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| . Introduction

Consi der the follow ng sentence schemat a:

(1) The proposition that Pis F;

(2) The property of being Qis F;

(3) The relation of being Ris F,
where "P'" is a schematic letter for a sentence, Q@ and "F are
schematic letters for a nonrelational predicate, and R is a
schematic letter for a relational predicate. For exanple, if we
substitute "Snowis white' for "P', “famous' for "F in (1), "round
for "Q, ‘instantiated' for "F in (2), "a father of' for "R, and
“asymetric' for "F' in (3), then we obtain the follow ng particular
sent ences:

(4) The proposition that snowis white is fanous;

(5) The property of being round is instantiated;

(6) The relation of being a father of is asymmetric.
| consider the follow ng sentences and their correspondi ng sentence

schemata to be mere stylistic variants of (5)/(2) and (6)/(3),



respectively:
(7) The property roundness is instantiated;
(8) The relation fatherhood is asymetric.?
Sentences of the forms (1) - (3) have sonething inportant in conmmon.

They are all about so-called intensional objects, in particular,

propositions, properties, and relations. It is well known that these
i ntensi onal objects may be uniformy regarded as rel ati ons;
propositions are zero-place relations, properties are one-place
rel ati ons, and what we have been calling "relations' are two- or nore
pl ace relations. Also, sentences of the forms (1) - (3) are
canoni cal forns of discourse about intensional objects. Undoubtedly
there are other slightly different forns of discourse about
properties and relations, e.g., (7) and (8). Yet, it remains the
case that given any predicate, using its gerundive formin the manner
indicated in (2) and (3) always gives us an expression for the
property the predicate expresses. It seens fair to say that
sentences of the fornms (1) - (3) constitute a honpbgeneous group. W
t hus expect themto receive a unified semantic treatnment. Against
t hi s background assunption, we shall focus on (1) and its concrete
instances like (4). OQur main question is this:

(*) Wat is the mechani smunderlying the determ nation of the

desi gnatum of the subject term the proposition that snow

is white' in (4)?



We shal |l approach this question by first asking a closely rel ated
guesti on:

(#) What is the logical structure of (4)7?
We shall exam ne two popul ar answers to (#), rejecting both, and
observe that an independently well-entrenched theory gives us a
natural and pl ausi ble answer to (#). W shall then see that on that
basis a certain | ogical apparatus which is independently notivated
affords us a satisfactory answer to (*). Finally, we shall apply the
result to a particularly recalcitrant kind of intensional context,

viz., belief contexts.

1. The Nanme Theory

It is customary to say that "that'-clauses like the one in (4), viz.
(9) that snow is white,
are proper nanes of propositions. Correspondingly, though it is not
as often said, strings like "(of) being round" in (5) and " (of) being
a father of' in (6) my be said to be proper nanes of properties and
relations, respectively.? If this sounds a little strained, we may
rephrase (5) and (6) as (7) and (8) and speak of "roundness' and
“fatherhood', and other simlar strings with appropriate suffixes, as

names of properties and rel ations.

If (9) is a name of a proposition, then (4) is analogous to



(10) The planet Mars is dry.
"Mars' is a nane of a planet,® and (10) says nothing nore or |ess
t han
(11) Mars, which is a planet, is dry.
Si nce | ogical analysis of relative clauses is not our mmin concern,
| et us stipulate for convenience that (11) has the |ogical structure

(12) Mars is a planet and Mars is dry.

Li kewi se, let us say that if (9) is a name of a proposition, (4) says
not hing nore or |ess than

(13) That snow is white, which is a proposition, is fanous,
and that the |ogical structure of (13) is

(14) That snowis white is a proposition and that snowis white

i s fanous.
If (9) is a name of a proposition, then | amcontent to say that the
| ogi cal structure of (4) is the logical structure of (14). The only
remai ni ng part of the logical structure of (14) to be unpacked is
(the two occurrences of) the "that'-clause, viz., (9).

According to some theorists, all names are devoid of any
semantically significant structure. On such a view, if (9) is a
name, the fact that words like "snow and "white' occur in (9) as
t hey do has no semantic significance for the determ nation of the
reference of (9). But I think it is evident that (9) should not be

regarded as devoid of a semantically relevant structure, for it is



evident that it contains semantically relevant parts, nanmely, ~snow ,
“is', and "white'. The difference in reference between (9) and, say,

(15) that grass is green
stens entirely froma semantic difference between

(16) Snow is white
and

(17) Grass is green.

Thus, a plausible version of the Name Theory should read the rel evant
structure into (9). This nmeans that if all nanes are devoid of any
semantically significant structure, then there is no plausible
versi on of the Name Theory that construes (9) as a nane. Since | in
fact do not think it best to construe (9) as a nanme, this does not

di sturb ne. But in making nmy case against the Nanme theory, | can do
better than relying on the supposition that all nanes are devoi d of
any semantically significant structure.

The sinplest, and probably the best, way to read the rel evant
structure into (9) is to regard "that' in (9) as a nanme-formng
sentential operator. The operator view presupposes a certain well-
behaved rel ati on between a sentence and a proposition. Let us cal

that relation "expression'. Then, for any sentence S and any

proposition P, the result of applying "that' to Srefers to P if and
only if S expresses P.*

But what is expression? Wthout an adequate articul ati on of



the expression relation, the theory would remain | acking. How a
sentence manages to be associated to a proposition seens as nuch a
probl em as how a "that'-clause manages to stand for a proposition.
One idea is to say that the sentence "Fa' expresses the proposition P
if and only if the property the predicate "F expresses and the
entity the term a' refers to constitute P. This sounds pl ausible
until we notice two probl ens.

First, the idea relies on the notion of expression. This is
not viciously circular, for the expression relation it relies onis
the one between a predicate and a property, not between a sentence
and a proposition. Nonetheless, this is worrisome. |If we do not
have an adequate articulation of the expression relation between a
predi cate and a property, we are hardly better off. \What property
does the predicate "(is) white' express? Notice that this is the
kind of question the Nane Theory pronpts when applied to sentences of
the form (2). Just as it considers "that' in (1) as a sententia
operator, the Name Theory considers the gerund formation in (2) and
(3) as a predicative operator, resulting in a nanme of a property or a
relation, and says that " being white' is a nane referring to the
property " (is) white' expresses. But what property is that? G ven
the parity between propositions and properties (and rel ations) as
i ntensi onal objects, whatever is the right answer to this question

shoul d have a counterpart for propositional expression. |In fact,



there is a very good answer in this case. It is that the predicate
“(is) white' expresses the property of being white. This is the npst
straightforward correct answer. Correspondingly, the nost
straightforward correct answer to the question "What proposition does
(16) express?" is that it expresses the proposition that snow is
white. Evidently this does not help the Nane Theory, for we are back
to the starting point, (9), the canonical notation for the

pr oposi tion.

Second, the relation of constitution is equally in need of

articulation. A standard thing to say is that entity e and property
p constitute proposition Pif and only if Pis the result of
predication of p of e. But this only pronpts a further question:
VWhat is predication? The nost straightforward correct answer is that
the result of predicating the property of being white of snowis the
proposition that snowis white, and this again throws us back to the
starting point. Another popular thing to say is that entity e and
property p constitute proposition Pif and only if P is an ordered
pair of e and p. But this way of articulating constitution is not

w t hout serious difficulty. There seens to be no theoretical reason
to prefer the ordered pair <e,p> to a different ordered pair <p,e> as
t he proposition constituted by e and p. But one thing cannot be
identical with two things. So, it seens that neither pair is

identical with the proposition. This is rem niscent of the problem



Paul Benacerraf pointed out for identification of nunbers with sets:
I f one way to construct nunbers as sets is satisfactory, many others
are; no theoretically disciplined method is available for singling
out exactly one way; but nothing, not even nunbers, can be two
t hi ngs; therefore, none of these ways is the correct way.® Again,
the nost straightforward correct answer to the question "What is the
proposition constituted by snow and the property of being white?" is
that it is the proposition that snowis white. W seemunable to
shake free fromthe canonical notation. There is a good reason for
this. W are constantly pulled back to the clause (9) because it is
a canonical notation for the proposition the enbedded sentence (16)
expresses. Propositional expression should be articulated in terns
of propositional designation by nmeans of clauses of the form (9), not
t he ot her way around.

We have one nore proposal concerning the expression relation to
exam ne. Mark Richard has recently proposed an interesting idea. It
makes propositional expression a matter of quasi-iconic

representation.

Let's suppose that propositions are structured, and that the
structure of a proposition is isonmorphic with the structure of
a sentence that expresses it, or at |east with one

straightforwardly determ ned by such, say by "pruning"” branches



in a phrase structure tree. |In fact, let's identify
propositional structures with phrase structure trees. And

| et's assunme that propositions are assigned to sentences by
noving "fromthe bottomup” on their structures. W can
identify the constituents of a proposition with what w nd up
annotating tree nodes when the assignment of content is
finished. And the proposition a sentence expresses thus turns
out to be the result of stripping expressions and | abels |ike
"NP" and "VP' froma sentence (which is itself an annotated
phrase structure marker) and replacing the |abels with

propositional constituents.?®

The structure of a sentence itself exhibits the structure of the
proposition it expresses. In this sense, the sentence is a quasi-
icon of the proposition. Let us say that the procedure sketched

above for arriving at propositions from sentences determ nes a unique

proposition for each sentence. The proposal then says that sentence
S expresses the proposition which the above procedure determ nes for
S. Is this a satisfactory articulation of propositional expression?
| am afraid not.

To begin with, we should be clear about exactly what entity the
procedure determnes for (16). Call the proposition determ ned for

(16) " Pooh'. \What exactly is Pooh supposed to be? Call the




annotated tree obtained fromthe phrase structure tree for (16) by

t he above procedure "Toto'. |s Pooh a proper part of Toto, e.g.,
what annotates the top node of Toto? O is Pooh Toto in its
entirety? The answer is that Pooh is not a proper part of Toto, but
Toto itself inits entirety. Wat annotates the top node of Toto is
somet hing X such that the result of a "functional application"’ of

t he annotation corresponding to "is white' to the annotation
corresponding to "snow gives the value of X. Pooh and Toto are

i dentical, according to the proposal. But this seens to generate a
difficulty. Gven that (16) expresses exactly one proposition (in
English and relative to a tinme and perhaps also to a place), the
proposal assunes that (16) has exactly one annotated structured

obj ect, nanely, Toto. But a tree is not the only such object.
Phrase structure grammar does not assign (16) a unique structured
syntactic object. There are at |least two ways it may be done. One
way is to assign a syntactic tree. Such a tree will be converted to
Toto by the above procedure. But another equally acceptable way in
phrase structure grammar is to assign (16) a |linear syntactic
structure, using grouping devices |ike brackets and parentheses. All
i nformation encoded in the tree can be encoded in it, and vice versa.
Such a |inear annotated syntactic structure will be converted to an
equal ly linear annotated structure, call it "Lin', by the above

procedure. Lin is not Toto; one is linear, while the other is two
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di nensional. O course, Lin and Toto are equivalent in sone strong
sense. But equivalence is not identity. Pooh, which is one, cannot
be two. VWhich is Pooh, Toto or Lin? Neither has an edge over the
other. So, it seens, Pooh is neither. This is the Benacerr af
probl em all over again.

There is yet another problem The proposal entails that no two
sentences with different phrase structures can express the sane
proposition. But the followi ng two sentences, which have different
phrase structures, seemto be able to express exactly the sane
proposi tion:

(18) Sisters are rel ated.

(19) Fermale siblings are related.

The problemis deeper than exanples like this pair indicate. The
proposal entails that any two sentences fromdifferent natura

| anguages expressing the same proposition have the identical phrase
structure. There are certainly many pairs of sentences from

di fferent natural |anguages expressing the sane proposition.
Therefore, each such pair of sentences nmust have the identical phrase
structure. Thus, the proposal |leads to a rather strong form of

i nguistic universalismw th respect to phrase structure grammar. To
see how i npl ausi bl e such linguistic universalismis, consider the
foll owi ng French sentence:

(20) La neige est bl anche.

11



(20) expresses the same proposition in French as (16) does in
English, but its phrase structure contains extra parts which have no
counterparts in the phrase structure of (16), viz., the node for the
determ ner "l a' and acconpanying branches and a node. This is but
one exanple. Conparisons of |anguages from nore di stant | anguage
groups wi |l produce nore dramatic exanpl es.

This is not the end of trouble for the Nanme Theory. It faces a
form dable difficulty when applied to belief sentences. But it is
time to nove on to the next theory. W shall return to the Name

Theory and belief sentences |ater.

