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RUSSELL’S PROBLEM
AND INTENTIONAL IDENTITY*

Tyier Burge

Reference failure, like identity, challenges reflection. Each phenom-
enon has figured in the foundations of one of the two classical semanti-
cal systems. The problem of explaining how identity statements can be
informative is widely known as Frege’s problem. The problem of rep-
resenting non-referring singular terms in a theory of language and
thought could well be called Russell’s. Both problems have survived
the solutions proposed by the men who lent them a name, and have
assumed the status of fundamental philosophical issues.

They are, I think, characteristically twentieth-century issues. Their
staying power stems not from their intrinsic interest: Apart from a
theoretical context, they can seem to common sense to have pretty
obvious answers. Rather, their endurance results from the continuing
pressure they put on attempts (o provide precise, systematic roles for
certain ordinary notions in our theorizing about language. Frege’s prob-
lem centers on the notions of meaning, information, and thought. Rus-
sell’s concerns those of reference, object, and truth.

Russell saw the issues he raised as touching definite descriptions,
quite apart from questions about names and indexicals. But for a vari-
ety of reasons, I find those issues less interesting insofar as they do not
involve context-dependent refercnce failure. (I would propose to deal
with them by the semantical strategy of [4].) So we shall concentrate on
Russell’s problem insofar as it concerns failures of reference in vses of
demonstrative expressions and proper names. I shall argue that a re-
finement of the approach to the semantics and logical form of these
expressions which I have proposed in earlier papers promises a reason-
able solution to Russell’s problem and some satellite difficulties con-
cerning reference failure. I shall then carry the approach into the do-
main of Frege’s problem—the domain of cognitive content. I shall
argue that our approach permits an attractive resolution of some in-
tractable difficulties about intentional identity.

1

On the face of it, the fact that indexical expressions and proper
names may be used in a context and yet fail to refer is not particularly
puzzling. A desert traveller hallucinating an oasis or a beautiful woman
might use ‘this’ or ‘she’ in such a way as to render it natural to judge
that these demonstratives lacked a referent in the context.! Cases of
non-referring proper names abound. *‘Odysseus”, “Pan’’, *Vulcan”,
““(ygsian’’ are common examples. We seem perfectly accustomed to the
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idea that the relevant singular expressions, as used in a context, do not
refer to any individual —indeed to anything at all. Of course, ‘Odys-
seus’ and ‘Pan’ have a use within fiction. We want to say, somehow,
that in the story, they refer to someone. I shall return to this matter.
But understood in a context in which we are evaluating whether the
story is true, we say that the names do not refer. If QOdysseus did not
really exist, we have sufficient ground for counting the story untrue.

Thus it would seem that any adequate theory of language would have
to accommodate non-referring demonstratives and proper names. I
think that this is indeed the case. But it is notable that the point was
not conceded by Meinong, Russell, or (on his “‘official”” view) Frege.
Meinong postulated non-existent objects for the apparently non-
referring expressions to refer to. A few theorists have found Meinong’s
ideas worth pursuing. But I shall not discuss them. My view, which
appears to have been Russell’s, is that quite apart from various more
technical objections that might be raised, Meinong’s approach is, to put
it bluntly, silly. Frege's “‘official”’ view was avowedly artificial in its
stipulation that otherwise non-referring singular terms were to refer to
an arbitrarily chosen object.

Russell’s theory of descriptions, of course, sought to show that there
were no non-referring singular expressions by claiming that apparent
cases of such expressions were not singular at all, but rather helped
constitute complex descriptive phrases that made reference only to
attributes. Genuinely singular expressions could not fail to refer; for
their ‘‘meaning’’ —their sole semantical contribution to sentences in
which they occurred—was their referent.

The over-arching unstated motive of Russell’s approach was to pro-
duce a semantical theory purely in terms of reference, dispensing with
Frege’s notion of sense. Russell fashioned the theory partly to serve an
outmoded and indefensible epistemic viewpoint. More specific motives
were also at work. But all these issue from the conviction that the
“‘meaning’’ or sole semantical contribution of a genuinely singular ex-
pression can only be its referent.? Given this conviction, there arises,
first, the problem of how statements like ‘‘Ossian wrote poems that
influenced the Romantics” can be meaningful and express “‘proposi-
tions’’. Russell took it as obvious that the statements (sentences as
used in a context) were meaningful and expressed propositions, false
ones. And he concluded that such expressions as “‘Ossian’’ were not
genuinely singular.

A second motivating problem is a relative of the first. It concerns
existential statements. If the only semantical role of genuinely singular
expressions is to provide a referent, how can negative existentials in-
volving singular expressions—‘‘Ossian (tenselessly) does not exist’—
be true? And if true, how can ‘‘Ossian does not exist’ differ in mean-
ing or cognitive value from “‘Pegasus does not exist”’? Similarly, how
can statements of the form ‘N exists’, where ‘N’ stands for any proper
name be anything but trivially true?

A third motivation centers on the inference rules of standard quan-
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tification theory. Assuming Universal Insiantiation ;}nd _th.at evprythl_rlg
is self-identical (‘(x) (x=x)’), we can derive t}}at stmn is identical with
Ossian (¢O=0’"). But by Existential Generalization, we may conqlude
that Ossian exists (‘( 3 y) (y=0)). If we are not to allow our guantlﬁers
to range over ‘‘non-entities’’, as did Meinong,_ we must elthe_r alter
classical logic or deny that there are non-referring, genuinely singular
terms. Russell took the latter course. ' '
Each of the three problems with proper pames can,lwnh sufficient
stage-setting, be extended to apply to most demonstratives. I have al-
ready mentioned such application of the first problem in the example of
the desert traveller. I shall return to the second pro}jlem at the end of
section IL I leave it to the reader to extend the third problem to de-
stratives.
m(z)'-‘?lthough there are several difﬁculti_es with _Rnssell’s theory, two
grounds for dissatisfaction can be mentioned bneﬂy. In the ﬁr'st place,
its claim that names and demonstrative (or inde)ﬂgal) expressions that
may fail to refer are not genuinely singular terms is harc!ly made more
plausible by the considerations just sketchgd. The intuitions about the
grammar of our language are simple, straightforward, and coherent.
Theory should accommodate them. {Cf. [18] and [2]..) o
Russell’s theory not only runs against the gramrpatlcal grain; it faces
enduring difficulties in providing appropriate attributes to l:_’e denoted
by occurrences of names and indexicals (or demonstra_tlve_:s‘). The
theory demands attributes that individuate (or purport to m_dwidl.late)
an object in a context-independent manner for each occasion in which a
name or demonstrative is used. (Attributes are eterna_l, c_ont‘ext-
independent entities.) But there are numerous _examples which indicate
that a person need not be able to associate with uses of names or de-
monstratives attributes (context-free abstractlot}s) 'Vij'hlch are
sufficiently specific to individuate or even purport to individuate ob-
jects. (Cf. [7], [13], (211, [5], L191, [24]) .The requirement that the per-
son ‘‘be able to associate’ the individuating atiribute with the use of an
expression is the requirement that the_ attantfa play the role of ch_ar—
acterizing the person’s information, h1§ cognitive state or perspective
on the world. As Russell realized, meeting this requirement was crucial
to being in a position to tackle Frege's problem. ) _
There are neo-Russellian views, represented most promlnently in
Donnellan [ 13], [14], and Kripke [21] (Cf. also perhaps_[19]), that 'rejgct
Russell’s attempt to parse indexicals and names Into descriptive
phrases. They are ‘‘Russellian™ in treating these expressions as Russell
treated “‘logically proper names’ —as never makmg any other seman-
tical contribution than that of importing a re:ferent into the proposition
expressed. Indeed, in this respect, these views are hyper—Rpsselhan.
Russell was driven by Frege’s problem and by variants on his own to
take at most three types of indexical ('L, ‘nmfv’, and ‘this’ as appl}f:d
to sense data) as ‘‘logically proper’”’, as making no other sem._antmal
contribution than to refer to an individual. The neo-Russellians —
impressed by difficulties Russell faces in parsing proper names and the
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remaining indexicals into descriptions—treat all these expressions as logi-
caily proper. I have elsewhere criticized the reasons given for this treat-
ment., 1 havg also pointed out, as have many others, that these views have
80 far provided no resources for dealing with Frege’s problem and its
variants in a plfiusible manner. Several attempts have been made to bolster
ﬂle view by distinguishing between *‘objects of thought™ and how these
objects’ are thought (or what state the thinker is in when he thinks them).
T}lus the referents of names or even predicates, are objects of belief. But
different states of mind may correspond to the same object. (Cf. for exam-
_ple, {24].) Though misleadingly phrased, the distinction is harmless. But
insofar as “h_ow these objects are believed’”, or ‘“states of the thinker;’ do
not receive rigorous representation within a formal theory of ianguage’the
distinction merely provides restatement of Frege’s problem, not the re-
sources to solve it. (Cf. note 3.) ’
Neo-Rus§ellian approaches have not done well with Frege’s prob-
lem. W’hat 1s more ironic, they are in a weak position for coping with
Rus;el! 5. As lqng as proper names and indexicals are treated as func-
tioning only to import a referent into ‘‘the proposition expressed”, the
pr_obiems'al?out reference failure that motivated Russell's own ;fiew
will remain intractable. Reference is always from a perspective. A rea-
sonable .theory of reference, language, or thought cannot fail to treat
perspective _seriously. Of course, one might claim that names and in-
::lcexwals which, on an occasion of use, do not in fact refer are not
really’_’ names and indexicals. This move would make the
grargn_aaﬂcal category of an expression depend heavily on matters of
empmcal' fact. Like Russell’s own view, it runs against the grain of
grar’nma_tical intuition and is far more ad hoc. Even if one confines Rus-
§e]1 s reinterpretation strategy to apparently singular expressions which
in fact fail to refer, the problems that led neo-Russellians to depart
from Russell in the first place remain for the non-referring expressions.
T_hcre is no reason, for example, to believe that a person always asso-
ciates with each occurrence of a non-referring name or indexical ex-
pression an attribute that purports to.pick out a unique individual in a
ConFext—free manner. Nor, I think, need there be a ‘‘non-descriptive”
attnbut; (inexpressible in other terms) that the person has mastered
and whzqh purports by its very nature to pick out a unique object. This
latter point bnngg. us up against a group of neo-Fregean views.
Neo-Fregean views of names and indexicals drop the claim shared by
Frege and Russell that ordinary indexicals and names commonly ex-
press cqntextuaﬂy determined eternally individuating descriptions.
T_hese views follow Frege in postulating contextually expressed inten-
sional or conceptual entities which eternally—by their nature—fix a
referent. They simply deny that these entities must be descriptive (Cf
[26]._)4 This general viewpoint does not give a plausible account of thf;
public language, of what competent language-users have mastered in
common. For there is no hope of arguing that different language users
who unc'lerstand each other’s uses of names and indexicals always
master in common a set of concepts rich enough to be referent-
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determining. But the view need not purport to offer an account of the
language. It can focus on thought. What is publicly attributed does not
exhaust the full cognitive content of a subject’s mental states. Even s0,
the view does not seem plausible to me as ap account of the cognitive
state of individuals who use indexicals or names. For as I have noted
above, it seems intuitively that the individual’s conceptual resources are
insufficient to fix by their rature, as opposed to their contextual rela-
tions, the referent of a name of indexical. Thoughts themselves seem
sometimes to be irreducibly dependent on the context of the thinker’s
application of them for what objects they represent. This fact is incom-
patible with a Fregean conception of thought.

