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PREFACE

1.1 Introduction

This book is not a revision of the lectures. The prefat@1 pages) describes the
genesis and background of the leading ideas of the monogmapldiscusses a
few common misunderstandings. Little space is devaieth¢é more substantial
shortcomings of the monograph (though Kripke stands by #grntheses),
though in the preface, he explains further, in particulta concepts of modality
and rigid designation. Those objections touched on are datdt briefly as
constrained by the length of the preface — hopefullysoobriefly as to confirm
some into thinking the objections cogent.

The preface is not self-standing and should be read byesers after the main
text, by way of background and clarification.

1.2 Historical Background

When (prior to 1963) Kripke was working on the model theorynofial logic
(“possible worlds” semantics), it had occurred to himagreement with Wiggins,
that the Leibnizian principle of the indiscernibilityidenticals (ie. identicals have
all properties in common; (X)(y)(x = y & FXI. Fy); not to be confused with the
identity of indiscernibles) was as self-evident asldwe of contradiction. Alleged
counter-examples involving modal properties always turnédamudepend on a
confusion; non-genuine properties, confused scopes, coineiddetween
individual concepts confused with identity between indivisfudgnoring the fact
that x need not have necessary existence, Kripke Baydeiar that identity is an
internaf relation —ie. (x)(y) (x = yO O x = y); from (x)( (x = x) and Leibniz’s
law. Kripke asks what pairs (X, y) could act as countarrgles, for if the objects
are distinct, the antecedent is false, while if thes the same, the consequent is
true. If it's true that “a = b”, then if “a” and “bare rigid designators, it follows
that “a = b” isnecessarilytrue, while if they arenot rigid, no such conclusion
follows about thestatement'a = b”, even though thebjectsdesignated by “a”
and “b” will be necessarily identical.

As yet, we are not committed to any thesis about nakamgliage “names”. We
must distinguish three things:-

I. That identical objects are necessarily identical

il. That true identity statements between rigid designat@ siecessary

1
2

It's difficult to see what Kripke means without a twibre background.

For “Internal Relation”, seStanford Encyclopaedia of Philosoplwnder PropertiesThe phrase
‘internal relation’ has been used in different ways, but it isroétsed as the relational analogue of
an essential (monadic) property. For example, if a bears the sel&ito b, then R internally
relates a to b just in case a bears this relation to b anepossible circumstance in which they
both exist. Relations that are not internal, that contingentlytliekr relata (the things they relate),
are external. Bill and Hillary are married, but they might notééeen, so this relation between
them is external. By contrast, some philosophers have suggedt#tethelation being a biological
parent of is an internal relation. In every world in whichl Bihd Chelsea both exist, Bill is her
father. If this is correct, then the relational propetbging a child of Bill is essential to Chelsea,
but being the father of Chelsea is not essential to Bill (he alfhHmight never have met, in
which case they would not have had Chelsea)
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ii. That identity statements between what we call “nanresttual language are
necessary.
Kripke claims that (i) and (ii) are self-evident thes®s philosophical logic
independent of natural language. They are related, butaljoist objects, whereas
(i) is metalinguistic, roughly following from (i) using ss#itution of rigid
designators for universal qualifiers (“roughly”, because diidastinctions about
rigidity are relevant, since the analogous deductiomo-rigid designators is
false).
All that strictly follows from (ii) about “names” imatural language is thatther
they aren't rigidor true identities between them are necessary. Kripke tlooks
intuitive notion is that nameare rigid, but he had been led astray to the contrary
belief by prevailing opinion and the fact that there abwiously contingent
identities between so-called narhesdowever, without investigating natural
language, it is already clear from (i) that the suppmsitpopular amongst
materialists that objects can be “contingently idetiis falsé'. Identity would be
an internal relation even if natural language had nal rdgsignators. Kripke
claims that this confused notion enabled philosophensiitaneousliyto think of
certain designators as though they were (1) non-agii(2) rigid; the conflict
being hidden by thinking of the corresponding objects as “apenitly identical’.
Kripke felt little sympathy for this “dark doctrine” — uniquelgentifying
propertiescan coincide contingently, budbjectscannot be contingently identical.
In 1963-4, Kripke concluded that ¢an be demonstrated that names in ordinary
language are rigid designators, and therefore that idenéte necessary. Also,
that any symbol in a natural or hypothetical languageishrait a rigid designator
ought not to be called a name; this applies in parti¢al@names as) hypothetical
abbreviations of non-rigid definite descriptions. Kripkeariled matters by
distinguishing between using descriptions to give meaning affid teference.
Kripke, at this stage, rejected conventional descriptimoty as an account of
meaning, but retained it momentarily as an account ofgfia reference. See the
Second Lectutdor the rejection of the description theory fornriigy reference and
defining natural kinds.
Kripke pays tribute to the power of the then prevailing idsésmming from
Frege and RussallHe admits that the description theory of names hastiir
appeal and much internal consistency, in contrast to miiddsophising.

1.3 Names & Rigid Designation

Kripke now gives a brief (and maybe unnecessary) resgatieof the familiar idea
of rigid designation and the underlying intuition about eamVe are asked to
consider the statement:-

(1) “Aristotle was fond of dogs”
To understand this correctly, we need to understmotd (a) the extensionally
correct conditions under which it is in fact traed (b) the conditions under which
it would partially correctly describe a counterfactual seuf history.
Kripke presumes that everyone agrees that there wasrtainc man — the
philosopher we call “Aristotle” — such that (1) is true hi# was fond of dogs.

3
4

5

What does he mean — that there can be many John 8miths

See Kripke’s later discussions in Lecture Il aboutittteherence of a mind-state being only
contingently identical to a brain-state.

But, doesn’t Kripke have Frege and Russell wrong?
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Even Russell would agree that this is simply mategalalence, given that there
really was an Aristotle. The thesis of rigid desigmatiignoring subtleties such as
possible situations in which Aristotle would not have edgtis just that the same
paradigm applies to the truth conditions of (1) asliappto counterfactual
situations. (1) describes a counterfactual situation tifilyhe aforementioned
man would have liked dogs had the counterfactual conditippdied (again
ignoring counterfactual situations where he wouldn’t hexisted).

* In contrast, Russell would have analysed (1) as sometkéig |

(2) “The last great philosopher of antiquity was fond of dogs”
which in turn should be analysed as:
(3) “Exactly one person was last amongst the great philesspsf antiquity,
and any such person was fond of dogs”

* Kripke notes that thectual truth conditions of (3) agree with those of (1) —
provided Aristotle was the last great philosopher of antiquity — but in
counterfactual situations wild divergences can occur betwerissell's
explanation and the rigidity thesis. In counterfatctsituations wheresomeone
elsewas last great philosopher of antiquity, Russell's aslwould makedhat
other person’dondness for dogs the relevant issue in deciding theectoess of
(1).

» Kripke has a footnote where he says that he assumeslRagssght to say that
definite descriptions casometimede interpreted non-rigidly. Other philosophers
claim that definite descriptions can be interpreted Iygidut Kripke doubts this.
However, he doesn’t think his principal thesis is affecsdce, like Russell, it
contrasts names with non-rigid descriptionsCbmtemporary Perspectives in the
Philosophy of LanguageKripke addresses the relation of rigid definite
descriptions to Donnellan’s referential descriptions, asdudses the relation of
these to the notion of scope.

* For the rest of Kripke'®reface see the Appendix.
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LECTURE |

2.1 Introduction

The lectures are informal and were delivered without ndtesy have only been
patched up in a very minor way and preserve their charastéelivered.

The connection betweenaming and necessitywill be developed during the
course of the lectures.

Contemporary analytic philosophy uses tools involving referandenecessity, so
the discussion has far-reaching consequences, fomaestem the mind-body
problem or the so-calleddentity thesis This form of materialism involves
intricate questions of what is necessary or contingemroperty identities and
such-like. Kripke will discuss these issues, togetheh wincepts ofubstance
andnatural kinds later in the lectures.

Kripke will introduce a different approach to the issuetheugh Albritton had
raised the question of natural kinds by asking whethecoméd discoverwhether
lemons are not fruits. Also, with Geach on the esskty of origins. His views
may strike some at first sight as obviously wrong. Kripkavourite example is
of the contemporary philosophical claim that there eoatingently empty
predicates (ie. those with null extensions), and Kripkesdd dispute this.
However, the standard example isurficorns— which we’ve discovered don't
exist, but whichmight have and in certain circumstancesuld have. Kripke
thinks this is false, because we can't say under whatiragtance there would
have been unicorns. Even if archaeologists were towds remains satisfying the
characteristics of mythological unicorns, these woonlt demonstrably be
remains of unicorns. Kripke has defended this view elsexdued just mentions it
here as an example of his surprising opinions.

2.2 Naming

Kripke now turns to his first topi;jaming. By aname Kripke means a proper
name buinot a definite description (“the x such that”). He refers to names and
definite descriptions collectively agsignators.

Donnellan has pointed out that someone may mistakeala definite description
to refer to someone who’s not the proper refereth®fdescription. The example
given is “the man over there drinking champagne”, wtie@ man over there” is,
in fact, drinking water. Even if there’s someone ahsthe room that does have a
glass of champagne, the speaker intended to (and ie sensalid) refer to the
man with water in his glass. Kripke, however, uses tdren referent of the
description to mean the object uniquely satisfying the conditions tlod
description.

Mistakes also arise in the use of names — eg. if twplpeaunistake the identity of
a third person. If one asks “what is Jones doing” andbther says “raking the
leaves”, then, if the distant leaf-raker is, in faStnith, they are both in some
sense referring to Smith even though they both use $J@sethe name of Jones.
Kripke uses the “referent” of a name to mean the thingedaoy the name, ie., in
this case, Jones rather than Smith. The schemaeasétarent of ‘X’ is X", where
‘X' is replaceable by any name or descripfion

6

So, we should not invoke the pragmatic referencewter-drinker)?
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» Kripke thinks that Donnellan’s examples are not relevargetmantics or truth-
conditions, but may be to speech acts. In Kripke'seetine referent of a name or
description is thesemanticreferent — the thing named or uniquely satisfying the
description. Names are not ambiguous, nor are modificatequired to Russell's
theory of descriptions. Speakers migfer to things other than the semantic
referent if they have appropriate false beliefs.

2.3 Mil

* Mill wrote in A System of Logithat names have denotation but not connotation.
Mill's example is of Dartmouth: even if the course tbe river Dart were to
change, we could still with propriety call Dartmoutb&rtmouth”, despite it no
longer being at the mouth of the Dart. “Dartmoudlodesconnote to some people,
but in some way it doesn’t have a “sense”. It's not pathemeaningof the name
“Dartmouth” that Dartmouth lies at the mouth of tharD denying this does not
lead to a contradiction.

* The expression “the x such thiat” isn’'t always a definite description in English.
Witness “The Holy Roman Empire” or “The United Nationg/hich are none of
holy, Roman, empire or united, and so should be regardednass. Kripke isn’t
concerned by doubtful cases, such as “God” — is this & wara description?

2.4 Frege & Russell

* Both Frege and Russell thought that Mill was profoundipng, and gave the
alternative account that names are simply abbreviatedlisguised definite
descriptions. Frege’s view was that such a descriptiors gheesense of the name.

* Kripke points out that this is a simplification of Ruéseview because Russell
doesn’'t think that most standard names aegmesat all, because thego
abbreviate descriptions and have sense — something thas-paoper don’t. The
only names for Russell are demonstratives used of olygttsvhich the reader is
acquainted So, Russell does think names as normally understood\{éaiter
Scott”) have sense in that we should be able to givefiaitdedescription such
that the object of the description is defined as tliereat of the name. ®©n
Denoting Russell appears to hold that the notion of “sensefluisory since he
eliminates descriptions from his primitive notibnsSo, Kripke differs from
Russell in two respects (1) in using the term “nameshénrtormal sense, rather
than Russell's “logically proper names” and (2) in rélyag descriptions and their
abbreviations as having sense.

2.5 Arqguments against Mill

» Kripke thinks the arguments in favour of Frege and Russellagainst Mill, are
powerful, though he is suspicious because names doni $seebe disguised
descriptions. He gives examples of the arguments agaitist M

1. The basic problem with Mill's view is how we determimhe treferent of a name as
used by a given speaker. If “x” is just short for “the xbsti@t uniquelypx”, then
the uniquepx is the referent of “x” (Kripke uses the example af¢ Doakes” and
“the man who corrupted Hadleyburg”). If there’'s no sdelscriptive content to

" Is this a correct interpretation of Russell?
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the name, how do people use names to refer to thindl® & aome situations we
can point ostensively, as for Russell's doctrine of acqaage that the so-called
genuine or proper names satisfied. But, what do we dot didalter Scott”, to
whom we can’t point? Our reference to Walter Scothasunique referent of the
name seems to be determined by our knowledge of him. FrelgBumsell seem
to give the natural account of how reference is detexnine

2. Another motivator is the “Hesperus” / “Phosphorus” problerere we discover
that two names have the same referent and expressatiisoy an identity
statement. In saying “Hesperus is Phosphorus” (and is Yewede not saying
that an object is self-identical but that the thing e & the evening is the same
as the thing we saw in the morning. Analysis in terms stmations gives the
real meaning of the identity statement.

3. Finally, we can ask questions of existence. In askinglvendiristotle existed, we
want to know whether anything answers to the propertiemallyr associated
with the name. Kripke doesn’t think we mean whetherthineg (man) existed,
because once we"\gotthe thing weknowit existed.

* While Kripke can't quite see his way through all these qoest he’s certain that
Russell and Frege aveong.

2.6 Quine

* Kripke mentions Quine’s proposal for a reform of theglaage, such that in a
“canonical notation” a name such as “Socrates” showddréplaced by a
description “the Socratizer”, “Socratizes” being an irteenpredicate, and the
description eliminated by Russell's metAods this is not a substantive theory of
reference for names, it is not addressed by Kripke. Mexvée notes that Quine
would agree that similar problems to (1) — (3) above oawamely, how is the
extension of “Socratizes” determined.

2.7 Cluster Concept

 While many have abandoned the letter of Frege and Raswaory, they've
retained the spirit in the form of a “cluster concegftipke quotes Frege’s
recognition of a problem where opinions on the sens@roper names can
diverge. For instance, someone who accepts the senSeristotle” as “the
Stagirite teacher of Alexander” will interpret the mg of “Aristotle was born
in Stagira” differently from someone who simply gotethe sense of “Aristotle”
as “Plato’s disciple and the teacher of Alexander’er€hs thus a looseness in the
language, with different people giving different sensesames. Even a single
person may consider that any particular fact he knowstaie person named is
contingent. It's not part of the meaning of “Aristotlgfart of the sense of the
name “Aristotle”) that he taught Alexander, for thistfes something that could be
found to be false.

« The most common way out is to suggest that we usuallyciassa family of
descriptions with a proper name, as Wittgenstein sugges®hiiosophical

8 le. we presumably analyse “Socrates is ugly” as étieprecisely one Socratizer, and all

Socratizers are ugly”. Does this relate to Mark Unaderiis insistence that “The present King of
France is bald” equates to “one and only one persoertly kings France, and whoever currently
kings France is bald”.
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Investigations, 879, where he asks how much of what thé Bttributes to
Moses must be proved false before my equation of “Mowsat$i’ “the man who
did what the Bible relates of Moses, or as any raggad deal of it” is proved
false. Kripke states that thecus classicusf this view, rather more plausible as
an analysis of ordinary language than Frege and RusssliSearle’s article
Proper NamesThe referent of a name is seen not to be determinexd diygle
description but by a cluster or family. Whatever in sosmese satisfies enough or
most of the family is the referent of the name pKe will return later to this view,
which appears to retain the virtues, while escaping thectgfof the Frege-
Russell theory. There are, however, two ways in whineh dluster concept (or
even the single description theory) can be viewed.

(1) The cluster or single description gives the meaning efrilame: ie., when
someone says “Walter Scott” heeans‘the man such that such and such and
such and such” (*).

(2) Alternatively, while the description doesn't give tineaningof the name, and
there is no synonymy involved, determines its referencéf, on examining
the account of the descriptions, we find them more ap@tepto Salvador
Dali, then for this person, “Walter Scott” refersSalvador Dali rather than
Walter Scott.

» Kripke thinks that some of those (eg. Paul Ziff) who dermgnemore strongly than
he does that names have meaning still use this picfuneve the referent of a
name gets determined. Ziff claims that the names ofshwith which we are
acquainted are assigned differently (by baptism or cgien) to those of
historical figures (by clusters of descriptions). For Zg@foper names ordinarily
are neither words of the language nor have any meaning at al

2.8 Reference or Meaning?

» Kripke thinks that some of the attractiveness of the FRaggsell theory is lost if
it's used as a theory of reference rather than &&a@ry of meaning, as some of
the solutions to the problems will evaporate if the dpgon doesn't give the
meaning of the name. Eg. For “Moses did not existingan“no man did such
and such” we need to take the theory in question as aytbéaneaning of the
name “Moses”, not just as a theory of its referecake isn't fully clear about
this, and maybe all that's immediately clear now gt tii “Moses” means “the
man who did such and such”, then denying Moses’ existence dbeiegistence
of the man who did such and such, ie. denies that anyorsididand such. On
the other hand, if “Moses” is not synonymous with anycdpson, statements
involving the name cannot kanalysedby replacing the name by a description.
This is so even if the reference is in some sensemdigiesl by a description and
statements involving the name may be materially equivétetihose involving the
description. Hence, we have to abandon the above @nalysingular existence
statements (*), and also of identity statements, umesscan establish the
procedure independently of the general theory of the meafingmes. Kripke,
however, thinks it false that “Moses exists” means langt like “(*) exists”, so
we won'’t pursue this further. Kripke has an interestingrfotd to the effect that
determinists who claim that if Moses hadn’t existed esome else would have
arisen to achieve what he did cannot be refuted by a toptelmsophical
understanding of the meaning of “Moses existed”.
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2.9 Five Distinctions

» Kripke turns to a batch of termsanalytic a priori, necessarycertain— that are
taken to mean the same thing. Kant distinguished betavg®iori andanalytic
so maybe people still do, but virtually no one distingusshetweera priori and
necessarythough, Kripkewill.

2.9.1Distinction 1 : “A Priori” versus “A Posteriori”

* Firstly, the a priori : A prioricity is an epistemologicabrcept, a priori truths
being, according to Kant, those that can be known indepdpndehtany
experience. This implies itpossiblefor such things to be known independently
of experience — but by whom; God, Martians or people withdmlike ours?
Clarifying the question might raise all sorts of questiam®ut the modality
involved, so better to side-step the issue and avoiderefe to “a priori truths”
and simply ask whether a particular person knows oe\ved something true on
the basis of a priori evidence.

 Some philosophers erroneously change the modality frcan be known” to
“must be known (independently of experience)”, mistakenly tinigpkthat
anything belonging to the realm of the a priori couldn’t stalg be known
empirically. An example is believing a computer whenelts us a number is
prime — we believe it on the basis of our knowledge efidlws of physics and the
construction of the machine, ie., on the basis of @aepiosi evidence, despite the
fact that this could be know a priori by someone periog the necessary
calculations themselves.

2.9.2Distinction 2 — “Necessary” versus “Sufficient”

Secondly necessity. This is a metaphysical rather than epudtgical notion.

Something false is obviously not necessarily true, bubtrsgmething true have

been false and the world be different than it ighéfanswer is “no”, then the fact

about the world is necessary, else it's contingent. T&isndependent of
knowledge, and the equation of the a priori with the s&sgy is a philosophical
thesis rather than a definitional relation. Both @pts may be vague, but we are
dealing with two different domains, the epistemologiaatl the metaphysical.

Kripke turns to the example of Goldbach’s conjecture whidether it is true or

false, is presumably necessarily so (taking the clalsgiew that mathematics is

either true or false).

» If the Goldbach conjecture false thenJ an even n > 2 such that for no two
primes g and p, n = p + . If this fact about n is true, it is verifiable by dite
computation and so is necessary if arithmetical calmrs are necessary. If the
conjecture idrue, then every even n > 2 is the sum of two primeshif is the
case, could it have been false? For it to be faiggetwould have to be a counter-
example as in the case where the Goldbach conjetda¢ése. But, whichever
value of n this should turn out to be, because we've sugptiee Goldbach
conjecture to be true, there must be two primeana p, such that n = p+ p.
This also can be determined by direct computation. So,ewdattruth value
belongs to Goldbach’s conjecture belongs to it necdgsari

* However, in the absence of a decisive mathematical gleatliing the question,

none of us knows whether Goldbach’s conjecture is trdale®, so we certainly
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don’t have_a priori knowledge of its truth or falsityywill be alleged that we can
know this in principle — but, can a finite mind search &l nambers, and how do
we know there’s a decisive mathematical proof? Hilbleouight that there’'s an
intuitive proof or disproof deciding any mathematical questirt, others have
denied this, and yet others have thought the question uigitiel unless we
replace the notion of an intuitive proof by a formadgdrin a single system, which
is impossible as Godel showed. The question is nonitrand even if the

conjecture is necessary if true, it doesn’t follow thayone knows anything a

priori about it or even whether thepuld know anything a priori about it. The

assertion that, even if no-one eweill know a priori whether Goldbach’s
conjecture is right, yet therie a way which could have been used to settle the
guestion a priori, is non-trivial.

Hence, the terms “necessary” and “a priori’ aog obviously synonymous when

applied to statements, and an argument is required ttecothem. Kripke will

argue that they are not co-extensive: that both negeasposteriori truths and
probably contingent a priori truths exist. Kripke thinks peolphve thought the
terms meant the same for the following reasons:

(1) If something is true in all possible worlds, we oughbéoable to run through
these worlds in our heads and see its necessity a [Budrithis procedure is
not at all obviously feasible.

(2) Conversely, if something is known a prior, it's known with looking at the
world, so must be necessary; for if it depended on deatere of the actual
world, how could you know without looking? Couldn’t thetwsad world be
one of the possible worlds in which it would have bizdse. Kripke says that
this thought depends on the thesis that there can'eeyaf knowing about
the actual world without looking that wouldn’t be a wefyknowing the same
thing about every possible world. This is vague as stateadlves problems of
the nature of knowledge and, in any case, is non-trivial.

Whether or not there are counter-examples, the imputotttiéng is to see that the

notions of necessity and a prioricity aléferentand that it’snon-trivial to argue

that something that can only be known a posteriori isndes®ary or that
something known a priori is a necessary truth.

2.9.3Distinction 3 — “Analvtic” versus “Synthetic”

Thirdly, analytic. Kripke stipulates that an analytic stateim®in some sense true
in all possible worlds by virtue of its meaning. Then, &lso stipulative that an
analytic statement is both a priori and necessary.

2.9.4Distinction 4 — “Certainty”

Fourthly, certainty. This is another epistemological notiand it’s not obvious
that everything that’s necessary is certain. Sometbamg at least be rationally
believed a priori without being quite certain. Kripkei@mples are proofs read in
maths books, or calculations that may contain mistake

2.9.5Distinction 5 — Modality “de re” and “de dicto”
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advocacy of necessity). It is alleged that it's onlgtatemenbr state of affairs

that is necessary or contingent; whethgyagticular necessarily or contingently

has a certain property depends on the way it's descrilvetether an object has
the same properties in all possible worlds depends nobjughe object, but how
it's described. Kripke gives two examples:

(1) Quine’s — is the number 9 necessarily odd, odd in all plessiorlds™Nine is
necessarily odd, but we can also pick out 9 as “the numibtre planets”,
which is not necessarily 9 (there might have been 8)sand not necessarily
odd.

