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ABSTRACT

In Part One, I offer and defend a solution to Saul
Kripke's puzzle about belief. I also consider and reject
some of the general claims that Kripke makes regarding the
philosophical significance of the puzzle. Finally, I examine
and evaluate some of the solutions to the puzzle that have
been proposed by other philosophers.

In an appendix to Part One, I discuss Kripke's argument
that purports to establish that proper names are not synony-
mous with the definite descriptions with which they are com-
monly associated. I present another argument for this con-
clusion, and show that my argument is not open to several
objections that have been raised against Kripke's.

In Part Two, I consider questions like "How is the
reference of a proper name determined?" and "How do we
manage to use proper names to refer to things?" I argue
that although these questions are considered the central
questions to which any theory of reference must respond, they
have not been given a clear sense. I consider several pos-
sible interpretations and show that they are all unacceptable
because they do not allow us to regard the various prominent
theories of reference, such as the causal and description
theories, as offering initially plausible but conflicting
responses to these questions.

Thesis Supervisor: Richard Cartwright
Professor of Philosophy
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PART ONE:

Kripke's Belief Paradox



In his article, "A Puzzle about Belief", Saul Kripke
argues that philosophers are not justified in rejecting the
principle of substitutivity of coreferential proper names.1
He says,

When we enter into the area exemplified by Jones
and Pierre, we enter into an area where our normal
practices of interpretation and attribution of
belief are subjected to the greatest possible
strain, perhaps to the point of breakdown. So is
the notion of the content of someone's assertion,
the proposition it expresses. In the present
state of our knowledge, I think it would be
foolish to draw any conclusionpositive or negative,
about substitutivity.:

Central to Kripke's argument for these claims is the now
famous puzzle about Pierre. In this paper, I will offer
and defend a solution to Kripke's puzzle. In addition, I
will discuss some of the conclusions that Kripke‘and others
have inferred from Pierre's predicament.

Let me begin with a short discussion of the background
of the present debate concerning substitutivity. Kripke has
argued that names are not synonymous with "associated" def-
inite descriptions.3 Namz2s are "rigid" designators, whereas
their "associated" definite descriptions typically are not.
Some have taken this to entail that names do not have any
"meaning” or "sense" at all. These philosophers have argued
that if proper names do not have any "meaning" or "sense"
then their only "semantic function" is to refer to whatever

they denote. But if this is so, it is arqued, then someone



who says "Cicero = Cicero" would be "making the same statement"
or "expressing the same proposition" as someone who says
"Cicero = Tully," since "Cicero" and "Tully" refer to the
same person. After all, how could they be making different
statements? The only difference between the two utterances,
it appears, is that one person used the name "Cicero" and the
other used the name "Tully." But if the only "semantic
function" of a name is to réfer to its denotation, it would
seem that there can not be any "semantic difference" between
the two utterances. The two people must have "asserted the
same proposition." The notion of the "semantic function" of
a proper name is not clear, and I will discuss at length
later on what is meant by"expressing the same proposition"
and "making the same statement" and other equally familiar
expressions. However, the above formulation of the argument
is fairly well known and is adequate for my present purposes.

Many philcsophers have argued that the conclusion to
the above argument is clearly false. Obviously, it is
arqgued, someone who utters (1) is making a different state-
ment or expressing a different proposition than a person who
utters (2).

(1) Cicero = Cicero.

(2) Cicero Tully.
But if it does follow from the supposition that names are

rigid designators that people who utter (1) express the same



proposition as those who utter (2), then if they are not in
fact expressing the same propositinn; it follows that names
are not rigid designators. Again, this argument is fairly
well known. It seems that Kripke is left with a choice of
rejecting one of the argument's assumptions. Either it doesn't
follow from the assumption that names are rigid designators
that a person who utters (1) asserts the same proposition as
one who utters (2), or the two people actually do express the
same proposition. In "A Puzzle about Belief," Kripke argues
that the most common argument used by philosophers to estab-
lish that (1) and (2) express different propositions is no
good.

That argument goes as follows. If (1) and (2) do
express the same proposition, then a person who believes the
proposition expressed by (l),i.e., that Cicero = Cicero,
would also believe the proposition expressed by (2}, i.e.,
that Cicero = Tully. 1In general, this view of proper names
would entalil that coreferential names are interchangeable,
csalva veritate, in belief contexts (i.e., the principle of
substitutivity of proper names in belief contexts). However,
this is clearly not the case. Suppose that (3) and (4) are
both true.

(3) Jones believes that Cicero = Cicero.

(4) Jones does not believe that Cicero = Tullvy.

If substitutivity holds then we can substitute "Tully" for



the second occurence of "Cicero" in (3). The result is (5).
(5) Jones believes that Cicero = Tully
But (5) contradicts (4). So; either one of (3) and (4) 1is
false or the principle of substitutivity is false. It seems
crazy to hold that there couldn't be a situation in which
both (3) and (4) are true. Thus it seems that we must re-
ject the principle of substitutivity.
In his paper, Kripke arques, in effect, that it just
is not clear that there is a situation in which both (3) and
(4) are true. Suppose that (3) is true. Why, asks Kripke,
do we think that (4) is true? Well, if we ask Jones "Is
Cicero = Tully?," he says no. He says, we may suppose, things
like "I do not believe that Cicero = Tully." Since it seems
natural to assume that Jones ought to know better than anyone
else what he believes, we infer that he does not believe that
Cicero = Tully. If it did follow from the fact that a person
dissents (reflectively, sincerely, etc.) from a particular
sentence that he does not believe the proposition which it
expresses, then (4) would be true (if Jones responds as he
did above). In other words, if what Kripke calls the
"strengthened disquotation principle" is true, it seems that one
must grant that (4}, along with (3), is true, since Jones
assents to "Cicero = Cicero" and dissents from "Cicero = Tully."

The main point of the puzzle in "A Puzzle about Belief" is to

show that it is not clear that this principle and other of
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our "normal ways of attributing belief" are true.

But before I turn to Kripke's puzzle, I want to say

a few, I hope,

doxes in general.

degree.

uncontroversial words about puzzles and para-
Not all paradoxes are puzzling to the same

It is a trivial matter to construct a derivation

of a contradiction or of an obvious falsechood from a set of

premises.

partly on the plausibility of the premises.

reason to believe the premises,

Whether such a derivation is paradoxical depends

If one has good

then the derivation of a

contradiction or of an obvious falsehood will be puzzling.

In general, the more plausible or obvious the premises are,

the more paradoxical the derivation will be.

Consider the following paradoxes.

a paradox inspired by Russell:

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

Some barber "B" shaves all and only those
barbers who do not shave themselves.

Either B shaves himself or B does not shave
himself.

If B shaves himself, then B does not shave
himself, since B shaves only those barbers
who do not shave themselves.

If B does not shave himself, then B does
shave himself, since B shaves all those
barbers who do not shave themselves.

B shaves himself if and only if B does not
shave himself.

But (10) is obviously false. It is a contradiction.

First, here is

Of course,

the solution to this puzzle is that there is no such barber "B."
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There simply is no barber who shaves all and only those
barbers who do not shave themselves. The "paradox" is just

a reductio ad absurdum from premise (6). But why is this
reductio considered a paradox at all? Well, it is paradoxical
because it is natural to think, before having seen the argu-
ment, that there very well could be such a barber (just as

it seemed obvious to people before Russell's discovery that
every instance of the axiom schema of comprehension was true).

So it is surprising that there can be no such barber. But

that is all that it is, just a bit surprising. We need not
linger over the puzzle any longer.
In contrast, consider the following version of the

liar paradox:

The sentence in therectangle in Jack Cobetto's
doctoral dissértation is not true.

(11) "The sentence in the rectangle in Jack
Cobetto's doctoral dissertation is not
true" is true 1if and only if the sentence
in the rectangle in Jack Cobetto's doctoral
dissertation is not true.

(12) "The sentence in the rectangle in Jack Cobetto's
doctoral dissertation is not true" = the
sentence in the rectangle in Jack Cobetto's
doctoral dissertation.

(13) The sentence in the rectangle in Jack Cobetto's
doctoral dissertation is true if and only if the
sentence in the rectangle in Jack Cobetto's
doctoral dissertation is not true.

(13), like (10), is, it seems, a contradiction. But (13)

appears to follow from (11) and (l12). So, it seems, either
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(11) or (12), or both, must be false. But both (11) and (12)
seem undeniably to be true.

I will not discuss this puzzle in great detail.
Perhaps the only thing that is obvious about it is that its

solution is not obvious. The problem is that even after one

has seen the derivation, both of the premises still seem to
be true and the seemingly contradictory conclusion still ap-
pears to follow. In contrast, in the barber paradox, once
one has seen the derivation, one simply recognizes that
premise (6) (perhaps somewhat surprisingly) is false. The
liar paradox can not be "solved" in this way. It may be that
one of the premises (or both) of the liar paradox is false.
But it is not enough just to say that (11l) or (1l2) is false
in order to solve the puzzle. A real solution will explain
why these premises, if in fact false, seem obviously true. No
such explanation is necessary in order to solve the barber
paradox, for premise (6), though perhaps initially plausible
or unobjectionable to an unsuspecting victim of the paradox,
does not any longer seem obviously true. There is no problem
in simply accepting its falsehood.

What is the situation with Kripke's puzzle? 1Is it
deeply puzzling like the liar paradox or is it simply a bit
surprising like the barber paradox? I will argue that it is
more like the barber paradox than it is like the liar para-

dox. Let us now turn to the puzzle.
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Kripke actually offers two slightly different versions
of the puzzle, one stronger, one weaker. The weaker version,
on which Kripke concentrates most of his efforts, employs the
"disquotation principle, " whereas the stronger version employs
the "strengthened disquotation principle." I will begin by
considering the stronger version. (I will assume that the
reader is familiar with Pierre and the highly unusual, even
bizarre, manner in which he learned English and French).

(SDP.) A normal English speaker who is not
reticent will be disposed to sincere reflective
assent to "p" if and only if he believes that p.

(T) TIf a sentence of one language expresses a
truth in that language, then any translation of
it into any other language also expresses a truth
(in that other language).

(SDPp ) [ This is obtained by translating "A normal
French speaker who is not reticent will be disposed
to sincere reflective assent to "p" if and only if

he believes that p" into French. ]

(14) [ This is obtained by translating "Pierre sin-
cerely assents to "Londres est jolie" into French. )

(15) Pierre does not sincerely assent to "London
is pretty." ‘

(16) Pierre is a normal French speaker and also a
normal English speaker.

(17) [by (15), (16), and (SDPE )} Pierre does not
believe that London is pretty.

(18) [ by (14), (16), and (SDR, )] Pierre croit que
Londres est jolie. B

(19) [by (18) and (T)] Pierre believes that London
is pretty. '

But (17) and (19) contradict each other.



14

Since (17), (18), and (19) follow from the premises
indicated, at least one of those premises must be false. (14)
and (15) seem undeniable. And since Kripke went to such great
lengths to make sure that Pierre can be considered a "normal"
speaker of French and English, let us, at least initially make
this assumption. That leaves only the two strengthened dis-
quotation principles ((SDPE) and (SDPF)) and the principle of
translation (T). The two disquotation principles stand or
fall together. It would be incredible to suppose that the
French principle is true while the English version is false,
or vice versa. Let us turn first to the principle of trans-
lation (T).

Is this principle true? Does it even make sense to
doubt it? The answers to these questions are not obvious.
First of all, the translation principle is a universal
statement about all sentences, actual and possible. There
are very many sentences that can bhe constructed. As a gen-
eral rule in philosophy, when one sees a universal statement
such as (T), one becomes or should become very cautious.
Nevertheless, one might be inclined to think that the trans-
lation principle is as obviously true as the statement that
all bachelors are unmarried. It would not make any sense to
search for counterexamples to this statement. It is part of
'~ the meaning of the term "bachelor" that no one is a bachelor

unless he is unmarried.
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In conversation, several people have given me the
following argument to the effect that it does not make sense
to search for counterexamples to the principle of translation.
"Sentences are true or false only indirectly in the sense that
they are used to express true or false propositions. Since
any two sentences which are translations of each other express
the same proposition, and since a proposition has only one truth
value, any sentences which are translations of each other have
the same truth value."

This argument, though likely to spring to mind to any
advocate of the notion of "propositions," really does not do
the job. Consider the premise that any two sentences which are
translations of each other express the same proposition. Is
it true? Well, it depends cn what one means by "proposition."
If one introduces the term "proposition" by stipulating that

that is what two sentences which are translations of each other

have in common (expressing the same proposition), then al-
though one premise of the argument would be true by definition,
it would be possible to deny the other premise by maintaining
that "propositions" are not the "primary" truth bearers. That
is, one could maintain that two sentences may express the same
proposition but have different truth values. On the other
hand, if the notion of a "proposition" is introduced in another
way such that it is not stipulated that two sentences which

are translations of each other express the same proposition,
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then it makes sense to look for counterexamples to (7).
So, the above informal argument is not conclusive, for it
contains premises which are just as much in doubt as its con-
clusion.

The following two sentences seem to suggest not only that
(T) is not analytically true, but that it might actually be false.

(20) Dieser satz ist auf Deutsch.

(21) This sentence is in German.
(21) seems to be the English translation of (20). How else
would one translate (20)? Certainly the words "Dieser satz"
have the same meaning as the English words "This sentence."
The same is true of the rest of the sentences. However, (20)
seems true, while (21) seems false.

While the principle of translation (T), as stated,
is dubious, perhaps it can be modified to escape the above
type of counterexample. Suppose that we modify (T) in a
way which yields (T!).

