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Some demonstrative expressions, those we might term ‘bare demonstratives’, appear without any appended descriptive content (e.g. occurrences of ‘this’ or ‘that’ simpliciter).  However, it seems that the majority of demonstrative occurrences do not follow this model.  ‘Complex demonstratives’ is the collective term I shall use for  phrases formed by adjoining one or more common nouns to a demonstrative expression (e.g. ‘that cat’, ‘this happy man’) and I will call the combination of predicates immediately concatenated with the demonstrative in such phrases the ‘matrix’ of the expression.  The question, then, is how we should construe the logical form of such expressions within a semantic theory for our language; and I wish to suggest that some recent answers to this question are, in fact, mistaken.  The structure of the paper is as follows: first, I wish to highlight two (often underlying) assumptions about the nature of noun phrases in general, and suggest that, if they are both adopted, they apparently constrain the possible accounts of the logical form of complex demonstratives to just three options.  The second and third parts of the paper will be concerned with expanding these options and arguing that none of them are adequate; thus the major part of the paper is concerned with the negative claim that the most obvious moves to make in this area must actually fail on closer inspection.  The fourth and final section will then (very briefly) sketch the positive thesis of the paper: that we can deliver a clear and cohesive account of complex demonstratives, armed simply with elements which we will draw from David Kaplan’s theory of demonstratives, but only at the cost of rejecting (or at least refining) one assumption we recognised initially.

(1) The Nature of Noun Phrases and the Problem of Complex Demonstratives:


Two assumptions often made, either explicitly or implicitly, by theorists working in this area are: 


(A1)
All noun phrases are either quantifier expressions or referring terms


(A2) 
All directly referential terms must be semantically simple.
  

The expression ‘directly referential’ in (A2) is a technical term, first introduced in Kaplan (1977), and labels those expressions which stand in the most immediate or intimate of relations with the objects to which they attach, e.g. demonstratives and indexicals.  The idea is that at some fundamental level such expressions do not describe objects but advert to them in some more direct, non-descriptive manner; however, clarifying exactly how we should think of this basic insight is a question we shall have to return to again in the final section of this paper.  The first assumption above acts as a working hypothesis for most philosophers of language concerned with logical form and, since it can be independently motivated, we should try to preserve it if we can.
  The motivation for the second assumption is, I would suggest, less obvious, but there does seem to be some kind of intuitive ‘bite’ to the idea that a truly singular, or directly referential, term must not be descriptive of the object it refers to, and this might seem to require semantic simplicity on behalf of the linguistic token.  These underlying assumptions about the nature of the explanandum are brought to the fore in one of the stated assumptions of Stephen Neale’s paper ‘Term Limits’:


(T1) Every meaningful noun phrase (NP) in natural language is either a semantically unstructured, rigid referring expression (singular term) or else a semantically structured, restricted quantifier.


Given these two assumptions about the nature of noun phrases the problem posed by complex demonstratives should be immediately obvious: we have an expression which (due to the demonstrative term at its head) seems to be directly referential, but one which also serves to describe the object in question (thanks to the concatenated predicate(s)) and thus would seem more akin to quantifier phrases.  If we wish to preserve the assumptions above then we need to show either how complex demonstratives can be assimilated to the class of quantifier expressions (thus giving the descriptive component a semantic role to play) or how they can be treated as directly referential terms (thus revealing them to be semantically simple, despite appearances to the contrary).  This at once imposes a division on the territory possible solutions might occupy: they may either treat the matrix of the expression as making a semantic contribution to the whole, so that all or part of the expression must be analysed as a predicate phrase (the suggestion to be pursued in Part 2); or they may treat the matrix as semantically irrelevant, thus allowing the whole expression to be treated as an ordinary term of direct reference (the suggestion of Part 3).

2 ~ Allow the Matrix to Form Part of the Content:

Theories which occupy this territory recognise the apparently meaningful presence of the matrix in a complex demonstrative and seek to accommodate this fact by incorporating it at a semantic level.  This is achieved by allowing the concatenated common nouns to form part of the literal content of the speaker’s utterance and so to form part of the truth conditions of the whole expression.  Thus, e.g., for an utterance of “that cat is black” to be true, the object in question must not only be black, it must also be a cat.  However, there are divergent ways of incorporating this initial assumption into a semantic theory.  One way is to ignore the apparent unity of the demonstrative term and its matrix, and to treat them as semantically autonomous; the second is to view ‘that’ as a quantifier in its own right, with the matrix operating as its restriction.  So, let us look at each of these suggestions in turn.

