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Preface

This project goes back to when I was a graduate student, trying to get a better understanding of the de re/de dicto distinction. After poring over Tyler Burge's "Belief De Re" and the related literature, I eventually came to the conclusion that talk of the interchangeability of coreferential names suffered from a kind of modal ambiguity: whether or not one could substitute one name for another depended on whether the substitution was to preserve the truth of the sentence, or the appropriateness of the utterance; and so I argued in a paper I wrote for Keith Donnellan in 1979, called "Two Kinds of Substitutivity." This led me to take more seriously an intriguing remark that David Kaplan had once tossed out in a seminar, to the effect that direct reference theorists might explain away substitution failure by appeal to Grice's theory of conversational implicature. Just how such an explanation might go was the subject of a graduate students' colloquium talk I gave at UCLA the following spring and has continued to occupy me ever since. Having since presented bits and pieces of my work on this subject in a number of papers and talks, I eventually came to realize that nailing things down persuasively requires a comprehensive presentation of the whole extended argument. That is the purpose of this book.


The first chapter is mainly a critical review of theories of the semantics of belief ascriptions that I reject. After setting up the problem as a question of how to accommodate both de re and de dicto uses of belief ascriptions, I argue against treating belief ascriptions as ambiguous, indexical, or semantically indeterminate. As an alternative I introduce the Theory of Direct Belief, which treats having a belief about an individual as an unmediated relation between the believer and the individual the belief is about. The positive argument comes in the second chapter, where I show how the import of de dicto interpretations of belief ascriptions can be accounted for pragmatically, as conversationally implicated, rather than semantically, as belonging to what is actually said. This leads to a discussion in the third chapter of the nature of belief, and in particular of the relation between beliefs and conceptions. The Theory of Direct Belief is contrasted in these terms with the Medium View of belief, according to which beliefs are held in a medium of conceptions. Two arguments for the Medium View (and hence, against the Theory of Direct Belief), apparently stemming from the common idiom of how a person thinks what he thinks (on analogy with how a person says what he says), are then shown to be unsuccessful. And in the final sections I turn to what I take to be the principle motivation behind the Medium View—the "Inner Speech" Picture of Thought—which I try to show is unwarranted.
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Introduction

What is it for someone to believe that so-and-so is such-and-such—say, for Barack Obama to believe that Osama bin Laden is dead? In one form or another, this question—going to the very heart of how words and thoughts and things in the world are all related to each other—has been the central question in the philosophy of language ever since Frege set the agenda over a century ago.

The question has mainly been addressed as one of semantics, asking for the meaning (or truth conditions) of belief ascription sentences (such as 'Barack Obama believes that Osama bin Laden is dead'). But, as has become increasingly appreciated, what an expression means and how it is used are separate, albeit related. And so, whatever we are to say about the semantics of belief ascription sentences must be distinguished from, and coordinated with, what we say about the pragmatics of utterances of those sentences. Moreover, the semantic question cannot be divorced from the substantive one—we cannot seriously consider what the word 'believes' means without considering what belief is. It is my aim in this essay to address the question at hand in a way that takes into account all three of these related aspects—the semantics, the pragmatics, and the metaphysics of belief.


The first chapter concerns the semantics of belief and is mainly a critical review of theories I reject. Although not all the objections I raise are new, I try to lay them out in a novel and illuminating way. In the first section I review how questions about meaning quickly lead to questions about thought—in particular, how questions about the meaning of proper names lead to questions about the semantics of belief: e.g., if Lois believes Clark Kent is a reporter, and Clark Kent is Superman, does it follow that she believes that Superman is a reporter? Focusing on this as a question about the truth of the sentence


S:
Lois believes Superman is a reporter

(assuming the truth of the original Superman story) allows for a convenient exhaustive partitioning of theories of the semantics of belief ascriptions: (a) those on which S is true, (b) those on which S is false, (c) those on which S is either, depending on the context, and (d) those on which S is neither. This comprehensive taxonomy proves especially useful when we take into account not only the conventional Fregean intuition that S is false, but also the Quinian observation that S seems to be true when taken in the so-called "relational sense."


Deeply impressed by the overwhelming evidence for theories of direct reference (well enough known that I do not review it), I favor the first option—Lois does indeed think that Superman is a reporter.
 More broadly, I argue for the Theory of Direct Belief, according to which having a belief about an individual is an unmediated relation between the believer and the individual the belief is about.
 Reconciling this position with the standard Fregean intuitions obviously takes some explaining, which comes mainly in the following chapters. In the first chapter I look at the other options. Disregarding the second option—the Fregean assumption that it is false that Lois thinks Superman is a reporter—due to its prima facie inability to accommodate the relational sense, I concentrate in this chapter on the only remaining possibilities, the third and fourth options.
 In preparation for this I review in Section 1.2 the various ways in which standard semantic theory accommodates context dependence: a sentence may seem true in some contexts and false in others because it is ambiguous, because it is indexical, or because it is just semantically indeterminate. These three possibilities are considered in turn in the following sections.


