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| . Introduction

VWhen | assertively utter the sentence "Spot is a cat', the sentence |
utter expresses a proposition. The truth condition of the
proposition so expressed is deterni ned by the semantic val ues of the
singular term "~ Spot', and the predicate, 'is a cat'. |f " Spot'
refers to a certain particular entity E and "is a cat' expresses a
certain particular property P, then the proposition in question is
true if and only if E has P. Such is the theoretical cash val ue of
reference. The referent of a given singular termgenerally figures
in this manner in the truth condition of the proposition expressed by
any sentence containing the singular term outside direct quotations
and other referentially opaque contexts.! G ven this understandi ng
of the notion of reference, I wish to address an i nportant question:
How is the reference of a proper nanme determ ned?

I n di scussing the question, we shall assunme w thout further
argunent that descriptivismis false. By “descriptivism | nean any

t heoretical position that assin|ates proper nanes to definite



descriptions, whether or not the assimlation is acconplished by
means of sonme actual or nerely possible definite descriptions proper
nanmes are said to be abbreviations for or disguised forns of. Any
position that postul ates a descriptive content for a proper nane and
makes the determ nation of the reference of the nane a matter of
"fitting" that descriptive content is descriptivism | believe that
the argunents offered by Hilary Putnam Keith Donnellan, and nost
not ably, Saul Kripke in the 1970s agai nst a wi de variety of
descriptivismare sound and that those argunments can be easily
extended to all other fornms of descriptivism proposed since.

Qur discussion has two parts. In the first part we shal
critically exam ne the so-called "historical chain" theory (or
picture), a widely popular viewin this post-Kripkean era. 1In the

second part | shall propose an alternative account of reference.

I1. Nanmes As Special |ndexicals

According to the historical chain theory (H.CHAT henceforth), any
utterance token of a proper nane refers to what |ies appropriately at
the original end of a certain chain of |links determ ned by the
circunstances surrounding the utterance token. Clearly, HI CHAT
buil ds up the nmechani sm of reference out of two main conponents: a

chain of links and the origin of the chain. Any new utterance token



of a proper nanme is considered to be an extension of a particul ar
chain of utterance tokens, which orients the token in question in the
right direction toward the origin of the chain, which in turn
provides the referent. Therefore, two correspondi ng questions arise

naturally:

(i) Wiich chain does a given utterance token of a proper nane
extend?

(ii) How does the origin of the chain deternmi ne the referent?

We will discuss these two questions in turn, but before that, let ne

make one brief observation about HI CHAT. As a theory of reference,

HI CHAT assinm | ates proper nanes to indexicals (e.g., words like "I",
“you', "now , “yesterday'). The reference of a given utterance of an
i ndexical is determ ned by the so-called "context of utterance",

whi ch contai ns various kinds of information, such as who the speaker
is, who the addressee is, where the utterance takes place, and when
the utterance takes place. It is unclear exactly what other kind(s)
of information a context of utterance in general should contain. The
paradi gm cases, however, are clear-cut. An utterance of "I' ( you'/
"now / “yesterday') in a particular context of utterance refers to

t he speaker (the addressee/ the tinme of the utterance/ the day before

the time of the utterance) in that context. What we intuitively cal



the (Linguistic) nmeaning of such an indexical type may then be

understood to be the directions as to what kind of information
af forded by the context of utterance is relevant to the reference
determ nation for any token of that indexical type.

This opens the possibility of understanding what are called

denmonstratives (e.g., words like "that' -- or David Kaplan's

artificial "dthat' -- and "this', and deictic uses of "he', “she',
it', etc.) as special indexicals by requiring contexts of utterance
to include the information as to what the object of denonstration is,
or alternatively, what the speaker intends as the object of
denonstrative reference.? |nclude sonme such information anong the

ki nds of information contexts of utterance provide, and we can have a
uni form treatnment of indexicals and denonstratives; denonstratives
are understood to be a special kind of indexicals, where what we
intuitively call their (linguistic) meanings point to a specific kind
of contextual information, nanmely informati on about what is
denmonstrated or what the speaker has in mnd.

Thi s encourages the treatnent of proper nanes as a special kind
of indexicals under HI CHAT, where what is relevant to reference
determ nation is specifically the information as to what |ies
appropriately at the end of the historical chain a given utterance
extends. There seens to be no reason why such a kind of information

shoul d not be anong those to be provided by contexts of utterance.



And this give us what | think is the best interpretation of HI CHAT.
We shall therefore assune for the remai nder of our discussion that
HI CHAT makes proper nanes a special kind of indexicals.

Di fferent indexicals have different neani ngs and these
di fferent nmeani ngs participate in reference determ nation
differently: e.g., the referent of "I' is the speaker but the

referent of "you' is the addressee, in a given context of utterance.
On the other hand, different proper nanmes do not have different

meani ngs which participate in reference determ nation differently,
for the reference of any proper nane is determned in the sane way as
the reference of any other proper name, according to HI CHAT.3 The
conmmon nechani sm of reference determ nation for proper nanes consists
of a certain chain of links connecting any given utterance token of a
proper nane to its referent. Exactly the sane kind of contextua
factor is supposed to lead to the referent fromany utterance token
of a proper nanme. The only source of distinction between one proper
nanme and another is either the spelling (or pronunciation, in case of
a spoken | anguage) or what in fact |lies at the original end of the

chain in question, viz., the referent.* The general nechani sm of

reference st ays constant.

I1l. The Extended Chain



Keith Donnellan offers the best crisp sketch of HI CHAT:

The main idea is that when a speaker uses a nanme intending to
refer to an individual and predicate sonething of it,
successful reference will occur when there is an individual
that enters into the historically correct explanation of who it
is that the speaker intended to predicate sonmething of. That
individual will then be the referent and the statenent nade
will be true or false depending upon whether it has the

property designated by the predicate. [Donnellan, 1974, p.16]

