Referential Definite Descriptions: Quantifiers or Descriptive Designators?

1. Introduction

It has been forty years since Keith Donnellan published Reference and Definite Descriptions, the paper through which he made famous the referential-attributive distinction. Even though the discussion around the semantic significance of Donnellan’s distinction has come a pretty long way since then, there is still an easily recognizable opposition in the literature among partisans of the semantic significance of the distinction, on the one hand, and partisans of its semantic insignificance, on the other (cf., Reimer & Bezuidenhout, 2004).

It is my main purpose in my dissertation to motivate two claims: referentially used definite descriptions have a semantics of their own, but this semantics is somewhat different from the alternatives usually found in the literature. To put things more explicitly, I intend to do the following in my dissertation: (i) describe the referential-attributive distinction, (ii) argue in favor of its semantic significance, (iii) criticize what I take to be the most plausible quantificational analysis of referential uses of definite descriptions, (iv) describe three non-quantificational alternatives, and (v) advocate one such non-quantificational alternative. In the end of this proposal, I will set forth a tentative chapter summary of my proposed dissertation.

2. The Referential-Attributive Distinction

Definite descriptions in English are typically formed by the adjunction of a nominal expression to a definite article. Constructions like ‘the watch’, ‘the owner of GM’, and ‘the French winemaker who is currently known for making oaky red wines all over the world’ are definite descriptions – ‘definites’ for short. This is not the whole of it, however, at least not in English. For, it has been claimed plausibly that certain possessive constructions are disguised definites. Examples are: ‘water’s composition’, ‘Smith’s murderer’, and ‘His brother’. In what follows, I will treat such constructions as special cases of definites.

In On Denoting, Russell hypothesized that sentences containing definites, in spite of their subject-predicate grammatical surface, are quantificational in underlying form. Part of what this amounts to is that the truth-conditions of an utterance of the form ‘The F is G’ are not given correctly by ‘a is G’, where ‘a’ stands for a name of a particular F-object. Rather, they are given by the quantificational likes of ‘there is exactly one F and it is G’.

In Reference and Definite Descriptions, Donnellan brought doubt upon this sort of hypothesis. For, by distinguishing attributive from referential uses of definite descriptions, Donnellan provocatively suggested that the truth-conditions of utterances containing such expressions do not fall out exclusively from their form; they depend also on the communicative intentions speakers have in using them in particular occasions.
,

On a plausible construal of Donnellan’s distinction, when a speaker uses a definite description referentially, his or her main communicative intention is the conveyance of a thought or proposition about a particular object he or she has in mind. When a speaker uses the same linguistic construction attributively, his or her main communicative intention is the conveyance of a thought or proposition about whoever or whatever satisfies uniquely the descriptive content of the definite description.
 So, suppose that while at a party I whisper the following to a friend: ‘God, the person who is in charge of pouring the drinks has made a mess of my drink!’ If the information I wish to convey is primarily one to the effect that a particular person – the one I see pouring everyone drinks – has made a mess of what is in my glass, I use the definite referentially. If, however, I have not had any perceptual contact with the relevant person and intend to convey to my interlocutor primarily the thought that the person who is uniquely in charge of pouring the drinks, whoever he or she may be, has made a mess of my drink, my use is attributive.

No one disputes this fact about the usage of definites, in English and in many other languages. What is disputed is whether this fact is a symptom of a semantic ambiguity in definites. According to the standard versions of the unitarian hypothesis, it is not, for definites have one Russellian meaning only, and what a speaker says by uttering a declarative sentence containing a definite is always general, having the sort of Russell-inspired quantificational truth-conditions outlined above. Whatever the significance of referential uses, it is not semantic. According to the ambiguity hypothesis, however, definites have two meanings as they are used attributively or referentially. When used attributively in the context of a declarative sentence, what is expressed is a general thought or proposition with Russellian truth-conditions; when used referentially, what is expressed is a singular thought or proposition, a thought or proposition with truth-conditions dependent on the particular object the speaker has in mind and wishes to refer to by his utterance.

