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Abstract
 In this paper the main foci are to delineate the distinction between the theory of meaning and the theory of reference which is based on Quine’s account. Actually what is the problem between these two theories? What may be the lexical order of two theories? What is the Quine’s lexical order of two theories? 

Introduction:PRIVATE 

Reference is the relationship of one linguistic expression to another. It is a direction of the attention. The word ‘reference’ is derived from English word ‘referren’, from Latin referre, “to carry back”.  A theory of reference is about the relations between representations and the world. This is commonly thought to determine the meaning or content of those representations. In this paper Quine has delineated the distinction between reference and meaning. So he claims that there are many references but one meaning so there is semantic problem between them.  
2. What is a Theory of Reference?
A theory reference is that which hold the referential relations between representations and the world. Particular, between parts of sentences - words - and the world and between parts of thoughts - concepts - and the world.  For example: a relation is the naming relation, the sort that holds between ‘Winston Churchill’ and the famous statesman.  However it is usual to think of reference as covering a range of semantically significant relations. For example: between the word ‘witty’ and wittiness, and between the concept ‘bachelor’ and all bachelors. 

3. Importance of Reference

Reference is important because it is thought to be the core of meaning and content.  Thus, the fact that ‘Winston Churchill’ refers to that famous statesman is the core of its meaning and hence of its contribution to the meaning of any sentence. For example: ‘Winston Churchill is witty’ that contains it.  And, the fact that ‘bachelor’ refers to all bachelors is the core of its content and hence of its contribution to the content of any thought. For example, ‘Winston Churchill is not a bachelor’ that contains it. The usual view is that meaning determines reference.
4. Several Questions about Reference

The first question that arises about the reference of a term is: What does the term refer to? Sometimes the answer seems obvious; for example, ‘Winston Churchill’ refers to the famous statesman. However, even this apparently obvious answer is rejected by those who take words to refer to ideas in the mind or to mental representations. Still, the received view in contemporary philosophy is that words refer to the world. This leaves room for different opinions about the reference of predicates. Some take ‘witty’ to refer to the property wittiness, some to the set of all witty things, and some to each and every witty thing. The central question about reference is: In virtue of what does a representation have its reference? A theory of reference answers this question by explaining the relation of the representation to its referent. It has proved surprisingly hard to provide these explanations.
3. Varieties Theory of Reference
(I) Description theories of reference
Description theories are one kind.  According to these theories, the reference of a representation is determined by certain descriptions-other representations - inferentially associated with it by competent speakers; these descriptions identify the referent.  The simplest form of description theory, derived from the work of Frege (1893) and Russell (1912), specifies a set of descriptions each of which is necessary and all of which are sufficient for reference determination; for example, the reference of ‘adult’, ‘unmarried’, and ‘male’ might be jointly sufficient and severally necessary for the reference of ‘bachelor’.  According to another form of description theory, the reference is whatever is picked out by a weighted most of certain descriptions associated with the representation.  On this “cluster” theory, no one description is necessary for reference fixing (Searle, 1958).  Around 1970, several criticisms were made of description theories of proper names, for example, ‘Winston Churchill’ (Kripke, 1980; Donnellan, 1972) and natural-kind words. For ex: ‘gold’ and ‘tiger’ (Kripke, 1980; Putnam, 1975). One important criticism is that the theories yield unwanted necessities. The description we inferentially associate with ‘tiger’ is along the lines of ‘large carnivorous quadrupedal feline, tawny yellow in colour with blackish transverse stripes and white belly’. So the objects that ‘tiger’ refers to must be four-legged and striped. Yet tigers need not be thus: a tiger might lose a leg; in a different environment tigers might not be striped. Another important criticism is that people who seem perfectly able to use a word to refer are too ignorant to provide descriptions adequate to identify the referent. Thus, some who use ‘elm’ and ‘beech’ cannot supply descriptions that distinguish elms from beeches; many who use ‘gold’ cannot distinguish gold from fool’s gold. Worse, speakers are often so wrong about the referent that the descriptions they would provide apply not to the referent but to other entities or to nothing at all.  Sometimes the whole speech community is ignorant or wrong about the referent. Thus, it was once common to associate ‘fish’ with ‘whale’. In brief, description theories of these words seem to require too much knowledge, placing too great an epistemic burden on speakers. 


