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This thcsis C':-.:amincs Saul Kripkc·s puzzle concerning belief ascriptions. \\hereby he 

appears to prove that we are able to attribute directly contradictory beliefs to 

\)stensibly quite rational individuals. Onc is led to such a puzzling conclusion by 

reliance on a :;upposedly innocuous principle that is said to guide belief ascription. the 

principle of dis quotation. In the thesis T argue that Kripke·s \crsion ofthc principle is 

hr from innocuou:; and proffer an alternative that is able to account for the puzzling 

cases. as \\ell as other central aspects oCthe practice of ascribing beliefs. 

\,lore specificall:-. it is demonstrated that Kripke·s version of the disquotational 

principle assumes that t\\O tokenings of the same proper name. being le:-.:icall) 

cotypical. may be represented as and taken to be identical. I argue. hem ever. that 

propcr names shnuld be regardcd as similar to cases ofindc:-.:icals and the like. in that 

there is information affecting their meaning that is disregarded by the disquotational 

principk. An amended version ofthc principle is oftered that docs not iglwre crucial 

informational a~yml11etries. \\hatever form they may take. bet\\een the conte:-.:t of the 

bc I ic\cr and that of those in thc contc:-.:t of bc I ief ascription. Th is amended 

disquotational principle construes the truth ofa beliewr holding a belief to be 

dependent on the truth of the world being as the believer takes it to be in certain 

relevant respects. Whether the notion of ·disquotation· that I tinally settle on can be 

seen as true disquotation as we ordinaril:- understand it. is a question in need of 

further research. 
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Introduction 

The puzzle about beliefascription i that Saul Kripkc has constructed. seems to 

establi~h that \\e are able to able to ascribe blatantly contradictory beliefs even to 

tht)se \\ho t)ther"ise give us no reason to doubt their rationality. The puzzle is an 

intriguing one. because on tirst reading it appears so obviously ridiculous. What 

tempers this vie\\ is the t:lCt that so many detailed and complex responses to the 

problem have been forthcoming. many set on debunking the notion that there is a 

puzzle at all. others content to analyse the nature of the puzzle and confirm its 

e-.,:i'.tence. I think that the appearance of a paradox may be explained and that it is 

possible to 5110\\ that the pu//lingly contradictory belief ascriptions that Kripke 

observes turn uut to be incorrect. Ilmvever. any assumption of the simplicit) of the 

L1LIit inherent in the punle and the ease of its discover). is ver) much mistaken. 

In the t\\ 0 examples that hripke considers in his detailing of the puule. the troubling 

ascriptions that arisc arc de dicto belief attributions. \\hich appcar to sho\\ that the 

belie\er holds buth that sumething is the case and that it is not so. It is possible to 

cxplain a\\ay thc contradiction by giving a fuller de re aCClmnt of the beliefs 

cuncerned. but Kripke disalkms this. His reason is that he \\ishes to knc)\\ in 

particular \\hich de dieTO beliefit is that the believer holds. lhe concern here is not 

that there is no pussible explanation of the situation. on any terms. but that \\e are able 

to generate contradictor) de dido beliefs at all. That this can be done \\ ithout the 

assumption of any kind of ;vlillian notion of the transparenc: of proper names - that 

those that have the same referent are intersubstitutable. su/wI1'crirOlc - hripke takes 

to shcm that it is not :'vlillianism that is to blame for the kind of contradictory belief 

ascriptions typicall) assumed to decisively rule out the theor). Therefore. since sLlch 

contradictor: instances may arise independent of Millianism. Kripke's puzzle appears 

to dismiss perhaps the strongest argument against this \ ie\\. 

The solution of the puzzle requires careful assessment to reveal its \\eak spot - \\here 

it is that thc problem that leads to the puzzle' s untenab Ie be I ief ascriptions actually 

: Kripke. Saul. 1979. 'A Puzzk .'\hOUl Belief ill Marg~'lit. A\ ishai I ed, i. ,\le'uning und I ',Ie' PUllers 

f'r,'sellred [If rhe Sl'({)}hIJem\(ilelll Philosophic',,1 Lllc'ullllrer, lpril 19-(;, D. Reidel Publishing 
C'l11pan: : [)ordrechl. 
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1 nrrudllc{ iOIl 

gets in. \\hat ma,,"es this particularly difficult. is that Kripke is extremel) careful in 

his conqruction of the puzzle. anc! quite meticulous in accounting for almost ever) 

putentially questiunable detail. On the other hand. all that i~ open to doubt aside from 

his reasoning arc the t\\O principles of translation and disquotation. \\ hieh arc required 

for the first ofKrip,,"e's two examples. though arguably the translation principle is not 

needed tl)r the second exam pic. But. these two princ i pies arc \\ide Iy accepted and 

apparently self-evident ones that offer seemingly little cause for concern. 

110\\ e\ er. m) contention is that it is the disquotational principle that allel\\ s for the 

problematic belief ascriptions. I aim to show. by means of considering first Krip,,"e' s 

puzzle and then a selection of responses that have sought to undermine the l\\O 

principles on \\hich it rests. that it is c1isquotation as \\ e ordinarily define it that gives 

incorrect belief attributions. M) concern. thereafter. is to develop a possible 

modification of the disquotational princ iple in order to ensure that it cannot give 

crroncous ascriptions in even the most extremc cascs. \\ hile at the same time 

preserving \\hat is intuitively plausible about the \\Or,,"ings of the original principle. 

The amendment of the disquotational principle turns out to be necessary because of its 

disregard. as it stands. tlX relevant and significant difterences in the inflmnation 

:l\ailable in the context of the believer and in the context in \\hich the belief ascription 

is being made. J r \\e do 110t provide a means to reconcile the in formational differences 

across these contexts. then the meaning of the belief ascription may differ materially 

from that of the actual belief. III addition. the process of the assessment and 

modification of the disCjuotational principle. appears to sho\\ that the \er) nature of 

the beliefbeing disquoted is other than it is ordinarily ta,,"en to be. Univ
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Kripke's Puzzle 

Kripke's paper 'A Puzzle abl)ut Beliet<' \\as intended to provide a de knee of the 

\'Iillian conception llfproper names - more precisel), a response to the strongest and 

most \,ictely supported argument against Millianism, The response is that the 

contradictory conclusiuns that :Vlillianism alkms us to dra\\, are in reality not the t:lltlt 

of this approach, but indicative of a broader problem, quite independent of 

\Iillianism, Kripke's claim is that he is able to demonstrate, by means oft\\o 

\.'xamrles, that thc same contradictions that are blaJlled on :VTillianisl1l can as easily be 

generated \\ ithout it. using only those apparent I) basic and uncontentiolls principles 

01" bdief ascription of translation and c1isquotation,3 

lhe \1illiJn vie\\ .; is that proper names are transparent as the) appear in belief 

attri blltiuns: that is, that any name that has the same referent as another may be 

substituted for the original name in a given belief statement. yuh'u 1'crifOlc,' So. to 

take the \\ell-\\orn example of Lois Lane's beliefs. it may be that Lois believes. 

