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Two Ways of Being a (Direct) Referentialist*
Andrea Bianchi

Joseph Almog (2005, 493) puts it vividly: “around 1970, an uprising against Frege’s doctrines spread like fire.” At the origin of the uprising were those whom he dubs “the quartet”: Keith Donnellan, Saul Kripke, Hilary Putnam, and David Kaplan. Indeed, “[t]he quartet engendered a set of ideas ... that is often called ‘Millian’ or ‘direct reference’ semantics” (494). As a result, a new tradition in philosophy was established. Borrowing from John Perry (see his “Donnellan at Cornell” in this volume), I will call it “American referential realism.”
This much, I think, cannot be seriously disputed. The quartet’s reaction against Gottlob Frege’s account of the semantics of natural languages was so impressive that nobody could afford to ignore it: it changed the entire field of the philosophy of language for good, by fostering what may be described as a referentialist turn in semantic theory. In fact, in the 1970s various kinds of expressions of natural language – proper names, demonstratives and indexicals, and at least some common nouns – came to be considered purely referential devices, contributing nothing more than what they refer to (relative to a context of use) to the truth conditions of the sentences containing them (relative to that context). Moreover, while direct referentialists have been more cautious when it comes to verbs, adjectives, and common nouns other than natural kind terms, some of the arguments they have deployed seem to apply to most, if not all, categorematic words of natural language.
 If this is true, then, contrary to what many, inspired by Frege, believed, it is reasonable to maintain that the truth conditions of a sentence of a natural language, relative to a context of use, are determined only by its syntactic structure and the references (relative to that context) of the words occurring in it.
Of course I am oversimplifying. Many details need to be worked out, and many difficult, interesting questions are still awaiting an answer. How should direct reference be characterized exactly? Which is the framework best suited to articulate an account of referential phenomena? Should we use the possible worlds apparatus, or appeal to Russellian propositions, or, perhaps, see things from the point of view of Donnellan’s omniscient observer of history?
 How does Kaplan’s notion of character fit into the picture? What should we say of Donnellanian uses of definite descriptions, that is, of expressions that, unlike proper names, indexicals, and demonstratives, are compound? And how should propositional attitude reports be dealt with? 
Unfortunately, I am not going to answer any of these questions here. As the title of this paper suggests, however, I contend that two quite different models of the functioning of natural language are at work within American referential realism. Indeed, the issue has both a historical and a theoretical aspect. From a theoretical point of view, I believe that the preceding considerations about the semantic role of various kinds of expressions are compatible with both models. From a historical point of view, I believe that some members of the quartet inclined to the adoption of a version of one model, and some to the adoption of a version of the other, and that the same is true of the philosophers who followed. However, I will not expand on the historical aspect, limiting myself to a few remarks here and there. What I will try to do instead is outline some of the basic features of the two models. 
Since I wish to put my finger on a fundamental difference that may be overlooked if attention is focused on semantic issues and that is somewhat obscured when the label “direct reference” is used, I will contrast the two models by presenting two rather extreme versions of them. I do not mean to suggest that either of these models has been adopted in such an extreme form. Once a clear understanding of the two models has been reached, more moderate, and perhaps more plausible versions of both can easily be outlined. Although I myself am strongly inclined to adopt one of the two models, and in fact a rather extreme version of it, here I will not argue either in favor of it or against the other. Indeed, my principal aim is clarification. I will be satisfied if I convince the reader of the existence of these two quite different models of the functioning of natural language lurking behind direct reference semantics.
One last preliminary remark: to simplify the exposition, in outlining the two models I will confine myself to reference to individuals. I believe, however, that similar considerations may also apply to reference to kinds, properties, and relations.
Now what are the two models? From what I have written so far, it ought to be clear that they generally converge at the semantic level, although they could still diverge on the semantic roles of particular kinds of expressions.
 The contrast between the two models becomes apparent, however, at the level that Kaplan once called “metasemantic,” that is, at the level where answers ought to be given to foundational questions about the functioning of language, such as: What determines the semantic values of expressions of this or that kind?
 In particular, the metasemantic question, the answers to which allow us to identify which model is being adopted, is the following: Does the mind of the speaker play any role in determining the semantic values of the expressions he or she uses, that is, to put it less abstractly, the referents of the tokens of them that he or she produces? 