Putnam added a further argument built around the following fantasy. Imagine that somewhere in the galaxy there is a planet, Twin Earth. Twin Earth, as its name suggests, is very like Earth. In particular, each Earthian has a doppelganger on Twin Earth who is a cell for cell duplicate of the Earthian. Twin Earth differs from Earth in one respect, however: the liquid that the Twin Earthians who appear to speak English call ‘water’, liquid that is superficially indistinguishable from what we call ‘water’, is not H2O but a very different compound XYZ. So Oscar on Earth and Twin Oscar on Twin Earth refer to different liquids by ‘water’. Yet Oscar and Twin Oscar are doppelgangers, associating exactly the same descriptions with ‘water’ which is more plausible if we place Oscar and Twin Oscar in 1750 before the chemical composition of water was known. So those associations are not sufficient to determine reference and the description theory is wrong. Indeed, nothing going on in the head is sufficient to determine reference. As Putnam put it, ‘a meaning just isn’t in the head’: meanings require a relation to something external to the thinker.


This is not to say that description theories fail for all representations.  Thus, they still seem plausible for ‘bachelor’, perhaps even for ‘pencil’ and ‘pediatrician’ (Putnam, 1975). But even where they work, description theories have a problem.  They are essentially incomplete.  Thus, suppose that a theory claims that the reference of ‘bachelor’ is determined by the reference of ‘adult’, ‘unmarried’, and ‘male’.  Then we need to explain the reference of those words to complete the explanation of the reference of ‘bachelor’. Description theories might be offered again. But then the explanation will still be incomplete.  At some point we must offer a theory of reference that does not make the reference of one word parasitic on that of others. We need an “ultimate” explanation of reference that relates some words directly to the world. Description theories pass the referential buck. The buck must stop somewhere if there is to be any reference at all.
(II) Verificationist Theory of Reference
Verificationist theory of reference implicitly acknowledges that the description theories required identification.  Speakers refer to whatever objects they would identify as the referents, whether by description or by recognition.  Speakers recognize a referent by pointing it out in a crowd saying, for example, “That person”.  But these theories still seem to place too great an epistemic burden on speakers. We can but weakly call to mind the appearances of many objects we refer to, and are often mistaken.
4. Reference and Meaning
Reference determines the meaning. Paul Ziff says that ‘this’ and ‘that’ can denote the same ‘cat’ yet with clearly different meanings. Frege notes that ‘a=b’ is unintelligent without a difference in meaning. He also argued that reference cannot be treated as identical with meaning. Because he says that ‘the evening star’ and ‘the morning star’ both may refers to the same planet (Venus). But meaning of ‘evening star’ and ‘morning star’ cannot be same. Wittgenstein argues that a death doesn’t change the meaning of the name, and that two words can mean the same thing in different ways. Quine applies the argument to ‘9 is the number of planets’; these clearly have different meanings, but they both refer to ‘9’. Consequently I got a point that while both sentences are refers to the same objet but they are dissimilar in their meaning. So we cannot say that reference and meaning can go together. Even some sentences have no reference at all but sentences carry meaning. For ex: ‘unicorn’, ‘square-circle’, ‘golden-mountain’ etc. Quine’s point is that one meaning but many references. So he says that there is a paradox between reference and meaning which is called semantic paradox. 
5. Reference and Semantics 