(2) Was it necessary or contingent that Nixon won the 1988election? If we
designate Nixon as “the man who won the 1968 electibe’h it's necessary
that he won it.

* It's suggested in the literature that, while we have sombeitive notion of
necessity and contingency, it's just a notion inventea bbad philosopher who
didn't realise that there are several ways of refgrto the same thing. Kripke
thinks it is intuitive that a propertgan meaningfully be held to be essential or
accidental to an objeatdependenthof its description. Kripke returns to the case
of Nixon. The intuitive man, rather than the philosepWith a theory, on pointing
to Nixon would say with conviction that he might havst lthe election, that the
winner might have been someone else. “The winner’ and ftiser” don't
designate the same objects in all possible worlds.diNixs just thenameof this
man. The question whether it is necessary or contingaitNixon won the
election is the intuitive one whether in some codattual situationthis man
would have lost. Someone thinking that the notion of @sgary or contingent
property is just a philosopher’s notion devoid of intuitieatent isnvrong.

» Kripke points out in a footnote the distinction betw&ammeaningfulnessf the
distinction between essential and accidental propertie, is, whether it just
depends on how things are described, and whether #rereany essential
properties. Kripke thinks ther@re, while some idealists think thatl properties
are essential. Kripke differs from many philosophers imdeg intuitive content
very heavy evidence — maybe the most conclusive — in favbsomething.
People who think the notion of accidental properties uitiné have their
intuitions round the wrong way.

2.10 Identity Across Possible Worlds

* A motivator for this “philosopher’s” perspective is gh@blem of “identity across
possible worlds® Imagine another possible world where no-one hashall t
properties of Nixon — which, if any, of the people imsiiNixon? We would seem
to need ariterion of identity which we can then use to tell whether Nixon in this
possible world has certain properties and also whethesxome possible world
Nixon lost the election. However, criteria for idigptare very difficult. Even in
the most promising case — that of numbers — there aftadepns. Taking the
number 9 to be what it is based on its position in thheiesece of natural numbers,
then if, in another possible world, the number of ptarhad been 8, we wouldn’t
in that world use the number 9 to identify their numberthe case of material

®  Note that this really is talking about identity ratttean identification, so we need to think about

how Leibniz’s Law fits in, given that the whole pointpafssible worlds is to have different
properties. Is this the motivation for Lewis’s couptat theory?
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objects and people, has anyone given necessary andiesuffaonditions for
identity across possible worlds?

Kripke agrees that necessary and sufficient conditionsdentity are very rare.
Mathematics is the only case where they are gwighin a possible world, and
Kripke knows of no criteria for the identity over timmématerial things or people.
However, Kripke thinks this approach misses the poinwldt a possible world
is. Kripke thinks people imagine possible worlds as like arotbuntry to which
Nixon may or may not have gone, and where we observelgdegualities but
not whether or not they aiixon

Kripke himself may be a prominent example of a logiciamsehformal treatment
of modal logic may encourage this picture. Neverthelessitively speaking, it
doesn't seem to Kripke to be the right way of thinking wboossible worlds,
which are too far away to be seen through a telescogteabh a possible world is
given by the descriptive conditions we associate witlKripke imagines the
possible world in which he didn't give today's lecture. Naterything is
imagined, only those relevant to his giving the lectureugho theoretically
everything needs to be decided to give a possible worlgk&ifirst asks and then
states that possible worlds astipulated not discovered It's part of the
descriptionof a possible world that it contains Nixon and thatdidn’t win the
election. Some stipulations may not be possible, batahe seems to be OK. In
this possible world, the person who lost the electiddix®n, because that’s part
of the description of the world. Watipulate that, in talking about what would
have happened to Nixon in some counterfactual situationarevdalking about
him.

We can't do this if we insist that every possible word to be described in a
purely qualitatively way — so that we can’t say “suppos®iN...”, but have to
say “suppose somebody (... description ....) ...”. We then hawskowhether
such a person resembles Nixon sufficiently to be ifledtiwith him. David
Lewis’s counterpart theory is a blatant example ofway of thinking. This isn’t
the way we normally think of counterfactual situationse st say “suppose this
man had lost”, and it igiven that the possible world contaitisis man Even
though there may be problems about what intuitions apossibility come to,
they are abouthis man and need not be identified with the electoral lossoohe
man qualitatively described as looking like this and having iceptalitical views.
We just point to thenan and ask what might have happenedita had events
been different.

2.11 Counterpart Theory

Kripke has a longish footnote on Lewis’'s paper “Counterpéreory and
Quantified Modal Logic*®, which is said to contain a formal difficulty (which
Kripke describes, but which | won't go into — see. P. 45), thiaihg with other
reasons not elaborated, leads Kripke to conclude thaislsephilosophical views
on counterparts are wrong. Lewis’s view is not onerafidworld identification
because Lewis thinks that similarities across possibleld&/odetermine a
counterpart relation that is neither symmetric nonditave. The counterpart is
neveridentical with the thing itself, so counterfactuals ddwppen to the person
himself but to some counterpart. Kripke thinks that Humphorildn't have cared

0 Journal of Philosophy 1968 — download it ! (Have | donkrsad it?)
theo@theotodman.com 19/06/2003 Page 13 of 73



Saul Kripke -Naming and Necessity Notes

less should someone else, however closely resembhmghlaive won the election;
and hence, that Lewis’s views are even more bizarme tiiase they replatk
However, what’s common to both sets of views is tther possible worlds are
like other dimensions of a more inclusive universe whiah @aly be given by
purely qualitative descriptions, and that the identity or tenpart relation has to
be established in terms of qualitative resemblance.

2.12 Necessary & Sufficient Conditions for being a ParticulaiSortal

« Someone might allege that the question whether Noawid have had certain
properties other than those he actually had is equivadetfitet question whether
the criteria of identity across possible worlds includat tNixon does not have
these properties. Kripke thinks this is wrong and that the¥ewo things going
on, for the reason that the usual condition for tremmk&l identity demands that we
have purely qualitative necessary and sufficient canultifor someone being
Nixon. If we can’t imagine a possible world in which Nix@oes not have a
certain property, it's necessary that he has it or,vadpntly, it is a necessary
condition of someone being Nixon. Such a property mightNixon being a
human being, in any world in which Nixon exists he is m&n being, or at least
not an inanimate object. This is independent of any puyedfitative sufficient
conditions for Nixonhood. Therenay be arguments in favour dgufficient
conditions, but they are not relevant to our coné@rmecessargonditions. Even
if there were a set of purely qualitative necessary suiticient conditions for
being Nixon, the approach Kripke advocates neither regjtiva we know them
before we can ask whether Nixon might not have wonetbetion, nor do we
need to restate the question in their terms. We siogrgidemNixonand ask what

might have happened tbim. Consequently, the two approaches are quite

different.

» Consideration of the case whether Nixon might noeHasen an automaton is not
an epistemological matter. While we might need evidemcether Nixonwas a
human being or an automaton, questions about whetherigig have bee@an

automaton given that heasa human being are not questions of knowledge, but

guestions whether things might have been otherwise.

» Consider this table. It is one question whether it islenaf molecules, and how
we know this — it was a momentous scientific discpuweat things are made of
molecules or atoms. It is an entirely different gioestvhether it might not have
been made of molecuf®sand yet remained the same object (and, intuitively, the
answer to this question is “no”).

2.13 Rigid Designators

» Kripke now introduces some essential terminology forthéory of names. We
need the notion of “identity across possible worlds”. tHeks this expression
misleading because it implies (1) that the “identific&tigproblem cannot be
trivially solved by stipulation and (2) because “possibtlds”, while useful in
the set-theoretic model-theory of modal logic, suggéses “foreign country”
picture and invites pseudo-problems; Kripke sometimes prétermterfactual

1 Which views? Not Kripke’s, but some description theory?
12 Note (maybe contra Sven) that he doesn’t say étheslecules”.
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situation”. In any case, we want to know why it's nasegeg that 9 is greater than
7, but not necessary that the number of planets isegrdan 7 — why the one
shows more about essence than the other.

So, Kripke defines aigid designator as something that designates the
same object in every possible worfthn-rigid or accidentaldesignators don't
do this. We don't require a rigidly designated objecexastin every possible
world (as in that in which Nixon’s parents had never m#tpugh a rigid
designator of a necessary existéis calledstrongly rigid

2.14 Names as Rigid Designators

Kripke maintains the intuitive thesis thaamesare rigid designators. While
someone other than Nixon might have been US Prdsidd®70, so “the USP in
1970” is a non-rigid designator, but no-one other tharoiigould have been
Nixon (even though in some possible worlds he might hrote beencalled
Nixon™). So, “Nixon” is a rigid, but not strongly rigit| designator.

2.15 Trans-world Identification

Those who insist that to make sense of rigid desigmat® need antecedently
to make sense of transworld identification have thg tefore the horse.
Transworld identification is unproblematic simply beeauBlixon” is a rigid
designator and we can stipulate that we are speakingaifmight have happened
to him.

Kripke thinks that the temptation to demand purely qualitatescriptions of
counterfactual situations is powered by confusion betwhenepistemological
and the metaphysical, between the a priori and thessage Someone who
identifies necessity with a prioricity thinks that obje@se named by the
properties that uniquely identify them. Consequently, he max tihat it is the
properties that identify an object which must identtfyini all possible worlds,
since they are known about a priori, and discover vemnethis there. Kripke's
response is two-fold:

(1) things aren’t discovered about counterfactual situatitwey, are stipulated
and

(2) possible worlds need not be given purely qualitativelythasgh we were
looking at them through a telescope.

Kripke will claim that the properties used to identify ahject in every
counterfactual world have nothing to do with the propertidgs in the actual
world.

Kripke asks whether the problem of transworld identiftratis a pseudo-
problem, and comes up with the following in its favduKripke considers that
facts about collections of objects are not anything amdrabove the collection of
all facts about the individuals that make them up. Hesgesamples of nations
and individual persons, and tables and molecules. A dasaripf the world

13
14
15

16
17

Not “flaccid” then?

le. one that exists in every possible world.

| seem to remember Scott Sturgeon saying that Krigdanmat a possible world” rather thatin“a
possible world”.

Because Nixon is not a necessary existent.

As a real or pseudo-problem? It's not clear to met Whiake is arguing for — is this a reductio?
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mentioning all the individuals, but not the collectiveaisompletedescription of

the world®, from which the facts about the collective followo,Sor instance,

given a description of a counterfactual situation aboaplee we can ask whether

Englandexistsor whether in that situation the nation (defined as tieein which

Jones lives)s England. We can ask similar questions about whetregsla tvould

still be this table following certain vicissitudes to its moleculanstruction. In

both cases we seek identity across possible worldseftain particulars (nations,
tables) in terms of other more basic particulars (geapblecules). However, if
this reduction isn’t possible and there is “open textustivieen the two levels, we
won't find hard and fast identity criteria. Even so, Krigkénks that in concrete
cases we may still be able to ask whether some aggloomeraf molecules
constitutes our table, though in some cases the ansayebenindeterminate. The
same sort of problems apply to identity over time —hig table has its parts
replaced piecemeal, does it remain the same table?

. Kripke has a footnote on vagueness and intransitivity. &nclf apparent
identities may lead to an apparent non-identity; as ange the table chip by
chip or molecule by molecule, we end up with something ithab longer the
same table, though each intervening table was the sameatalite predecessor.
Some sort of counterpart notion, without Lewis’s phijasoal underpinnings,
may be useful. We could say that strict identity orgplees to the particulars —
the molecules — while it’s the counterpart relatiort #yaplies to tables composed
of them and which is vague and intransitive. Even so, Kripkes it utopian to
imagine we’ll ever be in a position to specify thessibgarticulars for which
vagueness and intransitivity are eliminated. The dangemdcasse in practise
and talk of identity is unproblematic; no logic of vagueressbeen developed.

. The concept of transworld identification discussed alwbffers considerably
from the usual one because:

(1) unless we believe in ultimate basic particulars, no tyipéescription is
privileged — wemaytalk in terms of molecules, but with equal propriety may
talk in terms of tables, which may properly be moved famma room to the
next. We can ask wheth&tixon might have lost the election without the
requirement for further subtlety.

(2) We cannot assume it's possible to specify necessary saffetient
conditions for the sorts of bundles of moleculex o to make up this table.

(3) The procedure uses criteria of identity of particulargemms of other
particulars rather than in terms @jualities | can either refer to the table or to
its molecules, but if I'm asked to describe a countéufa situation purely
qualitatively, 1 can only ask whether table of a certain specification has
various other properties. It is moot whether such a tableld bethis table
since we’ve lost all reference tdjectsand are left with onlgualities

. Are we reliant on mysterious “bare particulars” — proyess substrata
underlying properties — if we don't describe counterfactual tss in purely
gualitative terms? Kripke thinks not. He thinks that Nixema Republican and
might have been a Democrat, “not merely that hes lim back of
Republicanisi™. This goes for any other properties Nixon may posses=pt
that there may be some properties that are essdftijike denies that a particular
is nothing more than a “bundle of qualities” becauseitigmbre abstract objects,

18 This strikes me as highly contentious.
19 Kripke adds “whatever that means”. Indeed. I'm not estge what thevordsin quotes mean.
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so bundles of them are yet more abstract, and so taonstitute a particular.
Philosophers have got caught in a false dilemma by askintherhgarticulars are
nothing but or alternatively ardehind the bundle of qualities. Kripke says that
neither is the case. This table has the propertiesiof) eooden (etc) and is not
hidden behind them as a thing without properties; yet it isheyeby identified
with the bundle, or that subset of essential properi®u don’'t need to ask how
you'd identify this table in another possible world except itsy properties,
because you can point to it and when | say thatight have been in another
room, I'm talking by definition about, and don’t need a telescope to identify it.
While some properties are essential to an object it fal to have them — these
properties are not needed to identify the object in angtbssible world, for
identification isn’t needed. Even if an object is idBati by its properties in the
actual world (Kripke leaves this possibility open) itseegml| properties need not
be those by which it’s identified.

. Transworld identification makes some sense in walatio identifying an
object in terms of its component parts, but these paetsiot qualities, and it isn’t
an object_resembling the given one that’s in question.ddrét identify objects
across possible worlds by resemblance to the given otigeimmost important
respects. Nixon might have eschewed politics, yet lzeenypto-radical. Even
when we can replace questions about an object by questimout its parts, we
don’'t need to. We can just refer to thigect We don’t start with worlds and ask
for transworld identification of objects, but we stasith identifiable objects to
hand inthis actual world. We can then ask whether certain thingstnhave been
true of them.

2.16 Freqge, Russell & Wittgenstein — Meaning or Reference?

. The Frege-Russell view can be taken, as its inventonsdete as a theory of
the meaningof names or alternatively as a theory of theference Kripke gives
examples (not of proper names) — the (simplified) didimiof 100 centigrade as
being the boiling point of water at sea level, or of arenéeing the length of a
certain bar in Paris.

. Kripke quotes a (for him) puzzling remark of Wittgenstein’srfrBl 850, to
the effect that the standard me® & the only thing of which we cannot say either
that it is or isn’t a metre long, not that this giveany extraordinary property but
only recognises its peculiar role in the language gameeafuring with a metre
rule. Kripke thinks thigs an “extraordinary property” and so that Wittgenstein
must be wrong. It’s just a stick, say 39.37 inches longytsp not a metre long?
What bothers Wittgenstein (and which Kripke thinks is wgjors that it's a
standard of length and so we can'’t attribute a length. téripke asks whether
“stick S is one metre long at timg’'tis a necessary truth. He thinks someone who
thinks everything known a priori is necessary might thimt toydefinition S is
one metre long at time,tand so this is a necessary truth. Kripke thinks #his i
wrong because this definition isn't used to give tieaningof one metre but to
fix the referenceWanting to mark out a certain length, our definitioratks it
out by an accidental property, namely that there igick ®f that length®.

20 Kripke uses the words in quotes. I'd originally writtenésishe accidental property of a stick of
that length”, on the grounds that a stick isn’t a prigpdut Kripke repeats the expression, so I've
left it as it is, hoping for subsequent enlightenment.
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Someone else’s definition might use another accid@ntgderty, but in any case,
it still makes sense to say that if heat had beeneppdiS at § it would have
been more than one metre long.

. Kripke thinks the reason we can do this, even if this isotilg standard of
length in use, is that there is an intuitive diffexemetween the phrases

(1) ‘one metre”
and
(2) “the length ofS at ¢".

. (1) rigidly designates a certain length in all possvatelds, which happens to
be the length of at ¢ in the actual world, whereas (2) doesn’'t designate argthi
rigidly because the stick might have been longer lmrter in counterfactual
situations. We can say of it, as of any other stic&t tha given quantity of heat
had been applied to it, it would have expanded to sudisach a length. There’s
no conflict between the definition and such counteufalcstatements because the
definition doesn’t say that (1) &/nonymousvith (2), but only that the reference
of (1) is determined by stipulating (1) as a rigid designatahe length which
happens to be the length $fat 4. Hence, it isnot a necessary truth th&tis one
metre long atgt In certain circumstancé&would not have been one metre long at
to and the reason there’s no contradiction is thats(a)rigid designator while (2)
iS not.

2.17 Contingent a Priori Truths

. What's theepistemologicaktatus of the statement
(3) “Sis one metre long a§'t

for someone who'’s fixed the metric system by referanc®? Kripke thinks he
knows it a priori since he knows without investigatioatt8 is one metre long,
having used a definition that is neither of the abbrewatior synonymous kind.
However, themetaphysicalstatus of (3) is contingent, provided (1) is rigid,
because5S might have had a different length at iHence, there are contingent a
priori truths. However, Kripke thinks the most importanmediate lesson is the
distinction between definitions that fix a referereel those that give a synonym.

2.18 Using Actual-world Descriptions to Fix the Referent

. Kripke thinks the same lessdrapplies to proper names. If a name means the
same as a cluster of descriptions, it will not be al ragsignator because it will
not necessarily designate the same object in alilgessorlds since other objects
might have had the same properties in some possible sioi&hy wedefinethe
name:

(4) “Aristotle”
to mean
(5)  “the greatest man who studied with Plato”,
then in some possible worlds another person would haare Avastotle. However,
if we use (5) tofix the referentof (4), then that man will be Aristotle in all

2 e, using a description to fix a referent.

22 Kripke adds “unless, of course, we use essential prep@rtour description”. Will this do? I'd
thought that essential properties were necessary bstifficient for the transworld identification
of an object. If being a man is an essential properlixdn, finding a man in another possible
world doesn’t mean we’ve found Nixon. Is this just anliofiede on Kripke's part?
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possible world€’. The only use of the description is to pick out the marmean
to refer to. It is not a contradiction to say thatrtever studied philosophy in other
possible worlds.

. Kripke thinks it's plausible to imagine that the referent a name is fixedia
a description just as the metric system was fixed. Krgpkes the example of the
reference of “Hesperus” being fixed by its apparent celgsbisition. However,
he denies that this position is part of theaningof Hesperus. Had the planet
earlier and counterfactually been hit by a comet, pjsaaent position would have
differed at that time. We would say that Hesperus wawoldhave occupied the
same position, not that Hesperus would not have beepeHes the reason being
that “Hesperus” rigidly designates a certain heaventlybeshereas “the body in
yonder position” may designhate another or no body. Nerdbody might have
been “Hesperus”, though another might have beafed “Hesperus”. Kripke
holds that names are always rigid designators.

2.19 Frege & Russell on Names

. Frege and Russell hold the contrary theory that properes arenot rigid
designators but are synonymous with the descriptions tpetceethem. Another
theory is that such descriptions are used to determingicargferenc&. These
two theories give different answers to questions prelyioasked about the
existence of Moses. If “Mosestieans‘the man who did such and such”, then if
no-one did such and such, then Moses didn’t 8xismaybe this is aanalysisof
what it is for Moses not to exist. However, if the aesion is simply used to fix
a reference rigidly, then we can imagine him counteutdly not doing such and
such without imagining his non-existence. He might néxae entered politics or
religion but enjoyed himself in Pharaoh’s court, and whiteone might have
done the deeds Moses did, Moses would still have existaceH'Moses exists”
means something different from “the existence and uniquermxitions for a
certain description are fulfilled”. Adopting this approadsds some of the
advantages of the theory, in that singular existentigkestnts and identity
statements between names require further anflysis

2.20 Freqge on “Sense”

. Kripke criticises Frege for using the term “sense” in seoses which are (a)
identified and (b) taken to be given by definite desaisi the sense of a
designator is (1) its meaning and (2) the way its referemcletermined. Kripke
will reject (b), but even if it were correct, heaefs (a). Frege thinks a description
is either synonymous with a designator or fixes its esfee (but not both).
There’'s a parallel between the two Fregean sensesenisés and the two
common-parlance senses of “definition”, and these tweeseshould be carefully
distinguished.

% Including those in which he didn’t study with Plato. Rigesignators have a special “fix” on our

world, which then stays rigidly connected to that obferbugh other possible worlds.

Isn't this Kripke's theory. Why the reticence?

I’'m worried that there’s skipping between the reatld/iand possible worlds. If Moses didn’t do
such and such in threal world, then there’s nothing for our name to rigidly desite (if the “such
and such” is what is used to fix the reference of “Moses”)

% Which theory? The Frege-Russell? Yes? What has bserSpell this out!
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Kripke has a footnote on Frege and sense. People usuallye éhaaregean
“sense” with “meaning”, to be distinguished from a érefnce fixer”. Kripke will
explain later that for all but the person originally magnthe object, the reference
of the name is determined by a causal chain of commumicasither than by
description. Kripke describes the use of “sense” in modst.Iorhe sense of a
termt is usually taken to be the possibly paffidlinction that assigns for each
possible world H the referent ofin H. The function is a constant for a rigid
designatd®. This version of “sense” equates to “giving a meaning” ratfen to
“fixing a reference”: “one meter” has a constant fumctas its sense, though its
reference is fixed by “the length &8f, which doesn’t have a constant function as
its sense. Some philosophers have claimed that descrigi@smbiguous,
sometimes non-rigidly designating objects satisfyingrthe possible worlds and
sometimes rigidly designating an object satisfying th&cdgtion inthis world.
Kripke thinks this supposed ambiguity dubious, thinking it covere®Rigsell’'s
notion of scope or by the considerations discussedeeatDonnellan’s
champagne case”). Even if ambiguity does exist, “thgtlerof S” and “one
metre” rigidly designate the same thing in all possibleldgoand have the same
functional “sense® %,

2.21 The Special Case oft

Kripke gives another example of the distinction betwérimg a reference
and defining one term as meaning another. Thig which he thinks is theame
of a real number, rather than as short for “theratithe circumference of a circle
to its diameter”, the number necessarily having this prgpétbwever, in this
case, both the name and the description are rigid risigs, so the arguments
given in the case of the standard metre are inapplicable

2.22 Searle’s Cluster Theory

Kripke now returns to the modern substitute, even eedoby Strawson in
Individuals for the Frege-Russell theory, in which names, insteadeifg
disguised descriptions, either abbreviate or have thesraedes determined by
some cluster of descriptions. Kripke had previously pointedtioatt there are
stronger and weaker versidhsin the stronger version, the name is simply
defined synonymously, as the cluster of descriptions. Mosessth have all the
properties in the cluster in all possible worlds. Thisnplausible. Kripke quotes
an article by Searle on proper names that mostly seemssensible — if we
substituted “the teacher of Alexander” for “Aristotléien it would be a necessary
truth that the man referred to is Alexander’s teachwereas this is a contingent
fact and Aristotle might have eschewed pedagogy. How&earle then says that
it is a necessary fact that Aristotle has the “laggum, the inclusive disjunction”
of properties usually associated with him. Kripke thinks rhast be using

27
28
29
30
31

le. for some possible worlds there are no referefitts

le. it picks out the same referent in all possibleladgowhere it picks anything out.