A positive answer to this question indicates the adoption of what I will call the psychological model of the functioning of language. Very roughly, according to this model, language rests on thought. Of course, there are ways of taking this claim that make it trivial. Certainly, in order to be able to speak, we have to be able to think. And certainly, at least when we try to be sincere, we speak in order to give voice to what we are thinking. However, those who adopt the psychological model make a far more controversial claim: that language rests on thought also in the sense that we refer to an individual by our use of an expression because we are thinking of that individual. Note that this claim is stronger than that according to which when we refer to an individual we are thinking of that individual. Even those who adopt the alternative model, as we will see, may accept the latter claim. The word that makes all the difference is “because,” as it indicates the direction of the purported explanation: the semantic value – the referent – of the expression being used, be it a proper name, a demonstrative, or a definite description, is determined by one’s psychological or cognitive state.
 Do you want to know who I am referring to by using a particular expression? Then investigate my mind to discover who I am thinking of. It is my thinking of a particular individual that makes the expression I am using refer to that particular individual.
Of course, a model of this kind can be developed in different ways. Donnellan’s account of certain uses of definite descriptions in terms of what the speaker has in mind makes it apparent that he is adopting a version of it.
 Another very popular notion among those direct referentialists who adopt a version of the psychological model is that of intention. Indeed, it is perhaps worth noting that, at least sometimes, everyone in the quartet appealed to the speaker’s intentions in accounting for the references of particular kinds of expressions. (For instance, in “Afterthoughts,” distancing himself from what he held in “Demonstratives,” Kaplan [1989a, 582, 583] writes, “I am now inclined to regard the directing intention, at least in the case of perceptual demonstratives, as criterial, and to regard the demonstration as a mere externalization of this inner intention,” which roughly means that the intention “determines the referent.”) Finally, yet another version of the psychological model has recently been advanced by Almog, who sees reference as backed by de re thinking. The very last sentence of the article from which I quoted in my opening is quite explicit about the direction of the explanation: “It is because our cognition is object-bound and content-free that our semantics is, in turn, purely referential” (Almog 2005, 531).

However, to be a direct referentialist, one does not have to adopt the psychological model. On the contrary, it can simply be denied that the mind of the speaker plays any role in determining the referents of the tokens he or she produces of the expressions he or she uses. If this is done, a quite different model is adopted. As I have already pointed out, this negative answer to our metasemantic question does not mean that, for those who adopt this model, linguistic performance should not be accounted for by making reference to the mind of the performer. There is no doubt that which expression one uses depends on the web of beliefs and desires one has: if beliefs and desires were significantly different, it is very likely that a different expression would be used. But what the mind cannot do according to this model is determine the referent of the expression used: the reasons why that particular expression was used are not the reasons why it referred to what it referred to. Intentions are semantically inert, so to speak. At least from a semantic point of view, language is autonomous: it is independent of the mind of its users, although clearly not always of the context of use.
 

For lack of better alternatives, I will call this the social model of the functioning of language.
 I would rather call it historical, were it not for the fact that many versions of the psychological model (in particular, Donnellan’s and Almog’s) may also claim to be historical. I will return to this point.

The social model too can be implemented in different ways. Indeed, here there is even more room for maneuver. If one rejects the idea that the speaker’s mind plays any role in determining the referents of the tokens he or she produces of the expressions of natural language he or she uses, an account of what does determine them must be given. Various options are possible: one can appeal to semantic rules supervening on uses, another to historical chains, yet another to introductions of words in a language (baptisms, for example). Moreover, if one denies that language rests on thought, in the sense specified above, one can adopt either of two different stances toward the relationship between thought and language. One can take them to be quite independent of one another – two different domains, to be studied with different tools. Indeed, this seems to be the position taken by Howard Wettstein in his recent book, which is summed up in his motto for the “revolution” in the philosophy of language, “Linguistic Contact Without Cognitive Contact” (2004, 75). But one can also take thought and language to be closely related and just reverse the direction of the explanation: it is not the case that language rests on thought; on the contrary, it is thought that rests on language. That is, whereas according to the psychological model we refer to an individual because we are thinking of that individual, in this, admittedly rather extreme, version of the social model we think of an individual because in our thinking we use an expression of natural language – be it a proper name, an indexical, or a demonstrative – referring to that individual. In fact, I have some sympathy for this claim, but I will not argue in favor of it here. (I did so in Bianchi 2005 and 2007.) However, before leaving this particular issue, I wish to direct the reader’s attention to a few lines written by a member of the quartet. Talking about the “instrumental thesis,” a thesis he endorses, he writes, “[i]t urges us to see language, and in particular semantics, as more autonomous, more independent of the thought of individual users, and to see our powers of apprehension as less autonomous and more dependent on our vocabulary” (Kaplan 1989a, 603-4).
 Surprisingly, this passage comes from Kaplan’s “Afterthoughts,” the same text from which the passage on the criteriality of directing intentions was taken. Twenty pages apart, two very different models of the functioning of language seem to surface!