"Superman can tly,""\ow. according to the l'vlillian, \\e can make not only the 

a-;cription. "Lois believes that Superman can fly:' but also, "Lois believes that Clark 

Kent can tly:' sinee he and Superman are the same person, Ho\\ever. the trouble \\ith 

: rill' (iI, 

e Kril,kl', ICJ79: ~-lx -~5-l, 
- \lill. J()hn SWart. I X-l.' , ,-I \1'1'1('11/ njrogic. L(\ngl11~lI1';: London: RlHll-; I: I-~, 

- Loc' c'if 

Thn'L1giluut this thesi::., I L1"e the perhaps sUl11ellhal odd IUCLItiull, "I .ui, beliel es, 'CiaI'I-; kent is ~l 

I'cpelrtcr':' instcadll( seltllcthing ulc1ng the lines of. "Lllis bl'licIl':' that. 'Uark Kent is ~l rq'llrlc'r':' tl) 
nnl-;e a l'le~lr an,! deliberate clistinl'tiun bet\\een the 1()ll11er - the bald, lIninterpreted sl~ltel11ent (lr 
l';;f'rl'ssil.>t1 in direct spl'l'ch elf L(lis's actual bl'lil'f- and the latter -- I\hidl l'(lulcl be taken ao oamcoelyint! 
th~ll belieL prol iding a I ersinn of it in indirel't speech that either e"pre~,e~ ,'>I' make~ dear its content. I 
,klibl';"ltl'ly an,id using thl' I\lcutielll "bl'lil'l l'S fhaI" in ur,kr Il' ell (lid an) Pl1o:.ibk appl'ar,ulcc ur 
interpretati()n or determin,ltiun uJ'the semantic cuntent oi'the belief ~lt thi::. puint. Unl:- unce sLlch a 
bl'lid stCltcml'lltins bl'l'n disljllllted - that is. transt\lI'll1l'd inti) a bdid asniptiu!1 IS Its l'(lntl'nt 
'I'e.::ilied in ,1 111anner th,ll ,11IuI\" it 10 be, <1m,)ngsllllher things, c,)mpared I"l' lugic,ll Cllll:.istenc) \lith 
(,ther he I iet' ZlSlTi ptiOl1\. 

\\h,ll i" bet\leen quotation marks, ~lrtl.'r "a gi\en indil idual belieles:' I intend \cl be re,ld as ~l belief 
"tClkml'nt. standing in t'_lr her ,ll'tllal bclil'f. In l'lll1trast. I\hm is c(lntaincd by the qllut,ltll1n marks 
tcd!l,\\ing "the ,bcriptiun" or "the attribution" (I use these tl\ll terms synUI1:-molbly) I intend to spe.::ify 
lile per",n (,(I!k'erned, Zh I\ell ,1S gil ing the content of her heliefin the th:tt-clause ,,(the ascription, 
I herefl1l'<c, the ascriptil,n, "Le1is belie\ es that Clark kent i::. a reIX1t'ler:' PH)I ide~ ,111 interpretation or 
,!,eci liGlliun u( \\ hat it i, that ,he hel ie\ es -that is, her bel ief s content - namel;, the fact that Clark 
I":'L'nt is ~l l'epllrtl'l'. 

rhe signilicance of keeping thi, strict distinction hd\\een helief statements pre-disqllclL1tion ,1I1d 
bl'l il'f ,lllriblitions pnst-dis'luotati,)n \I ill beclllne clear in the l'ourse "f the e"pi,lI1,llilln of kril,kc:':-; 
puzzle alld o( its ,nlution, 
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this is evident. Lois \yould happily assent to the former attribution. but tlatly deny the 

latter. Therefore. using a Millian assumption. \\e are able to attribute directl) 

contradictor) beliefs. since if\\e just substitute one proper name for another that has 

the same referent (as :vlillianism allows us). then \\e may makc the fnllcming 

a~cription: "Lois believes that Superman can fly. and Lois believes that Superman 

[substituted here for 'Clark Kent") cannot tly'" Surely. then. proper names cannot be 

intersubstitutable. Sal1'£ll'crilale. in belief contexts. If it is possible t()]" \1illianism to 

kad us to such troubling cnnelusions. then it must be that intersubstitutability is t~llse 

and the \lillian vie\\ of proper names is not eorrect.! 

It is at this point that Kripke brings in his example of Pierre. and later of Peter. He 

argues that these cases demonstrate that it is entirely unnecessary to assume 

\1 i II ianisl11 in order to create just such contradictory instances of bel ief attribution as 

are typically held against the theory. He cloes not come to a conclusion as to what it is 

that is generating these puzzling belief ascriptions. but he d,)es maintain that his 

arguments nevertheless exonerate Millianism. 

I\.ripke·s first example is that of Pierre. He is a monolingual Frenchman. \\ho has 

ne\er kft France. Despite this. he has heard about a certain city called London. but. of 

course. speaking only French he knows it as LOlldres. From \\hat people hme told 

him he comes to hold the view that I ,ondon is pretty. and he expresses this in French. 

as "Lulldrl'.l (,I(jolic". Kripke makes quite clear the Pierre is no \\ay special. He is an 

ordinar:- French SPeaker. and he L1SeS the name ·J.olldrcs· in the standard \\J).' 

It happens that Pierre then moves to )--,nglancl. li'om his home in France. and settles in 

London. Clearl) not being one to plan ahead. Pierre arrives in the city kncl\\ ing not a 

single \\ord of English. As it turns out. his neighbours - in the ugl). grim) part of the 

city in \\ hich he ends up living - are also monolingual. though naturall:- in English 

rather than French. So. Pierre must learn to speak English directly. through interaction 

\\ith his ncighbours. gradually learning the Ianguagc. In particular. since he speaks 

only French and his London neighbours only English. he does not recei\e the benefit 

uf an) kind of translation between the t\\O languages. In this \\ay. it comes about that 

f-.t·ipke. jC)7C): 2-+2-2-+-+. 
, Ihid: 25-+-255. 
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although Pierre develops into a t1uent English speaker and learns something of the 

cit) he is living in. having made his home in an ugly part of the English capital and 

not travelling much outside this area. he never realises that 'Lom/rn' and 'London' 

arc one and the same. Nonetheless. as with his use of the name ·[olldrn·. and of 

French in general. Pierre can be said to be a perfectly standard speaker of English. His 

neighbours usc 'London' in the ordinary way to refer to the city they live in. and 

having learnt English from them Pierre too uses the name in the standard manner. 

lnfortunately for Pierre. he has madc his ncw home in an unpleasant part \)fthe city. 

and nn thi:; basis has f0l111ed the belief "London is not prett) :.cI 

The position Pierre is in. then. is one in \\ hich he is disposed to give his assent to the 

statement (in I-nglish): 

( I ) London is not pretty. 

He is not. Kripke l1<)tes. at all disposed to assent to: 

(2) London is pretty. 

Hc)\\ever. he remains equally disposed as he was \\hen he lived in France to assent to 

the statement (in French): 

(.' ) lOlldres cstio/ic. 

Since \\ e may conclude by means of a simple translation that (3) entails (2). it turns 

out that Pierre holds t\\O contradictory beliefs. namely (I) and (2). We could try to 

argue that Pierre does not genuinely believe that London is pretty. because that \\as a 

belief formed before he actually came to city. lived there and got to knc)\\ it. But that 

\\ould have unacceptable consequences. since it \vould imply that all monolingual 

French spcakers currently living in France. as Pierre did previously. someho\\ cannot 

haw a belief about whether or not London is pretty - either at all. or depending on 
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Kripke ',\' !'zc=!e 

\\hether they subsequently happen to move to that city. Clearly. this is untenable. and 

Pierre can ancimust be said to believe (2).1
11 

Similarly. \\e cannot deny that Pierre also believes that London is not pretty, If\\e 

attempt to argue that this belief should be construed differently or that it cannot be 

attributed to him. due to his t~)J"mer lite as a monolingual French speaker living in 

France. then \\e \\ould be committed to this position even \\ere Pierre to receive a 

hln\\ to the head. say. which wipes out all l11e 111 ory of life hefore he cal11e to live in 

London. Despite his on I.' remaining remembered experience being that of an English­

speaking Londoner. we \\ould be forced to deny that he believes London is not prett). 