3. Against Gricean Simplicity

Perhaps the most important stance against the ambiguity hypothesis stems from the work of Paul Grice (1989: 22-143). In truth, there is a cluster of arguments in the literature taking Grice’s work as inspiration, different authors contributing different versions to the debate. It seems fair to say, nonetheless, that one guiding idea unifies many of these versions: an explanation of referential usage in terms of the distinction between speaker meaning and semantic meaning is epistemically preferable because it fosters theoretical simplicity (cf., Kripke, 1977; Neale, 1990).

The following sort of argument exemplifies this idea: on independent grounds Grice has provided us with a theory of conversational implicatures, a theory about how speakers, in virtue of being rational and cooperative, manage to communicate more than what they say through their utterances. The singular thoughts or propositions associated with referential uses may be understood as conversational implicatures, thoughts or propositions that are meant but unsaid. Now, Russell is probably right about attributively used definites, and an across-the-board Russellian analysis of definites that treats referential uses as conversational implicatures postulates fewer meanings than an alternative one in terms of semantic ambiguity. Since postulating fewer meanings is epistemically preferable, we are justified in believing an across-the-board Russellian analysis of definites according to which referential uses fall in the more general category of conversational implicatures.

It is undeniable that there is a prima facie appeal to this sort of argument. For one thing, other determiner phrases in English and in many other languages are used referentially, and this is not sufficient to ground the claim that the relevant determiners are ambiguous (Neale, 1990: 87-8). For another, if our aim is truth, theoretical simplicity does seem to steer us in the right direction, so meaning simplicity, in particular, presumably does so too (cf., Bontly, 2005: 300-07).

This simplicity argument, nonetheless, has an important flaw: it supposes that the Gricean explanation really does cover the proper data, namely the regularity of referential uses (Devitt, 1997: 125-8; Reimer 1998: 96-99; Devitt & Sterelny, 1999: 110; Devitt, 2004: 283). And it is not clear that it does. For, the regularity of referential uses grounds a presumption for the idea that no special stage setting is required for the conveyance and grasp of the singular thoughts associated with referential uses. But if there is such context independence in the conveyance of such thoughts, why think of them as conversationally implicated?

Even though this point about the regularity of referential uses shifts the argumentative burden to Griceans, I doubt it establishes, in and of itself, the ambiguity of definites, for more would need to be said to deflect a Gricean reply trading on the idea that referential usage is of a kind with a subclass of conversational implicatures that are less dependent on peculiarities of context. Indeed, Kent Bach (2004) has recently developed precisely this sort of reply to Devitt and Reimer’s regularity argument. So, where should we stand? Should we side with ambiguity theorists or with Griceans? Or should we simply suspend judgment?

I believe ambiguity theorists have further arguments for the semantic significance of referential uses, arguments Griceans cannot easily account for.
 One such argument explores the widespread similarity in use between complex demonstratives and referentially used definites. Let me briefly turn to this.

4. Complex Demonstratives and Referentially Used Definites

For many years now similarities in use between referentially used definites and complex demonstratives have been noted and commented upon in the literature  (e.g., Devitt, 1974; Devitt, 1981a, 1981b, 1985, 2004; Devitt & Sterelny, 1999; Wettstein, 1981; Wettstein, 1983).
 The semantic significance of such similarities, however, is still very much a matter of controversy, and the implications they have to the semantics of referentially used definites are still widely underestimated. I think this is a mistake.

Consider the following: whenever a speaker uses a complex demonstrative or definite referentially in literal discourse, he or she intends to convey a singular thought, a thought about a particular object he or she has in mind. If this is semantically relevant in one case, where the use is regular, it would seem plausible that it is also in the other, where the use is also regular. (Devitt, 1981: 53; Devitt, 1985: 219; Devitt & Sterelny 1999: 106-7; Devitt, 2004: 288-9). Moreover, in situations in which the referentially used definite is incomplete,
 the speaker can very often substitute one for the other without communicative strain (Devitt, ibid). Thus, suppose I turn to a friend and utter, “that glass is still a bit soapy,” as he is about to stop rinsing the glass. It is easy to imagine my uttering instead, “the glass is still a bit soapy,” and the utterance being equally appropriate. This is evidence that both forms of expression are very similar semantically. Furthermore, the implicature material attached to one form of expression carries over to the other in such cases. My having said to my friend “the glass is still a bit soapy” would have implicated conversationally that he should give the glass another rinse, just like the demonstrative form of expression would have. This is further evidence for the claim that what is said in both cases is very similar.
 It is plausible to affirm, then, that if complex demonstratives are used to express singular thoughts or propositions, referentially used definites are too.