Suppose that Smth says, "Spot is a cat". \Which chain does her
utterance of "~ Spot' extend? According to Hl CHAT, as sketched by
Donnel |l an, we nust first ask for "the historically correct
explanation of" what it is that Smth intends to predicate felinity
of. So we start with the question, "Wat does Smth intend to
predicate felinity of ?" Suppose that Smth has heard " Spot'

uttered by Jones, believes that Jones's utterance refers to a
particular entity, wants to predicate felinity of that entity, and
therefore chooses to utter "Spot is a cat'. Let us say that in this

sense Snmith's utterance of "Spot' is parasitic on Jones's utterance

of "Spot'. We now have the beginning of "the historically correct

expl anation”, that is, the latest link of the chain Smth's utterance



of ~Spot' extends according to H CHAT, and that link is Jones's
utterance of "Spot'. To proceed and determ ne the rest of the chain,
we then ask the same question about Jones's utterance: "What did
Jones intend to predicate sonething of ?" Either this |eads us to yet
anot her prior utterance by soneone el se on which Jones's utterance is
parasitic, or it does not. |If it does, we continue in the sane
manner until an utterance is reached that is not parasitic on any
prior utterance; such a non-parasitic utterance is the origin of the
chain. If it does not, Jones's utterance is the origin of the chain.
Before proceeding further, | should nention nore austere

versi ons of HI CHAT, viz., causal theories. According to causal

theories, the chain Smth's utterance extends is determned in purely
causal terms. Depending on the type of causation all owed, causal
theories may be classified either as physicalist or non-physicalist.
According to physicalist causal theories, Smth's utterance of " Spot'
is caused by a particular state of Smth's brain, which was caused by
her prior brain states, some of which were caused by sound waves
traveling fromJones's vocal cords to Smth's cochl eae as Jones
uttered "Spot'. The vibration of Jones's vocal cords was in turn
caused by a particular state of Jones's brain, which were caused by
her prior brain states, and so on back to the origin of the chain.
This stark picture presupposes, anong other things, that Smth's

utterance has either (i) a unique |line of physicalistic causal



ancestry or (ii) a unique line of a certain restricted kind of

physi calistic causal ancestry. But events |like Smth's utterance do
not have (i); each of themis a result of convergence of nmany |ines
of physicalistic causal ancestry. As for (ii), it is not at al

clear how to specify the restricted kind in question so as to capture
exactly the right physicalistic causal ancestry. Non-physicali st
causal theories hardly fare better. Dropping the restriction to the
physi cal wi dens the range of |ines of causal ancestry, rather than
narrowing it. It mght be easier to specify an appropriate
restricted kind of causal ancestry w thout the confinenment to the
physi cal i stic vocabul ary, but the challenge still remains to use the
purely causal vocabulary to capture exactly the right causal
ancestry. The challenge is far from being met.

Returning to our mainline discussion, there are a nunber of
known problenms besetting this part of H CHAT. Let nme nention just
one, which | believe is serious. As a general theory of reference
determ nati on for proper nanes, HI CHAT needs to be applicable to
every non-vacuous utterance token of a proper nanme. But in many
cases, the speaker utters a proper nanme w thout being in any
psychol ogi cal state that points in any specific direction for a
chain. She may utter a word sinply because she thinks it is the
right word to utter for the entity she wants, w thout connecti ng,

consci ously or subconsciously, her own utterance to any particul ar



prior utterance by sonebody else.?®
This part of HI CHAT is subject to another serious problem

which is | ess widely recogni zed and to which we shall now turn

V. Pragmatic Stability of Name Types

The problem concerns a certain kind of stability proper nane types
exhi bit throughout chains of transm ssion. The stability is by no
means universal but is an integral part of our linguistic practice as
we know it. By " nane types', | nean conbinatorial types, to be
individuated in terms of their constituent letters. Nane types are
not individuated in terns of reference in any way. There are two

di stinct kinds of stability of proper nane types exhibited in our
linguistic practice, and only one of themthreatens H CHAT. It is
not difficult to m stake the benign kind of stability as threatening
to HHCHAT. In order to forestall such a m stake and isolate the
troubling kind of stability clearly, let us discuss the benign kind
of stability first.

Jones utters the sentence, "~ Spot does not respond to verbal
commands'. Smith hears Jones's utterance and as a result utters the
sentence, "Spot is a cat', fully intending her utterance token of
"Spot’' to be coreferential with Jones's utterance token of "~Spot' she

has just heard. Assunme that Smth has no i ndependent grips on the



referent of Jones's utterance token of "Spot'. That is, Smth does
not perceive or renenber perceiving anything she thinks is the
referent of Jones's utterance token of “Spot'; nor does she have any
non-trivial uniquely identifying concept or set of concepts she
bel i eves applicable to the referent of Jones's utterance token of
"Spot'.® According to H CHAT, Smith's utterance token of " Spot'
inherits the referent of Jones's utterance token of the same word.
This is a typical case of reference transm ssion, or passing of
reference fromone link of a chain to the next.

Now consi der the follow ng atypical instance of reference
transm ssion: Smth hears Jones's utterance of the sentence " Spot
does not respond to verbal commmands' just as before, and as a result,
utters the sentence Garf is a cat', clearly and distinctly intending
her utterance token of "Garf' to be coreferential with Jones's
utterance token of "Spot'. As before, Smith has no i ndependent grips
on the referent of Jones's utterance token of “Spot'. The correct
expl anation of what Smth intends to predicate felinity of in this
atypical case points to Jones's utterance of “Spot' in exactly the
sanme proprietary way Hl CHAT says the correct explanation of what
Smith intends to predicate felinity of points to Jones's utterance of
"Spot' in the above typical case. Smth hears an utterance token of
"Spot' by Jones, believes it has a unique referent, wants to say of

that referent that it is a cat, and therefore utters "Garf is a cat',
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clearly and distinctly intending her utterance token of "Garf' to be
coreferential with Jones's utterance token of "Spot'. Thus, if

HI CHAT says, as it does, that Smth's utterance token of "“Spot' in
the typical case corefers with Jones's utterance token of “~Spot', it
shoul d al so say that Smith's utterance token of "Garf' in the
atypical case corefers with Jones's utterance token of "~Spot' just as
well. Nothing in the H CHAT picture of reference transm ssion makes
the difference between the two cases semantically significant; in
each case Smth's utterance token inherits the referent of Jones's
utterance token equally well.

It is true that the word "Spot' is not carried over from Jones
to Smth in the atypical case. This mght be said to make Smth's
utterance token initiate a new chain of transm ssion rather than
extendi ng the pre-existing chain of which Jones's utterance is the
latest link. Al the same, Smth's utterance inherits the referent
of Jones's utterance, if H CHAT is correct. |If Smth does start a
new chai n, the newness does not consist in the newness of the
referent but in the newness of the nane type. The nane is new only
in the sense of sounding and being spelled differently fromthe nane
Jones uttered, not in the sense of having a different referent. The
HI CHAT chain of transm ssion should be understood as a chain of
transm ssion of reference, not transm ssion of phonol ogical or

ort hographi cal features. Renmenber that HI CHAT is a theory of
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reference.”’