Do they? Something wrong here?

Finally, Kripke refers to Kaplan's operator “Dthat®,S..

Where? Earlier in this lecture. There are two w#rsi “stronger” = “meaning”; “weaker” = “fix
reference”. And where, after this note, does Kriplseuts the weaker version?
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“necessary” in some aberrant sense, as this assertialseé®. Most of the things
commonly attributed to Aristotle are things that hérstotle — might not have
done at aff’. This is not, Kripke insists, Russell's distinction szfope where
someone might say that the man who taught Alexamdght not havedone so,
whereas it couldn’t be the case that the man who taAlgiktinderdidn’t do so. In
this situation, even if we imagine a counterfactual staatn which Aristotle
didn’t do any of the things commonly attributed to him, we would sh#é
referring toAristotle Kripke thinks this even applies, though less certainlyhé¢o
case of the period in which he lived. Finally, while Astt# might not have been
called Aristotle, it could not be the case that AristotleswaAristotle (just as 2 x
2 might not have been called “four”).

. If someone fixes the reference of “Aristotle” by thetfthat he did one of the
things popularly ascribed to him, then he “in some senseivk this fact (and the
truth of the disjunction) a priori, yet this factgsll contingent. Kripke sees the
situation as like the metre rod. Kripke wonders whetherthesis that a prioricity
implies necessity can be modified in some way, aseinseto contain an insight
which might be important, and true, of epistemology. ¢benter-examples may
be trivial and not relevant to what people mean by sayiag dhly necessary
truths can be known a pridti However, Kripke has no idea how this might be
done, and if it isn’t done, the thesis leads to confusibaut the nature of
reference.

. In a footnote, Kripke admits that it's plausible that bgrety fixing the system
of measurement, we have not learnt some contingentfaewabout the world,
even though it is a contingent fact tisas one metre long. We shouldn’'t make the
thesis trivial by redefining “a priori” as “known to becessary” (rather than
“known to be true”) independently of experience. Kriplaeas that even if we
could patch up the thesis, the converse tffesisuld still be false.

2.23 Cluster Theory — Formal Definition

. Kripke now turns to an explanation of the cluster contlegdry of names. He
thinks it's a “nice” theory, but like all philosophicalebries iswrong He denies
proposing another theory in its place, because thatwald be wrong. The
theory he’s discussing is broken down into a numbehedes, with sub-theses to
deal with existence and identity statements and furthietitteeses if we want a
theory ofmeaning According to Kripke, the first can be made true by dednj
but the others are false. In what follows, the speesker

(1) To every name or designating expression “X”, thereesponds a cluster
of properties, namely the family of propertigs such thatA believes
“OX".

(2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by pick out
some individual uniquely.

Kripke adds “unless he’s got some very interestingéiss@roperty commonly attributed to
Aristotle”. I'm not sure of Searle’s “logical sum’rtainology. He seems to mean that Aristotle
necessarily has at least one property commonlyatéd to him — hence Kripke's remark — and
“disjunction” = “or”.

This is very important, but what has “scope” got to db w?

So, necessity is a necessary condition for a piipri

le. presumably that only what can be known a pisanecessary — ie. going back to Goldbach’s
conjecture, which is necessarily true (if it is trye) not known a priori (or at all).
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(3) If most, or a weighted most, of tles are satisfied by one unique object
Y, then Y is the referent of “X”.
Kripke claims that (1) can be true by definition; everoiinge people think that not
everything A believes about “X” has anything to do with determining the
reference of “X”, we can change some of the latesés to accommodate the
matter. (2) doesn'’t say that these properties do pitls@mething uniquely, only
that A believes they do. (3) asserts tAas correct in his beliefs.

The referent of “X” is supposed to satisfy “enough” af firopertiesA could
be wrong about some of the things about “X”, so we haspecify the weighting
to be attributed to the properties. Strawson explisitigports equal weighting for
both the most trivial and the most crucial propertiesipke says Strawson
proposes pooling the properties proposed by several speallgieskary an equal-
weighted vote, requiring only a sufficient plurality ratiiean a majority). Kripke
thinks it’s more plausible to weight the propertieshviitelevant ones weighted O
in the vote.

(4) If the vote yields no unique object, “X” doesn't refer.

(5) The statement, “If X exists, then “X has most of ¢h& is known a priori

by A.
(6) The statement, “If X exists, then X has most of dfie” expresses a
necessary truth in the idiolect of the speaker.
(6) is only required if the cluster is to be part of theaning of the nameé\ can
consider that, though Aristotle has most of gf® there are possible situations in
which he wouldn’t have.
Some subsidiary theses are required even by thoseavemt after a theory of
meaning. We could have:

(4a) it is a priori true foA that if not enough of thé’s are satisfied, then

“X” doesn'’t exist.
Only holding the view as a theory of meaning rather thareate requires that it
is necessarilytrue that if not enough of thi's are satisfied, then “X” doesn’t
exist. A will, in any case, know this a priori if he knows theoper theory of
names. An analysis of identity statements followsiglsimilar line®.

2.24 Cluster Theory - Critique

Kripke now asks whether any of the theses of the thaxaryrue. Firstly, he notes
that people are often wrong in specifying tiie that are relevant. While this is
just an incidental defect, it's closely related to tihguanents that Kripke will

shortly give against the theory. Taking Wittgenstein’so9ds” example, Kripke
asks what Wittgenstein takes the relevant propertiée t@nd it basically comes
down to knowing a priori that if the Biblical story isbstantially false, then

Moses didn't exist. Kripke has already argued that the®e not necessary

properties, and that Moses might have existed without atiem.

He now asks whether we know a priori that if Moselsekist, then he performed
most or all of the acts attributed to him. He thinkssinittion is being missed —
that (a) Moses might have been a complete legend®(® the Biblical accounts
might have been substantially false, but of a realgpertn the latter case, a
scholar would say that Moses did exist. Kripke givesd@kample of the Book of
Jonah, generally taken (he says) to be completeltidics accounts of the actions

% 30, are (4) — (6) the sub-theses for existence?
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of a real person, about whom nothing is known othen that he was an Israelite
prophet. His name in Hebrew wasnt even "Jonah", but elistence is

independent of whether or not we know his real Hebrew ngmegh we cannot
without circularity single him out asonah The evidence for his historical
existence comes from Il Kings, though he might have existeth had we no
evidence at all. Kripke notes that we can say “the Jaridhe Book of Jonah”

never existed, just as we can say that “the HitleNati propaganda” never
existed, without denying the existence of either péfson

2.25 Non-Circularity Condition

» Kripke says that we could modify the example by saying #flatve know of
Moses iswhat the Bible relates of hinBut, in that case, how do we know who the
Bible is referring to? This requires another explioihdition:

(C) For any successful theory, the account must notrbelar. The properties
that are used in the vote must not themselves involve oiennof
reference in a way that is ultimately impossible tmilate.

* Kripke gives an example of an article by William Kneatetbe theory of proper
names, entitledModality, De Dicto and De Ren which the non-circularity
condition is clearly violated. Kneale claims that INBlwrong to claim that proper
names are signs without sense because, while it meydvenative to say that the
most famous Greek philosopher was called Socrates,trifling to say that
Socrates was called Socrates. His reason is thaawet know what we mean by
the first occurrence of “Socrates” unless we know tisaicrates” means “the
individual called “Socrates™.

* Kripke says that here we have a theory of the referehpeoper names in which
“Socrates” just means “the man called “Socrates” wideer, Kripke points out
that things are more complicated — not everyone mayefhealled Socrates
“Socrates” and there may be more than one man cé&ledrates”. However, it
may be uniquely satisfied on some occasion.

* Kneale says it's a trifling piece of information tl&dcrates was called “Socrates”,
but Kripke disagrees, because maybe the Greeks didn'hicalf'Socrates” (at
least they pronounced the name differently). It maytrifling that Socrates is
called “Socrates” byne

 Kneale analyses “Socrates” as meaning “the individudled “Socrates™
because, otherwise, he can’t explain how it is trifiode told that Socrates was
called “Socrates”. Kripke ridicules this idea by pointing that we could use this
approach to build a theory of meaning of English wordscamdtruct a dictionary
containing useful items such as “horse” means “the thsafjed “horses™. Since
this isn’t a good argument, it shows that this isn’t thly explanation of why it’s
trifling to be told that Socrates was called “Socratésiyone who knows the use
of “is called” in English knows “X are called ‘X" expsses a truth whenever X is
meaningful, even though the speaker may not know the meahkdgeq. if X is
quarks), and therefore not know what truth is expressedhiBknowledge has
little to do with the meaning of the term “quarks”.

» Kripke reminds us that the purpose of this example washoov that Kneale’'s
theory of reference violates the non-circularity @iion. When someone uses the

37 I need to check out how this argument holds togethedetedmine the relevance of the various
strands.
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name “Socrates”, how are we to know to whom he s€feBy using the
description that gives the sense of the name. But Kndalens that this

description is “the man called “Socrates™ which, esaiias it's so trifling, tells

us nothing at all. There is not theory of referenceabse we're simply told that
we just refer to the man to whom we refer, and weneser get off the ground.

* So, we need to satisfy the non-circularity conditaomd this theory obviously
doesn’t. Surprisingly, even Russell adopts the paradigfthefman called such
and such” as the descriptive sense of names (as innidme called ‘Walter
Scott™)®, So, it is whatever the relation cdlling is that determines the reference
of names.

3 SeeNamesotes for a defence of Russell on this point.
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3. LECTUREII

3.1 The Cluster Theory Reviewed

» Kripke reprises the theory of naming which comprisesalewing theses:

(1) To every name or designating expression “X”, thereesponds a cluster
of properties, namely the family of propertigs such thatA believes
“OX".

(2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, are believed by pick out
some individual uniquely.

(3) If most, or a weighted most, of tles are satisfied by one unique object
Y, then Y is the referent of “X”.

(4) If the vote yields no unique object, “X” doesn't refer.

(5) The statement, “If X exists, then “X has most of ¢f&’, is known a priori
by A.

(6) The statement, “If X exists, then X has most of dfig” expresses a
necessary truth in the idiolect of the speaker.

(C) For any successful theory, the account must noirbelar. The properties
that are used in the vote must not themselves involve oiennof
reference in a way that is ultimately impossible tmilate.

* (C) is strictly not a thesis but required to ensurerttwe-circularity of (1) — (6).
Kneale’s theory of names was blatantly circular. Heassed thepasttense in
saying that it is trifling to be told that Socratesms called “Socrates”, and
therefore that the name “Socrates” must simply nfd@man called “Socrates™.
Using the past tense, the condition wouldn't be circhécause we can decide to
use the term “Socrates” to refer to whoever wasddibocrates” by the Greeks.
But then it’s not trifling to be told that Socrates vweadled “Socrates” because if
this is a fact, it might be false, since the Greekghtnnot have called him what
we call him (just as “Isaiah” isn’t the correct Hebraame of Isaiah). We could
amend the thesis into something fairly trifling by sayingt tBocrates is the man
called “Socrates” bus or at leastng the speaker. However, Kripke doesn't think
this is necessary or analytic any more than that #issnply means‘the animal
called “horse™. As a theory of reference of the marfbocrates” this leads
immediately to a vicious circle. Saying to myself thituse “Glunk” to refer to
the man | call “Glunk” gets me nowhere. Kripke thinks saoeés like “Socrates
was called ‘Socrates™ are very interesting and atids the theory only satisfies
all these statemerifsbecause there is a way of determining the reference of
“Socrates” other than as being the man called “Socrates

* Theses (5) and (6) have converses. (5) stated thatxis¥sethen “X has most of
thed’s” is known a priori by the speaker. The conversesse &lue a priori for the
speaker — and necessarily so — that if any unique thing hetsofrihed’s in the
properly weighted sense, then it is X. Hence, we carils#yit is both necessary
and a priori that something is X iff it uniquely has mokthe ¢’s. This comes
from theses (1) — (4), with (5) — (6) just saying thatufigently reflective
speaker grasps this theory of names and therefore se@sitthof (5) & (6). Any
objection to (5) & (6) willnot be because the speaker is unaware of the theory and
therefore of them.

39 It's not clear to me what statements Kripke's tallkabgut. Theses (1) — (6) ?
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Many philosophers have noted that if the cluster of ptegseassociated with a
proper name is narrowed so that omlge has any weight and one definite
description picks out the referent (such as Aristotlendoethe teacher of

Alexander), then certain things will turn out to be es=ary truths that aren’t —
that Aristotle taught Alexander, for instance. Searleeddhat it is a contingent
matter whether Aristotle ever went into pedagogy, sccloded that we must

replace the paradigm of a single description by a cluster

3.2 Examples of Problems with the Cluster Theory

This, says Kripke, is not correct, for Searle goes mrlaim (as we noted in
Lecture 1) that Aristotle, while he might never have tawgiyone, necessarily has
the logical sum (the inclusive disjunction) of the pmbipe commonly attributed
to him. Kripke claims that it just isn't the case tihaistotle necessarily has, in
any normal sense of “necessary”, thproperties commonly attributed to him.
Carlyle might hold a great man’s achievements to be paheomeaning of his
name, and that once born it's necessary that hetgvddgo perform various great
tasks, so that it’'s part of the very nature of Arigtad produce the ideas that had
So great an influence on the western world. Whatelvernerits of this as a
theory of history or of great men, it ought not to beiatly true on the basis of a
theory of proper names! Kripke thinks it's a contingent that Aristotle didany

of the great things for which he’s remembered today.

There may besomethingto this feeling of Searle’s, in that one might get an
illusory gut feeling that it's necessary that Hitler veasl. If Hitler had spent his
days quietly in Linz, we wouldn’t say that this man wastitler, because we use
the name “Hitler” just as the name of this man evererwldescribing other
possible worlds, as a rigid designator. Say we decidectoquit the referent of
“Hitler” as “the man who caused to be killed more Jdahan anyone else in
history”. Then, if Hitler had never achieved power, and haver earned this
discredit, then some other person who did would not iyelbe Hitlef.

Similarly, even if we define what a metre is by refeeto a standard metre stick,
it remains a contingent fact that that stick isne meter long, since it might have
been heated or stretched. This is because we use théoteznmetre” rigidly to
designate a certain length. We're using an accidental gyopéa length® to
designate rigidly in all possible worlds a particulargh (“one metre”), just as
we do with a name of a man — we pick him out by some&lantal property - but
thenthat name designatakat man in all possible worlds. The property used need
not be in any way necessary or essential. “One yard’osginally picked out as
the length along King Henry™s outstretched arm from the tip of his finger to his
nose. This distance is not necessarily a yard, asimsnight have been longer or
shorter, but the reason isn't that “a yard” is a clustacept. Someone who uses
Henry's arm as a standard of length can still say ttmtnterfactually, if certain
things had happened to Henry, the distance from finger te wosild not have

40
41
42
43

“Any of” or “all the” ?

Though, according to this example, he would have bakked “Hitler”.

“Is"? Trivially so. Does Kripke mean “was (at the modf baptism)”?

I've not quoted Kripke verbatim here, but he does usggthé when it seems to me he ought to use
“stick”; but maybe there’s something very deep going oe tteat I've missed?
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been exactly a yard. He need not be using a cluster mopoavided he uses a
certain fixed reference to be that length in all possitaeds*.

3.3 Lewis

The above shows how bizarre is much of the writing ‘@ransworld
identification” and “counterpart theory”. People such amswis, in his paper
Counterpart Theory and Quantified Modal Logiargue that Aristotle, or his
counterparts, are to lwpialitatively identifiedn other possible worlds with those
beings that most closely resemble Aristotle in histrmaportant properties. Some
people equate these properties with those used to iddmtifgltject in the actual
world.

This is surely wrong, for both the murderous Hitler andgsieiphical Aristotle
might have altogether lacked these qualities most clessdgpciated with them.
There was no fate hanging over them that meant tleydwassuredly come to
possess those properties we judge most important to them;careers might
have differed radically from their actual onésiportant properties need not be
essentigl unless importance is made synonymous with essence, anbject
might have had properties very different both from itsstrstriking actual and its
identifying properties.

3.4 Languages

Rigid designators apply iour language; clearly, in other possible worlds speakers
might speak other languages. We wouldn’'t say that “two fphasequals four” is
contingent because in some language this form of wordstrntleat seven is even.
We speak of a counterfactual situation in English evenrevits part of that
situation that we're all speaking German. Even in possMmelds using non-
standard English, we describe it English with our meanings and witlour
references. It’s in this sense that Kripke speaks af dgsignators as having the
same reference in all possible worlds. Rigid designaton& imply existence in
all possible worlds; supposing Hitler hadn’t been bodhrstiers rigidly to Hitler,
but counterfactually as not existing.

Consequently, thesis (8)is incorrect, but the other theses, in particulaf®(5)
have nothing to do with necessity and can survive. If FHgesperus” to refer to a
certain heavenly body in a certain position in the everniisgnot for that reason a
necessary truth that this planet should ever be seée ievening, depending as it
does on contingent facts such as people being thereetdt.sk isn't even a
necessary fact for me to give it that name, thaeé there to see it, for I might
decideto do this, and yet the planet not ever be viéibldowever, it is a priori

44

45

46
47

This is a difficult concept. What about worlds in whicimégdHenry 1 doesn’t exist, or hasn’t got
arms? A name is “stuck onto” an individual after thatviddial has been identified by a particular
property. Then, in other possible worlds, provided the lstioek on inthis world stays in place, all
the properties may vary. I'm not clear, with resgedength, what the label is stuck onto.
Presumably either the stick, or King Henry 1.

(6) The statement, “If X exists, then X has moghefp’s” expresses a necessary truth in the
idiolect of the speaker. However, | don't see the prolderfar as necessity is concerned, because
in some possible worlds a different idiolect will beuse, so we don’t have necessity.

(5) The statement, “If X exists, then “X has mostha¢’s” is known a priori by the speaker.

In what sense, in this case, does “Hesperus” stick &
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(that Venus has this position) in that this is how kKletermined the referent. If |
have determined that Hesperus is the thing | saw in their&y over there, then |
will on this account know that if Hesperus exists atigd, the thing | saw over
there in the evening. So, at least as far as our argartedate go, (5) survives.

« Kripke asks how the theory goes without (6). Not welt, He claims that (3§ —
(4) suffer from a large class of counter-examples aveh &vere they true, (5) is
usually false; and the truth of (8)- (47 is an empirical accident that the speaker
hardly knows a priori. (2) to (5) are only true in raeses of initial baptisms.

» Kripke claims that the theory of naming given by theses-(19) is that when |
want to name an object, | think of a way of describingniquely and then go
through a mental ceremony, eg. that the reference wef®i will be “the man
who denounced Catiline”. I'll designate rigidly the maho in fact denounced
Catiline so that | can talk of possible worlds in whichdi@n’t. Even so, | first
give some condition that uniquely determines an objectlal assign a name to
the object determined by that condition. Maybe at acttnee could say we adopt
this procedure in calling that object over there “Hesperusthis case, the theses
are not only true but give a correct picture of determinimg referent. The
naming of Neptune before it was seen (because its ecgstess inferred from its
influence on the other planets) is an even bettamgle. At this stage it was an a
priori equivalence that Neptune was the planet with itiflsence. Even so, the
equivalence is nohecessaryas Neptune might have been knocked out of the
solar system millions of years ago and another planght have been responsible
for the perturbations, or there might have been noa#a

* Another example of the 5 theses working correctlpfithe police naming as
“Jack the Ripper” the man, whoever he was, who commatledr most of the
Whitechapel murders. In these cases we’re giving names doyigléon. In a
footnote, Kripke (referring back to Donnellan) noted thea can identify an object
and fix the reference of a name using a description tinas out to be false of its
object — as in the case of the reference of “Phosphbrisg determined as “the
morning star’, which isn’t a star. Clearly the description that fixée reference
cannot be known a pridfi though a more cautious substitute may be, and is what
really fixes the reference.

3.5 Another Look at the 6 Theses of Cluster Theory

* Kripke thinks that in most cases the theses are falsbesgives them another
look.

3.5.1Thesis 1

* Thesis (1) is a simply a definition.

8 (2) One of the properties, or some conjointly, @keved byA to pick out some individual

uniquely.

(3) If most, or a weighted most, of this are satisfied by one unique objectheny is the referent
Of KIX”.

(4) If the vote yields no unique object, “X” doesn'tere

It's important to remember that the naming is perfatinehis world, so that thereafter it makes
sense to think of possible worlds in which even the esenaming itself couldn’t have happened.
Since it is false!
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3.5.2Thesis 2

» Thesis (2) says that one or more of the propertiasvsel byA of the object pick
it out uniquely. People imagine cases like the term “@icelenoting the man
who first (publicly) denounced Catiline as picking out a uniqbgct. Kripke
notes that even Ziff, who doesn't think that nameshaeaning at all, thinks this
is a good picture of the way reference is determined.

* So, Kripke asks whether thesis (2)tnge. A priori, it seems that it must be true,
for if the properties don’t pick out someone uniquely, hailvyou or anyone else
know who you're talking about? Usually, the properties in tioesre supposed
to be famous deeds of the person in question. Kripke tliiiska tribute to the
education of philosophers that they've for so long held, &y, when someone
refers to “Cicero” he means, and so picks out uniquethe fhan who denounced
Catiline”. In fact, most people thinking of Cicero, justnthiof some famous
Roman orator, with no thought that this description pmisanyone uniquely or
that one need know anything else about Cicero to hae¢eeent for the name.
Kripke thinks of Richard Feynman; one can use the namgnffan” without
knowing anything about him other than that he’s “a physmistomething” and
without needing to be able to distinguish his theoriesiftbose of Murray Gell-
Mann. Even though the man in the street doesn’t think hisriggsn picks
anyone out uniquely, Kripke still thinks he uses “Feynman” asamenfor
Feynman.

 Even when we do have a description that picks someonaniguely, we may
still have a problem of circularity, as when we thinkQitero as the man who
denounced Catiline, and Catiline as the man denounced byoCloethis case,
not only have we violated the non-circularity conditibat we’ve not picked out
anyone uniquely — all we've selected are a pair of indivgligich that A
denounced B. Since there’s been more than one denonciae need to specify
something else to provide uniqueness.

» Kripke gives another example of circularity. We ddsertinstein uniquely as the
man who discovered relativity; but, while most of Krifgkaudience would be
able to describe this theory sufficiently for it to piEknstein out uniquely, most
people just think of relativity as “Einstein’s theorygaldding to the most basic
form of vicious circle.

» Kripke concludes that thesis (2) is false, since we daget names in ways such
that the corresponding descriptions lead to uniqueness or mooilacty. We can'’t
prop up uniqueness by reference to encyclopaedias wheraeth@orfamous
deeds are listed, because we could use the name everdifilmeknow of any
entries in encyclopaedias, or even if there wereugb ghings.