I1

Russell was mistaken in holding that the sole semantical contribution
of genuinely singular expressions is to import a referent into ‘‘the
proposition expressed’’. Both Russell and Frege were mistaken in
thinking that the contribution of ordinary names and demonstratives
was to provide an abstract entity that individuated, or purported to
individuate, an object in a context-independent manner. Our problem is
to articulate what, beyond a referent, a semantical theory (or a general
theory of language and thought) should recognize in accounting for the
use of singular expressions like names and demonstratives.

First, we need to scrutinize Russell’s rather wooden notion of ‘‘the
proposition expressed’”’. The form, the aims, and the boundaries of
semantical theory are, of course, all matters of dispute. We cannot af-
ford detail on these subjects here. But it is necessary to bring to mind the
variety of roles that the notion of proposition has been asked to fill.
Five roles stand out. Propositions have functioned as linguistic mean-
ings, as what is said or communicated, as what is attributed in dis-
course about propositional attitudes, as what an individual “grasps”’
and “‘applies’” in thought (or what information the individual has at his
disposal and what he does with it in a context), and as the bearers of
truth or falsity.*

Each of these notions is complex and intertwined with others. 1 shall
be able to discuss them only schematically and selectively. In setting
out an approach to Russell’s problem, I shall not be using the term
‘proposition’. Nor will I be leaning hard on any general ontological
viewpoint about what entities are needed in fulfilling the various intui-
tive roles that ‘‘propositions’’ have been called upon to fill. 1 shail as-
sume that sentence types as used in a context and what we attribute in
discourse about propositional attitudes are among the bearers of truth.
And T shall assume that part of what a semantical theory should dois to
provide formal representations of sentences as used in a context. De-

ductive relationships are defined on these representations. More to the
present point, the representations provide a framework by reference to
which semantical accounts of sameness and difference of linguistic
meaning, what is said, thought, and so forth, can be stated.
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_Inow want to briefly characterize the account of context-dependent
singular reference that I have proposed in previous work, refining it in
order to deal .with Russell’s problem. The account begins with a repre-
sentation, W1thi_n a modified version of the predicate calculus, of
sentences containing the relevant terms. Demonstrative pronouns’are
}"epresentgd by terms which are analogous to free variables both in tak-
Ing on unique assignments (referents) only in contexts of use, and in
be:ng instruments of pronomial cross-reference. Different ’demon-
stratives are represented by different, systematically marked terms
(c_orrespondmg to differences among ‘he’, ‘she’, ‘that’, and so forth).
Dlﬂe'rent occurrences of the same demonstrative may be represented
by different terms (corresponding to different applications, perhaps to
different reﬂ‘arf_—:nts). Proper names, in singular uses, are represented as
terms containing a demonstrative governing a predicate analogous in
forn_1 to ‘that male’. The predicate ‘is an Ossian’ does not attribute an
Intrmsic property, but attributes what one learns, when one learns what
it is to be one of the world’s Ossians (roughly, what it is to have the
name). ‘Ossian wrote Ballade B’ thus is paraphrased as ‘that QOssian [as
ogposed to some other Ossian, perhaps someone’s cat] wrote Ballade
B’. I shall not outline my reasons for treating proper names in this way
since these are available elsewhere (Cf. [2].) ’

Se.n'mmica[ rules for demonstratives and names are context-
sensitive. Apart from contexts of use —apart from an application of the
demonstrative—a sentence like ‘she is human’ is true of some objects
{the human _females) and false of others. Similarly, apart from any con-
;extual application of the name, ‘Ossian is human’ is true of some ob-
jects (the human Ossians) and false of others. If there is an application
qf the demonstrative occurring in ‘“‘she is human’ by a person at a
time, and the application is to a unique female, the sentence is true
(with respect to that person and time) if and only if the relevant female
1s human. I.f there is an application, by someone at some time, of the
demonstrative occurring in the sentence, but the application is not toa
unigue female, then, in such a case, the indexicai is semantically like
any othe_r non-denoting singular term; and the sentence ‘she is female’
is false in that context (i.e., with respect to that person and time).5
Analogous rules apply to names. .

_ In sum, the semantical rules provide for three sorts of cases, First, in
situations whert? sentences containing demonstratives or names are ;10{
ped to an appl}cation of these contextual devices, the sentences are
inert, not fl_ll!y interpreted —analogous to open sentences in being true
of some ‘Ob_]BCtS and false of others. Second, in situations where a per-
son applies a demonstrative or name to an object, the demonstrative or
name takes 'that object as semantical value, and the sentence is evalu-
ated accordingly. Third, in situations where there is an application of a
coptext-dgpendent term by a person, but the application is not to a
unique object, the term is non-denoting—and the sentence is evaluated

accordingly. Clearly, it is the third sort of case that bears most directly
on our theme,
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The notion of application that appears in these rules will be the key
to our approach to Russell’s problem. 1 shall be refining the notion
throughout the rest of the paper. Some preliminary remarks, however,
may be helpful.” 1 take the notion of application as a pragmatic primi-
tive which is true of both linguistic and mental acts. Applications may
be either occurrent acts or continuing dispositions to occurrent acts.
Thus, as we use the term, there may be an application of a proper name
by a person, even at times when he is not occurrently applying the
name in language or thought-—if the name is chained (for example, in
memory) to occurrent applications. In order to apply an indexical, a
person need not point, or engage in any overt demonstration. Any
model that requires overt finger-waving or head-nodding will be too
narrow to account for actual usage. Nor need the person attempt, or be
able, to uniquely describe or otherwise uniquely conceptualize an ob-
ject in a context-independent way. There may be heavy reliance on
historical or perceptual circumstance, on other agents, on etiological
chains, and so forth. Explicating these sorts of contextual reliances is a
part of sharpening the definitionally primitive notion of application. 1
shall discuss these matters further in the next section. Finally, it should
be noted that there may be an application without its being to any ob-
ject. One may even intentionally apply a name or indexical device,
knowing full well that the application is not to any object. Again, 1 shall
elaborate on such situations at the end of this section.

How are we to confront Russell’s motivating problems? Let us take
the first. Russell was right in thinking a statement of “‘Ossian wrote
poetry that influenced the Romantics’™ was meaningful and not true. He
was wrong in assuming that if “‘Ossian’ is genuinely singular, its only
semantical contribution would be a referent. We represent the name, as
it occurs in the sentence used in a context, as involving the predicative
element mentioned earlier. The predicate is governed by an implicit
demonstrative, earmarked to identify the application of the name in the
context. These features are independent of any referent. Although the
name is applied, it is not applied to anything, and thus, by our rules,
has no referent or assignment in the context.

We now turn to the five roles of “‘the proposition expressed.”” The
linguistic meaning of the name is common to all its applications, inde-
pendent of any particular occurrence. The linguistic meaning is that of
the term ‘‘that Ossian’’, The predicate’s meaning was explicated above,
and the meaning of the demonstrative is, I think, reasonably
well conveyed by the semantical rules just stated. The precise means of
specifying linguistic meaning depends on the form of one’s semantical
theory. But Russell’s problem seems to present no special difficulties
for a theory of linguistic meaning unless one claims that the linguistic
meaning of a name or indexical is nothing other than its referent.

I shall not try to deal with special issues associated with “What is said
or communicated’’. Instead, I shall discuss this notion together
with that of propositional attitude contents.

In attributing propositional attitudes with a clause involving a non- =~
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fienf)tmg context-dependent name in obligue position, we mark the sub-
ject’s apglicatio_n of (his “*act” of applying) the name (or name cog-
naife). This application is part of what we attribute when we attribute an
attitude content. _The application and the predicative element in the
nmz}g}}et ?1;%« sgmanﬂcally relevant features in addition to any referent it

In attributions of statements and propositional attitudes, applications
are marke_d—or if you like, individuated —according to pragmatic
con81de_rat10ns. A semantical theory should mark applications associ-
gted_ _w1th the name ‘Ossian’ in such a way as to fit “pretheoretical’’
intuitions. Thus for most purposes, in marking the application of the
name we should abstract from numericaily different application occur-
rences by different people, as long as these occurrences are relevant to
the eightgenth-century literary fraud. All such occurrences of the de-
monstrative ‘that’ which accompany the name are given the same sub-
s}clnpt. {;XIE {I(l:[ay be It;:’eai)ed as involving the ‘‘same application” . Better
all are bound together by a guasi-anaphori ) i i ill be
the subroct of aother I{I N q phoric chain. (This notion will be

Our account is in accord with the intuition that different “
the same thing™ or “‘think the same thing’’, when they say gf ?l%lr?k t?lazﬁ
Ossian wrote poetry that influenced the Romantics, even though they
may share few identifying attributes, and even though the name has no
{’fgferent. In subsequent sections I shall articulate more wherein this

sameness’’ COnsists.