Smith's utterance of "Spot' in the typical case is perfectly
under st andabl e, whereas Smith's utterance of "Garf' in the atypical
case is puzzling. W would say "Spot' if we were in Smth's shoes,
havi ng heard Jones say Spot'. We would not shift to "Garf' or any
ot her nane type in order to achieve coreference with Jones's "~ Spot'.
We al nost al ways use, or at least try to use, the same nane type.

But why is this so? It cannot be a nere coincidence. There nust be
a justified basis for our practice of nane type preservation. But
according to HI CHAT, the difference between "Spot' and "Garf' here is
not semantically significant at all. This is where it is not
difficult to think that there is a problemfor H CHAT. To think so
woul d be a m stake, as | indicated at the beginning of this section,
but not for the reason which m ght easily come to m nd.

It m ght be said that H CHAT is a semantic theory (nore
specifically a theory of reference) and not a pragmatic theory, or a
t heory about how we use our | anguage. On the other hand, our
practice of sticking to the same nane type through a chain of
transm ssion is a phenonenon bel onging to pragmatics. Therefore, it
m ght be said, the phenonmenon is not for H CHAT to explain; it is to
be explained by a properly pragmatic theory.

This would be a bad way to exonerate HI CHAT fromthe putative

expl anatory inability. It is true that HICHAT is primarily a theory
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of reference, whereas a satisfactory explanation of the phenonenon in
guestion should cone froma pragmatic theory. But this does not nean
t hat the phenonenon is irrelevant to assessi ng H CHAT. Though
primarily nmeant as a theory of reference, HI CHAT al so contains sone
pragmatic elenment. Indeed, it tells a story of reference

determ nation in heavily pragmatic ternms. The notion of a chain of
transm ssion is the case in point. The chain is supposed to be
determ ned by the correct overall historical explanation concerning
the given utterance token, and the explanation is to be couched in

| argely pragmatic terns.® Also, even an entirely non-pragmatic

t heory of reference would be required to dovetail smoothly with a
correct pragmatic explanation of the phenonmenon; for after all, our
usual purpose of using a proper nane is to conmunicate reference, so
consi derations which notivate a particular use of a proper nane
shoul d address, anobng other things, the way an utterance token of the
name should refer to the desired entity. 1In this sense, a

sati sfactory theory of reference cannot be totally divorced froma
sati sfactory theory of pragmatics. A theory of reference which
explicitly denies that the reference determ ning mechanismit defends
is known by the speakers of the | anguage in any sense is not a
satisfactory theory of reference precisely because it is totally

di vorced from pragmatics.

Thus, HI CHAT should be able to endorse a satisfactory pragmatic

13



expl anati on of the pragmatic constancy in question of name types, if
it is a satisfactory theory of reference. Suppose that Smth tal ks
to Brown after hearing Jones. Smth wants her utterance to be
under st ood by Brown as accurately and snoothly as reasonably
possi ble. Does this nmake it nore appropriate for Smith to choose
"Spot' over "Garf'? Apparently not according to HI CHAT. Snmith wants
her utterance to be understood as being about a particular entity,
whi ch she believes to be the referent of Jones's utterance of ~ Spot'
she has heard. So she wants to choose a word for that entity to help
facilitate Brown's understanding. But if HI CHAT is correct, there is
no good reason why Smith should choose "Spot' rather than "Garf'. |If
HI CHAT is correct, upon hearing Smth's utterance, Brown is entitled
and expected to reason as follows: Smth's utterance token of the
name inherits the referent from whatever utterance token constituting
the preceding link in the chain of reference transm ssion and
therefore refers to what that utterance token referred to. Brown's
such reasoning should remain invariant whether Smth utters " Spot' or
“Garf'. So, HICHAT appears to fail to produce a satisfactory basis
for pragmatic constancy of nanme types.®

It is natural, and on the right track, to suggest that Smth's
choice of "Spot' over "Garf' is justified by the pragmatic convention
t hat one should use the sanme word to extend a chain of reference

transm ssion as the word used in the preceding link in the chain.
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But such a suggestion by itself is insufficient to save HI CHAT; for
it mght be said that if HH CHAT is correct, there is no good reason
to prefer such a convention to the rival convention that one may use
any word to extend a chain. What we need is a justification of the
convention itself, given H CHAT. Sonme m ght suggest that if nanes
shifted fromlink to link routinely, one would not know what nane to
use to extend a given chain. Under a convention of such shifty
links, it mght be said, Brown would not know what word to use to
refer to the entity Smth was tal king about. But this is not so.
Brown woul d know exactly what to do; she would be free to use any
name whatever to refer to the entity, so long as she utters it with
an appropriate coreferential intention |linking her utterance to
Smth's utterance.

The correct justification of the convention of the pragmatic
stability of name types under HI CHAT is quite sinple. The convention
enabl es the speakers to track coreference nore easily, for distinct
coreferential utterance tokens will be marked by their type identity.
So, two different name tokens of the same type are nore likely to be
coreferential under the convention than under the rival convention
whi ch al |l ows haphazard shifting of nanme types. O course, this is
not to say that type identity guarantees coreferentiality. But it
usually narrows down the set of putative coreferential tokens

significantly. Mre conplicated conventions which maintain a certain
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regularity of the shift -- e.g., the convention which says that when
reference is carried over fromlink L1 to a newlink L2, the nane
token uttered at L2 should contain the sane nunber of letters and
each letter should be the al phabetical successor of the correspondi ng
letter in the name token uttered at L1 -- would have the sane kind of
edge over the convention which allows haphazard shifting of nane
types but be clearly inferior to the sinpler convention of type

constancy in obvious inmportant respects.

V. Referential Stability of Name Types

HI CHAT can account for the pragmatic stability of name types in
transm ssion. There is, however, another kind of stability of name
types, toward which we are naturally inclined in our linguistic
practice and which defies HHCHAT. It is referential stability of
name types, that is, stability of reference for tokens of the sane
name type.