[11. The Denonstrative Theory

Suppose we say that the |ogical structure of

(4) The proposition that snowis white is fanous
is the sane as the logical structure of

(14) That snow is white is a proposition and that snow is white

i s fanous.

We are agreeing with the Nanme Theory so far. But suppose we then say
t hat

(9) that snowis white
in (4) is not a nane but a denonstrative pronoun "that' followed

i mmedi ately by what is denonstrated, via which the reference of

12



“that' is determ ned. W now have a different theory, the
Denonstrative Theory. The idea is that a "that'-clause is not a
single unified string but two strings, functioning independently.
The | ogical structure of (4) is said to be sonething |ike the
fol |l owi ng:

(4') That [Snow is white] is a proposition & that [Snow is

white] is true,

where the two occurrences of

(16) Snow is white
in brackets are not part of the main sentence surroundi ng them but
nore |ike side remarks. Since obviously the two occurrences of (16)
in (4'") are artificially created froma single occurrence of (16) in
(4) and the two occurrences of "that' in (4') are neant to be
coreferential, we can clean up the clutter and awkwardness of (4') to
obtain

(4d) That, is a proposition & that, is true: Snow is white.
Thi s obviously m m cs Donal d Davi dson's paratactic theory of indirect
di scourse.® (16) is nmerely exhibited in (4d) and this fact is
i ndi cated by the colon, or the brackets in the case of (4'). The
subscripts indicate the coreferentiality of the two occurrences of
“that'. But what do they refer to? Remenmber David Kaplan's |esson

on denonstratives; reference depends on the context of utterance.

The nmeaning of (4d) alone is insufficient for determ ning what

13



“that;" in (4d) refers to. The context in which (4d) is uttered has
a crucial role to play. It may provide a certain object as sonething
denonstrated. In a standard context of utterance for (4d), the
sentence following the colon is naturally expected to be the
denonstrated object. This, however, does not automatically make that
sentence the referent of "that;,", for in a standard context, charity
may well prevail in such a way that the first conjunct of (4d) is not
to be falsified. Since the denonstrated object is clearly not a
proposition but a sentence, it is not to be the referent of "that,
in such a context. The denonstrated sentence is not itself the
referent but does play a crucial role in determining the referent.
Suppose | see nyself portrayed in a photograph. | point to the
phot ograph and say, "That is (identical with) nme". Charity denmands
that the denpnstrative "that' in nmy utterance be interpreted as
referring not to the photograph, the denonstrated object, but to the
person portrayed in the photograph. Wen Quine points to his fuel
gauge and says, "That is empty", charity demands that his "that' be
interpreted as referring not to the gauge, the denonstrated object,
but to the fuel tank connected to the gauge. This famliar type of

denmonstrative reference is deferred reference. The referent is

sonething to which the denonstrated object bears a certain
recogni zable relation. 1In the case of (4d), "that," refers to the

proposition to which the sentence follow ng the colon bears a certain

14



relation. The relation may vary from context to context, just |ike
any other contextually sensitive aspect of discourse. But in a
standard context, the relation in question is that of expression; for
any proposition P, "that," refers to Pif and only if the sentence
following the colon expresses P. \Whenever a sentence is uttered in a
standard context, the proposition which (the utterance of) the
sentence expresses (in that context) naturally gets associated to
that utterance of the sentence. 1In being able to understand what it
is to interpret arbitrary such utterances in a |anguage, conpetent
i nguistic subjects are able to understand what it is to associate
such a proposition to such an utterance in a standard context.
I mplicit knowl edge of the expression relation underlies such an
ability.

Lycan, and Boér & Lycan, echoing Lycan, also propose a
Davi dsoni an analysis with sonmething very simlar to deferred
reference. They call it “deferred ostension'. | doubt propositions
can be ostended. What is deferred is reference, not ostension. On
their analysis, "that,” refers to the set of all and only CSnow is
whiteCs, viz., the set of all and only sentence tokens equivalent--in
a certain appropriate sense of "equivalent'--to the token of (16) in
a given utterance of (4). Like Davidson,® they try expressly to
avoid reference to propositions in their analysis. But | doubt sets

can be ostended, either.10

15



Before criticizing the Denonstrative Theory, we should note
three brief points. First, (4) is analyzed as two separate
sentences, as (4d). Question: The truth value of which of the two

sentences is to be the truth value of the anal ysandunf? The answer is

obvi ously, "The sentence preceding the colon”. Second, the fact that
in English one and the same word, "that', is used as a denonstrative
pronoun and al so as a subordi nate-cl ause fornm ng operator has no
phi | osophi cal significance; it is a sheer coincidence. To see this
clearly, take

(5) The property of being round is instantiated,
whi ch shoul d be subject to the same type of analysis as (4). |Its
anal ysis on the Denonstrative Theory is

(5d) That, is a property & that, is instantiated: Being round.
(5) does not contain the word "that', even though (5d) contains
“that,". This indicates that the fact that (4) contains "that' on
the surface level is of little inportance. Third, Stephen Schiffer
has a nunber of good objections agai nst Davidson's analysis, and Mark
Ri chard has a nunber of good objections agai nst Boér & Lycan's
anal ysi s. 1?2 The Denonstrative Theory differs from Davidson's
original analysis, Lycan's nodified Davidsonian anal ysis, and Boér &
Lycan's followup on Lycan's analysis significantly enough to be free
fromthose objections.

This, of course, does not nean that the Denopnstrative Theory is

16



satisfactory. The relation a photograph bears to what it portrays is
different fromthe relation a gauge bears to what it gauges. This
shows that in general the relation which nediates deferred reference
may vary widely fromcontext to context. This points to a very

i nportant difference between the Denonstrative Theory and the Name
Theory. According to the operator version of the Name Theory, the
relation between the sentence in the "that'-clause and the
proposition to which the "that'-clause refers is fixed once and for
all by the semantics of the operator "that'. Absence of such
rigidity hel ps the Denonstrative Theory perform better than the Nane
Theory in sone inportant cases.®® Ironically, the very flexibility
whi ch hel ps the Denpnstrative Theory also haunts it. As an indexical
word, the denonstrative pronoun "that' shifts its reference from
context to context, and its reference is determ ned by contextually
per spi cuous or contextually understood paraneters. Suppose | utter
(4) to you. As | utter it, | hold up a carrot in front of your eyes
and do everything within ny power to attract your undivided attention
to the carrot, and succeed. |If | amuttering a sentence with a

hi dden denonstrative in its logical structure, as the Denponstrative

Theory says, then since the carrot is the denonstratum the context

of my utterance clearly determ nes the referent of that denonstrative
to be the carrot, or sonme entity that bears a contextually obvious

relation to the carrot. Hence ny utterance will be true on the

17



Denmonstrative Theory if and only if the carrot, or the entity that
bears the contextually obvious relation to the carrot, is a
proposition and is fampus. This is not the right truth condition for
my utterance. No matter how strongly the context nay present the

carrot as the denonstratum for any potential occurrence of the

demonstrative "that' in that context, the carrot remains utterly
irrelevant to the truth condition of nmy utterance of (4). The

Denonstrative Theory is incapable of explaining why.?

V. Belief Sentences

Consi der the follow ng instances of (1):
(21) The proposition that bookmakers are sleazy is believed by
Jane;
(22) The proposition that bookies are sleazy is believed by
Jane.
Suppose that Jane is a native and conpetent speaker of English, and
in particular, she has a conplete grasp of the nmeani ngs of the words
“bookmaker' and " bookie'. Let us agree that the words "~ booknmaker'
and "~ bookie' are synonynmous in English. Yet since she took a course
i n phil osophy, Jane has conme to doubt their synonyny, w thout | osing
her grasp of their meanings. Even though she is unable to indicate

how t heir meanings mght differ, or give a counterexanple to their
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synonyny herself, she is convinced that a sufficiently clever
anal ytic phil osopher would be able to articulate the difference or
construct a counterexanple. As a result, she thinks that the
follow ng two sentences have different truth conditions:

(23) Booknmkers are sl eazy;

(24) Bookies are sleazy.
Let us suppose that Jane sincerely assents to (23) upon clear-headed
reflection but sincerely dissents from (24) upon cl ear-headed
reflection. The exact reason why she does so is uninmportant. \What
is inmportant is that she thinks (23) is true but (24) is not, while
under st andi ng the two sentences correctly. 1

The followi ng two-part disquotational principle has

considerable intuitive plausibility:

(DQ) If a conpetent English speaker X who correctly and
fully understands an English sentence °S' sincerely
assents to °S' as a result of a clear-headed
reflection, then X believes that S;

(DQ1) If a conpetent English speaker X who correctly and
fully understands an English sentence °S' sincerely
di ssents from S as a result of a clear-headed
reflection, then it is not the case that X believes
t hat S;

where the schematic letter °S should be replaced with an English
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sentence which | acks indexical or pronom nal devices or
anbiguities.® It is understood that X assents to or dissents from
S while understanding it correctly and fully. | agree with Nathan

Sal ron when he says of (DQ),

at | east sone version of this disquotational principle is
unobj ectionable ... What makes the principle self-evident is
that it is a corollary of the traditional conception of belief
as inward assent to a proposition. Sincere, reflective,
outward assent (qua speech act) to a fully understood sentence
is an overt manifestation of sincere, reflective, inward assent
(qua cognitive disposition or attitude) to a fully grasped

proposition.

This is only in support of (DQ) but | think a parallel support for
(DQ 1) has equal force.'® Gven all this, we say that (25) is true
and (26) false:

(25) Jane believes that bookmakers are sleazy;

(26) Jane believes that bookies are sl eazy.

Call this "the Truth-Value Opposition Assunption on Belief', or

"TOAB'. Let us assune these colloquial sentences are nmere stylistic
variants of (21) and (22).'® | think that TOAB is pretheoretically

so intuitive, thanks to (DQ) and (DQ1), that if we can avoid
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violating it, we should. W also assune that belief, as expressed in
(25) and (26), is a dyadic relation between a believer and a

proposition. Call this "the Dyadic Relation Assunption on Belief',

or DRAB'. The surface structure of belief sentences strongly
indicates the truth of DRAB. There is further evidence for DRAB as
well.20 So, if we can avoid violating DRAB, we should. Another
assumption we shall make is that synonyns make exactly the sane
semantic contribution to the determ nation of the propositions

expressed by sentences in which they occur. Call this "the Semantic

Parity Assunption on Synonyns, or ~ SPAS' . I do not know how one

coul d possibly deny SPAS without flouting the very notion of synonyny
or semantic contribution to propositional determnation.?* |t is a
chal l enge to any semantic theory about sentences of the form (1) to
respect TOAB, DRAB, and SPAS all at once.
It is hard to see how the Nanme Theory can neet the chall enge.
The | ogical structures of (21)/(25) and (22)/(26) according to (the
operator version of) the Nane Theory are as foll ows:
(21n) That - (Bookmakers are sleazy) is a proposition & Jane
bel i eves that-(Bookmakers are sleazy);
(22n) That - (Booki es are sleazy) is a proposition & Jane
bel i eves that-(Bookies are sl eazy).
Assune SPAS. Then given the synonyny of "~bookmakers' and " bookies',

it is extrenmely difficult to see how a Nanme Theorist can avoid
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conmmtnment to the claimthat for any proposition P, (23) expresses P
if and only if (24) expresses P, viz., the claimthat "that-
(Bookmakers are sleazy)' refers to a proposition if and only if
“that-(Bookies are sleazy)' refers to the same proposition. The
mechani sm underlying the operator "that' contains nothing to drive a
wedge between (23) and (24) with respect to the expression relation.
|f so, the Name Theory is committed to the coreferentiality of "that-
(Bookmakers are sleazy)' and "that-(Bookies are sleazy)', given SPAS.
Next, assune DRAB. Then (21n) and (22n) have the sanme truth val ue.
But this contradicts TOAB.

Does the Denonstrative Theory fare better? It seens so. The
| ogi cal structures of (21)/(25) and (22)/(26) according to the
Denmonstrative Theory are as foll ows:

(21d) That, is a proposition & Jane believes that;:

Booknmakers are sl eazy;
(22d) That, is a proposition & Jane believes that,: Bookies
are sl eazy.

In a standard context, “that," in (21d) refers to the proposition
expressed by the sentence follow ng the colon, viz., (23), and
“that;" in (22d) refers to the proposition expressed by the sentence
following the colon, viz., (24). This conflicts with DRAB under TOAB
and SPAS, in a way famliar to us fromthe above discussion of the

Nanme Theory. This, however, only shows that the context, C1, in
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which (25) is true and (26) false is not standard; in ClL the relation
bet ween (23) and (24) on the one hand and the propositions referred
to by "that,” in (21d) and that;," in (22d) on the other is not
expression. |If a Denponstrative Theorist stops here, the chall enge of
reconciling DRAB, TOAB, and SPAS is nmet only superficially. To give
substance to the reconciliation, a satisfactory answer needs to be
given to the question "What rel ation holds between the sentences and
the propositions in C1?" It is unclear how the answer should go.

