
 
1 

First-year Proseminar AY ’07–‘08      Benj Hellie 
Meeting 3         24 September 
 
 

1. THE STRUCTURE OF ‘ON DENOTING’ 
 
Written between 23 July and 3 Aug 1905, during which time Russell's close friend Theodore 
Davies died by drowning (cf para 14). Published in the October Mind; Russell claims that Stout, 
the editor, begged him to reconsider the view.  
 
By paragraphs: 
 
1–3: Introductory 
 
4–9: Statement of the theory, and examples 
 
10–14: DPs have no mg in isolation; compare to Meinong and “Frege”/PoM for which they do 
 
15–18: Three puzzles 
 
19–26: Grey's Elegy case against PoM view 
 
27–35: Solving the puzzles 
 
36–39: Concluding jibber jabber 
 

2. USING THE THEORY OF DESCRIPTIONS 
 
Key points 
 

 Unlike Frege’s theory, Russell’s theory is a “one-level” theory of meaning. The meaning 
of a sentence is exhausted by its truth-condition, the meaning of an expression is 
exhausted by its referent.  

 The theory assigns truth-conditions to sentences of natural language not directly, but 
rather in the first instance to artificial language sentences which are paired with those 
natural language sentences, their “logical forms”. 

 Descriptions—definites, like ‘the F’; indefinites, like ‘an F’—are assigned quantifiers in 
logical form. Alternatives: descriptions are terms (Frege); descriptions are predicates 
(Graff). 
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Three stages of analysis 
 
Assigning meanings involves a three-stage process of analysis:  
 
1.  Determine argument structure.  
2. Assign potential logical forms.  
3. Assign potential truth-conditions. 
 
SEE SAMPLE SENTENCES ON EXHIBIT SHEET 
 
First stage 
 
Determine its “argument structure”: what the operators (and, or, not, . . .) are, what the 
predicates are, how many argument places each predicate has, and which terms and “denoting 
phrases”—descriptions and quantifier phrases—are arguments of which argument places. 
 
SEE ARGUMENT STRUCTURES ON EXHIBIT SHEET 
 
Criticism 
 

o Russell's theory takes denoting phrases always as fillers of argument places and never as 
predicates. (j)–(m) contain definite descriptions apparently in predicate position. These 
thus require the identification of a binary predicate; this is the "'is' of identity" (Graff). 
Accordingly, the (i) assignment of argument structure for each of these.  
 
It is perhaps more natural to regard ‘is’ as having a mere copular function in these uses 
(as in a, b, e, f, i) rather than meaning ‘is identical to’, as in the (ii) assignments.  
 
Note that this concern is not particular to Russell’s view that descriptions are 
quantifiers. It offends against any view on which descriptions in apparent predicate 
position are argument place fillers, including views on which they are terms. 
 
I will henceforth ignore the (ii) readings as non-Russellian. 

 
Second stage 
 
Determine its “logical form”, by “raising” each denoting phrase into a position from which it can 
legitimately bind the argument position it fills. Which positions are available “landing sites”? 
Those positions in which the denoting phrase takes scope over some open sentence containing 
that argument place. Here there will often be more than one option. 
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SEE LOGICAL FORMS ON EXHIBIT SHEET 
 
Third stage 
 
Assign truth-conditions to the logical forms (the double-primed representations). Russell’s 
understanding of quantification was impoverished in 1905 relative to our present 
understanding, but we won’t belabor the point; Fregean and other modern approaches mesh 
just fine, and an intuitive understanding will work fine as well. 
 

Ordinary understandings of ‘’ and ‘’ are employed: 
 

 ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ is true iff some entity to which ‘F’ applies, ‘G’ applies; 

 ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ is true iff every entity to which ‘F’ applies, ‘G’ applies. 
 

Russell famously regards ‘’ as an “existence and uniqueness” quantifier: 
 

o ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ is true iff there is exactly one entity to which ‘F’ applies, and ‘G’ applies to 
it. 

 

Indeed, his official story of the logical forms of definite descriptions goes beyond the -forms in 
the double-primed e,f,g,h,j,k sentences, as follows: 
 

o ‘*x:Fx](Gx)’ abbreviates ‘[x:Fx](Gx  [y:Fy+(x = y))’; or,  

still more officially, (not using restricted quantifiers) ‘(x)(Fx  Gx  (y)(Fy  x = y))’. 
 