2.i ~ ‘That’ operates independently of the matrix:


One way to grant the matrix semantic role would be to treat the demonstrative and the predicate as (semantically) entirely distinct.  So, for example, in ‘That cat is black’, we might first analyse the demonstrative simply as the bare ‘that’ (referring directly to an object), and then posit a separate predication, concerning whichever referent ‘that’ has secured, attributing the properties of cathood and blackness.  Thus the logical form is akin to:


(1)  [that x] (Cx & Bx)


(where ‘Cx’ = x is a cat, ‘Bx’ = x is black).

However, there is a problem with adopting this position, for it appears that such an analysis of logical form actually creates divergent results from those we would predict for the unanalysed complex demonstrative.  In certain embedded contexts, whilst we judge uses of complex demonstratives to come out false, this formulation yields truths.


To see this let us look at how the complex demonstrative ‘that philosopher’ functions under the necessity operator:


(2)  ( (that philosopher exists ( s/he is a philosopher)

Confining ourselves to the notion of metaphysical necessity, (2) comes out as false; what it claims is that, if the object referred to by ‘that philosopher’ exists, then it must be, necessarily, a philosopher.  Thus if (2) were true, objects picked out by complex demonstratives would have to instantiate the properties of the matrix essentially.  Yet, a moment’s consideration shows that this is not what we expect from complex demonstratives at all.  If I utter “That philosopher might not have written Descriptions”, and succeed in referring to a particular philosopher (say SN), then this object remains the referent of my utterance at other possible worlds or circumstances of evaluation, despite any changes it may undergo.  Particularly, whether or not the object continues to instantiate the predicate ‘is a philosopher’ seems irrelevant.  What this illustrates is that we do not expect objects, picked out by complex demonstratives, to have to essentially instantiate the property used in the original context of utterance.  (This is reinforced by the recognition of perfectly true utterances which assert this possibility directly, e.g. “That philosopher might not have been a philosopher”.)  However, if we consider (2) analysed along the lines of the current suggestion, it seems we derive very different results.  


If we adopt the proposal in hand, and analyse the complex demonstrative as an initial ‘free-standing’ demonstrative, operating as a term of direct reference, followed by a conjunction of any predicates mentioned, and then place this whole expression under a modal operator the resulting proposition is unquestionably true.  This becomes clear if we formalise this proposal for treating (2), using an abstraction operator:


(3)  ( [(x.((x & Ex ( (x) (that)]

(where ‘(x’= ‘x is a philosopher’, ‘Ex’ = ‘x exists’ and ‘(x’ denotes the function specified by ‘that’).

The denoted function serves merely to supply an object, a value for the variable, which is then the subject of the ensuing act of predication; and it is indeed necessarily true that, if the object selected by the function is both a philosopher and exists, then the object must be a philosopher.  We have a logical form with a conditional antecedent consisting of a conjunction of predicate assignments and a consequent which simply reiterates one of these conjuncts; there is thus no possible world where the antecedent is true and the consequent is false, and the whole modal proposition is thus true.  Yet this is in stark contrast to the intuitive falsehood we originally recognised in (2).  So, we cannot assign the matrix semantic value by dividing the logical form; however, we still have a second option here, whereby we treat the entire expression as akin to a quantified noun phrase.

2.ii ~ ‘That’ functions as a quantifier, its matrix as a restriction:


One way to understand ‘that’ when it appears concatenated with a common noun would be as some kind of quantifier plus adjoined descriptive material.  In this way the complete expression could be semantically aligned with other restricted quantifier phrases (i.e. a complex demonstrative such as ‘that man’ would belong to the same semantic class as ‘all men’, ‘the man’, etc.).
  However, there appears to be an immediate objection to such a move; for on this kind of approach we appear to lose the stability of extension across worlds that we associated with demonstrative expressions.  That is to say, as Kaplan emphasised, at any circumstance of evaluation or possible world where we choose to assess a given demonstrative utterance, its referent should remain the same; yet this is not a requirement for ordinary quantifier phrases.
  However, this initial objection is easily overcome by regarding the demonstrative term as functioning as some kind of rigidifier of the accompanying matrix.  Thus, in the same way that the actuality operator is often supposed to function, using the term ‘that’ assures the agent that the object selected as the extension will always be just that object which satisfies the description in the actual world/context of utterance.  In fact, Kaplan considers just such a possibility in relation to his ‘dthat’ operator in Afterthoughts:


If “dthat” is an operator, and if the description, which constitutes the operand and thus syntactically completes the singular term, induces a complex element into content, then the correct way to describe “dthat” is as a rigidifier...The complete dthat-term would then be a rigid description which induces a complex ‘representation’ of the referent into the content.