To get a clearer understanding of the difference between the two models, it may be useful to have a look at what direct referentialists were reacting to. As we all know, Frege was the target, but there are, I believe, two quite different aspects of his philosophy of language that came in for criticism. The first aspect is the one most of his critics focused on: his so-called descriptivism, namely the semantic thesis that objects are given to us only by means of concepts (Sinne) singling them out, which are somehow associated with (and thus expressed by) our singular terms. Or, to put it in terms of propositions, it is the thesis that we cannot grasp or express singular propositions, that is, propositions having as their constituents the objects themselves that are being thought of or talked about. The second aspect is the one Kaplan once called the subjectivism of Frege’s (and Bertrand Russell’s) semantics, namely the metasemantic thesis – to quote, once again, from “Afterthoughts” – that “everyone runs their own language,” in the sense that “[w]hen we speak, we assign meanings to our words,” because “the words themselves do not have meanings” (Kaplan 1989a, 600). To put it in a slightly different manner, it is the thesis that we express a meaning by using a particular expression because we have in mind the meaning we want to express. Some of the arguments deployed by direct referentialists against Frege, such as Kripke’s modal and epistemic arguments and Kaplan’s arguments about indexicals and demonstratives, address descriptivism as such, while others, such as Kripke’s argument from ignorance and error, Putnam’s Twin Earth thought experiment, and Donnellan’s (1970) counter examples to what he calls “the principle of identifying descriptions,” are effective only against descriptivism-cum-subjectivism.
Let us call “orthodox Fregeanism” the position that puts together descriptivism and (semantic) subjectivism.
 If we confine ourselves to these parameters, three other positions seem to be conceivable. The first puts together descriptivism and antisubjectivism; the second, antidescriptivism and subjectivism; the third, antidescriptivism and antisubjectivism. Now, it seems to me that each of these three positions is at present held in contemporary philosophy of language. We need not consider the first, which puts together descriptivism and antisubjectivism, because it does not allow for direct reference.
 But what about the second and third positions? I believe that they refer us back to the two models we have been discussing so far. In particular, the psychological model seems to put together antidescriptivism and subjectivism, while the social model seems to put together antidescriptivism and antisubjectivism. Quite clearly, in fact, semantic subjectivism is a position according to which language rests on thought, in the relevant sense. (Actually, Kaplan contrasted Frege’s subjectivist semantics with his own consumerist semantics, according to which “[w]ords come to us prepackaged with a semantic value” (1989a, 602), and it is this view that drove him to the considerations already mentioned that seem to suggest the adoption of a particular version of the social model.) 