So, for instance, the official lfs of (f) ‘The King is not tall’ would read: 
 

f’’’(1). (x)(King(x)  Tall(x)  (y)(King(y)  x = y)) 

f’’’(2). (x)(King(x)  Tall(x)  (y)(King(y)  x = y)) 
 

These are then assigned truth-conditions “directly”, via the ordinary rules for ‘’, ‘’, ‘’, ‘’, 

and ‘’. We will ignore this added complexity, understanding the ‘’-forms as the official 
“Russellian” lfs and understanding the above existence and uniqueness explication as the 

official “Russellian” explication of the truth-conditions of sentences involving the ‘’-quantifier. 
 
SEE TRUTH-CONDITIONS ON EXHIBIT SHEET 

Restricted quantifier notation  
 

 ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ means ‘every F is G’  

 ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ means ‘some F is G’  

 ‘*x:Fx+(Gx)’ means ‘the F is G’ 
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Overgeneration worries 
 

o Not all of these are plausible readings of the English sentences from which they are 
derived: 

 

 Is (h) ‘Every subject doesn't love the king’ really six-ways ambiguous? In 
particular, the readings which are compatible with the nonexistence of a king 
(a2, a3, b3) seem quite dubious. 

 Is there a reading of (k) ‘Edward is not the king’ which requires, with (k''(i1)), the 
existence of a king for its truth?  

 (m) ‘Bill is not a communist’ does not plausibly mean (m''(i1)) ‘There is a 
communist which is distinct from Bill’. 

 
So there is certainly an over-generation worry about Russell’s analysis. 

 
Challenges to uniqueness 
 

o ‘The table is covered with books’ is true only if there is a unique table???  
 

Well, we frequently say things like ‘there is no beer’. We are understanding the 
domain of quantification as restricted to a certain set of things: the things in our 
house, for instance, rather than some larger set which includes the LCBO. So 
perhaps we are restricting the set of things to a set which includes only a single 
table. In the context, the entailment holds, as in the context, it is true that there is a 
unique table. 
 
This suggests that the domain may be influenced by any outer quantifiers: such as in 
the (a) readings of (g) and (h). These might mean that the King in question varies 
from subject to subject, contributing still further amounts of ambiguity. Maybe 
that’s desirable: I can hear ‘Every subject loves the King’ as meaning both there’s a 
unique King (our King) and every subject (even in other countries) loves him; and 
that every subject loves his own King. 

 
o ‘The dog got into a fight with another dog’ seems to require a context containing more 

than one dog. 
 

OK, fair enough, plausibly ‘the’ makes the contribution to truth-conditions of ‘’ but 
somehow means to pick out an entity which is in some sense given: in this case, our 
dog. 
 
This effect strongly suggests a sort of meaning that is beyond contribution to truth-
conditions, but has rather more to do with keeping track of the subject-matter of 
the conversation. 
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“No meaning in isolation” 
 
Russell repeatedly claims that denoting phrases have no meaning in isolation. What does he 
mean by this? Plausibly, that the meaning of a denoting phrase is understood in terms of how it 
contributes to the meaning of sentences in which it appears.  
 
By way of contrast, consider a constant term: the semantic clause would say something like  
 
 ‘c’ refers to Cheney. 
 
That states the meaning of ‘c’ without reference to the meaning of any other sentence. But our 

explications of the meanings of ‘’, ‘’, and ‘’, above, appeal to the contributions these 
expressions and the phrases within which they are embedded make to the truth-conditions of 
sentences in which they appear. 
 
On a Fregean understanding of quantification, we take the restricted quantifiers have as their 

referents entities of type (t/(t/e)(t/e)): functions from a pair of predicates into truth-values. ‘’ 
refers to the function which maps a pair of concepts into The True iff the extension of the 

former is a subset of the extension of the latter; ‘’ refers to that which maps a pair into The 

True iff the intersection of their extensions is nonempty; ‘’ to that which maps a pair into The 
True iff the former has a one-membered extension and that member is in the extension of the 
latter.  
 
Fregean theory assigns entities to quantifiers as referents. Does it thereby take quantifiers to 
have meaning in isolation? In a sense yes: the function is what it is, and once it has been 
specified, that is the meaning of the quantifier. But in a sense no: its meaning is an unsaturated 
entity, and so is only “defined” by its brokering relationships among objects. 
 