:\gain. as I(ripke argues. this is an insupportable position. and it is c lear that Pierre 

does indeed believe (I ).11 

I herefore. \\e cannot maintain that Pierre cloes not hold both beliefs (I) and (2). 

HO\\e\'cr. \\e alst) cannot contend that he dues hold b()th ()fthese beliefs. I(ripke asks 

LIS to imagine that Pierre is a distinguished logician. \\ho \\Oldd never allO\\ himself to 

hold any kind of contradictory beliefs: yet it is impossible by means of logical 

retlection alone for him to discover the contradiction in his beliefs. Therefore. since it 

is the case that Pierre "lacks int~mllation. not logical acumen[. h]e cannot he 

convicted of inconsistency: to do so is incorrect .. ' In addition tu the t~lct that it would 

be inappropriate w ascribe contradictory beliefs to Pierre. to do so \\oldd be to make 

an inconsistent claim ourselves. In attributing both (1) and (2) to Pierre. we wOllld be 

claiming that 1ft' both hold that he believes that London is prett). and we 

simultaneously hold that he believes that London is not prett.' - thereby involving LIS 

ill a contradiction. So. \\e are left in a position \\here we both must and cannot 

attribute to Pierre beliefs (1) and (2). Following tJ-om this. it appears that Pierre is also 

at once rational and irrational. It seems plain that he is perfectly rational and that we 

mu"t. accordingly. think of him as such. There is absolutel) no e\ ident bult in an.' of 

hi~ reasoning:. HO\\ever. at the same time. it seems that he mllst be deemed irrational. 

sincc he simultaneously holds t\\O directly contradictory beliefs. Tf someone assents 

(or \\ollid be disposed to assent) at the same time to p and to p then they are 

Ibid: 255-265. 
, Loc' vir 
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quintessentially irrational. Since Pierre fulfills this criterion. it appears \'ie are forced 

Tll sa\ that he is irrational. Yet he is. nonetheless. obv ioush rational. I:' . . 

KripJ.,;e is able tu establish this troubling positiun. specifically that \\e ourselves arc 

forced to make an inconsistent claim, by means of a strengthened version of the 

disquntational principle. It is worth digressing slightly here to detail the exact 

definition nfthis principle. and of its strengthened form that Kripke uses in the 

c,)nstruetinn ,)fhi::; puzzle about belief 

J he coml11onl) accepted disquotational principle that Kripke uses, he defines as 

folkl\\ s: 

110 1/01'lI/o/ English spcakel'. 011 reflection. sillcereh l/)scnfl to 'p'. Theil he 

1 / . 1 I; 
Jl' lC\·l'.\ / /(// p .. 

It is intended that allY acceptable English sentence may be substituted for p. :\ot 

acccptable arc sentences containing any J.,;ind of indexical. pronomial device PI' 

am biguity. ,,f I L for instance M pho were to say to his friend t"nid. "You are my vel') 

best friend:' \\e would not be licensed to apply the disqul)tational principle. thereby 

attributing to Ylpho the beliefthatvoll are Ill\' very best friend- 'you' being \\hoever 

happens to l1(ar or read this sentence. 

l~egarding the requirement of a 'normal' English speaker. 1\ e have stated already that 

Pierre isjust such a normal English (and. originally, French l
') speaker. Kripke 

elucidates his \ie\\ ora normal speaker with the explanation that: 

When \\e suppose that \\e are dealing with a normal speaker of English. lIe 

mean that he uses all words in the sentence in a standard \\ay. combines them 

according to the appropriate syntax. etc.: in short. he uses the sentence to mean 

\\hat a normal speaker should mean by it. The '\\ords' of the sentence may 

include proper names. where these are part of the common discourse of the 

community. so that \\e can speak of using them in the standard \\ay.11> 

- /.0(' ,-if 

; I--:.l·ipkc. I 'ill): 240-249: llri;2inal cmphasis. 
- Ihid: 249. 
, '\~lturall). thi" principle can be ~ldapted appropriately wappl) in an) other language (ibid 25()). 

IhiJ '::49. 
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Aripke ',1 1'11:::/(' 

The requirement that assent be made "on retlection" is intended to prevent the speaker 

assenting to something she does not actually mean simply because she is ans\\ ering in 

a hurry. or "ithout proper care or attentioll. The qualitication 'sincerely' is included to 

rule tlut instances "here the speaker is trying to deceive. happens to acting a part or is 

trying to be ironic. and any similar concerns. 

There is abo the strengthened form of the disC]uotational principle. oh"1ich Kripke 

makes usc in constructing his puzzlc. This he states as: 

.-1 norJllal English .Ijle([kcr 11'ho is not reticent will he di.ljlo,lcd to sinccrc 

refh'('rh'e (lssent 10 'p' ij'alld 01l~1' Jjhe belicTcs thur p,l 

The strengthened form takes not only assent to indicate belief but also f~lilure to 

assent to be a sign that the speaker does not believe p. {he addition ofthe requirement 

that the speaker not be reticent. is intended to allow for cases \\ here the speaker is too 

sh) to make her assent known. where she is trying to keep her assent a secret for some 

reason or \\ishes not to give offence by means of her asscnt. and so t()lth. IS 

Thc (lther crucial principle that Kripkc makes usc of in the example of Pierre. above. 

is that of translation. Like the disquotational principle. it too is a quite straightfomard 

and uncontroversial one. but it is \Vllrth making it explicit. The principle of translation 

I\.ripke uses is this: 

fla sellTcncc oj'onc language exprcsses a rrztrh in rhar lunguage. rhen aill' 

rnlllsiarion otir inro 0171' ot he r lunguage also e ...... prcslcs a rrllfh I ill rlllIr orher 

The force of this principle is that it does not allo\\ for translation c,uch as that \\hieh 

changes the particular meaning of a given sentence. sa). to presene its function in the 

I t f'" I 'II )roac er structure (l a pIece. tor examp e.-

These then are the details nfthe two principles on v,hich Kripke's example of Pierre 

rests. They both (inc luding the strengthened version of the d isquotational princ iple) 

appear to be quite suund. and arc fundamental to our practice of belief ascription. and 

yet using only these Kripke is able to generate a profoundly troubling puzzle tCl!' our 

L(lt' t'il 

I' /."e eif. 

