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Abstract

The aim of this paper is to propose a criterion for identifying certain sorts of counterexample to the widespread implicit assumption which Bach (1999) labels ‘OSOP’ (i.e., one sentence-one proposition). The range of this paper is explicitly limited to cases involving singular NPs; it directly engages theses urged by Richard (1993), Neale (1999), Dever (2001), and Corazza (2002, 2003), among others. My thesis is that one of Kripke’s (1972) lines of anti-descriptivist argument instances a generally applicable method which will prove useful in this context. The project is framed and motivated in §s 1-2. In §3, I illustrate the Kripke test by contrasting some different cases. Finally, in §4, I apply the Kripke test to some contentious proposals involving names and descriptions.  
1. Introduction
Multiple-proposition views reject the widespread implicit assumption that Bach (1999: 350) labels “(OSOP) (i.e., one sentence-one proposition): Every indicative sentence expresses exactly one proposition”. For present purposes, the important point is that adherents of OSOP assume that at most one proposition is semantically expressed with a literal utterance of a simple indicative sentence. The term ‘MP view’ will be used to designate any view which countenances counterexamples to this ‘at most’ aspect of (OSOP).


Grice (1989) is a seminal figure in the MP tradition. However, on the standard interpretation of Grice’s work, he does not himself endorse an MP view. That is, insofar as Grice’s view is that while an utterance of one simple indicative sentence might semantically express just one proposition, at the same time it can pragmatically indicate or implicate other propositions, then Grice does not yet reject (OSOP). Perry (1988, 2001), in contrast, unequivocally endorses an MP view. Building from his (1988) distinction between the proposition expressed by and the proposition created with an utterance, Perry (2001) develops a comprehensive theory which distinguishes multiple propositions that are semantically associated with an utterance of a simple indicative sentence. 


There is distinct line of MP theorizing which includes at least Richard (1993), Bach (1999), Neale (1999), Dever (2001), Corazza (2002, 2003), and Potts (2004). This second MP line is a piecemeal, case-by-case approach; here the guiding idea is that an MP view might offer solutions to questions about such phenomena as conventional implicatures, relative clauses, complex demonstratives, referential uses of descriptions, proper names, and propositional attitudes. My aim here is to raise, and try to help to answer, some questions for this latter case-by-case MP approach. The most general questions here are: What are the criteria that distinguish cases to which the MP approach applies from cases for which it is inappropriate? Are these case-by-case MP theorists plodding inevitably toward a view like Perry’s, or is there a principled line to be drawn between [MP+] and [MP-] cases?
 Or again, alternatively: Even if there are some benefits to treating a certain semantic phenomenon as [MP+], what is the measure for evaluating whether that phenomenon is appropriately treated as [MP+]? 

My conjecture is that, at least in cases involving singular NPs, what I will call ‘the Kripke test’ might be of some help in addressing these sorts of questions. First to some terminological preliminaries: By ‘proposition’ I mean, roughly, that which indicative sentences semantically express (in a particular context). A difference in truth-conditions between two sentences [S1] and [S2] is sufficient to show that they express distinct propositions. Whether a difference in truth-conditions is also necessary for [S1] and [S2] to express distinct propositions is a deeply contested issue in 20th-century philosophy of language.
 As it happens, though, that thorny issue is tangential to present concerns. No particular take on the content or structure propositions need be presupposed here. All that is crucial is a working distinction between propositions semantically expressed and information non-semantically implicated.


Some of the questions in which I am interested are utterance-relative. (In this I am following especially Neale (1999) and Corazza (2002, 2003). For example, as we will see in §4, a case-by-case MP theorist might have grounds for treating a sentence of the form ‘The F is G’ differently, depending on whether ‘the F’ is used referentially or attributively.) Consequently, I have to diverge from Bach (among others) on a certain point. Bach’s (1999) discussion is couched in terms of which propositions are semantically expressed by a sentence. (This is in keeping with his official position on the semantics/pragmatics distinction (Bach (2005: 22-5)), and is appropriate to the phenomenon in which he is primarily interested (i.e., conventional implicature).) In contrast, I need to leave open the possibility that a given expression might be [MP+] in some contexts, or on some uses, but [MP-] in other contexts, or on other uses.

 
Accordingly, I will couch my discussion in terms of propositions semantically expressed with utterances, as opposed to propositions semantically expressed by sentences.
 There are at least two necessary conditions for an utterance U to semantically express a proposition P: (i) P has to stand in the appropriate relation to (the meanings of) the linguistic expressions uttered, and (ii) P has to stand in the appropriate relation to the speaker’s communicative intentions. (This is vague; and, for some purposes, this vagueness would be intolerable. However, precisely spelling out the confines of these ‘appropriate relations’ would take volumes of their own.
) As for (i), I will assume that all competent speakers of a language thereby have a decent, workable grasp on what ‘appropriate’ comes to here. (For example, the English sentence ‘Please pass the salt’ cannot, in general, be used to express the proposition that Romania is larger than Hungary.) (ii) is important to add because there are cases—perhaps all utterances, if contextualists are right
—in which the semantic properties of the expressions uttered will fall far short of characterizing the proposition the speaker intends to communicate. (To give two relatively uncontentious examples, ‘He is in the grip of a vice’, ‘Everyone was at the party’.) It would be unwise to hold that the speaker has complete autonomy as to what propositions are expressed with their utterances, as Kripke (1972) and others have taught us. Nonetheless, it is scarcely deniable that what the speaker intended to express is one of the primary determinants of which proposition is semantically expressed with an utterance.