3.5.3Thesis 3

» Kripke now moves on to thesis (3) : namely, if mosthefd’s, suitably weighted,
are satisfied by a unique object Y, then Y is the refeoérthe name for the
speaker. He thinks it's worth pursuing, despite thesis &hgbwrong and
undermining the whole theory. The picture behind the theormhas only by
giving some unique properties can you know who someorends who the
referent of a name is. Kripke thinks “knowing who someisfias puzzling, but
that youdo know who Cicero is if all you know is that he’s anfaus Roman
orator. If you know that Einstein discovered relativibyt nothing about the
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theory, you know two facts (1) who Einstein is and (2) wiszovered relativity.
This is how we talk, despite it being a blatant violatainthe non-circularity
condition, so any picture that insists on this condiigowrong.

* Suppose most of thé’s are satisfied by some unique object; is this object
necessarily the referent of “X” foA? Kripke imagines the situation where
someone well-educated and who understands the incongdstdreorem refers to
Godel as the man who proved the incompleteness of arithmietually the only
fact that most people know about Goédel. Is “the man wliszovered the
incompleteness of arithmetic” necessarily the reteoétGodel’?

* Kripke thinks not, by imagining the counterfactual situation which the
incompleteness of arithmetic was not discovered by Gbdelby his friend,
Schmidt, whose body was found in mysterious circumstarzoes whose
manuscript Godel supposedly published under his own nams.tbeenan in the
street therefore refer to Schmidt when he uses the tagdel’? Kripke thinks
he simply does not. Kripke will deal later with thespense that we should
describe Gddel as “the man to whom the proof of the ipéeteness of arithmetic
is commonly attributed”.

» This may be an odd fiction, but there are true-life edaep for instance Peano’s
Axioms were in fact discovered by Dedekind, and Peano didoadedge as
much in a forgotten footnote. So, when referring to “Pééyahe only thing we
know about him — “the man who discovered Peano’s Axioms/e—are really
referring to Dedekind? Certainly not, and such exampleddcbe multiplied
indefinitely.

* Kripke gives other entertaining examples — Einstein asnentor of the atomic
bomb, Columbus (rather than some Norseman or soeek{as the discoverer of
America or of the Earth’s roundness respectively.itSseems simply false that if
most of thed’s are satisfied by a unique object Y, then Y is theresfeof the
name.

* Kripke has an interesting footnote on the response oflttster-of-descriptions
theorists. This theory would make the “Peano” and amiroblems from the
history of science express trivial truths rather thascanceptions. It is argued,
for example, that when we say “Gddel proved the incetepkss theorem” we're
referring to Godel rather than Schmidt, but in saying tf&idel relied on a
diagonal argument at a certain step in the proof’ we tefeshoever proved the
theorem This is as when we say “as Aristotle / Shakespeays sd’, we're
referring to whoever wrote the passage in question. Bjogy with Donnellan,
this is amattributive use of proper names. According to this theory, “Godelguto
the theorem ..." is falSé whereas “Godel used a diagonal argument ...” is true,
and “Godel” is ambiguous. Kripke admits that, while soroenter-examples
remain, and so the cluster-of-descriptions theory ofesais still false, it might be
applicable to a wider class of cases than Kripke thoughiveider, he still thinks
there’s no need to postulate ambiguity. Kripke thinks thatepne may refer to
“whoever proved the theorem” as Gddel, but that this tsatias like the “Smith
and Jones” case earlier, where we referred to Jonexisiatkenly used the name
“Smith”, which is still unequivocally used as a nameSaifith, not sometimes for
Joned*. Similarly, “Aristotle” may sometimesefer to the actual author of the

>3 When in the counterfactual situation that Schmidvgxdt (though we need to be careful, since
we’re supposing that the real-world situation is th&n§dt proved the theorem!
% S0, Kripke sticks unequivocally to the semantic ughgrahan allowing pragmatic use?
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passage without ambiguity in the name. Kripke claims tlatwould withdraw
our use of these names on appraisal of the*fa¢te reminds us that no confusion
ought to arise in these lectures, where “referent” &l the thing named by a
name, or uniquely satisfying a description.

3.5.4Thesis 4

* How does Thesis (4) fare? Does the name not retéeifvote yields no unique
object? This is false, as has been demonstrated prvidine vote may yield no
unique object, as in the cases of Feynman or Cicera object at all. One may
have false beliefs that are true of no-one. Kripleb@lates his fanciful Godel
example, but Kripke also mentions Jonah and the figh Eamstein’s “invention”
of the atomic bomb (no one person did this), which aalljust as well.

3.5.5Thesis 5

* And thesis (5)? — that “if X exists, then X has mdsthe ¢’s” is known a priori
by A. Even where (3) and (4) are true, (5) is hardly knawariori. While Kripke
is pr%gty sure the “Schmidt” (Godel) story is a fabimat this is not known a
priori>”.

3.6 Can the Cluster Theory be Rescued?

* Kripke asks whether the theory can be rescued, and launthesother footnote
on Donnellan. Can a name be associated with a “réfaefemse of a description?
In that case we are talking about Godel, identified s author of the
incompleteness theorem, even should he not have ptbedtieorem. Theses (2)
— (6) could still fail, but each name would abbreviate argggm, though the role
of the description in naming would differ radically frohat proposed by Frege-
Russell. Kripke has already mentioRetlis rejection of Donnellan’s formulation
of a referential definite description, but even ifsitaiccepted, the present proposal
shouldn’t be. Kripke’s reasons are familiar; descriptitke “the man over there
drinking champagne” are withdrawn on evidence of errad, sirould Godel be
proved not to have discovered the incompleteness thethandescription would
be withdrawn, though he would still be called “Godel’. €aguently, the name
doesn’'t abbreviate a description.

» Getting back to rescuing the cluster theory, Kripke ththies one may attempt to
vary the descriptions, but thinks that most attempt®pes to counter-examples.
In another footnote, he records a discussion with Nowtlo, had pointed out that
a description theory must be trivially true if any theofythe reference of names
is available that doesn’t mention reference in itsieagbn. If such a theory gives
conditions under which an object is to be the refeoémt name, then “obviously”
it uniquely satisfies these conditions. However, Kripkesihd think any such
theory exists. Even if one did exist, the kind of dgdgmn employed would differ
radically from that proposed by the description-thesr{girege, Russell, Searle,

5 | don't think this is so. We still refer to “Homeahd “Moses” even when we're convinced that
group of people wrote their works. But, we do refer to Rsduristotle when distinguishing
pseudepigraphal works from the real thing.

% But if X means “the unique individual who has mosthefd’s, why isn’t (5) known a priori?

> Where?

theo@theotodman.com 19/06/2003 Page 31 of 73



Saul Kripke -Naming and Necessity Notes

Strawson, etc.). As we found when discussing Knealegrigéiens using the
notion of the reference of a name are available, ibuilar.

* Kripke gives a “description tweaking” example. Insteagioking out Godel as
“the man who proved the incompleteness theorem” vghtmmean “the man who
most people thinkroved the incompleteness theorem”. Kripke thinks thipeno
to two objections. (1) It is still open to counter-exaraplka the Peano example,
even were it the case that it became common knowlddgethe Axioms were
discovered by Dedekind, still a speaker might have picked upldaiorm of
expression and still think that Peano discovered themhéstill refers to Peano,
as the discoverer of Peano’s Axioms, even though mespledon’t think that
Peano was their discoverer. (2) It violates the nooularity condition. This takes
some spelling out.

3.7 More on the Non-Circularity Condition

* Most of us think that Gddel proved the incompletenessréme, and say sincerely
“Gddel proved the incompleteness theorem”. Does it iolfoom this that we
believe that Godel proved the incompleteness theolehwe attribute this feat
to this man? Kripke thinks not, for we have to tederring to Godelwhen
repeating that expression. If we used the sound “Gddelieasame of Schmidt,
we’'d be referring to Schmidt. So, how do we refer to Gbdlée can’t without
circularity say that “by Godel | shall mean the manowbroved the
incompleteness theorem”. We can'’t get started withomesodependent criterion
for the reference of the name, otherwise all weaging is that “we attribute this
achievement to the man to whom we attribute it”.

» Kripke rejects Strawson’s suggestion — in a footnotmdividuals— that, while
the identifying description mustn't include a referencetlhe speaker’'s own
reference to the object in question, it may include amtsthreference. One
reference may borrow its credentials from anothe&r sm on until we reach one
that is genuinely identifying. Strawson doesn't think this esgrinfinite. Kripke
doesn’t disagree, but doubts that we'd ever know whetherreference was
genuinely identifying, or won’t go round in a big circle. Yoaymot even know
from whom you heard of Godel.

» Kripke asks again what's going on — maybe reference doestiit teke place,
since we don’t know the properties we use for identificaire correct, nor do
they pick out a unique object. The picture in the clustalescriptions theory is
of someone isolated from the community of speakers mhecid determine the
reference for himself as “the man who proved the indetapess theorem” and if
Schmidt discovered the theorem, then you refer to Schnindhwou say “Godel
did such-and-such”.

3.8 Kiripke’'s Transmission Theory of Reference

* Kripke doesn’t think this is what we do (though we might$téad, he thinks that
the a person’s name is given to them at birth, andphesed around the linguistic
community as people meet and talk about that personndine spreads from link
to link in the chain. Someone who hears the name, @bskeguently uses it, can
refer to (say) Feynman even if he can’'t remember fwdram he heard of him,
doesn’t know much about him or his work, nor how to distisiginim from Gell-
Mann. He relies on his membership of the linguistic comtguamd the chain of
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communication going back to Feynman himself, rather tdraa private baptism
of deciding howhe will use the name.

* Kripke thinks the emphasis here differs from Strawsauggestion, and that
Strawson requires you tmowfrom whom you got the reference, which Kripke
does not. He also thinks that his view may lead to consegsi¢hatdivergefrom
those of Strawson’s footnote. Kripke imagines someauoking up the name
“Cicero” from a community which uses it as a name Bfoanan orator. However,
our speaker misremembers and imagines he picked up the frameomeone
who (unbeknown to the speaker) used it as the name ofraa@espy. So, on
Strawson’s view, our speaker will use “Cicero” to retera spy, while on
Kripke’s it'll be to the Roman orator. Kripke sees thelgem as Strawson, in
trying to fit the chain of communication into the dgsion theory, relies on what
the speakethinkswas the source of his reference, and the chain breaks diow
misdirects if the speaker forgets or misremembersshisrce. According to
Kripke, it is only the actual chain of communicationttbaunts.

3.9 Does Kripke have a Theory?

* Kripke had said that philosophical theories tend to be,falsé defends himself
against the charge of just having propounded one by saying tlathels said
falls far short of a set of necessary and sufficeonditions for reference. Not
every causal chain from me to a certain man will@onake a reference. While
the term “Santa Claus” may reach back to a historagmit smost children don't
use the name to refer to hinSo, we need further conditions for a rigorous
theory of reference. Kripke claims to be too lazy tosdoat the moment, but in
any case wants to presentbatter picturethan that presented by the received
views.

* He asks whether he’s been unfair to the descriptiorryhagpresenting it more
precisely than its proponents do, and so making it easiefute. Maybe, if he
statedhis theory precisely in 6 — 8 theses, laib theses would turn out on close
examination to be false. Maybe so, but what Kripke thinissexamples have
shown is not that the description theory has a fehrtieal errors or mistakes, but
that the whole picture it gives of how referencalétermined is fundamentally
wrong. He thinks it’s just wrong that we determine anefice by giving ourselves
some properties which somehow qualitatively pick outnajue object. What
Kripke’s trying to do is give a better picture which, wHeled out, might give
more exact conditions for referefte

3.10 Necessary & Sufficient Conditions for Reference

» Kripke’s uncertain whether necessary and sufficient tmmd for reference will
ever be achieved. Philosophical analysis of referencéhegr eerms which makes
no mention of reference is very likely to fail, thougjien an analysis one has to
check if it’s true or false. Kripke wants cautiously toega better picture — that
it's in virtue of our connection with other speakersha tommunity, and going
back to the referent himself, that we refer to a aertan.

8 Note that this example featuredNiames
9 I'm slightly confused about what's being said abounfixihe reference and what about using it. Is
this Kripke's rejection of the private baptism?
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* Kripke backtracks a bit to admit that certain situationsfitidhe descriptions
theory of a private baptism using certain properties g@eamg uniqueness —
Jack the Ripper, Hesperus and meeting someone and being taldnes He
thinks it’s only in the context of the description thedihat one would think of
forcing the latter into that mould — “the guy I'm meefijust now” being the
description. It won’t work if you're introduced to someogi@i’'ve heard of before
— “that’s Einstein”, but it will for the person who firgives something a name.
However, in general, reference depends not just on @assbut on such things as
others in the community and how the name reached sdpyitfollowing such a
history that we get to the reference.

» More exact conditions are difficult to give, and diffeetween famous and
ordinary things. In support, Kripke gives a couple of contrgstxamples. (1)
Little kids are told that Newton is famous as thstfiperson to think there’s a
force pulling things to the earth. Being told that thiaswthe sole content of
Newton’s discovery gives students a false belief, b aboutNewton even
though they've never heard of him before. (2) If a teactay® that George
Smith (who happens to be his next door neighbour) wasrtigerson to square
the circle, do students have a false belief aboutdheher’'s neighbour? Kripke
thinks not, for the teacher isn’t trying to get any bel@i®ut his neighbour into
the heads of his students; his idea is to inculcate thef bieht someonesquared
the circle and just happens to use his neighbour’'s namat &esn't seem clear
(Kripke claims not to be sure) that the students havalse belief about the
neighbour, even though there’s a causal chain going bdukito

* A rough statement of the theory might run as follows:iratial baptism takes
place, with an object named either by ostentation erréference fixed by a
description. When the name is passed along the chaipjengts must intend to
retain the reference used by the person who transhiitte them. Applying the
name Napoleon to my pet aardvark fails in this reffardnaybe this sort of event
accounts for the divergence of the use of the name dSalaus” from its original
designation. In the case of the aardvark, the causdlisborical connection
between my use of the name and the Emperor of the Freiiaxist, but is not
of the required type.

« Kripke has a footnote on baptisths‘Neptune” is a good example of baptism by
description, and maybe baptism by ostentation can be meblswnder the
descriptive category. So, the primary application of th&cmation theory is to
cases of initial baptism, but they are also used in ainsituations where the
descriptions involved are not usually called names, suclorees rhetre”. Kripke
emphasises two things in connection with naming by Inliggptism. (1) The
description is not synonymous with the name it introdulsesfixes its reference.
(2) Most cases of initial baptism are far from thdsat tinspired the description
theory, because the baptiser is usually directly acceaimtith the object he
names, and does so ostensively, whereas descripticthe idescription theory
were used for famous persons long dead, with whom nriagliperson is
acquainted and whose naming cannot, in Kripke’s view, be atmbdor by the
description theory.

0 Why does the teacher do this?
1 Another example (changed slightly) frddames
62 As used irhistheory, not in the description theory.

theo@theotodman.com 19/06/2003 Page 34 of 73



Saul Kripke -Naming and Necessity Notes

» Kripke notes that the preceding outline of his theory doediminate the notion
of reference; indeed, it takes as a given the notiontehdiing to use the same
referenc&’. Additionally, the appeal to an initial baptism is expéal as fixing a
reference — either by ostentation or a description iftetien may be subsumed
under description). The “George Smith” case casts doudat sufficiency of the
conditions — has the teacher succeeded in passing omefbeence to his
neighbour to his students, for why shouldn’t their betiefabout any other man
named “George Smith”? However, if the teacher saysNkeatton was hit by an
apple, he has communicated a common misconception alestdbi and so has
an easier task of transmitting a reference.

* In a footnote, Kripke says that, once we realise theatdescription used to fix the
reference of a name is not synonymous with it, wetlsaethe description theory
presupposeghe notion of naming or reference. Kripke’s prescriptibat the
description used not involve reference in a circular mangs something else
entirely, and is crucial for the description theory tavdn any value. The
description theorist assumes that each speaker useeshdaption in an initial
baptism to determine the reference. This ceremony yieltdsng if he says, say,
that “by ‘Cicero’ | mean the man | call ‘Cicero”. Kke admits that some
philosophers, including Russell, realised that some notibrostentation or
primitive reference is required as a back-up.

« Kripke reiterates his claim not to have providettheoryof referenc&’, but only a
betterpicturethan the description theorists, and now turns to otla¢tens.

3.11 Are ldentity Statements Necessary?

» Are statements of identity necessary or contingditi® is a matter of some
contemporary debate, though everyone agrees that destwsiptin be used to
make contingent identity statements. It is contingéat the man who invented
bifocal$® was the first US Postmaster General. Hence, theitdetatement “the
x such thatpx and the x such thaix are one and the same” can be a contingent
fact. However, when we make identity statements éetwnames — eg. Cicero is
Tully — are these statements necessary of contingeri& \About scientific
identification — light with streams of photons or ¢temagnetic radiation between
certain wavelengths; heat with molecular motion? ¢dtsnmonly held that these
are contingent identities — we\feund outthat heat is molecular motion, but it
might not have been.

» These examples are very valuable to philosophers whibthdheidentity thesis
between material and psychological concepts —jpainis say, stimulation of C-
fibres. An objection to the identity thesis is thhe trelation between pain and
bodily states is a contingerbrrelation between different things, because this
relation was an empirical discovery, and so we mesimsomething different by
“pain” than some particular state of the brain or bddey answer by saying that
there areother contingent correlations — such as light and photons, ocdlg and
the Postmaster General — hence, the physical idenbficatf feeling pain or
seeing red is just another contingent fact. Therarativations for believing the

8 Read this more closely — I've lost the plot!

 On a second reading, clarify just what Kripke’s (nomdty is a (non-)theorgf, and also clarify
when he’s talking about his picture and when about ththieadescription theorists!

% This was Benjamin Franklin, we later learn (in Lectlije
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identity theory, both ideological and not wanting tavie a “nomological dangler”
of mysterious connections between two different kindghimig not accounted for
by the laws of physics.

» Kripke lays out his convictions: (1) theoretical identifioas — “heat is molecular
motion” — are necessary truths in the strongest sevtseh may or may not be
stronger than “physically necessary”. (2) The way th@setities have turned out
to be necessary truths isn’t the way in which mindrbrdentities could turn out
to be tru€® (either necessarily or contingently). Consequenthe @nalogy
between the identities has to go, and it's hard not tlade that the two are
different”.

3.12 Identities Between Proper Names

» Kripke first discusses the more mundane identity betwegmepmames. There’s a
dispute between Quine and Marcus, who thinks that idenbigeseen names are
necessary. Someone saying that Cicero is Tully, ardredlly uses “Cicero” and
“Tully” as names (“mere tags”), is committed to holdidgtt the equation is a
necessary truth. Quine responds by saying that if we tagsvan“Hesperus” one
evening and again as “Phosphorus” one morning, our discavaryve’ve tagged
the same planet twice is empirical, and owes nothingréper names being
descriptions. Kripke agrees thatwhs an empirical discovery that we've tagged
the same planet twice. Similarly with the (probabigllacious) Everest is
Gaurisanker case. Marcus responded that a good dictishawyd be able to tell
you that you have the same reference, that Hesperushasgh®rus are the same,
but Kripke thinks this is false. Many have thought it a consswpieof the
necessary identity of names, and so rejected theythBuossell had a different
conclusion, which was to reject ordinary “names” friiva category of names. He
didn't believe that identity between names shouldilmntingent matter, and so
concluded that the only genuine names are demonstratwes); we can say
without empirical investigation that we're naming the eathing twice when
naming merely involves naming our own sense datum.

* What does Kripke make of this? He admits that we don'wkaapriori that an
identity statement is true. Someone can use both “€i@erd “Tully” to refer to
Cicero, and yet not know that Cicero is Tully. Howewérs doesn’t imply that
the identity is acontingenttruth. This shows how important is Kripke’s teasing
apart of the three dichotomies in the ficsicture

» Kripke asks under what circumstances Hesperus would eaéthbsphorus. This
would seemto be where twadlifferentplanets were so named, but Kripke doesn’t
think thisis a situation in which Hesperus would not be Phosphorus.oOglyj
Kripke is committed to their identification by saying thatmes are rigid
designators. “Hesperus” and “Phosphorus” refer to theeplafenus in every
possible world. So, in the putative possible world in whicegdeus would not be
Phosphorus, Venus is still Venus. So, someone canna ainted to Venus
twice under these two names, as then we would haveeresbeing Phosphorus.
He may have pointed to Venus neither time, but let's sspjpmly that when he
pointed to “Phosphorus” he wasn’t pointing to Venus. 8dhat possible world,
“Phosphorus” doesn't refer to Phosphorus. Kripke pointstbat even in our

Maybe, but where does Kripke demonstrate this?
67 Kripke’s obscure — that mental and physical eventsifiszaht things?
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world it was possible that at the moment we’re callpdn to baptise Phosphorus
as “Phosphorus”, Phosphorus isn't there and some qtlaret is called
“Phosphorus”. There are possible worlds in which neitheesfi¢rus” nor
“Phosphorus” are the names of the things they name invordd. Even so, this
isn’t a situation in which Hesperus isn’t Phosphorus, becthese can’t be such a
case, given that HespernssPhosphorus.

* In a sense, things can turn out either way, but this doesply that the way
things turn out isn't necessary. The four colour proBlemight turn out to be
true, or might turn out to be false, but it's a necessauth if it is one. The
“might” here is epistemic, merely expressing our curstate of uncertainty.

* However, in the Hesperus being Phosphorus case, somethomgestris true.
Before | know that Hesperus is Phosphorus, what | knothias | see a certain
heavenly body in the morning and call it “Phosphorus” arithé evening and call
it “Hesperus™®. It is possible that someone could have followed susfoeedure
in a possible world and named two different planets, bléast one of these
heavenly bodies would not be Phosphorus, or it couldn’e lmme about that
way. So, someone can be placed in some qualitatigentical epistemic
situation, and name two heavenly bodies “Hesperus” andsfiflaous” without
them being identical. For all we knew in advance, spirus” wasn't
“Phosphorus”, but it couldn’t turn out any other way asHesperus being
Phosphorus. It can only transpire that “Hesperus” ipttosphorus” in a world
where these names aren’t used as we use them, as marWesdis, but as names
for other objects. One could have had qualitatively idahevidence (at the time
of naming) and yet (subsequently) concluded that “Hesperus*Rimasphorus”
named different objects. However, we, using names agonght now, can say
that if Hesperus and Phosphorus are the same, thenpgossible world can they
be different. We use “Hesperus” and “Phosphorus” asn#mees of the bodies
they designate in all possible worlds, so that if thleguld happen to be the same
object then we have to use them as names of thattoBijensequently, in other
possible worlds, Hesperus is Phosphorus. So, two thingsuse(1l) we don'’t
know a priori that Hesperus is Phosphorus, and can onlytih@mpirically, but
(2) the reason for this is because we could have ewdenalitatively
indistinguishable from that we have in our world for nagnihe planet(s) based
on position in the sky and yet the two planets not bestime.

* Kripke closes by repeating the lesson. It is only a ogetit truth that this planet
is that planet because there are possible worlds in whathplanet isn’'t even
visible. However, this contingent truth has nothing to wdth the supposed
contingency of Hesperus being Phosphorus. It would only betifide with
Hesperus being Phosphorus if we thought it a necessaryheattHesperus should
be over here in the evening and Phosphorus should belererin the morning,
but neither of these statements is true, even if idbe way we pick out the

% Kripke seems to be labouring the point a bit heraelaccept his account of names as rigid

designators, then, in every possible world, Hesperugmsi¥and Phosphorus is Venus, and since
Venus is Venus in every possible world by anyone’s accéiggperus is Phosphorus in every
possible world.