Overall assessment 
 
The theory of descriptions makes inaccurate or unintuitive predictions about: 
 

 An ambiguity in copular ‘is’, by requiring it to mean ‘=’ when followed by a description; 

 The number and character of readings available for sentences containing descriptions, 
by providing excessive possibilities of scope-taking; 

 The truth-conditions of sentences containing descriptions, by requiring a uniqueness 
implication. 
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3. RUSSELL’S THREE APPLICATIONS 
 

 Co-denoting expressions (paras 16, 30–1) 

 Excluded middle (paras 17, 32) 

 Denial of being (paras 18, 33) 
 
Co-denoting expressions 
 

If a = b, whatever is true of one is true of the other, and either may be substituted for 
the other in any proposition without altering the truth-value of that proposition. George 
IV wished to know whether Scott was the author of Waverly; and in fact Scott was the 
author of Waverly. Hence we may substitute Scott for the author of Waverly, and 
thereby prove that George IV wished to know whether Scott was Scott. Yet an interest 
in the law of identity can hardly be attributed to the first gentleman of Europe. 

 
Analysis 
 

Assume that the reference of ‘the F’ is the F. Assume a reference-only semantic theory. 
Then if the reference of ‘a’ is also the F, ‘a’ and ‘the F’ have the same meanings; they are 
synonyms. Accordingly, they can be substituted for one another in any context without 
altering the truth-value of the sentence  
 
In particular, ‘Scott’ and ‘the author of Waverly’ both refer to the author of Waverly. 
Accordingly  
 
(1)  George IV wished to know whether Scott was the author of Waverly 
 and  
(2) George IV wished to know whether Scott was Scott  
 
have the same truth-value.  
 
Unfortunately, it is easy to envisage a situation in which the first is true and the second 
is false. Contradiction. We must reject one of our assumptions: either that the reference 
of ‘the F’ is the F, or that a reference-only semantic theory is true. 
 

Resolution 
 

The theory of descriptions assigns two readings to (1): 
 

(1N) George IV wished to know whether [x: x wrote Waverly](Scott = x) 

(1W) [x: x wrote Waverly](George IV wished to know whether Scott = x) 
 
Focus on (1N). In the embedded sentence, there is no expression which has the same 
reference as ‘Scott’; hence no expression which even a reference-only theory would 
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take to be synonymous with ‘Scott’. Accordingly, the problematic substitution is not 
permitted. 
 

Criticism  
 

o Why not Frege’s theory? Why accept a reference-only theory?  
 
We’ll take this issue up in section 4. 
 

o What about  
 
(3)  George IV wished to know whether Scott = Sir Walter? (Answer: yes)  
 
Neither ‘Scott’ nor ‘Sir Walter’ is a description, hence each must be a term, hence on a 
reference-only theory each has the same meaning. Hence (2) and (3) are equivalent, but 
it can seem that (3) can be true even though (2) is false. 
 

Reply: take ordinary language proper names to “really” be descriptions. ‘Scott’ 
covertly means ‘the F’, ‘Sir Walter’ means ‘the G’, hence the substitution is not 
available. 

 
o Consider (1W). Here, ‘Scott’ and the variable have the same reference. ‘Scott’ refers to 

Scott due to a stable rule of its meaning; the occurrence of the variable refers to Scott 
thanks to being bound by an existence-and-uniqueness quantifier restricted by a 
predicate uniquely satisfied by Scott. Hence, on a reference-only theory, (1W) seems to 
be true iff (2) is. 

 
If there is a natural situation which we would describe with (1W), then from a reference-
only theory it would follow that in this situation, (2) is true. This might be bad, as it 
might show that Russell’s solution is not fully general. 

 
Consider a situation in which George IV points at Scott, and asks “is Scott that man?”. 
Here it seems that George IV wished to know whether Scott = that man, to wit, Scott. 
 
There’s a tradition of regarding expressions like ‘that F’—“demonstratives”—to receive 
logical form representations by variables, which are then assigned referents 
contextually by the entities  “demonstrated” or pointed at. (Nice question what ‘F’ 
does.) 
 
On this tradition, (1W) would be true in this situation, hence so would (2). But it seems 
clear that in this situation, (2) is false. 

 
Reply: take ordinary language demonstratives to “really” be descriptions. ‘That F’ is 
not a variable, but rather covertly means  ‘the F on which I focus my attention’. 
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Excluded middle 
 

By the law of excluded middle, either ‘A is B’ or ‘A isn’t B’ must be true. Hence either 
‘the present King of France is bald’ or ‘the present King of France isn’t bald’ must  be 
true. Yet if we enumerated the things that are bald, then and then the things that aren’t 
bald, we should not find the present King of France in either list.  
 