For some purposes, however, we want to mark applications more
finely. Thus imagine someone taken in by the literary fraud. Imagine he
hears of an Ossian that writes ballads and an Ossian that plays the
harp, and he comes to utilize the name in an attempt to designate dif-
ferent pfzopie. Then he comes to believe with some surprise that the
one st1an is the other. Clearly he does not come to believe that some-
thing is se!fwl_dentical. Yet he may not treat the occurrences of the name
as abbrewatmg any definite descriptions: he may regard any of the
deﬁnit.e descriptions he associates with the name as being defeasible
The _d]ff_erences in associated descriptions are associated with differeni
applications of the name, which are for him not chained together until
after he comes to believe the identity. In attributions of belief involving
the name which describe his new belief, the different chains of applica-
tion should be marked differently. In a complete theory this sort of pur-
pose should probably be marked by a parameter separate from that
which marks sameness or difference in referential purport.

I—?ere we have a partial answer to Frege’s problem mixed with Rus-
sell 8. Thf: new identity belief, on one hand, and the prior beliefs in the
self-identity of ‘‘each Ossian”, on the other, have different cognitive
Valqes for the individual. Yet the occurrences of the name in clauses
a.ttrlb_ut.mg the r_espective attitudes do not differ in reference, or even in
Emg:uzstlc meaning. (Cf. [5], p. 355.) The attribution, however, does not
indicate any particular notions that the individual associates’ with dif-
ferent a_tpphcations (or different application chains) of the name. So a
semantical theory of what is attributed in discourse about the individu-
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al’s propositional attitudes should do no more than mark the different
application chains, one chain associated with notions like an Ossian
that wrote ballades and one associated with notions like an Ossian that
played the harp. The different application chains may be represented
by differently subscripted terms that represent the demonstrative that
governs the proper name. Thus, propositional-attitude contents are
finer-grained than linguistic meaning, but coarser-graitied than the in-
formation value that an individual associates with the name. Frege's
problem, and Russell’s as they affect attributions of propositional atti-
tudes, are met by appealing to differences in quasi-anaphoric chains of
application in the cognitive life of the individual.

What we have said about Russell’s first puzzle as regards the linguis-
tic meaning and attribution value of names carries over to demon-
stratives in a fairly straightforward way. Therc are special subtleties
involving what Castafieda calls quasi-indicators {7]. But these can be
handled within the general framework. (For an indication as to how,
Cf. [51, p. 363 [11.) I shall not consume space by drawing the parallels
and differences between names and indexicals.

Now to the fourth function of “‘propositions’”. Obviously, what is
attributed with names or indexicals in discourse about propositional
attitudes does not in general purport to capture all the information that
the individual associates with the name or indexical. A chain of appli-
cations is held together partly by notions backing or guiding the appli-
cations. In fact, no application of a demonsirative is pure —
unaccompanied by background information, unguided by background
notions. 1 think this axiom applies, with peripheral exceptions, to ap-
plications of proper names. As Russell's problem shows, the back-
ground information need not be true of any relevant object. Nor need it
be taken by the individual to individuate an object apart from its con-
textual application. The information may be too incomplete to purport
to pick out something in a context-free way. Thus context-dependent
applications and application chains remain an ineliminable part of an
individual’'s actual thinking. But without some background notions,
applications are blind—not applications at all.?

What an individual “grasps’ that goes beyond what is attributed in a
particular attribution can in general be attributed via further attribu-
tions. Thus the gap between indexical attributions and an individual’s
actual thoughts results from practical considerations: the need for
brevity, the contextual unimportance of the unattributed notions, the
fact that we may not know what the unattributed notions are. in my
view, the gap is in no sense the result of any inaccessibility of a per-
son’s thoughts. But I shall not take the space to argue this here.

What is said, what thoughts are attributed, and what information is
harbored by an individual, can all be taken to be the bearers of truth
and falsity (the last function of propositions). In all these cases, our
semantical rules sketched above (Cf. appendix) indicate how truth or
falsity is assigned where there is an application but no application to an
object. Although the rules are defined on sentences, they apply mutatis
mutandis to attitude contents. Qur view does not allow truth-value
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gaps in cases of nondenoting demonstratives or proper names. But its
basic ideas could easily be accommodated by a semantical theory that
did so.

I have now sketched our approach to Russell’s first motivating prob-
lem, distinguishing, at least roughly, among five functions traditional
““propositions’” have been asked to fill. I have relied on the notion of an
application chain, which remains to be explicated (section III). But be-
fore turning to that task, I want to say something about Russell’s other
two motivating problems.

The third problem—the one concerning universal instantiation and
existential generalization—deserves but a word. It is a formal problem
to be met formally. Relatively simple restrictions on these rules of in-
ference consistent with Russell’s intuitions about truth-value have been
provided within free logic (Cf. [4] and appendix). Instantiations to or
generalizations from terms whose application is not to a unique object
are not logically valid. Similar restrictions apply to context-free, non-
denoting singular terms.

What of the problem concerning negative existentials? Again, we re-
ject Russell’s assumption that the only semantical contribution of
genuinely singular expressions is to provide a referent. Singular occur-
rences of names are represented by a predicate governed by a de-
monstrative, The linguistic meaning of the sentence is unproblematic.
Linguistic uses or propositional-attitude attributions of names are rep-
resented in such a way as to mark an application of the name (or
name’s demonstrative) in a context. ‘*Ossian does not exist’’, as used
in some appropriate context, has the form **—{3y) {y=[t3}Ossian(ty))”’
where the brackets mark the scope of the demonstrative, and the sub-
script marks a particular application or application chain. The quan-
tifier, in effect, maps that application of the predicative element “‘is an
Ossian’’ onto truth (or a truth) if the application is to a particular Qs-
sian; otherwise, onto falsehood. Statements or attributions of the same
form, but involving different names or different application chains,
have different representations and cognitive values. But the semantical
principles are the same,

Substantially similar points apply to existentials containing simple
demonstratives. In the midst of an hallucination, but desperately main-
taining a sense of reality, Ivan Karamazov says, ‘You do not exist’. He
is clearly not applying the demonstrative to the visual impression,
whose existence he would not question. His application of the demon-
strative need not be fo anything at all. That is what makes his state-
ment true. Nor need he have a context-free means of backing the appli-
cation: the haltucination may be dim, and Ivan may be too distraught or
unclear about time and place to accept a context-free characterization

that captures what it is whose existence he is denying. Again, the
quantifier maps the application or application chain onto truth if and
only if the application is to some object.

Since the primary use of demonstrative pronouns is to pick out an
object, negative existential seniences involving simple demonstrative
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pronouns (such as ‘‘that does not exist’”) seem incomplete. They seem
more so than such sentences containing proper names l_)ecgtuse. the l'a‘i‘.-
ter at least provide a predicative element who_se application is being
said to be unsatisfied. With simple demonstrative pronouns, only the
application is explicit. ‘

Part of the feeling of incompleteness or sirangeness 1s to bf_: ex-
plained by recalling the dictum that no app_hcat.ion ofla demonstrative is
pure. In many cases of negative existentials mvo!vmg sxm;}le demqn-
strative pronouns (e.g., “‘that’), the demonstrative 1s being apphed
anaphorically, referring back to an earlier use of language containing
fuller characterizations. Even in those cases where ther‘e is no antece-
dent in the discourse (and so, the demonstrative is not strictly
apaphoric), the application will necessarily be backed in thought by
further notions. ) ) _ . '

There is another sense in which applications of indexicals In negative
existentials have a backing. This sense provides further expl_anatl_on of
the intuitive incompleteness of negative existentials containing s1n_1ple
demonstratives. Applications normally suppiement charaqter;zatlons
{or notions) with a contextually relevant object. M@taphorxcally,‘ they
reach out into the world to grasp something. _Reachmg QOes not imply
grasping. But in the case of negative existentials, the:re is not even an
intent to grasp. In what sense then can one be reachlr}g? The rc—;acl_nng
may occur against the background of a suppressed or 1mag1ne_d mplma—
tion to grasp. A child, or the child in one, may have some inclination to
believe in a spectre. To defeat the inclination, one reaches out and
grasps—knowing that there is nothing to grasp. Th_e purpose of such
reaching is to show by imitation that thqre is nothmg‘to bfa grasped.
Applications in negative existentials are l_1ke that. The idea is relevant
to applications both of simple demonstratives and of more com_piex ex-
pressions governed by demonstratives. All such apphcatton_s in nega-
tive existentials presuppose some actual or potent@l, explicit or im-
plicit, inclination to pick out an object. They constitute an attempt to
demonstrate by imitation that such an inclination will be frustrated.

The theory of indexicals and proper names that I have proposed is
neither Russellian nor Fregean. Unlike Russell’s, it doe_s not parse or?
dinary proper names and indexicals as comp}ex descriptive phra§!es,
nor does it postulate non-perspectiva j‘logwa?ly proper names’’ —
expressions whose only semantical coptantwn is to import a r&_aferent
into a proposition. Proper names and indexicals are genm_n.eiy singular
terms. All reference is perspectival, mediated by cognitive facto'rs.
There is no such thing as *‘direct reference’’ in the strict sense. Unlike
Frege’s theory, ours does not hold that index_lcal expressions contex-
tually ever express the sense of other expressions. Nor does it require
that the referents of such expressions are fixed })y the nature of thgn’
senses, by the nature of thought components their user associates with
them in the context. The referents of such expressions are fixed
contextually—not purely by the kind of concepts or percepts the user
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has in the context (or by the kind of mental state he is in), but at least
partly by non-conceptual, contextual relations he (or his concepts.and
percepts} bears to individuals in the world.

The notion of application fills a slot in our discourse about proposi-
tional attitudes that Kant filled with his notion of intuition (Cf. [6], pp.
430ff.), and Russell filled with the notion of direct acquaintance with
individuals (Cf. [5], section II). The proper function of these notions is
to capture the particularistic, context-dependent element in cognition
that is necessary for the learning of language and concepts and for their
use in empirical observations (Cf. [5], section II). In order for a per-
son’s relatively stable, context-free means of speaking or thinking to
have a use (i.e., to be means of speaking or thinking), he must be able
to relate some such means to entities in particular contexts. Any at-
tempt to articulate salient features of cognitive function or activity
must make reference to particularistic, context-dependent application.

Kant and Russell recognized this. But in attempling to explicate this
function, they made the mistake of postulating independent, special
means of representation that were pure, immediate, unsullied by con-
ceptual understanding. In doing this, they regressively paid homage to
the empiricist notion that there was a sort of non-propositional cogni-
tion that was simply given independently of the intellect and of theoret-
ical activity. This postulation was unfortunate not only in its sug-
gestions of non-propositional, foundational cognition, but also in its
tendency to raise infertile questions about what sort of representation
could be nonconceptual, absolutely particular to the context. Even
Kant’s insistence that intuitions in humans never came unconcep-
tualized (a subtlety Russell cannot claim) failed to deflect such ques-
tions, In fact, such insistence has fed the doubt that intuitions could be
a separate kind of representation at all.