Nonetheless, the following question may still be asked: is the contribution complex demonstratives and referentially used definites make to what is said correctly understood as quantificational? In what follows and in my dissertation, I will attempt to motivate a negative answer to this question.

5. Complex Demonstratives as Gödelian Completions
Lepore and Ludwig (2000) and Neale (2004)
 have recently claimed that complex demonstratives should be understood as restricted quantifiers of the following form:

· [an/the x: x is F & x = that] 

Following suggestions made by Neale (2004), I will call these descriptions ‘Gödelian’. Since the ‘that’ flanking the identity sign is rigid and non-descriptive in content, the thoughts or propositions expressed by sentences containing complex demonstratives are singular – in the sense that they are about the object the speaker has in mind and wishes to refer to through his demonstrative utterance.

Now, given the alluded similarity in use between complex demonstratives and referentially used definites, it may be thought that referentially used definites too should be analyzed in terms of Gödelian descriptions. Neale has proposed precisely this in recent work – albeit for reasons independent from the analogy with demonstratives.

I believe the Gödelian description view of complex demonstratives and referentially used definites is mistaken, and the reasons for this are very much the same in both cases. Let me first turn to complex demonstratives.

6. Complex Demonstratives: Against Gödelian Descriptions

At least three points suggest problems with a Gödelian description view of complex demonstratives: (1) we need to convincingly motivate it; (2) it must be shown that it is plausible on psychological grounds; (3) we need an argument that exculpates the violence it does to superficial grammatical form.

The first and third issues may be viewed jointly, for the Gödelian description view may be motivated in part by a desideratum of parsimony of semantic kinds: all natural language determiner phrases and noun phrases are either purely designational or quantificational – complex demonstratives falling into the quantifier category (cf., Neale, 1993: 90; Borg, 2000: 230); since other quantificational analyses of demonstratives generate wrong truth-conditional predictions (e.g., parasitic analyses), the Gödelian description view is warranted. Going this path, though, leads one into trouble. This becomes clear once certain syntactic reverberations of the Gödelian description view are made explicit: the ‘…=…’ occurring in the restriction of the quantifier is an aphonic piece of syntax, an element that is phonetically null and yet semantically relevant. Now, this seems to me like a clear departure from overall theoretical simplicity. Neale himself (1990: 40), drawing on Wiggins (1980) and Barwise and Cooper (1981), makes it clear that one of the reasons for giving up the analysis of certain determiner phrases in English in terms of standard first-order quantifiers is the violence done to superficial grammatical form. This is a problem, at least in part, because unusual syntactic principles to systematize the underlying-superficial syntax relation would be called for.
 Why should things be any different with a Gödelian description view of complex demonstratives?
 Moreover, if one is in the grip of something like Chomsky’s Minimalism, the prospects of the Gödelian description view do not look so good. For, the Gödelian description view seems much more extravagant than what is required to “link sound and meaning” (cf., Neale, 2004: 112-6; Chomsky, 1995). If, then, one is to satisfactorily use theoretical simplicity to ground a Gödelian description view of complex demonstratives, one should explain first why such syntactic issues are to be left aside in favor of fewer semantic kinds.
,

Moreover, seeing complex demonstratives as Gödelian Descriptions brings the following unwelcome result: in order for speakers to use complex demonstratives successfully they need first to think token-identities (viz., the F-thing that is identical to that). For, these identities are constitutive of what is said by utterances of complex demonstratives. Since what is said in literal and competent speech
 is also meant, and what is meant has psychological reality, such token-identities have psychological reality. Yet, why would anyone need to think, implicitly or explicitly, token-identities to successfully use complex demonstratives? (Cf., Borg, 2003; Schiffer, 2005). Putting things slightly differently: even if we agree with Gareth Evans (1982) that singular thoughts, demonstrative thoughts in particular, require some sort of discriminating conception on the part of the thinker, why should this agreement lead to the endorsement of the claim that demonstrative thoughts involve token-identities? After all, many of the complex demonstrative uses we make in literal discourse presuppose mainly our perceiving the object we refer to and our classifying it as F or G; token-identities seem completely immaterial to the issue.

