogues. Although it is plain that in this specific case the name indeed occurs, it seems at least conceivable that in other otherwise similar cases it does not. We shall come back to this in Section 5.1. 


� Obviously, it is also possible that not even the author was acquainted with Socrates. In this case, however, what could be said of the relation between them is what Donnellan says of the relation between S and Socrates, i.e., that it depends on the acquaintance that someone else had with the latter. 


� This possesses an unmistakable Russellian flavor. According to Russell, acquaintance is a “direct cognitive relation” (1911, p. 165) that grounds reference. It should be noted, however, that Donnellan’s notion of acquaintance is not epistemically loaded like Russell’s: it does not require perfect and complete knowledge of the individual. On the contrary, it seems that according to Donnellan face-to-face perceptual contact with something is sufficient for being acquainted with it. On Donnellan’s Russellianism (the phrase is Howard Wettstein’s), see Almog 2012, Capuano 2012a, Kaplan 2012, and Wettstein 2012.


� Kaplan has recently insisted on the importance of this vicarious cognitive relation (not only in Donnellan’s account). Speaking of what we acquire through conversational interaction, Kaplan writes that “[i]t is this element of cognition that determines (in the sense of leads to) the referent. It does this by way of its origin, by way of a particular descending path through a network of tellings about, a path that ideally is ultimately grounded in an event involving a more fundamental epistemological relation such as some form of Russellian acquaintance” (2012, p. 153).


� Kaplan, for instance, writes: “there are two ways to come to have someone in mind. The first way is to do it on our own. Russell’s way, by perceptual (or ‘direct’) acquaintance with the individual, is the most prominent way of doing it on our own. A second way ... is being told about the individual” (2012, p. 148). The key role that having in mind plays in Donnellan’s account of reference has recently been highlighted in Almog 2012 and 2014, chap. 3, Capuano 2012a and 2012b, and Kaplan 2012. Actually, in the 1970s Devitt, inspired by Donnellan, had already appealed to the notion of having in mind, causally construed, when elaborating his own theory of the reference of proper names (and other referential terms). See especially Devitt 1974 and 1981, chaps. 2 and 4, Devitt and Sterelny 1999, chap. 4, and Devitt forthcoming. In thinking about these matters, Donnellan was perhaps influenced by Kaplan’s “Quantifying In” (1968-9; see especially secs. IX-X), which he discusses in “The Contingent A Priori and Rigid Designators”.


� Following Donnellan’s inclinations, we have formulated the account taking reference to be a relation between speakers and individuals. From it, however, an account taking reference to be a relation between expressions and individuals may easily be derived: A token of a proper name N produced by a speaker S at the time T refers to an individual X if and only if S’s having X in mind is appropriately involved in the explanation of S’s production of the token. Be that as it may, we would like it to be noted that we take this as an account of semantic reference. In Section 5.2 we shall discuss and reject the objection that it should rather be taken as an account of what Kripke has called speaker’s reference.


� Of course, Donnellan is well aware that “we ordinary people cannot be expected to know in detail the history behind the uses of names by those with whom we converse,” “[n]or do we often make the sort of historical inquiries which would reveal those details” (1974, p. 17). This is the reason why he introduced the notion of an omniscient observer of history. All that the historical explanation theory holds “is that the final test for reference is ... historical connection ..., that the customary assumptions and use of indicators are in the end dependent upon being fairly reliable guides to the existence of such a connection” (pp. 17-18). The novelty and importance of doing semantics from the vantage point of the omniscient observer of history, that is, from above, is highlighted in Almog 2004.


� This does not mean that Donnellan’s thought did not evolve between 1966 and 1974. In particular, his understanding of having in mind became more and more historically-oriented.


� With regard to this, it is interesting to note that at one point, when discussing a child expressing a belief of his by uttering “Santa Claus comes tonight,” Donnellan goes as far as to speak of “the historical explanation of this belief” (1974, p. 23). Moreover, the notion itself of a block, by which Donnellan accounts for the truth conditions of existence statements involving proper names, is couched not in terms of the origin of the names, but in terms of their impact on the cognitive life of the speaker (“In [the Santa Claus] example, the block is the introduction of the name into the child’s speech via a fiction told to him as reality by his parents” (ibid.; see also p. 26)).