In Section 1.3 I consider the claim that belief ascriptions are ambiguous. First I show how they fail to satisfy any of the standard tests for lexical ambiguity, and then I argue against taking them as syntactically ambiguous. I also argue that Quine's proposal to take the belief predicate as having multigrade status does not establish that belief ascriptions are ambiguous, but actually seems to assume it—thereby running afoul of the cited linguistic evidence. The section concludes with a brief indication of why no two-fold distinction at all, such as that between relational and notional senses of 'believes', could adequately handle the linguistic data.


In Section 1.4 I argue against treating belief ascriptions as indexical.  The analysis of belief ascriptions as containing “hidden indexicals,” referring to modes (or types of modes) of presentation, suffers from problems not only with the appeal to implicit modes of presentation, but especially with the semantics of hidden indexicals and the related idea of "unarticulated constituents" that are paradoxically part of what is said.   Mark Richard’s indexical alternative, taking the word ‘believes’ itself as indexical, is also seen to suffer from some hard problems, particularly with regard to ordinary intuitions about indexical reference.


And finally, in Section 1.5 I look at how belief ascriptions might be considered semantically indeterminate, in the sense that the sentence fails to determine a particular proposition, even after all ambiguities are resolved and the referents of all singular terms are determined. One way a sentence can be semantically indeterminate in this sense is by being semantically incomplete, but such a view of belief ascriptions is seen to encounter most of the troubles facing the hidden indexical view. Another way to construe belief ascriptions as semantically indeterminate is by treating them as similarity claims, as proposed by Stephen Stich, on the basis of Donald Davidson's treatment of indirect discourse; but this approach is shown to rely on questionable premises about belief ascriptions and about similarity claims. Lastly in this section I consider the possibility that belief ascriptions are just too irregular to admit of a coherent semantic theory. My main reply to this is the rest of the book.

In the second chapter I spell out a pragmatic account of substitution failure—that is, I explain how the Fregean intuition that Lois does not believe that Superman is a reporter derives not from the falsity of the sentence


S:
Lois believes Superman is a reporter,

but from the falsity of what can be conveyed by an utterance of S. In particular, I show how in uttering S we can conversationally implicate the false proposition that Lois would accept S as true.
 The chapter opens with a brief review of the basics of Grice's theory of conversational implicature. In Section 2.3 I derive the Principle of Implicated Normalcy, according to which speakers generally implicate that the circumstances regarding whatever they are speaking of are not abnormal in any significant, unanticipated, unindicated way. This leads me to conclude in the next section that the utterer of a belief ascription normally implicates that his ascription is acceptable verbatim, in the sense that the person to whom the belief is ascribed would accept that very ascription, word for word, as true. Thus, in a normal utterance of S it would be conversationally implicated that the utterance is acceptable verbatim,

e.g., that Lois would accept S as true—which, of course, she would not—hence the mistaken Fregean intuition that S is false. In Section 2.5 I explain how to generalize this approach to cases where we ascribe beliefs to individuals who clearly do not understand the words we use, and hence, for whom the ascription clearly cannot be acceptable verbatim, and in Section 2.6 I show how the approach applies to belief ascriptions regarding identity propositions and their negations.

The balance of Chapter 2 addresses the principle objections and counterproposals to my approach. Perhaps the leading objection to pragmatic accounts of substitution failure has been the charge of counterintuitivity. In Section 2.7 I argue against François Recanati's Availability Principle, which says, "In deciding whether a pragmatically determined aspect of utterance meaning is part of what is said, that is, in making a decision concerning what is said, we should always try to preserve our pre-theoretic intuitions on the matter" (Direct Reference, p. 248); and this leads to a more general discussion in Section 2.8 of the role of intuitions in semantic theory. Section 2.9 resolves an objection raised by Stephen Schiffer, concerning certain belief ascriptions where the ascribed belief itself contains a belief ascription. And then in the last section of the chapter I explain how my account is preferable to alternative pragmatic accounts of substitution failure, offered by Scott Soames and by Michael Thau.


In Chapter 3 I focus on belief itself, reformulating the question as one about the structure of belief. According to the Medium View, beliefs are always held in a medium of conceptions of some sort or another. Thus, Lois's belief that Superman is a reporter must be mediated somehow by a conception she has of Superman (it being left open whether or not the conception is actually a component of the belief). This is clearly incompatible with the Theory of Direct Belief, which takes having a belief about an individual as an unmediated relation between the believer and the individual the belief is about.
 Of course, the most influential argument for the Medium View (and against the Theory of Direct Belief) has been the Fregean argument based on the premise that substitution of coreferential names does not always preserve truth—a premise shown in the second chapter to be unfounded. In the third chapter I first consider and reject two other arguments for the Medium View, based on the idiom of "thinking-of-as," and then I argue against what seems to be the pre-theoretical motivation behind the view.