(Tl) If a sentence, which contains no indexicals,

of one language expresses a truth in that language,

then any translation of it into any other language

also expresses a truth (in that other language).
For reasons mentioned before, I do not think that this modified
principle is analytically true. It is not obvious that there
are no counterexamples to it. The best that I can do by way

of such an attempt is the following:

Let the biconditional (B;) be true by definition.
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(BE) A person, A, bluttered, at t, that London
is"pretty if and only if A uttered, at t,
"London is pretty."

Similarly, T would like to introduce a French version of

this definition.
(B,) [This is obtained by translating (B_) into
French (introducing another word for “bEutter“),
and substituting "Londres est jolie" wherever
"London is pretty" occurs in (BE).]

Now suppose

(22) At t, A uttered "Londres est jolie" (and nothing
else).

By (22) and (BF), we have

(23) A bluttered at t [in French] que Londres est
jolie. By (23) and (Tl) we have

(24) A bluttered at t that London is pretty.
But by (22) and (BE) we have

(25) A did not blutter at t that London is pretty.
(24) and (25) contradict each other.

There is even less room to maneuver here than in Kripke's
puzzle. (BE) and (BF), unlike (SDPE) and (SDPF), are to oe
true by definition. Also, there would not seem to be any
problem in supposing that (22) is true. Thus we are left
with the inference from (23) to (24). There are two steps
involved in this inference. First, (24) is taken to be a trans-
lation of (23). Also (24) is taken to be true. Since the truth
of (24) follows from (Tl) (if (24) is a tranlsation of (23) and
neither contains any indexicals), we must say either that (24)

is not a translation of (23) or that (Tl) is false.
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I am strongly inclined to say that (24) just is not a
translation of (23). However, this does not seem to me to be
obvious. If the expression "Londres est jolie" appeared in
quotation marks in (23), then it would be obvious that they are
translations of each other. After all, "A uttered at t
"London is pretty"" is clearly not a translation of "A
a prononcé "Londres est jolie." When translating "A uttered
"London is pretty"" into another language, one does not
translate the expressions inside the quotation marks.5 But
the expressions in question in (23) and (24) do not appear in
quotation marks. They appear in "that" clauses. And, we do
typically translate expressions when they appear in such contexts.

So neither (T) or the modified principle (Tl) is obviously
true. We have reason to doubt them without ever being aware
of (T)'s use in Kripke's puzzle. Thus the situation here 1is
different from the situations in which we find ourselves when
we consider different versions of the liar paradox. 1In those
cases, all the premises seem indubitable even after one has
seen the derivation of an apparent contradictién. Although
Kripke compares his puzzle to the liar paradox, it just does
not have the same stature in that not all its premises have

the same degree of indubitability.
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However, in spite of this, I do not think that the solution
to Kripke's puzzle lies in the rejection of (T), or (TlL or
other modifications of these principles. There is a totally
obvious premise that will, when combined with the other premises
of the puzzle, serve just as well as principle (T) in allowing
Kripke to deduce a contradiction. The premise is (Tll).

(Tll) If "Pierre croit que Londres est jolie" is true

then so is "Pierre believes that London is pretty"

(where "Pierre" is taken to refer to the same person

in both sentences and "London" and "Londres" are

taken to refer to the same city).
By (Tll), we can still infer (19) from (18) and get the contra-

diction. Since (Tll

) is not a generalization,we need not

worry about there being any cdounterexamples to it. So, none

of the "a priori" doubts that accompany most universal state-
ments need worry us. Furthermore, (Tll) is no less plausible
than (T). Indeed, part of the reason for believing that

general principles (T) and(Tl) are true is that the "instances"
of those principles, such as (Tll), seem to be true.

Consider the liar paradox again. (1ll1), the first premise
of the version given in this paper, is an instance of what has
come to be known as the Tarski schema. To most, the Tarski
schema has seemed obviously true. But (11) does not gain its
plausibility because it is an instance of that schema. Rather
the schema seems true because all or most of the instances of

it which naturally come to mind seem to be true. The version

of the liar paradox given above is no less strong because it
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uses an instance of the Tarski schema rather than the schema
itself. Similarly, the new version of the strong belief puzzle
is no less strong because it employes (Tll) instead of (T) or
(rh .

Given that the puzzle can be fortified in this way, let
us turn our attention to the disquotation principles. Since;,
as I said before, (SDPE) and (SDPF) stand or fall together, I
will discuss only (SDP;). This principle seems to be at least
initially plausible. For instance, if we ask a person whether
he believes that grass is green and he responds, "Yes, grass

is green," we do infer (in normal circumstances) that he believes
that grass is green. Similarly, if we had asked that person

if he believed that grass is purple and he had responded, "No,
grass is not purple," we would have inferred that he does not
believe that grass is purple. But just as philosophers have
become very good at coming up with -counterexamples to initially
plausible universal statements, they have become equally pro-
ficient at refuting "if and only if" statements. It seems to

me that this is exactly what Kripke has done in dreaming up

Pierre. He has found a counterexample to an initially plausible

"if and only if" statement. It may be surprising that the prin-
éiple turns out to be false, but it should not be viewed as
a deeply troubling result.

Compare the strengthened disquoation principle (SDPE)

to another very famous "if and only if" statement in recent
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philosphy.

(K) A person knows that p if and only if he has
a justified true belief that p.

Principle (K) is often referred to as "the traditional analysis
of knowing that p." This principle is not only initially plaus-
ible, it was for a long time accepted as a correct analysis of
knowledge. However, Gettier succeeded in constructing counter-
examples to it.

I do not want to discpss_Gettier's actual example, but
rather how philosophers have reacted to it. When it was
presented, the counterexample was not taken to reveal anything
deeply puzzling about "knowing that p." It was taken as yet
another illustration of how difficult it is to formulate a
correct "analysis" of major philosophical concepts. Philoso-
phers reacted by saying, "Gee, that's surprising. I wish
I had thought of it. Oh well, it's back to the drawing
board." I think this is the reaction that philosophers should
have to Kripke's Pierre. The puzzle just shows, among other
things, that the strengthened disguotation principles (SDPE)
and (SDPF) are too strong. They must be modified.

A brief look at several possible modifications of
these principles will help us see where they go wrong. Con-
sider the following modification of (SDPE).

(SDPvl) A believes that p if and only if A sincerely

and ¥Yeflectively (etc.) assents to "p."
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This principle differs from (SDPE) in that it does not have any
constraints as to whom or to what "A" may refer. 1In Kripke's
puzzle, (SDPE) has the condition that the believer (or non-
believer) be a normal English speaker. (SDPEl),which lacks
this condition, does not seem at all plausible. For instance,
suppose that A is some dog and "p" is replaced by "the yellow
bowl is empty." Also, suppose that the dog is usually fed
by putting dog food into the yellow bowl and calling the dog.
Whenever the dog is called at around 5:00, he goes to the bowl.
If the bowl is empty, he puts his paw into the bowl and moves
the bowl around. Suppose that, knowing this, we call the dog
at 5:00 and do not put any food into the bowl. As expected, the
dog puts his paw into it and moves it around. It is awfully
tempting to say that the dog believes that the yellow bowl
is empty. After all, that is why he put his paw into it.\
However, according to (SDPEl) this is false. The dog does‘ﬂgt
believe that the yellow bowl is empty because he is not disposed
to (sincerely and reflectively) assent to "the yellow bowl is
empty." So, if we want tb-attribute any beliefs to animals
or people who do not speak a language, we must modify (SDPEl).
These considerations suggest that (SDPEl) be modified
as follows:

11) A person, A, who speaks a language, believes
p if and only if he sincerely (etc.) assents to "o."

(SDP

thatE

This principle leaves open the possibility that animals and
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people who do not speak a language have beliefs even though
they do not assent to or dissent from sentences. But this
principle is also clearly inadequate. Suppose that we sub-
stitute "snow is white" for "p" and take "A" to refer to
some person who speaks only German. This person is not dis-
posed to assent to “"snow is white.! However, he may still
believe that snow is white. His belief may be manifested
by his willingness to make assertions like "Ich glaube dass
der schnee weiss ist." Obviously, people who speak only
languages other *than English can believe that snow is white.

What we want to allow is that someone may believe
that snow is white and that this belief may be manifested not
only by sincere assent to "snow is white" but also by sincere
assent to a sentence in some other language that would typically
be taken to indicate that the person believes that snow is
white. The following principle is an attempt to capture this:

(SDP lll) A person, A, who speaks some language,

beligves that p if and only if he sincerely (etc.)
assents to "p" or to some other sentence which is
a translation of "p" or expresses the same propo-
sition as "p."

This principle is not identical to (SDPE). One cannot derive

the contradiction which Kripke does if one substitutes (SDPElll)

111
E

(17). Pierre does believe that London is pretty because he

for (SDPE), because (SDP ), (15), and (16) do not entail

assents to "Londres est jolie" which is just a translation of

"London is pretty." His failure to assent to "London is

1

E ll) that he does

pretty"” does not allow us to infer by (SDP

not believe that London is pretty.
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Given all of this, it is easy to see why Kripke's
principle (SDPE) does allow us to derive a contradiction.
It goes wrong in that it does not allow for the possibility
that a person's belief that snow is white (or any other
belief) may be inferred from his assent to some sentence
in another language which is a translation of "snow is white."
I do not mean to imply that Kripke's principle (SDPE) has no
plausibility at all. Indeed, when a person actually dissents
from a particular sentence such as "snow is white," it is
a pretty safe bet that he does not believe that snow is
white. The point is that it is not a sure bet. Discovering
that it is not a sure bet is the real importance of Kripke's
puzzle. ‘The moral of the puzzle should not be taken to be
that it, like the liar paradox, reveals some seemingly un-
solvable problem with the notion of belief or with our ways
of attributing belief. Rather, the puzzle simply presents
a counterexample to the perhaps long accepted idea that one
can infer from the fact that a person dissents from a
sentence such as "London is pretty" that he does not believe
that London is pretty. Just as with the traditional analysis
of knowledge, we must now go about modifying (SDPE) if we want
to arrive at a correct analysis of belief. Unlike the premises
of the liar paradox, after we have seen the problem, we
should not feel that (SDPE) is still, in spite of this, self

evident or indubitable.
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But modifying the strengthened disquotation principles
in an appropriate manner, if Kripke is correct, does
not put an end to our difficulties. 1Indeed, in his article,
Kripke does not spend very much time discussing the strong
version of the puzzle. Rather, Kripke's official version
of the puzzle employs much weaker premises than (SDPE) and
(SDPF). I will call these weaker disquotation principles
“(DPE)" and "(DPF).“

(DP.,) If a normal English speaker, on reflection,
sinCerely assents to "p," then he believes that p.

(DP_) [This is the same as (DP_) except that
it Es stated in French and "a ngrmal English
speaker" is replaced with the French translation
of "a normal French speaker."]

Here is the "official" puzzle about belief:

(26) [This is obtained by translating "Pierre
assents to "Londres est jolie" " into French.]

(27) Pierre assents to "London is not pretty."

(28) Pierre is a normal speaker of both English
and French.

By (26) and (DPF), we have
(29) Pierre croit que Londres est jolie.
By (29) and (T), we have
(30) Pierre believes that London is pretty.
But by (27) and (DPE), we have
(3]) Pierre believes that London is not pretty.
There is no contradiction yet; however, at this

point, Kripke introduces another premise. He says,



26

We may suppose that Pierre, in spite of the
unfortunate situation in which he now finds him-
self, is a leading philosopher and logician. He
would never let contradictory beliefs pass. And
surely anyone, leading logician or no, is in prin-
ciple in a position to notice and correct contra-
dictory beliefs if he has them. Precisely for
this reason, we regard individuals who contradict
themselves as subject to greater censure than
those who merely have false beliefs. But, it is
clear that Pierrer as long as he is unaware that
the cities he calls "London" and "Londres" are
one and the same, is in no position to see, by
logic alone, that at least one of his beliefs
must be false. He lacks information, not logical
acumen. He cannct be convicted of inconsistency:
to dc so is incorrect.

So Kripke takes the following principle to be a premise
of the puzzle:

(C) If a person has contradictory beliefs,

then he is, in principle, in a position to

tell through the use of logic alone that he

has contradictory beliefs.
The truth of (30) and (31) entails that Pierre has contra-
dictory beliefs. But (C) and the fact that Pierre cannot
tell through the use of logic alone that he has contradictory
beliefs entail that he does not have contradictory beliefs.

What are we to reject here? (26),I(27), and (28)
seem, as before, obviously true. And even if (T) is not
totally obvious, we could still infer (30) from (29) by
using the more specific and indubitable (Tll) as a premise.
The disquotation principles (DPE) and (DPF) stand or fall
together and seem true. Nothing that I have said so far

has cast any doubt on these weaker principles. 1Indeed, we

could still derive a contradiction using the modified
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biconditional disquotation principle (SDPlll).

This leaves (C) as an obvious candidate for rejection.

I am surprised that Kripke uses it as a premise. It is under-
standable why someone would think that the disquotation prin-
ciples in their stronger and weaker forms are true. We do,

in fact, often attribute belief or disbelief on the basis of
the sentences to which, and from which, a person is disposed

to assent or dissent. But premise (C) is not so common. The
situation here seems to be the same as it was with respect

to (SDPE) and (SDPF). Premise (C) may be at least initially
plausible, but Kripke has simply come up with a counterexamnle
to it. Pierre just happens to be a person who has contra-
dictory beliefs even though he cannot tell that he does through
the use of logic alone.