Presumably, Kripke is writing before the solution toghablem. Better to use Goldbach.

Kripke's language seems a bit careless — he want®io pre-judging the issue by saying “the
same” or “another”, but almost implies “the same™\rezdy body.
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planef! - these are just the contingent marks whereby we pitlaglanet and
give it a name.

™ le. Venus (rather than Hesperus or Phosphorus)?
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4. LECTURE Il

4.1 Summary So Far

» Kripke asks what he’s achieved so far and summariseslawdolt is generally
not the case that the references of names are deéely uniquely identifying
properties satisfied by the referent and believed bypgbaker. This is so for two
reasons: (1) the properties need not be uniquely specifyth@aeven when they
are, they need not be uniquely true of the actual rdferdrirue of something else
or of nothing at all. This is so where someone hamenus beliefs about a certain
person (rather than correct beliefs about another per3de reference actually
seems to be determined by the speaker’'s membership of auctutymf speakers
who use the name, which has been passed down by tredimnink to link.

 Even where the referent of the name is determined byseripBgon — some
uniquely identifying property — such as in cases of an initegdtibm — that
property is fixing a reference rather than giving a synonymeshing for which
the name is an abbreviation. The name is fixed by smmengentmarks of the
object, and the name denoting that object is then useeféo to it even in
counterfactual situations in which it doesn't have thepprties in question.
Kripke notes the metre as an example of this situation.

* Kripke summarises where he got to last time on statesm@hidentity. Some
philosophers have thought that in saying that Cicero is/yolli can't be saying
of the object that is both Cicero and Tully thaisitself-identical. Kripke agrees
that “Cicero is Tully” can be an empirical discoyebut rejects the view, even
held by the early Frege, that identity is a relatiotwken twonamesthat
designate the same object, rather than between teet @nd itself.

* This idea even occurs in J.B. Ross&rgjic for MathematiciansRosser says that
x =y iff “®x” and “y” are names of the same thing, rekiag that we cannot mean
that the object is the same as itself, which isdtivKripke quips that this theory
would be of rare application as Malcolm is the only persamed “X”. But
seriously, notes the “x” and “y” are not names butalades, which can occur with
identity as bound variable in a closed sentence su¢k 8% (x = y <> y = X).
No names occur in this statement, which would be tree éthe human race had
never existed to produce the phenomenon of names.

* Kripke now shows that even if this account of identyaarelation in English
between namewere correct, it still wouldn’t solve the problem for whighwas
introduced. He introduces an artificial relation “schmtidghwhich he stipulates
holds only between an object and itself. He can now vals&ther Cicero is
schmidentical with Tully, and the same problems ansevhich we invented the
“solution” that identity was a relation between nantdsnce, this theory should
be dropped.

* In a footnote, Kripke admits that this form of argutnen’t work against those
who deny the logical possibility of an artificial langeaor concept of the
proposed type. However he does offer an argument agaass twwho’ve proposed
that a relation is essentially two-termed, and so @tabe between a thing and
itself. He points out that one can be one’s own wengmy; some relations are
reflexive (like “no richer than”). So, identity and schmitignare just the smallest
reflexive relations.

» Kripke rehearses, using Hesperus and Phosphorus, hisndothat identity
statements between names, when true, are necegsagilgven though possibly
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unknown a priori. Possible world situations as previousiggined are not those
in which Hesperus is not Phosphorus, but where one or ofhidre heavenly
bodies is not Hesperus (even though in that world it trbglcalled “Hesperus”).
In a footnote, Kripke emphasises that we describe possdile situations irour
language, not the language of the people in that possibikd w hence,
“Hesperus” has the reference it does in our world.

» Difficulties people find in such situations, Kripke sayssea from a confusion
between (they would say an identification of) what t@nknown a priori and
what is necessary. Certain statements — such asleéhéty statement # true
must be necessarily true, and one does know a priori lyspphical analysis that
if such an identity statement is true, it is necessari/”.

» Kripke doesn’t deny, in saying that “Hesperus” is “Phosphorssihdcessarily
true, that there are worlds in which Venus, and theeefblesperus and
Phosphorus, don't exist at all. The question then angegher, in such worlds,
the statement “Hesperus” is “Phosphorus” is true, fatseeither, but this is also
the case with “Hesperus” is “Hesperus”. If we take theither” option, is
“Hesperus is Phosphorus” necessary because it is raser ér should we require
a necessary truth to Ieie in all possible worlds? Kripke is leaving such matters
out of consideration. He notes that eild retreat to conditionals, ie. taking only
“if Hesperus exists, then Hesperus is Phosphorus” esssary, but this raises
problems of singular attributions of existence, which lse aannot pursue here,
even though philosophers sympathetic to the descriptiomtloganaming often
argue that one caneversay of an object that it exists; a statement aboert t
existence of an object is only a statement about whetleertain description is
satisfied.

4.2 Essences and “de re” Modality

» Kripke thinks that the distinction between a priori@atyd necessity is essential for
understanding certain other considerationsdén re modality, about an object
having essential properties. Essence may be discoveredcathp

« He quotes an exampfeof alleged essential properties from Timothy Sprigge
(Internal and External PropertieMind 71, April 1962). Sprigge asks whether it
is necessary that the Queen {ies person not the office-holder) must have been
of royal blood. He divides opinions on this score betwibennternalists (those
who think there are some essential properties) andantieessentialists. The
latter would count it as no contradiction for it todiscovered that the Queen had
been secretly adopted, and was not the child of her supppasshts;
consequently, that the proposition that the Queen gyl blood is synthetic.
Sprigge seems to support this particular conclusionthinits the anti-essentialist
argument derails when it denies that it is essentialttieaQueen be human. If the
anti-internalist denies that it is inconceivable for @een always to have been a
swan, then he admits that she has at least one iaspeoperty. If he accepts this
dubious possibility, he’s being implausible.

2 Kripke is teasing us slightly here into misunderstamdiim. He is not saying that we know a priori
that the identity is (necessarily) true, only tiat is true it is true necessarily.

3 Review this article!

" For some reason, despite the title of his artieegoesn’t refer to these as “externalists”.
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Kripke thinks Sprigge is confused. Kripke agrees that there’sampradiction
involved in theannouncementhat the Queen had been born of different parents
than we’d supposed. Nor is there a contradiction in thee@ being an automaton
or an angel in human form. These aren’t the things thatauddn’t possibly
discover. Kripke asks what it is félhis womannot to have been of royal blood,
and agrees that this is a contingent fact that sheetause her forebears might
never have come to royal power.

Kripke tries to refine the question. It should read “cohid tvoman have been
born of parents other than her actual ones — for instah&resident and Mrs.
Truman? He says there’s no contradiction in supposirgthieaperson we know
as the Queen is indeed their daughter, nor that théerjotlaughter, suspiciously
named Margaret, is the Queen’s sister, flown back anh &zross the Atlantic.
Kripke now supposes that the Queen’s parents are indeechésewe normally
imagine (to simplify what we mean by “parent”, Kripkdas out for the sake of
argument any embryonic implantation; if this had takenegylacsome sense other
people might have been her birth parents, though not hetigpaeents). In the
case where the original King and Quesa the present Queen’s parents, can we
conceive of a situation in which they are not the parefthis womar® While we
might imagine President & Mrs. Truman having a child tesembles Elizabeth
in many properties, and even becomes Queen of Englasahrie possible world,
passing herself off as the daughter of the previous King arkQ yet such a
person cannot bthis very womarwe call “Elizabeth II”. The Trumans have a
child with many of the properties of Elizabeth, but Bzt herself doesn't exist.
Kripke admits that one can only become convinced of thigflgction, as he has
become convinced.

4.3 The Essentiality of Origins

Kripke tries again to convince. How could someone originatioghfa different
sperm and egg behis very woma® Kripke allows that the world may diverge
from a certain point, and that therefore Elizabeth mayer have become queen,
just as in Mark Twain’s story thBrince and the PaupeHowever, he finds it
harder to imagine that she was born of different gafehis sets Kripke off on
his next topic — that anything coming from a different ioriggould not be that
object.

Kripke imagines a table. We could imagine that it's cunyimgade from carved
ice; but, say it is not. Then, even though we can ineagiaking a table out of ice
that looks just like this one, it seems to Kripke thatawseald not imaginehis
table being made of ice (or even from a different block obddrom the one it
was in fact made, even though we are ignorant of wbhaklthat was).

Kripke adds a couple of long footnotes at this point. Tis¢ ik referred to at the
start of the introduction as requiring supplementationalde refers to a paper by
Salmon in Journal of Philosophy 1979 that he thinks arose from a
misunderstanding of this highly compressed footfipté which it is a criticism.
Kripke’s first long footnote deals with what he thinks igirdually a proof of his
thesis (relying on his principle of the necessity of tdgrfor particulars, and

S But this seems to rule out counterfactuals such &u$h had been born black he wouldn’t have

become president” ... unless we're allowed to twiddle caotadtually with his parents as well.

® Download and look at this paper!
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ignoring worries about the vagueness of the notioa béink of matter) that a
material object has its origin from a certain hunk of matter, it canrane its
origin in any other matterKripke proceeds as follows. Let “B” be the name (a
rigid designator) of a table, “A” the name of thegaieof wood from which it was
actually made, and “C” the name afotherblock of wood. We are to suppose
that B is made from A, as in the actual world, but taabther table D is
simultaneously made from C, there being no relatidwden A and C that makes
the possibility of making a table from one dependent okingaa table from the
other. Now, B# D so, even if no table were made from A, and D weagerby
itself, D would still not be B. Kripke says the “prbaélies on the necessity of
distinctness, not of identity, but thinks that the sdamel of considerations that
can be used to establish the latter can be used toisistaé formet’. He
explains: suppose X Y, and that X and Y are both identical to some othgrabb
Z,then X =Z and Y = Z, so X =Y. Alternatively, tpeinciple follows from the
necessity of identity plus the Brouwersthexiom. Kripke claims that this
(whatever it might be) is equivalent to the symmefrthe accessibility relatidn
between possible worlds. In any case, he says, thenargwonly works if making
D from C doesn't affect making B from A, and vice versa.

» Kripke’'s second long footnote deals with the essentialityhe substanceof an
object (in addition to itsrigin). Firstly, Kripke distinguishes two questions:

(1) What properties must an object retain if it is not taseeto exist, and what can
change while it endures.

(2) What (timeless) properties could an object not havedabp have, and what
could it lack while still (timelessly) existing.

The former is a temporal question, so is irrelevarripke’'s present concerns.

The latter concerns necessity rather than time, and germane to the present

enquiry. Hence, it's irrelevant here whether a tableldt havechangedinto ice;

it's only the question whether it could have been madeebriginally that’s
relevant’®. Kripke points out that this (second) question is relapetthat whether
this table is necessarily made from that particulaclotaf wood, and whether that
block is necessarily wood, even wood of a particular .tyhe thinks that to
imagine a table made of a any material other than tleeitois in fact made of
would require us to undertake the mind-boggling feat of gbaxk through the
entire history of the universe. He refers vaguely to suggesfrom Slote and
others that he finds unconvincing. Kripke mentions a few paialating to the
essential properties of particulars:

(1) Usually, when we ask whether something might happen to ancelyjgct we
imagine the universe staying the same up to a certainatmthiehen diverging.
Kripke suggests thaperhapsthis feature should be made into a general
principle about essence. The time at which divergencerscoay be before

""What does this mean; also, | don’t understand his “propfesume that the “proof’ works because
the tables and pieces of wood are completely general. t8e,table made from one block isn’t the
same table as that made from the other, then thedséable cannot in any possible world have
been made from the first block, otherwise the twietam the thought experiment would have been
identical. Hence, a table has to come from the pieeeof it did in fact come from. Or something
like that.

Presumably devised by Brouwer. Look up in Philosophy of Matlssee what this might be.
Presumably, that it's as easy to imagine getting i, to W, as vice versa.

There’s something wrong with this. Say we have a@ttizdt's made of ice before time t and of
wood thereafter, then if we take an interest in it lmefone t we have a Q1 case, whereas if we
ignore it until after time t it's a Q2 case.
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the object is created. Kripke might have been bornrdefd if the fertilised
egg from which he originated had been damaged, even thouegunmbly,
Kripke didn’t then exist.

(2) Not only origin and substance are essential propertispk& suggests that
being a table is essential, for if the block of wood fromick the table
originated had been made instead into a vase, the tabldnitchave existed.

(3) Both whether (a) an objebiasa property and (b) has that propezgsentially
can bevague— and (b) can be vague even when (a) is decided.

(4) Kripke says that counterexamples in ordinary speech &xighe original
principle, but Kripke thinks they are spurious, but can’'t askltbem here.

» Kripke now embarks on a third footnote while noting thate¢he® onlyexamples
of essential properties, which he doesn’'t want to dwelbecause he wants to
progress to the more general case of (a) identitiegele® terms for substances
and (b) the properties of substances and of natural.kinds

4.4 Nominal Essences

* Kripke discusses Geach’'s account of “Nominal essencethwhiffers from
Kripke’s account of essential properties. Geach claihad tany baptism by
ostentation is ambiguous, so a sortal property has toov@pd at the moment of
baptism to disambiguate the reference and ensure coriteciacof identity over
time. Geach’s example is that anyone assigning a referéo “Nixon” by
pointing to him has to say that he uses “Nixon” asrthme of a man, lest we
think he’s pointing to a nose or a time-slice. This aog therefore part of the
meaning of the name, which has a partial sense after el #nough the sense
may not be sufficiently complete to define the refeeeras in (cluster of)
description theories. Kripke thinks Geach’s nominal essdras to be understood
in terms of a prioricity rather than necessity, whishquite different from
Kripke’'s proposal — which Kripke thinks is why Geach refersxdominal rather
than real essences. “Nixon is a man” and the likalavbe a priori truths. Kripke
says he needn’'t take a view on this position here, bas doake a couple of
remarks:

1. Even if a sortal is used to disambiguate an ostensivelpedkefeference, it
need not be held to be true a priori of the object dassgh Hesperus turned
out to be a planet not a star, and Lot’s guests aftagb&imed may have been
angels.

2. There is a big gap between premise and conclusion sincepeakers learn
the reference of a name by ostension, and even i€hba@ of transmission
leads back to an ostension, why should the sortafjedlg used in the
ostension be part of the sense of the name forpiaker who hears the name
at " hand? He closes with a strange example of Lie GrangsNancy” that
| didn’t understant.

4.5 Natural Kinds

» Kripke notes that philosophers have shown interest ioré¢tieal identifications,
such as light being a stream of photons, water bei@ kyhtening an electrical
discharge, and gold the element with atomic number 79.

81 Check this out on a second reading.
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To get clear about such statements, Kripke thinks we hawederstand what we
mean by (saypgold. Kant, in introducing the distinction between analyiad
synthetic judgements, claims that all analytic judgemargsa priori even where
the concepts are empirical. He gives the examplgaolfl“is a yellow metal’, for
knowledge of which no experience is required beyond thabtain the concept
of gold as a yellow metal. Kant seems to intend tgald” just means‘yellow
metal’. This is particularly odd, so Kripke takes the thafte view that Kant
means that it'part of the concept of gold that it's a yellow metal. Kémhks we
know this a priori and that it would be impossible to fihg tto be empirically
false.

Kripke wants to know whether Kant is right. Is it ev@rrect to say that gold is
necessarily a metal? It's difficult to define what @tah is — properties like
malleability and ductility don’t quite work. Defining metalts/ their valency
properties may imply two sorts of definition — a phenootegical one replaced
by a scientific one. Kripke rejects this view, but he oaly refute it after he’'s
developed his own views, so can't use gold as an examgiesicause.

However, Kripke continues with thought experiments. He gimes the
announcement that the yellowness of the substancakeetd be gold is due to
some optical illusion or the actions of a demon, drad i is in fact blue. Would
this announcement lead us to conclude that gold doesn? d«igpke thinks not.
Rather, we would conclude that gold is in fact blue raten yellow.

The reason he gives is that we, a community of spsakse the term “gold” for a
certainkind of thing, there being a kind of connection between ourselwe that
kind of thing, which ighoughtto have certain identifying marks. We might find
out that some of these marks are false of gold,airdthme other substance — such
as iron pyrites (fool's gold) — has the identifying quastiof gold. This isn't
another form of gold, but a completely different thimgd, to distinguish gold
from it we haven’'t changed thmeeaningof “gold”, adding some distinguishing
criteria, but have simplydiscoveredsome distinguishing properties of gold
additional to those we knew about when it was firstalveretf.

4.6 Species

Another example given is that of tigers, taken frorffZiSemantic Analysis
When asked “what is a tiger?”, | may give the SOED rdgdn “A large
carnivorous quadrupedal feline, colour ..”. Ziff denies, angk&iagrees, that this
is what the word “tiger’meansin English. A three-legged tiger isnt a
contradictio in adjectp as would be the case if 4-leggedness was part of the
meaning of “tiger”. This is the sort of case where philosophend to reach for
the cluster-concept, but Kripke thinks it no contradictiordiscover that tigers
never have 4 legs. We could imagine that it was discovered ttiege who
originally named tigers “tigers” had only seen a 3-leggpécies that they'd
mistaken for 4-legged. This wouldn’t mean that there afaanno tigers, but that
tigers in fact have 3 legb

8 presumably gold’s high specific gravity, the measuremfawhich was enabled by Archimedes.
8 There’s some tension here. We currently know of amdsee many 4-legged “tigers” in zoos, so

even if tigers were named from a 3-legged species, thieggdd beasts would be tigers. We'd
probably say either that the animals originally discodeveren't tigers (this being a different
situation fromall gold being blue and us not wanting to admit to it natdpgiold), or were from a
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* Kripke points out that the fact that tigers are mammadls a discovery, so that
“feline” could be left out of the dictionary definitioof “tiger”. Does this mean
that if we came across something with all the exterhatacteristics of a tiger,
but different innards (say a tiger-like reptile) that thisuld be counted as a tiger,
and we’d say that some tigers are reptiles? Kripke thinks \Wetd say they
weren't tigers because they don’t belong to the samdespas tigers. This isn’'t
because the old definition of a tiger has been superdmsdachew scientific one,
but because even in pre-scientific days, befbrethe internal structure of tigers
had been investigated, people had the idea of speciesuwalnands. Without
knowing what the internal structure of tigers is, we suppose thagghdiffering
internally enough are not the same kind of thing. We egnrs advance that we
use the term “tiger” to denote a species, and anythingfribisospecies, even if it
lookslike a tiger, isn't a tiger.

» Just as something may has# the properties by which tigers were originally
identified, and yet not be a tiger, so we can have songe being a tiger yet
possessione of these properties! All these properties may turntoute optical
illusions or other errors. Hence “tiger” is not a clustencept for which most,
though maybe not all, properties used to identify the kinst e satisfied. These
properties are neither necessary nor sufficient fanbership of the kind.

* Kripke muses on whether tigers do in fact form a kinde-expect from past
experience that animals living and mating together ankirigcalike will form a
kind. Depending on what we find out, we may find more taakind of tiger.

4.7 Are there Degrees of Necessity?

« Kripke now refers to Putnam’s article Ain't Necessarily SY, which follows
similar, though independent lines to Kripke’s own. Putnanmslahat statements
about species are “less necessary’ than those aboutnigdraachelors. If what
we call “cats” turned out not to be animals, we woulday there are no cats but
only that cats have turned out not to be animals. Asédthat kind of thing”,
identified by paradigmatic instances rather than by any tqtiaé dictionary
definition. Putnam thinks that statements like “all cate animals” are less
necessary than those like “all bachelors are unndérri¢ripke agrees that such
statements are not analytic, and hence not known a®prioshether a particular
species is an animal is a matter for empirical investigaand it may be that by
“necessary” Putnam has this epistemological sensend. However, we are left
with whether they are necessary in Kripke’s non-epistegical sense, which is
the question to which Kripke now turns.

* Kripke has a footnote where he sees the difference bathimnself and Putnam
as that Putnam does not base his considerations ompplagatus of necessary
versus a priori truths that Kripke invokes. Putnameanlier work, was closer to
the cluster-concept theory, accepting its applicatigoreper names.

» Kripke has another footnote on the analytic / a prigstimction noted above.
Kripke supposes that an analytic truth is one that depenaneanings in the strict
sense, and is therefore necessary as well as kngniora However, contrary to

3-legged species. We wouldn't say that tigers are 3-legged atllessnost beasts we call tigers
turned out on closer inspection to be 3-legged.

8 Read this !

8 Review how much Kripke thinks the parallelism of the¢hdivisions comes apart.
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this idea, if statements whose a priori truth is kndwrthe fixing of a reference
are counted as analytic, then some analytic stateraentontingent. Kripke puts
the ambiguity in the notion of analyticity down to agudties in the usual uses of
terms such as “definition” and “sense”. Kripke doesn’'t addithe issue here, but
thinks that most of the problems alleged against the analymthetic distinction,
and especially those involving natural phenomena and n&indd, can be dealt
with using the apparatus of fixing a reference that Kriplaanotes. He notes that
Kant’'s “Gold is a yellow metal” is not analytic in asgnse, is not known a priori
and whatever necessity it has is established by scieintifstigation.

4.8 Non-epistemological Necessity

Kripke now turns to necessity in the non-epistemoldgieasé®. Is it necessary
or contingent that gold is a metal or that it has aonumber 79? We could
certainly find out we are mistaken, as the whole atah@ory on which the latter
view is based could turn out to be false. So, in that sgadecould turn out not
to have atomic number 79.

However, given that goldoeshave atomic number 79, could something be gold
without this property? Kripke imagines that scientistsehmwvestigated gold and
found that it's part of its very nature to have atomienhar 79. As far as the
actual world is concerned, if we found some substarfo®el's gold say — without
this property we'd say that it wasn’t gold. However, Kripl@v considers other
possible worlds, a counterfactual situation in which a teuoge superficially
similar to gold, but lacking its atomic structure, isridun all the locations where
gold is normally found. We wouldn't say of this situatithat gold wasn’'t an
element (because this counterfeit substance wasirgaypyrites), but rather that
another substance, not gold, had been found in the sam@ons and with the
same external properties as gold. We wadtsay that this substance would still
be gold, and that gold would just be lacking the property whgaatomic number
79. We'd say it was something else, whatever the peopleainpossible world
called the substance — it's whae call it that mattef. So, Kripke thinks there
cannot be possible situations in which gold isn't an elemethier than in the
epistemic sense of “possibf&” In counterfactual situations in which all the mines
are filled with a substance looking just like gold, bukiag its atomic structure,
they would not be filled with gold but with something else.

If this analysis is right, then scientific discowsiabout what a substandesre
not contingent truths, but necessary ones in theestipossible sense. The point
isn't that they are scientific laws, because we eaagine worlds in which they
would fail. It’s just that if we imagine a substance my @ossible world that lacks
the properties that make gold what it is, then that substsn’t gold. It's part of
present scientific theory that it's of the naturegofd to have atomic number 79,
So it isnecessaryhat gold has atomic number 79. Any properties that folfom

86

87
88

There’s something peculiar about necessity (a metagathg®ncept) having an epistemological
sense!

This is an obvious but very important point.