Suppose that Jane is teaching Jack history of nmathematics.
Jane di scusses a nunmber of mathematici ans by nanme, their biographies
and maj or achi evenments. Anong them are Gauss and Gal ois. Jack has
never heard of Gauss or Galois, or any other mathematicians Jane
menti ons, before Jane's lecture. During the |lecture, he m shears

Jane's word "Galois' in her utterance of the sentence "~ Galois died
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young' and thinks that she said " Gauss' instead. He does not m shear
any other utterance she makes. After the lecture, Jack has a
conversation with another person, Jill. In the course of describing
the content of Jane's l|lecture to Jill, Jack says, "Gauss died young",
clearly and distinctly intending his utterance token of "~ Gauss' to be
coreferential with Jane's utterance token in question, which in fact
was an utterance of "Galois' in the sentence "Galois died young' but
whi ch he thinks was an utterance of “~Gauss'. According to H CHAT,
Jack's utterance of "Gauss' refers to the referent of Jane's

utterance of "Galois', nanely, Galois. So according to H CHAT, Jack

says to Jill that Galois died young. But our natural intuition seens
to say that he does not and that he instead says to Jill that Gauss
di ed young.

There may be a sense in which Jack intends to say to Jill that

Gal oi s died young. But even so, intending to say sonmething does not
guarantee saying it. Jack generally uses "~Gauss' as he believes it
is used standardly by historians of mathematics |ike Jane, and
"Gauss' refers to Gauss as it is used standardly by historians of
mat hematics |i ke Jane. Unfortunately, Jack m shears Jane's word and
as a result ends up saying sonething he does not intend (in sone
sense of “intend') to say, nanely, that Gauss di ed young. He utters
the sentence " Gauss died young', and that sentence nmeans that Gauss

di ed young, so he says that Gauss di ed young.
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It is a mstake to say that in Jack's idiolect "Gauss' is a
name of Galois, not Gauss. |If Jane used " Gauss' for Galois and
"Galois' for Gauss consistently throughout her lecture, or if Jane
used the right nanmes for the right people but Jack m sheard them and
switched "Gauss' and " Galois' consistently throughout her | ecture,
then it would be plausible to suggest that “~Gauss' referred to Galois
and Galois' referred to Gauss in Jack's idiolect; for it would be
pl ausi bl e to suggest that Gauss was introduced to Jack under the nane
"Galois', and Gal ois under the nane "Gauss'. But Jane in fact uses
"Gauss' for Gauss and " Galois' for Galois consistently throughout her
| ecture and Jack in fact hears her correctly al most throughout her
| ecture, mshearing her word "Galois' only once. W could nmake
Jane's lecture as extensive and el aborate as we like if necessary. 1
Not only does HI CHAT offer no explanation of the referential
stability of name types as illustrated above but it insists on the
wrong verdict on the proper reference of the uttered name. This is a

serious problem for H CHAT, which remains to be addressed properly.

VI. Original Reference

We now turn to the second conponent of HI CHAT, viz., the original end
of a chain. For a given chain of utterance tokens of a nane, the

origin of the chain is supposed to determ ne a particular entity,
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which is to be the referent of any subsequent utterance token of the
name in the chain. In what does such determ nation consist? The
nost natural answer to this crucial question is that the

determ nation consists in reference; at the origin an utterance token
of a nane is produced and made to refer to a particular entity. The
poi nt of creating an origin is to effect such original reference.

Any subsequent utterance token of the name connected to the origin
through a chain will sinply inherit that original referent. Natural
as it may sound, this is an incorrect answer. To see why, let us

| ook at standard ways of creating an origin:

(1) | hereby nane this cat "~ Spot'.
(2) | hereby introduce the word Spot' to be a proper nanme of
this cat.

Pronouncenments such as these are usually assuned to be endowed with
the power to start a new chain for the nanme "Spot', if anything is.
But neither (1) nor (2) contains an occurrence of the word " Spot'
that is fit to stand in the reference relation to anything when
produced as part of an utterance token of the sentence. In both
sentences, the only occurrence of the word "Spot' is that of a word
nenti oned, not used. The word "~ Spot' occurs between quotation marks

in (1) and (2), and that is a standard conventional signal of the
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word's being nmentioned rather than used. O course, quotation marks

are inessential; the fact that the word is mentioned rather than used
may be made cl ear by any of a number of other neans, e.g.,
italicization or bold-facing. Sonetinmes even in the absence of any

explicit indicator of mentioning, the word may well be best

under st ood as being nentioned rather than used: e.qg.

(3) | hereby nane this cat Spot.
(4) | hereby introduce the word Spot to be a proper nane of
this cat.

The particul ar token occurrence of the word "Spot' in a particular
utterance token of any of (1) - (4) is nentioned, not used, hence not
used to refer, hence not used to refer to the cat in question. Thus,
standard pronouncenents such as (1) - (4) are unfit to be enployed to
effect original reference.

To see even nore clearly that it is not the business of
i ntroductory pronouncenents in general to effect original reference,
we only need to consider the follow ng varieties of such a

pronouncenment :

(5) | hereby nane this cat es-pee-oh-tee.

(6) | hereby introduce the word consisting of the nineteenth
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letter of the English al phabet foll owed by the sixteenth
letter of the English al phabet foll owed by the fifteenth
letter of the English al phabet foll owed by the twentieth
letter of the English al phabet to be a proper nanme of this

cat .

I n neither of these pronouncenents does the word " Spot' occur at all,
used or nmentioned. Instead, the word is uniquely specified by a
conplete specification of its constitution. (5) uses proper nanes of
the constituent letters, while (6) uses definite descriptions

denoting the constituent letters. Since the nane in question does

not occur in (5) or (6) at all, no particular utterance token of
ei t her pronouncenment will contain a token occurrence of the nane and
therefore will not effect original reference.!!

| am not denying the possibility of original reference. (1) -
(6) are certainly not the only possible pronouncenments by which we

can i ntroduce nanes. Consi der:

(7) | hereby nane this cat by saying the followi ng: This cat
is Spot.
(8) | hereby introduce a proper nane of this cat as | say the

following: This cat is Spot.
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(7) and (8) differ from (1) - (6) by containing the word " Spot' as
bei ng used, not nmentioned, and therefore are fit to effect original
reference. We mght say that just as saying "l prom se to pay you
back"” is sufficient for promsing to pay back, saying (7) or (8) is
sufficient for making one's utterance token of "Spot' in it refer to
the cat. At least, | amnot objecting to such a possibility.