One mght say that it is the relation R such that R(x,y) if and
only if Jane takes x to express y.? Since Jane is a conpetent
| i ngui stic subject, she understands what it is to interpret an
utterance of a sentence in a standard context. So, she has inplicit
know edge of the expression relation. Thus the relation Ris well
defined. 1In addition, Jane fully understands (23) and (24). So,
there is a particular proposition P1 such that Jane takes (23) to
express P1, and a particular proposition P2 such that Jane takes (24)
to express P2. Therefore, one mght say, in Cl1 "that;" in (21d)
refers to P1 and "that," in (22d) refers to P2. Now, SPAS and Jane's
full conpetence in English strongly suggest the identity of Pl and
P2. But this in conjunction with DRAB and TOAB | ead to a
contradiction; by DRAB, (21d) and (22d) predicate the sanme rel ation
bet ween Jane and P1, viz., P2, so the two sentences share the sane

truth condition, but at the sane tinme, by TOAB, (21d) is true but

23



(22d) is not. Perhaps, SPAS and Jane's full conpetence in English
are conpatible with the distinctness of P1 and P2. But then the
problemis to flesh out this conpatibility in sufficient detail. A
maj or part of such an endeavor is to say exactly what propositions Pl
and P2 are, while respecting SPAS and Jane's full conpetence in
Engl i sh.

Perhaps, there is a better way for a Denonstrative Theorist to

meet the challenge. |If so, it remains to be spelled out.

V. The Russellian Description Theory

So far, we have followed the customary view of "that'-clauses that
they are, or contain, referring terns, either nanes or denpnstrative
pronouns. It is time to part with this view. |If we take an innocent
| ook at the sentence

(4) The proposition that snowis white is fanous,

we i nmmedi ately notice that its subject termcontains the word "the';

it is a definite description. And we already have a well-entrenched
t heory of definite descriptions, nanely, Russell's theory. \Why not
apply it to (4)? This is the nost natural approach to (4) and, |
claim the nost prom sing. The question (#) is answered quite
differently on this approach.

On Russell's theory of descriptions, "the'-phrases are not
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referring terns and (4) is not a singular statenment about a
particul ar proposition. Instead, (4) has the | ogical structure of
the follow ng gross form

(4"") (>!'x)Ax & (x)(Ax e Fx).
What is the internal structure of the predicate "A ?22 Whatever goes
into "A" nust correspond to the sub-string, “~proposition that snowis
white', in (4). One thing that is imediately evident is that ~Ax'
must be a conjunction one conjunct of which neans "x is a
proposition". So, let us say that "Ax' has the form Ox & Bx', where
"Ox'" nmeans "x is a proposition". The inportant question then is:
VWhat does "Bx' nean? Notice that the answer woul d be easy for
sentences |like the follow ng:

(27) The proposition "Snow is white' expresses in English is

f amous;

(28) The proposition Jack stated is fanous.
The answer for (27) would be that "Bx' neans " Snow is white'
expresses x in English", and the answer for (28) would be that " Bx'
means "Jack stated x". (4) is inportantly different from (27) and
(28). Unlike (27) and (28), (4) does not |lay down a condition for
pi cking out a unique denotation of the description in ternms of a
relatively straightforward relation, such as expression or stating,
and a relatively straightforward object or objects, such as a

sentence and a | anguage, or a person. Instead, (4) uses a that'-
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clause. To figure out "Bx' for (4) is to figure out the role of the
sentence enbedded in the "that'-clause, viz.,

(16) Snow is white.
That is, our question (#) is now split:

(#1) What is the syntactic role of (16) in the |ogical

structure of (4)7?;
(#2) What is the semantic role of (16) in the determ nation of
t he denotation of the "the' -phrase in (4)?

The answer to (#2) is rather obvious. \Whatever else nm ght be going
on in the analysis, it should nmake the "the'-phrase in (4) and the
proposition expressed by (16) be related to each other in such a way
that the former denotes the latter. (Renenber the | esson of the
carrot exanpl e against the Denponstrative Theory.) An easy way to do
this would be to make "Bx' say in effect that (16) expresses x, but
such a nove woul d involve nentioning of (16), an unwanted |inguistic
ascent.? We need sone other way to inplement the answer to (#2).
The trick is to answer (#1) in such a way as to acconplish the
desired result without linguistic ascent. | can think of four ways.

The first analyzes Bx' as

(29) x = that-(Snow is white),
where "that-( )' is a sentential operator, yielding a name of the
proposition the sentence expresses (in the |anguage understood from

the context). The second anal yzes "Bx' as
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(30) x = that [Snow is white],
where "that' is neant to refer to the proposition expressed by the
sentence in the brackets (in the | anguage understood fromthe
context). Evidently, these two analyses mimc the Nane Theory and
t he Denonstrative Theory, respectively. Only the fact that the
Russel lian Theory analyzes (4) as a conjunction of a unique-
exi stential sentence and a universal sentence distinguishes them from
the two previously rejected theories. A nmonent's reflection wl
qui ckly show that these analyses inherit the difficulties of the two
rejected theories. W shall therefore dism ss them as
unsati sfactory.

The third analysis of "Bx' is radically different fromthe
first two; it does not smuggle any referring termback into Bx'. It
is supported by the conception of propositions as primary objects of
t hought, and clainms that a sentence expresses a proposition by laying
out the content that is thought when the proposition is thought.
Thus, it analyzes Bx' as

(31) x is thought iff it is thought that snow is white.?®
This avoids |linguistic ascent and is free fromthe difficulties
pl aguing the first two analyses. But it is obviously unsatisfactory.
The very object of analysis, the "that'-clause, reappears in (31),
and there is no way to elimnate it within the object-of-thought

conception of propositions.
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We are thus left with the fourth analysis, which is supported
by the conception of propositions as primary bearers of truth val ues.
The basic idea is that a sentence expresses a proposition by |aying
out its truth condition. Thus, it analyzes "Bx' as
(32) x is true iff snowis white.
Fully spelled out, (4) receives the follow ng analysis on this truth-
bearer conception of propositions:
(4t) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (x is true iff snowis white))
& (xX)((x is a proposition & (x is true iff snowis white))
e x is fanous).

If we read "iff' as material equivalence, (4t) is false; for

obvi ously, under that reading of "iff', there are infinitely many
propositions that are true iff snowis white, e.g., the proposition
that grass is green. Since we want (4) true--or at |east do not want
(4) false sinmply because no uni que proposition is such that as a
matter of material equivalence it is true if and only if snowis

white--we need a reading of "iff' stronger than nmaterial equival ence.

Such a reading clearly has to be at | east as strong as netaphysically

necessary equival ence (MENE, for short). But is MENE strong enough?

Evidently not. Infinitely many propositions are still such that they
are true iff snowis white, under that reading of "iff': e.g., the

proposition that snowis white and 1+1=2.
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VI. A Modal Leap

s there any kind of necessity such that if we read "iff' in
accordance with that kind of necessity, then there is exactly one
proposition x such that x is true iff snowis white? How about

conceptually necessary equival ence (CONE)? Could two propositions be

such that they are true iff snowis white, where "iff' is read as
expressing CONE? It seens not. For exanple, it is not the case that
as a matter of conceptual necessity, the proposition that snowis
white and 1+1=2 is true if and only if snowis white. A nere
conception of the proposition is insufficient for the equival ence;
what is needed in addition is the netaphysical necessity of the
proposition that 1+1=2.2¢ So, let us say that CONE is sufficiently
strong. Indeed, it seens that CONE has exactly the right strength.
But this sounds too good to be true. W need to be careful. \What
does it nean to say that a proposition x is true iff snowis white,
under the CONE reading of "iff'? What else could it mean but that
our conception of x is precisely such that in all conceivable
circunstances either x is true and snowis white or x is false and
snow i s not white. What conception of x is that? The answer, of
course, is that it is the conception of x as the proposition that
snow i s white. W observed before that the clause

(9) that snowis white
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is a canonical notation for the proposition in question. Wat makes
it canonical is the very fact that we conceive of the proposition

primarily as the proposition that snow is white. This pronpts

caution. W should be cautious not to understand "iff' in (4t) under
the CONE reading in terms of the very conception of x which directly
verifies the equivalence. |In other words, we should not understand
(4t) as a disguised formof the foll ow ng:

(4c) (>!'x)(x is the proposition that snowis white) & (x)(x is

the proposition that snowis white e x is fanous).

Thi s obviously throws (4) back into (4t). The definite description
is not elimnated. Little is acconplished. Wat we need is a
noncircular way to unpack "x is true iff snowis white' under a
sufficiently strong reading of "iff', i.e., a way which does not
presuppose the conception of x as the proposition that snow is
white. ?’

One m ght suspect that the project is hopeless, for any kind of
necessity fit for the task would be ultimately understandable only in
terms of the locution "x is the proposition that snow is white' and
t herefore would not avoid circularity. | amnot entirely
unsynpat heti c.

However, | think it is premature to abandon hope. | believe
there is one kind of necessary equival ence which is stronger than

MENE and yet understandable wi thout giving rise to vicious
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circularity. Let ne explain it by introducing an additional
quantification explicitly. Read "Bx' in the Russellian analysis form
for (4) as

(33) (W(x is true inw/ snowis white in w),
where "W ranges over worlds and /' neans material equival ence. W
| eave the notion of a world open, except for the requirenent that the
following two notions are well defined: what it is for a proposition
to be true in a world, and what it is for it to be the case that
(say) snowis white in a world.?® W obtain the MENE readi ng of
“iff' in (4t) by letting "W range over all and only metaphysically
possi ble worlds. If we help ourselves to such world-talk, a
straightforward way to inplenment the proposed suggestion within the
Russel lian framework becomes available. It is to let "W range over
nore than metaphysically possible worlds, i.e., over netaphysically
possi bl e worl ds and sone netaphysically inpossible worlds.
(Henceforth, | shall drop the adverb " netaphysically' wherever it is
readily and correctly understood.)?®

The obvious idea is that if we let the right kind of inpossible
worlds into the range of "w , the proposition expressed by Snow is
white and 1+1=2'" will be adequately excluded; for some inpossible
world w, snow is white in wand 1+1#2 in w, hence it is fal se that
snow i s white and 1+1=2 in w. % So for sonme w, the proposition

expressed by
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(16) Snow is white
is true in w but the proposition expressed by

(16a) Snow is white and 1+1=2
is false in w. The two propositions are thus adequately
di stingui shed.

The obvi ous question then is: Which inpossible worlds should be
included in the range of "w ? What we need for this particular
exanple is just one world in which snowis white and 1+1#2. | nclude
one such inpossible world anong all possible worlds in the range of
"W, and we have the desired result for this particular case. But
such a world will not do for other propositions. 1In order to
di stinguish the proposition expressed by (16) fromthe proposition
expressed by, say,

(16b) Snow i s white and 1+1+1=3,
we need an inpossible world in which snowis white and 1+1+1£3. |In
sone inpossible worlds, it is the case that both 1+1£2 and 1+1+1#£3,

while snow is white. But there is no guarantee that the world we

pick for the first exanple will do for the second exanple as well.

It is clear that picking a specific kind of inpossible world will not
do as a procedure to secure the desired result in general. The

saf est choice therefore seens to be to pick all of them [Include in
the range of "w all inpossible worlds, in addition to all possible

worlds. (I hasten to add that | am not assumng that it is necessary

32



to include all inmpossible worlds in the range of "W in order to
di stingui sh every proposition fromevery other. For instance, an
i npossible world in which all propositions have the sanme truth
value(s) is useless for distinguishing any two propositions.) The
resulting reading of "iff' is sufficiently strong.

But sone m ght say that it is too strong. For sone inpossible
world w, snowis white in wand snowis not white in w. So, for sone
w, the proposition expressed by (16) is true in w and the proposition
expressed by (16) is false in w. Thus, they m ght say, if the
proposition expressed by (16a) or (16b) is adequately distinguished
fromthe proposition expressed by (16) by the above maneuver, the
proposition expressed by (16) is adequately distinguished fromthe
proposition expressed by (16) by the sane maneuver. But nothing
shoul d be distingui shed, adequately or not, fromitself. Therefore,

t hey m ght conclude, the proposal is self-refuting.