Section 3.2 concerns the Behavior Problem: why is it that Lois behaves one way when she sees Superman in his Superman outfit and another way when she sees him in his Clark Kent outfit? According to the Medium View her beliefs about this individual are in some way mediated by, and hence differentiated by, her distinct conceptions of him—when she believes he is standing in front of her, it is either via her Superman conception of him or via her Clark Kent conception of him—"thinking of him as" one or the other. But no such explanation is available to the Direct Belief theorist. How else, then, can we explain Lois's behavior? And if conceptions are not components of beliefs (or of vehicles by which we have beliefs), then what are they? Dealing with the second question first, I argue for the Higher Order View of conceptions, on which it is conceptions that are to be explained in terms of beliefs, rather than the other way around. And then I solve the Behavior Problem by rejecting the assumption that Lois's reactions to Superman must be accounted for entirely on the basis of her beliefs about him, rather than beliefs she has about other things—such as his cape.


In Section 3.3 I discuss a problem originally raised by David Kaplan, of how to reconcile belief with "suspended belief"—for if names are indeed directly referential, it seems that one might continue to believe a certain proposition while at the same time having ceased to believe it. It is on the basis of such data that Salmon argues for his own version of the Medium View, according to which believing a proposition consists in being inclined to assent to it inwardly when apprehending it in a certain way. I argue instead that once we recognize which proposition it is with regard to which belief is suspended, we can describe cases of suspended belief perfectly well without resort to talk of inward assent and modes of apprehension.


Having disarmed the arguments against the Theory of Direct Belief, I turn in the final sections to a critical look at what I take to be the main source of the Medium View's wide appeal—the underlying picture of thought as "inner speech." In Section 3.4 I show how fleshing out the Inner Speech Picture of Thought quickly runs into seemingly insurmountable obstacles, since the metaphor of thought as language suffers from so many significant disanalogies, especially in cases of "nonrepresentational" belief. I suggest in Section 3.5 that the attractiveness of the inner speech picture of thought might be the result of a common inclination to take "thinking in words" as a paradigm of believing. But, I argue, the underlying analogy between asserting a proposition by uttering a sentence and thinking a thought by silently uttering a sentence is deeply misguided, probably resulting from confusion between "silent" utterance and imagined utterance. In the final section I consider briefly how the clash between the Inner Speech Picture of Thought and the Theory of Direct Belief might ultimately boil down to a clash between two distinct pre-theoretical paradigms of belief, differing in how closely they tie belief to verbal behavior; and I urge resisting the natural inclination to give verbal behavior more attention than it deserves.
� (a) The main arguments in favor of theories of direct reference, from the loci classici of Keith Donnellan, David Kaplan, Saul Kripke, and Hilary Putnam, are nicely summed up by Nathan Salmon (Frege's Puzzle, ch. 5) and Scott Soames (Beyond Rigidity, ch. 2).


(b) A note on form: bibliographic citations herein usually observe Grice's second maxim of quantity, "Do not make your contribution more informative than is required"--hence, individual works are usually not specified when the reference is to all of an author's works in the list of References (especially if there is only one), nor when the intended reference is obvious from the context; and long titles are abbreviated in subsequent references.


� Exactly what counts as “having a belief about an individual” and as “unmediated” will be discussed at length; to forestall possible misunderstandings in the meantime one might think of having a belief about an individual as its being the case that there is some individual of whom one believes that he is so-and-so.  Thus, where one believes, e.g., that the 44th president of the United States is clever, one has a belief about a certain individual—Barack Obama—that he is clever; and my claim is that one thereby stands in a binary relation with Barack Obama which does not essentially involve conceptions, modes of presentation, or other alleged components of a medium in which beliefs are held.  See also Chapter 2, note 1, and Chapter 3, Section 3.1, especially note 4.


� I do not presume that the prima facie problems confronting the Fregean approach are more than just prima facie; I myself have suggested elsewhere how Fregeans might get around the problem of "substitution success" ("Pragmatics of Substitutivity," pp. 358 ff.).  But I find the evidence adduced in the following chapters for the first option more compelling.


� This is where I part ways with others who agree that substitution failure is to be accounted for pragmatically. Scott Soames and Michael Thau offer pragmatic accounts very different from my own, which I take up in Section 2.10, and Nathan Salmon refrains from committing himself to any particular pragmatic account at all.  Earlier suggestions to account for substitution failure pragmatically have been made by J. O. Urmson,  Tom McKay , and Jon Barwise and John Perry.


� I believe Thau and I share the same bottom line here, but argue for it very differently, in accordance with different motivating considerations and different ways of carving up logical space. What he refers to as "pure Millianism" seems to be the Theory of Direct Belief, and the Medium View seems to be the disjunction of two views he treats separately as "Fregeanism" and "guise Millianism"—the latter being Salmon's view, which we both reject. Unfortunately, his arguments against the Medium View are couched in a rich conceptual framework that is too elaborate for me to review here.
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