Perhaps Kripke has some reason other than its initial
plausibility for thinking that (C) is true. He does not defend
(C) any more fully in places other than the quotation given
above. I want now to consider some independent reasons for
doubting (C). First, Kripke states (C) in different ways in
several places in his paper. Sometimes he uses the ex-
pression "inconsistent" instead of the expression "contradictory."
But this difference is potentially very important. If "incon-
sistent" is defined in the same way as it is defined in many
elementary logic books, two propositions are inconsistent

if and only if it is impossible for them both to be true. If
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this means that they are inconsistent if and only if there is
no possible world (in Kripke's sense) in which they are both
true, then (C) would seem clearly false.

Consider (32), (33), and (34):

(32) Cicero was bald.

(33) Tully was not bald.

(34) Tully was bald.

If Kripke is correct, there is no possible world in which (32)
and (33) are both true (since "Cicero" and "Tully" are rigid
designations of the same person). However, many if not most
philosophers would not deny that a person, Jones, can believe
both that Cicero was bald and that Tully was not bald. But
it takes much more than logical acumen to determine that (32)
and (33) are inconsistent. One must know that "Cicero" and
"Tully" are coreferential. Thus, if these philosophers are
correct, (C) is clearly false when the term "inconsistent"

is used instead of "contradictory" and understood in the
manner above.

Even if the term contradictory is used in (C), there are
other reasons for doubting (C). I will attempt to bring these
out by comparing (C) to several closely related principles.
Consider (Cl):

(Cl) If a person understands two sentences which

express contradictory propositions, then that

person is in principle in a position to determine

through the use of logic alone that they express
contradictory propositions.
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Surely (Cl) is just as plausible as (C). A logician who
understands two sentences should be able to determine through
the use of locgic alone whether they express contradictory
propositions. But consider the following possibility. Suppose
that Paul grows up in France, and learns to speak French just
like everyone else. In particular, he often hears about some
city called "Londres," and for this reason, he understands the
sentence "Londres est jolie" perfectly well. Unfortunately,
Paul suffers a blow to the head and, while unconscious, is
shipped off to America. In the U.S., Paul has to learn English
from scratch. That is, he can not find any people who speak
both French and English who can help him learn English. Also,
he lives 1in a depressed area, and there are no dictionaries

or any other kind of device that could be of any help. 1In
spite of this, he manages to learn English. Furthermore, he
occasionally hears about a city oversees called "London."

Thus he understands the sentence "London is not pretty."
However, being dense like Pierre, Paul does not realize that
"Londres" and "London" are names of the same city.

Clearly the two sentences "Londres est jolie" and
"London is not pretty” express contradictory propositions
(when “London" and "Londres" are taken to refer to the same
thing). But even if we suppose that Paul like Pierre, is a
leading logician of the time, Paul is just not in a position

to tell, through the use of logic alone, that the two sentences
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express contradictory propositions. Moreover, I have developed
Paul's situation so that the only important difference between
his story and Pierre's story is that Kripke has told a slightly
longer story about Pierre to insure that Pierre will give his
sincere reflective assent to both "Londres est jolie" and
"London is not pretty." I made no such provisions in telling
Paul's story. Only Paul's understanding with respect to the
propositions in question, not whether he believes them, is at
issue.

This example suggests that Pierre's belief puzzle is not,
in a sense, a puzzle about belief at all. Paul is a counter-

example to the principle (Cl). He understands two sentences

that express contradictory propositions, yet he is not able to
tell through the use of logic alone that they do express contra-
dictory propositions. And, given that (Cl) is false, is there
any reason to think that (C) is true and that we can not modify
Paul's story slightly in order to get him to believe the two
propositions which he understands but fails to realize are
contradictory? What is it about belief in contrast to mere
understanding that insures that (C) is true even though (Cl)
is false? Unless one can offer some reason for there being a
difference,one is not justified in maintaining (C) (and re-
jecting (Cl)) in the face of examples like Paul and Pierre.

Let me make this point in a somewhat di.ferent way. Here

is a variation on Kripke's puzzle (Peter, we shall assume
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is in the same sort of difficulty as Paul and Pierre with

respect to "London" and "Londres").

(AE) If a person (in appropriate circumstances)
uttered "London is not pretty" at t, then he, at

t, asserted (or said) that London is not pretty.
(AF) [This is obtained by translating "If a person
(in appropriate circumstances) uttered "Londres est
jolie" at t, then he, at t, asserted (or said) that
London is pretty" into French.]

(T) [This is the same as before.]

(35) [This is obtained by translating "At t,
Peter uttered "Londres est jolie"" into French.]

(36) At t, Peter also uttered "London is not pretty.“‘7
(37) Peter asserted, at t, that London is not pretty.
By (35) and (AF), we have:

(38) [This is obtained by translating "Peter asserted,
at t, that London is pretty" into French.]

By (38) and (T), we have:

(38) Peter,at t, asserted (or said) that London
is pretty.

Add to this the following principle:
(Cll) If a person at some time, t, has contradicted
himself, then he is, in principle, in a position
to tell through the use of logic alone that he has.
But from (39) and (37), we have:

(40) Peter, at t, asserted both that London is
pretty, and that London is not pretty.

(40) clearly entails that:
(41) Peter, at t, contradicted himself.
However, since we have assumed that Peter is just like Pierre,

it is clear that:
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(42) Peter is not in a position to tell through
the use of logic alone that he has contradicted
himself.

But by (42) and (Cll), we have:

(43) Peter,'at t, did not contradict himself.
However, (43) contradicts (41).
What are we to reject? Surely (AE) and (AF) are true,

since uttering sentences in "appropriate" circumstances is
clearly one of the ways in which we make assertions. Even if
(T) is somewhat doubtful, we could replace it with (Tlll)
which is clearly true.

(Tlll) If the French translation of "Peter, at t,

asserted that London is pretty" is true, then so

is "Peter, at t, asserted that London is pretty" -

(where "Peter" and "London" are understood to refer

to the same person and city).

Moreover, (Cll) is just as plausible as (C) or (Cl). Thus
we might call this variation of Kripke's puzzle "a puzzle
about assertion."

Of course, my solution to this paradox will not surprise
the reader. 1 think we must simply reject (Cll). It may have
been plausible initially; but it turns out to have counter-
examples. People 1like Peter dust can, in some rather unusual
circumstances, contradict themselves without being able to tell
through the use of logic alone that they have done so. Once we
recognize this potential problem, the paradox disappears.

Given that both (Cl) and (Cll) are false and given obvious

similarities between the counterexamples . which I have offered

to them, what reason is there to think that Pierre is not just
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a couriterexample to (C)? 1In light of my examples of Peter

and Paul, I think it is possible to see what is, at root,

really surprising about all three situations. The problem is
that Peter, Paul,and Pierre are all under the mistaken impression
that the two sentences "Londres est jolie" and "London is pretty"”
are used to express different propositions. They do not

realize that one is just a translation cof the other. It is

a bit surprising that this kind of situation could arise.
However, once we have gotten over our initial surprise, we should
not be shocked that principles like (Cll), (Cl) and (C), which
ignore the possibility of such unusual people as Peter, Paul

and Pierre, all turn out to be false. The solution to the

puzzle about belief, just as the solutions to the puzzles about
understanding and assertion, lies in the simple recognition that
some principles which formerly seemed plausible must, in the

light of the counterexamples above, be modified or rejected.
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I have answered Kripke's prominent question "Does
Pierre believe that London is pretty?" and given a solu-
tion to his puzzle. This is all that he actually asks
for in his article. But Kripke also says that the mere
discovery of the puzzle forces us to reconsider several
widely held views in the philosophy of language. Primary
among these is the view discussed at the beginning of
this paper, that belief contexts are not "Shakespearean,"
i.e, that codesignative proper names cannot be substi-
tuted for each other, salva veritate, in belief contexts.
In the remainder of this paper, I will evaluate and
argue against some of the general claims that Kripke
makes about the puzzle. Also, I will discuss several
solutions which have recently been offered to the puzzle
and argue that these solutions support my claims about
the general significance of Kripke's puzzle.

Let me begin with the main conclusion which Kripke
draws and the one with which I am, to some extent, in
agreement. Given our present state of knowledge, the
simple conclusion that coreferential proper names are
not interchangeable, salva veritate, in belief contexts
is not justified. Kripke correctly maintains that his
puzzle undermines the most common argument for that
seemingly obvious conclusion. Consider sentences (44)

and (45).

34
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(44) Jones believes that Cicero was bald.

(45) Jones believes that Tully was bhald.
It has seemed to most philosophers that (44) can be
true while (45) is false. Suppose that Jones does not
know that "Cicero" and "Tully" are cdoreferential. It
is easy to see (especially after one has gotten used to
these types of examples) that Jones might assent to
"Cicero was bald," but dissent from "Tully was bald."
If one asks Jones what he believes, he will respond that
he believes that Cicero was bald but not that Tully was
bald. But who should know better about Jones' beliefs
than Jones himself? As Kripke points out, we infer by
the strong disquotation principle (SDPg) that (44) is
true while (45) is false. Since {45) can be obtained
from (44) simply by substituting the name "Tully" for
the coreferential name "Cicero," it follows that co-
referential proper names are not always interchangeable,
salve veritate, in belief contexts. Kripke's puzzle
undermines this argument by casting doubt on the strong
disquotation principle (and other similar principles).
Indeed, I've argued that puzzling Pierre simply shows
that this principle is false. Either way, the above
argument is seen to rely on a premise, (SDPg), that is,
at best, doubtful. Thus we are not justified in

accepting the argument's conclusion.
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However, while I agree that the argument is not
conclusive, it is not clear to what extent it has been
weakened by the discovery of the puzzle. The strength
of the argument depends on the strength of our inference
that Jones does not believe that Tully was bald from the
fact that he does not assent to "Tully was bald." While
the strong disquotation principle is false or at least
doubtful, might there not be some other principle just
as plausible as (SDPg) which not only enables us to make
the desired inference but is true as well? Suppose that
we modify (SDPg) as follows (again, for the sake of
simplicity I will give instances of the intended prin-
ciples):

(MDP) A normal English speaker, who speaks no

other langquage, believes that Tully was bald

if and only if he gives his sincere (reflective,
etc.) assent to "Tully was bald."

Obviously, the idea behind the modification is precisely
to exclude Pierre and other bilingual counterexamnles
to the original strong disquotation principle. Since
Jones, we may suppose, speaks only English, it is valid
to infer from (MDP) that Jones does not believe that Tully
was bald, and that (44) is true while (45) is false.

The important question is whether any of the con-
siderations Kripke has raised with his puzzle cast any

doubt on (MDP) and other instances of the intended
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principle behind it. Here is what Kripke has to say
about this:

- Jones' situation strikingly resembles

Pierre's . . . Intuitively, Jones' assent

to both "Cicero was bald" and "Tully was

not bald" [and his dissent from "Tully was

bald" ] arises from sources of just the same

kind as Pierre's assent to both "Londres

est jolie" and "London is not pretty" _[ and

his dissent from "London is pretty 1"
But is Jones' case really "just the same" as Pierre's?
Certainly there are striking similarities. There are also
striking differences. It does seem true that both Jones
and Pierre behave (with respect to the sentences to which
and from which they will assent and dissent) in the unusual
ways in which they do because they are unaware that two
proper names are coreferential. If Pierre knew that
"Londres" and "London" both denote the same city, he
would not assent to both "Londres est jolie“ and "London
is not pretty," and dissent from"London is pretty."
Similarly, if Jones knew that "Cicero" and "Tully" are
coreferential, he would not assent to both "Cicero was
bald" and "Tully was not bald," and dissent from "Tully
was bald." However, the cases are different in that the
names about which Jones is mistaken are both names in
the English language, whereas the names about which

Pierre is mistaken are not both names in the English

language. I do not know and will not discuss whether
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this difference is important or perhaps even crucial. My
point is only that Kripke is giving an argument from
analogy. The strength of this argument against the
claim that one can not substitute coreferential proper
names, salva veritate, in belief contexts can not be
assessed until the strength of this analogy is determined.

Let us now turn to some other conclusions which
Kripke feels are warranted in light of puzzling Pierre.
Consider the following passage from his article :

When we enter into the area exemplified by

Jones and Pierre, we enter into an area

where our normal practices of i-terpretation

and attribution of belief are subjected to

the greatest possible strain, perhaps to the

point of breakdown. So is the notion of the

content of someone's assertion, the propo-

sition it expresses.?
Thisbrings the notions of a "proposition" and "proposi-
tional content" into the discussion for the first time.
Kripke seems to be saying that his puzzle causes a
problem for these notions. Indeed, this impression is

reinforced when we look at a similar quotation at the end

of the preface to the book Naming and Necessity. He says,

How this relates to the question of what
"propositions" are expressed by these sentences,
whether these "propositions" are objects of
knowledge and belief, and in general, how to
treat names in epistemic contexts, are vexing
questions. I have no "official doctrine" con-
cerning them, and in fact I am unsure that the
apparatus of "propositions" does not break
down in this area.l0
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I want now to argue, at some length, that this suggestion
is misguided. There is a clear and natural way of under-
standing the term "proposition" which is in no way
threatened by any of the doubts which are, in fact,
justified by Kripke's discovery of the puzzle.

Here is one natural way of understanding the
term "proposition." Suppose that the following exchange
takes place between three people, A, B, and C, during a
serious discussion of the state of the government:

A: "The president is wise."

B: "That's true. I, too, believe that the
president is wise."

C: "Yes, the president is wise."