This, however, is confused. It does not show that the proposed
reading of "iff' is too strong. What is at issue is how to secure
the result that exactly one proposition satisfies (33). The proposal

in question is to secure this result by regarding "W as ranging over

all possible worlds and all inpossible worlds. Call those worlds in
whi ch no proposition is true and false normal'; worlds in which sonme
proposition is true and fal se are abnormal. |If we |let the range of

"W include abnormal worlds, as the proposal inplies, then the
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proposition satisfying (33) is true and false in sonme worlds in the

range of "w . But this does not flout the uniqueness of the
proposition satisfying (33). It is expected that such a proposition

is true and false in sone worlds in the range of "w, nanely, sone
abnormal worlds. Any proposition is true and false in sone abnorma
wor | ds.

The notion of normalcy of a world is understood in ternms of the
notion of propositional identity; wis normal if and only if for any
proposition x and any propositiony, if x is true in wandy is false
inw then x £#£y. Therefore, if the notion of propositional identity
were to be understood in terms of the notion of normalcy, we would
have a problemof circularity. But the proposal in question does not
define propositional identity in terns of normalcy. [Its definition
of propositional identity is quite sinple; for any proposition x and
any propositiony, x =y if and only if x and y have the sane truth
value(s) in all (possible and inpossible) worlds. |In particular, the
proposition that snowis white is not identical with the proposition
that snow is white and 1+1=2, because in sone inpossible worlds the
former has (say) the truth value Truth and no other truth val ue,
whereas the latter has the truth value Falsity and no other truth
value. On the other hand, the proposition that snowis white is
identical with the proposition that snow is white, because in every

possi bl e or inpossible world in which the former has a certain truth
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value, the latter has that sane truth value, and vice versa. In
particul ar, any inpossible world in which the former has Truth and
the latter has Falsity is a world in which snowis white and snow is
not white, so it is a world in which the former has Falsity and the
latter has Truth, therefore it is a world in which the fornmer has
Truth and Falsity and the |atter has Falsity and Truth. That is,
such a world is one in which the former and the |latter have the sane
truth val ues.

A variant of the same confusion mght give rise to the
objection that if we include all inpossible worlds in the range of
"W, no proposition whatever satisfies (33). The reason, the
obj ection goes, is that for any proposition P, there is an inpossible
world in which Pis true and snow is not white; therefore, for any
P, there is at | east one world for which the biconditional in (33)
fails. To see why this objection does not work, renmenber that the
very conception of propositions as truth bearers has it that the
proposition that snowis white is true precisely when snow is white.
In the inpossible-worlds [ocution, this inplies that the proposition
that snow is white is true in precisely those inpossible worlds in
whi ch snow is white. So, in any inmpossible world in which the
proposition that snowis white is true, snowis white. O course, in
sone i npossible worlds the proposition that snowis white is true and

snow i s not white. But this only nmeans that in such worlds snowis
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white and snow is not white, and this nerely shows that such a world
is abnormal.

The underlying idea of the truth-bearer conception of
propositions el aborated so far is that the essence, or the nature, of
a proposition is precisely that it has a truth value in every
worl d.3 That is, truth-val ue-bearer-ness constitutes the essence,
or the nature, of a proposition, and nothing el se constitutes it.
Thus, a mapping from (all possible and inpossible) worlds to truth
val ues determ nes a uni que proposition; also, a proposition
determ nes a uni que such mapping. This neans that there is a one-one
onto correlation between worl d-to-truth-val ue nmappi ngs and

propositions. Suppose there are exactly three distinct truth val ues:

Truth, Falsity, and Value-Three. |If, for exanple, a proposition is
preci sely neither true nor false in w, we say that the mapping
corresponding to the proposition maps wto {Value-Three}. |If a
proposition is precisely true and false in w, we say that the mapping
corresponding to the proposition maps wto {Truth, Falsity}.3 There
is nothing self-refuting about this.

Some m ght wonder what justifies our contention that possible
and inpossible worlds will suffice to tell all distinct propositions
apart. How do we know that there are not two distinct propositions
whi ch have exactly the same truth values in all possible and

i npossi ble worlds? | do not know exactly how to answer such a
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guestion but can offer two comments. First, the reason why we know

t hat possible worlds al one do not suffice is that we have fairly

cl ear exanmples of different propositions with the sane truth val ues
in all possible worlds: e.g., the propositions expressed by (16) and
(16a). In contrast, we have no simlarly clear exanples show ng the
i nsufficiency of possible and inpossible worlds. Second, every world
is either a possible world or not a possible world (or a boundary
world, in case of vagueness). And inpossible worlds are those worlds
whi ch are not possible worlds. So, possible worlds and inpossible
wor |l ds (plus boundary worlds, in case of vagueness) exhaust al

worl ds. Therefore, one would need to go beyond the truth-bearer
conception of propositions as | have el aborated, to cast a serious
doubt on our contention that possible and inpossible worlds will

suffice for telling all distinct propositions apart.

VIl. A Problem

According to the above proposal, call it the "Mdal Russellian

Theory' ( MORT' for short), the logical structures of (21)/(25) and
(22)/(26) are as follows:
(21r) (>!'x)(x 1s a proposition & (w(x is true in w/
Bookmakers are sleazy in w)) & (X)((x is a

proposition & (wW(x is true in w / Booknmakers are
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sleazy in w)) e Jane believes x);
(22r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (wW(x is true in w/
Bookies are sleazy in w)) & (x)((x is a proposition &
(w(x is true in w / Bookies are sleazy in w)) e
Jane believes x).
Assume DRAB and TOAB. Then in order to avoid a contradiction, we
need the definite descriptions
(21rd) t he proposition that bookmakers are sl eazy
and
(22rd) the proposition that bookies are sleazy
to denote different propositions. The challenge is to secure this
wi t hout violating SPAS. While considering the Nane Theory and the
Denmonstrative Theory, we noted that given SPAS, it was conpelling
that the foll ow ng expressed the sanme proposition:
(23) Bookmekers are sleazy;
(24) Bookies are sleazy.
We al so observed that the two theories in question |acked adequate
resources to counter this. As a result, we did not resist the
conmpul si on and assuned that (23) and (24) expressed the sane
proposition. Moreover, we inposed that (21rd) and (22rd) shoul d
denote the propositions (23) and (24) express, respectively, as a

desi deratum for any adequate theory of (21)/(25) and (22)/(26)--

remenber the carrot exanple against the Denonstrative Theory. So, if
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we are to hold MORT up to the sane standard of scrutiny as the two
previous theories wthout having to refute the theory, we need to
deny that (21rd) and (22rd) denote the sane proposition, which in
turn will commt us to denying that (23) and (24) express the sane
proposition. And this is only the beginning. W rejected the
previous two theories on the basis that neither contained any
ot herwi se plausible mechanismin their analyses that gave any reason
for denying the identity of the propositions denoted by (21rd) and
(22rd) without violating SPAS; such a denial by the Name Theory was
theoretically ad hoc, and the way the Denonstrative Theory managed
the denial led to an absurd consequence (the carrot exanple). Can
MORT sustain the denial in a way that is neither ad hoc nor otherw se
unacceptabl e? Unfortunately, it cannot.

MORT allows (21rd) and (22rd) to denote different propositions,
only because it allows

(21rw) (w(x is true in w / Booknmakers are sleazy in w)
as it occurs (twice) in (21r) and

(22rw) (w(x is true in w / Bookies are sleazy in w)
as it occurs (twice) in (22r) to be satisfied by different

propositions. Call a world a "Jane world" if in that world

everything is exactly as Jane believes. In every Jane world
bookmakers are sl eazy but bookies are not.3 |[|f Jane disbelieves

that Earth is flat, then in every Jane world Earth is not flat. |If
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Jane neither believes nor disbelieves Gol dbach's Conjecture, then in
every Jane worl d Gol dbach's Conjecture is neither true nor false.
G ven that it is necessary that all and only bookmakers are bookies,
every Jane world is an inpossible world; for Jane does not believe
that all and only bookmakers are bookies. Since, according to MORT,
the range of "W in (21rw) and (22rw) includes not just possible
worl ds but also all inpossible worlds, it includes Jane worlds. So,
for some win the range, the proposition which satisfies (21rw) is
true in w and the proposition which satisfies (22rw) is not true in
w. So these propositions are different propositions.3

So far so good. However, MORT does not respect SPAS. As we
not ed, SPAS nekes it conpelling that (21rd) and (22rd) denote the
sane proposition. MORT says that different propositions satisfy
(21rw) and (22rw) as they occur in (21r) and (22r). But (21rd)
denotes a proposition if and only if the proposition satisfies (21rw)
as it occurs in (21r), and (22rd) denotes a proposition if and only
if the proposition satisfies (22rw) as it occurs in (22r).

This itself does not make MORT flout SPAS quite yet. The
reason why SPAS makes the identity of the denotations of (21rd) and
(22rd) conpelling is that SPAS makes it conpelling that (i)
“bookmakers' and " bookies' have the same semantic contribution to the
determ nation of the propositions satisfying (21rw) and (22rw), while

i ndependently it appears that (ii) if (i), then (21rd) and (22rd)
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denote the sane proposition. So, if a theory can deny (ii) without
denying (i), SPAS is not flouted. Sadly, MORT cannot do so. If (i)
is accepted, then since MORT nakes the rest of (21rw) and the rest of
(22rw) rich enough to assure full individuation of the satisfying

propositions, no roomis left for MORT to maneuver to avoid accepting

(ii).

VI11. Mdal Russellian Theory Revised

This is not the end of nodal Russellianism however. There is a way
to inprove MORT to overcone the above difficulty. The idea is to
keep the range of "W as less inclusive than the collection of al
possi bl e and i npossible worlds and let the initial unique existential
quantifier, “(>!'x)', in the Russellian analysis do the work of

pi cki ng out the right proposition. The truth-bearer conception of
propositions as el aborated above remains operative--that is,
propositions are exactly individuated by mappings from (possi ble and
i mpossi ble) worlds to (sets of) truth values. But unlike MORT, the

Revi sed MORT (REMORT for short) dissociates the question of securing

a uni que proposition satisfying (33) fromthe question of
i ndi vi duati on of propositions in ternms of the truth values they have
in worlds. The idea is to restrict the pool of propositions eligible

for satisfying (33) tightly enough to secure uni queness of a
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proposition that satisfies (33), with "W ranging over |ess than all
possi bl e and i npossible worlds. But where does the restriction cone
fron? It comes fromthe pragmati cs concerning the initial

exi stential quantifier “(>!'x)' and its acconpanying universal

gquantifier “(x)' in the Russellian |ogical structure in which (33) is
enbedded:
(33") (>!'xX)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w / snow

is white inw) & (x)((x is a proposition & (w)(x is

true in w/ snowis white in w)) e x is fanous).
We have inplicitly assuned that the range of "x' in those quantifiers
included all propositions, or if that is inpossible, one fairly
conprehensive collection of propositions. But it is well known that
the range of a quantifier variable shifts fromcontext to context. |
say, "There is no food", looking into nmy enpty refrigerator. Wat |
say is true in that context, despite the presence of food in your
refrigerator. The range for the variable corresponding to ny

utterance of "no' is the content of ny refrigerator. | then say,
"There is no food", |looking into your well-stocked refrigerator and
bei ng blinded by harsh lighting inside. Wat | say is false in that
context despite the absence of food in nmy refrigerator. The range
has shifted to the content of your refrigerator. |In general, the

range of a quantifier variable is typically restricted to a certain

collection of entities relevant to the discourse in progress. The
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coll ection may be understood fromthe contextual cues with varying
degrees of clarity. 3

In the case at hand, the collection can be fairly clearly
demarcated. When a sentence is uttered, the uttered sentence
i mmedi ately beconmes part of the context and nmay participate in
determ ning contextually sensitive elenments in the discourse. Wen
(16) is uttered as part of (4), (16) may exert sone influence on the
determ nation of the range of "x' in (33'). Indeed, given a very
cl ose connection between (16) and the proposition to be denoted by
the definite description in (4), we expect sone such influence. For
exanmple, the fact that for any world w the proposition expressed by
(16) is true in wif and only if "is white' applies to the referent
of “snow % in w suggests the restriction of the range of "x' to only
t hose propositions which are true in any world wif and only if "is
white' applies to the referent of “snow in w3 Since 1+1#£2 and
1+1+1#3 in sonme such worlds, this will exclude the proposition

expressed by (16a) or (16b) fromthe range of "x (Here, it is very
inportant to understand that in order for a string to apply or refer

inw it is not required that the string exist inw, a fortiori, be

part of any | anguage used by speakers in w. The string is to be

understood in English as we actually use it here.)

This not only takes care of this particular exanple, (16), but

ot her sentences equally well. Consider, say:
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(34) The proposition that 1+1=2 is boring.
The truth of the proposition " 1+1=2' expresses is necessary, and so
is the truth of the proposition expressed by

(35) 3+3=6.

