








The Semanti and Metaphysics of Rigid Designators

by

I -vaneh Ghazineghad

esis submitted to the
_>hool of Graduate Studies
In rtial fulfi nt of

the  uirements for the degree of

Master of Arts

in Philosophy

M oric U versity of New >undland

Ju 2010

St.John’s Newfoundland



Abstract

The aim of this research is to e . the relationship between Kripke's semantical
doctrines about proper names and his metaphysical doctrines about essences. Throughout
Naming and Necessity, Kripke claims that his semantical doctrines have substantive
metaphysical consequences. The a  ssment of this relationship is important, since the
metaphysical consequences of semantics 1d vice versa are often regarded with suspicion.
Semantics concerns the relationship between langu.  and the world, and metaphysics is
about the world itself. The claim tl ie way we picture the world imposes some constraints
on the world is odd enough to deserve suspicion. My aim in this work is try to show how the
relationship betv semantics and the metaphysics of essence can be explained by the

concept of a rigid designator.
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1-6- Summary

1 this chapter, after a offerii  definition of the concept of rigid designators,
Kripke’s view about the rigidity of proper names was assessed by an intuitive test for
rigidity. We have considered 1t the ri ity of proper names is an intuitive claim about
proper names in the context of modality. Then, by introducing important distinctions
among different kinds of rigid des™ hators, it was suggested that ordinary proper names in
natural language which denote indivic als and things are weak and persistent rigid

designators.
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proper names is not sufficient for dete  ning a comprehensive semantic theory. Since
rigidity is a semantic character of proper names, any correct semantic thcory about proper
names must explain the rigidity of proper names. The direct referencc theory attributed
to Kripke explains the rigidity of pre er names well. If any descriptive theory can explain
the rigid s of proper names and answer other objections, it could be considcred as good

as the direct reference theory in this respect.
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