SCOTT SOAMES

MORE REVISIONISM ABOUT REFERENCE

At the Eastern Division Meetings of the American Philosophical Association
in December of 1994, I replied to Quentin Smith’s paper “Marcus, Kripke, and
the Origin of the New Theory of Reference”. After my comments, Smith was
allowed to read a second paper, responding to me, which I had not had the
opportunity to see. The three APA papers were later published in Synthese,
with the result that Smith’s comments on my paper continued to stand
unchallenged. I take the opportunity to respond to them now. Since it would
take volumes to respond to all of Smith’s errors and misrepresentations, I will
be selective, and concentrate on a few representative examples of his lax
standards of scholarship and most blatant historical inaccuracies. I will take
up substantive philosophical issues, beyond these discussed in my original
reply, only where Smith’s discussion might lead others astray, and where
correction may produce’some general enlightenment. Finally, some important
issues, like Smith’s treatment of the necessary aposteriori, and his interpreta-
tion of Marcus’ famous “dictionary remark”, will be left to the companion
paper, “How Not to Write History of Philosophy: A Case Study” by my
colleague, John Burgess.'

1. QUOTATION

I begin with Smith’s attempt to deflect criticism of his misleading use of
quotation. On page 37* of his reply to me, he says the following:

“... I should note that Soames does not quote Marcus’ original 1961 paper, which is the paper in
dispute, but her revision of this paper, published in Modalities (1993), which differs at a number of
places from the original 1961 article. I quoted only the 1961 article, but Soames, when he sometimes
tries to show that my quotations are misleading or incomplete, does not in fact quote the 1961 article,
but Marcus’ 1993 revision of this article. Since this is an historical inquiry into the relation of
Marcus’ 1961 paper to Kripke’s works of 1971 and 1972, it is her 1961 paper that is the proper
object of examination.” [my emphasis]

I grant Smith the point about the (1961) text being the definitive version.?
However, I want to draw attention to two issues regarding the use he makes of
this point. First, his remark suggests that my criticism of his misleading and

*[Editors’ note: Pagination references have been changed to refer to the reprinted paper in this
volume.]
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incomplete quotations from Marcus rest on my use of the (1993) text, and
would lose its force if the (1961) text were consulted. This is false. There were
four places where I called attention to the ways in which Smith’s quotations
differ from the corresponding passages in Marcus (1993): one of the Marcus
passages is word for word identical in the (1961) and (1993) texts; one passage
is identical in the two texts except for an insertion of the word ‘that’ to
introduce a complement clause in the (1993) version; and in the remaining
two cases the (1961) and (1993) texts differ only stylistically by a pair of
philosophically irrelevant words, e.g., “to assign a thing a name” vs. “to give a
thing a name”. (See the appendix to this paper for details.) It is hard to
understand how anyone who had actually compared the two versions of these
four passages could have failed to recognize that the differences between the
two versions are tiny and that nothing in my criticism of Smith’s quotations is
affected by them. Moreover, it does not seem too much to expect that anyone
operating in good faith would have made such a comparison before making an
issue of my quoting the reprint rather than the original. One can draw one’s
own conclusion about where this leaves Smith.

Second, despite his self-righteous insistence on the principle that one should
always quote from the original, Smith himself does not always do so. On page 6
of his original paper he gives the following quotation from Marcus.

“Let us now return to (10) and (15). If they express a true identity, then ‘Scott’ ought to be anywhere
intersubstitutable for ‘the author of Waverly, in modal contexts, and similarly for ‘the morning star’
and ‘the evening star’. If they are not so universally intersubstitutable — that is, if our decision is that
they are not simply proper names for the same thing; that they express an equivalence which is
possibly false, e.g., someone else might have written Waverly, the star first seen in the evening might
have been different from the star first seen in the morning — then they are not identities. (1961:311)”
[my emphasis]

Although Smith cites page 311 of the (1961) text as the source of this passage,
the (1961) text does not contain the words “in modal contexts”. These words
were added by Marcus and appear only in the (1993) text.> A further twist is
added by the fact that there are a number of other inessential grammatical
differences between the (1961) and (1993) versions of the passage. The material
in Smith’s quotation is an amalgam of the two. It is word for word identical
with the (1961) passage, except for the insertion of the words ‘in modal
contexts’, which come from the (1993) version. Put simply, this quote is
manufactured.*

Nor is this matter insignificant. It is clear from Marcus’ paper that she
regarded coreferential proper names as logically equivalent, and even synon-
ymous. Hence, she thought they could be substituted for one another without
change in truth value in any linguistic construction, including epistemic and
propositional attitude constructions, (except for metalinguistic constructions
about the names themselves) without change in truth value. But if that was her
view, then, as I argued in my response, the grounds for her claims about the
behavior of names in modal contexts were much different from, and more
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questionable than, those of Kripke. The original passage from Marcus, without
the insertion of the phrase “in modal contexts”, supports this interpretation —
which is why Smith’s inclusion of those words is so telling.