The first part of a pronouncenment such as (7) and (8) in which
a performative verb occurs explicitly, "I hereby name ..." or |
hereby introduce ..."', mght not even be necessary. Sinply by
saying, "This cat is Spot", with the right intention in the right
setup, one mght be said to be able to succeed in introducing " Spot"
as a nane of the cat, where in doing so one would be making one's
utterance token of "Spot' refer to the cat.

In any case, using a nane at |east does not seemto be a
hi ndrance to a successful nanme introduction. The fact remains,
however, that since we can introduce a name w thout using the name
and since, according to H CHAT, reference is a relation between a
used token occurrence of a nane and an entity, it is incorrect to say
t hat, according to Hl CHAT, whenever a nane is introduced, reference
inevitably takes place. A satisfactory general theory of reference
along the |lines of HI CHAT therefore needs to | ook for another
relati on between a name and an entity which holds in every possible

i nstance of nane introducti on.
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One interesting consequence of this is that a chain of
transm ssion cannot in general be a chain of transm ssion of
reference. Consider a very short chain consisting of two |inks, an
initial name introduction and one subsequent use of the nanme. |If the
name introduction is performed wi thout any utterance token of the
name occurring, then no reference takes place. So, whatever is

transmtted to the next link in the chain cannot be reference.

VI1. Original Nam ng

The determ nation of an entity at an origin does not in general
consist in reference. |In what does it consist then? The answer,
soneone m ght say, is already clearly suggested by all of the above
exanpl es of pronouncenents of introduction, (1) - (8). It is namng
An origin introduces a word as a nane of sonething, it m ght be said,
and the entity of which the word in question has been introduced to
be a nane will be the referent of all subsequent utterance tokens of
the name in the chain. This idea has considerable intuitive appeal;
original nam ng and subsequent reference certainly appear to have to
go together. However, the idea suffers froma fundanental problem
viz., the obscurity of the very notion of nam ng. What kind of
relation is namng? It has to be a relation between an expression

type and an entity. For if it were a relation between an expression
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token and an entity, the objection against the idea of original
reference discussed in the preceding section would apply just as
wel | ; some name-introducing utterances do not contain name tokens (as
used). The namng relation, if legitimte and understood as a

rel ati on between an expression type and an entity, is obviously many-
many; one expression type may nanme many entities and one entity may
be named by nmany expression types. This makes several easy answers

to the follow ng question obviously wong:

(iii) What follows fromthe word type " Spot' nam ng, or

bei ng a nanme of, the cat?

The follow ng are sanples of such obviously wong answers:

(a) Any sentence utterance token of the form Spot is F' is
true if and only if the cat is F.

(b) Any sentence utterance token that is true if and only if
the cat is F contains the word " Spot'.

(c) Anyone who tal ks about the cat uses, or should use, the
word ~ Spot .

(d) Anyone who uses the word "Spot' with a referenti al
intention tal ks, or should be tal king, about the cat.

(e) Anyone who wants to be understood as tal king about the cat
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shoul d use the word " Spot'.

(f) Anyone who wants to talk about the cat by nanme shoul d use
the word " Spot'.

(g) Anyone who fills out an official docunment about the cat

shoul d use the word " Spot'.

| ndeed, nothing interesting seens to follow fromthe fact that
someone has made " Spot' a nane of the cat. | conclude, at |east
tentatively, that namng is an enpty notion and that " Spot' being a
name of the cat is an enpty state of affairs.?1?

It will not do to suggest that what is nanmed at a nane
introduction is what the introducer has in mnd as the object of
namng in the introduction, for it remains obscure what it is to have
sonething in mnd as the object of namng in one's current name
i ntroduction. The problemat hand is to spell out what it is to be
the object of nam ng. The suggestion says that it is to be had in
m nd by the introducer as the object of nam ng. But what is it for
the introducer to have an object in mnd as the object of nam ng? W
do not understand this notion, for it contains the notion of being
t he object of nam ng, which is precisely at issue to be clarified.

| can think of no other plausible explication of the notion of
determ nation of an entity at an origin. Therefore, | conclude, at

| east tentatively, that the notion is either primtive or enpty. But
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it is unsatisfactory to say that it is primtive, for it is obviously
a theoretical notion, conjured up as part of HI CHAT, and as such
requires at |east as nmuch explication as warranted by the theoretical
wei ght the notion has to carry in H CHAT. Not even a partia
explication seems forthcomng. It remains nysterious. | say it is

nmyst eri ous because it is enpty.

VI11. Reference as Assignnent

We have identified two problens for HI CHAT: the conflict with the

referential stability of name types, and the obscurity of the notion

of an original determ nation of an entity. | shall now make a
proposal which is free fromboth problens. It is a sinple theory,
and if any theory deserves the label “direct reference theory', it

does. Kripke et al. have shown how wrong-headed it is to assim |l ate
proper names to definite descriptions, and the troubles plaguing
HI CHAT i ndi cate how wrong-headed it is to assim/late proper nanes to
i ndexi cals. The proposal | endorse does not assim | ate proper names
to definite descriptions or indexicals.

A uni que denotation of a definite description is detern ned
relative to a context of evaluation. The reference of an indexica
is determned relative to a context of utterance. The reference of a

proper name, in contrast, is not determned relative to a context of

26



evaluation or relative to a context of utterance. It is a mstake
common to both descriptivismand H CHAT to assune that a context of
either kind is sufficient to determ ne reference for nanmes. It would
al so be a mstake to think that the two kinds of context put together
woul d determ ne reference for nanes. Instead, the reference of a
proper name is determned relative to sonething entirely different

and i ndependent, viz., an assignment. The notion of an assignnment

may be best understood with the help of the notion of a variable.
Syntactically, a variable is a singular term that is, it conbines
with a one-place predicate to forma sentence. Semantically,
however, variables are unlike other singular ternms. The reference of
a variable is not determned relative to a context of evaluation or
relative to a context of utterance. |In fact, it is customary to
avoi d speaking of the reference of a variable altogether. This
customis apparent in the common practice of calling the result of
combining a variable with a one-place predicate an "open sentence'.
Unli ke a closed sentence, an open sentence does not express a

conpl ete thought, or a proposition, even relative to a context of
utterance. An entity needs to be "plugged into" the position marked
by the variable before a proposition is expressed. Wen a particular
entity Eis "plugged into" the position marked by "x', an open
sentence of the form x is F' expresses a particular proposition

which is true if and only if Eis F. Differently but equivalently
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put, the proposition expressed by x is F' relative to a particular

"plugging in" for "x' is true if and only if the entity "plugged in"

for "x' has the property expressed by 'is F'. It is futile to object
to this by objecting to the relativization of propositional
expression. Propositional expression already needs relativization

i ndependently of open sentences. |Indexicals call for relativization
of propositional expression to contexts of utterance. Wy shoul d
vari abl es not call for further relativization?