The mistake was in accounting for the context-bound element in
cognition in terms of a sorr of representation. Any representation must
be governed by rules or norms: We should be able to consider whether
it does or does not apply to different entities (either relative to different
contexts or independently of context). In being so governed, represen-
tations are, to some extent, independent of any particular context.
Thus Russell and Kant’s counting the purely contextual element in
cognition a representation was a marriage of incommensurables. (I
suspect some of the same incongruity in the notion of ‘*demonstrative
property’’, [8], p. 320 {f)

Our view sees the context-bound feature of language use and think-
ing not in terms of special sorts of representations, but in terms of acts
of application—application of representations (linguistic constants or
“concepts’’). So questions about peculiar sorts of representations, or
ways of knowing, do not arise. On the other hand, although applica-
tions are occasioned, often, by external promptings—causal chains—
they are not eliminable in favor of them. For applications, unlike the
promptings, are individuated with an eye toward accounting for the
individual’s cognitive life over time. What counts as the same applica-
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tion depends on the individual’'s memory and his own sense of th_ather
he has switched referents or not. Applications are also bound up in an
interpersonal network. The individuation of an applicatiorll may 'depené
on the representations and applications of others. To this social phe-
nomenon we now turn.

I

In the last section, we relied on the notion of an application chain in
representing the use of language, the attribution pf statements and
propositional attitudes, and the thoughts or informa’glon people actually
harbor. In this section we say more about that notion. _

Traditionally, indexical reference has been categorized as eltl_xer
deictic (not explicitly mediated by an antecedent in the surrounding
discourse) or anaphoric (thus mediated). In using these terms, we shall
cling to this discourse-relative, but avowedly linguistic criterion. Our
discussion, in the previous section, of the “‘backing’ in thought for
simple indexicals, and our treatment, in the present section, of
“‘quasi-anaphoric’’ application chains will suggest that in a broader
setting the traditional distinction is a blur.

In recent years, the large role of anaphora in the use of l?atural jan-
guage has become increasingly apparent. The practice of fixing the ref-
erent of an expression by relying on the use of other expressions oc-
curs both explicitly and implicitly. It may transpire within a sentence,
across a discourse, interpersonally, and even inter-linguistically.
Chains of anaphoric cross reference are begun in a variety of ways. A
chain may begin with an ostension and continue with occurrefices of
pronouns, proper names or indexically-infected deﬁnitg descrlptipns. A
chain may begin with a use of a proper name, or wzth_ a deﬁmte_de—
scription, complete or incomplete. Chains may begin with a guanpﬁer
followed by pronouns it binds. Anaphoric chains may begin with a
quantifier backed by a de re belief. The de re belief may fix the referent
of subsequent pronouns, incomplete definite descriptions, a{ld S0 f‘?rth;
and the quantifier need not bind these subsequent referenn‘al .dev1ces,
even though grammatically it serves as their antecedent. This is a case
I want to concentrate on. Consider: ““A man set out to establish the
connection between the CIA, the Mafia, and the Cuban refugees. After
a week in Miami, he noticed he was being followed. The man . ..”
Here the referent of *he’ and ““The man’ is fixed by the de re belief
implicated in the context by the speaker’s use of the quantifier ‘A
man’.!® The speaker purports to be en rapport with—ot 10 have some
indexical means of identifying—the relevant man. (He may, of course,
by relying on yet other people for such identification. I ignore this
complication.) But the original singular means by which the_ relevant
man is identified is presupposed rather than explicit in the discourse.

The independence of this sort of case from ordinary cases of bound
variables is suggested by the fact that the pronouns intuitively have a
reference more contextually specific than the gquantifier explicitly
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yields. ‘He’ is tied to the indexical, de re application is implicated by
the speaker. This independence from bound variable paradigms is also
suggested by cases of disagreement in a continuing dialogue: ‘No, he
wasn’t interested in the CTA or Mafia, but in the KB@G; and he went not
to Miami, but to Fort Lauderdale . . . °. (See [15].) Here it is difficult to
see how the disagreement can be properly represented if the occur-
rences of ‘he’ are taken to be bound by the initial quantifier. The ref-
erent of the occurrences of ‘he’ is a specific person that both speakers
purport to be able to identify. These occurrences form an anaphoric
chain initiated, in the discourse, by the quantifier. But they are not
bound by the quantifier. Their referent is fixed by the de re belief impli-
cated by the quantifier. Formally, we represent these pronouns as in-
d_entica]ly indexed terms so as to insure co-reference and to mark a
single application chain. For it is one of the assumptions of the dis-
cussants that they are discussing the same object. They tie their appli-
cations of the indexical ‘he’ to one another’s uses.

Now this kind of anaphora can occur even if the first speaker fails to
secure a referent for the discourse. The initial speaker may fail in his
attempt to indexically or descriptively refer. He may hold an indexi-
cally infected belief without its succeeding in being a belief of anything.
He may be lying or pretending, or just in error. Anaphoric chains may
nevertheless lead from the initial speaker’s usage. This is what hap-
pened in the uses of ‘Ossian’, *Vulcan® and ‘Pan’. It happens in cases of
mass hysteria or hallucination. Imagine all the people who have linked
their pronouns or demonstrative-governed descriptions to Ezekiel's de-
scriptions of wheels he saw. ‘Ezekial saw the wheels’, we say.

I recall an incident with a four-year-old in which I suddenly_cupped
my hands and said, "Now I've caught it’. She looked puzzled. Then 1
opened my hands quickly, shouting, ‘It’s gotten away and gone under
the sofa!” Catching on, she proceeded to look under the sofa, and then
said, ‘I wonder where it is’. Then: *‘It’s probably gone into the dining
room’. The game continued with numerous variants in which the phan-
tom was said to be squashed, reconstituted, thrown, lost, found, and so
forth. We never tried to say what it was, though it tended to take on
character as the game proceeded. The application chain survived the
lack of referent, and could have continued over years if we had been
sufficiently obsessed.

The fact that we were playing a game does not seem to matter to the
main point of the example. The linguistic links between our uses could
have occurred equally well if we had both mistakenly believed that
there was really something I initially referred to. What was needed was
a context and a set of intentions and beliefs about one another that
bound our uses together. In a two-person game like ours, the context
depends merely on our intention to link our indexical uses. But the
game could have broadened to include more participants. Not all these
participants need have been aware of one anocther.

A community of players could have developed, all playing the same
sort of game. If some members were not aware of some other mem-
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bers, the gquestion would arise why one should assume that all the links
in indexical usage close on the original application (sans referent)—the
act on the first occasion on which the game was played. That is, why
should we not construe subsequent occasions on which the game is
played as initiating new anaphoric application chains with no reference
back to the original? T think that so far there is no reason why we
should not construe the situation in this way. It seems a relatively arbi-
trary matter whether or not to link subsequent uses to the original
one—uniess more conditions are built into the case. To be sure, all
subsequent occasions on which the game is played may be causally
linked (inspired) by our original game. But it may not occur to sub-
sequent players to ask themselves whether the illusive “‘object” of
their games is supposed to be the same as that which the original
players introduced. What would push us toward counting subsequent
applications as being chained to previous applications would be some-
thing in the intentions of the players, or in the mythology that grew up
around the game, that made it important to the players themselves that
their applications be linked. For example, if a proper name were intro-
duced, or if some standard story about the object and its history got
built into the game, then there would be reason to link the uses of the
indexical expressions.

Under these circumstances, disagreements about the object might
grow up among the participants, disagreements subordinated to a gen-
eral allegiance to the basic mythology of the game. Means of resolving
the disagreements might be devised and built into the game. Or the
disagreement might be good-humoredly tolerated in the interests of not
threatening general cooperation.

The game is, of course, a metaphor for a wider range of phenomena,
including cases where the participants believe (even reasonably) that
their applications are applications to an object. It suggests, I think, the
main sorts of factors that link applications together in the absence of a
referent: causal (or inspirational) intertraceability of application occur-
rences, together with assumptions or intentions that make the linking of
applications important to the participants—even where they are unable
to trace many of the links.

The applicability of the notion of pronomial or anaphoric cross ref-
erences grades off in multi-participant cases. When different speakers
have no awareness of each others’ application occurrences, it does not
seem important to insist that their applications are pronomially related
in a narrow grammatical sense. Such insistence might be thought to
raise the question of which ene of the prior applications is the antece-
dent. And there need not always be a good answer to this question.
What is important to interpreting such cases is less how the links trace
back to an original application than that all the links be linked. Such
cases may be called ‘‘quasi-anaphoric’’. On our formal model, the re-
quirement that all the links be linked is met by providing the various
occurrences of demonstrative terms with the same subscript.

To say that non-referring referential devices should be linked under
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certain conditions is not to say that there is a general algorithm for
deciding when to do so. It seems clearly appropriate to link applica-
tions of ‘that demon’ within a community obssessed with the belief that
a single demon is the source of all life’s ills. Similarly, despite dis-
crepancies among descriptions, there is little question that apart from
special reportorial purposes, all uses of ‘Santa Claus’ by American
children (black, white, or brown) should be linked. When one is dealing
with significantly different traditions with a common origin, the matter
becomes more open to decision. Most Santa-Claus-like traditions
(Nicolo, Pere Noel, Father Christmas, and so on} assume that there is
one such figure who serves the world over. Where this assumption is
pragmatically important, linkage is appropriate, granted a common
origin. Where the different features of the various traditions figure im-
portantly in the reporter’s purposes, or obstinately in the subjects’ dis-
putes, the links may be avoided. If subjects from different traditions
are communicating successfully and assume that they are talking of the
same figure —tolerantly discounting differences in their traditions about
him or her—then cross-reference may be seen as occurring. If they
assume they are talking of different figures, or if differences in doctrine
make communication difficult, then the links are more likely to be seen
as interrupted. The reporter’s own purposes may also play a role. An
anthropologist may emphasize continuities between different traditions.
The king’s chronicler or shaman would stress discontinuities, Many
cases are vague or indeterminate, subject not only to custom but also
to discretion.