So, to fix ideas (at least a little bit): [U1] an utterance of ‘He is in the grip of a vice’ could (in context) semantically express the proposition that Arnold has a serious problem; or [U2] an utterance of ‘He is in the grip of a vice’ could (in context) semantically express the proposition that Bill is caught in a (certain kind of) mechanical device. Either case would satisfy clause (i); clause (ii) is a gesture at what distinguishes [U1] from [U2]. (Insofar as speakers are meeting their conversational responsibilities, their communicative intentions should be contextually evident; but we all fall short of this some of the time, in which case our interlocutors have to press for clues.) 


The most general question motivating the present study, then, is: Under what conditions should we say that one proposition will not suffice to capture the content semantically expressed with an utterance of a simple indicative sentence, and so have to call in more than one proposition to do the requisite work?

2. Two Plausible [MP+] Cases

2.(i) An MP view of complex demonstratives  
A complex demonstrative (henceforth, ‘CD’) is a term composed of a demonstrative expression conjoined with one or more common nouns (e.g. ‘that duck’, ‘this bald happy rich man’). CDs have gotten a lot of press lately, at least in part because they pose complications for some otherwise attractive general principles in the theory of reference.
 One of the variety of approaches to CDs on the market, developed by Richard (1993), Neale (1999), Dever (2001), and Corazza (2002), is based on the idea that CDs are [MP+]. Consider:


[1] That duck is about to eat your sandwich!

On an MP view, an utterance of [1] semantically expresses the following two propositions:


[background proposition] That is a duck.


[official proposition] That is about to eat your sandwich.

The official proposition captures the speaker’s primary intentions in uttering [1]; the role of the background proposition is to aid the hearer in identifying the official proposition. The background proposition is akin to a relative clause, whose job is to help the audience identify the topic of discourse. For another example, consider the following exchange:


[2] What is ‘canary yellow’?


[3] (looking around until ...) ‘Aha!’ (pointing) ‘That car is canary yellow.’

On an MP view of CDs, the content expressed with this utterance of [3] is as follows:  


[background proposition] That is a car.


[official proposition] That is canary yellow.

The MP approach to CDs, then, is the view that an utterance of ‘This/that F is G’ semantically expresses the official proposition that this/that is G and the background proposition that this/that is F. This approach is in competition with a variety of other approaches to CDs, to be weighed against various semantic and pragmatic desiderata. 


One complication that will be crucial below concerns the truth-conditional relevance of the background proposition. Suppose I utter [1] with the aim of informing you that your sandwich is in jeopardy, but the prospective-sandwich-thief is in fact a swan. Does the utterance semantically express something false in this circumstance? Or suppose the speaker of [3] is right about the color but mistaken about the so-colored object, and is in fact pointing at a tractor. Does [3] thereby semantically express a falsehood? Corazza (2002: 181-3) answers ‘no’ to this question. On his view, the background proposition is truth-conditionally irrelevant, and the truth-conditions of an utterance of [1] or [3] are completely given by the official proposition.
 Most others who consider this question (cf., e.g., Richard (1993), Braun (1994), Borg (2000)) hold that the background proposition is truth-conditionally relevant; and so are inclined to the view what the utterance semantically expresses is false (even if the speaker has pragmatically conveyed something true, along the lines developed by Kripke (1977)). Neale (1999) and Dever (2001) occupy a middle ground on this question, arguing that (what I am calling) the background and official propositions will be weighted differently in different contexts. 

In any case, among those who favor an MP approach to CDs, there is no consensus as to whether or not the background proposition must be true in order for the utterance to semantically express a truth. This point is central to my interests, and so, to clarify, I will categorize Corazza’s (2002) approach to CDs as [MP+, TC-], Richard’s (1993) approach to CDs as [MP+, TC+], and Neale’s (1999) approach to CDs as [MP+, TC*]. More generally, while all MP views countenance counterexamples to (OSOP), a view is [MP+, TC-] if it holds that only (what I am calling) the official proposition is truth-conditionally relevant, [MP+, TC+] if it holds that all semantically expressed propositions are truth-conditionally relevant, and [MP+, TC*] if it is neither [TC-] nor [TC+]. 
2. (ii) An MP view of conventional implicatures 

In the course of setting up his groundbreaking discussion of conversational implicature, Grice (1989: 25) sets off for separate treatment “cases in which the conventional meaning of the words used will determine what is implicated, besides helping to determine what is said”. Compare:


[4] John is an Englishman; and he is brave.


[5] John is an Englishman; but he is brave.


[6] John is an Englishman; therefore he is brave.

[4]-[6] all semantically express a common conjunction—i.e., that John be both English and brave is a necessary condition for the truth of any of them. In addition, and as a function of the meanings of the words ‘but’ and ‘therefore’, [5] and [6] also “indicate” or “implicate” something further—namely, in the case of [5], that this conjunction is in some sense unexpected or jarring, and in the case of [6], that this conjunction is typical.     


It is not contentious that these kinds of conventional implicatures (henceforth, ‘CI’s) are distinct from the more context-dependent conversational implicatures to which Grice (1989) devotes more attention. One thing that is contested is Grice’s disavowal of the truth-conditional relevance of CIs: “I do not want to say that my utterance [of [6], say] would be, strictly speaking, false should the [implication] in question fail to hold” (1989: 25). Grice’s position is utterances of [4]-[6] semantically express exactly the same conjunction, but differ non-truth-conditionally in what they indicate or implicate. (As Neale (1999) discusses, here Grice is following both Frege (1892) and Strawson (1950) more or less exactly.) 


Bach (1999), Neale (1999), and Potts (2004) all develop MP views of CIs, in the course of critical discussions of Grice’s stance. Bach argues—directly contra Grice—for the truth-conditional relevance of CIs, while Neale develops intermediate views, according to which (what I am calling) the official and background propositions will be weighted differently in different contexts. 
 If we treat this class of CI-device
 as [MP+], then the contents semantically expressed by utterances of [5] and [6] might be represented as follows:


[5, official proposition] John is English & John is brave.