The proposal | endorse says that sentences containing proper
names shoul d be treated just as open sentences. The sentence " Spot
is a cat' expresses a proposition only relative to an assignnent;
relative to an assignment of entity E to "Spot', it expresses a
proposition which is true if and only if Eis a cat. Thus, we my
say that reference for a proper nane is the converse of assignnent;
"Spot' refers to the cat if and only if the cat is assigned to
"Spot'. An assignnment of an entity to a proper nane is not nediated
by anything, any nore than an assignnent of an entity to a free
variable is.*® 1In this sense, reference of a proper nanme is

genuinely direct. The directness of reference of a proper nane is an

i mredi at e consequence of the directness of assignnent. 4

| X. Pragmatics of Assignment
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Assignment is direct in the above sense and as a result semantically
arbitrary. Anything whatever may be assigned to any token occurrence
of any proper name w thout violating any semantic rule. There is
absolutely no semantic constraint on assignnment. However, there are
a nultitude of pragmatic constraints on assignnent. Some assighnents
are pragmatically better than others. Again, variables help us

understand the issue clearly. Consider the open sentence:

(9) x is an aninmal.

As far as semantics is concerned, there is no restriction on what
entity to assign to "x'; an assignnent of a deer would result in a
true proposition but an assignnent of a head of |ettuce would result
in a fal se proposition. Any entity is as good as any other for
successful expression of a proposition. But suppose that we | ook at

(9) as part of the |longer sentence:

(10) For sonme x, x is an animal.

Suppose further that (10) is neant to be a first-order |ogical
regi mentation of the sentence "Sonething is an aninmal' as uttered by
a particul ar speaker, call her Sue, on a particular occasion. For

t he purpose of delineating the truth condition for the proposition
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expressed by Sue's utterance of (10) -- or its English original --
not every entity is as good as every other. Only those entities that
are menbers of the range of the quantifier "for some x' wll do.
Which entities are included in the range is a matter of pragmatics,
deci ded by contextual factors surrounding Sue's utterance.

Therefore, which entities' satisfaction or |ack thereof counts is a
matter of pragmatics. The proposition expressed by Sue's utterance
of (10) is true if and only if the range of the quantifier determ ned
by the context of Sue's utterance contains sone entity that is an

ani mal .

Sal ly says:

(11) Spot is cute.

Semantically, this sentence is on a par with the open sentence x is
cute' occurring separately. Pragmatically, however, it is nore |ike

t he open sentence occurring as part of a quantified sentence, say:

(12) For exactly one x, x is cute.

That is, when the sentence (11) is uttered in any standard way, the
context of utterance usually determ nes a particular set of entities

as the relevant domain of discourse. It is expected that any entity
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assigned to Spot' with respect to the context be a nenmber of that
domain. At the sanme time, there is also an inportant difference

bet ween (11) and quantified sentences like (12). Wth respect to a
particul ar context of utterance of (11), one particular entity in the
contextual ly determ ned domain usually | oons |arge in sone

conspi cuous manner anong all other nenbers, pronpting its assignnment
to Spot'. But for quantified sentences |like (12), or nore

preci sely, their English counterparts |like "Exactly one thing is
cute', no one particular nmenmber of the contextually determ ned domain
usual |y needs to | oom | arger than others, distinguishing itself as

the prime candi date as the val ue of " x The special entity in the
domain for “~Spot' may be the entity the speaker has in mnd in sone
special way at the time of her utterance of “Spot', or the entity the
person from whom t he speaker inherited the nane had in mnd in some
speci al way when uttering Spot', or the entity nost nenmbers of the
community have in mnd in sonme special way when they utter “Spot', or
the entity nost nenbers of a certain particular subgroup (say, the
"experts" in sonme specialized area) of the community have in mnd in
sone special way when they utter "~Spot'. There are other
possibilities.

Suppose that Sally is well acquainted with a particular cat and

has that cat clearly and distinctly in m nd when she utters " Spot' as

part of her sentence of (11). Moreover, the way in which she has the
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cat in mnd is such that she thinks of the cat, and of nothing el se,
as being cute, as she utters (11). |Is it then not incorrect to
assign anything other than the cat in question to "~Spot' for the
delineation of the truth condition for her utterance token of the
sentence? | say that it is indeed incorrect not to assign the cat to
"Spot' in such a situation, but the incorrectness is strictly
pragmatic, not semantic. |f asked, Sally would undoubtedly say, "M
utterance token of “Spot is cute' expresses a proposition which is
true if and only if the cat in question is cute". She would be
perfectly justified in saying so. And it would be unreasonable to
assign anything else to her utterance token of "Spot'. Yet at the
sane tinme, it is semantically perm ssible to assign sonething else to
her utterance of the nane. It is perfectly legitinmate and strains
nothing to say that relative to the assignnment of the head of |ettuce
in my refrigerator, Sally's utterance token of (11) expresses a
proposition which is true if and only if the head of lettuce in ny
refrigerator is cute. By this | do not nean that Sally's sentence
woul d express a proposition which is true if and only if the lettuce
is cute, if Sally's utterance token of "Spot' referred to the

| ettuce. To say so would inply that in fact Sally's utterance token
of "~ Spot' absolutely does not refer to the lettuce. There is no fact
of the matter about the reference of Sally's utterance token of

"Spot' prior to a particular assignnment of an entity to that token,
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and any assignnent is as semantically legitimte as any ot her.

