SCOTT SOAMES

REVISIONISM ABOUT REFERENCE: A REPLY TO SMITH
Eastern Division Meetings of the APA Boston, December 1994

My task today is an unusual and not very pleasant one. I am not here to
debate the adequacy of any philosophical thesis. Rather, my job is to assess
claims involving credit and blame. According to Quentin Smith, the central
doctrines of Naming and Necessity, were developed by Ruth Marcus in
her pioneering papers on quantified modal logic in the late 40’s, and in her
paper, ‘Modalities and Intensional Languages’ in 1961.! Smith maintains
that Saul Kripke learned these doctrines from her, initially misunderstood
them, and, when he later straightened things out, mistakenly took the
doctrines to be his own. Finally, Kripke is supposed to have published
them without properly citing her. The entire profession was allegedly
fooled, despite the fact that Kripke and Marcus were among its most well
known members, and their work was familiar to leading researchers in
the field. For years nobody said anything. Now, more than 20 years later,
Smith claims to be bringing the truth to light.

In what follows I show that the charges Smith makes against Kripke
are false, and that the historical picture he paints is inaccurate. However,
before I begin, I want to make clear that although Smith takes himself to be
championing Marcus, my criticisms are of him, not her. I take a back seat
to no one in my respect, admiration, and affection for both Ruth and Saul.
As you will see from my comments on particular matters of substance,
Marcus, along with certain other philosophers, do deserve credit for
anticipating important aspects of contemporary theories of reference.
However this credit in no way diminishes the seminal role of Saul
Kripke.

With thi
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Marcus. She is, deservedly, one of the most distinguished and well-known
philosophers in America. She is widely recognized and admired for her
pioneering work in quantified modal logic, and for her important contribu-
tions to a variety of related topics. In 1946 she published the first axiomatic
systems of quantified modal logic, together with a collection of theorems
provable in the systems, plus some proof theoretic metatheorems.? In
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1947 she extended her systems to include second order quantification,
and defined identity in terms of second-order indiscernibility.> She then
established a variety of proof-theoretic facts concerning this conception
of identity. One of these involved a quantified version of the thesis of the
necessity of identity. Specifically, her axiomatic system of second order
quantified modal logic (S4) had as one of its theorems the claim that for all
individuals x and y, if x =y, then necessarily x = yA

In addition to developing these formal systems, Ruth Marcus success-
fully defended them in the early 1960’s against Quine’s influential, but
ultimately wrong-headed, attacks on necessity in general, and on quantify-
ing into formulas prefixed with modal operators in particular. In the course
of developing this defense, she suggested that ordinary proper names might
be Russellian logically proper names — terms whose meanings, or proposi-
tional contents, are nothing more than their referents. In the 60’s and 70’s
she published important articles on essentialism as a plausible metaphysical
doctrine, and helped clarify the minimal extent — namely its intelligibility
_ to which modal logic, as a system of logic, is committed to it. During
the same period, she explored and defended substitutional interpretations
of some quantifiers as both formally legitimate and potentially fruitful
philosophically. The 1980’s and 1990’s have seen a series of papers on a
wide range of topics, including belief, rationality, direct reference, moral
dilemmas and moral consistency. This remarkable record of achievement
is widely acknowledged and establishes Ruth Marcus as one of the leading
philosophical logicians of the past 50 years.

The question before us 18 whether a further accomplishment should be
added to this already impressive list. I mentioned that in her early work
Marcus suggested that ordinary proper names might be Russellian logically
proper names. This raises a question regarding the relationship between
her early work on this subject and the later development of contemporary
non-Fregean theories of reference by philosophers such as Saul Kripke,
David Kaplan, Keith Donnellan and others. Despite the similarity between
some of the doctrines advocated by Marcus and those later incorporated
into the new theories attributed to these philosophers, Marcus is generally
not accorded a prominent role in the development of these theories.