Kril'''tC. 1979: 250, 
- 1.",' eif. 
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Kripkc ',I FII~::le 

ordinary manner of attributing beliefs, Aner explaining Pierre's case. he then moves 

(1l1 tn the e\ en more parsimoniolls example of Peter~ I. in that here he makes no use of 

translatiun from one language into another22. bur only of the d isquotational princ i pie, 

.. [ \t.:n ih\(' cl)nfi ne oursel ves to a si ngle language. [ngl i sh say. and to phonetically 

identical tokens ufa single name. we can still generate the puzzle, .. 2~ 

Peter knO\\ s that there \\ as a f~1l11OUS pianist. called Padere\\ ski. Lnsurprisingly. since 

Peter knolls of him by virtue of his musical \wo\\ess. he bel iews that Paderc\\ski had 

musical talent. 11(1\\ ever. it happens that Peter has also. quite separately. heard that 

there \\ as \\ dJ-kno\\n politician by the name of Padere\\ski, In his e'\:perience of 

pellple in political life Peter has fOllnd that none of them are particularly creatively 

inclined. \\ith the result that he forms the belief that Padere\\ ski the politician h:1d no 

musical talent. Of course. unbeknownst to the hapless Peter. there \\ as one highl) 

accompJ ished and over-achieving individual \\ho managed to become famous as both 

a pianist and a politician: there isjust one Paderewski, HO\\el'er. labouring under the 

misapprehension that he is. Peter believes that there are 1\\0 Paclere\\skis - one \\l1om 

he belie\Cs to h~l\e had musical talent. and another \\lwl11 he believes to hale had no 

musical talent. Therefore. using only the c1isquotational principal. \\e may say the 

tllllu\\ ing; 

(-+) Peter belie\ es that Paderewski l1admusical talent. 

(:") Peter be liews that Paderewski had no musical talent.:'; 

However. given that the ·t\\o· Paderewski's of\\hich Peter holds these beliefs are in 

fact one and the same person. the result of this is that \\e have attributed contradictory 

beliefs 10 the seemingly quite rational Peter. and once again \w are guilty of a 

contradiction in having ourselves asserted two contradictor) statements, Also. as \\ ith 

the case of Pierre. we cannot avoid the problem by denying one or other ufthe beliefs. 

:' rechnic,:tll:, I'doer is thoe samoe pehC)il lIsoed in thoe l~rst oe'.C1mpk, ,iust II ith his lumoe lW11 Anglicisoed. 
I'lit it is o1toen oimpkr .md c:loearoer lo treal him as a soeparaloe indil idual. II hich I do throughout. 
-- kl'ipkoe does <lCkmlll kdgoe that Oiloe might hal e a prohklll II ith thoe idoeJ that thoeroe is homophonic 
ll'atlsiaticltl llC'clllTing herc'. of' PadcrcI\ski' i t1 Petcr",; iclicdc,'! intu our ,mil, I cie.d Ilith his reS~)l\rbC [(l 
this slightl) t"urthoer ()n, 
:.' Kripke. I cnC): 21)5, 
:- Loe L'il 
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J.:ripke 's Pzc:/c 

It makcs no sense to disav()\\ Pcter's belief regarding the politician's lack of musical 

talent simpl: bccausc of his preexisting beliefin the pianist musical talent. and vicc 

As Kripke is quick to point out. "Here. however. no rcstriction that names should not 

bc translated. but should be phonetically repeated in the translation. can help us. Only 

a single language and a single name are involved:' So. by means of the disquotational 

principle alone. \\e arc able to arrive at the same puzzling eOl1l..:Iusion - "ithout need 

of the principle of translation. It might be argued that some translation is still needed. 

e'\cept that in this instance it is homophonic translation from Peter's idiolect (different 

from ours. in that it uses' Paderewski' am biguously. to refer to t\\ (l people. a 

politiciJn :lIld a pianist) into ours (in \Vh ich . Padere\\sk i' unam biguously refers to a 

single indi\ idual). Can 'Paderewski" in Peter's idiolect then be translated into ours. 

\\hen \\e use the name in these different \\ays? the argument goes. The problem with 

th i s line. is that before Peter learns of' Padere\\ski the pol i tic ian'. there is clearly no 

trouble in translating /I'om his (then still unambiguous) use of 'Padere\\ ski' into ours. 

and vice versa. Similarly. there is no problem for his usc of the name with regards to 

the politician (once hc has learnt of him). should he someho\\ haw lost all memory of 

'Padere\\ski the musician'. Clearly. then. this objection docs Iwt hold.>' 

Kripkc's e>.:planation of his two examples is all very \\ell as it goes. but the seemingly 

natural rcsponse tu buth ufthe puzzle cases is to point out that there is an obvious 

solution to the problem. We need only give a de rc reading ofPierre's beliefs. sa:. 

and state. "Pierre belie\es of London. as Londrc,l. that it is prett:. and Pierre believes 

l)f London. as London. that it is not pretty'" Ho\\ever. Kripke is clem in disallowing 

this. It is only de didO ascriptions. of the form. "Pierre belie\es that London is 

pretty:' in \\hich he is interested. "r am fully aware:' Kripke points out. 

that complete and straightforward descriptions of the situation are possible and 

that in this sense there is no paradox r ... ! 1\0 doubt somc of these arc. in a 

certain sellse. cOlI/plete descriptions of the situation. But Ill)ne of this ans\\crs 

thc original question. Does Picrre. or docs he not, believe that Londun is pretty'.> 

:' KripLe. 1 cJ7CJ: 265-2NJ . 
. Loc' Cif 
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r ... 1 It is no ~1I1s\\er to protest that. in some oTher terminology. one can state 'all 

the re le\ ant t:ICts." ~~ 

It seems that there must be something \\Tong with this some\\here. In the end. there is 

a problem lurking in the puzzle that does account fl)r the \\orryingly contradictory 

belief attributions. but in a sense Kripke is correct in his insistence that we provide an 

aJ1S\\Cr lln the terms he demands. What he is saying. essentially. is that although thcre 

ma:- be perfect I) good \\ays in which we can describe Pierre's beliefs \\ ithout arriving 

at a contradiction that is nonetheless irrelevant here. We still need to e:\plain ih)\\ it is 

that \\ e (ire able to generate a contradiction. apparently \\ ithout the introduction of 

;:(11) \1 ill iall i S111 and using on I)' two generally accepted tools of be lief ascription. 

\\l1at emerges from this account of hripke' s puzzle - if \\ e wish to provide a solution 

of it - is that there are a number of evident constraints on the nature of the answer \\ e 

ma: give. Firstl;.. and mostly obviously. we cannot assume an;. kind of :vlillianism in 

our ans\\er. since it is tl)r the very reason that he believes the puzzle not to rest on any 

Vlillian assumptions that Kripke sees it as providing a vindication of this approach. It: 

11\)\\e\er. \\e arc able to discover some hidden ~Iillianism that Kripke has sneaked 

into his e:\ample of Pierre and Peter, well. then. so much the better for dismissing the 

supposed j11\)blem. Secondly. t<lr an answer to the puzzle to hold \\ater. it cannot be 

an ad hoc measure that simply stipulates its \Vay out of the dilemma. We cannot. for 

instance. just assert that no belief attributions may be made that call into question the 

rationality of clearly rational individuals. \\ithout providing any principled basis for 

such a prohibition. The third requirement of an acceptable ans\\er to Kripke's punle. 

is that it must give Pierre's and Peter's beliefs a de die/rl, rather than a de I'e. reading. 

There quite clearly is a possible. more detailed de Fe reading of their beliefs that 

(l\ oids the contradiction altogether. but that is not relevant. The bet is that \\ e seem. 

nonetheless. able to give a reading of their beliets that is contradictory. but \\ithout 

introducing \1illianisl11. It is this worrisome outcome that is in need of e:\planation. 