The range of "x' in the Russellian logical structure of (34) will be

restricted to include only those propositions which are true in any
world wif and only if "= applies to <the value of the function
expressed by "+ for the referent of "1' and the referent of "1' as
argunents, the referent of “2'>in w. In some such worlds the
proposition (35) expresses is false; for sone such worlds are
i npossi ble worlds in which 3+3£6. Hence the proposition (35)
expresses is excluded fromthe range in question.

The range of "x' in (33") is pragmatically restricted to those
propositions which are true in any world wif and only if “is white'

applies to the referent of "snow in w. This pragmatic restriction

in fact restricts the range of "x' to include only one proposition,

viz., the proposition that snowis white. Thus, the uniqueness is

achi eved pragmatically. In section V, we split the question (#) into

two subquestions, one on the syntactic role of (16) in the | ogical

structure of (4) and the other on the semantic role of (16) in the
determ nation of the denotation of the definite description in (4).
Now we have in effect answered the third subquesti on:

(#3) What is the pragmatic role of (16) in the determ nation of
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t he denotation of the description?

But how about (#2)? What is the semantic role of (33) in (33)7?
(33) has two roles to play: not to fail to be satisfied by the
uni quel y picked proposition in question, and to characterize that
proposition semantically in accordance with the truth-bearer
conception. G ven the way snow and "is white' occur in (33), (33)
pl ays the first role snmoothly, as expected. As for the second role,
it is inportant to realize that having the pragmatic information that
"x' in (33") ranges only over those propositions which are true (or
in fact, the proposition which is true) in any world wif and only if
"is white' applies to the referent of "snow in wis quite
insufficient for having the answer to the question: In which worlds
is the proposition denoted by the description "the proposition that
snow is white' true? Know edge of the nmeanings of "is white' and
"snow is necessary for obtaining the answer to that question. (33)
in effect supplies such know edge by specifying the truth condition
of the proposition for every world conpatible with matters of
meani ng.

We now know t he answer to the question: What is the range of

"W in (33')? It is the set of all and only semantically requl ar

worlds, viz., worlds which violate no semantically sanctioned truth,
e.g., the truths that bachelors are male, that vixens are foxes, that

ni ght mares are dreans, that wal king is noving, that what is F and G
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is F, and so on. Every such truth is necessary, so every possible
world is a semantically regular world. But not every necessary truth
seens to be sanctioned semantically: e.g., the truths that 5+7=12,
that water is HO that a table is not nade of a hunk of matter
conpletely different fromthe hunk of matter it is actually made of,
that Cicero is Tully, and so on. If this is so, then not every
semantically regular world is a possible world. One m ght decide to
| eave the notion of semantic regularity primtive, offering nothing
further than the above intuitive explanation by a few exanples. But
we can do better if we are prepared to accept the notion of
conceptual possibility; wis semantically regular if and only if wis
conceptual ly possible. That is, wis semantically regular if and
only if every proposition true in wis conceptually possibly true.

It is inportant to note that even though REMORT does not
require the range of "w to include all worlds, it does not abandon
t he conception of propositions behind MORT. |In particular, REMORT
does not abandon the idea of propositional individuation in terns of
truth values in all worlds. It is just that REMORT lets "W range
only over semantically regular worlds and | eaves the rest of the work
of propositional individuation to the pragmatics concerning the range
of "x'. REMORT abandons the idea that conplete propositional
i ndividuation is effected by neans of all and only those worlds which

are semantically regular, i.e., the idea that for every proposition
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P1 and every proposition P2, P1 = P2 if and only if for every
semantically regular world w, P1 has a certain truth value in wif
and only if P2 has that truth value in w. In other words, REMORT
does not disregard semantically irregular worlds in assessing

propositional identity. The range of "x' in the initial existential
quantifier in the Russellian analysis of a sentence |ike (21)
contributes to the determ nation of the proposition denoted by the
definite description. And that range is determ ned not semantically
but pragmatically. Thus, determ nation of the proposition denoted by
the description is largely a matter of pragmatics. Semantics gives
its truth condition for every semantically regular world, but the
truth condition extends beyond semantically regular worlds. Meanings
i ndi vi duate propositions up to semantic equival ence (sharing truth
values in all semantically regular worlds), but some semantically
equi val ent propositions are distinct propositions.

How does REMORT coherently deny (ii) w thout denying (i) then?
Unl i ke MORT, REMORT does not make the rest of (21rw) and the rest of
(22rw) rich enough to assure full individuation of the satisfying
propositions. In fact, on REMORT, no proposition uniquely satisfies
either (21rw) as it occurs in (21r) or (22rw) as it occurs in (22r).
They are satisfied by all those propositions which are true in any
semantically regular world wif and only if bookmakers are sleazy in

w, or equivalently, if and only if bookies are sleazy in w. They are
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thus satisfied by the same propositions. SPAS is thereby respected.
At the sanme tinme, REMORT blocks (ii). The denotation of
(21rd), or (22rd), is not determ ned by the satisfaction of (21rw) as
it occurs in (21r), or (22rw) as it occurs in (22r). This should be
obvi ous. (21rd) may denote at nost one proposition; so may (22rd).
Since (21rw) as it occurs in (21r) is satisfied by many propositions,
its satisfaction cannot determ ne the denotation of (21rd); |ikew se
for (22rw) and (22rd). Help frompragmtics is needed to determ ne
t he denotation. Renenber that pragmatics picks a certain restricted
coll ection of propositions for the initial existential quantifier in
(21r) to range over. The collection is in fact a singleton, and
therefore at nost one nenmbers is anong the propositions satisfying
(21rw) as it occurs in (21r); and that is the proposition denoted by
(21rd). More specifically, the range of “x' for (21r) only includes
t he proposition which is true in any world wif and only if in wthe
predicate "is sleazy' applies to everything the predicate "is a
bookmaker' applies to, and the range of "x' for (22r) only includes
the proposition which is true in wif and only if in w the predicate
"is sleazy' applies to everything the predicate "is a bookie' applies
to. In some semantically irregular (hence netaphysically inpossible)
wor |l ds--e.g., Jane worl ds--booknmakers are sl eazy but bookies are not,
that is, "is sleazy' applies to everything is a booknmaker' applies

to but not to everything "is a bookie' applies to. In some other
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semantically irregular worlds, bookies are sleazy but booknmakers are
not, that is, "is sleazy' applies to everything "is a bookie' applies
to but not to everything is a bookmaker' applies to. Therefore, not
only is (21rw) as it occurs in (21r) satisfied by a unique

proposition, the satisfying proposition is different fromthe equally

uni que proposition satisfying (22rw) as it occurs in (22r).

| X. Applications

(a) Deduction: REMORT provides sentences of the form S deduced
that PP with the sane general treatnment, which is adequate w thout
maki ng propositions structured.3 Suppose Hol mes deduced the guilt
of M. Hyde without deducing the guilt of Dr. Jekyll. Howis this
possi bl e, given the identity of Dr. Jekyll and M. Hyde? The
sent ence

(36) Hol mes deduced the proposition that M. Hyde is guilty
has the | ogical structure

(36r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true inw/ M.

Hyde is guilty in w) & (x)((x is a proposition &
(W(x is true in w/ M. Hyde is guilty)) e Hol nes
deduced x).

Let a Holnes world be a world in which the "theorens” of his

deductive systemare true, and nothing else is. |In any Holnmes world
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M. Hyde is guilty but not Dr. Jekyll. Holnes worlds differentiate
t he propositions denoted by the descriptions "the proposition that
M. Hyde is guilty' and "the proposition that Dr. Jekyll is guilty'.
Since the propositions are distinct, Holmes may deduce one w thout
deduci ng the other.

(b) Meaning and Expression: REMORT holds that meaning does not

det erm ne proposition even relative to a particul ar context of

utterance. There is a prima facie difficulty with such a position.

Consi der:

(37) " Bookmekers are sleazy' neans that bookmekers are sleazy;

(38) "Bookies are sleazy' neans that bookies are sleazy;

(39) "Bookmakers are sleazy' expresses that bookmakers are

sl eazy;

(40) " Bookies are sleazy' expresses that bookies are sleazy;
REMORT says that, relative to an appropriate context of utterance,
t he sentences

(23) Bookmakers are sl eazy
and

(24) Bookies are sl eazy
mean the sanme but they do not express the sanme proposition. That is,
assumng that (37) - (40) are true, the "that'-clauses in (37) and
(38) designate the same thing but the "that'-clauses in (39) and (40)

do not. It follows that either the "that'-clauses in (37) and (39)
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do not designate the sane thing or the "that'-clauses in (38) and
(40) do not designate the sane thing. But how can this be, given the
inplicit assunption that (37) - (40) are all understood relative to
one and the sanme context?

The apparent force of this rhetorical question stenms fromthe
myopi ¢ conprehension of the "that'-clauses in (37) - (40). Take (37)
and (39), for exanple. They both contain the same "that'-clause.
How can that “that'-clause fail to designate the same thing (relative
to the sane context)? Here is how Renmenber that under the
assunmption that expression is a relation between a sentence and a
proposition (relative to a context), we read (39) as a stylistic
vari ant of

(41) " Booknekers are sleazy' expresses the proposition that

bookmakers are sl eazy.

Li kewi se, under the assunption that the verb "to nean' in (37)
expresses a relation between a sentence and what is neant, viz., a
meaning (relative to a context), 3 we should read (37) as a stylistic
variant of (a slightly awkward but nore accurate)

(42) "~ Booknakers are sleazy' nmeans the neani ng that bookmakers

are sl eazy.
We say that the definite description in (41) denotes a certain
proposition P* and the definite description in (42) denotes a certain

meani ng M. We can then understand the designation of a "that'-
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clause in terns of the denotation of the definite description which
contains the "that'-clause; the "that'-clause in (41) designates P*,
and the "that'-clause in (42) designates M. Since propositions are
not neanings, the two "that'-clauses designate different things. The
sane that'-clause functions differently when enbedded in (41) and
(42). In (41) it helps determne a proposition, and in (42) it helps
det erm ne a meani ng.

Conpare this with a case of subsentential strings. Wrds have
meani ngs and some of them al so express properties:

(43) "Dog' neans "dog";

(44) "Dog' expresses being a dog.
Here there is not even the slightest hint of parity between (43) and
(44) even on the surface. Wthout the double quotation nmarks around
the |l ast word, or some other such special device (e.g.,
italicization), (43) would probably be ill formed, or at best a
borderline case. Even if (43) were well forned and true with the
| ast word occurring bare in it ( Dog' neans dog) the counterpart of
(44) would be not quite well formed and certainly not true (" Dog
expresses dog). It does not help to switch to an obviously well -
formed sentence,

(44") "Dog' expresses doghood,
which is equally removed from (43) on the surface. (43) and (44)

shoul d be read as |l ess articulate versions of:

52



(45) " Dog' neans the neaning "dog";

(46) " Dog' expresses the property of being a dog.
The word "dog' is functioning differently at the end of (45) and
(46); in (45) it helps determne a neaning, while in (46) it helps
determine a property. A fuller version of (44'),

(44" ") "Dog' expresses the property doghood,
gives another illustration that "dog' as it occurs as part of the
word "~ doghood' hel ps determ ne a property, rather than a neaning.

The situation with "that'-clauses are entirely parallel.

(c) Context and Utterance: It is inportant not to forget that

the restriction on the range of "x' is sanctioned pragmatically.
Suppose M m says, "The proposition that snowis white is overworked",
and Nin says, "The proposition that snowis white is overworked".
M mand Nin utter exactly the sanme sentence at the sanme tine.
Assum ng that they are speaking the sane | anguage, viz., English, it
seens that what M m says entails what Nin says. Can REMORT support
this? 1In general, can REMORT avoid invalidating all inferences,
i ncl udi ng one-prem se inferences in which the prem se and the
conclusion are two tokens of one and the sane sentence type?

Why not? In sone inpossible worlds, Mms (actual) utterance
of "is white' (in the actual context) applies to the referent of

Mm s (actual) utterance of "snow (in the actual context) but Nin's

(actual) utterance of "is white' (in the actual context) does not
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apply to the referent of Nin's (actual) utterance of "snow (in the
actual context). This means that if Mms actual context of

utterance is such that the range of "x'" in the Russellian | ogical
structure of the uttered sentence is pragmatically determ ned to
include a proposition only if the proposition is true in any world w
if and only if in wthat particular utterance of "'is white' by Mmin
that particular context applies to the referent of that particul ar
utterance of "snow by Mmin that particular context, and also if
Nin's actual context of utterance is such that the range of "x' in
the Russellian |ogical structure of the uttered sentence is
pragmatically determned to include a proposition only if the
proposition is true in any world wif and only if in w that
particul ar utterance of "is white' by Nin in that particul ar context
applies to the referent of that particular utterance of “snow by N n
in that particular context, then the denotation of Mms utterance
will be a different proposition fromthe denotation of Nin's
utterance. This, however, does not make REMORT i ncapabl e of
respecting the validity of the inference fromMm s proposition to
Nin's proposition. There are two reasons why this is so.