In semantics, reference is the relationships between nouns or pronouns and objects that are named by them. For ex: the word ‘John’ refers to John. The word ‘the’ refers to the definite description of an object. The word ‘it’ refers to some previously specified object. The object referred to is called the ‘referent’ of the word.  Hence, sometimes the word-object relation is called ‘denotation’. Here the word denotes the object. But when the object exemplifies what the word denotes is called ‘exemplification’. In syntactic analysis, if a word refers to a previous word, the previous word is called the “antecedent”. 
6. Theory of Reference: Quine’s Account

Quine’s suggested that when we are making the distinction between the meaning and reference by the time semantics become separated into two fields. So fundamentally this distinct is not to deserve a joint account at all. As a result they may be called the theory of meaning and the theory of reference. Quine stated that the main concepts in the theory of meaning are synonymy, significance, analyticity whereas the main concepts in the theory of reference are naming, truth, denotation and extension. And another is the notion of values of variables. But a concept might be compounded of concepts from both fields because the boundaries between two fields are not complicatedness. We should probably consider the hybrid concept to the theory of meaning because the theory of meaning is not a strong theory then the theory of reference. Quine claims that the notion of ontological commitment belongs to the theory of reference. It means the existential quantification presupposes the objects which follows the quantifier that is true. In so far as we are speaking of ontological commitment on the part of discourse where some time we are facing some problems for understanding by the way we making translation as result we are getting synonymy term instead of the root term by which we are getting more clarification. Why? Because of meaning. So we are of course involved in the theory of meaning. 


There is some philosophically interesting aspect which belongs to the theory of reference of Quine. These are ontology and ideology. When ontology stands for the existence of real number, the ideology considers the range of several expressible ideas. Quine argues that two theories can have the same ontology but cannot have the same ideologies. For ex: two theories of real numbers, ontologically calls for all only the real numbers as values of its variables but ideologically cannot calls for all only the real numbers because the theory expressed in a language into sentence like, “the real number x is a whole number”. Here the importance is translation. But in the case of ontology it is not translatable. Thus ideology seems to involve us in the idea of an idea. Here Quine suggested that we can use the theory of definability as a substitute of 
 the theory of ideology. Quine says that the theory of definability depends on the ideas. It stands clear of the theory of meaning altogether and falls directly within the theory of reference. Quine claims that ‘definition’ stands for ‘synonymy’ which belongs to the theory of meaning. A term can be defined in any portion of language which includes a sentence and that sentence has a similarity with other sentences. Actually here the theorem of the theory of definability has some relation with the theory of reference. But Quine says that there is a problem of the theory of reference which is called semantic paradoxes. Quine also claims about the truth and falsity of the sentences by using the theory of reference. Actually he says that ‘every true are false and every false are true’. Why? Because basically regarding meaning, on the ground of reference a single sentence can true but meaningless again the same sentence can false but meaningful. So it not the case that the meaningfulness and meaninglessness of every sentence does depended upon reference of the objects. There is a parameter of language which can control to the theory of meaning as well as the theory of reference because the theory of meaning and the theory of reference both are always native to language. So we can call it is an analytical problem. For ex:  ‘bili’ and ‘cat’. Here both are same reference and same meaning but different expression or analysis. So we cannot say that whenever a non-odia people will try to understand that word first he try to translate then he can understand. But it does not mean that when and what he will try to understand of other language he will translate and understand properly. Because sometimes reference does not related that obtains between expressions and what speakers use expressions to talk about. So analysis can vary from language to language then automatically reference will change as well as meaning will also change. There is no guarantee of analysis or translation regarding meaning and reference.
7. Conclusion

I can make sure that Quine’s point of reference and meaning does not tally to each other because there is no guarantee of denotation of objects and expressions and also there is no guarantee of analysis or translation regarding meaning and reference means which we analysis or translate from one language to another which one will be properly same what we obtained from primary source to secondary source. My point is that Quine is very systematic and logical so it is very difficult to defend him. And Quine’s finding is there are semantic problems in between the theory of meaning and the theory of reference. But according to my concern there is not only the semantic problems of the theory of meaning and the theory of reference but also there is a very strong problem which is called linguistic problem. Because of the parameter of language.
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