[5, background proposition] This conjunction is in some way unexpected or jarring.


[6, official proposition] John is English & John is brave.


[6, background proposition] This conjunction is typical.

The MP approach to CIs, then, is the view that the function of such uses of ‘but’ and ‘therefore’ is to implicitly avow background propositions. Thus understood, the dispute between Grice (1989) and Bach (1999) becomes akin to the above in-house dispute among [MP+] approaches CDs, concerning the truth-conditional relevance of the background proposition. Could an utterance of [6] semantically express a truth even if the background proposition is false? Grice says ‘yes’ (which lines up with Corazza’s [MP+, TC-] position on CDs), Bach says ‘no’ (which lines up with Richard’s [MP+, TC+] on CDs), and Neale’s [MP+, TC*] view is that each of those disputants is correct about distinct proper subsets of the possible utterances of [6]. 


The aim of this brief tour is just to motivate (a little) the idea that certain expressions might be profitably and appropriately treated as [MP+]. There is certainly no suggestion here that CDs are just a variety of CI, or vice versa.
 Still, it is not implausible that there is something distinctive which CIs and CDs have in common, and which lends itself to an MP approach. There is an essential duality of purpose about these kinds of utterance, and (unlike the case of a conversational implicature, for example) it is a function of the semantic properties of the expression uttered, independent of any specific features of the context of utterance. To categorize an expression as [MP+] is to say, at the very least, that it is profitably treated as a counterexample to (OSOP)—that utterances in which it figures conventionally involve “more … thoughts than clauses” (Frege 1892: 75). Further, in the above paradigm cases, there is an evident distinction between the official proposition (i.e., what is the speaker’s primary communicative intention in making this utterance?) and the background propositions (though note14 makes it clear that this category is not homogenous; perhaps nothing more than ‘semantically expressed, but not the official proposition’ binds it together).
3. the Kripke test

So, then, the question for proponents of case-by-case MP-approaches, on which I am attempting to make some progress, is: What is the criterion for deciding whether as expression should be classified as [MP+] or [MP-]? My conjecture is that, at least in cases involving singular NPs, the Kripke test might fit the bill.


The Kripke test is a diagnostic method which employs the possible-worlds framework to discriminate fine distinctions among semantic contents, originally developed in the course of Kripke’s (1972) battery of arguments against descriptivist theories of reference. The archetype instance of this test is the modal argument, which starts with an utterance such as:


[7] Aristotle is fond of dogs.

What would it take for a counterfactual situation to be correctly described as one in which [7] is true? Well, it would not suffice for the teacher of Alexander to be fond of dogs, or for the author of the Metaphysics to be fond of dogs, or … — and so on, for any (ordinary, non-modal) description believed to be true of Aristotle. Since it is contingent that Aristotle taught Alexander, the truth values of [7] and ‘The teacher of Alexander is fond of dogs’ can vary independently. Similar reasoning shows that no description that Aristotle contingently satisfies affords a means of specifying the correct truth-condition; and so this is a problem for any view which takes names to be semantically equivalent to descriptions. 


The idea I will try to develop is that the modal argument is just one instance out of a range of possible employments of a generally applicable method. It is this generally applicable method that I am calling ‘the Kripke test’. The test involves focusing on an utterance and then considering various different contexts of evaluation, toward the end of discerning amongst competing candidates for precisely which propositions the utterance semantically expresses. The modal argument, the archetype instance of the Kripke test, relies on the stark difference in the possible-worlds truth-conditions of proper names vs. (ordinary, non-modal) descriptions. This makes the modal argument a particularly forceful instance of the Kripke test. However, since I want to try to put the Kripke test to more general uses, we cannot stay solely attuned to that kind of telltale truth-conditional difference.
 It is important to see that the target of the modal argument is a theory about the propositions expressed by utterances containing names; the stark modal difference between names and descriptions is just a particularly sharp tool exploited toward that end. Let us look beyond certain features that are contingent on accidental aspects of this archetype instance of the Kripke test, then, to see whether there are the makings of generally applicable diagnostic method.

3. (i) Descriptive names
Suppose, following Kripke (1972: 79), that Leverrier introduces ‘Neptune’ to designate the cause of the perturbations in the orbit of Uranus, and that he subsequently truly asserts: 


[8] Neptune has a diameter of 8000 kilometers. 

Suppose further that Leverrier has genuinely used ‘Neptune’ as a name, despite the term’s non-typical introduction, so that he intends his utterance of [8] to express an object-dependent proposition. It might be thought plausible, in such a case, to distinguish the following:


[background proposition] (the x: x is the cause of the perturbations in the orbit of 



Uranus) x has a diameter of 8000 kilometers.


[official proposition] α has a diameter of 8000 kilometers.

The official proposition here is the object-dependent proposition that it is Leverrier’s primary intention to assert. The background proposition is an object-independent proposition that obviously plays a crucial role in Leverrier’s coming to believe the official proposition, and is plausibly (in some sense) semantically associated with an utterance of [8].


To run the Kripke test on [8], we sit Leverrier down and ask him to consider various counterfactual scenarios:


[a] one in which an asteroid with a diameter of 9000 kilometers caused the 



perturbations, while (the intrinsic duplicate counterpart of) our actual Neptune has 

negligible influence on Uranus


[b] one in which a moon of Jupiter with a diameter of 7000 kilometers caused the 



perturbations, while (the intrinsic duplicate counterpart of) our actual Neptune has 

negligible influence on Uranus

And so on. Then we ask Leverrier: if it had turned out that, say, [a] were the actual state of affairs, would the original utterance of [8] have been true or false? More fundamentally, what would [8] have expressed, in that situation?