Analysis 
 
Suppose that ‘the F’ is a term, referring to the unique F if there is an F, to nothing 
otherwise. And suppose that there is no F. Then ‘the F’ has no referent . 
 
Suppose a Fregean semantics for predication, so that a predicate applied to an empty 
term yields a sentence without truth-value. Then ‘the F is G’ has no truth-value. 
 
Suppose also that negated predicates, like ‘isn’t G’ receive a Fregean semantics. 
(Perhaps ‘is G’ and ‘isn’t G’ are related as follows: if ‘is G’ maps exactly certain entities 
into The True and the remainder into The False, ‘isn’t G’ maps the latter entities into The 
True and the former into The False.) Then ‘the F isn’t G’ also has no truth-value. 
 
Suppose also that predicate negation and sentential negation are equivalent: that ‘t isn’t 

G’ and ‘(t is G)’ share truth-value (or lack of truth-value). 
 

Suppose that  the “law of excluded middle” holds: for any sentence ‘S’, either ‘S’ or ‘S’ 

is true. Then either ‘the F is G’ or ‘(the F is G)’ is true; by the previous assumption, 
either ‘the F is G’ or ‘the F isn’t G’ is true. But we have already established that each of 
these has no truth-value. 

 
Resolution 
 

The theory of descriptions rejects the assumption that ‘the F’ is a term. The argument 
doesn’t get off the ground.  
 
What is the verdict of the ToD on the disputed sentences? Consider: 
 
1. The present King of France is bald 
2. The present King of France isn’t bald 
 
The theory of descriptions assigns these, respectively, the lfs 
 

1’’. [x: x presently rules France](x is bald) 

2’’(1). [x: x presently rules France](x is bald) 

2’’(2). [x: x presently rules France](x is bald) 
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And the truth-conditions 
 
1’’t. There’s a unique present ruler of France and he is bald 
2’’(1)t. There’s a unique present ruler of France and he isn’t bald 
2’’(2)t. It’s not the case that there’s a unique present ruler of France and he is bald 
 
On this analysis, 1 has a single false reading and 2 has both a false reading and a true 
reading. There’s no violation of LEM. 
 

Criticism 
 

o Russell’s analysis makes bad predictions here. Our intuitive reactions to (1) and (2) is 
that it’s bizarre to call either of them “true” or “false”. They seem to be without 
truth-value. 
 
(By contrast, ‘I had breakfast with the present King of France’ seems more clearly 
false. Explaining this difference is a major challenge.) 
 

o Why suppose that predicate and sentential negation are equivalent? An alternative 
is that sentential negation takes both false and truth-valueless sentences into the 
true.  
 
This is not implausible. Consider 
 

3. It’s not the case that the present King of France is bald; 
4. It’s not the case that the present King of France isn’t bald. 

 
(3) and (4) both seem to be true. Imagine the following exasperated speech in 
reaction to Russell: “It’s not the case that the present King of France is bald; it’s not 
the case that the present King of France isn’t bald—there’s just no present King of 
France!” This would seem to be entirely in order. 

 
o Why suppose that LEM holds? Consider a borderline bald man. Do we want to say 

that either ‘he is bald’ or ‘it’s not the case that he is bald’ is true? Probably not.  
 
Now, Russell may have special reasons to require LEM: suppose he endorses Frege’s 
view that the referent of a sentence is its truth-value and meaning is exhausted by 
referent. Then any sentence lacking a truth-value lacks a meaning, absurdly. Since 
sentential negation flips truth-value, any meaningful sentence is such that either it 
or its negation has a truth-value. 
 
But the combination of Frege’s view on sentential reference and the reference-only 
theory is absurd anyway: it predicts that all true sentences have the same meaning. 
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Denial of being 
 

But how can a non-entity be the subject of a proposition? ‘I think, therefore I am’ is no 
more evident than ‘I am the subject of a proposition, therefore I am’, provided ‘am’ 
connotes subsistence or being, not [in addition] existence. Hence, it would appear, it 
must always be self-contradictory to deny the being of anything; but [. . .] to admit being 
also sometimes leads to contradictions. 

 
Analysis 
 

Suppose that ‘a’ is a term. Then on a reference-only semantics, unless ‘a’ has a referent, 
any sentence containing ‘a’ is meaningless. 
 