Oh dear. What does he mean by “epistemic sense™klttiigall depends on when we find out
that gold is an element. Before we discover this propeviiien we don’t know that gold is an
element — it might turn out that it isn’t one; but, omezdo know it's an element then it is
essentially an element. Unless ... it turns out that ouwwledge was an illusion and it wasn’t an
element all along!
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the atomic structure of gold are also necessary propeenven though they were
not known a priori and are not part of the meaning of “gdld”

Is it a necessary or contingent truth, to use Puthiaamample, that cats are
animals? Kripke thinks it is_necessary. We are to imagineounterfactual
situation in which all these animals are replaced by lit€lmons in cat-like form.
Kripke thinks these would not be cats. There is a rapetof Kripke’s fine
distinction. We could have found out that cats arfaa little demons, but having
found out that they are animals, they are necessamilyals and any demons in
other worlds masquerading as cats aren't cats, but $aals”.

4.9 Essence Again

Kripke relates what he’s said above to the concepssdrece. He imagines two
identical-looking objects, one of which (X) has a dertampirically discovered
molecular structure and another which is an etherelemmy® (Y). If we
imagine Y occupying the place of X, wouldbé X? Kripke thinks not. Various
things might have happened to X, including its destruction podhe present
time, but what we can’t imagine, he thinks, is tKaf“this” ... pointing to it)
should have existed and yet not have been composed ofulesle He repeats
thoughts similar to those expressed earlier — X mighhawe been composed of
molecules, but once we kndhthat it is composed of molecules, we see that it is
part of X’'s essential nature to be made of molecutelsitacannot imagine that X
could have failed to be so composed.

Consequently, according to Kripke’'s programme, terms fourabkinds? are
much closer to proper names than is normally supposed.téFhe “common
name” is appropriate for predicates marking out speciesitoral kinds such as
“‘cow” or “tiger”. However, Kripke’s considerations appdyso to mass terms for
natural kinds such as “gold” or “water”. Kripke compares \iew with Mill's®® —
who counts as names not only proper names but alsotéediescriptions and
predicates like “cow”. Mill divides names into “singtland “general’. Singular
names connof@if they are definite descriptions but not if they aregar names;
general names always connote. So, for Mill, a predsaté as “human being” is
defined as the conjunction of properties (rationality, afityn& certain physical
features) that give necessary and sufficient conditionshumanity. Frege &
Russell thought that Mill was wrong about singular namgsight about general
names, while more recent philosophers have concurred, thé proviso that
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So are not analytic truths. | think Kripke has gone wroere, though he seems consistent. We've
found out that things of a certain atomic structure must bestain properties, given the laws of
physics as we know them. We might have got them wronegrmight have been different, but
this is another matter entirely.

Not that it's important for the argument, but what ieatelechy? Seem to remember it from
Leibniz. Yes! See Woolhouse on the early Leibniz -€hlaman body is a body because its
material is ensouled or animated, organised byraelechyor form” (my words).

The relation of epistemic and metaphysical consiteraggain. Presumably, it doesn'’t have to be
composed othesemolecules (or maybe it has to include some “clustethefn!

Try to connect or contrast this with Gemes’ vibnattthere are no such things as natural kinds.
Also, with Griffiths on folk-essentialism.

Kripke discusses Mill's views iA System of Logiearly in theFirst Lecture Review Kripke’'s

ideas in this context and use the study guide to find feeerece to Mill. RevieWNamemotes.

Look up the distinction between connotation and denotaitso, tighten up understanding of Mill
on singular and general names.
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properties are replaced by clusters, only some of whichepties need to be
satisfied in particular cases. Kripke takes the compleipposite view that Mill
was more-or-less right about singular names, but watnogit general names. He
thinks that, maybe some general names (such as “fat” or “foolish”) espr
properties but that those such as “cow” don’t, exceptertrivial sense of “being
a cow”. Contra Mill, “cow” isnot short for the conjunction of properties in a
dictionary definition. Kripke thinks that scien@an discover empirically that
certain properties amecessaryf cows, another question.

Kripke has a footnote on the question of pure properties, wigctalls Fregean
intensions. He thinks that it’s difficult to find exalagp, but that yellowness, in the
above context of the discussion of gold, may do. Howdeethinks even this has
a referential element for in Kripke’s view it is pickeut and rigidly designated as
that external physical property of the object which vemss by thevisual
impression of yellownesSo, in this sense, yellowness resembles the nétiadhl
terms; though, the phenomenological quality of the sems#self, he says, can
be in some pure sense be regardedps&e”.

4.10 Examples

4.10.1 Water as HO

Kripke considers water being,8, and considers that any substance not having
this molecular structure (despite the fact that thé thabe discovered) woulabt

be water, but “fool's water”, even though it was sup@fly indistinguishable. In
contrast, if this substance can take a different favith different external
properties (such as the polywater allegedly discoveredeinJSSR) itwould be
water.

4.10.2 Light

Kripke also considers heat and light as “molecular mdtend “a stream of
photons” respectively. These are what tlaag, despite the phenomenological
impressions in us whereby they were first identified. d3&s whether, in the
situation in which all human beings were blind, whether ligbuld cease to
exist, and concludes that it would not. Light would exist, gmdple wouldn’t see
it. The visual impression light produces in us is a goodneia of fixing a
reference. We fix what light is by the fact thatstwhatever is out there in the
world that affects our eyes in a certain way. Howewerthe counterfactual
situation in which everyone was blind, we wouldn’t say tigitt didn't exist
because nothing could effect their eyes, but rathestrae defect in us prevented
it from helping us to see.

Kripke imagines blind creatures that have the same gqueditatisual” experience
from sound waves that we do from light. Would we daat in such a possible
world, sound was light — that wave motions in the airenlegght? Kripke thinks
that, given our concept of light we’'d describe the situatifferently. We'd say
that these creatures, even if they were called “pé&a@pld occupied this planet,
were sensitive not to light but to sound waves, in éxdlce same way as we are
to light. So, once we’ve found out what light then when we talk about other

% Kripke admits that he is vague here, but claims it do@satter. What does he mean?
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possible worlds, “light” refers tahis phenomenon irthis world, and not as a
phrasesynonymousvith “whatever in any world gives the us visual impressio
and helps us to see”. Light might not have helped usé¢pand what had helped
us to see might not have been light. The way we ifieditlight (merely)_fixed a
reference.

4.10.3 Heat

* Kripke considerdheat The reference of the name “heat” has been fixednby t
sensation it gives us. Kripke thinks it’s peculiar of ourglaage that we don'’t
have a special name for this sensation other thasehsation of heat. He adds
that if someone else detected heat by some sort ofimnsiht, but couldn’t feel it,
we might want to say that the concept of heat idmt same even though the
referent is the same. Nevertheless, the term “he@¢’sn’tmean“whatever gives
people these sensations” because (a) people might rebkan sensitive to heat,
and yet heat still have existed in the external wonldl @) if light rays gave some
beings the sensation of heat we have, it would be lgid, not heat, that was
giving people the sensations we call the sensation df°h&lle can imagine a
world in which it was discovered that heat was not modcoiotion, but (given
that heat_is molecular motion) any counterfactual gianof something else
giving thesensationof heat would be just that, and not a situation in wiinct
something elsavasheat.

4.10.4 Lightening

* The same applies to lightening, in Kripke’s view; anything tiaes the same
phenomenological experience as lightening, but withoublumvg electrical
discharge, would not be lightening but something that deceisaato thinking
there’s lightening.

4.10.5 Summary

By way of summary and review, Kripke asks what's goingimrthe typical
situation under consideration — say “heat is moleculafomb There is a certain
referent which is fixed, in this and all possible worlds,dme of its_contingent
properties — in this sort of case that it can produce andksuch a sensation in us.
Since it’s contingent that there are people on thasigdl it's contingent that heat
produces the sensations it does. So, one doesn’t know & \phat sort of
phenomenon — described in terms of physical theory — @hprdduce this
phenomenal experience, though eventually it was disedudat it was molecular
motion. Once discovered, this gives us an essentigepnoof this phenomenon,
which in all possible worlds will be molecular motion rdasays Kripke, which
could not have failed to be molecular motion becauagstiwhat heats®’. The

% Oh dear! What about secondary qualities essentiallpbavisubjective element? What about
“red”. Isn’t there a distinction between heat as rowlar motion and heat as experienced? Just as
there is a distinction between red as a wavelengtlgtf dnd the experience of redness. Does this
connect with “red Mary” and knowledge of qualia?

% What if it was discovered that it's not the molecutention but some other property that causes the
sensation in us? Would we say that one of the two pher(neolecular motion and sensation)
wasn’t heat? Or would we say that “heat” is ambiguous?
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property of initial identification is only a contingengroperty. The same
phenomenon could have failed to feel like heat if owralestructures had been
different. Kripke thinks, though, that it might be partioé very nature of human
beings that they have a neural structure that is teengo heat, and so the
phenomenal feeling of heat for human beingsild turn out to be necessary,
though he’s ignoring this possibility for present purposes.

* In a footnote, Kripke picks up the point that some peomgeethat though we
can't argue that sound waves would have been heat ifnduyelt like heat, yet
we can argue that some other phenomenon not yet diech\end distinct from
molecular motion, might be another form of heatidé from “our” heat. Kripke
says that such views (even though he’s unwilling to acdepn) would make
little difference to the substance of these lecturesalbise all someone holding
such views need do is replace “heat” by “our heat”, andlaim for other
phenomena such as light, gold etc.

4.11 Recapitulation

» Before concluding his lectures with the application ofvrsvs to the mind-brain
identity thesis, he recapitulates the story so fddjray a point or two.

4.11.1 Singular and General Terms (Mill)

* Kripke concludes that certain general terms — those dtural kinds — have a
greater affinity with proper names than is generalljised. The conclusion holds
for count nouns like “cat”,massterms like “gold” or certain terms for natural
phenomena like “light” or corresponding adjectives likexl”.

» Kripke had noted that for Mill, some singular names (dtefidescriptions) have
both denotation and connotation whereas proper nameshanly denotation;
also, that general names have connotation, with tesuet as “cow” being
defined by certain properties that pick out their extensiblme tradition of
definition by genus and differentia is of a piece wiils conception. If Kant did
indeeddefine“gold” as “yellow metal’, it may be this traditionahled him to it,
with “metal” the genus and “yellow” the differentithé differentia can't include
“being gold” without circularity).

* Frege & Russell disputed Mill's account of singular nantes,agreed with him
on general names. Hence all names — singular and general said to have
connotation — Fregeasense More recent theorists have followed Frege &
Russell, but replacedonjunctionsof properties withclusters only enoughof
which need apply. Kripke’s vieweversesthat of Frege & Russelendorsing
Mill's view of singularterms, butejectinghis view ofgeneralterms.

4.11.2 Species Terms and Proper Names

* In the case of species terms and proper names, Kripletsagserts that we need
to remember the contrast between (a) the a priori, rhaybe contingent,
properties carried with the term that were given bywhg its reference was fixed
and (b) the analytic, and hence necessary, propertiegnamay carry, given by
its meaning. Additionally, for species terms and properasarthe fixing of the
reference doesn't provide a synonym for the term. Thethvayeference is fixed
goes as follows. (i) For proper names, either by aralrbaptism — by ostentation
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or a description — or otherwise by passing the name alenkinkts of a chain. (ii)
Much the same for general terms such as gold, imaginedthetmally and
artificially as having its reference fixed by an ostendiaptism — by some such
“definition” as “almost all of the items over there”

» Kripke wants to note several features of the latterigrapt
(a) We assume that the items are gold, and know a phatirhost of the items

are not fool's gold. Given this, each of the itemssdgseatially (necessarily)
gold; yet, gold might have existed, yet these items age fexisted. So, the
identity in the definition doesn’t represent a compgjebecessary truth.

(b) The definition does represent an a priori trutliding the reference- in the
same sense, and with the same provisos, as “One radine length ofS'.
Kripke thinks that it is the general situation for natkmds (eg. animal,
vegetable & chemical) to get their references fixed is Way; the substance
is defined as the kind instantiated by (almost all of\vargsample.

(c) The “almost all” allows for some fool's gold in tharsple, and provided there
are not many deviant items, they will be rejected asgo@d. However, our
reactions may vary if it turns out that there is anly one substance or kind
(allowing for a few deviants) in the original sample. \Way, inter alia,
declare there to be two kinds of gold, or drop the kind “gold

(d) There are other reasons why the new kind may proveifjusSuppose the
items (a set called are thought to belong to a new kikdbut are later found
to belong to an existing kind. They were originally excluded froindue to
their supposed possession of a prop€ryhich turned out to be illusory. In
this case we would say that kikKddoesn’t exist, though if kintd hadn’t been
discovered, we would say that kikddid exist, but that we’d been mistaken in
associating it with propertg.

(e) The original notion of gold is vague to the extent tisaime kind” is vague,
though this doesn’t ordinarily matter.

* Finally, the reference for natural perceptible phenomenmmcked out simply as
“Heat is that which is sensed by sensa®nAgain, the identity which fixes the
reference is a priori but not necessary, in that heght have existed without us.
“Heat”, like “gold”, is a rigid designator whose referensdixed by its definition.
Kripke doesn't attempt an exhaustive characterisationndgs that other natural
phenomena such as electricity, are originally idewtites the causes of certain
concrete experimental effects.

4.11.3 Properties and Natural Kinds

* Kripke now notes that the properties predicated of thggrai sample of a natural
kind are used to draw other examples into the net,evipgoperties” can include
membership of larger kinds (such as animality or felinty figers). These
properties need not hold a priori of the kind — indeed tagybe shown by later
investigation not even to have held for the original sarmplwere generalisations
peculiar to it — optical illusions or peculiar but not nsegeg properties (as, for
instance, we might have white as well as yellow goldjerAatively, an object
may possess all the properties originally predicatetheokind, yet not be of it —
eg. an animal may look like a tiger, yet not be one. Wihiése are exceptions,
they do arise. Sometimes the initial sample may dalldve the characteristics of
a species, and be repudiated as inltHeL. example above, but this situation is
abnormal.
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* A priori, we can only say that whether the charasties originally associated
with the kind apply universally, are sufficient for memssep, or apply at all is an
empirical matter. Kripke notes that joint sufficiensyunlikely to benecessary
though it may bérue: any animal looking like a tiger is (for practical purps)sa
tiger, even though it is metaphysically possible foreherbe simulacra of tigers
that aren’t tigers. However, if it is true that theslentifying properties are
universally applicable, this may benacessaryruth, just as “cats are animals” has
turned out to be necessarily true. We know of many stetlements that, if they
are true, they areecessarilytrue.

4.11.4 Science & Natural Kinds

» Scientific investigation discovers properties of natuiat& (eg. gold iff it has
atomic number of 79) that are better than those iotigenal set. In this example,
the “iff” should be taken astrict necessity. Kripke claims that science attempts to
find the nature and hence philosophicassenceof the kind by investigating
structural traits. Natural phenomena are similarhwiteat is molecular energy”
being necessary but not a priori. The sort of identityd uige science seems
associated witmecessityrather than with a prioricity or analyticity. In coast,
the philosophical notion ddttribute seems to require coextensiverigssat is all
three — a priori and analytic, as well as necessary.

* Kripke points out that, on his view, discovery of theesxe of a species does not
constitute a change of meaning and that the possibiliguolh discoveries was
“part of the original enterprise”. When scientists disgzred that whales aren't
fish, this didn’t mean that their “concept of fishhoatiffered from the layman’s,
but simply corrects the layman by showing that “whalesmammals, not fish” is
a necessary truth, though neither a priori nor analytic

4.11.5 Transmission of the Name of a Natural Kind

* Independently of the above scientific investigations, dhniginal sample gets
augmented by the discovery of new items. (Kripke adthiés his examples are
artificial — gold was no doubt discovered by many sets opleeindependently, so
it's unclear what the “original sample” was. Howevéie denies that this
materially affects his case). The species-name iegdssm link to link so that
even those who have never seen gold can use the tken;reference is
determined not by items (of gold) but by a causal-histocicain.

* Kripke makes some attempt to explain this theory, thousgdé one than he did
for proper names. In the case where a proper namasgg&om link to link, the
way the reference of the name (was) fixed is thoughittlef relevance. It doesn’t
matter how the various speakers fix the reference provluey give the name the
same reference. Kripke thinks the situation is similarsfoecies names, though
admits that the temptation to think that the metalltrggs a different concept of
gold from the person who has never seen it is stréhgghis is particularly the
case with sensed phenomena — does the blind man have randiifencept of

% What does he mean? | know what the extension offgepsois — everything that has it. It would be
nice to have an example of the difference, on Kripke'swatcdetween an attribute and an
essential property.

% This is a fact, not a temptation. What's the impacKdpke’s theory? Are people'soncepts
important?
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“light” to the sighted man, even though both use theenasna rigid designator for
the very same phenomenon? Kripke notes that “conceptSad here in a non-
technical sense. Kripke thinks that thecessityof the seemingly crucial method
whereby we identify light idlusory.

4.11.6 Primary & Secondary Qualities

« Kripke also thinks that the above observation and ren@aksroperty-identit}f°
are essential to understanding the traditional disputag gioimary and secondary
properties, and has a long footnote on the topic — asv®llEirstly, he says that
“yellowness” isn't a dispositional property, as somelgduphers have thought,
though it is related to one. Other philosophers have had daeglihg that
“yellowness” is a manifest property, as much “out thasehardness or spherical
shape.

* According to Kripke's thesis, the correct account lettthe reference of
“yellowness” is fixed by the description “that manifest gedy of objects that
causes them to be seen as yellow”. “Yellow” does meain “tends to produce
such and such a sensation”, because for all sorts ¢dihgent reasons, yellow
objects might have done no such thing. Attempts to patch upasdefinition of
yellow by adding “under circumstanc€s, according to Kripke, will either lead
to circularity (with C involving yellowness) or will make the alleged definition
into a scientific discovery rather than a synonymy.

* Kripke thinks that our adoption of the “fixes the refe@nview leaves it up to
the scientist to identify the property so marked out iatever more fundamental
physical terms he might wish. Additionally, Kripke thinksetview of some
philosophers — that we wouldn’t have in the language terms“digasation of
yellow” unless they were identifiable in terms of exed observable phenomena
such as yellowness, and associated human behavioutevameto the issue (he
say “independent of any view argued in the text”).

4.11.7 Objections to the Necessary a Posteriori

» Kripke now returns to theoretical identities which aaecording to Kripke,
identities involving two rigid designators and consequenigngles of the
necessary a posteriori. This notion may still seem Ipugalespite Kripke’s
distinction between necessity and a prioricity, amghlke waxes lyrical about the
sort of knock-down argument people try on. People pointtloat Kripke has
admitted that gold might have turned out not to have hamhiethnumber 79 (and
other examples) so what can he mean by saying that siftualities are
impossible? If the world might haveirned outotherwise, it might havéeen
otherwise. What is entailed by a possibility must itbelijpossible.

* Nor can we say that “might have” is merely epistenais in “Fermat’'s Last
Theorem® might turn out to be true or might turn out to be false®arithmetic
might have turned out complete” — expressing our (fornggrance. Kripke
points out that it was mathematically impossible fog answer to turn out other
than it did, but this isn't the case for our favouritereples of essence or of
identity between rigid designators — it reallgs possible for gold not to have had

190 've lost the plot slightly here! On a second reagdimetermine which remarks he’s referring to.
101 Kripke was writing before FLT was proved. Goldbach’sjeoture would be more contemporary.
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atomic number 79. The contrast with the mathematieae cwould not be
alleviated even if there were mathematical truths whichimpossible to know a
priori.

4.11.8 Kripke’'s Response to the Above Objections

» Kripke thinks anyone who’s cottoned on to what he’s bisgking about can
answer these objections for himself, but adds a relegknification of his
previous argument. The objector is correct in saying“thabuld have turned out
that P’ entails that P could have been the case”. So, what does the intulian
this table might have turned out not to have been mad®ecules amount to?
Kripke thinks that all this implies is that there migla#vla beema table here,
looking just like this one, but with a radically difést constitution. I, or some
other conscious being, could be qualitatively in the sanstegpic situation as |
am in fact in about a table that is (say) made of ibe. Situation is similar to the
one that inspired the counterpart theotsand Kripke is speaking loosely in
saying that the table could have turned out radically reiffdy. This table
couldn’t have had an origin different from that it irctfdnad, but in a situation
gualitatively identical epistemically, another tablade of ice could have been in
the room in the place of this one. So, something like @vpatt theory applies to
this situation, but only because we're not interestethis particular table but
only what might have been the case conceraingblegiven certain evidence. It
is just becausghis table cannot have been made of ice that we must turn to
gualitative descriptions and counterparts. Kripke claimsithg perverse to apply
these notions tde remodalitied®.

* So, the general answer to the objector goes as follows:

(1) Any necessary truth, whether a priori or a posteremuld not have turned out
otherwise.

(2) In the case of some necessary a posteriori trutles,can say that under
appropriate qualitatively identical evidential conditioms appropriate
corresponding qualitative statement might have beee.fals

(3) Instead of the loose statement that gold might haea la compound, we must
say that it is logically possible that there showddéhbeen a compound with
all the properties originally attributed to gold.

(4) Instead of the inaccurate statement that Hesperust mmigh have been
Phosphorus, we should say that two distinct bodies tnfigie occupied the
positions in the evening and morning of Hesperus-PhosphorussVen

(5) The reason that (Goldbach’s conjecture) gives a diffengmtession is that, in
the absence of a proof either way, it is possibleaforathematical conjecture
to be either true or false.

* In a footnote, Kripke expatiates briefly on the “loosmnef language” issue.
Saying that “gold might not have been an element” isecbrin the epistemic
sense that the evidence doesn’t warrant a priori (Canesertainty that gold is
an element. Kripke is also correct in saying that it diasovered a posteriori that
gold is an element. But, if he were to say that “goldghthhave turned out not to

192 Eg. David Lewis; Kripke introduces this approach in the fecture.
193 0n a second reading, get clearer about what this miedmas to do with essentialism and is
contrasted with de dicto modality.
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be an element” this seems to be meaataphysicallyand so should be corrected
as above.

4.11.9 Qualitative Contingent Statements

* Finally, Kripke describes the paradigm for the correspandgualitative
contingent statemefif. We must describe both the prior evidence and the
statement qualitatively so that they are only contirlgertated. Kripke describes
the paradigm for the identity case of two rigid desigre “R,” and “R,” where
“‘R1 = R, is necessary if true. The references of“Bnd “R,” may well be fixed
by non-rigid designators “D and “D,", which, in the Hesperus-Phosphorus case
have the form “the heavenly body at such-and-such aigosit such-and-such a
time”. While “R; = R,” is necessary, “D= D,” may be contingent, leading to the
erroneous view that “R= R,” might have turned out otherwise.

4.12 The Mind-Brain Identity Theory

« At last Kripke gets to his final thertf& the identity thesis. He starts by reviewing
the various identity theses on offer: (1) of a persoth his body, (2) of a
particular sensation with a particular brain-state,types of mental states with
types of physical states. Each of these identiti@svallCartesians and others to
raise analytical problems that cannot be side-steppepyaés to the alleged
confusion of identity with synonymy. Kripke notes, ratbarcastically, that one
can hold one but not another of these identity theoaied, mentions Nagel and
Davidson as supporting token-token identity thedffeshile rejecting type-type.
He hasn’t time to discuss these options in detail and fagls on type-type
identity theories — though his brief remarks on token-tBKeidentity will be
relevant to them — but doubts that such philosophers walldtliemselves
“materialists”. He notes Davidson’s thesis that st impossible to correlate
psychological and physical properfi&s

* Kripke notes that Descartes had argued that the mind (sompeis distinct from
the body because it can exist without it, but thinksMoeild have been better
arguing from the fact that the body can exist withoet tfind, as is presumably
the case for corpses. Kripke has a long footnote on thikisi consideration is
accepted, so must the distinctness of mind and bodywearatde referred to David
Wiggins’sOn Being At The Same Place At The Same™{inwe might similarly
argue that the statt!d is not identical to the hunk of matter of which it is
composed, but this attracts the rejoinder that it is ngtbuer and above this, and
one might try the same approach with mind and body. Kripk&s problems
analogous to those in the text would still appear. Theiglentails that necessarily
a person only exists iff his body exists with a cersmcture, and Kripke thinks

194 'm slightly lost here. Review later.