In this way, it seems to me that we have good reason to look elsewhere, beyond quantifiers, that is, for a semantics of complex demonstratives.

7. Back to Definites

Neale (2004: 171-3) has recently proposed an analysis of referentially used definites in terms of Gödelian descriptions. Given the suggestions above, analogous problems should carry over. Where should we stand?

If the problems carry over, the answer is clear: probably away from Gödelian descriptions. But do they carry over? As far as I can tell, yes. Neale would probably disagree (2004: 172-3). For one thing, he would probably insist that the syntactic concerns alluded to above are completely beside the point of a Gödelian description view of referentially used definites, for the context, not grammar, is that which provides a Gödelian completion to a referentially used definite, the grammar of which is simply ‘[the x: x is F]’. I have yet to see a convincing argument here, but I relegate such concerns to a footnote.

It seems to me, then, that we have good reason to look beyond quantifiers for a proper understanding of the semantics of both referentially used definites and complex demonstratives. While true that most of what was said up to this point leaves the door wide open to views according to which referentially used definites and complex demonstratives lack semantically relevant descriptive material altogether, we should not worry so much about this. For, if nominals in referentially used definites and complex demonstratives were semantically inert, how could the validity of inferences of the form ‘that F is G ( some F is G’ or ‘the F is G ( some F is G’ be accounted for? In this way, looking beyond quantifiers, while acknowledging the semantic significance of nominals, seems to be the right sort of strategy to adopt. This is the strategy I will adopt in my dissertation.
8. Three Non-quantificational Alternatives

As far as I have been able to determine, three non-quantificational options on the semantics of referentially used definites and complex demonstratives may be explored. Even though I intend to describe and compare all three in my dissertation, I will, in the end, advocate only one.

The first option is suggested in the work of those influenced by direct reference semantics (cf., Kaplan, 1989). According to this sort of approach (cf., David Braun (1994); Emma Borg (2000)), nominals in complex demonstratives are semantically relevant only at the level of reference-determination (Kaplanian character), contributing to truth-conditions only the objects they pick out. This sort of approach may be extended to referentially used definites. Part of the challenge here, though, is explaining how the relevance of nominals exclusively on the level of Kaplanian character is consistent with (i) scope interactions between complex demonstratives and referentially used definites and non-extensional operators, and (ii) binding interactions between nominals in definites and demonstratives and other terms outside them. In addition, on this approach one would also need to motivate the odd idea that in worlds where there are no Fs, ‘that F is G’ and (referential) ‘the F is G’ can both be true (cf., Salmon, 1982).

A second option appears in the work of Mark Richard (1993: 216-22) and Josh Devers (2001: 293-5), and says, roughly, that utterances of the form ‘that F is G’ have the force of ‘that is F and that is G’ (cf., Strawson, 1950: 342-3). Not only does this sort of analysis give the right truth-conditions of utterances containing complex demonstratives, but it also accords well with some of our intuitive judgments about what is said when we use complex demonstratives. For example, if one utters, “that man is rich,” and the use is deictic and the intended referent is salient, it is plausible to expect a positive answer to the question, “did you just say that that is a man and that is rich?” This view may be extended to referentially used definites too. Accordingly, ‘the F is G’ would be equivalent in meaning to ‘that is F and G’ (whenever ‘the F’ is used referentially). Part of the challenge here, though, is explaining how a term in superficial grammatical form becomes a predication at deeper syntax. In the case of referential definites, moreover, one would also need to motivate the existence of an aphonic simple demonstrative at underlying grammatical form.