Quentin Smith claims there is an historical injustice here. On his view,
the so-called “new theory of reference” is Marcus’s theory. He claims
that its main ideas were developed in her articles on modal logic in 1946
and 1947, and in her 1961 paper, ‘Modalities and Intensional Languages’.
Later theorists, especially Kripke, are viewed mainly as elaborating these
ideas, and adding a few subsidiary points, while denying Marcus proper
credit.
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A careful look at the historical record will show that this is not so.
For example, Marcus’s early papers on modal logic, in 1946 and 1947,
developed certain formal systems in a language in which names do not
occur at all, and in which the only singular terms are individual variables.
The restricted version of the necessity of identity derived from the axioms
of the system therefore does not involve names. These papers are not
concerned with natural language, and do not contain formulations or
defenses of any theses about proper names. Moreover, the distinction
between proper names and descriptions, and the thesis that coreferential
proper names are substitutable in modal contexts without change in truth
value, were not original with Marcus. These doctrines appeared in the
literature on modal logic in responses to Quine by Arthur Smullyan in
19475 and 1948, and Frederick Fitch in 1949.” In her later work, especially
the 1961 paper cited by Smith, Marcus adopted these theses of Smullyan
and Fitch, essentially suggesting that ordinary proper names might be
Russellian logically proper names. However, even here names were not
Marcus’s main concern, and theses about their meaning and reference were
only briefly indicated, rather than systematically explored and argued for.
Her entire discussion of the meaning and reference of names, as well
as their relations to descriptions, covers only five or six pages; and all
of Smith’s citations come from four of those pages. This is significant
because it constitutes essentially all the evidence he provides for his claim
that the central doctrines developed in the late sixties and seventies by
Kripke are really due to Marcus. One clue that this claim cannot be correct
comes from the observation that proper statements and defenses of the
various doctrines of the so called “new theory” would not fit into such a
small space.

There is, of course, much more at issue than limitations of space. In what
follows I will explain in detail why the historical picture Smith sketches
is inaccurate. First, I will survey a series of relevant papers between 1943
and 1961 dealing with quantified modal logic and the behavior of names.
These include papers and reviews by Ruth Marcus, Willard van Orman
Quine, Arthur Smullyan Frederick Fitch, and Alonzo Church. I will cite
the origins in this literature of various theses about names, descriptions,
identity, and modality; and I will explain the philosophical context in which
those theses arose. Second, I will go through, one by one, Quentin Smith’s
claims about the six central ideas allegedly introduced into the new theory
of reference by Ruth Marcus, and I will indicate the ways he goes wrong.
Third, I will sum up the relationship between the theses about modality,
identity, names, and descriptions in this early literature by Smullyan, Fitch,
and Marcus, on the one hand, and the much more fully developed theses
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of the so called “new theory of reference” that emerged in the 70’s, on the
other.

The historical survey begins with Quine’s 1943 paper, ‘Notes on Exis-
tence and Necessity’.8 It was there that Quine first set out his argument that
ordinary objectual quantification into any opaque construction is unintel-
ligible, and hence illegitimate. For Quine, a construction is opaque iff for
‘some pair of coreferential singular terms, substitution of one for the other
in some formula within the scope of the construction changes truth value.
Quine thought that such failures of substitution show that occurrences of
singular terms within the opaque construction are not, as he put it, purely
designative. By this he meant that their contributions to the truth values
of the opaque sentences in which they occur are not exhausted by their
reference. i

Using these notions, we may reconstruct his argument as follows:

(P1) Occurrences of singular terms in opaque constructions are never
purely designative.

(P2) Bindable occurrences of objectual variables must be purely
designative.

(C1) An occurrence of an objectual variable within an opaque
construction cannot be bound by a quantifier outside the
construction.

(P3) Modal constructions are opaque.

(C2) Objectual quantification into modal constructions 18
illegitimate.

This conclusion was, of course, violated in Ruth Marcus’s systems of
quantified modal logic. With this in mind, Quine published a short article in
1947, ‘The Problem of Interpreting Modal Logic’, in which he reiterated
his earlier conclusion and explicitly mentioned Ruth Marcus as one to
which it applies.!® Although Quine’s arguments were mistaken, they were
enormously influential, and they baffled large numbers of the profession
for decades.
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