First, validity is preservation of truth in a certain kind of

possi ble worlds, i.e., logically possible worlds, but Mnis

proposition and Nin's proposition differ fromeach other only in

|l ogically inpossible worlds: e.g., worlds in which Mms utterance of
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“is white' applies to the referent of her utterance of "snow but not
to the referent of Nin's utterance of “snow . \Whatever precisely
| ogi cal possibility should be defined, such worlds should certainly
count as logically inpossible worlds. So, such worlds are irrel evant
to the validity of the inference fromMm s proposition to Nin's
pr oposi tion.

Second, REMORT is not even conmtted to the non-identity
between M nms proposition and Nin's proposition. REMORT allows that
the actual context of Mmns utterance be such that the range of " x'

in question includes a proposition only if the proposition is true in

any wif and only if in w every utterance of "is white' sufficiently

simlar to Mms utterance of "is white' applies to the referent of
every utterance of “snow sufficiently simlar to Mnis utterance of
“snow , where Nin's utterances of "is white' and "snow are deened
sufficiently simlar to those by Mm REMORT sinultaneously all ows
the sane for the actual context of Nin's utterance; the range of X'
for Nin's utterance includes a proposition only if the proposition is
true in wif and only if in w every utterance of “is white'
sufficiently simlar to Nin's utterance of "is white' applies to ...
where Mm s utterances are deenmed sufficiently simlar to Nin's. For
exanpl e, suppose Mms utterances are slow and |oud, while Nin's
utterances are fast and quiet. The actual contexts of their

respective utterances nmay well allow speed and deci bel |evels to be
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irrelevant to the sufficient simlarity in question. The contexts
may well allow the utterances to be sufficiently simlar on the
grounds, say, that they nean the sane.

Thus, REMORT has the kind of contextual flexibility the
Denmonstrative Theory has but without the latter's problens. The
contextual flexibility of REMORT does not stemfromthe presence of a
denonstrative pronoun in the |ogical structure but fromthe presence
of a quantifier.

(d) The De Re: The pragmatic nature of the determ nation of the
range of “x' has the consequence that once we change the set up
scenari o surrounding utterances of belief sentences, different

restrictions may take effect. Wien the so-called transparent

readi ngs are intended, any substitution of coreferential names wll

be salva veritate. Here is an exanple:

Charl es has been a conplete stranger to Barb until now.  She
has just seen himand thinks he is cute. She still does not know his
nane. | report her belief by uttering the sentence,

(47) Barb believes that Charles is cute.
As it happens, Charles has another nane, Kit'. So one may as well
use that name, and you do so by uttering the sentence,

(48) Barb believes that Kit is cute.
G ven that the transparent reading is intended, the context of ny

utterance of (47) makes the range of "x' in the Russellian | ogical
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structure of (47) include a proposition only if the proposition is
true in any wif and only if in w every utterance of "is cute'
sufficiently simlar to ny utterance of “cute' applies to the
referent of every utterance of a singular termsufficiently simlar
to my utterance of "Charles', where your utterance of "is cute'
counts as sufficiently simlar to mne because of synonyny, and your
utterance of "Kit' counts as sufficiently simlar to m ne because of
coreference. Therefore, (47) and (48), as so uttered, cone out
equi val ent.

(e) lteration:* Iterated belief sentences receive a

straightforward treatnment. The sentences (49) and (50) get the
| ogi cal structures (49r) and (50r):
(49) Benson believes that Jane believes that bookmakers are
sl eazy;
(50) Benson believes that Jane believes that bookies are
sl eazy;
(49r) (>!'x)(x 1s a proposition & (W(x is trueinw/Zin w
Jane believes that bookmakers are sleazy)) & (x)(...
e Benson believes Xx);
(50r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true inw/Z inw
Jane believes that bookies are sleazy)) & (x)(... e
Benson believes x).

The "that'-clauses in (49r) and (50r) should be further analyzed away
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in an obvious manner. To do so explicitly here would be tedious and
not particularly helpful. It should be already obvious that (49r)
need not entail (50r).

(f) Expression: We have spoken of the expression relation but

so far have left it unanalyzed. Now we can offer an analysis: For
any (English) sentence S and any proposition P, S expresses P if and
only if the result of plugging Sinto the blank in "the proposition

that ( )' denotes P. Thus, the previously nentioned desideratum for

a satisfactory theory that "the proposition that P' denote what P

expresses is clearly satisfied.

X. More Applications

Let us now apply REMORT to well-known knotty cases of belief
ascription and see that it handles themwell. W shall assune that
every belief sentence that follows should be read de dicto.

(0) Non-linguistic Believers: Gaah is an alien creature whose

behavi or strongly suggests a certain degree of intellectual
sophistication. W want to figure out its psychology fromthe total
physi cal, chem cal, and non-intentionally described behavi oral

evi dence that we can amass. |In particular, we do not assune that
Gaah is a |l anguage user.* After spending a reasonabl e anount of

time collecting such evidence, we affirm (51) and deny (52):
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(51) Gaah believes that Phosphorus is visible in the norning;

(52) Gaah believes that Hesperus is visible in the norning.

Let us assunme that coreferential nanes nmake the sanme semantic
contribution to the determ nation of propositions by sentences in
whi ch they occur.# This is an analog of SPAS for nanmes. It is a

di rect consequence of SPAS if we assune that coreferential names are
synonynmous. The |l ogical structures of (51) and (52) are:

(51r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (w(x is true in w/
Phosphorus is visible in the morning in w) & (x)((x
is a proposition & (w)(x is true in w / Phosphorus
is visible in the norning in w)) e Gaah believes Xx);

(52r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (w(x is true in w/
Hesperus is visible in the norning in w) & (x)((x is
a proposition & (w)(x is true in w / Hesperus is
visible in the norning in w)) e Gaah believes Xx).

Many propositions satisfy

(51rw) (Wy(x is true in w / Phosphorus is visible in the

norning in w
as it occurs in (51r), with the range of "W only including
semantically regular worlds, and exactly the sane propositions
satisfy

(52rw (w(x is true in w / Hesperus is visible in the

nmorning in w
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as it occurs in (52r), with the range of "W only including
semantically regular worlds. This respects the parity of
"Phosphorus' and "Hesperus' in their semantic contribution as they
occur in (51) and (52). Now, given the setup, pragmatics dictates

that the range of "x' for (51r) includes a proposition only if the
proposition is true in any world wif and only if in w is visible in
the norning' applies to the referent of "~Phosphorus'. As a result,
exactly one proposition is denoted by the description "the
proposition that Phosphorus is visible in the norning hidden in
(51). And that proposition is different fromthe proposition denoted
by the correspondi ng description "the proposition that Hesperus is
visible in the norning hidden in (52), for the latter proposition is
not true in every world wif and only if in w is visible in the
norni ng' applies to the referent of “~Phosphorus'. In some inpossible
wor | ds, Phosphorus is visible in the norning and Hesperus is not
visible in the norning. The two propositions in question differ in
truth value in such worlds.

Notice that this case is perfectly parallel to the Jane case.
REMORT does not treat sentences ascribing belief to creatures that
are | anguagel ess (or not assuned to have a | anguage) in any way
speci al .

(h) Pierre and London:“ Pierre sincerely assents to

(53) Londres est jolie
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in Paris as a nonolingual French speaker. Relying on the French
version of the first |leg of the disquotational principle (DQ) plus
an appropriate translation, we affirm
(54) Pierre believes that London is pretty.
Let C2 be the context in which we affirm (54). The logical structure
of (54) is
(54r) (>!'xX)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w/
London is pretty)) & (xX)((x is a proposition & (w)(x
is true in w / London is pretty)) e Pierre believes
X) .
Pierre then goes to London, l|earns English by the direct nmethod, and
di ssents from
(55) London is pretty.
Relying on the second | eg of the disquotational principle (DQI), we
deny
(56) Pierre believes that London is pretty.
Let C3 be the context in which we deny (56). The logical structure
of (56) is
(56r) (>!'x)(x 1s a proposition & (wW(x is true in w/
London is pretty)) & (X)((x is a proposition & (w)(x
is true in w / London is pretty)) e Pierre believes
X) .

Let us assune that "~ London' in C2 make the sane semantic contribution
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to the propositional determ nation by (54) in C2 as "London' in C3
does to the propositional determnation by (55) in C3. Many
propositions satisfy

(54rw) (w(x is true in w / London is pretty in w)
as it occurs in (54r), with the range of "W only including
semantically regular worlds, and exactly the sane propositions
sati sfy

(56rw (w(x is true in w / London is pretty in w
as it occurs in (56r), with the range of "w only including possible
worl ds. This respects the parity of “London' as it occurs in (54) in
C2 and "London' as it occurs in (56) in C3 in their semantic
contribution. Now, given the setup, pragmatics dictates that the

range of “x' for (54r) includes a proposition only if the proposition
is true in any world wif and only if inw is pretty' applies to the
referent of "London' in C2. It is an inportant aspect of C2 that the

reason for our affirmation of (54) is Pierre's assent to (53). It is

crucial that we read "London' in (54) as we affirmit, to be a

faithful translation of "Londres' in (53) as Pierre assents to it.

By "a faithful translation', | mean whatever translation that is good
enough to support application of the disquotational principle. If we
translate Pierre's "Londres' by the nane of the Canadian city 122
mles west of Toronto on Route 401, we will not be entitled to use

the French version of (DQ) to report Pierre's belief correctly.
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will therefore attach a subscript to "London' in the |ogica

structure of (54) as we affirmit--i.e., in C2--to indicate a

faithful translation of "Londres' in (53) as Pierre assents to it--

i.e., in the context in which Pierre assents to it:
(54r") (>!'xX)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w/
London; is pretty)) & (xX)((x is a proposition & (w)(x
is true in w / London; is pretty)) e Pierre believes
X) .
Li kewi se, in view of the crucial role played by Pierre's dissent from
(55) in justifying our denial of (56), | attach a different subscri pt

to “London' in the logical structure of (56) as we deny it--i.e., in

C3--to indicate a faithful translation of "London' in (55) as Pierre

di ssents fromit:

(56r") (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (wW(x is true in w/
London, is pretty)) & (x)((x is a proposition & (w) (X
is true in w / London, is pretty)) e Pierre does not
bel i eve x).

Thus, the appearance that (54r) and (56r) do not differ from each
other at all is illusory. They should be understood as |ess
articulate versions of (54r') and (56r'); the subscripts were
previously invisible. London; and London, are one and the sane city.
This makes the Pierre case parallel to the Gaah case. Include a

proposition in the range of “x' for (54) in C2 only if it is true in
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any world wif and only if in w is pretty' applies to the referent
of “London;', and exactly one proposition will be denoted by the
description "the proposition that London; is pretty' hidden in (54)
in C2. And that proposition is different fromthe proposition
denoted by the correspondi ng description "the proposition that
London, is pretty' hidden in (56) in C3, for the latter proposition
is not true in every world wif and only if inw is pretty' applies
to the referent of “~London,’. |In sone inpossible worlds, London; is
pretty and London, is not. The two propositions in question differ
in truth value in such worlds.

Kri pke says that we are at a loss as to what to say about the
truth value of "Pierre believes that London is pretty' and that this
is a puzzle about belief independently of any particular theory of
proper nanes. | agree with Kripke. | also think that his point is
so i nmportant that any satisfactory theory of "that'-clauses shoul d
explain why this is so, and my proposal does just that. The context
in which Kripke's Pierre sentence is under discussion nmakes it clear
that Pierre has encountered London as a pretty city and al so
separately as an ugly city, wthout giving either encounter an upper
hand over the other, as it were. This nakes the context of Kripke's
gquestion, "Does Pierre or does he not believe that London is pretty?"
i ndecisive in determning the denotation of "the proposition that

London is pretty', and specifically, schizophrenic between two
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potential ranges for "w: the collection of all and only those worl ds
in which Pierre's utterance of "est jolie' in Paris applies to the
referent of his matching utterance of "Londres' in Paris, and the
collection of all and only whose worlds in which Pierre's utterance
of "is pretty' later in London applies to the referent of his

mat chi ng utterance of "~London' in London. As a result, we are at a

| oss as to which range to use for our evaluation of the truth value
of "Pierre believes that London is pretty' in the context of Kripke's
guestion. And this is so quite independently of any particul ar

t heory of proper nanes.