Given only these sincere utterances for information,
it seems clear that we can make the following inferences.

(46) A asserted that the president is wise.

(47) C asserted that the president is wise.

(48) B believes that the president is wise.
It seems obvious that (46)-(48) entail, respectivély, (49) ,
(50), and (51).

(49) A asserted something.

(50) C asserted something.

(51) B believes something.
It also seems clear that (52) and (53) are in some sense,

true.
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(52) A and C asserted the same thing.

(53) B believes the same thing that both A
and ¢ asserted.

But given that (46)-(53) are all true, are not (54)-(58)
true as well?

(54) There is something which A asserted
(L.e., that the president is wise).

(55) There is something which C asserted.
(56) There is something which B believes.

(57) There is something which both A and
C asserted.

(58) There is something which B believes
and which both A and C asserted.

Are not these sentences used to assert the same things
that (49)-(53) are used to assert? (54)-(58) do sound a
bit awkward, but there may be circumstance in which it
would be just as natural to utter them as it would be
to utter (49)-(53). And even if there are no such
circumstances they may still be true. Let us assume
they are.

(54)-(58) grammatically resemble the following
sentences:

(59) There is someone whom A loves.

(60) There is someone whom C loves.

(61) There is someone whom B hates.

(62) There is someone whom both A and C love.
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(63) There is someone whom B hates and whom
both A and C love.

- Furthermore, certainly no one would object to representing
(in semi-logical notation) (59)-(63) in the following way:
(64) ( Ax) (A loves x).
(65) ( 3x) (C loves x).
(66) ( 3x) (B hates x).
(67) ( 3x) (A and C love x).
(68) ( Ax) (B hates x and both A and C love x).
But if (59)-(63) are correctly represented by (64)-(68),
are not (54)-(58) correctly represented by (69)-(73)?
(69) ( 3x)(A asserted x).
(70) ( Ix)(C asserted x).
(71) ( IX)(B believes x).
(72) ( Ix)(A and C asserted x).

(73) ( 3x)(B believes x and both A and C
asserted x).

For the moment, let us assume that they are.

It seems obvious that other '"propositional attitude"
sentences similar to (46)-(53) will entail sentences
analogous to (69)-(73) (if (46)-(53) entail (54)-(58)).
So, on the assumptions we have been making, there is a
class of objects which satisfy open sentences like "A
asserted x," "B believes x," "A asserted x and B
believes x and C knows x," and others derived in an

obvious way from what have come to be known as "proposi-
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tional attitude" sentences. Let us call these objects
"propositions." Roughly, an object is a proposition if
and only if it satisfies or could satisfy an open sentence
obtained in the above obvious manner from a "propositional
attitude" sentence. This definition is sloppy, but I
trust that any philosopher who is at all acquainted with
the many discussions involving the term "proposition" will
understand what is intended.

Before continuing, let me address two objections
that might be raised at this point. First, while intro-
ducing the te-m "proposition" in this way makes our
reasons for thinking that there are such things relatively
clear, (they are the same reasons we have for thinking
that sentences like (69)-(73) are true, i.e. they seem
inferable from propositional attitude sentences like
(46)-(53).), these reasons may not be good reasons.
Indeed, the inferences from (54)-(58) to (69)-(73) are
especially suspect. Philosophers of language are fond
of pointing out how "mere" grammatical similarities
between sentences can mislead if one is not careful.
Accordingly, we must be very cautious in inferring any-
thing from the fact that (54)-(58) are grammatically
similar to (59)-(63). I will not discuss this issue in

detail. In this paper, I will be concerned only with
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what properties propositions have, assuming that they

exist, and whether this notion of a "proposition" is,
as Kripke claims, strained to the point of breaking down
in the cases of Pierre and Jones.

The second objection which I want to consider is a
bit more difficult tc respond to. It would be a simple
task to introduce a notion of a "proposition" unrelated
to the one which Kripke intends and then show that his
claim that the notion of a proposition, in my sense, is
"strained to the breaking point" when we enter the realm
of cases like Pierre and Jones, is incorrect. It
remains for me to establish that Kripke and I have the
same notion of "proposition" in mind. Unfortunately,
this is not possible. As I mentioned earlier, Kripke
does not indicate precisely what he means by the term
"proposition." 1In lieu of such an explanation, my argu-
ment will be that my notion of a "proposition" captures
ain important use of the term "proposition" in the recent
history of the philosophy of language and is not threatened
or strained in cases like Pierre's and Jones'. To this
end, let us first examine some of the claims that are
often made about propositions.

Beginning philosophy students are typically intro-

duced to the term "proposition" through the use of pairs
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of sentences such as (74a) and (74b), and (75a) and
(75b) .
(74a) London is pretty.

(74b) Londres est jolie.

(75a) John is a bachelor.

(75b) John is an unmarried male adult.
Philosophers, like most people, have noticed that the two
sentences in each of these pairs seem to have something
very important in common. These are paradigm examples
of two sentences "expressing the same proposition."” A
person uttering both sentences in one of the above pairs
is often said to have "expressed the same proposition."
Students quickly catch on to this usage of the term "propo-
sition" and are usually able to point out other pairs of
‘sentences which seem related to each other in an analogous
way .

In recent years, however, philosophers have come
more and more to the realization that the relationship
between the sentences in each of the above pairs is a
bit more complex. Most importantly, these sentences are
now widely viewed as having several things in common.

On the one hand, both of the sentences in each of the
" pairs can be used to assert the same thing, i.e., that

London is pretty or that John is a bachelor. But both
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of the sentences in the above pairs may also be said to
have the same meaning. This distinction, between what
is asserted by a person using a particular sentence and
the meaning of that sentence is central to several of the
most important recent articles which investigate the
notion of a "proposition."

In his famous article "On referring," Strawson
says:

Generally, as against Russell, I shall say
this. Meaning (in at least one important
sense) is a function of the sentence or
expression; mentioning and referring and truth
and falsity, are functions of the use of the
the sentence or expression. To give the
meaning of an expression (in this sense in
which I am using the word) is to give general
directions for its use to refer to or

mention particuiar obijects or persons; to give
the meaning of a sentence is to give general
directions for its use in making true and
false assertions. It is not to talk about

any particular occasion of the use of the
sentence or expression. The meaning of an
expression cannot be identified with the
object it is used, on a particular occasion,
to refer to. The meaning of a sentence cannot
be identified with the assertion it is used,
on a particular occasion, to make. For to
talk about the meaning of an expression or
sentence is not to talk about its use on a
particular occasion, but about the rules,
habits, conventions governing its correct

use, on all occasions, to refer or to assert. ™

While Strawson's discussion is general and intuitive,
others have discussed this distinction (and others) in
greater detail. 1In his article "Propositions," Richard

Cartwright carefully distinguishes what is asserted on a



46

particular occasion by uttering a sentence from several
other things with which it has been confused. Here is
how Cartwright argues for the claim that what is asserted
in uttering a sentence is not always identical with the
meaning of that sentence.

Consider, for this purpose, the words "It's

raining." These are words, in the uttering

of which, people often (though not always)

assert something. But of course what is

asserted varies from one occasion of their

utterance to another. A person who utters

them one day does not (normally) make the same

statement as one who utters them the next; and

one who utters them in Oberlin does not

usually assert what is asserted by one who

utters them in Detroit. But these variations

in what is asserted are not accompanied by

corresponding changes in meaning. The words

"Tt's raining" retain the same meaning

throughout.l
Also, Cartwright produces examples to show that sameness of
meaning of sentence uttered is not even in all cases a
necessary condition for sameness of assertion made. The
following exampie, though it is not Cartwright's, will
suffice to establish this. Suppose that I assert that
I am hot by uttering the sentence "I am hot." Another
person could assert the very same thing, i.e., that I am
hot, by pointing at me and uttering the sentence "You are
hot." Yet, the two sentences "I am hot" and "You are hot"
do not have the same meaning. The words "I" and "You"

have different meanings and consequently the sentences of

which they are constituents differ in meaning as well.
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Cartwright even presents an argument to establish
that the meaning of a sentence is never identical to
what the sentence has been Used to assert. He says,

If what someone asserts, on some occasion,
is itself the meaning which the words he
utters have, on that occasion of their
utterance, then anything predicable of what
he asserts must also be predicable of the
meaning of his words. But it is obvious on
very little reflection that ever so many
things predicable of what is asserted cannot
(on pain of nonsense) be predicated of the
meaning of a sentence. And the fundamental
point to be noticed in this connection is
that although we maypredicate of something
asserted that it is (or was) asserted, this
cannot be predicated of the meaning of a
sentence. It simply makes no sense to say
that someone asserted the meaning of a
sentence -- any more than it makes sense to
say he said it.l3

In light of these arguments, I will, from now on, assume
that Strawson and Cartwright are correct about the need
to distinguish, in sentences like (74) through (77),

the meanings of the sentences from what they can be used
to assert.

Cartwright and Strawson are not the only ones who
have noticed this distinction. VWhile they use similar
terminology, other philosoghers who have discussed the
distinction use somewhat different language. For example,
in an article entitled "Sentences, Statements, and
Propositions," E.J. Lemmon uses the term "proposition"

rather differently.14 While both Strawson and Cartwright
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use the word "proposition" to apply to what is asserted,
Lemmon uses it, I will argue, in connection with the'
meaning of a sentence. He says that when we utter (in
"appropriate" circumstances) a sentence we both "express
a proposition" and "make a statement." For Lemmon, "the
statement made" denotes the same thing that Cartwright
and Strawson denote with the term "proposition." Un-
fortunately Lemmon's use of the term "proposition" is a
bit problematic. He says that a proposition not only can
have a truth value; but unlike a statement, it can

even change in truth value over time.

To see what Lemmon has in mind, consider again the
sentence "It's raining." Lemmon holds that a person who
utters (in "appropriate" circumstances) this sentence
today has expressed a proposition which is, we may suppose,
true. But a person could utter the sentence tomorrow

and, according to Lemmon, express the same proposition.

Yet, that proposition will be false tomorrow even though
it is true today. What has remained constant in the two
contexts of utterance that would justify us in saying
that the same proposition has been expressed? Clearly
different statements, in Cartwright's and Strawson's
sense, have been made. Thus Lemmon is not using the
term "proposition" to denote what has been asserted by

uttering the sentence.
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It would seem that we have two choices. The propo-
sition is either the sentence "It's raining" itself or
the meaning of the sentence (which has not changed) .
Lemmon gives examples that make it clear that he does not
intend the phrase "proposition expressed" to denote the
sentence which has been uttered. He says,

If I say, "I am hot," and you, being French,

say "J'ai chaud," then we have neither

uttered the same sentence nor made the same

statement; but there is still a sense in

which we have said the same thing, namely,

expressed the same proposition.l
And since "J'ai chaud" and"I am hot" (if uttered by
different people) can not be used to make the same state-
ment or assertion, it seems that Lemmon is using the term
(1] 3 3 [1] 1

proposition expressed" to refer to the meaning of the two
sentences, which has indeed remained constant throughout

both contexts of u.tterance.16

Although one might object that too much time has
been spent discussing mere differences of terminology.
But I think the discussion confirms the claims that I have
made regarding my use' of the term "proposition." Clearly
what I call a "proposition" has been noticed and discussed
by many other philosophers. Cartwright refers to it more
frequently as "what is asserted," while Lemmon calls it
a "statement." Thus my usage of the term "proposition"

is a natural one.l3 I have not constructed a "straw man"
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concept in order to refute Kripke's claim that the notion
of a proposition is stretched to the breaking point in
cases like Pierre’'s and Jones'. With this in mind, let
us finally turn to this problem.

How is the above notion of a proposition "threatened"
in a situation like Jones' and Pierre's? Again, the general
argument in "A Puzzle About Belief" runs as follows. It
is not clear that coreferential proper names are not
interchangeable, salva veritate, in belief contexts.

The typical arguments purporting to show that they are
not interchangeable rely on the strong disquotation
principle. This principle is one of what Kripke calls
"our normal methods of attributing belief." It codifies
our actual practices of attributing belief. However, while
these practices may work in most cases (says Kripke),
they "break down" in cases like Pierre's (and:perhaps
even in situations like Jones'). 1In Pierre's case, we
simply can't attribute belief or disbelief accurately on
the basis of these principles. While we can usually
infer correctly from a person's dissent from the sentence
"London is pretty" that he does not believe that London
is pretty, we can not correctly do this in Pierre's case
(again, Kripke only argues for the weaker claim that we

may not be able to correctly infer that Pierre doesn't
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believe that London is pretty). Thus arguments that
depend on these principles do not establish that co-
referential proper names are not substitutable, salva
veritate, in belief contexts. As I said earlier, I
agree with all of this. But how do whatever conclusions
we might come to concerning the disquotation principle
or the question of the substitutivity of proper names in
belief contexts "threaten" the very notion of a propo-
siticn? The disquotation principles and perhaps other
methods of attributing belief seem to be what are
threatened, not the notion of a proposition itself.
Perhaps the best procedure is to look a bit more closely
at the relationship between my notion of a proposition
and questions concerning the substitutivity of coreferen-
tial proper names in belief contexts.

Earlier I compared sentences like (76) to gram-
matically similar sentences like (77).

(76) (3x) (Jones believes x).

(77) (3 x) (Jones loves x).
The second sentence is true if and only if there is at
least one object that satisfies the open sentence (78).

(78) Jones loves x.
The "x" in (78) is transparent in the sense that if we

replace it with any expression which denotes an object
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that satisfies (78), we get a true sentence. For example,
suppose that Mary satisfies (78). By replacing "x" in
(78) with "Mary," we get the true sentence (79).