When we readily agree that what Sally says is true if and only
if the cat is cute, we are already assunmi ng a particul ar assignhnent.
Since we know who is making the utterance and how the cat figures in
her mental |ife as she nakes the utterance, it is quite natural for
us to assunme such an assignnment. Natural and pragmatically justified
as it may be, the assunption is not semantically sanctioned. To
think otherwise is to make a m stake not unlike the m stake Keith
Donnel | an seens to have made when he apparently proposed to analyze
the truth condition of (the proposition expressed by) a sentence of
the form The Fis G as uttered with the definite description being
used "referentially” in terns of what the speaker has in mnd. \Wen
a party goer sees sonmeone sipping a glass of clear liquid with an
olive in it and says, "The martini drinker is happy", having the
si pper in mnd, Donnellan seens to suggest that the utterance token
(expresses a proposition which) is true if and only if the sipper is
happy. But such a suggestion confuses what the sentence says wth
what the speaker intends to say. The sipper gains no upper hand in
this regard over other party goers by being had in m nd by the
speaker. The uttered sentence (expresses a proposition which) is
true if and only if the martini drinker at the party is happy. |If
t he sipper happens to be the martini drinker, then the uttered

sentence (expresses a proposition which) is true if and only if the
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si pper is happy, but this is so not because the sipper is had in m nd
by the speaker but because the sipper is the martini drinker, that

is, he is the denotation of the uttered definite description.?®

Li kewi se, the fact that Sally has the cat in mnd, in whatever

speci al way, when uttering (11) carries no semantic weight. Unlike
definite descriptions, proper nanmes do not have reference-determ ning
contents, so that there is no i ndependent semantic nmechani sm which
singles out a particular entity as the right object of assignnment.

But that is an expected difference between definite descriptions and
proper nanes. Semantic irrelevance of what the speaker has in mnd

remai ns a conmon factor.

X. Epil ogue

The first defect of H CHAT was that it conflicts with the referenti al
stability of name types. The proposal | am endorsing does not suffer
fromthis defect. It explains the referential stability of nane
types in a sinple straightforward way, exploiting the pragmatic
stability of name types. In a linguistic comunity in which the
convention underlying the pragmatic stability of nane types generally
prevails, another pragmatic convention tends to take hold, nanely,

t he convention of interpreting tokens of the sane nanme type

uniformy. We live in such a community. So, whenever we encounter
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utterance tokens of the same name type, ceteris paribus, we naturally

tend to assign themthe sane entity. Especially, when a newy
produced utterance token is unacconpani ed by the speaker's intention
to introduce a nanme anew, as it is the case with Jack's utterance of
"Gauss', we quite naturally tend to assign to the utterance the
entity we routinely assign to other tokens of the sanme nane type
occurring in the sane kind of discourse, e.g., mathematical discourse
in Jack's case. Since reference is the converse of assignnment, this
explains why it is naturally intuitive to say that Jack's utterance
t oken of "~ Gauss' refers to Gauss.

The second defect of HI CHAT was the obscurity of the notion of
the determ nation of an entity at the origin of a chain of
transm ssion. Since the proposal | endorse does not nention any such
chain to explain reference, it is free fromthe defect.
Nevert hel ess, one m ght wonder how it can make sense of the notion of
an introduction of a nanme. On the proposal | endorse, to introduce a
nane N as a nane of an entity E is to propose to assign E to tokens
of NN It is of course not the sane as proposing to assign E to al
tokens of N, but only sonme of themin the future (or in sonme cases
like (5) and (6), at present as well as in the future). Upon
| ear ni ng about such an introduction, one nay or may not accept the
proposal and participate in the practice of such an assignnment. |If

one does, one wll be using N as a nanme of E. The notion of nam ng
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explicated in such ternms is obviously unfit for the purpose of
def endi ng HI CHAT.
HI CHAT suffers fromthe sane basic m stake descriptivismis

guilty of. It may be called the Inherent Reference Fallacy. It is

the fallacy of assum ng that for any given utterance token of a
proper name, if one determnes all the factors pertaining to the
producti on of that utterance token, e.g., all the usual contextual
factors plus all facts about the surrounding linguistic contexts plus
all facts about the psycho-socio-historical facts about the speaker
and ot her people directly or indirectly involved in the production of
the utterance, then one has determ ned the reference of that
utterance token. The proposal | endorse rejects this assunption.
| ndeed, it rejects a stronger assunption, nanmely, that the total
natural (including psycho-socio-historical) facts about the entire
worl d surrounding a given utterance token of a proper nanme determ nes
its reference. Reference does not cone fromthe naturalistic facts
of the world. It conmes froman assignnent. A person's choosing a
particul ar assignnent is sonmething that occurs or fails to occur
largely in the natural world, but not the assignment itself.

Finally, do | endorse a simlar view for other linguistic
expressi ons than proper nanes, say, predicates? Let us take the
predicate "is married" as an exanple. Consider the follow ng

proposal : the property expressed by a particular utterance token of
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the predicate is not determ ned by the total natural facts about the
worl d surrounding the utterance but by an assignnent of a property to
the utterance. Do | endorse such a proposal? It depends. In ny
view, there is one inportant difference between proper nanes and
predicates like "is married . |f proper names have nmeani ngs, they do
not make a substantial contribution to the determ nation of the
reference of utterance tokens. The contribution is only schematic.

At best, the neaning of any proper nanme is the sane as any ot her
proper name and is sonmething |like the rule saying that the referent

of any utterance token of a proper nane is relative to an entity
assignnment and that the assigned entity is the referent relative to
the assignment. |n contrast, the nmeaning of the predicate "is
married" does make a substantial contribution to the determ nation of
the property expressed by its utterance tokens. |If a given utterance
t oken of the predicate neans what the predicate neans in English,

viz., Is married, then the utterance token expresses the property of

being married. 1If, on the other hand, it nmeans, say, what "is bald
means in English, then the utterance token expresses the property of
being bald. So, the crucial question is: Do the total natural facts
about the world surrounding a given utterance token of the predicate
“is married determ ne the neaning of the utterance token? |If the
answer is "Yes", then predicates like "is married" are not |ike

proper nanes in that the |Inherent Property-Expression Fallacy
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(understood after the Inherent Reference Fallacy) is not a fallacy.
On the other hand, if the answer is "No" and the Inherent Property-
Expression Fallacy is indeed a fallacy, then predicates like "is
married' are simlar to proper nanes in this regard. However, even
then, there still remains an inportant difference, nanely, that
proper names are directly referential but predicates like "is
married' are not, for their property expression is nediated by

somet hi ng, viz., neanings.?1
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NOTES

1. This is not a definition of reference. It would be circular as a

definition since it involves the notion of referential opacity, which

is parasitic on the notion of reference.

2. The choice between the two alternatives depends on one's Vview on

how the reference of a denpnstrative is detern ned.