The fourth necessary feature of an answer to the puzzle. is that it must deal \\ith Pierre 

and Peter's cases equally well. Also. it must do so by the same means in each case. 

unless a cogent argument is provided as to why the problem leading to the troubling 

beliefascriptions in each case must be a different one. 

:- kripKt'. 1979: 259. 

Univ
ers

ity
 of

Cap
e T

ow
n



F i fthl). and final I) . \\ e also need to provide an ans\\ er that does one of the following: 

Either it must propose and substantiate (in a principled \\ay) the need for some 

mlxti fication - ur even the straight rejection - of nne or bUlh l)f the princ i p les of 

translation and disljuotation. or it must explain where Kripke goes wTong in his 

argument. It appears to me that his reasoning. as set out in his construction of the 

puzzle. is free of tlm\ s~s. as the examples of Pierre and Peter both stand up to scrutiny 

in all their details. Theret<xe. any possible answer must centre on the t\\O supposedly 

uncnntentious principles Kripke uses to make his belief ascriptions. 

lfKripke is correct in the formulation of his puzzle about belief ascription. then a 

signilic:mt argument against Millianism is undone. It seems that the contradictions 

ordinarily blamed on the intersubstitutability allcmed by this theory can be produced 

\\ ithout any substitution being made. And. if such contradictor) belief attributions can 

be generated \\ ithout the assumption of Mill ian ism. then it is not c lear that the Mill ian 

transparency of proper names is to blame for these problematic ascriptions. All that 

Kripke's puzzle rests on is the putatively uncontroversial principle of disqlh)t<1tion. as 

\\ell as the principle of translation. though the second example appears to do a\\ay 

\\ith the need for this. But. given that there seems to be nl) t~1Ult in Kripke's argument. 

and if these \\idel) accepted and seemingly innocuous principles are the only ones 

used in the construction of the two troubling examples. \\ e are left \\ ith a situatioll 

\\here we ha\'e to discard or modify the principles of dbql1otatioll ur translation. or 

both. 

~ There i, one rebti\ ely ,m~lll l1a\\ that I can see. ~lI1d II hich \\ ill be m~lcie 10'\ ident in the course uf this 
lilesis. hit it d(les not form the CI'U.' of the puzzle. 
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Challenges to the Principles of Translation and Disquotation 

Cin:n the lack ,1feviLience of error in Kripke's arguments in the devel,1pment of his 

puzzle abuut belief attribution. two of the most basic principles that \\e make use of in 

ascribing beliefs are called into question. Frum amongst the numerous resultant 

responses. I have made a seb:tion of a fe\\ significant counter-arguments. \\hich I 

e:\amine in order to bring out \\hat it is that might be genuinely problematic \,ith the 

principles that Kripke uses in his construction of the examples of Pierre and Peter. 

Firstly. [ consider the principle of translation - how its application difters across the 

t\\ 0 cases. and whether it is to blame for trouble - before looking at the principle of 

disquotation. 

1 aschek is one of those who attacks Kripke's puule via the principle of translation -

ur. nllJre accuratcly. the way in which it is applieci.>! He does this by means of 

focusing specifically on the logical structure of Pierre's belief statements and of those 

attrihuted tl) him. His view is that we must concern ourselves "ith the 'global logical 

structure' uf a sentence. meaning that its logic cannut a!\\u) s be assessed 

compositionally. in terms of its smaller semantic parts. It is on this basis that Taschek 

critic ises Kripke' s puzzle. as he c !aims that it false Iy generates a contradiction by 

aJ1ificially considering eJch of the belief attributions in its examples in isolation. 31J 

When \\ e think of Pierre' s be lie fs. for instance. in the \\ a) in \\ hich \\ e \\ ould actuall) 

deal \\ ith them in real it). \\ e find that Kripke' s appl ication of the princ iple of 

trzll1slation is incorrect. as it does not preserve the global logical structure of the 

senknce concerned. Taschek staks that: 

[1]0 guaranke that the content sentence of our (oblique or de dicto) belief 

reports accuratel) or systematically renect the logically rde\ant features of 

\vhar our subjects believe. we standardly require that the content sentences 

themselves possess. on the occasions of their use. corresponding logical 

pruperties. Let LIS call this the logic requirement (LR).'l 

- T~bl·hd;. \\iiii'llll. !lll)X. 'On .-\sc:rihing Bc:li..:fs: l'llllt..:nt in l'llntl"( in The' .fOUr/itt! 01 Phi/o.\(Iphl'. 
I.)S{ 7 r ~1~-353. 

ibid: 335-33(1, 
ihid: 32~-~2-j. 
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('//(///CII.';CS [(I [he i'rillClj)/es {!tT/'(/ns/({[ioll ({lid DisljIlO[({lioll 

(ji\en LR 3S a fundamental part of our belief ascription practices. Taschek's argument 

is that it is illegitimate (in that it is not logic-preserving) to translate (6) into (7): 

(6) Pierre cruit que Lonclres cstjolie. 

(7) Picrrc bclicvcs that Lundon is pretty. 

Wc cannot takc thc translation of (6) in isolation, as Kripke \\ould have us do. \Vc 

must look at in light of our pre-existent attribution: 

(S) Pierre believes that London is not prett). 

Given that \\e take (8) as an instance of the logical schema "_(1)«(,,32 \\e cannot 

tral1slate (6) so as to ascribe to Pierre a contradictor) belief: that is one corresponding 

t,) the logical schema "(llc(,\3 - namely. (7). The way that Taschek suggests \\c avoid 

this (though he does not claim it as the definitive approach), is to retain \\ hat he calls 

the "name-shape";~ of' LOllllres', thereby translating (6) as. "Picrre bel ieves that 

LOlldrcs is pretty" - corresponding to the logical schema "(1)«("';:' and thereb) 

preventing any contlicting attributions to Pierre. 

Ho\\e\er. \\ 113t Taschek does not provide is a principled basis to support the 

moditication of the standard application of the principle of translation in this case. It is 

quite true, as he begil1s his piece by noting. that \ve attribute beliefs in such a \Vay as 

to render the be I ievers \\ e encounter maximally rational. Nonetheless. this does not 

seem tl) me to license the ad hoc modification of \\hat he other\\ ise accepts as a 

perfectly correct belief attribution solely \\ hen it is translated. If (6) is accurate. then 

\\ hy should \\e not allcl\\ the straightforward. undoctored translation of this bel ief 

attribution into the English (7)? 

Taschek's response \\ould obviously be that this would not preserve the logic of the 

belief as Pierre hulds it (tClt· Pierre is rational and therefore \\ould not hold a belief 

': INc/: .~37. 
Lo, ,'il 

'" I ~lSc:hek. I CJCJS: :'38 . 
. Ihid: 339. 
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Chullenges ro rhe I'l'inciples oi Tnlllsluriol/ ul/d Dis(jlloru{ion 

\\ huse logic contrad icted that uf another of his beliefs). But surel: that cannot be true. 

F or. consider. ih\ e \\ ere to take (6 ).firs/ and translate it into (7). then the alteration 

\\uuld have to be made tll the belief ascription (8). And hem might this be achieved'! 