So, is it feasible to treat ‘that’ as semantically akin to a quantifier plus actuality operator?  Should we analyse complex demonstratives along the lines of:


(4) ‘That black cat’ ( ‘actually (the black cat)’ ?


A slightly modified version of this approach has recently found favour with that champion of the description, Stephen Neale:


[A]lthough there are counterfactual considerations that preclude treating ‘that’ as equivalent to the ordinary definite description ‘the thing I am demonstrating’, it is not wholly unreasonable to suppose that something like this description captures its character.  So it may be possible to view demonstratives as equivalent to actualized descriptions, and hence as quantifiers.  For example, on the assumption that ‘I’ is a rigid referring expression, we might consider analysing a complex demonstrative ‘that F’ in terms of, or at least as equivalent to, a description such as (the actual F I am demonstrating(.  On this account, a better name for complex demonstratives might be demonstrative descriptions.

Although there are certain technical problems to be overcome with such an approach (as Neale recognises in his refinements of the account to attempt to accommodate objects not available for demonstration and the need to rule out narrow scope interpretations of demonstrative descriptions in attitude frames), there does not seem to be any knock-down argument against adopting this model.
  However, I would suggest that in terms of general motivation we still have reason to resist Neale’s approach; for it seems that the overall picture of noun phrases which this approach leaves us with is somewhat precarious.  


The tension arises from the conjunction of Neale’s avowed adherence to the semantic division of the class of noun phrases and the potential weakening of this distinction by the move of complex demonstratives from referential terms to the class of quantified phrases.  For, if we allow that complex demonstratives are not to be treated as referring terms then it seems we must ask about the implications of such a treatment for other noun phrases, such as bare demonstratives.  Clearly, the advocate of demonstrative descriptions has two choices here: either bare demonstratives retain a referential analysis or they too are treated as quantifiers; yet neither of these options seems entirely satisfactory.


On the first option, whereby bare demonstratives remain referential, the theorist must deny that bare and complex demonstratives belong to the same semantic category.  So the suggestion is that the act of concatenating a paradigm referential term with a predicate expression changes its semantic status to that of a quantifier; yet this class of demonstrative descriptions would seem (especially given Neale’s support for a unified, Russellian treatment of descriptions) to be the only case of such a remarkable change of allegiance.  Furthermore, this stance must completely disregard the apparent similarities in the surface form and role of both kinds of demonstrative expression.  For instance, we should note that the bare demonstrative too may come with additional information about the referent, garnered, for instance, from a detailed and complex demonstration, or descriptive information earlier in the conversation.  In addition to this similarity, in the majority of cases, the incredible change in semantic status will not be backed by any change in the referential intentions of the speaker, nor in the kind of proposition the audience might be expected to grasp for full understanding.  Thus, to suggest that, despite the overwhelming similarity in function and surface form, bare and complex demonstratives nevertheless belong to distinct semantic categories seems to be a position in need of much further support.


So then, it would seem more feasible for the advocate of demonstrative descriptions to opt for the second alternative for bare demonstratives, whereby they too are analysed as quantified phrases. 
  However, I would suggest that maintaining this claim is harder than may at first be envisaged.  For instance, I think our intuition is that if anything is a distinct referring term, ordinary appearances of ‘this’ or ‘that’, used to pick out objects in the immediate environment, must be.  In the majority of cases where bare demonstratives occur they come replete with referential intentions and are available for (proper) use only where the agent has had the kind of direct contact with an object which theorists often take to be a prerequisite for genuine reference.
  So, if our distinction of semantic category is allowed to take any notice of speaker intuition or intention, or extra-linguistic notions about the kind of contact an agent must have with an object, it would seem bare demonstratives must remain in the category of referential terms.  Furthermore, if bare demonstratives were relocated to the class of quantified noun phrases, we might then wonder what such a move would entail for indexicals, for it seems hard to imagine, given the close parity of function stressed by theorists such as Kaplan and Perry, an argument to show that they belong to different semantic categories.
  Yet, if they too are treated as quantified phrases, then we are asked to accept an entirely distinct semantic category, motivated solely by the function of proper names.  Yet, I would suggest, it is hard to see what sort of criteria could be brought to bare to distinguish such a category.  For there does not seem to be any functional or behavioural test which would serve to distinguish proper names from bare demonstratives or indexicals.
  