2. SMULLYAN AND FITCH

In my original reply I contested Smith’s claim that Marcus introduced the idea
that proper names are directly referential, and are not equivalent to descrip-
tions. As Smith notes in his reply, I said:

“Although Marcus did regard names as directly referential, and did not take them to be disguised
descriptions, she did not introduce the idea; nor did she claim to. As we have seen, Smullyan and
Fiich both invoked that idea in eariier responses to Quine that Marcus took herself to be repeating
and elaborating.”

Smith objects to this, claiming that Smullyan held no such view, and maintain-
ing that Fitch got the idea from Marcus.

Before showing that this is false, I want to remind the reader that the
ultimate sources of these ideas were, of course, John Stuart Mill and, in our
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Fitch, and Marcus (as well as Arthur Prior) were all strongly influenced by
Russell. They took themselves to be following important doctrines of his
involving the distinction between names and descriptions, while dropping his
requirement that logically proper names can refer only to objects of immediate,
privileged, acquaintance (without responding to the substantive concerns that
led Russell to this requirement). In particular, all of them believed that Quine’s
argument against the intelligibility of modal logic, based on failure of
substitution in modal contexts, could be answered by invoking the Russellian
distinction between genuine names, on the one hand, and definite descriptions
(which were not regarded as singular terms), on the other. The historical
question at issue involves the priority of this response to Quine, and of the
conception of names involved in that response.

As I pointed out in my original reply, the brief discussion of names in Marcus
(1961) occurs entirely within the context of replying to Quine’s argument. After
giving a rough sketch of the argument she begins her reply with an explicit
disavowal that she is introducing new material. She says “The rebuttals are also
Sfamiliar. Rather than tedious repetition, I will try to restate them more persua-
sively”.> As it happens, she had dealt with the same questlon in a closely related
paper, Extensmnahty that appeared in Mmd in 1960.° Her response to
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which begins:

=

“The problem of the morning star and the evening star is resolved in an analogous way. For ...
(12) The evening star equals the morning star

1s not unambiguous. If (12) involves proper names of individuals then ‘the evening star’ may replace
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‘the morning star’ without paradox in:

(13) It is necessary that the evening star is the evening star

As I pointed out in my original reply, Marcus attributes the argument in this
passage to Fitch. The attribution appears as a footnote, which is attached to the
first sentence of the paragraph just quoted. It reads as follows:

“The paragraph which follows restates a point made by F.B. Fitch in [Fitch (1949)].”

This point is indeed made in Fitch (1949). However, in footnote 4 of that
paper Fitch notes his agreement with Smullyan, and in the main text of the
paper he says:

“Smullyan has pointed out that if the phrases (1) [“The Morning Star”] and (2) [“The Evening
Star”] are regarded as proper names of the same individual, then Quine’s argument fails because (4)
[“It is not necessary that the Evening Star is identical with the Morning Star”] would clearly be
false””’

The relevant papers by Smullyan are (1947, 1948).% Though the latter is better
known, the former is more relevant. It is a short review of Quine’s original
presentation, which follows it in the same year and the same volume of The
Journal of Symbolic Logic. 1 don’t believe that there is any other published
response to Quine’s argument for which one could possibly claim priority.
Despite this, in his reply to me Smith denies that in these papers Smullyan
held that names are directly referential, and not equivalent to definite descrip-

tions. Smith gives two reasons for this denial. His first reason is that Smullyan’s
discussion is allegedly too brief to indicate that he is ruling out the possibility
that names may be disguised descriptions. This is false. As I pointed out in
footnote 10 of my original reply, the basic idea behind Quine’s argument
(extraneous complications aside) was that (i) existential generalization on a
constant is a valid, truth-preserving, rule of inference, but (ii) this conflicts with
the fact that advocates of modality must acknowledge that for some corefer-
ential constants a and b, botha=b& [Ja=aand b=b & ~[]Ja = b are true.
Together (1) and (ii) lead to the impossible conclusion that Ix/x = b & [Ja = x]
andJIx/x =b & ~ [Ja = x] are jointly true. (Bold face italics are used as corner
quotes.) Smullyan’s response to this argument was that if “by ‘constant’ is meant
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