Even if\\e could provide some modification that \\ould avoid the apparent logical 

inconsistency bet\\een (7) and (8). such a moditication \\ould still seem to be quite 

arbitrary. Taschek's ans\\er (though he does not deal \\ ith this possibility in regard to 

the e'\.Clmple of Pierre) is to be found in his consideration of Peter"s case. Here the 

ans\\er is, \\hen attributing beliefs to Perer. to make reference to, '''[ ... J Padere\\ski 

(th(lught of b) Peter as a statesman but not a musician) [ .. .]" in one case, and. '[ ... ] 

Padere\\ski (thought of by Peter as a great pianist but not a statesman) [ ... ]' in the 

other:·'h And lest this be immediately taken as a violation of Kripke's clear 

stipulation that \\e not resort to a de re e'\.planation of what Peter believes in order to 

overcome the contradiction. Taschek is quick to point out that this is a merely 

pragmatic aid to the audience of the belief ascriptions. in order that the global logical 

structure l)fthe bcliefstatements is madc evident. As he obsencs. he couldjust as 

\\ ell h<1\ e used '" Padere\\ ski l' and' Paderewski:: ···37 to ind icate this di flerencc. 

Hc)\\cwr. it seems to me that. despite Taschek' s protests, this does indeed violate 

Kripkc's specifications. Why is global logical structure to be privileged over other 

considerations'? \\hatever cipher \\e use to distinguish the t\\O tokenings of 

'Paderc\\ski' \\e are bringing in additional information. and it is this that Kripke 

disallows. It needs tu be sho\\n why such infurmation. \\hether logical or semantic, 

should on/il7ori/1' be included ill belief attribution - othen\ise. its inclusion in 

instances only suc h as the puzzle cases is arbitrar) and unj Llsti tia b Ie. 

In both cases. \\hat Taschek needs to. but does not. shc)\\ is precisely \\hy \\e ma) not 

attribute irrational beliefs tu Pierre or Peter. To make my point by means of the 

former - certainly. Pierre does not give us any justification for deeming him irrational 

- in t;lCr. it is clear that he is pertectly rational. But this is the very heart of the puzzle! 

He is rational. and yct \\ithout any apparent misstep \\e are able to attribute 

irrationally contradictory beliefs to him. We cannot simply stipulate this ~l\\ay. 

Ibid ~'+6. 
IhiJ 3'+6, 
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Chllllel1ges [0 [he Principles ofIrul1slll[iol1l1l1d DisqIlO[u[iol1 

Taschek claims that it is not the nature ufthe translation principle that is at fllllt here. 

but the \\ ay in \\ hich it is applied ~ that is. in a manner that cloes not preserve Pierre's 

rationality. \\'hat Taschek needs to provide. then. is a principled basis fur tampering 

\\ ith the principle's appl ication, and not \\ith the character of the principle of 

translation itself or \\ith the disquotational principle or even "ith the claim of 

Pierre's rational ity. Adm i tted Iy, Tasehek' s strategy is one \\e might \\C II adopt in 

ordinal') life if confronted \\ ith a case such as that of Pierre or Peter's. as he suggests. 

Ho\\e\'er. this is still an ad hoc solution which we arbitrarily imp()se on the 

assumption ofa helie\er's rationality. It is not a philosophical I) justified escape from 

Kripke's puzzle. 

10 bring out.i ust \\hat is wrong \\ ith Tasehek' s approach. consider the case of those 

people \\ho are lIor rational. or those who hold the odd irrational belief. Take. for 

e'\ample, Aaron. \\ho believes that flying is more dangerous than c3r-tr3ve\. even 

though he also believes that the latter is t~1l" more likely to result in his death. Aaron 

refuses to tl) because he believes he might \\ell die in a p13ne er3sh. On Taschek's 

argument. \\ould r not be obliged to rc\\ork the beliefs that I \\ould ordinarily 

attribute to him in the standard way. sllch that they \\ould nu longer logically 

el)ntradict one another'? So. if I ascribe to him. "Aaron believes that it is too dangernus 

to tly in an airplane." but also. "Aaron believes that daily car travel is t~lr more likel:. 

to result in death th3n tlying:' and. "Aaron believes that daily car travel is not so 

dangerous that it need be avoided" Taschek's argument \\'ould seem to require me to 

modi fy the second be lief attribution in some \\ ay. so as to preserve (or in this instance 

actual\) creure) rational it). This is despite the L1ct that in this instance. these 1\\ 0 of 

Aaron's beliefs are genuinely contradictory. since the first belief is an irrational one. 

not supported b) the facts required to characterise air travel as dangerous. in terms of 

the standard of evidel1\.:e he otherwise lIses in his personal conception of "hat 

conqitutes intolerable risk. 

That said. it might be argued that r have here merely stipulated Aarnn'~ irrationality. 

much as Kripke does in asserting that Pierre is a leading logician and \\ould never 

assent to n~)r hold any contradictory beliefs.38 Well. then. let us assume rather that 

" Kripkt'. 1 'J7CJ: 2:;7. 
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Aaron is entirely rational. or at least that we take him to be. Say that I talk to him and 

tind him on first impression to be a perfectly normal and logical person. When the 

conversation turns to transport. Aaron says that he refuses ever tu tly. and makes the 

C,l]11I11cnt. "It is tl)l) dangerous to tly in a planc:' I respond by saying somcthing to thc 

dfect that one is Inure likely to die in a car than a plane crash. "Yes:' A .. aron agrees. 

"Dail: car travel is t~lr morc likely to result in death than tlying." Hlmcver. shortly 

after. he adds. "Daily car travel is not so dangerous that it need be avoided:' At this 

point it \\l)uld seem that I al11 able to ascribe to Aaron the contradictory belicfs I 

mentioned abo\ e. 

Foll(l\\ ing Taschek. and trying to maximise Aaron' s rationality. I could argue that the 

attributions should rather be made as follO\vs. with t\\O of the attributions remaining 

the same: "Aaron believes that daily car travel is t~1r more likel: to result in death than 

11\ im.'." as \\ell as. "Aaron believes that dail\' car travel is not so dam.'erous that it .. '-- ..' ..... 

nced bc a\oidcd." The third attribution. though. should be altered to. "Aaron believes 

that. ho\\ ever small the likelihood of a plane crash. the danger of its happening makes 

it too frightcning to tly l)n a plane." Certainly. this will preservc Aaron's rationality­

ane! perhaps this is what he genuinely believes and he is rational- but \\hat ifhe 

happens lIof to be rational. and his beliefs are just as he originally expressed them? It 

seems that there is no principled basis on which to adjust our statement of the beliefs 

\\e attribute to him. in translating from his idiolect into ours. It may be that there is the 

need to make such an adjustment. but we must have a justified basis on \\hich to make 

it. \\hich Taschek does not appear to provide. 

rhe point of my example here is that while \\e can. and indeed must. interpret others 

in such a \\ ay as to maximise their rationality. \\ e cannot do so in an arbitrary manner 

that thereby disalkms the very possibility of their being in any way irrational. 