There is an obvious analogy between cases where aggregate assump-
tions and intentions of different people suggest that their applications
are linked, and a single person’s linked applications of context-
dependent expressions. Further, the preceding remarks about language
use carry over directly to thought. I conjecture that the most general

principles modeling memory in the individual and memory in the race
are the same.

v

The notion of quasi-anaphoric application chains is, I think, the key
to understanding the problem of “‘intentional identity’”. Geach pre-
sented the following interesting sentence:

(1) Hob thinks a witch has blighted Bob’s mare, and Nob

wonders whether she (the same witch) killed Cob’s
sow,!!

I think Geach correct in holding that none of the following, as they are
commonly interpreted, need be accurate paraphrases of (1

(2) As regards some witch, Hob thinks she has blighted

Bob’s mare, and Nob wonders whether she killed Cob’s
SOW.
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(3) As regards somebody, Hob thinks that she is a witch and
has blighted Bob’s mare, and Nob wonders whether she
killed Cob’s sow.

{40 Hob thinks a witch has b}igﬁted Bo_b’s mare afld Nob
wonders whether the witch who blighted Bob’s mare
killed Cob’s sow.

(5) Hob thinks the (one and only) witch that is F h_as blighte_d
Bob’s mare, and Nob wonders whether the witch that is

F killed Cob’s sow.

I take it that there is a reading of (1) that none of the'se sentences (as
they are most immediately, naturally, and commonly interpreted) cap-
tu?:g may be given a special interpretation that is alr.nqst. adequate,
which I shall discuss later. But as literally interpreted, it is inadequate
because it commits the reporter to the existence _of Wltches, whereas
(1) does not. (3) will not do because it, unlike (1), implies that Hob ‘and
Nob have some particular (actual) person or IObjf:Ct v_vh_om fchey believe
to be a witch. (4) is not appropriate, since unlike (}), it 1n:1phes th_at Nob
has heard of Bob’s mare and its troubles. A similar point applies to

(6) Hob thinks a witch has blighted Bo‘b’s mare, and Nqb
wonders whether the witch Hob thinks blighted Bob’s
mare killed Cob’s sow.

{5) falls short for more complex reasons. It is neither necessary nor
sufficient for (1), under the intended reading. In the flrst pliace, Hob apd
Nob may not attempt to describe the relevant wa‘tch with a deﬁmt’e
description governed by the uniqueness operator { ’ghe' one and only )
rather than by an indexical. All their definite descriptions may be in-
complete and indexical-governed. Or they may he}ve a proper nan'liie for
the wiich, but lack a backing of complete def_irut'e descriptions. On
these grounds, it appears that (1) could be true in situations where (3) is
false. Suppose now that Hob believes that the ugliest witch Who qve}tl"
lived blighted Bob’s mare, and Nob wonders whether the ughest wite
who ever lived killed Cob’s sow. But assume tha't the deﬁmte descrip-
tion ‘the ugliest witch who ever lived’ is a relatively unimportant de-
scription for each worthy. Each has a large set of definite descriptions
which he attempts to apply to the witch he suspects. Suppqse that the
sets barely overlap, and that the name Hob uses in attempting to refer
to the witch that blighted Bob’s mare is etyrnolc_)glcally unr_elated to tize
name Nob uses in attempting to refer to thf: witch that bhgp‘ged Cob §
sow. Suppose that Hob and Nob live in different commumities which
have no special ties, and suppose that the respective communities have
no common tradition in their stories about witches. Then (5) would be
true and (1) false.
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The foregoing arguments assume that ‘F’ in (5) is to be interpreted
existentially—*‘for some F. If it is interpreted as universally—or as
ranging over all the descriptive concepts Hob and Nob associate with
the witch—1I think that (5) could still be true without (1) being true, if
their description sets were sufficiently impoverished and their acquisi-
tions of their beliefs sufficiently unrelated. Moreover, on such an inter-
pretation, it is evident that (1) could be true without {3)’s being true,
{Cf. note 12)

Our discussion of quasi-anaphoric cross-reference in the absence of a
referent provides a framework for understanding (1). Let us set out
some demands on the relevant interpretation of (1). First, the occur-
rence of ‘she’ seems to require that Hob think that one witch blighted
Bob’s mare. I take this to be intuitively obvious.

Second, the occurrence of ‘she’ attributes an anaphoric or quasi-
anaphoric application to Nob. The application may be bound by Hob’s
quantifier or definite description, or it may be associated with ‘she’ acting
as a pronoun of laziness to some expression in the preceding clause.
These cases are illustrated by (4) and (6), which are sufficient, though not
necessary for the truth of (1). But if Nob’s application is anaphoric in any
of these ways, Nob must know about the blighting of Bob’s mare or about
Hob’s belief. On the other hand, Nob’s application could be guasi-
anaphorically linked to the singular term which our first requirement
allows us to ascribe to Hob (‘ The witch that blighted Bob’s mare’). In such
case, Nob might know nothing of Hob’s situation.!?

Third, if Hob’s singular usage is seen as tied, anaphorically or
quasi-anaphorically, to some further singular usage, we may read (1) as
(2), where the initial quantifier is regarded as embedded in an implicit
intentional context: ‘‘According to the community’s hysterical beliefs,
there is a witch wreaking havoc, and as regards that witch, Hob thinks
she has blighted, . . . and Nob thinks she has killed . . .". Thus the
quantifier in (1) may or may not be seen as having wider scope than
‘Hob thinks’. But it cannot be read as having widest scope, since in (1)

it does not commit the reporter to witches. All the principles governing
this ““wider” scope reading are present in the “‘narrower’’ scope read-
ing. So I shall not treat it separately.

Nob’s application, attributed by the occurrence of ‘she’ in (1), is
anaphorically or quasi-anaphorically linked to the singular usage at-
tributed to Hob. For this to be the case, Nob need not know about Hob
or about the supposed effect on Bob’s mare of a witch’s sorcery. They
need not agree in all their views about the supposed witch. Tt is enough
that their witch beliefs have a common source and that it is possible to
find in these beliefs some ground—such as the common use of a proper
name, or some set of descriptions—that would indicate that it would
be important to them (and their fellows) to think that a single witch was
involved in both misdeeds.

It is misleading to talk of there being an intentional “object”” about
whom Hob and Nob have beliefs. To do so raises pointless questions
about what properties this ‘‘object’” has. What is going on, rather, is
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that the referential apparatuses in Hob and Nob’s_ propositional atti-
tudes are contextually linked in a certain way. Seeing the matter aftcj,r
this fashion tends to deflate such guestions as “_Are all the Wiorld.s
Santa Clauses and Father Christmases, bl_gcl:;—skmned aEd white, in
sleighs and on horses, really the same non-existent ma.n? (The ques-
tion is posed in [12].) Such questions iead' the tenderminded to bizarre
“‘logics’® of non-existent indeterminate objects and the _toughmmded_ to
claim that unless all descriptions are shared‘ by tl_le subjects, the notion
of their thinking of identical intentional obgeqts is pointless. o

Both reactions are misdirecied. The issue is not whether an inexis-
tent object can have contradictory properties, or whe_tl.wr there is some
way of settling a difference between entrenched ?radltlons over ’the na-
ture of Santa Claus.'* The issue is whether diffqrent p_eople s non-
referring referential devices are to be‘quasi—anaphoglcally hnked despite
disagreement—despite their attaching mutpa!ly mpompat_:ble prqdl—
.cates to these devices in contexts of use. This issue 18 dqvcnd of point-
less puzzles and the potential for conceptu_al cramp, and it ofter} can be
settled affirmatively. As I noted in section I‘II, the answer is often
vague and dependent on pragmatic consideratlons‘. )

There is, of course, a technical problem in providing a forn}al repre-
sentation of (1). The problem is that ‘she’ refers. pack to a_wnch
which occurs not in transparent quantificational position, but obliquely,
within a that-clause. The that-clause in which ‘she" oceurs, z}lso non-
transparently, appears to be sealed off from that in which ‘a V.Vltch‘
occurs. In brief, the pronoun is not within the scope of the quantifiers;
yet the quantifier seems to be the pronoun’s antecedent.

This problem is part of a wider phenomenon tou<_:h1ng_ pronouns, a
phenomenon not confined to issues about intentional identity or failures
of reference. (Cf. [20], [11], [17], [10], [15].) We need not propose a
general account of the phenomenon. For our purposes, It suffices to
sketch a solution of the techpical problem as it arises (1. .

What is essential to the formal account of (1) is to see the quantifier
‘a witch’ as associated with a singular notion attnbutefi to Hob. The
expression ‘she’ should be subscripted to mark an application by Nob
that is linked to Hob’s notion. _

We represent the sentence, on narrower scope reading, more or less

as follows:

Bel(Hob, "(3x) (Witch (x) & BI1{x, Bob’s mare))' ) & Bel
(Nob, "Killed (she,;, Cob’s sow)?)