Provided that Leverrier has used ‘Neptune’ as a name, and intended to express an object-dependent proposition, then he will say ‘true’—even despite the falsity of the background proposition in this scenario. This is a reason to think that the background proposition is no part of what is expressed with an utterance of [8]. While there is some kind of duality of purpose about this kind of expression—i.e., both an object-dependent and an object-independent proposition are (in some sense) conventionally linked to [8]—the above exercise indicates that an utterance of [8] intends unambiguously to express just one of them. Therefore, this kind of case poses no tension for (OSOP). The Kripke test indicates that descriptive names are [MP-].

 (This first kind of case does not stray far from Kripke’s archetype Kripke test, in that the telltale name/description modal difference is exploited to determine which proposition is expressed, across contexts of evaluation. But, again, note that our target is what proposition (or propositions) is expressed with an utterance of [8]. It is awfully handy to have that clear-cut difference in possible-worlds truth-condition to help us; but it is not crucial, and in many cases it is not relevant.)

3. (ii) Complex demonstratives

Whereas, if we apply the Kripke test to a non-contentiously true utterance of:

[1] That duck is about to eat your sandwich!



[background proposition] That is a duck.



[official proposition] That is about to eat your sandwich

we get a different result. Here the relevant counterfactual scenarios, in which the background proposition is false but the official proposition is true, are:


[a] that is, in fact, a goose, and it is after your sandwich

[b] that is, in fact, a swan, and it is after your sandwich

And so on. Regardless of whether we take [a], [b], etc. to be the context of evaluation, still the speaker intends to assert the very same official proposition (i.e., that is about to eat your sandwich), using the very same background proposition (i.e., that is a duck), with an utterance of [1]. In this case, as opposed to the ‘Neptune’ case, the original background proposition is a part of what is semantically expressed. (Cf. note 21 for elaboration.) Of course, the truth-value of the background proposition varies among counterfactual scenarios; but its truth-value is not crucial here. CDs pass the Kripke test for [MP+] status, because the speaker’s intention to use the very same background proposition to assert the very same official proposition holds constant across various contexts of evaluation.


Here the above warning not to stay solely attuned to the name/description truth-conditional difference comes home to roost. The fundamental question is not: If [1] were evaluated in a goose-context, would it semantically express a truth?
 Rather, the question is: If [1] were evaluated in a goose-context, what proposition (or propositions) would be expressed there? Given that the answer to this latter question is: ‘Well, the very same two propositions that the utterance expresses in a duck-context, or a swan-context, etc.’, then CDs pass the Kripke test for [MP+] status. The telltale name/description truth-conditional difference is not manifest here, because it has no relevance here. 

3. (iii) Interlude

The method that is crystallizing here, to be applied to a putative [MP+] case, is this: (i) identify any official and background propositions; (ii) consider counterfactual scenarios in which the official propositions are true but the background propositions are false; (iii) then employ the question ‘What propositions would this utterance express, at these contexts of evaluation?’ as a diagnostic tool toward the end of identifying exactly what propositions the utterance expresses, at the original context of utterance. Down this avenue, the general MP+/MP- question, for proponents of case-by-case MP approaches, is: Is what was identified as the background proposition, in step (i), a part of what is semantically expressed with this utterance? 


In general, an expression is [MP+] if the Kripke test indicates that the official and background propositions will stick together, across various counterfactual contexts of evaluation; whereas if the speaker’s intentions track the official proposition and jettison the background proposition, in the course of this round-the-worlds journey, then the expression in question is [MP-]. Given that, our preliminary conclusion is that the Kripke test indicates that CDs are [MP+] but descriptive names are [MP-]. That is, utterances containing CDs semantically express both of the relevant propositions; but utterances containing descriptive names semantically express just one of the relevant propositions.

4. Applying the Kripke test 
Let us now turn to some more contentious examples, to how they fare with the Kripke test.

4. (i) Definite descriptions
Neale (1999) explores the idea that, while attributive uses of definite descriptions pose no tension for (OSOP), referential uses might be profitably treated as [MP+]. Consider a referential use of the following: 


[9] Smith’s murderer is insane.

The two propositions expressed in such a case would be along the lines of the following:


[background proposition] (the x: x is presumed to be Smith’s murderer) x is insane.


[official proposition] α is insane.

The official proposition is the object-dependent proposition that it is the speaker’s primary intention to convey; and the background proposition is an object-independent proposition that the speaker takes to be useful in directing the audience toward the official proposition.


To run the Kripke test on this utterance of [9], consider a context of evaluation in which: (i) β is presumed to have murdered Smith, (ii) β is perfectly sane, and (iii) (the counterpart of) α is insane. Considered at this context, would the original referential utterance of [9] have expressed a truth? More fundamentally, what would that utterance express, considered at this latter context of evaluation?


It is relatively clear that the original referential utterance of [9] expresses a truth at this context—the clash of intuitions that clouds the case of CDs, on this question, is not evident here.
 That is, it is fairly clear that, in the case of a referentially used description, the relevant common nouns are what Donnellan (1966: 233) calls “inessential”: they are “merely a device for getting one’s audience to pick out or think of the thing being spoken about, a device which may serve its function even if the [common noun is applied incorrectly]”. However, that the common nouns in a CD are “inessential” in this sense is more contentious—indeed, this would be one way to put Corazza’s (2002) view of the truth-conditional irrelevance of the background propositions. In any case, our reflections on this first question are pointing toward the conclusion that if referential uses of descriptions are [MP+], then there is a very strong case to be made for the truth-conditional irrelevance of the background proposition in their case. That is, if referential uses are [MP+], then it seems highly likely they are [MP+, TC-].