A third sort of option, somewhat tentatively suggested by Devitt (e.g., 2004: 292), treats ‘that F’ and referential ‘the F’ as having their reference fixed partly by a causal perceptual link, partly by predicate application. Omitting quantifiers and the usual speaker-time relativizations, the following analyses embody the general form of this sort of proposal:

· ‘that F is G’ is true in w iff Ref (‘that F’) is G in w

Ref (‘that F’) = x in w iff x exists in w, ‘that F’ is perceptually grounded on x, and ‘F’ applies to x in w 

· ‘the F is G’ is true in w iff Ref(‘the F’) is G in w

Ref (‘the F’) = x in w iff x exists in w, ‘the F’ is perceptually grounded on x, and ‘F’ applies to x in w

I think this approach captures nicely the sorts of intuitions we have about what is said by utterances involving complex demonstratives and referentially used definites. It gives, furthermore, the correct truth-conditions of such utterances, recognizing the truth-conditional significance of the relevant nominals, and it does not engender any violence to superficial grammatical form. Moreover, it avoids reducing referentially used definites to complex demonstratives – by avoiding to postulate the same underlying grammar in both cases. What it does, rather, is to clearly bring out the idea that the same sort of reference mechanism at play in one case is also at play in the other, just as suggested by the similarities in their use.

I believe, then, that there is a case to be made in favor of the idea that referentially used definites (and complex demonstratives, for that matter) are what they seem to be: partly referential, partly descriptive context-sensitive terms – ‘descriptive designators’, I dub them. No quantifiers should be called in for help. This is what I will attempt to argue for in my dissertation.

9. Tentative Chapter Summary

Introduction: The Referential-Attributive Distinction

After describing Russell’s views on the semantics of definites, I will present the referential-attributive distinction and disentangle it from the thesis that nominals in referentially used definites are semantically insignificant. This will prepare the ground for the idea that referential uses of definites differ from attributive ones mainly in conveying thoughts or propositions about particular objects the speaker has in mind and wishes to refer to by his or her utterance.

Chapter 1: Against Methodological Simplicity

In this chapter, I will (a) review Kripke’s methodological argument in favor of a unitarian treatment of Donnellan’s distinction and (b) criticize it on the basis of Devitt’s and Reimer’s regularity argument. Since the regularity of referential usage does not seem sufficient to ground the claim that definites are indeed ambiguous, for such usage may still be understood pragmatically (e.g., as generalized conversational implicatures), I will proceed to consider further evidence in favor of the ambiguity of definites, which brings me to the next chapter.
Chapter 2: The Analogy with Complex Demonstratives: Definites Make a Distinctive Kind of Semantic Contribution

Here, I will start with the analogy between referentially used definites and complex demonstratives, further strengthening it through considerations about implicature non-detachability and concluding that we should believe referentially used definites have a semantics of their own. More pointedly, I will claim that we have good reason to think that the content of utterances containing referentially used definites is different from the content of utterances containing attributively used definites, in that the former, and not the latter, are always about particular objects the speaker has in mind. This claim is, of course, consistent with a quantificational analysis of referentially used definites and complex demonstratives, which brings me to the next chapter.

Chapter 3: Why Complex Demonstratives and Referentially Used Definites Probably Are Not Quantifiers

I will start with a presentation of what I take to be the best form of quantificational semantics for complex demonstratives: the Gödelian Description view of complex demonstratives. I will then attempt to show that (a) there is no evidence establishing that complex demonstratives are Gödelian descriptions, and that (b) issues relating to syntactic ellipsis and the nature of demonstrative thoughts play against a Gödelian description view of complex demonstratives. I will end this chapter by arguing that all such worries carry over to a Gödelian description view of referentially used definites. To do this successfully, I will need to show that (c) Neale’s new position on the semantics of referentially used definites does not succeed in reducing the phenomenon of referential usage to the phenomenon of utterance ellipsis. I will conclude that we have good reason to look beyond quantifiers for a proper semantics for complex demonstratives and referentially used definites.