I cannot help noting, incidentally, that, if what I have just written is true, the adoption of the social model should be taken as a far more radical departure from Frege than the adoption of the psychological model. In fact, while turning their back on Frege’s descriptivism, those who adopt the psychological model are still clinging to an important aspect of Frege’s philosophy of language, namely his semantic subjectivism, which is rejected by those who adopt the social model.
 However, one should not exaggerate the significance of this remark. On the one hand, of course, there is nothing intrinsically bad about clinging to some aspects of Frege’s philosophy. On the other, it is clear that, when combined with antidescriptivism, semantic subjectivism becomes a substantially different view, because it cannot be developed into an epistemic theory of meaning. As in Frege’s case, language rests on thought, but no longer in the sense that reference to an individual requires predicative control over that individual: it follows from antidescriptivism alone – regardless of whether it goes together with subjectivism or with antisubjectivism – that, whatever it is, reference is not denotation.
A short digression related to this: As is known, direct referentialists sometimes group together Frege and Russell. At other times, they contrast them and take Russell to be the one who, in the twentieth century, really put forward the idea of direct reference. In some cases, these different interpretations of Russell’s approach are simply due to a poor understanding of it. But I believe there is a deeper reason behind all this. Anyone with an inclination for the social model will have a natural interest in the contrast between subjectivism and antisubjectivism, and hence will tend to group Russell together with Frege. Indeed, Russell’s semantics, with its appeal to acquaintance, is certainly even more subjectivist than Frege’s.
 On the contrary, anyone with an interest in the contrast between descriptivism and antidescriptivism will tend to oppose Russell to Frege. Indeed, as is well known, Russell believed that at least some particulars are given to us without any conceptual mediation, and that one can refer to them by means of logical proper names. Thus, his philosophy of language was a combination of subjectivism and antidescriptivism. In this sense it can be seen as an early form of direct referentialism backed by the psychological model of the functioning of language. Unfortunately, it was a very implausible form of it, because the particular version of the psychological model adopted by Russell forced him to deny ordinary proper names the status of referential expressions. Nevertheless, a version of the psychological model it was.

Let me now go back to the two models, to point out some other differences between them. One has to do with how the relation of reference is to be understood. Here, for example, is an interesting question: What is the first relatum of it? Those who adopt the psychological model will tend to take it to be the speaker. According to them, it is the speaker who refers to a particular individual by using a particular expression. Of course, this relation induces a relation between the token produced and that individual: the semantic relation proper. But the direction of the explanation is clear: a token of an expression refers to something because the speaker who produced it refers to that something. That is, semantic reference has to be accounted for in terms of speaker’s reference (which, in turn, has to be accounted for in terms of speaker’s intentions, or speaker’s thinking of).
 A crystal-clear articulation of this approach to referential relations can be found in Donnellan’s handling of certain uses of definite descriptions, with his insistence on the semantic relevance of his distinction on the one hand and on the criterial role of having in mind by the speaker on the other.

Those who adopt the social model will look at the relation of reference in a very different manner. According to them, the first relatum of the relation is a token of an expression. It is the linguistic item itself that refers to a particular individual, when it is used in a particular context. Of course, this relation induces a relation between the speaker, who uses the expression, and the individual, so that we can say that he or she refers to that individual. But here too the direction of the explanation is clear: the speaker refers to something when he or she uses an expression because the expression he or she uses refers, relative to that context of use, to that something. That is, speaker’s reference has to be accounted for in terms of semantic reference (which, in turn, should be accounted for without mentioning the speaker’s intentions, or the speaker’s thinking of, at all).

But, then, what does account for the semantic relation of reference, according to the social model? As I have mentioned, various options are possible. Moreover, different answers can be given for different kinds of expressions. I will not address the issue in its full generality, but I will comment on the case of proper names.

As everyone knows, in the second lecture in Naming and Necessity Kripke introduces the idea of a chain of communication to offer a picture of how proper names work which is very different from Frege’s. The importance of chains of communication (also called “causal chains” or, perhaps better, “historical chains”) is almost universally recognized by direct referentialists. However, I believe that chains of communication can be, and actually have been, understood in two different ways. One way is naturally favored by those who adopt the psychological model, the other by those who adopt the social model. To introduce the first, I will quote one of the passages where Kripke discusses the idea of a chain of communication:

An initial “baptism” takes place. Here the object may be named by ostension, or the reference of the name may be fixed by a description. When the name is “passed from link to link,” the receiver of the name must, I think, intend when he learns it to use it with the same reference as the man from whom he heard it. If I hear the name “Napoleon” and decide it would be a nice name for my pet aardvark, I do not satisfy this condition. (Perhaps it is some such failure to keep the reference fixed which accounts for the divergence of present uses of “Santa Claus” from the alleged original use.)