Of course the truth or falsity of that antecedent—i.e., Are referential uses [MP+]?—is a rich and complicated question, which rests on contested grounds at the semantics-pragmatics divide. The venerable Russell-Grice-Kripke line classifies referential uses as [MP-], and gives an efficient explanation for how [9] non-semantically conveys an object-dependent proposition. I will barely scratch the surface of this terrain
, limiting myself to two points that are most directly relevant to the broader discussion underway here. First, down this avenue, Neale’s (1999) suggestion that referential uses are [MP+] is a potentially fruitful compromise between the Russellians and their opponents, and way for both parties to throw down their arms without losing face. Second, the Kripke test indicates that referential uses are [MP+]. 

That is, when it comes to the second question mentioned above (i.e., What would the original utterance of [9] express, considered at the above-describe counterfactual scenario?) referential uses of descriptions belong in exactly the same category as CDs. The Kripke test indicates that referentially used descriptions are [MP+], because—regardless of the context of evaluation—the speaker intends to assert the very same official proposition (‘α is insane’), using the very same background proposition (‘(the x: x is presumed to be Smith’s murderer) x is insane’). Of course, the truth-value of the background proposition varies among contexts of evaluation; but—here even more clearly than in the case of CDs—its truth-value is not crucial. 


Like CDs, there is a genuine duality of purpose about referential uses, which makes them well-suited for an [MP+] treatment. Unlike attributive uses of descriptions, where the distinction between official and background propositions does not get a foothold, and unlike descriptive names, where the speaker’s communicative intentions will jettison the background proposition across various contexts of evaluation, here the speaker’s intention to use a certain background proposition to express a certain official proposition will hold firm across contexts of evaluation.
  Thus, the Kripke test indicates that referentially used descriptions are [MP+].

4. (ii) Description names
Corazza (2003) argues that description names are [MP+]. Description names (as distinct from descriptive names like ‘Neptune’ or ‘Jack the Ripper’) are descriptions that have (in Marcus’ phrase) ‘grown capital letters’. That is, they are terms that look like descriptions, and in some cases even started their careers as descriptions, but have come to be used as proper names. Corazza’s favored examples of description names include ‘The Evening Star’, ‘The Rolling Stones’, and ‘The Holy Virgin’. So, Corrazza argues that an utterance of:

[10] The Holy Virgin mothered Jesus.
expresses the following propositions:


[background proposition] (the x: x mothered Jesus) x is uniquely a Holy Virgin.


[official proposition] α mothered Jesus.
Further, consistent with his [MP+, TC-] view of CDs, Corazza (2003) argues that the background proposition is truth-conditionally irrelevant in these cases. His view is that description names differ from ordinary names in that there is a very clear sense in which they connote or describe, but nonetheless the truth-conditions of an utterance of [10] are given by the official, object-dependent proposition.


To run the Kripke test on [10], consider the heretical context of evaluation in which the background proposition is false while the official proposition is true. On one point, I agree with Corrazza—namely, as long as the term is used as a name, [10] expresses a truth at such a context. However, when it comes to the more fundamental question of what [10] expresses at such a context, my intuitions have it that description names are [MP-]. 

As we saw in §2, there is a real clash of intuitions as to the truth-conditional relevance of the background propositions in the cases of CDs and CIs. (To repeat: subsequent to the split between [MP+] and [MP-] approaches to CDs and CIs, within the [MP+] camps there are [TC+], [TC-], and [TC*] factions.) [10] seems more like [8] and [9] to me, in this respect, in that this clash of intuitions over truth-conditions does not arise. That is, it seems relatively clear that utterances of each of [8]-[10] can all semantically express a truth at a counterfactual context of evaluation in which the background proposition is false:

[8] Neptune has a diameter of 8000 kilometers. 

[background proposition] (the x: x is the cause of the perturbations in the orbit of 


Uranus) x has a diameter of 8000 kilometers.

[9] Smith’s murderer is insane.

[background proposition] (the x: x is presumed to be Smith’s murderer) x is insane.

[10] The Holy Virgin mothered Jesus.
[background proposition] (the x: x mothered Jesus) x is uniquely a Holy Virgin.
It is, to put it conservatively, more plausible that [8]-[10] can semantically express truths despite the falsity of their background propositions, than it is that [1] (‘That duck is about to eat your sandwich’) or [6] (‘John is an Englishman; therefore he is brave’) can. 


However, and crucially in the present context, [10] is much more like [8] than like [9], when it comes to why the background proposition is truth-conditionally irrelevant. The background proposition in [9] is truth-conditionally irrelevant insofar as it is an inessential tool chosen to do a certain supporting job. In contrast, the background propositions in [8] and [10] are truth-conditionally irrelevant insofar as the subject-expressions are used as names. In the particular case of description names, once a description grows capital letters, a stipulative naming convention is in place; and it is that convention, rather than any descriptively expressed background proposition, which directs the audience to the official proposition. Once the naming convention is in place, the expression’s original descriptive content becomes semantically inert. (Compare note 21—the comparison of [8] vs. [9] also applies to [10] vs. [9].)


Therefore, I am inclined to think that the Kripke test indicates that description names are [MP-]. Here, as in the case of descriptive names, the speaker’s communicative intentions are going to track the official proposition, and jettison the background proposition, across contexts of evaluation. So, while two propositions are (in some sense) conventionally linked to [10], an utterance of [10] intends unambiguously to express just one of them. 
 