So, the dilemma here is that either we must assign bare and complex demonstratives to entirely different semantic categories (a move which seems quite ad hoc), or we must try to motivate a distinct semantic class of referential terms based solely on the function of proper names (yet how this might be done is simply unclear).  Of course, the advocate of demonstrative descriptions might instead choose to jettison the assumption that there is a distinct semantic category of referring terms; yet this is an extreme position which brings with it its own problems, and it is clearly not an option Neale himself considers.
  If we wish to maintain the hypothesis that the class of noun phrases contains both referential and non-referential elements, we shall want some evidence that proper names behave in a way unlike any other noun phrase; yet, at least prima facie, it is hard to see what sort of differentiating condition this could be.  It certainly can’t be intuition, speaker intention or relation to objects, nor can it be rigid designation or context independence.  Of course, the claim might be that the differentiating feature lies at the level of logical form; but without some independent test for this covert level of structure we seem to be thrown back on some sort of linguistic intuition (intuitions which we have already noted seem unable to differentiate clearly the role of a perceptual demonstrative like ‘that’, an indexical expression like ‘you’, and the role of a name like ‘John’).


Although in the absence of anything better the demonstrative description position might perhaps warrant further exploration, since we already have (as we will see below) a far more attractive position available from the account of demonstratives originally proffered by Kaplan, it is an approach I think we should reject.  So, the conclusion of Part 2 is that we have good reason, based on modal considerations, to reject the claim that the demonstrative and matrix operate independently (the suggestion of section (2.i)); and we have reasons to resist treating complex demonstratives as quantified noun phrases (the argument of this section).  So we have exhausted the apparent range of options whereby the matrix is given some semantic role to play; yet we still have to consider proposals whereby the matrix is not ceded any semantic role at all.

3 ~ Exclude the Matrix from the Content:


If we have exhausted the possibilities for treating the matrix as semantically active, perhaps we will do better to reject a semantic role entirely, in favour of a purely pragmatic approach to the concatenated predicates.  Thus the matrix is viewed as serving (like pointing and other acts of demonstration) to help the audience settle on the intended referent, but bearing no semantic relation to the content of what is said.  In this way, no matter how long or complex the appended description is, the full semantic analysis of the expression is exactly the same as that given for the bare demonstrative; thus ‘that F’ is semantically equivalent to: [that x].  Kaplan himself noted the possibility of such a stance, writing in Afterthoughts:


Can an expression such as the description in a dthat-term appear in logical syntax but make no contribution to semantical form? It would seem strange if it did. But there is, I suppose, no strict contradiction in such a language form.




The major attraction of such a move is, I would suggest, that it clearly allows us to maintain Kaplan’s picture of a purely referential term.  It will not be the case that a description of the object in question appears in the truth conditions of demonstrative containing utterances; rather the referent alone will be truth conditionally relevant.  


Just such an approach has been advocated recently (albeit tentatively) by Larson and Segal in their Knowledge of Meaning.  Considering the utterance “That fox is making a terrible mess”, as said of a badger, they write:


What (if anything) did you refer to with your utterance of that fox? And was what you said true or false? Our intuitions are not entirely clear on this point, but they tend toward the judgement that in uttering that fox, you referred to the badger. Even though the animal in question was not a fox, you still succeeded in picking it out with your utterance. Furthermore, your utterance was true....On this view, the contribution of [the concatenated common noun] can be at most a pragmatic one: it functions as an often helpful “information pointer” to the object that the utterer is getting at. But this role is completely nonsemantic, and when the information is incorrect, it can be ignored.

So, does this approach fare better than ‘content’ accounts we have previously considered?  Unfortunately, it seems not; for the account runs into difficulties both from a theoretical point of view and in the face of our actual use of complex demonstratives.  Turning to the theoretical considerations first: although such an approach can be made to cohere with compositional constraints, still, I would suggest, adopting it means imposing some prima facie very undesirable constraints on our theory (and the language faculty that is, on many accounts, supposed to embody it).  For in every other area of linguistic expression it is the aim of our theory to uncover, and remain highly sensitive to, structure; manipulating correct grammatical form and meaningful parts to deliver a meaning for the complex whole.  Yet we know that the parts treated as otiose on this approach must be treated as meaningful elsewhere in our theory; that is to say, our semantic theory independently requires rules for predicate expressions, which will be called into play when a predicate term appears in any other context.  Yet, when appearing concatenated with a demonstrative term, these meaning rules must simply be by-passed; despite the superficial similarity of ‘that F’ and ‘the F’, the proponent of semantic exclusion must hold that our theory treats only the latter as possessing a structured meaning, while treating the former as an unstructured whole.