�We should note that Donnellan writes: “The idea behind this example originated with me from a conversation with Rogers Albritton in 1966 and may derive from Saul Kripke” (p. 358 n. 18). However, we take it to be uncontroversial that Kripke’s treatment of the “Aston-Martin” case would have been completely different: the various tokens of the name produced by the student would be taken by Kripke to all have the same semantic referent. Perhaps, he would add that some of them have a different speaker’s referent (see Section 1.2). As we shall argue in Section 5.2, this does not make his account of proper names any less distant from Donnellan’s.


� To simplify the discussion, we are ignoring here the possibility that the person at the party is “by coincidence” also called “Aston-Martin.” None of Donnellan’s considerations seem to depend on it.


� Thus, in the “Aston-Martin” case, “we might ask on one occasion, ‘Who would [the speaker] claim to have met at the party?’, on another, ‘Who would he want us to believe Jones [sic] tripped over at the party?’ ” (ibid.). Obviously, according to Donnellan “we may have reason to answer differently to each question” (ibid.). As an aside, let us note that Canfield claims that in Donnellan’s writings two different approaches to characterizing the relation of reference appear to be at work. Canfield calls the first of them, which is basically the one just considered, the “question approach.” According to this, “a given use of ‘N’ and an object O are said to stand in the [reference] relationship if and only if O would be correctly cited in answer to a certain question” (1977, p. 107). The second is the “historical link approach,” which “determines the speech act referent for a use of ‘N’ by tracing an historical link between a certain object – the referent – and some second thing, sometimes described as ‘the person’s use of ‘N’’ on this occasion” (p. 110). In our opinion, however, Canfield’s distinction is not a deep-seated one: the two approaches are basically one and the same.


� This point was somehow foreshadowed in Donnellan’s treatment of referential descriptions. In “Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again,” for example, he wrote: “The distinguishing characteristic of the referential use is the existence of an entity the speaker wants to talk about and in relation to which he chooses a description as a means of referring to it,” so that “[t]here is a sense in which the particular description chosen is inessential, though not irrelevant, to what the speaker accomplishes” (1968, p. 205). Why the description chosen is not irrelevant we shall see in a moment.


� The general point is somehow anticipated in the following passage from Donnellan’s encyclopedia entry “Reasons and Causes,” published in 1967: “in the case of many intentions ..., it seems necessary for a person to have some want and belief connected in the pattern pointed out if he is to have formed the intention. That is, while some things may be desired for their own sake when a person forms the intention to get them (in which case no further want is involved), it does not seem possible for a person to form the intention to go to the store without some further want which he thinks will possibly be satisfied by going. And this, in turn, will necessitate a belief connecting the want with the intention” (1967, p. 88). 


� An anonymous referee objected that from the fact that we always fix a name’s reference anew it does not follow that we never borrow reference. We have just seen that as a matter of fact we often end up using a name to refer to an individual referred to by preceding uses of the same name. Moreover, this does not happen by chance: it is because someone else used the name to refer to the individual we have in mind that we decide to use it rather than any other expression. Couldn’t all this be called “reference borrowing,” and shouldn’t we therefore conclude that, contrary to our claim, there is indeed room for reference borrowing in Donnellan’s historical explanation theory? Now, it is certainly true that one may call this “reference borrowing,” if one wants to do so. However, throughout this paper we have used the phrase in a rather different way. As we have seen in Section 1.1, according to Kripke any token of a proper name, except for the first, inherits its reference from preceding ones, to which it is historically connected. According to us, “inheriting” should be taken seriously: no further reference fixing is required. This is the phenomenon that we call “reference borrowing” and that, we have argued, there is no room for in Donnellan’s historical explanation theory. Leaving aside nominal issues about “reference borrowing,” however, our main point is that Kripke’s and Donnellan’s accounts of proper names, and in particular the role that historical considerations play in them, diverge much more than is often supposed.