Chapter 4: Three Non-quantificational Alternatives

In this chapter, I will present three non-quantificational approaches to the semantics of both complex demonstratives and referentially used definites. These are: (a) a direct-referential approach that takes complex demonstratives and referentially used definites to have semantically relevant descriptive material only on the level of Kaplanian character; (b) a predicational approach according to which complex demonstratives and referentially used definites are disguised predications; (c) a descriptive designator approach according to which the content of token complex demonstratives and referentially used definites is constituted partly by causal perceptual links, partly by predicate application. I will end this chapter by arguing against (a) and (b).

Chapter 5: Referentially Used Definites and Complex Demonstratives as Descriptive Designators

In this last chapter, I intend to defend the descriptive designator approach from the criticisms leveled against the Gödelian description view in chapter 3 and the other two non-quantificational alternatives in chapter 4, emphasizing that it meets the following desiderata: correct truth-conditions for utterances containing complex demonstratives and referentially used definites, scope interactions between complex demonstratives, referentially used definites and non-extensional operators, and binding interactions between nominals in complex demonstratives and referentially used definites and terms outside them. This is, in my view, sufficient warrant for the claim that the descriptive designator approach is superior to its rivals.
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� Donnellan was not the first to note that definites may be used referentially. To mention but one famous case, Peter Strawson, in 1950, argued something to this effect (cf., Mitchell (1962); Rundle (1965); (cf., Neale (1990)). In spite of there being superficial similarities between Strawson and Donnellan’s points, the underlying motivations are quite different. Part of Strawson’s criticisms relate to an alleged confusion Russell made between the meaning of linguistic types, on the one hand, and the semantic contribution made by tokens of these types, on the other. According to Strawson, Russell was led to treat definites as disguised quantifiers in part because he failed to appreciate this. Now, according to Donnellan, Russell’s hypothesis is as much about linguistic tokens as about linguistic types. Donnellan’s criticism springs rather from the prima facie relevance of speaker-intention to truth-conditions of utterances containing definites.


� There is no implication here, of course, that such communicative intentions should always be determinate.


� Russellians would reject this way of putting things. They wouldn’t say that the thoughts expressed by sentences of the form ‘The F is G’ are about anything. I used a formulation inspired by Donnellan’s (1966: 285). Nothing I say here hinges on this difference.


� Whether or not Donnellan himself endorsed an ambiguity hypothesis in his seminal papers is something I won’t discuss in this proposal or in my dissertation.


� I’m bypassing here other pragmatic accounts of the referential-attributive distinction, notably those associated with the work of François Recanati (1989a/b; 1993) and Anne Bezuidenhout (1997). The main idea with such pragmatic alternatives starts from the realization what is said in literal discourse very often goes beyond the meaning of the words used, the syntax combining them, and the reference resolution of the relevant context-sensitive terms (cf., Wilson & Sperber, 1981; Carston, 1988). In pragmatist parlance, what is said is often underdetermined by word meaning, syntax, and reference resolution. Taking a cue from this idea, the following approach to the referential-attributive distinction is proposed: the fact that the distinction is significant at the level of what is said does not imply an ambiguity in definites as linguistic types, for what is said by sentences of the form ‘The F is G’ may well be underdetermined by sentence meaning and hence word meaning (where meaning is understood as a property of types). Thus, an utterance of ‘The F is G’ may have attributive truth-conditions when ‘the F’ is used attributively and referential truth-conditions when ‘the F’ is used referentially and yet the type ‘The F’ be associated with a Russellian quantificational meaning only. We keep part of Russell’s theory – it gives the grammar of definites – and at the same time do justice to Donnellan’s insights – what is said through referential uses is something about particular objects. As presented, this sort of argument is objectionably implausible. It is hard to see how definites are in this way shifty in their propositional contribution without being ambiguous as types (Neale, 1990: 110-12, n. 36). Furthermore, framing the debate in this way obscures a crucial point in Russell’s theory: that utterances of definites are properly understood quantificationally. Whether or not a shift in semantic concern from tokens to types is theoretically profitable is something to be argued for. For, by conceding that the truth-conditions of what is said by referential uses are systematically different from the truth-conditions of what is said by attributive uses, pragmatists concede that Russell is wrong about the truth-conditions of referential uses, which may be, in the end, all that many ambiguity theorists wanted to show anyway. Later, Recanati (1993) presents a different view, which is somewhat closer to Bezuidenhout’s (1997). I won’t discuss these positions here, but find them implausible on a number of grounds. Suffice it to say that there’s no convincing evidence in their favor.