Notice that the preceding outline hardly eliminates the notion of reference; on the contrary, it takes the notion of intending to use the same reference as a given. (Kripke 1972, 96-97) 
Note how much stress Kripke puts here on the role of the speaker’s intentions. It seems impossible to deny their semantic significance. An initial dubbing confers a particular referent to a proper name, granted. However, any subsequent use of the name has to be backed by a specific intention of the speaker. This intention keeps “the reference fixed,” writes Kripke. If the speaker had not had that intention, the name he or she used would not have referred to the individual it was introduced for. This roughly means that the referent of the token produced is determined by the intention, on the speaker’s part, to use the name in such a way as to conform to the preceding uses of it, and in particular to the dubbing, rather than being determined by the dubbing itself. At every link of the chain, so to speak, the referent of the name is determined anew, even though in accordance with the preceding determinations. If this is so, then the speaker’s mind plays a crucial role in determining the referent of the token he or she produces of the name he or she uses, and it appears as if only those who adopt a psychological model may avail themselves of the idea of a chain of communication, in accounting for how proper names work.

However, as I have stated, there is a very different way of interpreting the idea. To introduce this second way, I will quote another very famous passage from the second lecture in Naming and Necessity, that in which Kripke firstly mentions chains of communication:

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.” (Kripke 1972, 91-92)
Note how much more naturally the explanation flows here. No heavy theoretical baggage is called for, and no mention is made of the speaker’s intention to use a name in a certain way. Instead, our attention is directed to some everyday facts. Every day, new names are introduced to name individuals. And every day some of these names reach people who were not around at the moment of their introduction. These people are now in a position to use the name so acquired. When they use it, who or what does the token they produce refer to? The answer is clear. It refers to that individual because it is a token of the name which names this individual, and it is a token of that particular name because it is that name that reached the speaker by virtue of the chain of communication. This is the end of the story, and note that no mention whatsoever has been made of the speaker’s intentions. The reference is determined once and for all for each and every token of the name at the moment of its introduction, which is the crucial moment in its history. What the chain of communication effects is just increased production of tokens.
 The speaker’s mind does not seem to play any role in determining the referents of the tokens he or she produces of the names he or she uses.
 Therefore those who adopt the social model are free to make use of this version of the idea of a chain of communication to account for the semantic relation of reference, at least in the case of proper names.

Of course, many more details need to be provided to make this proposal viable. In particular, something should be said to deal with the cases of reference shift, such as that of “Madagascar,” which seem difficult to accommodate in such a framework.
 But I will leave it for another occasion. As I have stated, my aim in this paper was not so much to defend the social model as to outline some basic aspects of both models. Indeed, I believe that both the psychological and the social models are to be taken seriously as two different ways of embedding the semantic insights supporting the referential turn in a richer framework. Both models have their strong and weak points. I have not pointed out any of them here. But I hope I have made it clear that there are these two quite different models of the functioning of natural language at work within American referential realism and have provided a fair outline of both of them. Then, at least for the time being, everyone is free to adopt the one they find more congenial.
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� For suggestions in this direction, see Donnellan 1973, 712; 1983, 90-91; Almog 1984, 54-59; Kaplan 1989a, 580-81n30; Napoli 1995, 327-29. Kaplan, for instance, writes, “[w]hile acknowledging the metaphysical differences between a species and bachelorhood, the syntactical unity of ‘horse’ and ‘bachelor’ suggests an analogous semantical treatment.”


� The possible worlds apparatus was used by Kripke to define the notion of rigid designation and by Kaplan to frame the formal system of his logic of demonstratives. In his discussion of it, however, Kaplan made it clear he favored Russell’s propositional approach (Kaplan 1989a, 579; 1989b, 492-97), which was then adopted by most of the direct referentialists (but see Kripke 1979 for an argument that is assumed to cast doubts on the notion itself of a proposition). A “historical explanation theory,” that is, a truth-conditional account articulated from the vantage point of “the omniscient observer of history,” is outlined in Donnellan 1974 and elaborated on in Almog 2004.


� A case in point could be that of definite descriptions. I will not discuss it here, but I hope that my outline of the two models will make it clear that those who adopt the first will be much more inclined than the others to acknowledge the semantic relevance of Donnellan’s distinction among different uses of them.


� See Kaplan 1989a, 573-76. Robert Stalnaker 1997 elaborates on the distinction between semantic and metasemantic questions (which he calls questions “of descriptive semantics” and “of foundational semantics,” respectively). 