Taschek's point about the necessity of preserving global logical structure is an 

apparently plausible one. but what he does not sho\\ is ho\\ this is to be achieved on a 

prillcipled basis and how we are to deTall/ille the global logic of a given collection of 

belief attributions. other than by simply assuming ratiunalit: in eyery case. It seems 

that in tr: ing to pre<.;en'e rationality. what Ta<.;chek ha<.; in tl1Ct done is to prevcnt even 

the jiossibilin of irrationality. 
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Over makes an argument along roughly the same lines as Taschek. He disputes 

Kripke's use of the translation principle. maintaining that 'Lolldres' should not be 

translated intu 'London' when attributing beliefs to Pierre: "Technically \\e \\ould say 

that 'Londrcs' [ ... J must. pace Kripke. be given a homophonic translatinn. This is the 

ani) \\ay to e'\.plain the actiuns of Pierre r ... ] through Ihisl beliefs.")" The twuble 

\\ith this rcsponse is that Kripke freely admits that there arc perfectly clear and 

uncontentious \\a):,> in \\hich to explain Pierre's beliefs. so that his actions are quite 

rational and understandable. That. howcver. dnes not interest Kripke. \\'hat he wants 

to get at is \\hy. in addition to these explanations. \\e are able to produce 

contradictor) belief attributions simply by applying 1\\0 quite basic principles in the 

ordinar) manner. As Kripke makes quite plain. \\e \\ould have no qualms about 

translating Pierre's belief: "!olld,.('\ est,iolie:' into. "London is pretty:' i1'he did not 

later mme to London and form an apparently contradictory belief. Suggesting. then. 

that 'lolld,.es· should not be translated as ·London·. purely in light of subsequent 

. . t- [. I I . -III occurrences. seems unJustl lao yanltrary. 

(her explains Kripke's second example. of Peter. in the same way. He points out that 

Kripke ackncl\\ledges the possibility that one might dispute the fact that Peter's o\\n 

personal idiolect may be translated into our language. HO\\e\'l~r. O\'er also 

ackno\\ledges Kripke's response that (as in Pierre's case) \\e happily accept such 

translation in the first cClse. when we learn of Peter's belief about the' first' 

Padere\\ski. It is only \\hen we hear that he has a contradictory belief about 'another' 

Padere\\ ski. \\ hom he believes to be a sep[1rate person from the first. tl1[1t this concern 

is brought into play.-li Such an objection. therefore. appears again quite arbitral') -

introduced purely out of convenience. rather than on any principled basis. 

'\unetheless. Over believes that Kripke was too quick to dismiss this objection that he 

himse If raises to his 0\\ n vie\\. "Why do \\ e suddenl) reject homophonic translation 

\\hen Peter formulates his idea of Paderewski-the-pianist'.> .. -I2 he asks. Unlike Kripke. 

he c(lI1tends that. "The ans\\er is that wc take th is step as the on I: \\ay of matc h ing 

()\cr. D.E .. 1'1((3. 'Onl(ripkc", Puzzk·. in .\/illd. lJ2(361: 255. 
~'. "'ripke. 1979: 2Ii.;-21)5. 

1 bit!: 265-2bh. 
~. (1\ er. 19;;:'-;: 2"5. 
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Peter") beliefs and his actions:·-i3 The problem for Over is that this does not appear to 

be the onl) \\a) of reconciling Peter's beliefs with his actions. There are other \\a)s in 

\\hich to tackle the puzzle. And. regardless of whether we are currently able to 

pnl\ ide a satisfying solution or not. it Seems deeply implausible that the only IJOssible 

answer is one \\here we must arbitrarily tweak certain elements until \\e have set 

them so that they give us the result that \\e \\ant. 

One cannot simply assert that homophonic translation slwuld hold in one case and not 

in another - especially \\ hen it turns out that either case may be the one in \\ hich it is 

accepted or denied - without any underlying. principled reason. merely in order to 

make things gel bet\\een Peter's beliefs and actions. It is precisely the discordance 

bet\\een the mo that Kripke seeks to e'\.plain. and we cannot simply make ad hoc 

changes to a\oid the problem. It could perhaps be argued that (her"s approach be 

adopted as a useful workarouncl so long as no clear ans\\ er to the puzzle is 

forthcoming. :vlaybc so: however, T would argue that it cannot be thought of as a true 

solution in itself. I 0 genuinely address Kripke's concerns it needs to be made clear 

\\hy the strange and seemingly unjustified contradictions in Pierre and Peter's beliefs 

arise at all. 

It seem~. then, that the principle of translation does not provide a particularly 

prom ising a\enue of e'\.plor3tion in trying to solve Kripke' S pUll le. I hose \\ho try to 

approach the problem in this \\ay do not appear to bring translation itself into doubt. 

but rather its application. When \ve probe a little deeper. though. it becomes clear that 

the application for \\hich they wish to fault Kripke is a \\ell supported and e\en­

hancled one. In place of this. they want to introcluce an 311ificially-controllecl 

application nfthe principle. \\ hich changes seemingl) without justification mere I) 111 

order to ensure no irrationality is attributed to rational individuals. Certainly. this is all 

ob\ iousl) desirable outcome. But tampering \\ ith our ordinar) practices of belief 

ascription until the right alls\\er is given does precisely nothing to illuminate the 

underlying pmblem causing thc untenable contradictory belief attributions in the tirst 

place. 
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L'nlike the principle of translation. the disquotational principle appears to be a t~lI' 

more likel) candidate to be the root of the problem that leads to the troubling belief 

ascriptions llfKripke's puzzle. I would like to begin my consideration of this principle 

in terms of\loore's argument concerning the possibility of ·misdisquotation·.H I 

believe that Moore makes the correct point about Kripke's argument in suggesting 

that it relies on ignoring the significance of contextual shifts: in the prueess of 

exploring this some significant issues come to light. and so I deal \\ ith Moore' s ideas 

at somc length. 

Conte'\tual changes are relevant to. but overlooked. in the application of the 

disquotational principle in both of the examples Kripke uses. The significant context. 

for \100re. is that in \\hich the believer finds herself when the statement of her belief 

is disquoted. He entitles his article 'Misdisquotation and Substitutivity: When Not to 

Infer Belief from Assent'. because he maintains that to attribute the disquoted 

statement ofa belieftu a believer. without taking cognisance of the context in which 

the believer has a belief opens up the possibility of lIIisc\isquoting the belief. A 

belie\t.~r may assent to a statement of her belief in one circumstance. but a subsequent 

change in her context may proscribe the disquotation of that belief(ifno details of the 

contextual shift arc included) and. hence. disallow the intCrence that the believer now 

holds that particular belief in the new context. despite her earlier assent in another 

eOl1te'\1. 
...j.':: 

Kripke himself: in constructing his punk does take the disquotational principle to 

exclude. or to be inapplicable to. specific kinds of cases. such as those that rely on 

ambiguit) or the fact that the believer concerned does not fully understand \\hat he 

claims to be I ieve. or \\ here the bel ief statement contains pronomial devices or 

inde~icals. say.~(' Hcmever. in addition to excluding those instances clearly disalkmed 

due to "explicit semantic parameters". such as indexical<.. \1oore takes Kripke to 

intend to include as ambiguous those "implicit or 'hidden' parameterrsl ofa sentence 

.. \1,_\,_\1\: . .felseph (i .. 149Q. '\!isdisl]u\\t~lti()n and ~lIbstitllti\'it:: \Vhen :\l\t te> Inkr Bclicfti-\)111 Assent' 
in _\/ind. J()XI .. Uil). 
.. jbiJ 3(>1-363 . 
.. i--:.ril'ke. 1979: 2·1.'). 
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- that is, a semantic context-dependence that isn't explicitly associated, as a matter uf 

language-meaning, with any individual word or phrase that occurs in the sentence:,-l7 