Bel(Hob, "@y) (y=(the;sx) (Witch(x) & Bi(x, Bob’s mare)}}')

The arrow indicates that Hob’s singular belief i§ entailed or
presupposed by the original report, (1). The subscript marks the
anaphoric or quasi-anaphoric connection between the terms. _

This formal representation is meant to be only approximate. There is
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not room he:,re or in the appendix to develop and explicate the full
viewpoint, since it should be articulated in conjunction with a longer
dlscussmn_ of fiction than I can undertake in section V. One might let
the numerical subscript mark the chain in the sense of representing it
If one were to do this, quantification into subscript position would have'
to l_)e allowed. A more explicit way of capturing the point of the sub-
scripts would be to precede the blocked off expressions with a for-
malization of: ““There is a chain to which Nob's application of ‘she,s’
and Hob’s application of ‘the,;” belong, and . . . ’. (There is no rlg—
quirement that Hob’s ‘the,,’ be an indexical.} The attributed linkage
between the terms ‘she,;’ and ‘the,,’ requires that any referent of the
terms be th.e same. If Hob’s and Nob’s singular beliefs were true as
inferpreted in the context, then one and the same female blighted -Bob’;
mare and killed Cob’s sow. The truth conditions for their beliefs can be

spelled out without commitment to there bei
pendix.) ing such a female. (Cf. Ap-

A%

T_he foregoing treatment of intentional identity is applicable to a wide
variety of_problems in the philosophy of language-—problems involving
myth, fiction, and the like. I cannot detail these applications here. But
we can suggest them by considering a problem Castafieda raises .Cas—
tafieda pomnts out that the locution “*belief of”’ sometimes pen'nits a
certain substitutivity among non-synonymous but “‘equivalent” ex-
pressions even though existential generalization fails. In

{7 Sn_1ith believes oﬁ the jolly good fellow who sneaks down
chimneys on Christmas Eve, that he is a real resident of
the North Pole,!s

tl?e deﬁni?e description following ‘of’ need not be one Smith could

;(g:llve. I; mlghtfbé reBgarded as freely exchangeable with any other Santa
aus description. But we would not allow existential generalizati

the definite description to yield encralization on

(8) There exists something Smith believes to b :
dent of the North Pole. e a real resi-

Slmllar'sugcess of substitutivity combined with failure of existential
generahzatlon_ occurs in ‘The Greeks worshipped the god which the
‘Romans called ‘Bacchus’” (For ‘the god . . .’ substitute ‘Dionysos’ or
the god featured in Euripides’ Bacchae’ and so on), and in ‘Bill
thought a lot about Hamlet’. ’
_We should not assimilate (7) to de re belief. On our vi

951t10na1' attitudes form an epistemically interesting kin:ieﬁjofilziggzg-
ily specifiable by reference to surface grammar. Thes; are attitudes
whose contents are incompletely conceptualized by the people who
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have the attitudes and whose correct ascription places those people in
an appropriate contextual, not-purely-conceptual relation with the ob-
jects they apply their contents to. In (7), there is no object for Smith to
apply his belief to. The ‘believes of” locution is here just a convenient
device for freeing the reporter from the burden of specifying the par-
ticular Santa Claus concepts or descriptions Smith uses.

A thorough discussion of (7) would require a detour through the on-
tology and logical form of fiction. Without pretending to solve ail the
problems that might be raised for it, I shall simply state a view about
fiction I will presuppose. The view, in its main outlines, has been ar-
ticulated by a number of authors and is widely shared, though—
especially in the present context—I cannot represent the consensus as
unanimous. I reject the line of taking fictional characters to be objects
denoted by descriptions or names in atomic, subject-predicate
sentences having the same logical form as nonfictional sentences. (I
find this view only slightly less implausible than the Meinongian view
applied generally.) Instead, statements about fictional characters are to
be seen as implicitly embedded in intensional contexts. These implicit
contexts are often formed by expressions of the form “‘The contextu-
ally relevant fictional tradition has it that . . .”" That is, fictional state-
ments are often, in effect, that-clauses embedded in an implicit, but
contextually understood, larger discourse that introduces the that-
clause. (Cf. [23], [4], pp. 31011, [25], [22].) Sometimes reference is
made to (real) objects in these fictional statements, in which case the
that-clauses undergo quantifying in.

There are also statements such as ‘The wife of Agamemnon was a
character in the Oresteia’ and “Alberich was one of several legendary
characters who coveted the ring’. These cannot be properly regarded
as equivalent to ‘The Oresteia has it that the wife of Agamemnon was a
character (or existed)’, or ‘Legend maintains that Alberich was one of
several characters (or people) who coveted the ring’. For the latter
sentences could be true without the former being true. It is one thing
for the play to allege the existence of the wife of Agamemnon, and a
further thing for the wife to be a character in the play. Similarly, the
Niebelungen legend might say that others besides Alberich coveted the
ring without making them characters. A thorough treatment of these
cases cannot be attempted here. But the following paraphrases capture
the leading idea: ‘The Oresieia has it that the wife of Agamemnon
exists and it characterizes her’; ‘Legend maintains that Alberich and
several others coveted the ring and it characterizes Alberich and those
others’. In the first sentence the pronoun in the second clause, repre-
senting the legend’s application refers back to the singular expression
“‘the wife of Agamemnon’’ in the way illustrated by our formal repre-
sentation of Geach’s sentence. In the second example, the sentence
entails that there are singular terms that legend purports to attach to
each of several others, beside Alberich, who (it says) coveted the ring.
The pronomial expression ‘those others’ takes these several singular
expressions as antecedents. {I think that one never need worry that
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there will be more fictional characters than terms characterizing them
in fiction.) Again, the analogy with Geach’s sentence is straightfor-
ward. In each case, the import of the anaphoric connection is that if the
legend or fiction were true, the pronoun, as applied, and its antecedent
singular term would have the same referent.

In fictions as rich as the Santa Claus myth, of course, nemerous de-
scriptions and names are said (or implicated) to apply to a single per-
son. Thus “Santa Claus’, ‘the joliy good fellow who sneaks down chim-
neys on Christmas Eve’, and numerous other terms, are, according to
the myth, extensionally equivalent. That is, the myth together with rea-
sonable inferences from it, implies that they are extensionally equiva-
lent. In reporting Smith’s belief, the reporter of (7) is, of course, relying
on this equivalence. The reporter makes no assumnption about which
Santa Claus description or name Smith uses. The application attributed
to Smith by ‘he’ is anaphoricaily or quasi-anaphorically linked to ‘the
Jjolly good fellow . . . * Thus (7) is formally quite analogous to (1). The
analogy comes clear in paraphrase:

(7) The contextually relevant tradition has it that there is
something identical to the jolly good fellow who sneaks
down chimneys on Christmas Eve; and Smith believes
that he is a real resident of the North Pole.

Exchanges of expressions that are counted co-extensive by the tradi-
tion are contextually, though not ‘‘logically”, interchangeable in (7),
salva veritate. Similar remarks hold for the sentences about Bacchus,
Hamlet, the wife of Agamemnon, and Aliberich-—and for this sentence.

Theories of reference failure and of intentional identity have shown a
strong tendency to meddle with plausible principles of either ontology
or grammar. Meinong and some of Brentano’s followers have tended to
warp views about what an object or entity is, to fit plausible
grammatical preconceptions. Russell and his followers have tended to
warp their views about what a singuiar expression is to fit plansible
ontological preconceptions. Both tendencies are based on the assump-
tion that in some sense, genuine singular expressions must succeed in
securing a referent. This assumption has never received an impressive
defense. I think that it is an unjustified, philosophical generalization
from more restricted intuitive Judgments. What is correct is that the
truth of simple (atomic) sentences depends on the successful reference
of singular expressions occurring in them. Moreover, it is true that sin-
gular expressions succeed in bearing information and carrying cognitive
content—or at least in linking up with other terms that succeed in

these ways. Neither ontology nor logical grammar need pronounce
harsh sentences on the other.
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FOOTNOTES

* An earlier draft of this paper was read in 197? Iattha c%]loqgiganaisnah;gﬁxl'tog
il i i incinnati. as bene .
f. Castaieda at the University of Cm_cmna k :
511;10 gre(ftcful to David Kaplan for suggestions _regardmg the presentation of the
appendix, and to Bernie Kobes for several improvements.

1. There are interesting questionsfherfe about whe';ltlic:)rnzhiggtagzagngnzgdg;ﬁ::i
sions that cannot fail of reference, que s
gég:‘ﬁcsﬁr‘;t-permn authority and p.rivate languages. Ru§seli e‘zl'jntu?}rlgfgsasntéle
lated ‘I, ‘now’ and ‘this’, as applied to sense data, as mca‘;‘m e”o referehce
failure. It appears to me that in certain c‘:frct.}r{%stances,. dnow CS data- .
suspect that “*I”’ cannot fail. The case of *‘this’ as ap_pile t;) sen :it o
probably the most complicated, and for now I shall discretely pas .

2. I shall avoid discussing Russell’s epistemolog_y._ ’ijo of theﬂ m(;’e sgeciﬁi(;
. motivations we are about to discuss are e_xphc}t in .Russel} s [ ].h ntewo
among the three puzzles Russell lays out 1nIthat a;tift;le. th :t;itl?) f?lt{ fsrseli’s
i i ’ as ate
zzles, one is a variant of Frege's pmbl;m. regard I
glijeory rather than a motivation for it. It is a test tli:at laitir cllr;)tve Rus;zl;i ;g
i ' * and “‘this’’ (the latter as a
exclude all expressions except for ‘I' ‘now’ and 1 ppiied
tegory of singular terms. Even g
to present sense data) from the ca . . o &
i ’ difficult for Russell’s theory.
hese moves, 1 think Frege’s problem remains theor
EI’I:‘lae other puzzle, which I will not be dlscussmg, concerns scope au't;i)li%lmtlf:}s1
of definite descriptions, and by analogy, ordmary proper namebs. t 'tg (t)lggre
this puzzle was a motive for Russell’s theo;’y, }313 intuitions abou }1 fave
been disputed and its interest for many is pn‘ma}*:iydtechrm::lli.3 r?){l); 1Imsn Safog t
i i i cause
highlight it. In my view, the puzzle is genuine and ca
nugmbir of other theories. But discussion of these questions would be at best
tengential to the main issues here.

3. Cf. my [5], £6). In [5] (p. 355)(1 poinl‘i_out that igge;l:;%g;ga:;ehlgr‘l’geus;:f

meaning of demonstratives or (something some neo- lians have pro-
i i will not solve Frege's problem either. Nor 1s it sufficien

12223(12 ?S:;:ﬁais Further, the account of attributes by many neo—Russeil;ax;:
runs into Frege's obstacle. If predicat'cs (qr common nouns) g:ssfin o
having no other role than that of designating objective propt:: 1a {in the
sense that water and H,O are said to be thf: same property), tufen“ac rsion
of Frege’s problem can be raised for Predlcate§. Only lélés;g ?t q
tance” epistemology stood between him and this sort o culty.