195 pve left in a number of footnotes that require furttreought after looking at “materialism” in
philosophy of mind.

16 e, Case (2).

197 Rather confusingly, Kripke starts off discussing tokeien theories and leaves the longer
discussion of type-type theories until later.

108 |5 this anomalous monism? Check it out.

199 | have a copy of this — read it!

110 Address Gibbard’s paper in the light of this!
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it would be subject to modal difficulties similar tbose besetting the ordinary
identity thesis; and, he says, the same would applgutmested analogués
replacing the identification of physical states withnha¢ states. Kripke also has
no time for the functional state view of psychol@jiconcepts; in any case, he
thinks it hasn’t been expressed clearly and has Iiitdination to accept it.

* So, returning to the rejection of Cartesianism, Kripkess#yat it's plainly
inadmissible to accept the Cartesian premise whikctiepg the conclusion. Let
“Descartes” and “B” be rigid designators for, respedy, Descartes (the person)
and his body; then, if the supposed identity theory is theeidentity of Descartes
with B would be necessary and neither Descartes nodURl exist without the
other*? Some (it seems) have suggested that the case igansl®d that of the
first Postmaster General with the inventor of bifocddat Kripke rejects the
analogy because, though it is true that the identityim&ven though there could
have been a first Postmaster General even though kifdwal never been
invented. The reason is that “inventor of bifocals” i$ acrigid designatdt® —
Franklin could still have existed in a world where no-oneented bifocals.
Hence, the analogy collapses and, to reject the €ianteconclusion, we must
undertake the non-trivial task of rejecting the Cartepi@mise™”.

4.13 Token-Token Identity Theories

* Let “A” represent a particular pain sensation and “B? garticular brain state an
identity theorist wants to identify with it. It woukkem at least logically possible
for B to have existed without A — Jones being in the requirain-state without
feeling any paift®. Kripke thinks the identity theorist cannot just admit the
possibility and cheerfully carry on, since consistencyl dhe principle of
necessity of identity of rigid designators forbid it. Tidlentity of A and B, if true,
has to be_necessary. Kripke denies that someone camssidly argue that
“being a pain” is a merely contingent property of A, Ise presence of B without
pain doesn’'t imply the presence of B without A. Kripkenkisi no case of essence
more obvious than that “being a pain” is a necessary gsopeeach pain. In any
case, the identity theorist taking this line would alsoeh&wy argue for the
contingency for A of “being a sensation”, because itasiceivable for B to
pertain without any sensation to identify it with. pke asks us to consider any
sensation we may have had; is it really conceivadmdhat very sensation could
have existed without being a sensation, just as a centaentor (Franklin) might
have existed without being an inventor?

» Kripke thinks this strategy is adopted by many identity tiserThey think the
supposed identity of mental state with brain state i®tartalysed analogously to
the identity of Benjamin Franklin with the inventor offdmals; just as some
contingent activity of Franklin’'s made him the inventor mfocals, so some

1 What are these?

Y2 This is a problem, because it's clear that B can aithbut Descartes, ie. after Descartes’ death. |
suspect that an identity theorist could argue that Destdody after death is not identical to his
body before death (it is broken, for a start). Thaliighly dubious. There’'s something fishy
about using arguments from the philosophy of languagest@@nything substantial about the
world.

113 Kripke doesn’t mention “the first Postmaster Genenatiich doesn’t seem to be a rigid designator
either, for the same reasons.

4 wWhat is this premise, and does Kripke attempt to att@dk that what the next bullet is about?

Y5 This is presumably analogous to the “zombies” thougbégment.
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contingent property of a brain state makes it a pain.raterialist doesn’t want
to seem to posit irreducible non-physical propertiesyaats to state the property
of being in pain in physical, or at least “topic-neutral’daage. Typically, the
analysis of “being in pain” as a property of a physicalesia in terms of the
causal role of the state. Characteristic stimuli eatyjsand it causes characteristic
behaviour. He refers to Davidsondaterialist Theory of Mind discussed by
Thomas Nagel in théPhilosophical Reviewand also to David Lewis’$\n
Argument for the Identity Thedfy. Kripke finds such arguments faulty on
specific grounds as well as modal ones, but only observegta the causal role
of the physical state is regarded as a contingent propamty therefore it is
contingent that it is mental at all, let alone sdnmeg as specific as pain. Kripke
finds this absurd, for it implies th#éte very pain | have noaould have existed
without being a mental state at'all

» Kripke now turns to the converse, Cartesian, problemtahamight have a pain
without the correspondifif brain state, and notes tHaging a brain state- of a
specific type — is an essential property of B, which wawltdhave existed without
the particular configuration of brain cells that comsét its presence. Hence,
someone who argues that A cannot exist without B muysthsd it couldn’t have
done so without guite specificconfiguration of molecules. If A = B, then this
identity is necessary and they must share all essqgmtakrties. So, an identity
theorist cannot simply accept the Cartesian intuitibias A can exist without B,
and vice versa — that mental properties are contirige®tand physical properties
contingent to A — but must explain how these intuiti@me illusory. Kripke
admits the task may not be impossible — for things Hyear contingent
sometimes turn out to be necessary — but is not alttask, as Kripke will show.

4.14 Type-Type ldentity Theories

* Finally, Kripke discusses type-type identity theories,emsplified by the
identification of pain with C-fibre stimulation. Thigeantification is supposed to
resemble the identification of heat with molecular iootand water with kD,
and Kripke singles out the former supposed analogy fortamitetWhile he notes
that the usual view has it that the identification ofhbpairs of types — heat with
molecular motion and pain with C-fibre stimulationre eontingent he reminds
us that both “heat” and “molecular motion” are rigidigdeators, so the identity of
the corresponding phenomenaniscessary But what about “pain” and “C-fibre
stimulation™? Kripke thinks it's clear from previous dission that “pain” is a
rigid designator of the type or phenomenon it designratésomething is a pain,
it is essentially so, and he thinks it absurd that mainld have been some
phenomenon other than the one it actualy’ikripke supposes, for the sake of
argument, that “C-fibres” is a rigid designator, sofil@e stimulation” will be
rigid also. In fact, he admits that he knows nothibgwu C-fibres other than that

116 Review these papers!

Y7 The identification of pain with bodily damage would seeralkow this possibility.

18 The argument isn't that we might have pains withoyttaain-state, as Descartes argued, but that
we might not have the specific brain state with whigh pain state is allegedly identical. | suspect
vagueness has a part to play here — how dependent a paithesspecific brain-state presumably
relates to the identity gfains— when is one pain identical to another.

119 1f what painis is a warning of actual or impending bodily damage, it cbalek taken all sorts of
forms — warning sirens and such like.
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their stimulation is supposed (by the identity theor)stsbe correlated with pain.
However, if “C-fibres” is not a rigid designator, hena@place it with one that is,
or suppose it to be a rigid designator in the presentexbnEither way, the
equation of pain with C-fibre stimulation is seen tmbeessary

* Kripke has yet another long footnote to the effect Swmhe intelligent people
have stupidly misunderstood his use of the expressioogelated with” and
“corresponding to” as begging the question against the igethiesis. Kripke
points out that the identity thesis claims that pams larain states ardentical
not justcorrelated the latter being accepted by both identity theodsts dualists.
Kripke claims that the dualist thinks of the correlatamirreflexive, whereas the
identity theorist thinks of it simply as a specialead the identity relation, and
that such terms can be used without prejudice to whosveorrect. However,
Kripke does admit (“thus ...”) that the entire discussiwesupposed’ the anti-
materialist position he sets out to prove, but thah$simes for the sake of the
argument that scientific discoveries have not yetteel materialism.

4.15 Analogies: C-fibres / Molecular Motion versus Pain / Heat

 The analogy between pain / C-fibores and heat / molecution has not yet
failed, but is just the opposite of what is usually thoughtoth identities are
necessary, if true, rather than contingent. The itdemkieorist must therefore
defend the surprising and counter-intuitive view that tieer® situation in which
a pain is not a C-fibre stimulation, nor vice versaipke asks whether our
intuition is not at fault here, as it is if we suppdbkat water is not necessarily
H,O? If the identity theorist can demonstrate this, themas shown that it is the
Cartesian intuitions — the Cartesiggremises — that are at fault, though
superficially plausible, while the Cartesiargumentis sound.

» Kripke doesn’t think the identity theorist will succeed irstehdeavour, which in
any case isn’'t analogous to the usual sort of sciemtiéatification, eg. of heat
and molecular motion. The strategy used to handle ca$ethe apparent
contingency of the necessary a posteriori was to algiedlthough the statement
itself is necessary, someone could be in the san&eegc situation as the
original, but one where thgualitativelyanalogous statement could be false. In the
case of identities between two rigid designators, a simgirategy will do. We
consider how the references of the designators arentegest; if these coincide
only contingently, it is this which gives the identity tilesion of contingency.
This is simple for the case of heat and molecularionotSomeone who
erroneously claims that heat might have turned outanbe molecular motion is
correct in what he says in that someone could hameesl a phenomenon in the
same way we sense heat (by feeling the sensation l{&)séinsation of heat”),
even though that phenomenon was not molecular niétioAdditionally, the
planet might have been inhabited by beings that didn’t gettBe presence of
molecular motion, but in the presence of something &lgeh beings would be, in

120 le

“is from the standpoint of"? This, and the rdghe sentence, reads rather oddly in context.
121

I’'m suspicious of this (maybe I've said this before). tHeasensedoesn’t seem to be identical to
molecular motion for the same reasons Locke gave — sarapmatter with the same molecular
motion can feel hot to one hand and cold to the ottieheat in the thermodynamic and objective
“temperature” sense that's identical with molecular mmotlMaybe this is just what Kripke's
saying. The referencefigsed by sense, but it might not have been.
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some qualitativE¥? sense, in the same epistemic situation as us, ard oee a
rigid designator for the phenomenon that causes S, “beat’, yet it would not
be molecular motion, arttierefore not heathat for them causes S.

* So, asks Kripke, is there an analogous argument to explay the feeling that
the identification of pain with C-fibre firing, assuminbig to be a scientific
discovery, could have turned out otherwise? Kripke thinks because, in the
case of heat and molecular motion, what seemed regulbsible was that
molecular motion might have existed while not being &t heat; ie. without
producing S. Is it analogously possible that C-fibre st@timh could have existed
without being felt as pain? No — the difference is tpain” and “the sensation of
pain” are, says Kripke, the same thing — without theatemrs of pain, there is no
pain?. If C-fibre stimulation can exist in the absenceain, then this contradicts
the identity thesis (and the same is true for any atletification of physical and
mental states). Kripke identifies the identity-thedgigiroblems as arising from
his not merely arguing that physical stageduce mental states, but by
identifyingthem, so that one cannot exist without the other nfiecular motion
and heat, there is theensation of heathat stands between the external
phenomenon and the obse’7&r This intermediary is impossible in the case of
mental-physical identification, where the physicaidentified with the internal
phenomenon itself. Someone can be in the same epist#uaton as in the case
of heat, and feel S when there is no heat; and m&y3aao the presence of heat.
However, there is no analogous situation for mentanpmena. To be in the
same epistemic situation as one would be if in jEia be in paif?>, just as to be
in the situation as not in painm®t to be in pain. So, the apparent contingency of
the relation between the mental state and the qmmnekng brain state cannot be
explained by qualitative analogy with the case of heat.

* So, the trouble with qualitatively identical epistemic ditwas for the identity-
theorist is that such states jast the situations in question. The same point can
be made with respect to what fixes the reference @fridid designator. The
reference of “heat” was fixed by the accidental propeftireat producing in us
the sensation S. So, another property could have bekedpout by S, without it
being heat and therefore molecular motion. Pain, howerét picked out by one
of its accidental properties, but by the property of being pself — its immediate
phenomenological quality. Thus, unlike heat, pain isamy rigidly designated
by “pain”, but the reference of the designator is fixedbyessential quality of the
referent. Hence, it isn’t possible to say that, thopghm is necessarily identical
with a certain physical state, it is still possibdeptick out another phenomenon in
the way we pick out pain without it being correlatedHattphysical state. Any
phenomenon picked out in exactly the way we pick out iggain.

122 Kripke keeps using this expression, not always refereinaey “translation” — presumably it refers
to “qualia?

123 There’s nothing else to fix the designation of “pain’astthan “the feeling of pain”. I'm not
convinced. We think of other animals or even other hwaarbeing in pain, even though we can’t
feel (or even imagine) their pain.

124 Hence, the temptation to equate pain with bodily damaghas we can have pain without the
sensation of pain. However, bodily damage is only (iflathee cause of pain, which is a brain
process.

1% Hence the importance of the argument that pains caeribtgory — a phantom-limb pain is still a
pain.

theo@theotodman.com 19/06/2003 Page 59 of 73



Saul Kripke -Naming and Necessity Notes

4.16 Another Analogy — “What God had to Do”

* Kripke thinks we can make this point more vivid without refeeerto the
apparatus of rigid designators developed in these lectuleSoA] in creating the
world, has to do to ensure the identity between hecitn@olecular motion obtains
is to create heat — that is the molecular motioitself. If the air molecules are
sufficiently agitated, it will be hot even though thare no observers to see it, just
as he created light (streams of photons) before tlvere humans to see it. It is
illusory that God had any work to do in making heat idahtto molecular
motion, even though this seems like a substantive #adatt. What he did have
to do was make heat feel hot — ie. for molecular maiobefelt as heat! For this,
sentient beings capable of feeling S are required, and firlythis can there be
beings who learn the a posteriori truth that “heaholecular motion” as we do.

* For the case of stimulation of C-fibres, all God needsdcreate beings with C-
fibres capable of being stimulated, it being irrelevahiether or not they are
conscious. But, additionally it seems, to make C-fatignulation correspond to
pain, he must make them feel the C-fibres stimulatispain, rather than as a
tickle. If this is within God's power, then the relation of pain to C-fibre
stimulation cannot involve identity, for the stimudat could exist without the
pain, and, since both “pain” and “C-fibre stimulation& aigid designators, this
fact implies non-identity. God had work to do afteeatmg the man himself in
order to create the inventor of bifocals, for the maghinnot have invented
anything. However, if the phenomenon of pain exists atnallfurther work is
required to make it into pain.

4.17 ldentity Between Brain and Mind can’t be Contingent

» Kripke summarises. The correspondence between brags statl mental states
seems to involve obvious contingency, but identity catmodd contingently. So,
if the identity thesis were correct, the contingemoyldn’'t hold between the
mental and physical states. However, the contingeacyot lie (as in heat and
molecular motion) between the phenomenon itselfthedvay it appears, because
in the case of mental phenomena there is no appeabayoad the phenomena
themselves.

» Kripke has been emphasising the possibility of the physstate (C-fibre
stimulation) without the corresponding mental state {pabut the reverse
possibility also causes problems that cannot be resdlyeahalogies with heat
and molecular motion.

* Finally, Kripke admits that he hasn’'t considered the cauatguments in as much
detail for cases other than type-type identity, thougtthinks the token-token
identity theorist will face similar problems and be bieato appeal to analogues.
That the standard defences are not available to (anyjtidéheorist doesn’'t mean
that no defence is possible. However, Kripke thinks thaatgaments tell heavily
against the usual forms of materialism. A materialisisivhold that a physical
description of the world is aompletedescription, and that any mental facts are
ontologically dependent on physical facts by followingnfr them of necessity.
Kripke thinks this is intuitively not the case, and thataentity theorist has made
a convincing case that it is.

» Kripke ends with a final footnote to the effect he finde thind-body problem
“wide open and extremely confusing”, but that in any caserdjection of the
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identity theory does not dispose him towards Cartesiansduabut rather that the
approach in these lectures pulls in the opposite diredderadmits that identity
theorists have positive arguments for their view, sayhewhich are highly

compelling and for which he currently has no answer, thdwgfinds some of
them weak or arising from ideological prejudice. Withpexgt to Cartesian
dualism, Kripke’s view that a person necessarily comas fihe zygote he does
seems to implicitly reject Cartesianism; for, why @lklo any self-subsistent
spiritual entity or soul have any necessary connectioh sutch a zygote? His
view on sperms and eggs doesn’t prejudge the issue of duBamer, the fact
that we can’t imagine people coming from zygotes other titase they in fact do
seems to show we have no clear conception of a sogklar In any case,
Descartes’ conception of the self has been renderedudubier since Hume’s

critique.
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5. ADDENDA
« Kripke amplifies various topics raised in the text ispense to questiotfs.
5.1 Unicorns

» There are two theses that Kripke needs to explaisttaage views on this subject
expressed in th&irst Lecture These are: (1) anetaphysicalthesis — that no
counterfactual situation is correctly described asetliering unicorns; and (2) an
epistemologicathesis — that an archaeological discovery thatethere animals
with features like those of unicorns would not constitut@opthat therewere
unicorns.

» Firstly (1). Tigers are an actual species, but unicomsanythical species. Tigers
cannot be defined simply in terms of their appearanceg thiferent species — ie.
not tigers — might have the same external appearamntea klifferent internal
structure. Since there is no actual species of unicaragjon’t know what their
internal structure might be, and so wouldn’t know whiclvarfious superficially
identical hypothetical species with different inters&iuctures would haveeen
unicorns. Presupposing that the mythical unicorns were suppm$eda species,
but that the myth provides insufficient information abtheir internal structure,
we cannot say of any actual or possible species thatulkdvhave been the species
of unicorns.

» Secondly, and more easily, (2). We cannot tell frastoay of a substance with the
physical appearance of gold whether it's gold or fool's gbéit’s being talked
about; that is, unless we have (as in the case of pnoges) a historical
connection of the story with a certain substance. Mthe connection is traced it
may take us back to gold, fool's gold or something elsmil&iy**’, mere
discovery of animals with the properties attributed t@hical unicorns wouldn’t
show that these were the animals the myth was &obecause it might be mere
coincidence that animals actually existed with the sgmpearanc&®. We would
need to find a historical connection showing that theéhmyas aboutthese
animals.

» Kripke thinks the same is true of fictional characterse-tiere existence of a real
detective with exploits like Sherlock Holmes wouldn’oshthat Conan Doyle
was writing abouhim. It is theoretically possible, though fantasticallylikely,
that Doyle was writing pure fiction and the resembdatw the actual man was
pure co-incidence, as in the usual disclaimers. Kripke hb&setaphysical view
that, since there is no Sherlock Holmes, one carayobfany possible person that
he would have beertdolmes had he existed. Several distinct possible arahct

126 Add references to these sections in the earlier text.

127 There seems to be an odd anti-parallelism here betstedas and things.

128 This seems unreasonably sceptical. Once a tradition bedéhat something is mythical, no
amount of evidence can then re-instate that thing &sS@pangels really do exist, but current
scientific opinion has it that they are mythical beirtgen “angel” is a rigid designator for a
mythical being (having, ex hypothesi, once been a rigithdator for a real being). So if we come
to believe in the existence of those same angelsamgot any longer use the name “angels” of
them, or take the name “angels” in any sacred texdfew to them. The same goes for “Abraham”.
Seems suspect to me. Is this where Kripke's argument |&a@s&lso the issue with Santa Claus.

129 This , however, seems true — maybe some random sciliértwill score a direct hit, but the
reference of the action in the thriller is to fictioeatities, not to the putative real ones. Kripke goes
on to say as much.
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people (Kripke cites Darwin or Jack the Ripp®r might have performed the
exploitsof Holmes, but of none could it be said that he woualdelbeenHolmes
had he done so; for, if so, which d#e

* Kripke admits to having changed his mind since writing in 1963 “tHatmes
does not exist, but in other states of affairs, he wbalk existed”. This quote
gives the erroneous impression that a fictional naarmees a particular possible-
but-not-actual individual. However, Kripke stands by the wuttive point of the
guote — that (1) in other possible worlds some actuallyiegistdividuals may be
absent while new individuals may appear and (2) if in an dpenula A(x), the
free variable x is assigned a given individual as value,oblggm arises as to
whether a truth value is to be assigned to the fanmlworlds in which that
individual doesn’t exist. This is independent of any linguitt@ory of the status
of fictional names.

* Kripke suspects that the “cryptic brevity” of these rekmawill make them even
less persuasive, but expects to elaborate in a forthgonork on the problems of
existential statements, empty names, and fictionaliestit

5.2 “Can” To “Must”

» This refers back to thEirst Lecture where Kripke had pointed out that it is not
the case that whatan be known a priormustbe known a prioff2 Stroud had
pointed out that Kant makes a similar mistake, sayingexgg¢rience teaches that
a thing is so-and-so, but not that it cannot be otherwdse.if we have a
proposition in thought only that is considered necessduig, is an a priori
judgement — and necessity and strict universality are sutexia of a priori
knowledge. Kripke interprets Kant as thinking that propms#i known to be
necessary camonly be known a priori._No, says Kripke, for one can learn a
mathematical truth a posteriori by consulting a compuber asking a
mathematician. Kant can’'t argue that experience cah usl whether a
mathematical statement is true, but not that it teesary, for we know a priori
from the peculiar nature of mathematics that any nmagiieal statement such as
Goldbach’s conjecture, if true, mecessarilytrue.

» All examples of the necessary a posteriori advancethenLectures have the
special character attributed to mathematical statesmembey cannot be
contingently true, so any empirical knowledge of themth is empirical
knowledge of their necessity. This applies in particularcéses of identity
statements and essence amaly supply a clue to the general characterisation of a
posteriori knowledge of necessary truths.

* Kripke thinks that if the only objection to Kant wereaminsulting a computer to
learn mathematical truths, he could respond by saying éay eecessary truth is
knowable a priori or, more weakly, (b) every necessarth, if known at all, is
knowable a priori. Kripke thinks these both involve tiescurenotion of the
possibilityof a priori knowledge, but even once clarified (as arpknowledge of
a standard human sort) Kripke’s Lectures argue against lholting that some
statements properly held to be empirical can be, and berktmobe, necessary.

130 presumably because alive at the right time?

131 This seems rather feeble — but maybe the thought eksityg comes in. If both Darwin and Jack the
Ripper would have been Holmes, then both necessarilydvaiHolmes, and therefore would
necessarily be one another, an uncomfortable thoOgtsomething like that?

132 As was the case, say, for certain recently provegtaviously conjectural mathematical theorems.
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Kripke retracts his incautious attribution to Kant of tizgion of a priori truth as
truth which can be known independently of experience. Kant only refera to
priori knowledge of particular statements, hence awmgidhis extra modalify>.
When Kant uses “necessary” for a type of propositiah“ampriori” for a mode of
knowledge, he cannot be accused along with contempordrigeating these
terms as synonyms. The opening pages ofGhgque make it clear that Kant
thinks it a substantive thesis - obvious, though imporathat knowledge that
something is necessary must be a priori knowledge.

