ON RIGIDITY AND PERSISTENCE
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It is well known that the phrase “rigid designator™ is used in a varicty
of non-cquivalent senses. Mathan Salmon has given a helpful taxonomy
of these. (') The purpose of this note is to qualify some remarks which
sdlmon makes about the relation between two of his categories of
decignator,

Salmon defines an expression to be & rigid desipnaror (simpliciter) “if
it designates the same thing with respect 1o evéry possible world in which
that thing exists™. He delines a persistent designator 1o be an expression
“which designates the same thing with respect 1o every possible world in
which that thing exists, and which designates nothing with respect 10 possi-
ble worlds in which that thing does not exist™, (*) Salmon finds both of
these notions in Kripke's writings. He goes on to claim that his “formal
treatment of definite descriptions has the effect that all rigid definite
descriptions must be persistent™. (") The rebevant aspect of this formal
treatment is that “singular terms formed from the variable-binding definite
descriptions operator,s, can denote something with respect 1o a given possi-
ble world only if that thing exists in the given possible world®, ()

The nub of the problem is casily stated, Suppose that our metaphysics
allows — as Leibniz's, for cxample, did — that two possible individuals
need not be compossible. () In other words, there are worlds in which
an individual w exists, and worlds in which an individual v exists, but no
worlds in which both b and v exist. Let o be any definite description which
designates W with respect to every possible world in which # exists,
designates v with respect 10 every possible world in which v exists, and
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designates nothing with respect to every other possible world. Then, ac-
cording to Salmon's definitions, o seems 1o be a rigid but not persistent
definite description. For instance, bet @ and b be names of 1 and v respec-
tively : given Salmon's treatment of definite treatment of definite descrip-
tions and many standard treatments of names, the definite description
“(ex) (x=a Vv x=b)" will satisfy the condition on d. (*) Of course, our
metaphysics may sof allow that two possible individuals need not be com-
possible. However, the question is in either case a substantive one, which
our semantic classifications should not prejudge.

The argument of the previous paragraph can be refined. In particular,
it is vulnerable as it stands 1o an objector who regards empty names as
semantically defective: for, they might argue, in whatever world the definite
description " (w) (x=a V x=5)" is supposed itsell to exist, at least one
of a and & will be empty, so that the whole description would presumably
be semantically defective. However, examples can be constructed using
monadic predicates rather than names, Thus suppose that there are values
of *F* and “G" such that @ in some worlds there are £ in some worlds
there are &%) in no world are there both /s and Gs; any F in any world
i5 the one and only Fin any world in which it exists; any & in any world
is the one and only & in any world in which it exists. Or in operator £ym-
bolism, where the quantifiers range only over what exists in the relevam
world

(1) <ax Fi

(2) Oax Gy

(3) - $fax Fr & ax Gx)

(4) L wx(Fx = {3y x=p = ¥ Fy = x=)))
(5) O waiGix = O3y x=y - ¥p(Gy « x=¥))

Mow consider the definite description ™ (we) (Fx v Gx)™; call it a°, By (3)-
(5), o’ is m rigid designator. However, o designates an & with respect to
some warlds and a € with respect 1o other worlds in which that F does
ot exist, &0 d' i not persistent.

“F and " could be interpreted in such a way as o make (13(5) true
given some ontologies of facss. For example, suppose that it is contingent

(% e sullfiees o ihe argumsenl thal & and b thould be obaiinaie desfgnatos in Salmon's
terminclogy - ie tbai they should dedgnale the same thing with respect 1o every possible
world fop. ol p 340,
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whether or not F, and let an F be a fact that P and a & be a fact that
= P Presumably, there is a fact that P{—P)if and only if P {— P): hence
(1)-(3) come out true. It i also not implausible that a fact that P [ o
is essentially a fact that P (- P), and that there cannot be more than one
fact P (- ); hence (4) and (5) also come out true. (') [t is not for a tax-
onomy of designators to decide that such a theory of facts is incorrect.

Finally, it is worth nothing that most definite descriptions will be riic
but not persistent on David Lewis's theory of world-bound in-
dividuals. (") For the theory says that no ordinary individual exists in fis
part of) more than one possible world, Thus a definite description such
as “the highest voleano™ will be trivially rigid, and it will fail to be persis-
tent just because there is more than one world in which there is a highest
volcana. {7
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