4. For discussion and criticisms of this viewpoint, see{5} and [Fﬁ]é gS;;l:ep gt;i\‘;:sir‘l)lit

il writes suggests he takes up a Fregean or neo-Fregea -

ggstaflzﬁ'd:xampie [9%,g p. 178; [8], p. 314 and passim. Iplelduatlng gnlropnert

ties,are said to be the means a believer has for picking OHt the re e\:‘fipn

objects. On the other hand, Castafieda does not cor;sté'uhe alla11 Spf?g:;tg:“str;

. oot at he ¢ ~

traditional way—as eternal ent1t1e§. There are w ) )

ftiive properties” ([8], pp. 320-1) which are apparently corftmgent on silornled

one’s particular perceptual experience. (I doubt whether ‘property” s 01;‘ 4
be so used in this context.) Since I do not fully understand the notion o
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demonstrative property, I am not sure whether the criticism I raise against
neo-Fregean views applies to Castafieda’s. It is also unclear to me how Cas-
tafieda’s view generalizes to non-perceptual cases, cases involving proper
names of historical figures or indexicals used without an immediately pres-
ent object. Castafieda’s approach shares with Fregean approaches the
strength of taking perspective seriously. The approach bears some apparent
affinities to the Meinongian view, but these affinities seem fairly superficial
in the context of Castafieda’s generalized phenomenalism. I do find it
perplexing, however, that Castafieda writes in one passage, /8], p. 316, that
quantifiers in an adequate theory ‘‘must range over both existing and non-
existing entities’’, and in another passage, {9], p. 177, that “*some of us are
not very happy about quantifiers ranging over non-existing entities”. Surely,
the latter passage is to be preferred. The former seems misleading even in

the context of Castadeda’s theory of guises, all of which are treated as
existing,

- Frege tried to utilize his notion of sense to fll ail these roles, excepting the
first. Russell tried to use his notion of proposition to fill all except the sec-
ond. One might also argue over how much he was interested in the first role.
Whereas Frege clearly abjured primary interest in linguistic meaning in nat-
ural languages, Russell’s position is more equivocal. For criticism of Frege’s
attempt to tailor sense to fit this variety of roles, see my [5] last section, and
[6]. Russell’s use of his notion of proposition to fill these bills seems to me
even more deeply problem-ridden.

- This remark is not meant to exclude interpreting *false’ in such a way as to

distinguish cases of truth failure involving failure of reference from ordinary
cases of falsity. But the distinction is, I think, more pragmatic than seman-
tic. For an account of the fogic of non-denoting terms, including demon-
stratives, see my [4]. For a discussion of the pragmatic apparatus here in-
voked, see [3], the appendix, and note 7 below.

. The term ‘application’ here is replacing the term ‘act of reference’ which I

used in [2], [3]. The latter notion seems too tied to pretheoretical intuitions
that I want to avoid, What follows indicates some of the primary features of

applications that might in some minds distinguish them from acts of refer-
ence,

- This point does not hold for certain de re attributions, where we ignore the

predicative element in the name, and abstract from virtually any individu-
ality of application in our attribution. See below. In our terminology, the
confent is that part of what is attributed in propositional attitude discourse
that characterizes the person’s mental state or his viewpoint. It thus does
not include res to which he applies his thoughts.

. It has been objected that since ‘that F* and ‘the unique F that is identical

with that’ are mutual paraphrases, we must admit either that demonstratives
must be backed by context-free, non-indexical definite descriptions, or that
demonstrative applications must sometimes be pure. 1 find this objection
literalistic. The answer is that in view of the mutual paraphraseability of the
expressions, the application of ‘that’ in either expression is not pure, The
occurrence of ‘that’ on the right side of the identity is backed by the notion
F, if by nothing eise.
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10. For a subtle discussion of these locutions, see Chastain’s [10]. Chastain

errs, 1 think, in denying that ‘A man’ in these contexts is a quantifier. '(1;3112
poin’t is that the quantifier does not l_)ind thq Sub§equ§nt prot?mtm's, iz;nalso
backed by a presupposed means of smgglar 1den?1ﬁa_:at10n. C asbamuse(i o
mistaken in claiming, p. 206, that deﬁm.te descriptions cannot tc_a d o
initiate anaphoric chains. With a sqfﬁcwntly complete dielscnp 1211,5 L2
sufficiently supportive context, dei_in_x@e descnptwn;» as well as na .
monstratives, and quantifiers can initiate such chains.

11, [16]. The most thorough discussion of Geach’s pr_obiem I know. of is t.?a,arl—

' nen’s [28]. I find Saarinen’s treatment uncgng_emal, however, in its heavy

use of possible worlds and unacceptable in its eventual resort to quan-
tification over non-existent individuals.

12. The point about proper names is ma-d.e by‘Geach [16]. p.16d32. Detr}n:i;t,a;z
[12], p. 341 rejects Geach's point writing, * . . . unl‘ess al g:scnpdl_o s are
shared, the notion of identity of intent.lonaily lnex1s_tent objeg_ts isfs(l) ¢
into nonsense’. Dennett goes on to claim that there is no reahing v o
the sort Geach intended, and to propose (5) and (6') as parap rasle_:s 0 n
Dennett’s view seems to me to manifest the tradlthnal olver-re.1::1:1{;6:0(1)1 ;
descriptions and under-reliance on context in semantical dlsCUSS}ons,i.Il ol
earlier considerations about indexical cross—r:f:ference can getf gomg' . ihe
absence of a referent and despite differences in the backing of descrip

support Geach in this matter.

13. I am inclined to believe that (1) implicatc?s that e'lther“t_hls t(j,rr(?’ 715 :?dictaxil;
cally 'ggvemed (so that Hob has a partfcu.lar w_ltch ll’;. min }(Ic:1 b
quasi-anaphorically tied to someone else’s mde)glcal'app 1cat10z:. ! view
of the fact that (4) entails (1), this is at most an _1mp11§atuiie, noE a? al
ment.) Such an implicature is the analog in an intensiona cctm e:ta’b(i)ish ¢
implicature generated when someone says, ‘A man set out to e olish
connection between the CIA, thehMaﬁa, .’?.Eld It}l;eb(élsﬁagage{f:gi;serinis hen

i by talking about ‘‘the man™. ses, t - is h
;?;lstllllr}nupi?()n ythat indixicaj applicqtion.s back _the quant:_ﬁeir (‘a W;;f:;ﬁnta
man'). But whether (1) carries this 1mpl1cl:atu.re is not crucia: (tio mzf. o ni:
What is important is that if Nob’s aPpllcation_ is not carried ou min ﬁlar
zance of Hob’s situation, it is quasi-anaphorically tied to some sing
term, or singular notion, attributable to Hob.

14. One can settle disputes against the background of a tradltmp ti;att ;ls ag;;i;i
to be authoritative. For example, we can settle_the matter o Whe er anta
Clans is married by reference to what our t_radltlon says. But here we con-
strue disputes as disputes about the trz_lditlop. Sometimes (;0 eré:pceil con
siderations will be persuasive in settling disputes. But often dispute
pointless.

15. [9] Castafieda’s own solution is to treat {7) as saying

There is an identifying property ¢ness such that both Fhe Per is
identical with the jolly good fellow who sncaks dqwn chlmneys on
Christmas Eve, and Smith believes that the ¢er is a real resident
of the North Pole.
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Omne objection to this solution is contingent on the question of what may
count as an identifying property. As I urged earlier a person’s referential
apparatus does not always depend for its referential function on the nature
of intrinsic features of intensional entities like properties or concepts. It
often depends on nonconceptual contextual relations. Thus, although a
person always uses properties or concepts in thought, these will not always
purport to be adequate to determine the entities purportedly determined by
their application. (Cf. section 1) 5o the phrase ‘the der’ in Castafieda’s
analysis will sometimes be inappropriate unless ‘the’ is taken as a demon-
strative (or ¢ is infected by indexicals.) This is incompatible with the usual
notion of property. But then Castafieda’s notion is not usual, and his view
may be immune to this objection (Cf. note 4). Even if this objection is
inapplicable, it suggests a second one that cannot be circumvented in the
same way. The '‘property’ a person uses to identify Santa Claus may not
be correctly applicable—even according to the myth, His means of iden-
tification may be strictly through the name; his application may depend
essentially on other people through quasi-anaphoric relations. No relevant
definite description at the person’s disposal could be said to be
identifiable—even according to the myth—with the jolly good feilow.
Santa Claus, for him, is just someone who lives at the North Pole. A
further objection to Castafieda’s solution is that

the jolly good fellow who sneaks down chimneys on Christmas
Eve is identical with the ger

is false or truth valueless for any filling of "¢’, unless it is regarded as, in
effect, embedded in a sentence beginning, **According to the contextually
relevant version of the Santa-Claus myth . . . ', That is, taken as a literal
statement of fact (at the level of considering whether the myth is true) any
identity statement involving the singular term ‘the jolly good fellow who
sneaks down chimneys on Christmas Eve’ fails to be true. Such identity
statements containing terms which do not refer to an existing object are
tiue only according to the myth (and relevant inferences from it). {Ask
yourself, once it is granted that the identity derives from the myth, whether
what the myth says is true.) This point stands on its own and is in no way
dependent on accepting Russell’s theory of descriptions (which I reject).
Castafeda gives up the intuition ({91, 177-8) essentially because of the sort
of technical problems that Geach raised. He provides a theory of objects
with a strongly idealistic cast. I cannot undertake to discuss why I find his
metaphysical predilections unappealing. But I do hope to have shown that the
technical problem Geach raised can be solved and is no basis for giving up the
infnition that many statements from fiction are not literally or really true.
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APPENDIX

There follows a formal semantics for a language containing demon-

strative pronouns.

L. Vocabulary:
a.  Punctuation: (,), [.1,,.
b. (i) An infinite set of individual variables, V,.

(ii) An infinite set of demon i
] stralive pronouns, repr i
possible occurrences of *she’, D, © fepresenting

(1l An lpﬁnite set of demonstrative pronouns, representing
possible occurrences of ‘this’, D..

c. A finite set of predicates (we will do wi
icates); H, M. (we will do with two one-place pred-

d. Sentential Connectives: &, v, ~, 5, =,

e. Quantifiers: v , 3.

II.  Grammar;
a. Ifs eV, D, or D, then s is a term.

b. If pis a predicate and t is a term, then pt is a formula.

c. 1, y are formulae, then (¢ & ¥, (b v ¥, ~ b, (B >4h), (b =

Y} are formulae,

d. If i
mu(lbaej,s a formula and v € V,, then (Vv V)¢, (V)¢ are for-

e. If ¢ is a formula, then if d ¢ Dy, [di#d is a term.

In th:s_system we will not allow quantification on occurrences of de-
monstrative pronouns representing ‘she’ or ‘this’. (Cf. IId.) Strict]
this entails that expressions representing ‘‘she’’ and “‘this’; are whgt’
Carnap called “*dummy constants™”. I think that demonstrative pro-

nouns are quantified in natural language. so th iction i
Do re quantif guage, ¢ restriction in IId. to V,
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Intuitively, the brackets in Ile. are a scope marker for ‘this’.
‘H[d]Md’ represents ‘this male is human’. ‘[d]¢d’ can be intuitively
understood according to the metalinguistically formulated equivalence:

(x) (x = [d]pd «— x = (ry) {y = dadyh.