5.3 Non-circularity Condition

‘Kripke thinks that some people have misunderstood whatalseon about in the
First Lecture as though he said that saying that “Jonah is the niamae to by
that name in the Bible” necessarily violates the -amcularity condition. He
claims that it doesn't, provided the description theamdst give an account of the
Biblical authors’ reference which is independent of our dtvipke, in discussing
Strawson, had acknowledged that a speaker may pass ckedoanother in a
non-circular manner, provided the latter's descriptioasdoot ultimately involve
the reference made by the former.

So, Kripke can say “let “Glumph” be the thing Jonedsc&Elumph”, provided
Jones doesn’t say “let “Glumph” be the thing Kripke caBdumph”. There’s a
differentobjection tonon-circular buck-passing references like the “Glumph” one
— that the speaker cannot be sure from whom he picked upet@sence.
Additionally, a layman may say “let Gddel be the maa éxperts say proved the
incompleteness theorem” without knowing that the expbave now attributed
the proof to Schmidt. Determinations of the referent giag the wrong result,
and the speaker cannot say a priori that they don’e a&éds to from Thesi¢®
Attempting to avoid such errors by using onavenreference as the paradigm (“X
is what | currently call “X”)is circular, unless | have already determined the
reference in some other way, in which cties is the determining condition.

The buck-passing speaker often risks both error and aiigylas he doesn’t
know that he won't receive the buck back again. Kriplantd as a blatant
example “Let Godel be the man generally credited in conityy C with having
proved the incompleteness theorem”, if this is usedughoutC. An individual
speaker may err if C has been appraised of the Godel-Scinaudtbut he hasn't;
and the determination will be circular if even a langgority of the speakers in C
use it to determine their reference.

A different way of determining the reference would be thther complicated
formula that follows. “Let “Glumph” be the man callé@lumph” by the people
from whom | got it, provided my present determinationte teference follows
the rule$® laid out inNaming and Necessiggnd whatever other conditions need
to be satisfied”. This would be a trivial fulfilment ¢tfie description theory in
terms of the present view if only the present view wasaihewhat loose and
didn’t already involve the notion of the speaker’'s owferencé® - because he
intends to agree in reference with those from whomibieed up the name. Even

133

I’'m not quite clear on the point of this whole Addendum.

134 (5) The statement, “If X exists, then “X has most @dts” is known a priori byA.
135 presumably the theses laid out in Kripke’s formulatibthe description theory?
136 Kripke refers back to (his) Footnote 38. | don’t underdtahat he’s on about here.
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if both problems are solved, the resulting description,ist$ description-theorists
intend — of the type occurring to the speaker who ask® ‘8 Napoleon”. It
would occur only to those speakers who've mastered a eantbleory of
reference, and it'd be the theory, rather than thergit®n, which provides the
true picture of how the reference is determined.

5.4 |Initial “Baptism”

» the appeal to an initial sample oversimplifies the cere need not always be an
identifiable initial baptism. Kripke thinks, however, tilsaich considerations don’t
radically alter the picture, though admits that cdaeking an initial baptism are
rarer in the case of proper names than for species.

5.5 Santa Claus

* Gareth Evans had pointed out that there can be shifisference of a name not
only from real to fictional entities, but from one reme to another. Evans’s
example was Marco Polo’s erroneous ascription of “Masleayd to an island
when the name was “native” for an inland part of AffféaThe widespread
current use of the name for an island overrides thenatignative use. David
Lewis has pointed out that the same would apply hadripmal native use been
for a mythical locality. So, names can shift theference between any two of the
four cells on the real x imaginary transition matrixjthwpresent intention
overriding the original intention to preserve the originmaference during
transmission.

» Kripke says this deserves extended discussion, but thiekplicable in terms of
his lectures’ emphasis on the social nature of the afsproper names to
communicate with other users of the common language ofthisarily constrains
the speaker to transmit a name as transmitted to hinthéyiresent case shows
contemporary intention overrides the distant ffikKripke thinks the references
in Lecture Twoto George Smith (the teacher’'s neighbour supposed to have
squared the circle) or to Newton (with the wrong attiels) are examples of the
same phenomenon. He admits that further work and arnoirad apparatus are
required, in particular to clarify the distinction beemea present intention to use a
name for an object from a mere present belief thatadbject is the only one
having a certain property.

5.6 Acknowledgements

» Kripke acknowledges that his historical acquisition pictfreaming is similar to
Keith Donnellan’s, and to the views of Charles Chastdiaugh these have a
greater admixture of the description theory. David Kaptas extended his
account of “Dthat” into a logic of demonstratives ardues that Kripke’'s paper
can be given a formal representation.

137 SeeNamesnotes.
138 This is all very well, but somewhere along the lihe, link must have been broken. Effectively,
Marco Polo baptised Madagascar with another tokemafe that already had a reference.
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5.7 Necessity

» Kripke thinks theThird Lecturehas shown that what is often thought of as mere
physicalnecessity is necessityut court
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6. APPENDIX — KRIPKE'S RESPONSE TO HIS CRITICS *%°

» Kripke addresses some key misunderstandings of his doctrines.

6.1 Non-Unigue Names

* Some people have thought that the mere fact that twplgpean have the same
name refutes the rigidity thesis. Kripke has indeegbfi®md matters by speaking
in the text as though each name has a unique beareguhisdhis is a significant
oversimplification. He thinks most, if not all, thetcal issues about the
semantics of names — and in particular that of rigiditwould remain even had
we conventionally adopted unique names.

* Given language as it is, we could speak of names as hawmggue referent by
adopting a practice analogous to calling homonyms distinotisy@o that use of
the same phonetic sounds to name distinct objectsitcas distinct names.
Unfortunately, this, though useful for theoretical purposksesn’'t agree with
common usage (other than in the phone book).

* Kripke has a footnote pointing to the need for subtldfyom Kripke’'s
perspective, two totally distinct historical chains thatidertally assign the same
phonetic name to the same man should count as twoctlistames, despite the
identity of referent, which may be unknown to the speakemay be a recent
discovery. Similarly, Kripke thinks a description thebrvould think the same of
two distinct descriptions, despite identity of phoneticsl aeferent. However,
distinctness of referent is at leasswficientcondition for distinctness of names.
Kripke isn’'t advocating this usage, though he is sympathébinking that
whatever convention is adopted, rigidity has nothing to db the question of
phonetically identical names.

 The main point is that the philosophical treatment ofntwymous names is
irrelevant to the question of rigidity. As a speakehisfown idiolect, Kripke calls
only one person “Aristotle” despite knowledge that othersthisename for the
person he refers to as “Onassis”.*{1has no unambiguous truth conditions for
those who use “Aristotle” to name more than one objédpke had assumed a
particular interpretation of the name, as have desmnigheorists for simplicity
spoken as though names had unique references. The conteatly us
disambiguates. Saiventhe fixed understanding of (1), the question of rigidity
reduces to whether the correctness of (1), thus underssodetermined in each
counterfactual situation by whether, if that situati@a lobtained, a certain single
person would have liked dogs. Kripke says “yes”, but Russedims to be
committed to saying “no”, even where what (1) expresse®ntextually fixed.
The question is unaffected by otlérreadings of (1) — we can ask our
counterfactual question in each case.

* To recapitulate, (1) must be taken as expressing a gangfsition if its truth
conditions, even with respect to the actual world, ot to be indeterminate.
Ambiguous words must be read determinately, indexicalgrassideterminate
references, syntactical ambiguities resolved and ifixezl whether “Aristotle”
names a philosopher or a shipping magnate. Russell camapalyse (1) given

139 This corresponds to pp. 7 — 21 of KripkPseface
140«pristotle was fond of dogs”
141 |e. “Other “Aristotles”™.
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such presuppositions, and no-one has faulted him on tha $Cipke’s objection
to Russell is thus that, whichever interpretation of ifl}aken — and Kripke
presupposes Russell's practice of invariably interpreting sanw-rigidly —
Russell's view would have it fail the rigidity test. &this, that there is a single
individual and a single property such that, with respectveryecounterfactual
situation, the truth conditions of the proposition dr@ possession of the property
by that individual in that situatidff. It is irrelevant whether more than one
proposition is expressed by (1), only whether each of therforms as Kripke
suggests. We don’'t need detailed answers to how our lingpisiitise allows for
phonetically identical names for this to be clear. 8grhilosophers assimilate
proper names to demonstratives, their reference varyirthel same way from
utterance to utterance. This makes no difference sibcea proposition to be
expressed, the reference of any demonstratives must é&e. ¢ivipke, supported
by Kaplan, thinks, of course, that “this”, “I”, “you’nd so on are all rigid, though
their references vary with the context of the atbee.

6.2 The Relation of Riqgidity to Scope

* Another misunderstanding is of Kripke’s too brief treattmef the relation of
rigidity to scope. It is often claimed that Kripke'duitions could be satisfied by
reading names in various sentences as non-rigid designatihn wide scopes,
analogous to wide scope descriptions. Kripke had recognisedsdhaof his
intuitions could be explained as results of scope anttyigaiher than rigidity, but
thinks it wrong thagll intuitions can be explained in this way. Kripke refers-to
but does not quote or elaboratéBr various passages ignored by the critics. He
does, however, discuss the question of scope in thedights explanation of
rigidity.

* It has been alleged that the doctrine of rigidity dymp the doctrine that it is
conventional in a natural language that a name, in théeexbof any sentence,
should be read with a large scope including all modal opetaripke thinks this
is a technical error in modal logic, as follows. (13 #8)*** are simple sentences,
and since neither contains modal or other operatorse theno room for scope
distinctions, and no scope convention about (3) afféwm Yet, the notion of
rigidity applies sensibly to both, with “Aristotle” ifl) being rigid, but “the last
great philosopher of antiquity” in (2) not. No doctrine abscope conventions in
modal contexts touches this situation; rigid designaioa doctrine about truth
conditions in counterfactual situations that covers pstjns expressed ksl
sentences, evesimpleones.

» Kripke notes that the thesis that names are rigidniplgl sentences equivalent
(allowing for non-existence) to the thesis that if adalamperator governs a simple
sentence containing a name, the two readings with langesmall scopes are

142 This is a little difficult to understand in its genef@im. By way of explication, in the example (1),
the individual is Aristotle, the property is “liking dogshe proposition is “Aristotle likes dogs”,
and is true or false as Aristotle does or doesn't likgsdo that particular situation and possible
world.

143What's this about? Kripke refers to footnote 25 on p.réPta pp. 48 — 49.

144 (1) “Aristotle was fond of dogs”.

(2) “The last great philosopher of antiquity was fohdags”.
(3) “Exactly one person was last amongst the greatg@phers of antiquity, and any such person
was fond of dogs”.
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equivalent®® This isn't the same as the doctrine that only thgelaiscope is
allowed, the equivalence only making sense if both rgadane permissible.

* In another footnote, Kripke says of the simple senteritg & (2) that they are
tensed and can therefore be interpreted in formal languagestemse operators,
and scope questions can arise from these operators. Kigpe that these are not
modal operators, but that we can avoid the question #itegéy taking the
copula (“was”) as tenseless.

 Kripke also mentions Dummettirege*®, but alleges that many of his other ideas
on the relation of rigidity to scope are technicadlyroneous; for instance,
claiming that Kripke holds that descriptions are neved rgnd equating this view
with the claim that, in a modal context, the scope alefinite description must
always be taken to exclude the modal operator. Kripke casumment on this
here — or on Dummett’s erroneous comments on lingurgtiition.

» Kripke thinks the above considerations show that thoseingatd reducerigidity
to scope considerations are simply in error, and e@xglane weakness of the
more understandable desire to use scopeeptace rigidity. The doctrine of
rigidity supposes that a picture purporting to represenin{igt purport to depict
Aristotle himself as fond of dogs. No representation obanterfactual situation
involving any other individual, even possessing all the pragseadf Aristotle, will
do. Kripke thinks that this obviously represents our intuitioascerning (1) —
which are about the truth conditions in counterfactitabons of propositions
expressed by a@imple sentence, and no wide-scope interpretations of certain
modal contexts will take its place.

* Kripke attempts to illuminate matters with another eplnot so reliant on
counterfactual situations. Kripke had argued in testures*’ that the truth
conditions of “It might have been the case thatstdtie was fond of dogs”
conformed to the rigidity theory. It would be irrelevahshown that someone
other than Aristotle might have been both fond of dogs #md greatest
philosopher of antiquity, and similarly if we use anyet non-rigid definite
description to identify Aristotle. Similarly, while “it ight have been the case that
Aristotle was not a philosopher” expresses a truth, ightnhave been the case
that the greatest philosopher of antiquity was not a pplos™” expresses a
falsehood*® contra Russell's theory. Kripke claims that the lashtence in
guotes would have expressed a truth if the description,argritr Kripke’s intent,
were read with wide scop® So, Kripke imagines (jokingly) that the problem
might arise from an unaccountable tendency to give “dilest a wide scope
reading while only allowing a narrow scope reading to tisemjgion. Sentences
with both names and descriptions would be subject to batthings. Kripke’s
point, however, was that the contrast would (still@)dh(even?) if all sentences
involved were explicitly constructed with small scopand suggests this might be

145\We need an example to know what this means.

146 Dummett rejected this part of Kripke [Sdameshandout]; find out when Dummett’s Frege was
written, to see who's responding to whom.

147 A search of my text reveals no reference to Atfistabd dogs, other than in the introduction. Maybe
Kripke is just referring to théorm of the argument?

148 Check this out in Dummett’s formulation (Nemeshandout) and see if it works here.

149 What does this mean? Presumably the description — téfagest philosopher of antiquity” — to be
read with wide scope allows it to refer to non-phifdsers? Maybe if there were no philosophers in
antiquity? Don’t we then end up with Russell’s “thegame King of France is bald” situation?
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achieved by inserting a colon alter “thaf” Those holding the contrary view to
Kripke have tended to overlook his examples illustratirag the situation with
names is not parallel to that with large scope deseonptiThey must hold that
language and thought are powerless to keep the distirsttmight, which is what
accounts for the difficulty. How did we make the distion if we didn’'t make it?
Kripke thinks we can disentangle the “that” clause takenus clearer which
reading we're giving by reformulating as:-
(4) “What (1) expresses might have been the case”.

6.3 Why did Russell et al Oppose the Rigidity of Names?

» If this doesn’t remove scope ambiguities, Kripke asks whatldvde thinks the
formulation more natural in dialogue form: “Aristotle wiasd of dogs” ... “no
he wasn't, but he might have been”. Kripke claims that understanding of (4)
conforms to the theory of rigidity; no situation bugathn which anyone but
Aristotle himself was fond of dogs can be relevant.

* Since the examples above and in teeturesgive evidence for our intuition of
the rigidity of names, how did Russell and others pseptheories plainly at odds
with them? Kripke thinks (a) because Russell didn’'t @ersmodal questions and
the question of the rigidity of names was rarely agred after him and (b)
Russell thought that various philosophical arguments néateskia descriptive
theory of names and an eliminative theory of descrgtid. Without actually
mentioning the issue of rigidity, Russell agreed that theories were
incompatible with our naive reactions but powerful philosopharguments
compelled him to adopt his theory. Kripke’s response statsiin the “identity
and schmidentity” thought experiment. He imagined a hypictieformal
language in which a rigid designator “a” is introduced by ftrenula “Let “a”
rigidly denote the unique object that actually has theogmy F when talking
about any actual or counterfactual situation”. In thisecdlse person would, in
virtue of this linguistic act, know that Fa, even though™E&xpresses a contingent
truth (provided F is not an essential property of the unidpecbin possession of
it). This shows (a) epistemic questions should be sepdratedhose of necessity
and contingency, (b) that fixing a reference isn’'t $aene as giving a synonym,
and more importantly, (c) this shows that the evidencallysprovided to show
that names are synonymous with descriptions can benafited by this
hypothetical model, which satisfies our intuitions gfidity. Kripke later realised
that speakers don't ordinarily even fix references by iflemy descriptions of
the usual type.

6.4 Possible Worlds

* Kripke now usefully discusses possible worlds. He fofsall notes that much
recent confusion about rigidity might have been avoidedl diacussions been
conducted rigorously in a formal language of “possible woradsagtics”. Space
has precluded this here, though readers thoroughly familidr wtensional
semantics should be able to construct the rough outlinddonselves.

30| don’t understand how this makes a difference.
151 At which stage in Russell’s career was this true? Retuthis after reviewing Russell. Presumably
one ought also to read Stephen Nedh#scription®
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* Inthe Lectures, Kripke has argued against those whodmngossible worlds as
like (a) different planets or (b) our own surroundingsidifferent dimension or
(c) that lead to spurious problems of transworld identifice Kripke thinks that
confusion might be avoided were “worlds” terminologypleeed by “possible
state or history of the world” or “counterfactual siioat, or by simple use of
modal talk — “It is possible that ...”. Kripke thinks hisdueent use of the concept
protects him from the misunderstanding that he rejectsijp@sgorlds altogether
or even that he considers them a mere formal devisevielv can be clarified by
considering a high-school example — that of rolling twdinary dice, A and B.
Only one of the 36 possibilities reflects how the digk actually come out, and
we learnt at school to calculate the probabilities.

* Kripke draws a number of lessons from this simple exanfleh probability
calculations refer to miniature “possible worlds”, provided fictively ignore
everything about the world other than the two dice andt whey show (and
assume both exist). Only one of these worlds is theahworld, but the others are
of interest in determining how probable the actual outcesa or will be. In the
case where our assumption that the diodall is satisfied, the “actual world” is
the state of the dice as actually realised. Anotherentoncrete entity is the
Lesniewskian-Goodmanian physical entity that is the sfitihe two dice — “the
dice” thought of as a single object. When we talk of36eossibilities, we have
no reason to posit 3&ther entities existing in never-never land, nor ask whether
these entities are composed of phantom counterpartiseoéctual dice, or are
somehow these dice themselves in another dimensidr36Apossibilities are
abstract states of the dice, not complex physicatiesit We don’t need to ask
guestions of “trans-state identity” — of how we know wrhddd is A — because the
state (A-6, B-5) is given and thereby distinguished from5(AB-6). Kripke
chuckles that the demand for some “criterion of trstase identity” is so confused
that no schoolchild would be so perversely philosophicatoasnake it. The
possibilities aren’t given qualitatively (as in: one @jethe other 5) as then there
would have been only 21 possibilities rather thalt3@he states aren't phantom
dice-pairs viewed from afar, of which we can ask meaninghistemological
guestions such as “which die is that”. We don't need t@ingathat A and B are
gualitatively distinguishable, say, by colour to enable auslistinguish states —
indeed the numerical face shown is thought of as the mnolgerty of each die.
Finally, in not describing the states purely qualitatively make no obscure
metaphysical commitment to dice as “bare particulavigtever that might mean.

* Kripke admits that there are problems with “possibleléd&irover and above the
tightly-controlled mini-worlds of probability theoryjnge they are total ways the
world might have been - states or histories ofti&e world. The philosopher of
possible worlds must take care that his technical appadaesn’'t cause him to
ask meaningless questions unmotivated by the originakionsithat gave the
apparatus its point. We have no need to, and cannot, leesaricomplete
counterfactual course of events. It is sufficienttadeshow, in relevant ways, the
counterfactual situation differs from the actual faetsve should think of the
counterfactual situation as a mini-state restrictef@atures of the world relevant
to the problem at hand, something that involves less idéalis for either

1526 pairs + half of the other 30. Are there, however, genpitysical situations in which the
distinguishability or not of the “dice” is important — asBose-Einstein vs Fermi-Dirac statistics in
Quantum Mechanics? Isn't it the case that fundameatétfes cannot be rigidly designated,
though some act as though they could while others don'sattie probability distributions differ?
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considering entire world histories or forall possibilities®® There’s nothing
wrong, for philosophical or technical purposes, in taking péssworlds as
abstract entities — a sample space just is such a sppossible worlds. However,
we must avoid philosophical temptations. There is no feepossible worlds to
be given qualitatively; the fact that we often consildeger and more complex
worlds than those of dice gives no reason to supposdhde is any genuine
problem of transworld identification. Kripke claims thtée actual world — the
actual state or history of the world — should not be wsed with “the enormous
scattered object that surrounds us” which, while it maéb be called the actual
world, is not the relevant object here. Consequemdssible, but not actual,
worlds are not phantom duplicates of the world in thieidssense. Again, Kripke
thinks confusion might have been avoided if “possibleohiss or states of the
world”, or “counterfactual situations” had been used instddgossible worlds”,
or had philosophers stuck to the practices of schoolchildrprobabilists.

In a footnote, Kripke discusses the priority of possibdelds and modal logic. He
doesn't consider possible worlds as providing a reductiveysisadr explanation,
from either a metaphysical or epistemological perspeabivenodal operators. In
the development of our thought, modal expressions caste-fipossible worlds,
though rooted in ways the world might have been, come greater level of
abstraction. Someone failing to understand possibility womiterstand possible
worlds either. Philosophically, we've no need to supposeform of discourse
prior to the other. The original motivation for possibleris was to clarify modal
logic by allowing it to use the model techniques that éatiextensional logic?,
and for clarifying certain other concepts (though Kripkeesidt say which).
Kripke thinks restricting ourselves to relevant mini-wigrlhas no impact on
rigidity and the other essential issues.

6.5 Substitutability of Proper Names?

Kripke deals with one last confusion — that some hawaght that he taught the
universal substitutability of proper names. For exampleth@ a sentence with
“Cicero” expresses the same proposition as the quneksng one with “Tully”,
(b) that belief in one implies belief in the other,(oy that they are equivalent for
all semantic purposes. Russell held such a view for ‘ddlgiproper names” and
it seems congenial to Mill's theory of naming, where otilg reference of the
name contributes to what is expressed. However, Kripkétdowhether even
Mill intended to go this far — he does not take “Cicerdully” as equivalent to
“Cicero is Cicero”, but that “Cicero” and “Tully” areo-designative; in addition,
Mill may also see a meta-linguistic component in adleasons involving names.
Kripke claims that his view that “Hesperus is Phosphorasi @ise empirical
issues, whereas “Hesperus is Hesperus” cannot, showsetliktesn’t treat these
sentenceS® as completely interchangeable. Also, that the owtf fixing the
reference is relevant to our epistemic attitude to theesee.

However, he thinks that there are certain outstandsuygegson the apparatus of
propositions, which may break down in this area, whiclhdee side-stepped, and
on which he has no firm doctrine. The questions includatvphopositions are

153 | wasn’t quite clear what Kripke was saying here. Batjew Lewis.
154 |e. Quantification over possible worlds clarifies micojgerators?
155 Why does he highlight sentences? As though he mighittthe names as completely

interchangeable?
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expressed by such sentences, whether such propositeobjacts of knowledge
or belief and how to treat names in epistemic costee thinks there may be
more than one notion of “proposition”, depending ondamands we make of it.
See his papek Puzzle About BelieHe notes that the doctrine of rigidity does “of
course” imply that co-designative names are intergbable in modal contexts.

6.6 Rigidity and Non-Existence

» Kripke closes with a footnote explaining some outstandifiiculties between
rigidity and delicate questions of non-existence, whichhas ignored. In the
Lectures he ignores distinctions betweede jurerigidity (where in either actual or
counterfactual situations the reference of the desigmastipulatedto be a single
object) andde factorigidity (where the description “the x such that Fxisy
happens to use a predicate F that in each possible wdrleeiof the same unique
object — as “the smallest prime”). His thesis concemgurerigidity, but in the
Lectureshe’s content with the weaker form. Rigidithe jure ensures a proper
name rigidly designates its referent even in counteréd situations where the
referent wouldn’t have existed. This deserves further digouydsut not here.

156 What does this mean? “It's possible that X believes ¥wz™?
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