4. (iii) Ordinary proper names
In the course of exploring the many benefits of rejecting (OSOP), Neale (1999) also floats the suggestion that if proper names are [MP+], then we have a nice ecumenical theory of proper names. His favored version of the idea takes the background proposition to include a Russell-inspired nominal description. Suppose we unpack the content expressed with an utterance of:

[11] Hesperus is visible in the evening.
as follows:


[background proposition] (the x: x is called ‘Hesperus’) x is visible in the evening

[official proposition] α is visible in the evening.

This approach results in a view with promise to accommodate the demands of both of the entrenched, opposed camps in the semantics of proper names—i.e., both those who are motivated by modal considerations to endorse a direct-reference, Millian approach to proper names, as well as those who are motivated by concerns of cognitive significance to posit Fregean senses. The official proposition is there to explain a large proper subset of the data, and the background proposition is there to explain a distinct, disjoint set of data.
 

However, if we apply the Kripke test, my intuitions have it that ‘Hesperus’ will go the way of ‘Neptune’—i.e., even if two propositions are (in some sense) conventionally linked to [11], it seems clear to me that an utterance of [11] intends unambiguously to express just one of them. It may well be true that, as long as we focus on only varying one particular familiar dimension between contexts of evaluation (e.g., suppose Hesperus were visible only at midnight, suppose that Hesperus were visible only at dawn, etc.) then the background and official propositions seem to stick together, and to both be there to do the impressive range of work which Neale describes. However, this is not apt to the nominal-description approach to ordinary names, which is chosen to avoid some of the well-known pitfalls attendant on taking such contingent marks to constitute Fregean senses. If we take the nominal-description approach to ordinary names, we have to vary linguistic conventions in order to get a context in which the background proposition is false but the official proposition is true—i.e., Suppose Hesperus is called ‘Neptune’ and Neptune is called ‘Hesperus’, while all else stays constant. Would the utterance of [11] be true or false, at that context of evaluation? More fundamentally, what would [11] express, in that scenario?  


Now, to be sure, there is something weird about this question. Of course, there are bone fide thought experiments in which linguistic conventions are varied in this kind of way—cf., e.g., Burge (1979). However, what is at stake in those cases is precisely the effects that varying social conventions will have on propositional content. That is not our interest, in the present case. 

 
I am inclined to say that a speaker who utters [11] intends primarily to express what I have above characterized as the official proposition (‘α is visible in the evening ‘)—for this is more or less exactly what it means to use ‘Hesperus’ as a name. Since this official proposition is unproblematically true at this context of evaluation (in which Hesperus is called ‘Neptune’ and Neptune is called ‘Hesperus’, but nothing else is changed), this is considerable reason to think that the original utterance of [11] is true in this scenario. That the original utterance of [11] expresses a truth at this context is, in turn, considerable (though by no means conclusive) reason to think that the background proposition is no part of what is semantically expressed by the original utterance of [11]. So, there is some reason to characterize the nominal-description background proposition as pre-semantic and off-the-record.


On the other hand, some will find that question-begging. Some hold that a speaker who utters [11] intends primarily to express what I have mistakenly characterized as the background proposition, on the grounds that, first and foremost, what is semantically expressed consists of Fregean senses. Indeed, it is arguable that my employment of the official/background distinction cannot do justice to the subtlety of Neale’s (1999) proposal, who instead approaches [MP+] cases as a sequence of propositions which are weighted differently in different contexts.


In any case, though, it seems clear that ordinary proper names are not as strong a candidate for [MP+] status as are, say, CDs or CIs. It is true that an [MP+]-approach to names will have some neat theoretical yields; but there is more than just that to the [MP+]-approach to CDs or CIs. In these more paradigmatic [MP+] cases, the semantic data compels us to concede that there are “more … thoughts than clauses” (Frege 1892: 75). In contrast, the [MP+] approach to names is more opportunistic than inevitable—i.e., if we posit more thoughts than clauses, it’d sure get us out of some binds. Ultimately, I think that ‘Hesperus’ will go the way of ‘Neptune’, in that the speaker’s communicative intentions in uttering [11] will determine one specific proposition as the content expressed, and that the background proposition will be jettisoned, across contexts of evaluation—even if there are grounds to think that some (non-typical) utterances of [11] intend to express the nominal-description proposition, as opposed to the object-dependent proposition, as their official content.


(Relatedly, while an MP approach might be of some use in dealing with attributive uses of proper names, nonetheless attributive uses of names are not in tension with (OSOP). To illustrate: As Kripke (1972, 1977) points out, something quite close to Donnellan’s (1966) referential/attributive distinction applies to proper names. That is, even if the modus essendi of ‘Shakespeare’ is to refer to, and express object-dependent propositions about, a certain person so-dubbed, still the truth-conditions of some utterances of the term depend on whoever authored certain works, not on whoever was so-dubbed. The term can be used attributively, as an abbreviation for a description.
 So, perhaps an utterance of [12]:

[12] Shakespeare had a brilliant sense of irony.

could significantly be broken down as follows:


[official proposition] α had a brilliant sense of irony.


[background proposition] (the x: x wrote A, B, C, etc.) x had a brilliant sense of 



irony.

That proper names admit of a referential/attributive ambiguity is the claim that although most utterances of [12] intend primarily to express the official proposition, nonetheless there can be utterances of [12] which intend primarily to express what is characterized above as the background proposition. Still and all, even down this avenue, proper names admit of multiple uses, none of which are [MP+]. An utterance of [12] would, it seems, intend unambiguously to express at most one of these candidates.)