II1. Definitions

a. ois a D-V-assignment «—> « is a partial assignment of indi-
viduals to the union of demonstrative pronouns and variables.

If deD; (i.e., if d represents an occurrence of ‘she’), any value that a
D-V-assignment « assigns to d has to be female.

The idea behind this definition is that free variables and unused de-
monstratives (¢f. below, IV) are to be treated alike. When unused,
‘she’ is like a free variable restricted to the domain of females.

b. If « is a D-V-assignment, s is a variable or demonstrative
pronoun, and x is an individual, then o3 is that assignment
that differs from « at most in assigning x to s.

¢. For any object x, X = afs) «—— x = the value assigned by
D-V-assignment « to term s.

d. x= |s| ot <> X = the denotation of term s, with respect to
person (user) p at time t, and D-V-assignment c.

e. Aydpt < y is an application of demonstrative pronoun d by
person p at time t.

This notation is an abbreviation of a fuller formulation, not needed
here, to the effect: v is an application, and it is with .d, and it is by p,
and it is at t. An application y must be with a unique demonstrative
pronoun, by a unique person, at a unique time. In this sense an appli-
cation fixes a demonstrative, person, and time. It need not fix an indi-
vidual which the application is ro. Different applications may, of
course, be chained together anaphorically. In such cases, a single de-
monstrative pronoun in the formal language will mark different appli-
cations of occurrences of the natural-language demonstrative pronoun.

f. If o is a D-V assignment, then & Sat, ¢ <—> « satisfied ¢
with respect to person p and time t.
IV. Semantics:

We now formulate axioms to cover the three primary cases concern-
ing the semantics of demonstrative pronouns: (a) where the demon-
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strat_ive pronoun is applied to an object, (b) where it is applied but not
gpphed to an object (where it is used, but has no referent), (c) where it
is not apph_ed (unused). This latter case parallels ordinary assignments
to free variables (d):

a. deD, U D 3y) (Aydpt 4 To(y,x)). — x = ot
b. deD, U D a(3y) (Aydpta —(3x)Toly,X)). — —@z) (z = Idip,)

¢c. deD,UDaaisaD-V-assignment » —(3y)Aydpt.
= (X)) (X = |dlpy &= x = a(d})

d. v eV, , ais a D-V-assignment. — (x) (x = Ve <« X =
a(v)).

In the first case (a), the object to which the demonstrative pronoun is
applied _is the relevant denotation. In the second case (b), there is no
denotation: the logic underlying both object language and meta-
!anguage makes provision for nondenoting terms. (Cf. V1.} In my view,
the notion of a free variable is partly derivative from intuitions about
unused demonstratives. When considering their semantical value, one
abst.racts from actual contexts of use and even from epistemic con-
straints on human demonstrative reference. Apart from a context of
application, sentences like ‘that is male’ are true of some objects and
fals_e of ott}ers. Thus *that’, when unused, is treated as an ordinary free
variable; similarly with ‘she’ except that it **varies’’ only over females
(I11, a)) D-V-assignments are semantically inert for occurrences of de-
monstrative pronouns that are applied. I assume that ‘She’ can be
applied successfully only to females (Cf. Vd.).

We now give the standard axioms for predicates and logical con-
stants, Let ‘o’ range over D-V-assignments:

e. (i} « Saty "Hs" «—— Is|,, is human
(i) « Saty "Ms" «— Is|,., is male
f. () a Saty, "~¢! —> —(a Sat,, &)
(i) « Saty "(p & ) <. o Sat, P 4 & Saty; ¥, etc.

g VeV aSat, "(v)d' «— (x) (af Saty ¢), etc.

Flnall.y, we turn to the term making symbol ‘[d]’. Although this ex-
pression forms a term from a sentence, it does not ‘‘bind’” correspond-
ing demonstrz}tive pronouns in the sentence. What, in effect, binds
them are applications. The denotation of the compiex term depends on
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difference is that one must consider the sempantical contribution of the
predicative expression in the complex term.

h. (i) d e Dy a(3y) (Avdpt a Toly,x) 2 af Sat, ¢. — X =
l[d]d)dtpta

(ii) d € Dy 4 [(3y) (Aydpt & —(3x)Toly,x)} .v. —(3y) Aydpt a
—(aSaty ¢ .v. (Ay) (3x) (Aydpta To(y,x)a (—a$ Saty,
). — —~(32) (z = {[{dlddip.)

(iii) d € D, o —(3y)Aydpt 4 a Sat, ¢. — (x) (x = [dlddi,a
—= x = al(d))

Thus (i) if there is an application of the demonstrative pronoun d to an
object that appropriately satisfies the term’s predicate expression, the
denotation of the term, with respect to the user and the time of appli-
cation, is that object. (ii) If there is an application of the pronoun that is
not fo anything, or if the predicate expression is not appropriately
satisfied, then the term lacks a denotation. (i) If the term is unused,
then the term’s denotation, if any, relative to an assignment, is the
value assigned to the demonstrative pronoun—if the predicate expres-
sion is appropriately satisfied. (If it is not appropriately satisfied, then
by h(ii), the term lacks a denotation.)

It is understood that IV, a., b. and c. pertain to occurrences of de-
monstrative pronouns marked by square brackets as well as occur
rences not so marked. Such an occurrence may have a denotation even
though the complex term containing it lacks one (by a) or ¢} and h(i)).
This corresponds to certain situations in which intuitively a person uses
a term like ‘that male’ referentially to pick out a female. We might want
‘that’ to refer to the female even though ‘that male’ does not. The def-
inition of truth is obvious, given what we have already said:

i. Trpeh «—. ¢ is closed and all demonstrative pronouns in ¢

are applied by p at t, and (&) (« Sat,, ¢). Intuitively “Tr,, ¢
says ‘¢ is true with respect to person p at time t.’

V., Formal Conditions on Application:
a. Aydpt » To(y,x). — (z) (Toly,z) — 2 = X)
b. Aydpt — (2} (Azdpt > z = y)

c. Aydpt - (d) (p, (t) (Aydpst; —. d; = dapy = paty =1).

of parameters. articilated. 3.9 i0me. g ros T how o]
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VI. Free Logic Underlying Both Object-Language and Metalan-

guage:
AL If ¢ is a tautology, ~ ¢

AL F(X) (d=>) —. (X — X

A3+ (x) (x=X)

Ad - =ty—. G/t — d(x/ty)

AS. = (X)¢ v (3y) (y=t). — ¢(x/t), where y is not free in t.

Ab.— (X) (X = () «— (y) (Ppe—sy= )
i y=X))wh
variable y, and x is not free in . )where variable x 7

AT.= (x) (3y) (x=y)

AB - (X) (X=t; e X=ty) —. o)
- . yit) —— /t
where x is not free in t, or t,. 1 )

Ag.'—hAtl ces i, - (3)"1) (Y1_=t[) A (3yy) (Yn=ty)
where A is atomic, including identity, and v; is not free in t;.

RILIf = ¢ and - ¢ — o, then ~ i

R2.If = ¢ — 4, then - ¢ — (x
where x is not free in ¢.

‘p(x/t,) signifies ‘the result of substitutin

S : g t, for all occurrences of x i
¢, rewriting bound \farlables_where necessiary’. Since the objsegt ;(eul}13
g}i_age lacks the definite description operator, the metalinguistically ap-
plicable A6. must be replaced for the object language by:

A6 (x) (x = [dlpd «— (y) (y=d v ¢
b ) (y= ¥. «— xX=vy)) wher
and y are not free in ¢; rewrite bound in¢ y where iecessar(;rfc

A3, A3, and AR i . _
purposes. are non-independent, but are included for heuristic

Scope indications for terms are omitted

: i _ , though they could be added

‘\j\fiithout ;echmca_] dlfﬁculty. Cf. Ron Scales, Attribution and Existencee
issertation, University of California, Irvine, 1969. The basics of thé

truth theory are set out in [3], al
! , although these have unde -
finement and formalization. The logic is set out in [4]. wone e

4

PREDICATION THEORY:
GUISED AND DIS(.::UISED1

Romane Clark

This is a paper on Hector-Neri Castafieda’s metaphysical views on
the nature of particulars. On the deepest metaphysical level Castaneda
holds that ordinary things are really systems or structures of special
individuals. He calls these special individuals ‘‘guises’. Guises in turn
are sets of properties which are made concrete by a special operator.
This operator is a kind of inverse of the abstraction operators which are
familiar to us from logicians’ writings. It takes abstract entities, sets,
into certain concrete particulars, the particulars which he calls guises
and which are constituents in the structures which are ordinary things
like lamp bulbs and azaleas. We may think of the operator as the
definite description operator but, if we do, ror as that is analyzed by
Russell.

Castafieda as we already see has a very rich ontology: there are
properties and there are sets and there are operators as well, and these
are not merely formal or syntactical devices. Rich as his ontology is,
these entitiecs deploy nicely in his explanations of how it is that we get
at the things we think of or see. All knowledge that is not general is
knowledge gained by direct awareness of (some of} the special con-
stituents of things, their guises. Exploiting this explanation, Castaneda
gains a prise on a number of recalcitrant issues concerning modality
and intentionality.

Castafieda’s “‘guise-theory”” of the nature of ordinary things is a kind
of bundle-theory. Guises are concretized bundles, sets, of properties.
Ordinary things are bundles, structures, of guises. Unlike naive
bundle-theories of individuals, it is by no means the case that true
attributions are, when fully stated, tautologous and false ones con-
tradictory. On Castafieda’s view, ordinary attributions are often am-
biguous, disguised predications. When ordinary assertions are made
explicit, properties turn out to be predicated of the guises which consti-
tute the domain of direct singular reference in one of two ways. They
are predicated internally when the property which is predicated belongs
to the set of properties which constitutes the guise which is the (direct)
subject of the predication. They are predicated externally when the
guise referred to stands in one of a certain group of relations to a guise
which contains the property internally.

The guise, then, is a particular of the form: ¢ {F, G, H, . . . }. Here,
the capitalized letters within the braces are expressions for nominalized
predicates and are interpreted as designating properties and conditions
true of things. The braces themselves function as expressions for an
operator which takes the items and the expressions for which they
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