(i) Paderewski:* During a discussion of various nusicians, Sue,

an English speaker, assents to

(57) Paderewski was a great nusician.
So, relying on (DQ), we affirm

(58) Sue believes that Paderewski was a great nusician.
During a different discussion of various politicians, Sue dissents
from (57). So, relying on (DQI), we deny

(59) Sue believes that Paderewski was a great musician.
One and the sanme Paderewski is in fact in question. The |ogical
structure of (58) as we affirmit and the |ogical structure of (59)
as we deny it contain "~ Paderewski, and " Paderewski, , which are
faithful translations of "~Paderewski' in (57) as Sue assents to it

and "~ Paderewski' in (57) as Sue dissents fromit, respectively. The
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rest of the story also parallels the Pierre case.

(j) Inmperiled Conversationalist:% Jill is talking to Jane on

the tel ephone. Jill does not think the person she is talking to on
the phone is in danger. Jill is also watching Jane from across the
street. Jill thinks the person she is watching across the street is
in danger. CObviously, Jill does not realize that she is talking to
t he same person as the one she is watching. Pointing across the
street, Jill affirnms to herself,
(60) I believe that she is in danger.
Then, speaking into the phone, Jill denies
(61) I believe that you are in danger.
The | ogical structures of (60) and (61) are:
(60r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (wW(x is true in w / she;
is in danger)) & (x)((x is a proposition & (wW)(x is
true in w/ she; is in danger)) e | believe x);
(61r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w / you,
are in danger)) & (x)((x is a proposition & (w(x is
true in w / you, are is in danger)) e | believe x).

Here the subscripts indicate the anaphoric relation between pronouns.

In the context of Jill's affirmation of (60), "she;,” and "I' in (60r)
refer to Jane and Jill, respectively. 1In the context of Jill's
deni al of (61), "you, and 'I' refer to Jane and Jill, respectively.

The rest of the story parallels the Pierre case, with contextual
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relativization explicitly added for the indexical pronouns.

(k) The De Se:“ The sane as above except that Jill is not on
t he phone, that she is sinply watching a person across the street,
and that the person she is watching is herself. As before, Jill
affirms (60) to herself. Also to herself, Jill denies

(62) I believe that I amin danger.
This is parallel to the previous case, except that "|I' repl aces
"you,' in the context C4 of Jill's denial of (62). Therefore, (60)
does not entail (62).

Note that REMORT does not treat belief de se in any way

special. \Whatever is special about belief de se has to cone fromthe
unpacki ng of how Jill conmes to believe or disbelieve a particul ar
proposition |ike the one expressed by "I amin danger' in (62) in C4,

not from sone special el ement postul ated by an anal ysis tail or-mde

for de se belief sentences. This is as it should be.

(1) Two Tubes: 4 David is simultaneously |ooking at a col ored
patch through a tube with his right eye, calling the patch "this",
and a col ored patch through another tube with his left eye, calling
the patch "that". They are one and the sane patch but he does not
realize it. Talking to hinmself, he affirms (63) and (64) but denies
(65):

(63) I believe that this is red;

(64) | believe that that is red;
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(65) I believe that this is that.
G ven the way the reference of each denonstrative in these sentences
are meant to be determ ned, this appears to make David an irrational
believer. The logical structures of the sentences, again
suppl enmented with explicit subscripts, are as foll ows:
(63r) (>!'x)(x 1s a proposition & (W(x is true in w / this;
isredinw & ((x is a proposition & (w)(x is true
inw/Z this;is redinw) el believe x);
(64r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w / that,
isredinw & ((x is a proposition & (w)(x is true
inw/Z that, is red in w)) e | believe x);
(65r) (>!'x)(x is a proposition & (W(x is true in w / this;
is that, in w) & ((x is a proposition & (w)(x is true
inw/Z this; is that, in w)) e | believe x).

Let us say that David worlds are worlds in which the proposition

expressed by (66) in the context C5 of David's affirmation of (63) is
true, and the proposition expressed by (67) in the context C6 of his
affirmation of (64) is true, but the proposition expressed by (68) in
the context C7 of his denial of (65) is false:

(66) This is red;

(67) That is red;

(68) This is that.

Davi d worl ds are inpossible worlds, and "the proposition that this is
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red" denotes in C5 a different proposition formthe one "the
proposition that that is red denotes in C6; these propositions
differ in truth value in David worlds. So, David can coherently

di sbel i eve the proposition denoted by "the proposition that this is

that' in C7.

Xl1. Epilogue

Qur discussion of belief sentences under REMORT has consistently
taken the following form we start by assimlating S believes that
P to "The proposition that P is believed by S and assum ng that
belief is a relation between S and the proposition denoted by "the
proposition that P. On this basis, we explain how apparently
puzzling belief ascriptions are not really puzzling, w thout denying
any of the inportant phil osophical theses which are independently

pl ausi ble. We also avoid introducing a tertium quid--1like "nodes of

presentation”"--to nmediate the dyadic belief relation. This reduces
our theoretical baggage. Thus, the dialectical situation is this:
Accept Russell's theory of descriptions for canonical descriptions of
propositions, in conjunction with talk of possible and inpossible
worl ds, and we can obtain a powerful theory of propositional

di scourse with a | ean and nmean subt heory on belief ascriptions. Let

us summarize sone inportant results such a subtheory supports:
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(A)

(B)

(C

(D)

(E)
(F)

(G

(H)

(1)
(J)

The treatnment of belief sentences is subsunmed under a
general treatnent of sentences of the form (1);

The treatnent of sentences of the form (1) is subsumed
under a general Russellian treatnment of definite

descri ptions;

S believes that P is not made to entail any

nmet al i ngui stic sentence about "P';

Belief is a dyadic relation between a believer and a
proposition (DRAB);

Propositions are not assumed to be structured;

Synonyns occurring in P in S believes that P° make the
same semantic contribution to the determ nation of the
proposition S is said to believe by the belief sentence
( SPAS) ;

Coreferential names occurring in P in S believes that
P' make the sanme semantic contribution to the

determ nati on of the proposition Sis said to believe by
the belief sentence (An anal og of SPAS for nanes);

I ntuitive judgenents about the truth values of belief
sentences are not violated (TOAB, e.g. Pierre's case);
The disquotational principle is not flouted;

The validity of the inference "Sl1 believes that P. S2

bel i eves everything S1 believes. Therefore, S2 believes
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that P" is not flouted (cf. the MmN n exanple);*

(K) The echo principle, "If S1 and S2 use a sentence in such a
way that its constituents are coreferential, then if Sl
can express his belief using the sentence, S2 can use the
sentence to ascribe that belief to S1", is not flouted as
intended (cf. the MmN n exanple); 4

(L) Custonary translations are respected; e.g., the
proposition expressed by "Snow is white' is the sane as
t he proposition expressed by "La neige est blanche' (cf.
the notion of faithful translation in Pierre's case).®

(M Fregean senses are not invoked,;

(N) Mentalese is not invoked;

(O Modes of presentation are not invoked.

As far as | know, no other coherent theory of belief ascription
supports all of the above. Also as a bonus, REMORT yields an
adequate definition of the expression relation. All this makes

REMORT very attractive. >t
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NOTES

1. W might noteinthis connectionthat thereis no obvious variant of
(4) ala (7) and (8).

2. That theword "of', unlikethewrd that' for propositions, usually
drops out seens to be a quirk of English. | know of at |east one
natural |anguage in which there is a perfect symetry between
propositional talk onthe one hand and property and rel ati on tal k on
t he ot her.

3. Disregard Mars' as a name of a Roman god, or of anything el se ot her
than the fourth planet of the solar system

4. See, for exanple, Scott Soanes, "Senmantics and Semanti ¢ Conpet ence",

Janmes E. Tonberlin (ed.) Phil osophical Perspectives, 3: Phil osophy of

M nd and Action Theory, 1989 (Atascadero, CA: Ri dgevi ew Publ i shi ng

Conpany, 1989), 575-96. Soanes |ists four assunptions on p. 585, one
of which says, "The expressionjthe propositionthat Pkisadirectly
referential singular termthat refers tothe proposition expressed by
P". Soanmes says of the four assunptions, "Indeed, | amwillingto
accept them'. For a slightly different view, see Nathan Sal non,

Frege' s Puzzl e (Canbridge, MA: M T Press, a Bradford Book, 1986), 169,

note 4. "One should think of the "that'-operator as anal ogous to
quotation marks, and of a "that'-termjthat Sk as anal ogous to a

guot ati on nane, only referringtotheinformation content of Srather
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than S itself".

5. Paul Benacerraf, "What Nunbers Coul d Not Be", Phil osophi cal Revi ew

7 (1965), 47-73.
6. Mark Richard, "Articulated Terns", Janmes E. Tonberlin (ed.)

Phi | osophi cal Perspectives, 7: Philosophy of Language, 1993

(At ascadero, CA: Ridgevi ewPublishi ng Conpany, 1993), 211. See al so

hi s "Senmanti ¢ Conpet ence and Di squot ati onal Know edge", Phi | osophi cal

Studi es 65 (1992), 37-52. Richard cleverly appropriates the core i dea
of structuralist possible-world semanticists: see Rudol f Carnap,

Meani ng and Necessity (Uni versity of Chicago Press, 1947), David Lew s,

"General Semantics", D. Davidson and G Harnman (eds.) Semanti cs of

Nat ural Language (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1972), 169-218, M J. Cresswel |,

St ruct ured Meani ngs (Canbri dge, MA: M T Press, A Bradford Book, 1985).

7. Richard, ibid., 212.

8. See his "On Saying That", Synt hese 19, 1968, 130-146. The nost
striking difference between Davi dson's anal ysis and (4d) is that the
former makes "that, refer toanutterance but thelatter nakes it refer
to a proposition. Davidson has since softened his anti-proposition
stance considerably: in "What is Present to the M nd?", Enrique

Vil l anueva (ed.) Philosophical Issues, 1, Consciousness, 1991

(At ascader o, CA: Ri dgevi ew Publ i shi ng Conpany, 1991), 209, he says,
"Since utterances, sentences and propositions are so cl osely rel at ed,

t he chances are if one choice will serve, the others can be made to
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serve".

9. But see the previous note for Davidson's softening.

10. See W G Lycan, "Davidson on Sayi ng That", Anal ysi s 33 (1972-73),
138- 39, "The Paradox of Nam ng", 1985, and S. Boér & W G Lycan,

Know ng Who, 1986, 50-52. The dot quot es are a conmon- noun form ng

operator, due to WIfrid Sell ars.
11. Davidson's resort to Oxford English Dictionary onthis scoreis
m spl aced i n a phi | osophi cal article. Stephen Schiffer nmakes a nocki ng

criticismout of this fact i nRemmants of Meani ng (Canbridge, MA: M T

Press, A Bradford Book, 1987), 125. But it shoul d not be hel d agai nst
a Davi dsonian theory which is not notivated by this uninteresting
I i ngui stic coincidence.

12. See Stephen Schiffer, op. cit, 122-137, and Mark Richard,

Propositional Attitudes: An Essay on Thoughts and How W Ascri be Them

(Canbridge University Press, 1990), 87-102. See al so S. Bl ackburn, "The

| dentity of Propositions", Meaning, Reference, and Necessity, S.

Bl ackburn (ed.) (Canbridge University Press, 1975), 182-205, R Arnaud,
"Sentence, Utterance, and Sanesayer", Noys 10 (1976), 69-96, J.

McDowel |, "Quot ati on and Sayi ng That", Reference, Truth, and Reality,

M Platts (ed.), 1980, 206-37, and M Platts, Ways of Meani ng: An

| nt roducti on to a Phil osophy of Language (London: Routl| edge and Kegan

Paul , 1979).

13. Such cases i ncl ude bel i ef sentences. See Lycan, op. cit., and Boér
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& Lycan, op. cit.

14. Getting a hint fromthe case of sortal variabl es, one m ght say

that the denonstrative in questionis asortal denonstrative. Just as
a variable may only range over a particular sort of things, a
denonstrative may only refer to a particular sort of thing. The sort
rel evant to our discussionis "proposition”. Sinceacarrot is not a
proposition, the denonstrative in question does not refer toit. There
are two problens with this defense of the Denonstrative Theory. First,
if |l clearly, enphatically, and excl usively denonstrate a chair and say
to you, "This man is a spy", the nost natural reaction for you is
puzzl enent, evenif there happens to be a man perspi cuously standi ng
next to the chair. The man is the nost salient candi date for the
reference of nmy utterance of "this man', but ny denonstrationclearly
and distinctly pointstothechair. Anatural thingto say therefore
isthat my utterance of "this man' referstothechair. The "this'-
part of the denonstrative phrase outwei ghs the "man' -part, asit were.
The situation does not changeif | say instead, "This is a spy", where
"this' isasortal denonstrativew ththe sort "man". Similarly with
the carrot exanple with a sortal denonstrative with the sort
"proposition". Second, it is not at all obviously inpossible that
there should be sonme proposition that is nore conspicuously
denonstrated in away rel evant to denonstrative reference thanthe

proposition expressed by the sentenceinthe "that'-clause. |f sucha
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context of utterance i s possible, thenthe conspi cuously denonstrat ed
propositionw || replace the carrot inthe original counterexanpl e as
the spoiler, and the sortal nove will buy nothing.