5. conclusion

The aim of this paper is to try to make some progress on what strikes me as an important question for proponents of case-by-case MP approaches. The conjecture developed is that we can extrapolate a test for [MP+]-status from one of Kripke’s anti-descriptivist arguments. If this Kripke test is in fact relevant to the question of [MP+]-status, then: first, referential uses of descriptions are (along with complex demonstratives and conventional implicatures) strong [MP+] candidates, while, second, descriptive names, description names, and ordinary names are significantly less plausible [MP+] candidates. 
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� Early instances of MP approaches in linguistics include Jackendoff (1972) and Karttunen and Peters (1979). Perhaps (OSOP) should be refined to explicitly ward off any tension with such phenomena as ambiguous (e.g., ‘He is in the grip of a vice’) or molecular sentences (e.g., conjunctions). I will not pause to directly address these points here, as they are irrelevant to the central issues addressed in this paper.


� An [MP+] case is a counterexample to the ‘at most’ aspect of (OSOP), and an [MP-] case is consistent with this aspect of (OSOP). I will sometimes avail of the shortcut of calling individual sub-sentential expressions [MP+] or [MP-]. So, ‘E is [MP+]’, for example, is henceforth shorthand for: ‘A literal utterance of a simple indicative sentence containing E expresses more than one proposition’.


� See Russell (1918) and Stalnaker (1984) for views which accept that a truth-conditional difference is necessary for distinctness of propositions, and Frege (1892) and Schiffer (2003) for views which reject it.





� See especially Grice (1989). To slightly modify one of Grice’s examples, suppose a student asks me whether I would recommend a class given by my colleague X, and I—looking slightly uncomfortable, but ever diplomatic—reply: “X is always punctual, and always well-dressed”. Here the proposition semantically expressed concerns X’s punctuality and wardrobe, but I have non-semantically implicated that I would not recommend one of P X’s classes. 


� One question this raises is: Is all of this case-by-case MP data homogenous? Is Bach’s (1999) or Potts (2004) work on conventional implicature even remotely related to the utterance-relative phenomena involving singular NPs explored below? Perhaps one upshot suggested by the present essay will be that there are many distinct case-by-case MP phenomena, and many distinct case-by-case MP views.


 


� For a solid recent account which digs in and deals with these challenges, see Schiffer (2003: Ch’s 3-4).





� Recanati (2004) is the canonical statement of the contextualists’ case.





� See Neale (2005: 196-204) for a discussion of the importance of this point, and see Schiffer (2003: pp.120ff) for an example of an argument which presses this point.


� For example, complex demonstratives are a prima facie counterexample to Neale’s (1993) conjecture that every NP in natural language is either a semantically unstructured singular term or else a semantically structured restricted quantifier. For a recent overview of this literature see Vallée (2005).


� The notions of ‘official’ and ‘background’ propositions are borrowed from Corazza (2002). (Corazza, in turn, is borrowing from Perry’s (2001) notion of ‘official content’.) Not all MP theorists would happily accept these terms. (For example, Bach (personal correspondence) has urged that they are inappropriate, and Potts (2004: 33) explicitly rejects the idea that conventional implicatures “express backgrounded information”.) Nonetheless, I employ them because they strike me as a good way to get at a common element among [MP+] cases—namely, an asymmetry, or difference in primacy, between the propositions expressed. I think the official/background distinction nicely grounds an opinion I share with at least Bach (1999), Neale (1999), and Potts (2004), which is that [MP+] cases should not, in general, be understood as expressing conjunctions. (See notes 12-14 for more on this.)


	Relatedly, Neale (1999) picks up on Grice’s (1989) distinction between “higher-order” vs. “ground-floor” speech acts. As far as I can tell, the notions of ‘official proposition’ and ‘ground-floor speech act’ line up closely—i.e., an official proposition is the content semantically expressed at the ground floor. Much of what Neale (1999) says here strikes me as exactly right: “We need, I believe, quite generally to distinguish between ground-floor speech acts and those speech acts built upon the ground floor, which may or may not be commentaries on the ground-floor speech act, and which may or may not carry the primary conversational burden” (p.61); “We do not seek to transmit information only about the world; communication may also involve the transmission of information about our attitudes and emotions [about this world-directed information]” (p.60); “In certain circumstances, … one proposition carries more conversational weight than the other” (p.63). However, as I discuss below, some of the claims that Grice makes about higher-order speech acts (particularly, concerning their truth-conditional relevance) amount to a contentious take on what I am calling ‘background propositions’. 


� I think that there is much to be said for Corazza’s position. His arguments are bolstered in Sullivan (ms.).


� I am a bit hesitant as to exactly how Potts’ (2004) multidimensional framework maps onto my terminology. On the one hand, Potts explicitly follows Grice is in holding that the truth-values of at-issue contents are independent from CIs (see p.11 and passim); so there is at least this overlap between his theory and an [MP+, TC-] view. However, as I read him, Potts sides with Bach (contra Grice) in holding that CIs are unequivocally a semantic, not pragmatic, phenomenon. Further, Potts characterizes [MP+] cases as sentences whose denotations are n-tuples, where n>1 (see, e.g., pp.43-4 and p.50), which sounds like an [MP+, TC+] view. Ultimately, though, I would categorize Potts’ view as [MP+, TC*], on the grounds that, like Neale (1999) and Dever (2001), Potts rejects the assumption that an utterance containing a CI has a (conventional, univocal) truth-value.  That is, it seems integral to Potts’ notion of ‘multidimensionality’ that (what I am calling) the background and official propositions can carry different weights in different contexts, and this complicates the very idea of the truth-conditions of an utterance.    





� Bach (1999) distinguishes two sub-classes of CI-device: the first is typified by ‘but’, the second is typified by ‘confidentially’ or ‘in other words’. Here I focus only on the first, which is the only one that Bach (1999) classifies as [MP+]. (The second are classified as second-order speech acts.) Potts (2004) also classifies expressives as CIs—e.g., ‘I have to look after Sheila’s damn dog while she is away’. Expressives are particularly suited to MP treatment.