(79) Jones loves Mary.
And, if "the tallest woman in the country" also denotes
Mary, we can get the true sentence (80) by replacing "x"
with "the tallest woman in the country."

(80) Jones loves the tallest woman in the
country.

My notion of a "proposition" involves treating the
"x" in (8l) as transparent in the above sense, and hence,
taking "that" clauses to denote the things, the propo-
sitions, which Jones believes.

(81) Jones believes x.
So if "that Cicero was bald" denotes an object (proposi-
tion) which satisfies (8l), we can obtain the true sentence
(82) by replacing "x" in (8l) with "that Cicero was bald."

(82) Jones believes that Cicero was bald.

And if "my favorite proposition" denotes the same thing as
"that Cicero was bald," then (83) is also a true sentence.
(83) Jones believes my favorite proposition.

It is not easy to see precisely how the nction of
a proposition is related to the question of whether co-
referential proper names are interchangeable, salva

veritate, in belief contexts. For example, consider the
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two "that" clauses "that Cicero was bald" and "that
Tully was bald." If we assume that these two clauses
denote the same proposition, it follows that the occurance
of "Cicero" in (82) may be replaced, salva veritate, with
the coreferential proper name "Tully." Replacing "Cicero"
with "Tully" yields the sentence (84).

(84) Jones believes that Tully was bald.
Since we have assumed both that the two "that" clauses
“in (82) and (84) denote the same proposition and that the
"x" in (81l) is transparent, it follows that (82) and (84)
have the same truth value. But is the reverse true?
Does it follow from the fact (supposing that it is a fact)
that "Cicero" and "Tully" are interchangeable, salve
veritate, in belief contexts that the corresponding "that"
clauses denote the same proposition? There is some reason
to think that Kripke believes that it does follow. 1In

the preface to Naming and Necessity, he says,

A final issue: Some critics of my doctrines,
and some sympathizers, seem to have read them
as asserting, or at least implying, a doctrine
of the universal substitutivity of proper
names. This can be taken as saying that a
sentence with "Cicero" in it expresses the
same "proposition" as the corresponding one
with "Tully," that to believe the proposition
expressed by the one is to believe the propo-
sition expressed by the other, or that the
are equivalent for all semantic purposes.l
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However, it is just not obvious that the assumption that
coreferential proper names are interchangeable, salve veritate,
in belief contexts entails that a sentence with "Cicero" in
it expresses the same "proposition" as the corresponding one
with "Tully" (or, in my terminology, that the corresponding
"that" clauses denote the same proposition). To see this,
let's suppose that "Cicero" and "Tully" arz indeed inter-
changeable, salva veritate, in belief contexts. If (82) is
true, then so is (84). On my account of propositions, it
does follow that "that Cicero was bald" and "that Tully was
bald" both denote cbjects, i.e.,propositions, which satisfy
the open sentence (8l) (if 82 and 84 are true). But nothing
I have said in introducing the term "proposition" entails
that the two "that" clauses denote the same proposition. It
is consistent to maintain that they denote different propo-
sitions, both cf which happen to satisfy (81). Thus we are
not justified, in lieu of some further arguments, in assuming
that if coreferential proper names such as "Cicero" and "Tully"
are interchangeable, salve veritate, in beliefs contexts,
then the "that" clauses containing them denote the same
proposition.

Should we infer from this that the notion of a

proposition employed in this discussion is simply not
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what Kripke has in mind in the above quotation? As I
said before, this is possible. But I don't think that
supposing that he means something else will help.
Suppose that Kripke is using the expression "proposition,"
not for what is asserted or believed (i.e., in my sense),
but for the other possible candidate which I have men-
tioned, the meaning of a sentence. If so, Kripke's claim
in the gquotation can be rendered as follows:

(M3) "Cicero" and "Tully" are interchangeable,

salva veritate, in propositional attitude con-

texts if and only if "Cicero was bald" and

"Tully was bald" have the same meaning.
Since the only difference between the two sentences
"Cicero was bald" and "Tully was bald" is that one has
"Cicero" where the other has "Tully," it would seem plau-
sible to attribute any difference in meaning between the
sentences to a difference in meaning between "Cicero" and
"Tully." If this is correct, then (M3) is true (if (M7)
is).

(Mp) "Cicero" and "Tully"are interchangeable,

salva veritate, in propositional attitude con-

texts if and only if "Cicero" and "Tully" have

the same meaning.

(M3) is an interesting claim. In fact, I will dis-
cuss some aspects of it in the Appendix to this paper.
It is widely taken for granted that if two expres-

sions are synonymous, they are interchangeable, salva

veritate, in all propositional attitude contexts. It is
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not so clear, however, that if two expressions are inter-
changeable, salva veritate, in propositional attitude con-
texts they have the same meaning. It is not obviously
inconsistent to maintain both that "Cicero" and "Tully"
are interchangeable, salva veritate, in propositional
attitude contexts, and also tha2' . 2y are not synonymous.
However, regardless of whether (Mj) is true, there
is a more serious problem with attributing to Kripke the
position that propositions are the meanings of sentences.
In the quotation I've been discussing, he says that if
"Cicero" and "Tully" are everywhere interchangeable,
then "to believe the proposition expressed by one
("Cicero was bald") is to believe the proposition
expressed by the other ("Tully was bald")." Unfortunately,
as we saw earlier, it does not make sense to say that
Jones, or anyone else, believes (or knows, asserts, or
says) the meaning of the sentence "Cicero was bald."
Meanings of sentences can not be, at least in this sense,
objects of belief or assertion or any of the other
propositional attitudes.19
It is tempting to respond to all of this by con-
ceding that Kripke is using the word "proposition" in
an unclear and perhaps confused manner, and that he has

failed to make the rather important distinc¢tion between

what is asserted or believed, etc. and the meaning of a
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sentence. But even if we grant that Kripke is using

the expression "proposition" loosely, it is still dif-
ficult to see why he thinks that his arguments concerning
the substitutivity of coreferential proper names show
that the notion of a proposition is in danger of breaking
down in cases like Jones' and Pierre's. The problem is
that no matter whether we can or can not substitute co-
referentizl proper names, salva veritate, in belief con-
texts, this doesn't throw any additional doubt on the
truth of sentences like "@#@x)(Jones believes x)." 1In
arguing for the truth of this sentence, I took no position
on the guestion of the substitutivity of coreferential
proper namegnin belief or any other propositional
attitude contexts. To illustrate this, suppose that one
can indeed substitute "Cicero" and "Tully," salva
veritate, in all propositional attitude contexts. Even if this
is 50, "that Cicero was bald" and "that Tully was bald"
might denote different propositions. Neverthéless,

it is granted that both the "that" clauses denote some
proposition that satisfies the open sentence "Jones
believes x." Similarly, suppose that one can not substi-
tute "Cicero" and "Tﬁlly" in all propositional attitude
contexts. This entails that "that Cicero was bald" and
"that Tully was bald"” denote different propositions.

But this is to grant that they do denote some proposition;that
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is, that (assuming that Jones believes that Cicero was bald)

there is at least one object, i.e. proposition, that
satisfies the open sentence "Jones believes x." Again,
we are led to the conclusion that there are things which
I, and others, call "propositions" and which are the
objects of belief.

So, it is possible to maintain that '{dx) (Jones
believes x)" is true regardless of the position one
takes on the question of whether "Cicero" and "Tully"
are interchangeable, salva veritate, in belief contexts.
Consequently, Kripke's argument that we don't know whether
.or not such substitution is possible does not, in itself,
give us any reason to doubt that there are such things
as propositions which are the objects of belief and the
other propositional attitﬁdes. In this sense, Kripke
has given no reason to think that the notion of a propo-
sition is in danger of breaking down in cases like
Pierre's and Jones'.

Here is another way of viewing the situation.

My argument for the existence of things which are the
"objects" of the propositional attitudes, weak as it may
be, began with the assumption that sentences like "Jones
believes that Cicero was bald" are sometimes true. What
Kripke has done by throwing doubt on the disquotation

'principles and, thus, showing that we don't know whether
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coreferential proper names are interchangeable, salva
veritate, in belief contexts, is to show that it is not
clear under what circumstances sentences like the one
above are true. 1Is it true if Jones says (sincerely,
etc.) "I believe that Cicero was bald"? 1Is it true if
he says "I believe that Tully was bald but not that
Cicero was bald"? TIs it true if he points to a nearby
statue of Cicero and says "I believe that he was bald"?
We may grant that these are difficult and "vexing" -
questions. But to argue that it isn't clear under what
circumstances sentences like "Jones believes that Cicero
was bald" are true is not to argue that they are not at
least sometimes true. If Kripke had argued this, his
views would be quite a bit less popular. And, if they
are sometimes frue, then my argument, which makes no
use of any disquotation principles and takes no position
on questions of substitutivity, can proceed unaffected
in any obvious way by Kripke's worries. As far as
Kripke's problems are concerned, it doesn't matter
whether we even try to introduce the term "proposition"
in the first place. The questions concerning the substi-
tutivity of coreferential proper names and the disquo-
tation principles are extremely difficult, and remain.

Of course, this does not mean that there are no

problems with my rather simpleminded way of introducing
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the term "propositions." And, while I mentioned several
potential difficulties earlier, an even more notorious
problem remains. I have said nothing about how indi-
vidual propositions are to be identified and distinguished
from each other. 1In other words, I have not supplied a
set of "identity conditions" for the notion. However,
providing a satisfactory set of identity conditions has
proved to be an extraordinarily difficult task, and I will
not attempt to do so. Furthermore, while my introduc-
tion of the notion of a "proposition" is perhaps incom-
plete and inadequate in this sense, Kripke has not
explained how his problems concerning Pierre might affect
the search for a set of such conditions. So even if we
interpret his claim that the notion of a "proposition"
breaks down in cases like Piarre's and Jones' extremely
generally to mean that something about those cases shows
that it will be more difficult or impossible to provide

a principle for individuating vafious propositions, it

is still unclear how anything about Kripke's puzzle

itself makes the notion of a "proposition" incoherent, or
untenable in some other way.

Thus I conclude that the notion of a "proposition"
which I have introduced is not "threatened" or "strained"

in any obvious way by anything that Kripke infers from
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his puzzle. However, while I think that he is incorrect
in drawing this general moral from the puzzle, several of
Kripke's other remarks suggest some interesting points
about propositions. Before I go on to discuss what other
philosophers have had to say about the puzzle, I want
rathexr briefly to make some, I hope, not uninteresting
points about my introduction of the term "proposition"

and some of the uses which might be made of that notion.
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Kripke saf% that just as any theory of truth must
take the Liar paradox into account, so must any theory
of belief take his puzzle into account. He also sayvs,
in the passage from which I quoted earlier, that the
questions of what propositions are expressed by "simple"
sentences containing proper names, and whether these
propositions are "objects of belief" are vexing questions,
especially when we consider puzzling Pierre. These
remarks, and others, strongly suggest that the questions
of whether there are such things as "propositions" and
of whether these "propositions" are the "objects of
belief" are distinct. Kripke's comments suggest that he
thinks that there may be such things as propositions and
yet these things might fail to be "objects of belief."
This is where theories of belief would seem to be impor-
tant. Apparently, Kripke believes that a theory of
belief must, among other things, at least tell us whether
propositions (assuming that they exist) are "objects cf
belief".and, if they are not,what are. I want now to
argue that this way of thinking about propositions,
though common, is misguided.

First of all, what is a theory of belief??'0 Ct
course, a theory of belief might simply be taken to be

a set of sentences which, in some sense, are about belief.

62
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In modern philosophical practice, however, theories of
belief have usually taken the following form:

(Tg) John believes that p if and only if .
Here "p" is taken to be a schematic letter and is to be
replaced with sentences of English. Different theories
of belief will fill in the blank after the "if and only
if" in different ways. For instance, one theory would
be the following.

(B1j) John believes that grass is green if

and only if John gives his sincere, reflec-

tive (etc.) assent to "grass is green."21
This theory, which is similar to, but not identical
with, the strong disquotation principle, is false. If
John speaks only German, he will not give his sincere,
reflective assent to "grass is green." Nevertheless,
John, like many other people who speak languages other
than English, might well believe that grass is green.

Here's another theory.