Consider the sentence ‘a lacks being’. This plausibly has the lf 
 

1’’. (x)(x = a) 
 
Suppose that this is meaningful. Then ‘a’ has a referent; then something is identical to a; 
then (1) is false.  
 
Accordingly, any “denial of being” is either meaningless or false. Indeed, the 
corresponding “admittance of being” ‘a has being’ is true. (The action is thus self-
defeating and in a sense “self-contradictory”: if the aim is to assert something true, one 
can know in advance (by running through the little argument above) that one’s aim 
cannot be achieved.) 
 
Hence, supposing that definite descriptions are terms, any sentence  
 
2. the F lacks being  
 
is either meaningless or false. Accordingly, if ‘the F’ is meaningful, ‘the F has being’ is 
true. 
 
Unfortunately, there are clearly meaningful definite descriptions ‘the F’ such that ‘the F 
has being’ is true iff a contradiction is true. Consider ‘the largest entity such that snow is 
and is not white’. If something is an entity such that snow is and is not white, then snow 
is and is not white.  
 
Since ‘the largest entity such that snow is and is not white has being’ is true, it follows 
that snow is and is not white: contradiction. 
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Resolution 
 

On the theory of descriptions, ‘the F’ is not a term. Hence the argument does not get off 
the ground. 
 
In particular, the verdict on ‘the F lacks being’ is that it has several candidate lfs. It has 
argument structure: 
 

2’. (x)(x = the F) 
 

Now there are three landing sites for ‘*y: Fy+’: 
 

2’’(a). (x)[y: Fy](x = y) 

2’’(b). [y: Fy](x)(x = y) 

2’’(c). [y: Fy](x)(x = y) 
 
Of these only the (c) reading is true only if something is F. We can deny being by 
intending the (a) or (b) readings. 
 

Criticism 
 

o The theory of descriptions solves this problem very neatly. Still, it’s important that 
the argument also only gets off the ground with the assumption of reference-only 
theory. And why make this assumption? Why not Frege’s theory?  

 
Overall assessment 
 
The resolution of each difficulty appeals to the claim that descriptions are not terms; 
accordingly, that the referent of ‘the F’ is something other than the F. No particular appeal is 
made to their being quantifiers; nor is any particular appeal made to which quantifier they are. 
 
The first and third concerns have to do with meaning, and as such only get off the ground if 
reference-only theory is assumed; Fregean theory already handles these concerns neatly by 
positing a level of meaning beyond reference. Fregeans can happily agree that descriptions are 
terms. 
.  
The second concern has to do with truth, and accordingly Fregean multiplication of levels of 
meaning might seem irrelevant. Still, I speculate that the principles about truth that are the 
basis of the concern may be motivated in the background by issues of meaning, and accordingly 
Fregean theory may come to the rescue anyway. 
 
So if Fregean theory is OK, no clear case is provided for the theory of descriptions. 
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While Fregean/reference-only debate appears in pure form in the case of the third concern, 
various other impurities further cloud the case for the theory of descriptions stemming from 
the first and second concerns: 
 

 Resolution of the first concern requires the theory of descriptions to sprawl out 
beyond its initial ambit, to cover also ordinary language proper names and 
demonstratives; 

 The second concern is not obviously legitimate, as it requires a contentious appeal 
to universal LEM; it also requires a contentious claim about the relation between 
predicate and sentential negation. 

 
4. FREGE AND THE “GREY’S ELEGY” OBJECTION 

 
Treatment of the three applications with Fregean theory 
 
Let’s quickly be explicit how Frege’s theory resolves each difficulty. 
 
Co-denoting expressions 
 

According to Frege, co-referring expressions can always be swapped without changing 
the truth-value of the resulting sentence. So if the occurrences of ‘the author of 
Waverly’ and ‘Scott’ in 
 
(1)  George IV wished to know whether Scott was the author of Waverly 
 
and  
 
(2) George IV wished to know whether Scott was Scott  
 
are coreferential, then (1) and (2) have the same truth-value, undesirably. 
 
Frege’s view is that these occurrences are not coreferential (although normally they 
both refer to Scott). 
 
When an expression occurs inside the scope of a “psychological verb” like ‘believe’ or 
‘know’, it undergoes a reference shift, such that the referent of that occurrence is the 
normal sense of that word.  
 