� Simple demonstratives in English are expressions of the form ‘this’, ‘that’, ‘these’, ‘those’, and deictically used non-indexical pronouns like ‘it’ and ‘they’. Complex demonstratives differ from simple demonstratives in virtue of a nominal. Expressions of the form ‘this F’, ‘that F’, ‘these Fs’, and ‘those Fs’ are complex demonstratives.


� I’m here referring to the phenomenon of definites being used felicitously to say something true even though more than one object is known by speaker and audience to satisfy the definite’s descriptive content. “The hard drive crashed,” uttered by me as I explain to a technician what happened.


� For, as Grice (1989: 39; 43-4) has suggested, changing one’s form of words while maintaining one’s literal message very often preserves one’s conversational implicatures.


� Cf., King, 2001. According to Jeff King, sentences of the form ‘that F is G’ express four-place relations with the following structure: ‘F and ... are uniquely ... in an object x and x is G’. If the use is perceptual, the second relatum from left to right is the property of being identical to the object the speaker perceives and intends to refer to and the third relatum the property of being jointly instantiated at w at t, where w is the world of the utterance and t the time of the utterance. So, ‘that F is G’ when used perceptually means that F-hood and being identical to * are jointly instantiated in w at t in an object x, and x is G. Leaving aside differences in semantic frameworks, King’s view, when applied to perceptual uses, is similar to Lepore and Ludwig and Neale’s. King would, of course, deny that the proposition expressed – according to his view – is about anything. I’m not so sure that there is any substance to this disagreement.


� Neale chooses a construal in terms of the indefinite article, Lepore & Ludwig one in terms of the definite. Neale’s reasons have to do with quantificational persistence (2004: 136); ‘that’ has certain inferential properties ‘a’ has and ‘the’ lacks. Lepore and Ludwig’s reasons are obscure (cf. 2000: 215, n.21).


� Some may say that the thoughts or propositions expressed by utterances containing complex demonstratives (as understood) are singular. I see no real basis for a disagreement, though. For, the crucial point is that a certain expression is conventionally used to talk about a particular object the speaker has in mind, which entails that that particular object is essential to the truth-conditions of the thought or proposition expressed. This, according to the gloss I use here, is what characterizes a singular thought or proposition. Obviously, this departs from direct reference intuitions, but that’s a different story.


� Moreover, the Gödelian description view has the very unwelcome consequence that any of a number of unrestricted quantifiers (e.g., all, some, few, and most, for example) would do just as well as ‘the’, which clearly suggests that the distinctive job of ‘the’ namely, unique application, is irrelevant to the overall semantic job of determining the reference of a complex demonstrative. In this way, calling a complex demonstrative a description is at best misleading. Mutatis mutandis for referentially used definites.


� The “underlying” level of syntactic representation I speak of here is what linguists call ‘LF’, the level of syntactic representation relevant to semantic interpretation.


� Remember that on the Gödelian description view one would need to show how a simple demonstrative occurring as the head of a determiner phrase in superficial grammatical form gets pushed inside its nominal complement and attached to an aphonic identity sign at LF. The point, of course, is not that this cannot be advocated; it is rather that it seems unjustifiably costly to do so, given that there are other alternatives. Neale (cf., 2004: 175) might claim that his view – differently from Lepore and Ludwig’s – doesn’t really require such movement of simple ‘that’ from head to complement. For, the ‘that’ occurring at superficial ‘that F’ is properly understood as an unrestricted quantifier that conjoins to the nominal ‘F’ to form a restricted quantifier ‘[that x: x is F]’. So, the LF of ‘that F is G’ would be something similar to ‘[that x: x is F] (x is G)’, which blocks the syntactic objections I raise in the text. Two notable consequences of this sort of view: (i) the English phonetic type ‘that’ is ambiguous between simple ‘that’ and quantificational ‘that’ and (ii) depending on the implementation this approach is given utterances of the form ‘that F is G’ would have spurious entailments (cf., Lepore and Ludwig, 2000: 210). In particular, every utterance of ‘that F is G’ would entail that the speaker of the simple demonstrative exists (cf., Neale, 2004: 175).