(B2) John believes that grass is green if

and only if John bears some relation, call

it "R," to an object which is the proposi-

tion that grass is green.
I think that this theory may well be true. If there are
such things as propositions, then the relation R will

just be that of belief, i.e., of believing the proposition

that grass is green.
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It often seems to be taken for granted that there
can only be one true theory of belief. However, it is
not at all clear that there are not several (perhaps
even many) correct ways of filling in the blank in (Tpg)
resulting in several true theories of belief. To
illustrate this, let me briefly discuss a debate which
took place some years ago between Alonzo Church and
Rudolph Carnap. In his article, "On Carnap's Analysis
of Statements of Assertion and Belief," Church argues
that it will not be possible to give a theory (or
analysis) of belief that fills in the blank in (Tg) with
some description of a relation between a person, Jones,
and a sentence which replaces the schematic letter p.
He says:

For statements such as (1) Seneca said that
man is a rational animal and (A) Columbus
believed the world to be round, the most
obvious analysis rakes them statements about
certain abstract entities which we call
"propositions" . . . namely the proposition
that man is a rational animal and the propo-
sition that the world is round; and that these
propositions are taken as having been respec-
tively the object of an assertion by Seneca
and the object of a belief by Columbus. We
shall not discuss this obvious analysis

"here . . . our purpose is to point out what
we believe may be an insuperable objection
against alternative analyses that undertake
to do away with propositions in favour of
such more concrete %hings as sentences .22




65

In "On Belief Sentences--Reply to Alonzo Church,"
Carnap has the following to say in response:

Church entertains the view that a belief

must be construed as a relation between a

person and a proposition, not a sentence,

and that therefore only the first form, like

(i) [ John believes that the earth is round ,]

is adequate, not the second, like (v) [ John

has the relation B to "the earth is round" as

a sentence of English.] I do not reject the

first form, but regard both forms as pos-

sible. I do not think that the arguments

offered by Church so far shgw the impossi-

bility of the second form. 2
Thus Carnap grants that Church has discovered a problem
with his analysis, but feels that it isn't an insur-
mountable difficulty. Carnap still thinks that an
analysis (theory) of belief in terms of sentences is
possible. 24

What is interesting from the perspective of this
paper is that Carnap explicitly states that he believes
that both analyses (or theories), one in terms of propo-
sitions and one in terms of sentences, are possible.
Furthermore, Church himself, while he does not think
that a correct analysis of belief in terms of "such con-
crete things as sentences" is possible, gives no reason
to doubt that there might be other true theories of
belief. For example, later 'in this paper, I will discuss

the view of Ruth Marcus that "belief is a relation

between a person and a state of affairs." Perhaps Church
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would find "states of affairs," whatever they may be, to
be acceptable in a théory'of belief. In contrast, most
philosophers talk as if we have to make a choice. Either
belief is a relation between a person and a proposition,
or it is a relation between a person and a sentence, or
it is a relation between a person and something else,
perhaps a "state of affairs." But this need not be so.
It may be possible to analyze belief as a relation
betweéh'ieople and propositions and as a relation between
people and sentences and perhaps even as a relation
between people and states of affairs. It is misguided for
philosophers, a priori, to conceive of their task as a
search for "the way" in which a person is related to
one particular kind of object. As Carnap quite percep-
tively points out, several correct analyses or theories of
belief may be possible.

This isn't the only manner in which this common
way of thinking about belief and propositions is confused.
Another closely related misconception is the view that
there may be such things as propositions and yet those
"mysterious abstract entities" are not the "objects of
belief." Kripke himself suggests that this view has
some plausibility when he says that it is a "vexing

gquestion" whether propositions (assuming that they exist)
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are the objects of belief. In order to see how ill
conceived this view is, let's examine the expression
"object of belief." It has been understood in at least
two ways. Some consider something to be an object of
belief just in case belief is correctly analyzed as a
relation between a person and that object. For example,
sentences have been called the true objects of belief
(rather than propositions) by people who hold that it is
possible to give a correct analysis of belief in terms
of sentences. However, there is another natural way of
understanding "object of belief." This is to take some-
thing to be an object of belief just in case it 1is
believed (or perhaps, could be believed). This is analo-
gous to maintaining that something is an object of my
desire just in case I desire it. In this sense, something
will be an object of my desire just in case it satisfies
the open sentence "Jack Cobetto desires x." Of course,
this is rewminiscent of the way in which I introduced the
term "proposition" in the first place. We called something
a "proposition" just in case it is (or could be) beiieved,
in the sense that it satisfied (or could satisfy) open
sentences like "John believes x."

What is important to notice is that on either
reading of "object of belief," it is obviously true that

propositions (in my sense) are indeed objects of belief.
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On the second reading, it is simply tautologous to say that

propositions are objects of belief. Something is an
object of belief in that sense if and only if it is (or
could be) believed in the sense that it satisfies (or
could satisfy) open sentences like "John believes x."
But that is how we defined the term "proposition."
As for the first reading of "object of belief,” it is a
simple matter to correctly analyze belief as a relation
between a person and a proposition. Consider the following
formof an analysis of belief.

(BF) John believes that grass is green if

and only if John bears R to the proposition

that grass is green.
If R is simply taken to be the relation of belief, then
the resulting analysis is clearly correct. It is true
that John believes that grass is green if and only if
John believes (bears R to) the proposition that grass
is green. Perhaps this is why Church calls the analysis
of belief in terms of propositions "obvious." Of course,
while it may be obvious that propositions are objects of
belief in this sense, it must be remembered that it is
possible that other things, such as sentences, may also
be objects of belief in this sense.

I would like to conclude this discussion with one

further example of how the "theory" that propositions
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are the objects of belief can be and has been o-
stood. It is widely held that the following "; 1=
tional attitude" sentences are ambiguous:

(85) John believes that the president is wise.

(86) John asserted that the president is wise.

(87) John knows that the president is wise.

If the definite description "the president" is read with
small scope, the sentences receive what is called their
"de dicto" interpretations. If it is read with large
scope, the sentences receive their so-called "de re"
interpretations. It is often asserted that the de dicto
interpretaticns of these sentences assert or express a
relation between a person and a proposition, i.e., the
proposition that the president is wise.

I do not want to dispute this. However, the notion
of a proposition is often used to explain the de dicto--
de re aistinction. For example, if a person, say Alfred,
did not know anything about Russell's notion of scope and,
as a perhaps not too ignorant layman, had not noticed that
the propositional attitude sentences are ambiguous, it is
thought that one could make him understand the ambiguity
by appealing to the notion of a proposition. In fact,
Kripke does something suggestive of this in the beginning

pages of "A Puzzle About Belief." He says,



70

The contrast, according to the Millian view,
must come in the de dictc or "small scope"
reading, which is” the only reading, for
belief contexts as well as modal contexts,
that will concern us in this paper. If

we wish, we can emphasize that this is our
reading in various ways. Say, "It is neces-
sary that: Cicero was bald" or, more expli-
citly, "The following proposition is 25
necessarily true: Cicero was bald . . ."

Kripke may be correct in holding that "John believes

the proposition: the president is wise" emphasizes the

de dicto reading of (85). However, appealing to the notion of
a proposition (in my sense) will not help a person, like Alfred,
who doesn't already grasp the ambiguities in (85)-(87) to
understand them. Such an appeal will not enable Alfred

to recognize the kinds of circumstances in which each of

the readings of (85)-(87) is true. To see this, suppose

that we inform Alfred that the de dicto interpretation

of (85) is true if and only if John believes the propo-

sition: that the president is wise. Since Alfred, we
may suppose, does not know how the term "proposition" is
being used, he will ask for an explanation. We will
then inform him of the manner in which we introduced

and defined the term. However, since we inferred the
existence of propositions from the truth of sentences
like (85)-(87), the explanation we are giving to Alfred

employs the very kinds of sentences about which he is

unclear. If he is alert, he will respond that he isn't
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sure that he correctly understands scme of the sentences
used in our explanation, i.e., (85)-(87).

Thus the notion of a proposition, in my sense, can
not be used in the above manner to explain the de adicto-
de ré distinction. Again, this doesn't mean that the
sentence "John believes the proposition that the presi-
dent is wise" can not be used toc emphasize or suggest‘
the de dicto interpretation of (85). Furthermcre, this
doesn't rule out the possibility that some other notion
of a proposition might enable a peréon to grasp the
de dicto-de re ambiguity. Finally, I don't intend to
assert that my notion of a proposition and the claim
that propositions are objects of belief possess no
explanatory power. My only point is that it is not

clear what uses (if there are any) it might have.
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Several philosophers have attempted to sclve
Kripke's puzzle. 1In particular, Tom McKay, Igal Kvart,
William Lycan, and Ruth Marcus have all proposed dif-
ferent theories of belief in their attempts to resolve
the paradox. McKay takes belief to be a relation between
a person and a proposition. Both Kvart and Lycan offer
(distinct) theories which analyze belief as a relation
between a person and a particular sentence. Marcus
claims that belief is an "epistemological attitude
towards" a "state of affairs." However, if what I've
said in the preceding section of this paper is correct,
it is not clear that these "theories" are incompatible.
Furthermore, while all of the solutions which I will
discuss advocate different theories of belief, it is
interesting that they all reject the same premises of
Kripke's paradox. With this in mind, let's examine
these purported solutions.

In his article "On Proper Names in Belief Ascrip-
tions," McKay offers a solution whi%h is nearly identical
to mine.26 He begins his paper with a discussion of

indexical expressions such as "I," "you," "he," "this,"
and "that." After examining the ways in which these
expressions are used in various contexts, he argues for

the same distinction insisted upon by Cartwright, Strawson,

72
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Lemmon, and (says McKay) Kaplan. He concludes that we
must distinguish what is asserted by uttering a sentence
in a particular context from the meaning of the sentence
which was uttered. McKay uses the term "sentential
meaning" for the meaning of a sentence and the term
"content" for what I have called a "propositiontri.e.,
what is asserted.

McKay then goes on to point out that, interestingly,
two sentences can have the same sentential meaning and
can be usgd to assert or indicate belief in the same
propositibn even though a person who understands both
sentences may not realize this. For instance, "Londres
est jolie" and "London is pretty" have the same meaning
and can be used to make the same assertion or to indicate
a belief in the same proposition, i.e., that London is
pretty. But Pierre doesn't realize this. He believes
that London is pretty, yet he is not willing to indicate
his belief in that proposition by assenting to "London
is pretty."

Thus McKay contends that the strong disquotation
principle is false, and, since Pierre also believes that
London is not pretty, that Pierre has contradictory
beliefs. 1In the concluding paragraph of his paper,

McKay states,
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Language is a great resource for entertaining

propositions, yet in its very virtue, that

this can lead us to new beliefs, lies our

problem. Language can lead us to contra-

dictory beliefs without providing the immedi-

ate resources for removing the contradiction.

Our grasp of a name on a particular occasion

can be a sufficient basis for a belief about

its referent and yet be an insufficient

basis for determining all of the co-reference

relations of that use with other uses of

names that we grasp.27
Clearly McKay is rejecting the premise of the puzzle
(Principle C) that states that if a person has contradic-
tory beliefs, then he is, in principle, in a position to
tell through the use of logic alone that he has contra-
dictory beliefs. Thus McKay solves both the stronger
version and the weaker version of the puzzle in the same
way that I solve them. Both the strong disquotation
principle and principle C must be rejected.

However, while McKay and I agree about which
premises of the puzzle must be‘rejected, I want to mention
several of McKay's positions with which I do not agree.
First, McKay fully accepts and defends the "direct
reference" theory of names which states that a proper
name "has no connotation, but refers directly, without
any semantic contribution irom associated properties."
Thus he accepts the view that two people utterxing the

sentences "Cicero was bald" and "Tully was bald" make

assertions that have the same content (in my terminology,
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that "that Cicero was bald" and "that Tully was bald"
denote the same proposifion). He accepts the view that
coreferential proper names are indeed interchangeable,
salva veritate, in belief contexts. I want to emphasize
that I do not take this strong position and, furthermore,
that it is not necessary to take a position on this
question to solve the puzzle. Solving the puzzle in the
way in which both McKay and I advocate (rejecting the
strong disquotation principle) may indeed considerably
weaken the most infliuential argument purporting to
refute the "direct reference" theory of names. But
that does mean that there are no problems with the
theory and that we ought to be in a hurry to embrace it.

Also, McKay seems to misunderstand the general
significance of the puzzle. He says,

And Saul Kripke, the leading promoter of

the view that names lack connotation, has

found the direct reference view contributing

to a puzzle about belief.28
and also,

In "A Puzzle About Belief" Kripke con-

siders a slightly different argument

against the conclusion that proper names

are devices of pure reference in belief

contexts.29
In fact, this simply isn't the way in which Kripke views

the puzzle. He does not consider it to pose a problem

for the "direct reference" theory of proper names. Indeed,
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as I argued earlier, Kripke believes that the puzzle
supports the "direct reference" theory. He take the
puzzle to show that a widely (almost universally)
accepted view about belief, which is seemingly inconsis-
tent with the "direct reference" theory, is unjustified.
The discovery of the puzzle, Kripke says repeatedly,
shows that the simple conclusion that coreferential
proper names are not interchangeable, salva veritate,
in belief contexts, is "unwarranted." These alleged
failures of substitutivity have sometimes been taken to
establish or at least to suggest that the "direct
reference" theory is incorrect. Kripke's argument
rejects the threatening conclusion about substitutivity
and, therefore, purports to support the "direct reference"
theory of proper names.

The solutions proposed by Igal Kvart and William
Lycan both analyze belief as a relation between a person
and a sentence. Here is an excerpt from Kvart's article
"Kripke's Belief Puzzle."

I shall conduct my discussion against a set-

up in which the notion of 'p' being a belief

of r (for a believer r) will play a major

role. My main working hypothesis will

involve taking beliefs as linguistic repre-

sentations. At a given time t a cognizer

can be said to be in a certain belief~state,

reflecting whatever beliefs he has at the

time. Such belief-states would be classi-

fiable via particular beliefs: if 'p' is
a belief of our cognizer r (as I shall call
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cur believer from now on) at time t, then r
could be said to be in a 'p'-belief state.
(I will remind the reader that I limit my
discussion in this paper to cognizers with
minimal logical, linguistic and conceptual
acumen) .

Of course, having particular beliefs is a
constitutent of the causal order: the acqui-
sition of beliefs can be caused by various
stimuli, and r's possession of certain
beliefs can cause modes and dispositions

of behavior, not the least among them would
be his verbal dispositions to assert or to
assent to various sentences, or to refrain
from such assents. Beliefs, being linguis-
tic representations, that is, sentences,
are in one language or another: a cognizer
r may have 'the king is bald,' but not

'‘le roi est chauve,' as a belief of his,
which will be attested to by his disposi-
tion to assent to the first but not to the
second in 'appropriate' circumstances
(which will happen, for instance, when he
knows no French). If he would assent to
both in 'appropriate' circumstances, they
would constitute two distinct beliefs of
his. The framework I am working with here
should be contrasted with the theory which
takes beliefsto be propositions.