In addition to these kinds of theoretical concerns, it also seems open to question whether the semantic exclusionist can account for all the data of natural language.  For instance, there are apparently valid argument forms which can only be captured if we allow the predicative material in complex demonstratives some kind of semantic role.  For instance, let us consider the agent who reasons thus:


(5)
All dentists are paid more than all doctors
 

That dentist is paid more than all doctors

At least prima facie, this would appear to be a valid form of argument, moving from a general premise specifying a certain relation holding between objects of given types, to an instance of that relation.  However, if the syntactic appearance of ‘dentist’ in the conclusion is doing no more work than providing a contextual aid for the audience to secure an object, then the apparent validity of the argument dissolves.  For the underlying structure of the argument is now:


(6)
(x (y ((x is a dentist & y is a doctor) ( x is paid more than y))


(y ((y is a doctor) ( That1 is paid more than y)

Since the specification of the referent of ‘that1’, as belonging to the class of dentists, is missing from the semantic analysis of the conclusion, the argument is now invalid.


Of course, the force of this objection might be queried, for, despite initial appearances, it might be contended that the original argument form, (5), is not in itself a valid argument.  A critic who took this line might complain that our intuitive judgements about validity are simply confused; (5) is enthymematic and appears valid only through our willingness to supply the missing premise.  The genuinely valid form of (5) would then be:


(7)
All dentists are paid more than all doctors



That1 is a dentist 


That1 is paid more than all doctors

Although it might seem somewhat surprising to have to render all arguments of the form of (5) in the more complex form of (7), it is open to our critic to hold that this merely reflects our lack of warranted intuitions about the structure formally valid arguments must take.  However, I would still suggest that, in the absence of good, independent argument in favour of the pragmatic approach, the recognition of the apparent role played by the contained predicative material in linguistic contexts like these should serve to make us somewhat uneasy about this stance.


One final objection to the pragmatic approach concerns its failure to capture the apparently contradictory nature of certain occurrences of complex demonstratives.  For, if we allow the matrix no semantic role whatsoever, it appears that we may construct sentences of the form ‘that F is not-F’ without constructing anything contradictory.  Indeed, given certain contexts, we might even take a sentence of this form to be literally true.  For instance, imagine an utterance of:


(8)  That doctor is not a doctor

which is semantically equivalent to:


(9)  That is not a doctor.

Here we have clearly lost any notion of the contradictory nature of our original assertion since the predicate ‘is a doctor’ appears only once.  This, I would suggest, is highly counterintuitive: it seems that the agent in question has uttered something seriously wrong, and not merely made some kind of pragmatic mistake.
  Furthermore, if we allow features beyond the pragmatic matrix to play a deciding role in determining the referent, e.g. perhaps the directing intention of the agent which may not essentially involve the property mentioned in the final utterance, it seems as though an utterance like (8) may express a literal truth.  For, in those circumstances where the intended referent, (, is not a doctor, and the speaker succeeds in referring to (, then she will say something true of that object.  Yet, the contention that an utterance such as (8) may be literally true is, I think, something most natural language speakers would balk at.


So then, because the pragmatic approach runs counter to the aim of semantic theory (to discern and preserve structure wherever possible) and because it contravenes evidence from natural language (i.e. valid argument forms and apparent contradiction), it seems to me that we should resist the move to consign concatenated predicates to the realm of the merely pragmatic.  So then, we have exhausted the possible accounts on both sides of the divide: there are objections both to treating the matrix as semantically relevant in virtue of its forming part of the content of the utterance, and to treating it as semantically irrelevant and as of pragmatic import only.  Although, we might be forced to pursue one of the above accounts were we completely unable to provide any more viable option, the pressure to reject is, I suggest, irresistibly strong once we realise that there is a far more attractive position which is available to us.  The suggestion is that we should allow the matrix to contribute to the character, not the content, of the expression.  A full exploration of this positive thesis is unfortunately beyond us here; but in the concluding section of this paper I should like to sketch the way in which such an account might go and indicate why, I believe, we should accept it. 

4  ~ The Matrix has a Semantic Role to Play Outside Content:  


The positive claim of this paper is that the matrix of a complex demonstrative should be allowed to make a semantic contribution to the meaning of the expression; but that this does not have to amount to admitting the matrix into the content.  Rather it should be allowed to appear in the character of the expression; that is to say, it lays a constraint on the selection of the referent in the initial context of utterance.
  In this way the character of a complex demonstrative would be thought of as embodying the complex meaning rule:


(CD)
An object, (, is the referent of an utterance of “that F” iff:




i.  ( is the object being demonstrated by the speaker



and
ii. ( satisfies F

 For an object to be the literal referent of a complex demonstrative it must be, first, the demonstrated object, and, second, it must fall under the extension of the matrix.  An object thus cannot be the referent of “that cat” unless it is both the speaker’s demonstrated referent and it is a cat.  If no object meets both criteria, then the demonstrative utterance fails of reference: it is literally empty, lacking a truth condition.