	Strictly speaking, Bach’s (1999) MP approach is intended to be an alternative to Grice’s notion of conventional implicature, not an analysis of that notion. For illustrative purposes, I slightly misrepresent Bach’s view. (Relatedly, for present purposes, I also briefly engage in the fiction that Grice treats CIs as [MP+].)


� Note, for example, that in the discussion of CDs the background proposition comes first and the official proposition second, whereas in the discussion of CIs the order is reversed. This is an attempt to reflect the semantic phenomenology. In the case of a CD, the background proposition plays the role of helping the hearer to identify the official proposition; but no such temporal or communicative priority seems evident in the case of a CI. What is ‘background’ about the background proposition in the case of a CI is not that it plays any sort of heuristic or supporting role, but rather that it is presumed as much as asserted, and hence it is less explicitly stressed.


� Remember, in particular, the in-house disputes among case-by-case MP theorists over the truth-conditional relevance of the background propositions. Unlike in the case of, say, descriptivist vs. Millian approaches to proper names, no truth-conditional test will divide [MP+] from [MP-] accounts of CDs or CIs. (Alternatively, given that [MP+] views can be [TC-], [TC+], or [TC*], no truth-conditional test will divide [MP+] from [MP-] cases.)





� By this vague locution of two propositions being “(in some sense) semantically associated with an utterance of a sentence” I just mean that the utterance is a prima facie candidate for [MP+] treatment.  I do not intend to imply that there is any one same sense involved in all such cases. (More on this point passim—see, in particular, notes 14 and 21.) I should also point out that I am not aware of anyone having argued that descriptive names are [MP+]; rather, I start here because it strikes me as a nice way to illustrate the Kripke test’s returning a verdict of [MP-].


� As we saw, that question is answered in the negative by both some [MP-] views of CDs (e.g., Braun (1994)) and some [MP+] views of CDs (e.g., Richard (1993)). (Again, given that [MP+] views of CDs can be [TC-], [TC+], or [TC*], no truth-conditional test will divide [MP+] from [MP-] accounts of CDs.) Note, though, that the very fact that there is such a clash on intuitions on this question sets CDs (and CIs) apart from the case of ‘Neptune’, as well as from some of the others considered below.


� Although much is contested between Russellians and their opponents on the semantics of definite descriptions, all parties concede Donnellan’s (1966) contention that something true can be expressed with a referential use of a description even if the description in fact misdescribes its intended target. Indeed, that is precisely one of the deep and central differences between referential and attributive uses. To say that the original utterance of [9] is false at this context is precisely to say that the description is used attributively, not referentially.





� This difference between CDs and referential descriptions is to be expected IF definite descriptions are, but CDs are not, quantificational NPs. (See, e.g., Neale (1999: 72): “… it is part of the meaning of ‘that’ that the speaker has in mind some object or other that the hearer is meant to identify; it is part of the meaning of ‘the’ that the speaker may have such an object in mind.”) If a quantificational NP is used to express an object-dependent proposition, then there is something non-literal going on—i.e., there is a gap between the literal meaning of the sentence uttered and the content of the official proposition. (See Bach (2004: 203, 222) for characterization of the exact sense in which referential uses should be categorized as non-literal.)  





� For serious recent investigations into the semantics of descriptions, see Bezuidenhuit and Reimer, eds. (2004) and Neale, ed. (2005).


� In the case of [8] (‘Neptune has a diameter of 8000 kms’) the background proposition (‘(the x: x is the cause of the perturbations in the orbit of Uranus) x has a diameter of 8000 kms’) is in a fairly clear sense pre-semantic. That is, while it plays a role in fixing the reference of the term ‘Neptune’, and in Leverrier’s coming to judge that [8] is true, still, as far as the semantics of [8] is concerned—as long as Leverrier uses ‘Neptune’ as a name—all of that is off-the-record. In contrast, in the case of [9] (‘Smith’s murderer is insane’) it is significantly less plausible that the background proposition (‘(the x: x is presumed to be Smith’s murderer) x is insane’) is entirely pre-semantic or off-the-record. (Here again, referential uses line up closely with CDs. Notwithstanding the question of the truth-conditional relevance of the background proposition, the background proposition is integral to an account of the semantics of the utterance.) If so, then there is a much stronger case to be made for the semantic relevance of the background proposition in [9] than in [8]; which is to say that referential uses of descriptions are a much stronger candidate for [MP+] status than descriptive names. 


� Suggestion: what if the background proposition in this case is viewed more along the lines of a background proposition in the case of a CI (cf. note 14). Perhaps we have here something along the lines of a presumed, unstressed CI that Mary is a virgin. There may be something to this, for the case of [10], but I do not think it carries over to the general run of description names. That is, I fail to see how that kind of story is plausible for, say, ‘The Rolling Stones play in Dublin tonight’ or ‘The Evening Star looks orange in this light’. 


� Though Neale does not explicitly mention it, the possibility of viewing propositional attitudes as operations which change the status of background propositions from [TC-] to [TC+] seems worth exploring.


� For instance, consider an English Literature student who has become convinced that Bacon wrote all of the works that are today attributed to Shakespeare, and that Shakespeare was actually an untalented, opportunistic theatre owner who fraudulently claimed authorship. On an exam she encounters the question: ‘Discuss Shakespeare’s use of irony in Measure for Measure.’ She would not take the question literally, and answer that Shakespeare wouldn’t know irony from onomatopoeia. Instead, she would rather take the name descriptively—i.e., ‘Shakespeare’ designates the author of A, B, C, etc.  This is an attributive use of a name.





