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SEMANTIC RELATIONISM II 
 
1. Variables Again 
 
The problem: want to say ‘x’ and ‘y’ have the same semantic role when you think about 
‘x > 0’ and ‘y > 0’; but different when you think about ‘x > y’.  
 
The solution: say that ‘x’ and ‘y’ have the same intrinsic semantic features, but different 
semantic relations.  
 
Formally, one develops a semantics for logic in terms of semantic connections 
|E1,E2,…,En|. A semantic connection is intended to capture not just the expressions’ 
intrinsic semantic features, but also their semantics relationships.  
 
So, e.g., |x, x > 0, z| is a set of triples, where each triple consists of the values that the 
three expressions take for some given assignment.  
 
In general, a semantic connection involving a complex expression will be determined on 
the basis of semantic connections involving the constituent expressions. E.g., a semantic 
connection on ‘x > 0 ∧ y > 0’ will be determined on the basis of a semantic connection on 
‘x > 0’ and ‘y > 0’.  
 
But how does it work with quantification? Well, a semantic connection on ∃xA is 
determined in the basis of a semantic connection on x, A. E.g., |∃xA| will be {TRUE} if 
|x, A| contains a pair 〈a,TRUE〉 (for some a); and it will be {FALSE} otherwise.  
 
But this ‘simple’ approach won’t work with (e.g.) |∃x x > 0, x|. For this will contain 
〈TRUE,0〉 iff for some n, 〈n,TRUE,0〉 is in |x, x > 0, x|. But that will not be the case. (And 
one will similarly get problems with |∃x x > 0 ∧ x = 0|. ) 
 
So, to solve this problem, one needs to introduce ‘coordinated’ sequences; and then 
‘uncoordinated’ occurrences of a single variable can vary independently. So we then 
(similarly) have coordinated and uncoordinated formulas.  
 
This solves the problem with quantification. But we no longer get |x,x| ≠ |x,y|, or |x > x| ≠ 
|x > y|. (Or so it seems.) 
 
2. Names 
 
Fine wants to solve the following version of Frege’s puzzle, concerning the identities 
‘Cicero = Cicero’ and ‘Cicero = Tully’.  
 
1 Semantic Difference: the two identity sentences are semantically different. 
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2 Compositionality: if the sentences are semantically different, then so are the 
names. 

3 Referential Link: if the names are semantically different, then they are 
referentially different. 

4 Referential Identity: the names are not referentially different.  
 
Fregean and Referentialist responses accept 2 and 4. Fregean responses reject 3, 
Referentialist responses reject 1. Fine wants to reject 2.  
 
So (following how things went with variables) the idea is to say that there is a semantic 
difference between the pairs ‘Cicero’, ‘Cicero’ and ‘Cicero’, ‘Tully’, but not between the 
names themselves.  
 
I.e., we want there to be a semantic relationship that holds in the first case, but not in the 
second: but what is this relationship? (The analogy with variables breaks down here.) 
 
Intuitive idea: representing as the same.  
 
Spelled out: two expressions represent an object as the same if it is a semantic fact that 
they represent the same object (in which case Fine says they strictly corefer).  
 
(Then what about ‘Cicero’ and ‘the referent of ‘Cicero’’? Do these represent as the 
same?) 
 
A semantic fact is a proposition (which Fine at this point seems to identify with standard 
Russellian propositions).  
 
A problem with the notion of a semantic fact: 
 
1 Referentialism. It is a semantic fact that a proper name refers to the object that it 

does. 
2 Closure. Logical consequences of semantic facts are semantic facts.  
 
Fine’s response: reject closure. A problem with this is that one wants to be able to derive 
semantic facts about complex expressions from semantic facts about simple ones: so one 
wants the notion of a semantic fact to be closed under some notion of consequence.  
 
Fine thus attempts to give a general account (in terms of Russellian propositions) of what 
an ideal cognizer is in a position to know, given that he knows a certain bunch of 
propositions; i.e., he gives an account of manifest consequence.  
 
The basic idea is that q is a manifest consequence of p1, p2, … if any ideal cognizer 
would be able to see that q is classical consequence of p1, p2, …. So if an ideal cognizer 
knows p1, p2, … then they are in a position to know q.  
 