There is some indication that this is an idea Kaplan himself was drawn toward in Demonstratives; for although most of his discussion of the function embodied by the character of demonstratives treats them as simple, non-complex entities, he does write:


It is possible...for a demonstration to have no demonstratum. This can arise in several ways: through hallucination...through a sortal conflict (using the demonstrative phrase ‘that F’, where F is a common noun phrase, while demonstrating something which is not an F), and in other ways.

I believe Kaplan was right to envisage reference failure ensuing from a mistaken use of a matrix; for, by granting the matrix a semantic role in the character of the expression we are able to avoid the objections levelled at pragmatic approaches, yet we also preserve the apparently correct insight that the content of such expressions is entirely exhausted by the objects to which they refer.
  A further positive benefit of such an approach, as highlighted by David Braun, concerns the ability of a complex character to discern differences in meaning where a non-complex character cannot.
  If we adopt an account of character as a simple function embodied by particular types of demonstratives, ignoring the contribution of the matrix, then it seems all tokens of complex demonstratives headed by, say, ‘that’, must embody the same function.  That is to say, if the rule these expressions invoke is just that taking the agent from a bare demonstrative utterance and a context to an extension, this function will remain constant whatever concatenated predicates appear.  So:


(10)   That


(10()  That black cat


(10(() That black cat such that (p ( (p)

will all embody exactly the same function from context to content.  Yet, intuitively this seems wrong; there are differences in the meaning of each of these demonstratives which we wish to be able to capture, which we can under the current proposal.


So, the contention is that there are positive reasons in favour of the current proposal and, perhaps more importantly, it is an approach which successfully avoids all the difficulties which beset the alternative options in this area.  However, there is one serious objection to be raised against the notion of complex characters; for they seem to be in direct conflict with a fundamental assumption noted at the outset:


(A2)
All directly referential terms must be semantically simple.  

This assumption possesses much intuitive support and as such it would seem to be the worse for this account were it to conflict.  However, I should like to suggest that, on closer inspection, the force of this objection is unclear; for (A2) may be interpreted in such a way as to be in perfect accord with the notion of complex characters.  Thus, for the existence of (A2) to provide an objection here, argument would have to be given to show that it should be interpreted in a stronger way, which preserves the apparent tension.  The contention will be that any such argument is conspicuously absent, and indeed, that intuitive support may well side with the weaker reading.


(A2) may be read as the constraint that all directly referential terms must contribute nothing more to propositions in which they occur than the object to which they refer.  That is to say, unlike other linguistic types, the content of a truly referential term should be entirely exhausted by its referent.  So, whereas a quantified phrase like:


(11)  a great philosopher

involves:


(11.i)   a property: [philosopher]


(11.ii)  a function applied to (i): [great (x)]


(11.iii) a quantifier applied to the result of applying (ii) to (i): [a (y)]

a directly referential expression, such as:


(12)  that great philosopher

involves only:


 (12.i)  an object, (, the referent of the complex demonstrative.

An assumption like this might be recognised as one of the fundamental motivations for the theory of direct reference in the first place, and as such, an account of complex demonstratives which contravened it would be highly undesirable.  However, it should be clear that, taken in this way, the account to hand in no way conflicts with the assumption that such referring terms must be unstructured.  For placing the matrix in the character preserves the simplicity of the content: the content of a complex demonstrative will be exactly the same as the content of a bare demonstrative, viz. just the object itself.  It is as equivalent to a statement about the nature of the propositional content of referring terms that I think (A2) has intuitive support; yet as an assumption of this kind the present account is in total agreement.


However, this is not the only way in which (A2) can be interpreted, for it might also be taken to mean:


(A2() 
The entire meaning of a directly referential term must be exhausted by 

its referent


(A2(() 
There must be no descriptive element at any level of a directly 


referential term

Clearly, both of these interpretations are in conflict with the current proposal for complex demonstratives, but neither of them are intuitively appealing renderings of our original assumption.  The first option, (A2(), constrains all directly referential expressions to be entirely meaningless, save for the object they refer to. The thought is that directly referential terms should be no more than ad hoc labels for objects; possessing, in Millian terms, a ‘denotation’ but ‘connoting’ absolutely nothing.
   