So the occurrence of ‘the author of Waverly’ in (1) has as its referent the ordinary sense 
of ‘the author of Waverly’; while the second occurrence of ‘Scott’ in (2) has as its 
referent the ordinary sense of ‘Scott’. Supposing these are different, there is no case 
that (1) and (2) have the same truth-value. 
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Excluded middle 
 

No need to endorse excluded middle (and Frege doesn’t), since a sentence need not 
have truth-value to have meaning (if it has sense). 

 
Denial of being 
 

According to Frege, an expression or sentence can have a meaning even if it has no 
truth-value, just so long as it has a sense. Accordingly, it does not matter to whether (2) 
has meaning  
 
(2) The F lacks being 
 
either whether (2) has a truth-value, or whether the occurrence therein of ‘the F’ has a 
referent, so long as ‘the F’ has a sense. 
 

The “Grey’s Elegy” complaints 
 
The answer to this is found in the obscure “Grey’s Elegy” passage, paras 19–26. 
 
The theory Russell attacks in the GE passage is a view Russell endorsed in his Principles of 
Mathematics (1903). Russell claims it is Frege’s view. We will see about that. 
 
On the PoM view, the referent of a definite description ‘the F’ is <the F>, a special kind of entity 
known as a “denoting concept”. A denoting concept <the F> is an “aboutness shifter”, such that 
if the F exists,  
 

 A thought or sentence referring to <the F> is about the F; 

 If the referents of the predicate and subject in a subject-predicate sentence are some 
e/t and <the F>, respectively, then the sentence is true iff the e/t maps the F into The 
True. 

 
Note that denoting concepts must indeed be unfamiliar entities, as any of the familiar entities 
we know of, whether ordinary object, truth-value, or function, does not engage in aboutness 
shifting. And aboutness shifting is needed on a reference-only theory if descriptions are terms, 
as otherwise there can be no solution to eg the George IV and denotationless definites 
difficulties. 
 
There are three difficulties that the GE passage may raise for this view: 
 
G1. It is not possible to assert claims about <the F> (or which have truth-conditions which 

concern <the F>) 
G2. There can be no satisfactory explanation of the nature of <the F> (“where are we to find 

the denoting complex?”) 
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G3. There can be no satisfactory explanation of how <the F> “shifts aboutness” to the F 
(“the relation of *<the F>+ to *the F+ remains wholly mysterious”) 

 
Concerning G1, the concern gets off the ground when we note that if one refers to <the F>, the 
claim one makes is about the F. Now, there might seem to be a straightforward resolution: use 
another definite description to refer to some denoting phrase which shifts aboutness to <the 
F>. 
 
But how to do this? One way is to use devices like <the F>, which we have been using to 
abbreviate ‘the referent of ‘the F’ ’. (The referent of this expression is something we might call 
<<the F>>, but the expression is used to make claims about <the F>.) 
 
Now note that we have managed to speak about to <the F> by using the description ‘the 
referent of ‘the F’ ’. So perhaps G1 is not the real difficulty.  
 
But note we have as yet characterized <the F> only “linguistically, through the phrase”. We 
have used a characterization that appeals to our contingent conventions of the use of language.  
 
This worries Russell: he thinks that entities like <the F> are supposed to be part of “logic”, 
which he takes to provide a sort of deep structure of reality. And there had better be a deeper 
characterization of <the F> if it is to provide deep structure to reality, lest our contingent 
conventions be part of the deep structure of reality. But Russell does not see how to provide 
such a characterization: that’s G2. 
 
What is more, if we can’t specify the nature of <the F> except linguistically, through the phrase, 
we also will have difficulty specifying the nature of “aboutness”: as Russell notes, it’s not 
identity, and it’s not some inverse function from the F to <the F> (otherwise won’t deal with 
George IV). Russell doesn’t see how to say what else it is. That’s G3. 
 
Frege and the PoM view 
 
Is Frege’s view in danger of succumbing to the GE complaints? 
 
It doesn’t seem that way. Frege does not need to use mysterious entities as senses, and does 
not need to appeal to a mysterious relation between senses and their referents. Mysterious 
entities were needed as “aboutness shifters” because Russell thinks the only semantic 
relationship between a word and a thing is reference. However, Frege thinks there are two 
semantic relationships: cognitive/epistemic aspects of meaning are given by sense; alethic 
aspects are given by reference. 
 