So some logical consequences will not be manifest consequences. E.g., ∃x(Fx ∧ Gx) will 
not be a manifest consequence of Fa, Ga (because even an ideal cognizer could know 
these but not know that a single object is both F and G). On the other hand, some logical 
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consequences will always be available to an ideal cognizer. E.g., from Fa and ∀x(Fx → 
Gx) she may always infer Ga (Fine suggests).  
 
(But in fact: could an ideal cognizer not have a different ‘take’ on F in the two premises? 
 
Similarly: what about the inference from ‘p takes the value TRUE’, ‘q takes the value 
TRUE’, ‘for any s and t, if s and t take the value TRUE, then so does their conjunction’, 
to ‘the conjunction of p and q is true’. Surely this will not be a manifest consequence?) 
 
The strict definition is as follows. A proposition p' is a differentiation of p if it results 
from replacing distinct occurrences of the same object by [possibly?] distinct objects. 
E.g., 1 = 2 is a differentiation of 0 = 0. Then: q is a manifest consequence of p1, p2, … if 
for any differentiations p1', p2', … of p1, p2, …, there is some differentiation q' of q such 
that q' is a classical consequence of p1', p2', ….  
 
For example, 0 = 0 will be a consequence of itself because for any differentiation of 0 = 
0, i.e., a = b for objects a and b, there will be some differentiation of 0 = 0 that is a 
classical consequence (namely, a = b).  
 
Similarly, one will get the desired result that Fa ∧ Ga is a consequence of Fa, Ga; but 
∃x(Fx ∧ Gx) is not.  
 
We do not get (e.g.) modus ponens. Further, if we extend this notion in the natural way to 
allow differentiations of properties we get very few manifest consequences.  
 
In one way concerns about the notion of manifest consequence are a problem for Fine; 
but in another way they show the value of his project.  
 
Fine’s hope is that manifest consequence will capture ‘enough’ closure to be able to 
derive the semantic properties of complex expressions from the semantic properties of 
simple ones, etc. Perhaps. But what about (e.g.) the natural inference from ‘‘F(Cicero) ∧ 
G(Cicero)’ is true’ to ‘‘∃x(F(x) ∧ G(x))’ is true’?  
 
But back to the puzzle (perhaps just assuming that some solution of the closure puzzle 
can be found).  
 
The solution (as promised) is simply to say that there is a semantic difference between the 
two identify sentences (and between the pairs ‘Cicero’, ‘Cicero’ vs ‘Cicero’, ‘Tully’); but 
there is not a semantic difference between ‘Cicero’ and ‘Tully’. And the difference 
between the pairs is simply that the strict-coference relation holds in one case, and not in 
the other.  
 
But what about ‘Cicero is an orator’ vs ‘Tully is an orator’? Fine must accept that there is 
no semantic difference here. Although he can say that there are different semantic 
relations, once we consider the relationships these sentences stand in to other sentences 
(such as ‘Cicero is Roman’ etc.).  
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The way in which all of this is more formally worked out is in terms of coordinated 
propositions. Thus ‘Cicero = Cicero’ expresses a proposition in which the two 
occurrences of Cicero are coordinated; whereas ‘Cicero = Tully’ expresses a proposition 
in which the two occurrences of Cicero are not coordinated.  
 
Similarly, ‘Cicero is Roman’ and ‘Cicero is an orator’ express a pair of propositions in 
which the two occurrences of Cicero (in the different propositions) are coordinated.  
 
These coordinated propositions can then hopefully give a much better account of what the 
ideal cognizer is in a position to know.  
 
One question you might ask here: in virtue of what do (e.g.) ‘Cicero is Roman’ and 
‘Cicero is an orator’ express a coordinated pair of propositions? Not the fact that they 
contain a typographically identical name (because two occurrences of typographically 
identical names need not be coordinated). So you need a ‘thick’ conception of names 
(i.e., with meaning built in). But still it will not be the intrinsic (‘thick’) features of the 
names that determine that they are the same.  
 
Fine’s notion of a semantic fact, and of the sort of closure that semantic facts are closed 
under, seems to allow him to maintain:  
 
Transparency: semantic facts are accessible to the understanding.  
 
This can seem problematic if you have Referentialism and (standard) closure for semantic 
facts.  
 
One question one might have here: does the account of ‘closure for an ideal cognizer’ 
generalize beyond the case of names?  
 
Questions about introspective access.  