However, we cannot impose this sort of constraint on all referential terms; the problem is, just as Kaplan noted, that at least some expressions which possess the extremely close relation to an object we take as characteristic of purely referential expressions also possess a degree of ‘meaning’ (beyond that which is captured truth conditionally), which makes them more than ad hoc labels.  If our constraint on referring terms was that they should possess no meaning at all independent of their extension, we would be forced to envisage some further class of ‘impure referring terms’, which function in a very similar manner to ‘pure’ terms of reference, but which fail the assumption (A2().  Whether we now call this class truly ‘referential’ or not seems a purely terminological matter; for it does the advocate of this position on complex demonstratives little material harm if an opponent seeks to retain the term ‘pure reference’ only for a tiny subset of noun phrases, whilst allowing another category (containing indexicals, bare and complex demonstratives) which act just like referential terms save for contravening (A2(), but are called by some other name.


However, as noted above in (A2((), there is a third way to construe the original assumption, which also conflicts with the position of this paper.  This paper advocates the meaning rule (CD), whilst claiming complex demonstratives are still directly referential terms.  The objection now is that, whilst possession of a character is not in itself enough to disbar a term from the class of referential expressions, possession of a character which contains a descriptive component is.  The thought is that, if a term contains any description of an object at any level, it cannot be directly referential.  Finally, we come to a rendering of (A2) which is in direct tension with the approach advocated here, but it is a construal of the original assumption which, I suggest, we should be happy to reject.  What began as a reasonable and attractive thought about referential terms, that their semantic contribution should be exhausted by their referents, has become a highly abstract and complex suggestion about logical form; one which I think is simply shown to be wrong by any examination of the nature of complex demonstratives.


So, in conclusion then: we have seen that the two most obvious moves in the face of complex demonstratives, viz. to treat the predicative content either as part of the literal content of the expression, or as semantically irrelevant and akin to a demonstration, both fail.  We cannot treat the matrix and the demonstrative as semantically autonomous due to the disparities that arise in modal contexts.  Yet it seems that treating the demonstrative as a quantifier in its own right creates tension with our (independently motivated) claim to distinct semantic kinds of noun phrase.  On the other hand, we cannot treat the matrix as semantically otiose if we wish to preserve the usual aims of semantic theorising and accommodate our intuitions about apparently valid arguments and contradictory utterances.  The positive suggestion is that we have an eminently suitable account of the logical form of complex demonstratives (whereby the matrix is seen as contributing to the character of the expression), which not only avoids the problems of the other approaches but has positive reasons in its favour.  Adopting such an approach should not be thought of as contravening the assumption that the semantic contribution of a referring term is exhausted by its referent, for it preserves the propositional content of such terms as object-only.  However, it does entail rejecting the assumption that referring terms must be entirely unstructured at all levels; yet this is an unmotivated assumption I think we should jettison with pleasure.
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� Kaplan (1977)


� This formulation (i.e. the slight equivocation between ‘referential term’ in (A1) and ‘directly referential’ in (A2)) leaves open the question of whether or not all referential expressions must be semantically simple; i.e. it remains neutral as to whether, if there are referential terms which are not thought to be correctly handled by a theory of direct reference, these too must be unstructured. Neale’s position (given below) is the stronger stance that any such expression must either be non-referential or (contra appearance) semantically unstructured. However, the arguments of this paper are concerned solely with notions of direct reference; i.e. linguistic terms which appear to possess the close tie to an object, specified by theorists such as Kaplan (1977) and (1989), in what is sometimes called ‘the new theory of reference’.


� See, for instance, Higginbotham and May (1981), ‘Questions, Quantifiers and Crossing’ in Linguistic Review 1, pp.41-79; May (1991), ‘Syntax, Semantics and Logical Form’, in Kasher (ed.), The Chomskyan Turn (Oxford: Blackwell) pp.334-59; Larson and Segal (1995).


� Neale (1993), p.90


� This discussion of modality has benefited from similar, succinct arguments to the same effect in David Braun (1994), ‘Structured Character and Complex Demonstratives’, Philosophical Studies 74, pp. 193-219


� That the function selected here serves merely to supply a value for the variable of the predicative act becomes clear if we compare a similar formulation for a proper name. Thus: 


( [(x.((x & Ex ( (x) (SN)]


� For an introduction to generalized quantifier theory and the notion of restricted quantifiers see Barwise and Cooper (1981), ‘Generalized Quantifiers and Natural Language’, Linguistics and Philosophy 4, pp.159-219.


� For the difference between context of utterance and circumstance of evaluation see Kaplan (1977), pp.500-5


� Kaplan (1989), p.580


� Neale (1993), p.108.


� The refinements in question concern making the description more elaborate (ibid., footnote 41, p.120), and imposing a wide scope-only reading on demonstrative descriptions in embedded contexts (ibid., p.108).