Accordingly, Frege is free to use properties as senses, as we have proposed; these are 
unmysterious entities, contra G2 (or G1). And the relation between a sense and its referent can 
just be instantiation, as we have proposed; nothing unmysterious, contra G3. 
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EXHIBIT SENTENCES FOR ‘ON DENOTING’ LECTURE 
 
Original samples 
 
a. Bill is tall 
b. Bill is not tall 
c.  Some student smokes 
d. Every student smokes 
e. The King is tall 
f. The King is not tall 
g. Every subject loves the King 
h. Every subject does not love the King 
i. A king is here 
j. Edward is the King 
k. Edward is not the King 
l. Bill is a man 
m. Bill is not a communist 
 
Argument structures 
 
a’.  Tall(Bill) 
b’. Tall(Bill) 
c’. Smokes(some student) 
d’. Smokes(every student) 
e’. Tall(the King) 
f’. Tall(the King) 
g’. Loves(every subject, the King) 
h’. Loves(every subject, the King) 
i’. Here(a king) 
j’(i). Identical(Edward, the King) 
j’(ii). The King(Edward) 
k’(i). Identical(Edward, the King) 
k’(ii). The King(Edward) 
l’(i). Identical(Bill, a man) 
l’(ii). A man(Bill) 
m’(i). Identical(Bill, a communist) 
m’(ii). A communist(Bill) 
 
Logical forms 
 
a’’.  Tall(Bill) 
b’’. Tall(Bill) 

c’’. [x:Student(x)]Smokes(x) 

d’’. [x:Student(x)]Smokes(x) 
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e’’. [x:King(x)]Tall(x) 

f’’(1). [x:King(x)] Tall(x) 

f’’(2). [x:King(x)]Tall(x) 

g’’(a). [x:Subject(x)] [y:King(y)]Loves(x,y) 

g’’(b). [y:King(y)] [x:Subject(x)] Loves(x,y) 

h’’(a1). [x:Subject(x)] [y:King(y)] Loves(x,y) 

h’’(a2). [x:Subject(x)] [y:King(y)]Loves(x,y) 

h’’(a3). [x:Subject(x)] [y:King(y)]Loves(x,y) 

h’’(b1). [y:King(y)] [x:Subject(x)] Loves(x,y) 

h’’(b2). [y:King(y)]  [x:Subject(x)] Loves(x,y) 

h’’(b3). [y:King(y)] [x:Subject(x)] Loves(x,y) 

i’’. [x:King(x)]Here(x) 

j’’(i). [x:King(x)]Identical(Edward, x) 

k’’(i1). [x:King(x)] Identical(Edward, x) 

k’’(i2). [x:King(x)]Identical(Edward, x) 

l’’(i). [x:Man(x)]Identical(Bill, x) 

m’’(i1). [x:Communist(x)] Identical(Bill, x) 

m’’(i2). [x:Communist(x)]Identical(Bill, x) 
 
Truth-conditions 
 
a’’t.   Bill is tall 
b’’t.  It’s not the case that Bill is tall 
c’’t.  Some student smokes 
d’’t.  Every student smokes 
e’’t.  There’s a unique King and he is tall 
f’’(1)t.  There’s a unique King and he isn’t tall 
f’’(2)t.  It’s not the case that: there is a unique King and he is tall 
g’’(a)t.  Every subject is such that there’s a unique King and the subject loves that king 
g’’(b)t.  There’s a unique King such that every subject loves him 
h’’(a1)t. Every subject is such that there’s a unique King and the subject doesn’t love that  
  king 
h’’(a2)t. Every subject is such that there’s not a unique King which the subject loves 
h’’(a3)t. It’s not the case that every subject is such that there’s a unique King such that  
  the subject loves the King 
h’’(b1)t. There’s a unique King and every subject does not love him 
h’’(b2)t. There’s a unique King and it’s not the case that every subject loves him  
h’’(b3)t. It’s not the case that there’s a unique King such that every subject loves him  
i’’t.  Some King is here 
j’’(i)t.  There’s a unique King and he and Edward are one and the same 
k’’(i1)t.  There’s a unique King and he and Edward are distinct 
k’’(i2)t.  It’s not the case that there’s a unique King and he and Edward are the same 
l’’(i)t.  There’s some man such that he and Bill are one and the same 
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m’’(i1)t. There’s some communist such that he and Bill are distinct 
m’’(i2)t. It’s not the case that there’s some communist such that he and Bill are   
  the same 
 
 