� Note that the point does not depend on the assumption that sentences of a formal language containing restricted quantifiers are identical in form to LF representations (cf., Neale, 1994: 797.8). All that is required is that there be an LF counterpart of the token-identity.


� Furthermore, if the motivation for treating complex demonstratives as Gödelian descriptions involves the fact that there are binding interactions between DPs inside complex demonstrative nominals and pronouns outside them and, conversely, between pronouns inside such nominals and DPs outside them, things do not look so promising for the Gödelian description view (cf., Lepore and Ludwig, 2000: 218-221). For, all that such binding interactions require is that the nominal in complex demonstratives be semantically relevant, which doesn’t, in and of itself, ground the claim that complex demonstratives be understood as quantifiers. Analogous considerations hold if the evidence for a Gödelian description view comes from scope interactions between complex demonstratives and non-extensional operators (cf., Braun, 1995: 13-21; Lepore and Ludwig, 2000: 221-227).


� I’m not here saying that everything that is said is thereby meant. I’m sympathetic to Kent Bach’s view (2001:17-8) that nonliterality, unintentional mistakes in speech, or reciting/rehearsing speech present examples of saying without meaning. All I’m saying is that in cases of literal and competent speech what is said is thereby meant.


� Moreover, one could easily run a Kripke-like test (cf., 1977: 397) against the psychological reality of such token-identities: imagine a world w where there is a natural language called English*. English* is different from actual English only in that speakers of English* do not have the concept of token-identity (whenever they use identity locutions they conventionally mean type-identity). It is nevertheless conceivable that such an English* speaking community uses complex demonstratives to express singular thoughts or propositions as a matter of linguistic convention. In this way, there is no requirement that token-identities in actual English be constitutive of the meaning of complex demonstratives. Mutatis mutandis for referentially used definites.


� Someone may propose instead a quantificational view of complex demonstratives like that advocated by Quine (1960: 163): ‘that F is G’ is equivalent in meaning to ‘the F that is there is G’. One problem with this sort of view is that utterances containing complex demonstratives do not seem to be about places. Another problem is that unless one treats simple demonstratives as quantifiers – something implausible, as already mentioned – one adopts quite dissimilar views on the semantics of simple and complex demonstratives. And this seems unwarranted.


� According to Neale, the Gödelian completion of a referentially used definite is given in the same way that completions for elliptical utterances are given: by context. Since such completions are part of what is said but aren’t instantiated grammatically, referentially used definites make a distinctive sort of contribution to what is said without definites being ambiguous as linguistic types. Besides the whole issue around the shift in semantic concern from tokens to types, there is one problem with Neale’s view I find crucial: many definites used referentially are not in any way incomplete or elliptical for anything else. Leaving aside issues of tense, suppose I utter, “The only car parked there is blue.” What is this utterance elliptical for? If, with Neale, we propose that it’s elliptical for “the only car that’s identical to that and is parked there is blue,” an inevitable question arises: why not treat all context-sensitive expressions as utterance-elliptical for some Gödelian completion or other? Since such a generalization of the Gödelian description view would wreak havoc upon the semantics of syntactically simple terms (for, how would language hook to the world in this case?), it seems to me that until further arguments are put forth, the preferable approach is to understand the Gödelian description view of definites as involving grammatical significance, in analogy with how it’s understood with complex demonstratives.


� The difference between this sort of proposal and a direct referential one lies in the reference clause; the direct referentialist’s clause would read, “Ref (‘that F’) = x in w iff x exists in w, ‘that F’ is perceptually grounded on x in the world of the utterance, and ‘F’ applies to x in the world of the utterance.”


� This sort of analysis is also suggestive with regards to descriptive names like ‘Princeton University’.
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