15. | owe the idea behind this exanple directly to Steven Ri eber,
"Under st andi ng Synonyns Wt hout Knowi ng That They Are Synonyns",
Anal ysis 52 (1992), 224-28.

16. See Saul Kripke, "APuzzle About Belief", A Margalit (ed.) Meaning
and Use (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979), 239-83.

17. Nat han Sal non, Frege's Puzzle, 129-30.

18. What | havein mndin support of (DQI) istheresult of repl acing
“belief' and "assent to' with “non-belief' and "dissent from inthe
guot ed passage. Sal non hi nsel f woul d not approve of (DQ1); see, e.g.,
"Bei ng of Two M nds: Belief Wth Doubt”, Noys 29 (1995), 1-20. But
apart fromsone theoretical axetogrind, theintuitive appeal of the
two DQ principles seens to be equal.

19. | do not neanto inply that this assunption is philosophically

i nnocent. (21) and (22) clearly exhibit prim facie commtnent to

propositions, whereas (25) and (26) do not. The assunptionis nerely
an easy way to facilitate DRAB bel ow. The underlyingideais obviously
a general one whi ch enconpasses non-attitudi nal sentences: e.g., " That
snowis white is fanous' and " The proposition that snowis whiteis
f anous’' .

20. See, e.g., Mark Richard, "Direct Reference and Ascriptions of
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Belief", Journal of Phil osophical Logic 12 (1983), 425-52, and Nat han

Sal non, "Being of Two M nds: Belief Wth Doubt", section IV.
21. Disregarding direct quotational contexts, of course.

22. For other belief sentences, Rmay be different. If, e.g., the
bel i ever does not understand English (the | anguage of the belief
sentence), it may be sonethinglikethe followng: R(x,y) if and only
if for some sentence S in the belief subject's |anguage which
transl ates x, the subject believes Sexpressesy. It is perfectly
legitimatetolet Rshift likethis fromcontext to context, giventhe
context sensitivity of denonstrative reference.

23. (4'') is aformof thelogical structure of (4). This means, in
particular, that | amnot assum ngthat "A" isaprimtive predicate.
O herwise, the following discussion in the text would be
uni ntelligible.

24. Proposal s of Iinguistic ascent have been made by, anong ot hers,

Rudol f Car nap, Meani ng and Necessity, 88 13-15, Janes Cargile, "More's

Proposition W, Notre Dane Journal of Formal Logic 13 (1972), 105-17,

Kent Bach, Thought and Reference (Oxford University Press, 1987). For

t he undesirability of suchlinguistic ascent, see Al onzo Church, "On
Carnap's Analysis O Statenents of Assertion and Belief", Anal ysis 10
(1950), 97-99, "Intensional |Isonorphismand Identity of Belief",

Phi | osophi cal Studies 5 (1954), 65-73, WIlliamW Taschek' s revi ew of

Kent Bach's Thought and Ref erence, Journal of Phil osophy (1990), 38-45,
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Nat han Sal non, "The Very Possi bility of Language", delivered at UCLA on
May the 11th, 1994.

25. O, tomake thinking explicitlyrelational, (y)(ythinks xiffy
t hinks that snow is white).

26. | chose the propositionthat 1+1=2 because it i s an obvi ous choi ce
for nmetaphysi cal necessity. But if youthinkit is alsoconceptually
necessary, sinply shift to a proposition which is netaphysically
necessary but not conceptual | y necessary. Saul Kripke has convincingly

argued for the existence of such propositions inNam ng and Necessity

(Canbridge, MA Harvard University Press, 1980), first publishedinD
Davi dson and G Harman (eds.) op. cit., 253-355.

27. Noticeinthis connectionthat "xistrueiff snowis white' should
not be read as x istrueiff the propositionthat snowis whiteis
true' (or "xistrueiff the propositionthat snowis white holds' or
"Xistrueiff the propositionthat snowiswhiteisthe case', etc.).
Obvi ously, such a reading would be equally unhel pful.

28. Thi s precl udes t he conception of awrldas a set of propositions;
for under such a conception, thelocution Snowis whiteinw would
have to be understoodinterns of "the propositionthat snowis white
is a menber of w, thus reintroducing the definite description.
29. For sone of the argunments for inpossible worlds, see Al exius

Mei nong, "The Theory of Objects”, R Chisholm(ed.) Realismandthe

Background of Phenonenol ogy (New York: Free Press, 1960), WIIliam
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Lycan, "The Trouble with Possible Wrlds", M J. Loux (ed.), The

Possi bl e and the Actual: Readings in the Metaphysics of Mddality

(Cornell University Press, 1979), 274-316, Hugh Chandl er, "Pl anti nga
and the Contingently Possible", Anal ysis 36 (1976), 106-9, Terence

Par sons, Nonexi stent (hjects (Yal e University Press, 1980), Nat han

Sal non, Ref erence and Essence (Princeton University Press, 1981), 229-

52, "I npossible Wrlds", Anal ysis 44 (1984), 114-17, "Modal Paradox:
Parts and Counterparts, Points and Counterpoints”, French, Uehling, and

Wettstein (eds.), Mdwest Studies in Philosophy Xl: Studies in

Essentialism(University of M nnesota Press, 1986), 75-120, "The Logi c

of What M ght have Been", Phil osophi cal Review98 (1989), 3-34, Edward

N. Zalta, I ntensional Logic and the Metaphysics of Intentionality

(Canbridge, MA: M T Press, ABradford Book, 1988), Takashi Yagi sawa,

"Beyond Possi ble Wrlds", Erkenntnis 53 (1988), 175-204.

30. | say "sone i npossi bl e worl ds", not "all inpossibleworlds". Itis
a m stake to assune that all propositions aretrueinall inpossible
wor | ds, for in sonme inpossibleworldsthe usual propositional |ogic
t hat governs the entail ment rel ati on bet ween proposi ti ons breaks down

so that a contradiction does not entail every proposition; such worl ds

are logically inmpossible worlds.
31. | amignoring the possibility of truth-value gaps. For our

pur poses, we may consider any such gap as an additional truth val ue.

32. W might thenread (33) as "(w)((x has Truthin w/ snowis white
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inw & (x has Falsity inw/ snowis not whiteinw & (x has Val ue-
Three in w/ (it is not the case that snowis whiteinwé&it is not
the case that snow is not white in w)))".

33. | amnot interested in settling the question of how nmany Jane
worl ds there are. | use the | ocutions every Jane world' and " Jane
wor |l ds' to convey generality. If thereis only one Jane world, they
are equivalent to "the Jane world'.

34. Jane worl ds, inwhichnot all and only booknakers are booki es, are
not the only ki nd of i npossi bl e worlds in which booknakers are sl eazy
but booki es are not. Anot her such ki nd of i npossi bl e worl ds are t hose
i nwhichall and only bookmakers are booki es but booknakers are sl eazy
whi | e booki es are not. Jane worl ds fl out the necessity of anal ytic
coext ensi veness, whereas the latter kind of worlds flout the
i ndiscernibility of the identical.

35. As David Lewis puts it inOnthe Plurality of Worlds (Oxford:

Bl ackwel I, 1986), 164, "... part of the ordi nary neani ng of any i di om
of quantification consists of susceptibility torestrictions; and

restrictions cone and gowth the pragmatic wind". See also, W V.

Qui ne, Mat hematical Logic (Canbridge, MA: Harvard Uni versity Press,

1940), WIfrid Sellars, "Presupposi ng", Phil osophi cal Review63 (1954),

197-215, Martin Davies, Meani ng, Quantification, Necessity (London:

Rout | edge and Kegan Paul, 1981), Stephen Neal e, Descriptions

(Canmbridge, MA: The MT Press, 1990).
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36. | aminnocently assumingthat snow isareferringterm Ifitis
not, speak of what "snow stands for or applies to, instead of what it
refers to.
37. 1 intendto elucidate the expressionrelationinthe final anal ysis
alongthelines we are followi ng. For thisreason, | do not suggest
that the range of "x' should include as its nenbers only those
propositions whicharetrueinany worldwif andonlyif (16) is true
inw Sentential truthis parasitic on propositional truth; a sentence
is true if and only if the proposition it expresses is true.
Applicationof apredicateis equally parasitic onthe possession
rel ati on between an entity and the property t he predi cat e expresses; a
predi cate applies to sonething if and only if that thing has the
property t he predi cate expresses. | do not m nd property expressionto
be an undefi ned el enent i n the theory of propositional denotation which
al so el uci dat es propositional expression, for thereis nothreat of
circularity insuchatheory. However, athreat isreal inanytheory
of property denotati on which al so el uci dates property expressi on.
Sincel amcommttedinthe endto a Russel lian anal ysis of property
denotation, | needto facethethreat eventually. | believel have a
way to neet it successfully. No space is available here for ne to
el aborate, but theideais to deconpose a predicate i nto conponent
parts, e.g., ‘iswhite' into is' and white', and usetherelation

bet ween "white' and whiteness. Nocircularity threatens, for "white'
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cannot be used to denote a property the way being white' is; "the
property of white' is not even well forned, |et al one denote the
property of being white.

38. Thus, Cresswell's challengeinhisop. cit., 77-80, isnet. Al so
see Robert Stal naker, Inquiry (Canmbridge, MA: MT Press, ABradford

Book, 1984)., Richard, Propositional Attitudes, 30-31.

39. The unfortunate | i nguistic accident that, unlike ~expression' and
“proposition', English has the sane word, "neaning', for therelation
and the second relatum of the relation, should not confuse us here.

40. See Benson Mates, "Synonymty", University of California

Publications in Philosophy 25 (1950), also in L. Linsky (ed.),

Semanti cs and t he Phi |l osophy of Language (University of Illinois Press,
1952), 111-36.

41. W may think of this as the initial part of the endeavor of a
radical interpreter, as characterized by David Lewis in "Radi cal
I nterpretation”, Synthese, (23) 1974, 331-44.

42. W thout such an assunption, the exanple is uninteresting.
43. See Saul Kripke, "APuzzle About Belief", A Margalit (ed.) Meani ng
and Use (Dordrecht: Reidel, 1979), 239-83.

44, Saul Kripke, i bid. Nathan Sal non's exanpl e of t he befuddl ed El ner

in his Frege's Puzzle is a vari ant.

45. See Mark Richard, "D rect Reference and Ascri ptions of Belief", and

Propositional Attitudes, 117 ff.
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46. The phrase " de se' is due to David Lewis, "AttitudesDe Di cto and

De Se", Philosophical Review 88 (1979), 513-43. See also H-N

Cast afieda, "I ndi cators and Quasi - | ndicators", Aneri can Phi |l osophi cal
Quarterly 4 (1967), 85-100, "On the Logic of Attributions of Self-

Knowl edge to G hers", Journal of Phil osophy 65 (1968), 439-56, John

Perry, "The Probl emof the Essential Indexical", Noys 13 (1979), 3-21,
Davi d Kapl an, "Denonstratives", J. Alnog, J. Perry, and H Wttstein

(eds.) Thenmes From Kaplan (Oxford University Press, 1988), 481-563.

47. See Davi d Austin, What' s t he Meani ng of "This"?: A Puzzl e About

Denonstrative Belief, (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1990), 20-25.

48. Richard, Propositional Attitudes, 75-78.

49. See Richard, ibid, 80.

50. Richardis conpelledto cast doubt onthis to save his theory. See
ibid. 170.

51. | thank Ernest LePore, Kirk Ludw g, Brian MacLaughlin, and St ephen
Schiffer for hel pful di scussi on on sone aspects of thetopic of this
essay, and Wl liamLycan, Mark Ri chard, Eugene M|l s, and especially
Gregory Ray for comments on earlier drafts. 1 al sothank ny audi ence
for nmy presentations of predecessor papers at California State
Uni versity, Northridge, University of New Mexico, University of
California, Davis, Keio University, and Tokyo Uni versity, especially,
W D. Hart, Jeffrey King, Frank McGui ness, Ronal d Mcl ntyre, Dani el

Sedey, Cindy Stern, and Janes Tonberlin. | alsothank Tonberlin for
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