� Note that this does not conflict with the results of Putnam’s Twin Earth thought experiment. Putnam only showed that reference is not determined by the psychological state in the narrow sense, that is, by the psychological state as it was conceived by methodological solipsists (see Putnam 1975, 219-22). On the contrary, here we are concerned with psychological states in the wide sense, that is, with psychological states as having the relations they have with the external world. So the relevant opposition is not between internalism (or, as Tyler Burge likes to say, individualism) and externalism (anti-individualism), which concerns the individuation of mental states or events. Rather, it is between subjectivism and antisubjectivism (see below), which concerns the role of mental states and events, no matter how they are individuated, in the determination of the semantic value of linguistic expressions.


� See Donnellan 1966, 1968, and 1978. Donnellan made the “having in mind” idiom popular. Here, for example, is how Michael Devitt dealt with proper names: “a name token designates an object if and only if the speaker had the object in mind (meant the object) in uttering the token” (1974, 189; for a similar claim about demonstratives and indexicals, see 197). Note, however, that Donnellan resorted almost interchangeably to the “having in mind” and to the “intention” idiom (see below). Moreover, in his own recent reconstruction of his position (Donnellan forthcoming), he always puts things in terms of speaker’s intentions and never uses having-in-mind locutions.


� For a development of the idea, see for example Almog’s contribution to this volume. Though inspired by Donnellan’s, Almog’s version of the psychological model is quite different from most of the others (however, see Devitt 1974 and 1981 for something similar). While those who appeal to intentions stress the active role of the mind in determining reference, Almog insists on its passivity. According to him, by using an expression we refer to a particular individual because that individual entered our mind through a causal process.


� Interestingly, the contraposition between the two models was somehow hinted at in one of the first reactions to Donnellan’s work on definite descriptions. In fact, Alfred MacKay (1968, 199) 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.” He exemplified the first claim with Lewis Carroll’s Humpty Dumpty, and the second with Ludwig Wittgenstein’s Philosophical Investigations.


� One of the disadvantages of this terminology is that, in principle, it might be denied that the mind of the speaker plays any role in determining the referents of the tokens he or she produces of the expressions he or she uses without appealing to any social notion in the positive account that is offered. For example, it could be claimed that referents are somehow determined by the speaker’s overall behavior, which establishes an idiolect, as Willard V.O. Quine and Donald Davidson would have it (I thank Peter Pagin for this point). However, this does not seem to be a perspective that has much consonance with direct reference semantics, and certainly was not one that inspired American referential realists.


� I discussed Kaplan’s suggestion at greater length in Bianchi 2007.


� During a conversation Kaplan suggested to me that this apparent tension is due to the fact that he believes that our metasemantic question (“Does the mind of the speaker play any role in determining the referents of the tokens he or she produces of the expressions he or she uses?”) is to be answered differently for different kinds of expressions. In particular, contrary to what happens for most expressions, the speaker’s intentions would play a role with regard to demonstratives. For a development and a defense of Kaplan’s directing intentions theory of demonstratives (the name is Perry’s), see Perry 2009. However, that intentions play such a crucial role for demonstratives is by no means beyond dispute. For a denial, see Wettstein 1984; Gauker 2008.


� Actually, one might find these ascriptions of descriptivism and subjectivism to Frege questionable. Regarding descriptivism, let me clarify that I do not take it as the strong thesis that proper names and/or demonstratives and indexicals are synonymous with definite descriptions, but only as the weaker one that they do not contribute the objects they refer to to the propositions expressed by the sentences containing them (relative to a context of use). As for subjectivism, it should be noted that it is a claim concerning not the nature of meanings or Sinne (they may be as objective as ever, “the common property of many people” rather than “a part or a mode of the individual mind” [Frege 1892, 29]) but the relation the expressions of natural language bear to them. I believe that there is enough evidence to ascribe semantic subjectivism to Frege, at least with regard to proper names, indexicals, and demonstratives: see, for example, his discussions about “Aristotle” (1892, 27n) and “Dr Gustav Lauben” (1918-19, 65-66). In any event, Frege was considered to be a subjectivist not only by Kaplan but also, if I understand him correctly, by Putnam (1975, 218-22), and, quite explicitly, by Donnellan (1970, 340) and Kripke (1979, 240, 244-45, 277-78n29). Recently, Kripke (2008, 207-210) insisted on this. In addition, I would like it to be noted that Gareth Evans did characterize the “description theory [of names]”, against which Kripke’s “causal theory” was set, just as a combination of descriptivism and subjectivism (see Evans 1973, 12, points (a) and (b)). To be fair, however, I should say that, in doing this, he did not explicitly mention Frege.