� Neale (1993) himself seems to prefer this option: “if simple demonstratives are to be included, then perhaps they will be treated as demonstrative descriptions composed of the determiner and a phonetically empty complement”, p.108


� There is a slight equivocation here, which I am grateful to an anonymous reviewer for this journal for pointing out, for of course not all bare demonstratives are used to pick out objects in the immediate environment; indeed some occurrences of bare demonstratives, just like their complex cousins, seem far from intuitively referential, e.g. those Wegner (1885), Untersuchungen über die Grundfragen des Sprachlebens (Niemoeyer: Halle), called ‘afterthought exposition’ (nachträgliche Exposition): “I want this before I leave: a kiss”. However, it is interesting to note that other putatively non-referential occurrences for bare demonstratives are quite hard to come by. For instance, it seems that they cannot be used for deferred ostension nor (at least in the singular case) in ordinary anaphoric contexts; e.g.:


	(a)   I bought a donkey and had that donkey vaccinated.


	(b)   I bought a donkey and had it vaccinated.


	(c) *I bought a donkey and had that vaccinated.


Difficulties such as these, contrasted with the evident suitability of bare demonstratives for use in clearly referential cases, lead me to contend that the most natural occurrence of bare demonstratives is in contexts where they clearly come replete with referential intentions and where their status as singular terms seems beyond question. Yet this claim is anyway somewhat tangential; for all that is required at this juncture for the argument against demonstrative descriptions is that at least some occurrences of bare demonstratives intuitively require analysis as referential expressions. This is undoubtedly the case with bare demonstratives used of perceptually salient objects.


� For instance, Perry (1977), ‘Frege on Demonstratives’, (Philosophical Review 86, pp.474-97), following Frege, uses ‘today’ and ‘I’ as two of his primary candidates of demonstratives.


� It might perhaps be argued that the property of context-dependence could individuate the classes; yet, even if such a difference was thought to be enough to motivate distinct semantic treatments, it is unclear that proper names will themselves be genuinely context-independent, Cf. Burge (1973), ‘Reference and Proper Names’, Journal of Philosophy 70, pp.425-39; Fitch (1993), ‘Non Denoting’, in J. Tomberlin (ed.) Philosophical Perspectives, 7: Language and Logic (Atascadero, California: Ridgeview), pp. 71-96


� For an advocate of the view that all noun phrases are quantified expressions see Lappin (1996), ‘Generalized Quantifiers, Exception Phrases, and Logicality’, Journal of Semantics, pp.197-220, where Montague’s ‘type-raising’ treatment of proper names is advocated; however, I would suggest that very few philosophers find such a move appealing.


� Kaplan (1989), p.582


� Larson and Segal (1995), p.213


� Of course, this is not to say that there are not any contexts in which an utterance of (8) would be suitable; for instance, where an earlier speaker has asserted that the object in question is a doctor.  However, in these kinds of cases, we might think of the first occurrence of the predicate as being mentioned rather than used, so that the utterance is more akin to “That ‘doctor’ is not a doctor”.


� Kaplan (1977) tells us that: “The character of an expression is set by linguistic conventions and, in turn, determines the content of the expression in every context.  Because character is what is set by linguistic conventions, it is natural to think of it as meaning in the sense of what is known by the competent language user.”, p.505.


� (i) is dependent on one’s view of what is criterial in determining the referent in a demonstrative utterance. If one accepts Kaplan’s later view, (1989), that directing intentions are paramount (as does, e.g. Bach (1992), ‘Intentions, Demonstratives and Demonstrations’, Analysis 52, pp.40-6) (i) should instead read: 


(i() ( is the speaker’s intended referent. 


However, this in no way affects the current proposal.


� It is perhaps of note that a rule such as (CD) can be easily accommodated into the truth-theoretic framework of theorists such as Larson and Segal by construing the matrix as a constraint on the selection relation, which serves to select sequences against which demonstrative utterances are assessed for truth or falsity.


� Kaplan, (1977), p.515 (italics added).


� This claim may need to be somewhat refined if we accept a proposal, such as that made by Crimmins (1992), Talk About Beliefs (Cambridge: MIT Press) to the effect that in certain (e.g. intentional) contexts, the contribution of the demonstrative term is more than merely its object.


� Braun (op. cit.), pp.197-8


� Mill (1843), System of Logic, London: Longmans, Book II, pp.25-6


� My thanks to Maite Ezcurdia, Marcus Giaquinto, Mike Martin, Stephen Neale, Matthew Nudds and Gabriel Segal for helpful comments and discussion on this paper.  This research was made possible by the award of the Follett Scholarship, for which I am very grateful.
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