3. Sone adherents of HI CHAT woul d probably not be happy with ny use
of the word "neaning' in this connection, while others m ght not m nd
it. Sonme in the first group would identify the meaning of a proper
name with its referent: e.g., [Salnon, 1986]. Such identification
flies in the face of the notion of meaning according to which the
meani ng of a proper nane determ nes reference in a way parallel to
the way the nmeaning of an indexical determ nes reference. The
meani ng of an indexical, say, '|I', is certainly not identical wth

t he speaker; for one thing, the speaker changes from one context of
utterance to another but the neaning of "|I' does not. What Kapl an

calls characters conme closer to what | am cal ling neani ngs than what
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he calls contents do; see [Kaplan, 1979, pp.401-412].

4. A nmere difference in the chain itself does not mark one proper
name type as distinguished from another, for one and the same proper

name type may be uttered many times, |eaving behind different chains.

5. Do not snmuggle in a causal theory by saying that even in such a
use of a nanme, there nust be a unique causal chain which points in
the direction of the referent. There is little reason to believe

that there has to be such a chain in every possible case.

6. An exanple of a trivial such concept is "the referent of Jones's

utterance token of "~ Spot'".

7. Avery simlar point is made by Thomas MKay in [ McKay, 1994,
pp. 293-302]. | cane to know of MKay's article after conpleting the

third full draft of this paper.

8. Purely physicalistic causal theories of reference would avoid the
vocabul ary of pragmatics altogether. But this counts for little,
given a high degree of inplausibility of purely physicalistic causal

t heori es.

9. McKay offers an explanation, consonant with HI CHAT, for the
pragmatic stability of nanme types; see [ McKay, 1994, p.296]. But his
expl anation in terns of Mental ese nerely pushes the need for

expl anati on one step back to the level of nental tokens (or |abels
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for "storage bins" in the mnd). It |eaves unexplained the pragmatic
stability of name types between uttered tokens and | abels for our

"storage bins" in our mnds, and also anmpbng such | abels thensel ves.

10. This exanple m ght be sonewhat rem niscent of Jay Rosenberg's
“Schlick'/ Neurath' exanple in [Rosenberg, 1993, pp.510-513].

However, there are inportant differences between the two. First,
Rosenberg uses his exanple to make two points, viz., that the kind of
coreferential intention HI CHAT tal ks about is not necessary for
preservation of reference in communicative transaction, and that it
is also not sufficient. In contrast, | amonly arguing against the
sufficiency here. Second and nore inportantly, Rosenberg presupposes

a substantial picture of reference deternmi nation in his argunments

when he says, "... if Helnut just sticks to the substance of Heidi's
narrative, it seens that he will automatically, so to speak, be
referring to Moritz Schlick ... If he successfully reproduces the

content of Heidi's narrative, Helmut runs no risk of inadvertently

referring to soneone other than the person to whom Heidi referred”
[ Rosenberg, 1993, pp.511-512, enphasis his]. It is clear fromthe
surroundi ng text that Rosenberg believes a cluster-theory version of

descriptivism for instance, he says |ater about a somewhat nodified

“Schlick'/ Neurath' exanple, "... what determ nes our intuitive
verdicts regarding Helnmut's references is ... what Hel nut says
about the persons he calls “Schlick' and "Neurath' -- i.e., the
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descriptive statenments containing the nanes "Mritz Schlick' and
"Otto Neurath' which Hel nut actually endorses” [Rosenberg, 1993,
p. 513, enphasis his]. | do not hold any version of descriptivism
al so disagree with his positive proposal about reference

determ nation couched in ternms of procedures in doxastic nechanics.

11. Nathan Sal non objects to the characterization of indexicals as
expressi ons whose semanti c val ues belong to utterance tokens rather
than to utterance types in [Sal non, 1987, pp.81-83]. He says that
semanti c val ues of indexicals belong to indexical types relative to
contexts of utterance, rather than to utterance tokens. Hi s reason
is the correct observation that utterance tokens underdeterm ne
contexts of utterance, that is, one and the same utterance token
could occur in different contexts of utterance. But it does not
follow fromthis observation that the semantic val ues do not bel ong
to utterance tokens. It only follows that if semantic val ues bel ong
to utterance tokens, then they belong to utterance tokens relative to
contexts. Salnon's correct observation strengthens the need for
contextual relativization, but nothing nmore. |In particular, it does
not help establish the claimthat reference takes place in the

absence of an utterance token of a nane.

12. J. L. Austin says, "The illocutionary act "takes effect' in

certain ways, as distinguished from produci ng consequences in the

43



sense of bringing about states of affairs in the normal' way, i.e.,
changes in the natural course of events. Thus, "I name this ship

the Queen Elizabeth' has the effect of naming or christening the

ship; then certain subsequent acts such as referring to it as the

Ceneralissinmo Stalin will be out of order”™ [Austin, 1965, p.116]. It

is unclear exactly what Austin neans by "out of order', but there is

certainly nothing semantically out of order in using Generalissino

Stalin' to refer to the ship even after the christening. It is not

even pragmatically out of order unless the christening event in

gquestion is taken as somehow carrying sonme uni que pragmatic
aut hority.

When | say that naming is enpty, | do not nean to deny that
there is a correct answer to such a question as "What is the nane of
the inventor of the bifocal |lens?" The relation of namng that is
appropriate to such a question is philosophically quite
uni nteresting. The nanme of a person in this sense of namng is
sonething |ike the expression associated with the person by his/her
| egal guardian in a certain appropriate official manner (e.g., being

entered in the box | abeled "NAME' on the person's birth certificate).

13. | once proposed to assin|late proper nanes to bound variables in

[ Yagi sawa, 1984, pp.195-208]. | no longer hold that view

14. As far as | know, David Kaplan was the first to nention free
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vari abl es as a nodel of direct reference, in [Kaplan, 1989, pp.483-
484]. Kapl an, however, says that denonstratives, e.g., “dthat', are
directly referential. | use the phrase "directly referential' in
such a way as to exclude denpnstratives and indexicals from being
directly referential. No singular term whose reference is determ ned
relative to a context of utterance (or a context of evaluation, or
any other possible yet undiscovered kind of context) is directly

referential in nmy sense.
15. See [Donnell an, 1966, pp.647-658] and [Kripke, 1979, pp.6-27].

16. Earlier versions of this paper were presented at Tul ane
University and Virginia Commonweal th university in April and May of
1994. | thank all participants for beneficial discussion. | also

t hank Eugene MIls, Mark Richard, Steven Ri eber, and Robert Stal naker
for stimulating conversations on the topic. This project was
partially supported by the School of Humanities at the California

State University, Northridge.
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