� Arguably, Michael Dummett and Burge, among others, articulated two quite different versions of this position (though certainly neither of them would like to be qualified as a descriptivist). As for Dummett’s antisubjectivism, see, for instance, Dummett 1993, especially 43-51, 142-43, 154-57; as for Burge’s, see Burge 1979.


� Interestingly, Kaplan (1989a, 600) brings the same charge against Frege’s subjectivist semantics that MacKay brought against Donnellan’s account of some uses of definite descriptions, namely that of being reminiscent of Humpty Dumpty’s crazy view of language. For Donnellan’s reaction to MacKay’s charge, see Donnellan 1968, especially 210-15. Frege, alas, was no longer able to reply to Kaplan.


� In fact, not only Kaplan but also Donnellan and Kripke mention Russell along with Frege when subjectivism is at stake (see the passages referred to in note 12).


� Indeed, Donnellan was perfectly aware of the similarities between his account of reference and Russell’s: “Many of the things said about proper names [in ‘the narrow logical sense’] by Russell can, I think, be said about the referential use of definite descriptions without straining senses unduly” (1966, 282; see also 302-4; 1974, 4). On this, see also Almog’s, Capuano’s, Kaplan’s, and Wettstein’s contributions to this volume.


� The distinction between speaker’s reference and semantic reference and the claim that the second is grounded on the first are clearly reminiscent of Paul Grice’s distinction between utterer’s meaning and sentence (or word) meaning and his claim that the second is grounded on the first: “the meaning (in general) of a sign needs to be explained in terms of what users of the sign do (or should) mean by it on particular occasions” (1957, 217). In discussing Donnellan’s theses about definite descriptions, Kripke (1977) appeals to the distinction, but not to the claim. I expand on this in my “Speaker’s Reference and Semantic Reference: A Theoretically Useful Distinction?,” work in progress.


� Actually, Devitt suggested to me that this interpretation of Kripke’s passage, though widespread, might not be correct. Perhaps Kripke meant only to claim that an intention is at play at the moment of the acquisition of the name (“when he learns it”), rather than whenever the name is used (see Devitt 2011, 203). Under this reading, the passage would perhaps be compatible with (a mild version of) the social model. 


� A similar remark is made, in passing, in Wettstein forthcoming: “At some point the name ‘Aristotle’ entered our practice and then its semantics was finished. Passing it from one to another is like passing the salt .... The chain is of interest in various ways, but it’s not an externalist link of name to referent. That link was whole and complete; if not there was nothing to pass along. If this picture has merit, then again we see that it’s a mistake to see each user as fixing reference. This would be like reinventing the wheel. It’s there already.”


� One objection I have sometimes heard is the following: Suppose that, having acquired, by two chains of communication, two distinct non co-referential but homophonic names, someone utters one of them. What, if not his or her intentions, makes it the case that he or she has produced a token of one rather than of the other? To this it can be replied that, first, even if intentions played this role, deciding which expression to use is one thing and determining the referent of the token thereby produced is another. Second, what makes it the case that the token is a token of one of the names rather than of the other is the fact that it is a repetition of a token of it (Kaplan 1990, 103), and it is by no means clear that to account for repetitions one has to resort to intentions (though Kaplan seems to think so: see 104). I expand on this in my “Repetition and Reference,” work in progress.


� Note that I have characterized the social model in such a way that those who adopt it may still recognize a crucial role for the mind when the name is introduced, at least insofar as the introduction does not count as a (referring) use of the name. However, it would seem more consistent for them to try to develop an account of dubbings according to which the dubbers’ minds do not play any such role. 


� The case of the name “Madagascar” was first discussed in Evans 1973. The moral Evans drew from it is that “the intentions of the speakers to use the name to refer to something must be allowed to count in determination of what it denotes” (11), so that the Causal Theory cannot provide us “with a totally non-intentional answer to the problem posed by names” (24). Kripke was driven to allow a role for intentions in his characterization of causal chains by similar considerations (note that he even mentions a case of reference shift, that of the name “Santa Claus,” in the first passage quoted above; see also Kripke 1972, 163).
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