� We thank Devitt for calling our attention to this passage and raising the objection. As a matter of fact, Devitt had already equated Donnellan’s account of proper names with Kripke’s in Language and Reality, the book written together with Kim Sterelny, where a causal theory of reference borrowing (as well as one of reference fixing) is ascribed to both of them (1999, pp. 66-67). See also Devitt 2011, p. 203, and forthcoming, sec. 2.4.


� Ordinary cases of reference fixing are discussed in some detail in Donnellan 1977, where it is argued that Le Verrier’s introduction of the name “Neptune” does not count as fixing the reference of the latter, as the French astronomer did not have the appropriate cognitive connection with the planet. If we are right, Donnellan’s considerations about these ordinary cases should be extended to any referring use of a proper name.


� For an examination of Kaplan’s previous position on these issues, see for example Bianchi 2007.


� An objection along these lines has been raised against our interpretation of Donnellan’s thought by Devitt, and then again by an anonymous referee. Actually, a long time ago Canfield had already claimed that “Donnellan’s theory of reference concerns the speech act referent of a given name,” rather than its semantic referent (1977, p. 105). However, we are rather perplexed about Canfield’s way of outlining the distinction between semantic reference and speech act reference.


� It is worth stressing, however, that even those who want to take Donnellan’s historical explanation theory as an account of speaker’s reference must recognize that it is an account that partly differs from Kripke’s. In fact, as we noted in Section 1.2, Kripke defines speaker’s reference in terms of semantic reference, as the speaker has to believe that the object he or she wishes to talk about “fulfills the conditions for being the semantic referent” of the name he or she uses. No such belief is involved in Donnellan’s account.


� This point has recently been insisted upon by Almog: “Donnellan means to characterize the relation of semantic reference, as semantic as it ever gets” (2014, p. 74; see also Almog 2012).


� As Kaplan jokingly writes, “[i]n our culture, the role of language creators is largely reserved to parents, scientists, and headline writers for Variety” (1989, p. 602).


� According to Kaplan, this is indeed an almost immediate consequence of the adoption of a subjectivist semantics: “Since each individual user must assign meanings rather than receiving them with the words, each user’s semantics is autonomous. What the language community does make available to each of its members is a syntax, an empty syntax to which each user must add his own semantics” (1989, pp. 600-601).


� We are aware that this is not the only possible interpretation of Donnellan’s thought on these matters. Indeed, here is what he writes in “Putting Humpty Dumpty Together Again”: “there is no reason to suppose that what I said about reference commits me to any theory of meaning” (1968, p. 203). Moreover, in the same article he acknowledges that “ ‘[g]lory’ does not mean ‘a nice knockdown argument’ in the language Humpty Dumpty speaks” (p. 211), and on a couple of occasions (p. 215) he mentions the “standard meaning” of certain words (“rock”) and phrases (“the square root of two”). Thus, he might be taken as claiming that, while (singular) reference depends on having in mind, meaning does not. From a semantic point of view, then, a common language would be characterized by the stable interpretations of its predicates and logical expressions. We do not think that Donnellan says enough to adjudicate between these two readings, but we find the one we offer in the text more consonant with the spirit of his historical explanation theory. According to our interpretation, in Donnellan’s framework the notion of standard meaning may be defined in terms of converging uses and does not play any explanatory role.


� If these, admittedly rather tentative, considerations about Donnellan’s approach to language are on the right track, there is a striking consonance here with some theses later defended by Donald Davidson. Here is, for example, the well-known conclusion of “A Nice Derangement of Epitaphs” (interestingly, one of the few places where Davidson mentions Donnellan): “there is no such thing as a language, not if a language is anything like what many philosophers and linguists have supposed. There is therefore no such thing to be learned, mastered, or born with. We must give up the idea of a clearly defined shared structure which language-users acquire and then apply to cases. And … we should give up the attempt to illuminate how we communicate by appeal to conventions” (1986, p. 107). Interestingly, in his comment on Davidson’s article, Michael Dummett (1986, pp. 472-475) opposed a view of language that bears some similarities to the one we ascribed to Kripke. Davidson, however, was unmoved. Indeed, some years later, he wrote: “for me the concept of ‘the meaning’ of a word or sentence gives way to the concepts of how a speaker intends his words to be understood, and of how a hearer understands them” (1994, p. 121).
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