Although Kvart makes some other interesting claims
about belief, the passage above provides sufficient back-
ground to enable one to understand his solution to Kripke's
puzzle.

Here is the analysis of belief that Kvart proposes:

(KB) r believes that p if and only if for some

"q," such that "p" is an adequate paraphrase

of "q," "q" is of belief of r.

In order to facilitate a discussion of this analysis, let

me replace the above (intended) schema with the following
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instance which is of special interest to us.

(KBl‘) Pierre believes that London is pretty

if and only if for some sentence p such that

"London is pretty" is an adecuate paraphrase

of p, sentence p is a belief of Pierre.

Before this analysis can be understood, we must know
both what Kvart means by the phrase "is an adequate para-
phrase of" and when a sentence is a belief of Pierre.
Since Kvart claims that "verbal disposition to assent
or not to assent to certain sentences are thus key indicators
for the latter being beliefs," it is plausible to suppose
that Kvart maintains that the sentence "London is pretty"
is a belief of Pierre if and only if Pierre assents to it.
Unfortunately, Kvart ic even less clear about what he
means.by "is an adequate paraphrase of." However, since
he does consider "Londres est jolie" to be an adequate
paraphrase of "London is pretty" and says also that every
sentence is "of course" an adequate paraphrase of itself,
it is natural to assume that two sentences are "adequate
paraphrases" of each other just in case they can be used
to assert the same proposition. Fortunately, we need not

settle this because the two assertions just mentioned make

it possible to see how Kvart's solution works.
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Let's examine how Kvart's analysis handles two rela-
tively straightforward and uncontroversial cases. First,
suppose that John is a normal English speaker who speaks
no other language and who assents to the sentence "London
is pretty." On Kvart's view, we can infer that "London
is pretty" is a belief of John. Moreover, since there
is some sentence which is an adequate paraphrase of
"London is pretty" (that sentence itself) and which is a
belief of John, it follows that John believes that London
is pretty. This result seems to be correct. Now suppose
that John speaks only French and that he assents to the
French sentence "Londres est jolie." Since there is
some sentence p which is an adequate paraphrase of
"London is pretty" (namely "Londres est jolie") and which
is also a belief of John, it follows, again, that John
believes that London is pretty.

Thus Kvart's analysis of belief gives the correct
answer to the queétion "Does John believe that London
is pretty?" inthese two unproblematic cases. But what
does it say about the more complicated case of Pierre?

Kvart says,
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In a nutshell, my resolution of Kripke's
puzzle is as follows: The consistency of a
believer resides in his sorting out purely
logical contradiction from among his beliefs,
given unlimited logical acumen, as Kripke
would agree. 'Londres est jolie' and 'London
is | not] pretty' are two distinct beliefs,

[ an obvious mistatement ] and no logical acumen
can tell that they are contradictory. (This
is not the case if the beliefs are taken to
be propositions rather than sentences.)
Furthermore: it is possible for 'Londres est
jolie® to be a belief of r without 'London

is pretty' being a belief of his (despite

his logical and linguistic acumen). Given
our analysis of belief-sentences in terms

of beliefs, in this case ' believes that
London is pretty' will be true without
qualification, since some adequate para-
phrase of 'p' being a belief of r is suf-
ficient to make 'r believes that p' true,
while no one adequate paraphrase of 'p' which
is not a belief of r is sufficient to make

'r believes that p' false. Hence non-

assent to 'p' does not entail that r does

not believe that p, which makes Kripke's
Biconditional Form of the disquotational
Principle false. Without this principle,

no contradiction follows.31

In this passage, Kvart is rejecting the strong disquotation
principle. He claims that while Pierre does not assent to
"London is pretty," Pierre still believes that London is
pretty because he does assent to "Londres est jolie" which is
both an "adequate paraphrase" of "London is pretty" and is
one of his beliefs. Thus Kvart, as I did, is simply citing
Pierre's case as a counterexample to the claim that if a
normal English speaker believes that London is pretty, then

he will assent to the sentence "London is pretty."
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Kvart's solution to the weaker version of the puzzle
is a bit more problematic. He agrees with me that Pierre
believes both that Lcndon is pretty and that London is not
pretty since Pierre assents to and has as beliefs both
"Londres est jolie" and "London is not pretty,” which are
adequate paraphrases of "London is pretty" and "London is
not pretty." But despite this, Kvart maintains that Pierre
does not have contradictory beliefs! He says,

Now the notion of a believer being consistent

or not resides in whether his beliefs yield a

contradiction. It resides in whether the use

of logical tools alone can allow him to derive

a contradiction from the beliefs he possesses,

which is tantamount to whether he has contra-

dictory beliefs. Thus, the subject matter of

his being consistent or not lies at the level

of his beliefs, in whether there is a set of

peliefs of his such asi'p', '-p'}; or, more

generally, a set of beliefs of his § 'P1'/q,

e e e g 'pn'}which is self-contradictory.
Kvart seems to think that a person has inconsistent beliefs
if and only if he can tell by using logical tools alone
that those beliefs (i.e. sentences) lead to a contradic-
tion. While Pierre has the two sentences "Londres est
jolie" and "London is not pretty" as beliefs, he could
not logically infer the sentence "London is pretty"
from his "belief-set" of sentences. Thus he can not
determine by logical means that he has inconsistent beliefs.

This account of inconsistency is troubling in

several respects. Suppose that a person, Peter, has the
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sentences "London is pretty" and "London is not pretty"

as beliefs. Can he tell "through the use of logic alone"
that these sentences (beliefs) are contradictory? If

he judges them to be contradictory then he is obviously
assuming that "London" refers to the same city in both
sentences. (If he thought it referred to different
cities, he wouldn't judge the sentences to be inconsis-
tent.) But isn't the assumption that "London" refers to
the same city in both sentences, in some sense, "extra-
logical”? After all, logic does not tell Peter that it
refers to the same city in both sentences. Now suppose
that the person in queStion is Pierre and the two suspect
beliefs are "Londres est jolie" and "London is not
pretty." Kvart says that if Pierre is to derive a contra-
diction from these two sentences, he must make the "extra-
logical" assumption that "Londres" and "London" refer to
the same city. But if this assumption is "extra-logical,"
why isnt' Peter's assumption that "London" refers to the
same city in both of his beliefs also "extra-logical"?

It just is not very clear, on Kvart's account of incon-
sistency, when we are entitled to conclude that a person
has deduced or recognized a contradiction "on the basis

of logic alcne."

More importantly, . n if Kvart is correct in

claiming that Pierre's beliefs "Londres est jolie" and



83

"London is not pretty" are consistent in the sense that
Pierre can't derive a contradiction from them through
logic alone, there is still an important sense in which
Pierre has inconsistent beliefs. Kvart's analysis of
belief entails that Pierre believes that London is pretty
and also that Pierre believes that London is not pretty.
When Kvart argues that, in spite of this, Pierre does not
have contradictory beliefi} I am strongly tempted to
respond that when I say that a person has contradictory
beliefs, I simply mean that, for some sentence p, that
person believes that p and also believes that not p. 1In
other words, I define "has contradictory beliefs" not

in terms of a person's behavior with respect to particu-
lar sentences in his or her "belief-set" (as Kvart does),
but rather in terms of sentences like "Pierre believes
that London is pretty" and "Pierre believes that London
is not pretty." While Pierre may not have contradictory
beliefs in Kvart's sense, he clearly has contradictory
beliefs in my sense.

I will not here discuss the questions of whether
other senses of "inconsistent" and "contradictory" exist
(or might be introduced) and of whether any of these
senses are (or would be) preferable. If I hesitate to

adopt Kvart's definitions of "has inconsistent beliefs"
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and "has contradictory beliefs," it is because they appeal
to his analysis of belief in terms of particular sentences.
In contrast, my definitions of these expressions make no
appeal to any theory c. analygis of belief. While this
seems to me to be a more natural and preferable approach,
it is not important for the purposes of this paper that

we choose one or the other.

However, it is important that our difference in
terminology does not obscure that Kvart and I essentially
agree on how Kripke's puzzle, in both its stronger and
weaker forms, is to be solved. We both solve the stronger
version by rejecting the strong disquotation principle.

As regards the weaker version, we both claim that Pierre
believes both that London is pretty and that London is
“not pretty. If one uses "has contradictory beliefs" in
Kvart's sense, then Pierre does not have contradictory
beliefs, and the premise of the weaker version of the
puzzle which claims that he does must be rejected. On
the other hand, if one uses "has contradictory beliefs"
in my sense (which is also, I think, the sense intended
by Kripke), then Pierre does have contradictory beliefs,
and the puzzle is solved by realizing that a person can
have contradictory beliefs without being in a position to

determine this through the use of logic alone.



85

The other "sentential" solution to the puzzlie is
proposed by William Lycan. I won't try to describe his
complicated theory of belief in all of its detail.

Indeed his article, "loward a Homuncular Theory of

Believing," contains many expressions and claims that

cry out for explanation and elucidation.33 Instead, I'll
include the following passage in which he lays out, in
broad outline, his view:

Homunctionally: To judge or believe occur-
rently that P is to have a storage-and-
playback mechanism that in a certain distinc-
tive way harbors a representation whose
syntactic/semantic structure is analogous

to that of the sentenc. that replaces "P."
What makes such a state or affairs a case

of believing that P is the syntactic/semantic
properties the representation shares with

the (here, English) sentence in question;
what makes it & case of believing that P is
the distinctive mocd=2> »f "harboring" or
storage-playback. This distinctive mode of
storage is what we might otherwise call the
type of functional role played by a belief
qua belief--the characteristic contribution
that a "believed" representation makes to

the believer's ongoing institutional order of
business. Thus, it is this mode of storage
or type of functional role that will distinguish
beliefs from other propositional attitudes;
and a full specification of the mode of
storage would contain parameters whose values
would determine such interesting features as
belief strength (I take belief strength to

be a matter of the belief's use in explana-
tory inference, the amount and type of cansal
sustenance that it receives from its basing
reascn(s), and its authority in interacting
with other beliefs and desires in determining
action) . 34
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If this were all that Lycan said about his theory,
it would obviously be quite difficult to extract a clear
analysis of belief sentences. Fortunatley, Lycan adopts
a "semantics for belief-ascription" offered by other
philosophers which is a bit more manageable. Here is
the essential passage.

The sentential account squares with a plausibile
semantics for belief-ascriptions. Sellars,
HIiTI, and also Davidson (1968) have argued that
the sentential complement of a bhelief-
ascription serves as a sort of exemplar of what
is said to be believed, the semantical function
of the complementizer "that" being to ostend

or demonstrate this exemplar. Thus:

1. Jones believes that broccoli causes erysipelas
is to be understood along the lines of
2. Jones believes some *Broccoli causes erysipelass

where the Sellarsian dot quotes are common-noun-
forming operators that also serve to ostend the
linquistic token that they enclose. A slight
variation would be to express the force of (1) as

3. Jones believes one of thoiifgizCCOli causes
arysipelas.

Thus, in this approach, belief is construed as
a dyadic relation that a person bears to a
linguistic or quasi-linguistic token that falls
into a certain category. I shall not here
rehearse the virtues of this semantical hypo-
thesis, as its proponents have already touted
them at length.

Now, how are we to determine the extension of
the predicate "is aeBroccoli causes ersipelasd?
Alternatively, how are we to tell when some
linguistic or quasi-linguistic token of some
quite other shape is "one of those"?



87

Differing individuative schemes are possible
here. Davidson merely invokes an unexplicated
relation of "samesaying." Sellars (1963)

offers a more elaborate scheme: For him, an
item will count as a-Broccoli causes erysipelas-
just in case that item plays approximately the
same inferential role within its own surrounding
conceptual framework that the sentence
"Broccoli causes erysipelas" plays within

ours. Other possibilities are available.

We might count a thing as a -Broccoli causes
erysipelas-if the thing has the same truth-
condition as does our sentence "Broccoli

causes erysipelas," or if the thing has the
same truth-condition computed according to the
same recursive procedure. Later on I shall
make special use of this availability gf
alternative methods of individuation.3

Thus Lycan's analysis of belief is that

(Lg) Jones believes that broccoli causes

erysipelas if and only if Jones believes

some token of +Broccoli causes erysipelas-.

In order to properly understand this theory of
belief, one must take note of the suprising way in which
Lycan uses the expression "-:Broccoli causes =rysipelas-."
While it is tempting to assume that this expression is
being used to denote or name a sentence, Lycan is really
using it as a predicate expression. Moreover, this
expression may have in its extension some sentence tokens
which are not tokens of the sentence "Broccoli causes
erysipelas." (T;) and (T,) are the two definitions of
the predicate which Lycan offers in the passage above.

(T1) (x) (x is a token of -Broccoli causes

erysipelas: if and only if x has the same truth-
conditions as "Broccoli causes erysipelas").
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(T2) (x)(x is a token of -Broccoli causes
erysipelas+ if and only if x plays the same
inferential role as "Broccoli causes erysi-
pelas").

Interestingly, Lycan claims that (Tj) and (T2) correspond
to an ambiguity in belief sentences. Moreover, he

claims that Kripke's puzzle is solved once this ambiguity
is recognized.

However, before I evaluate this claim, I want to
say a word about (Tj) and (T3). (T1) is relatively
unproblematic. There is a long tradition of using the
term "truth conditions" in the following manner. Two
sentences have the same truth conditions just in case
they attribute the same property or properties to the
same object or objects. For example, "Cicero was bald"
and "Tully was bald" have the same truth conditions
because they both attribute the same property (baldness)
to the same object (Cicero, i.e., Tully). Furthermore,
Lycan's use of "truth conditions" appears to be consistent
with this tradition.

In contrast, there is no long tradition of use
surrounding the expression "plays the same inferential
role as." It would seem that to talk about the "inferen-
tial role" of a sentence would be to talk about the
inferences which different people might make from that

sentence. For instance, from the sentence "John is a
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lonely bachelor," we might infer the sentence "Jdohn is
lonely" or the sentence "John is not married." However,
we would not infer the sentence "John is hungry" from
any of the above sentences. Thus we might conclude that
"John is hungry" plays a different "inferential role" than
the other sentences. Unfortunately, while this example
may serve to illustrate what Lycan intends, Lycan does not
offer a general definition of the term. With this in
mind, let's now consider how Lycan's theory is supposed
to solve Kripke's puzzle.36

Lycan says that there should be no "unequivocal"
answer to Kripke's question "Does Pierre believe that
London is pretty?" He says that the gquestion "has a
strong" yes and no "feel to it" and that a solution to the
puzzle must explain this "yes and no" feeling. Lycan
argues that the ambiguity of belief sentences which he
posits explains this feeling. Consider (L31) and (L2),
which are obtained by combining (Tj;) and (T3) with Lycan's
original analysis of belief sentences, (Lp).

(L1) Pierre believes) that London is pretty

if and only if he believes some sentence

token with the same truth conditions as "London

is pretty."

(Lp) Pierre believes)y that London is pretty

if and only if he believes some sentence

token which plays the same inferential role
as "London is pretty.
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Since Pierre believes the sentence "Londres est jolie" and
it has the same truth conditions as "London is pretty,"
(Lj) entails that Pierre believes; that London is pretty.
In contrast, while Pierre believes the sentence

"Londres est jolie," Lycan claims that neither that
sentence nor any other sentence which Pierre believes
plays the same inferential role for Pierre as "London is
pretty." Consequently, if Lycan is correct about this,
(L2) entails that Pierre does not believes that London

is pretty. Thus the alleged "yes and no" feeling to
Kripke's question is explained by the fact that the
answer is "yes" for the first sense of believe and "no"
for the second sense of belief.

Nevertheless, this purported solution to the puzzle
is inadequate. To see this, suppose that Kripke had asked
the question "Does Pierrg believe that London is not
pretty?" Clearly Kripke might have done this. After
all, the whole point in telling Pierre's elaborate story

is to give us apparently equal reason to assert either "thac

Pierre believes" that London is pretty or "that Pierre believes"
that London is not pretty. Accordingly, if the question "Does
pierre believe that Londcn is pretty?" has a "yes and no"
feeling which must be explained then so does the question "Does

Pierre believe that London is not pretty?"
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However, Lycan's two senses of belief can not
explain the "yes and no" feeling of the second question.
(L1) forces us to conclude that Pierre does believej] that
London is not pretty because he believes a sentence
that has the same truth conditions as "London is not
pretty." 1In fact, he believes that very sentence.
Furthermore, although the term "inferential role" is
not fully explained, it is obvious that a token of "London
is not pretty" plays the same inferential role as itself.
Therefore, since Pierre believes the sentence "London is

not pretty," (L) entails that Pierre also belivesy that

London is not pretty. But this leaves the "yes and no"
feeling of the question "Does Pierre believe that London
is not pretty?" unexplained, because the answer is "yes"
on either sense of "belief."

It is interesting to note that, while Lycan's
solution clearly does not explain the "yes and no
feeling" to both of Kripke's questions, there is a sense
in which my solution does explain it. In my view, Pierre
believes both that Londen is pretty and that London is
not pretty. Accordingly, if one is asked whether Pierre
believes that London is pretty, it would be very mis-
leading to say simply "yes." While the resonse may,
strictly speaking, be true, it would have an air of

deceEtion in that "the whole truth" was not communicated.
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Similarly, if one responded to the question "Does Pierre
believe that London is not pretty?" with a simple "yes,"

an analogous air of deception would arise. While this

explanation may not be as elegant as a solution which
posits an ambiguity in the term "believes," at least it,
unlike Lycan's solution, explains the "yes and no"
feeling to both of Kripke's questions.

Furthermore, if it is not clear that my solution to
Kripke's puzzle succeeds inexplaining the "yes and no"
feeling of Kripke's questions, the problem may well lie
not in my explanation, but in what is being explained.
The expression "the yes and no feeling" is extremely
vague. Lycan does not explain it. He merely introduces
it and then claims that his solution to the puzzle
succeeds in explaining it. Thus until we are given a
better idea of just what it is we are to explain, it
would be more productive to evaluate solutions to Kripke's
puzzle on the basis of whether they succeed in resolving
the specific contradictions of the puzzle. I want now
to show that neither of Lycan's analyses of belief (L))
and (Lj), can, in itself, produce an adeguate solution
to the puzzle.

(L;) seems to entail a solution to the puzzle which
is very similar to mine. As we saw above, (Lj) entails

that Pierre believes both that London is pretty and that
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London is not pretty.- Consequently, (Lj) requires

that we give up principle (C) which states that a person
who has contradictorj beliefs is in principle in a
position to tell through the use of logic alone that this
is so. Also, (Lj) entails that the strong disquotation
principle is false. Pierre believes that London is
pretty even though he doesn't assent to the sentence
"London is pretty." 1Instead he believes and assents to
the sentence "Londres est jolie" which has the same truth
conditions as "London is pretty."

However, in spite of this similarity, (Lj) has other
consequences which render it unsuitable to serve as a
basis of a solution to Kripke's puzzle. Consider my
earlier example about Jones and the sentences "Cicero
was bald" and "Tully was bald." Since these two sentences
have the same truth conditions, (Lj) entails that, if
Jones believes that Cicero was bald, he also believes
that Tully was bald. Moreover, since two sentences have
the same truth conditions if they attribute the same
property or properties to the same object or objects

regardless of the manner in which the objects are desig-

nated, (L) entails that coreferential expressions are
interchangeable, salva veritate, in belief contexts.

I have argued that, even in light of Kripke's puzzle,

we should not rush to conclude that coreferential proper
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names are interchangeable, salva veritate, in belief
contexts. However, the view that any coreferential
expfessions are interchangeable, salva veritate, in
belief contexts would be rejected by most philosophers,
even those who are ardent supporters of the "direct
reference" theory of proper names.

Lycan's other analysis of belief is just as implau-
sible. As we have seen, (Ly) entails both that Pierre
"beIieves that London is not pretty and also that Pierre
does not believe that London is pretty. But to accept
this would be to respect Pierre's behavior as an English
speaker (he assents to "London is not pretty") and to
reject his behavior as a French speaker (he assents to
"Londres est jolie.") While I will not repeat his argu-
ment here, Kripke argues powerfully that Pierre's
behavior as a French speaker and ‘Pierre's behavior as an
English speaker deserve equal respect. That is, there
is no more reason to conclude that Pierre believes that
London is not pretty than there is to conclude that he
believes that London is pretty. In so far as a proponent
of (Lj), without giving any explanation, only respects
Pierre's behavior as an English speaker, he has failed
to resolve Kripke's puzzle.

Here's another way of stating this objection.

Surely, if (L) is true, there will be an analogous
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theory, stated in French, which is also true. We can
obtain this theory, call it "(L,F)," by translating

(L) into French but replacing "London is pretty"

with "Londres est jolie." (This is just what Kripke
does by insisting that a "French” principle analogous

to the strong disquotation principle will be true if the
English principle is true.) If we translate (LoF) into
English, we get that Pierre believes that London is
pretty if and only if he believes some sentence token

that plays the same inferential role as "Londres est

jolie." Since Pierre believes the sentence "Londres
est jolie" and it has the same inferential role as
"Londres est jolie" (i.e., itself), it follows that
Pierre does believe that London is pretty. But this
contradicts the consequence of (Lj) that Pierre does not
believe that London is pretty. Therefore, if Lycan
wants to escape from the contradiction, he must, given
that he accepts (L3), hold that (L,F) is false. But
this is absurd. Surely if (Ljp) is true, then the analogous
French principle is also true. English has no such
special position in the universe of languages.

In "A Proposed Solution to a Puzzle About Belief,"
Ruth Marcus offers a solution which is distinctive in

38

several respects. First, she takes the rather uncommon

position that belief "is a relation between a person and
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a state of affairs." Secondly, she maintains a very
controversial view which entails, for example, that the

sentence "John believes that 2 + 2 = 5" is never true,

regardless of to whom "John" refers and how mathematially
inept that person may be. Since this second position is
directly related to one of the premises of Kripke's
puzzle, I'll begin with it.

Marcus argues that belief and knowledge are related
in an interesting and suprising way. She begins by
pointing out that if a person claims that he or she knows
that Cicero # Tully, that person is mistaken. This is

not controversial, since, in general, one can't know
something that is false. However, Marcus goes on to
claim that just as someone who claims to know something
that is false is mistaken, anyone who claims to believe
something that is impossible is also mistaken. Illere 1is
the passage containing her intuitive argument for that
conclusion.

There is an intuition about belief which I

have (as do others) but which is not so

widely shared. That intuition suggests a

modification of the disquotation principle.

Suppose that someone were to claim that he

believes Hesperus is not identical with

Phosphorus or that Tully is not identical

with Cicero, or that Londres is not the

same as London where in those contexts of use

the names of the "pairs" in question do,

on the theory of direct reference, refer tc
the same thing. It is my (non post-hoc)
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intuition that on discovery that those
identities hold, and consequently that the
associated name pairs name the same thing, I
would rot say that I had changed my belief or
acquired a new belief to replace the old, but
that I was mistaken in claiming that I had
those beliefs to begin with. After all, if

I had believed that Tully is not identical
with Cicero, I would have been believing

that something is not the same as itself

and I surely did not believe that, a blatant
impossibility, so I was mistaken in claiming
to have the belief. Nor am I insisting that
I did not have any belief, but only that it
was not the belief that Hesperus is not the
same as Phosphorus, that Tully is not the same
as Cicero, that Londres is not the same as
London. 39

Needless to say, Marcus has not won many converts. The
consequences of the view that one can't believe a necessary
falsehood are hard to swallow. For example, if Marcus

is correct, no mathematician ever really believed any

of the false axioms or conjectures that have been proposed
over the'years (since mathematical falsehoods are neces-
sarily false). However, I will not discuss further whether
Marcus is right about this. Instead, I want to consider
how this view affects Kripke's puzzle.

Marcus states above that her intuitive arguments
suggest that the weaker disquotation principle in Kripke's
puzzle has to be modified. Here is what she suggests.

The analogy between this intuition about belief

claims and the more universally accepted ones

about knowledge is close. Just as a condition

for knowing that p is that p obtains, so a
condition for believing is
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C. If x believes that p, then possible p.

The link between belief and possibility also
suggests a modification of the disquotation
principle A as follows,

D. Again assuming that assent is sincere
and reflective, if (i) a normal English
speaker assents to 'p' and (ii)'p' 4s

a sentence of English and (iii) p is

possible, then he believes that p.

It follows from C and D given all the assump-
tions, that

E. TIf a speaker assents to 'p,' then he
believes that p if and only if p is
possible.40

Interestingly, these modifications do not affect
the puzzle. To see this, suppose that Marcus' modified
principle E is true. Since Pierre assents to the sentence
"Londres est jolie" and this sentence expresses a propo-
sition which is true in some possible world, it follows
that Pierre believes that London is pretty. Similarly,
since Pierre assents to "London is not pretty" and, in
some possible world, London is not pretty, it follows
that Pierre believes that London is not pretty. But
this is the same situation we were in before we used
Kripke's ("unmodified") disquotation principle.

In fact, Marcus' solution to the puzzle is the
same as the solution which I and . everal others have

given. That is, she rejects the same two premises of

the puzzle. Regarding the weaker version of the puz:le,
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her modified disquotation principle E entails that

Pierre has contradictorv beliefs. Hence, since Pierre
can't tell that he does have contradictory beliefs through
the use of logic alone, principle (C) must be given up.
Regarding the stronger version of the puzzle, Marcus,

too, says that the strong disquotation principle is to be
rejected. The fact that some English speaker believes
that London is pretty simply does not entail that that
speaker will assent to "London is pretty." Marcus,

just as I do, explicitly cites Pierre as a counter-

example to this principle.41

Let's turn to Marcus' other rather uncommon view.
Here is the passage in which she introduces her theory
that belief "is a relation between a person and a state
of affairs."

Knowing and believing have been characterized
as "propositional attitudes." The vagaries

of the many uses of 'proposition' have been

a considerable source of epistemological
confusion. There is a seemingly naive as

well as much maligned view, to which I
subscribe, Russell's for example, where knowing
and believing are attitudes towards states

of affairs (not necessarily actual), which

may have individuals and attributes as
constituents. The "propositional content"

of a sentence on an occasion of use is (are)
the (those) state(s) of affairs that would
make that sentence true. States of affairs
may be actual, ngf actual, possible, necessary,
even impossible.
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Notice that nothing in this passage rules out the possi-
bility that states of affairs are themselves propositions
(in my sense of "proposition"). Indeed, the passage
suggests that Marcus does believe that states of affairs
satisfy (or could satisfy) open sentences like "John
believes x" and "John knows x." If so, then states of
affairs ar<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>