\Io()rc takes Kripkc to allm\ the exclusion of instances of nllWl: subtle ambiguity, 

such as that just discussed, but maintains that in letting hidden parameters of this 

naturc count as valid grounds for disalkming disquotation he is opening the tlood 

gates. The contention is that in allcl\ving those limitations to the disqllotational 

principle that h.o does, Kripke cannot prevent his n\\n .oxamrl.os of Pierre and Peter 

from being deemed cases ofmisdisqllotation as well. given that these cases used to 

construct his punle are also, in fact. significantly conte\.t-dependent. Though this 

met) be less immediately evident. and far less clearly indicated in our belief-r.oporting 

practice than those belief statements containing unm istakable indexicals, it 

ne\ertheless implies the inapplicability of the disquotational principle in these 

instances too . .\' 

According to \loore, the truth-value or a c1isquotecl belief statement is dependent on 

thc C(lIltext of the be I ievcr when her be I ief is attributcd to her. What then are the 

salient contextual f~lcts that Moore takes to affect truth-yalue': The signitlcant factor 

hcrc is that of ' guises'. The objects of two distinct beliefs may in t~1Ct be identical. and 

therefore a single object. but this one llbject may still have more than one guise 

associated \\ ith it.-l'~ Moore explains guises as, "some class of semantic entities such 

that more than one can be associated \\"ith a unique actual indiyidual."'i
l 

To make this clearer. take the second example Kripke gives: Peter believes both that 

Padere\\ski had musical talent and that Paclere\\ski had no musical talent.'1 It seems 

that something crucial has been left out in the disquotation of these belief statements. 

For \loore, it is a question oh\"hich guise of the object of a belief is dominant. in the 

context of the believer. \\ hen the belief is attributed to her.'2 In the case of Peter. the 

- \I,)UI\.'. 19'11): -<.+11. 
"ibid 3'+8-355. 
~, Ihid: 3'+S-3.+9. 

fbid: 3'+:-1. \'100re is purposefull: \ ~lgue ~lS tn the precise nature of ~!.Uise~. as he belie\ eS these 
's"Il1~lntic emitie'; ll1a: he successfull: tlesh"d ()ut in a \ ariel: (d' diff"re11l II a: s. aC("(lrding tl> nne',; 
pretCrrcd semantic' thel)I': . 

Kril,k". 1979: 2h5. 
'~Though it is nut made e"plieil. it s"ems to b" th~llthe Llct orllhich guis" is dl,minant. or more s~llient 
tlnn :lI1oth"r. is that IIhic'h th" heliel"r herself takes it to he. 
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disquoted belief"Peter believes that Paclerewski had musical talent" is true only \\hen 

Padere\\ski's 'musician-guise' is dominant for Peter at the time at \\ hich \\e attribute 

the belief to him. In other \\orcls. it is true \\hen Peter is sitting at home ancllistening 

to some of Padcncwski' s music (when be I iefs concern ing Padcrcwski the musician are 

dominant). It is t:llse (a misclisquotation) when Peter is in the midst of political rally 

(\\hen hclids concerning Paderewski the politician are dominant). In a neutral context 

- \\ hen neither of the guises Peter associates \\ ith Paclerewski is more sal ient than the 

'Jthcr - \;Ioorc maintains that \\C cannot assign any truth-value to the disquotation 

"Peter believes that Paderewski had musical talent" ~-', It is neither true nor false, In 

this case. \\e £Ire still able to state what it is that Peter believes. but \\e cannot clo it in 

the terms that Kripke demands, We must make use of a more detailed report. such as: 

"Peter falsely believes that there were two distinct individuals named' Paderewski' -

one a pianist. and the other a politician. He believes that the pianist had talent. but the 

politician did not,":i~ 

The separation :\100re claims between a believer's assent to a belief statement and the 

attri butinn of that be I icf to him. I ies in the context-dependent nature of guises - and. 

while I agree that assent (as typically construed) and attribution ultimately do come 

apart. r difter from Moore as to the reasons tlX this and thc type of context in \\hich 

this uccurs. We can conclude hom Moore's argument that a believer's assent to a 

statement such as, "Paclere\\ski had music<11 talent:' given in the context of listening 

tu Padere\\ski's music. say. does not automatically license the attribution of the belief 

"Peter believes that Padere\\ ski had musical talent" at another time, \\hen Peter is in a 

quite different context." The solution to Kripke' s puzzle then. on \loOl'e' s vie\\. is 

that in \\ lwtever contexts it is true Peter believes th<1t Padere\\ski had musical talent. it 

\\ ill be false that Peter believes that Padere\\ ski had no l11u~ical talent. because it is 

only Packre\\ski-as-musician that is salient for Peter in such contexts (and vice versa 

for contexts in \\hich Paclere\\ ski's politician guise is more ~alient). If \\ e try to ask in 

general terms - without any particular context being dominant. or even specified -

"\I(",re. 19'}l): 3SCI. 
," LI)(' dr. 

" ()!' c('mse. it tor ilbtance Peter II as a,ked II hethel' he thought 'Padel'ell ski the musician' had musical 
wknt in a l'lInlL'''t in \1 hie'll Padcl\.'\I·ski·s politici,lIl-guisc \\'lluld n~ltur,dl: ,Cc'l11 tl' bc n1\lrc salicl1t (at a 
!,(,litic.11 rail). '.Ci) I. then clearl) the c1<llninant guise, Ilith respect to the conte.\.t (,tthat specific questi()n 
ell ie'lSl. I\oltld be that nfmllsician and nOl politician. One clearl) cannut I:lisif) \loore's \ iell simpl: 
h; appr(,:lching the nnuer oCthe ,alienc; ofpal'ticlilarl) guises in a heal;-handed m:lI1ner. 
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\\hether Peter believes Paderewski had musical talent or not. \loore simply says that 

this is a question that cannot be answered: or. at least. that the ans\\er would have to 

be a more detailed one. Hence. we are never forced to ascribe Peter contradictory 

beliefs, 

Kripke's ob\inus response to Moore's challenge would be that it is an illegitimate one 

altogether. After aiL he has \\arned that. "It is no solution in itself to observe that 

some OTher terminuk)gy. \,hich evades the question \\hether Pierre believes London is 

prett). ma) be sufficient to state all the relevant t:1CtS..-:;h The puzzle. he reminds us. is 

this: "Does Pierre. or does he not. believe that London is pretty?"'7 That is the only 

question he \\ants ans\\erecL and. in effect. the only question \\hose ans\\er he \\ill 

take to be a legitimate solution to the puzzle. 

\ll)ore. ho\\ever. is \\ell aware that Kripke would object to his response and I think 

that in pn),iciing ajustification tt)], his position he makes a significant point regarding 

the nature of the answer or solution that may be given. Does Peter believe Paclerewski 

had musical talent'? "[S]uch questions cannot ah\ays be ~1l1s\\ered[.r says \'100l"e. 

According to the contextualist. this question gets a detennin::1te (though 

different) ans\\er in each of the first two contexts [that of the musician-guise 

being dominant and that of the politician-guise being sol. \\hile in the combined 

context \\ e must shrug our shoulders. or sa) that the ans\\ er depends upon 

\\hich guise \\e take to be relevant.'" 

With Moore. I am inclined to see it as perfectly acceptable not to be able to give a 

simple yes/no reply to these kinds of questions. That the) are not sllsceptible to a neat 

binary ans\\ er is not strange or ine~plicable. since they have this in common \\ ith 

many similar questions - sllch as those concerning perfectly ordinary cases of 

ambiguity. Someone could demand that I ans\\er only 'yes' or °no' to the question: 

"I s ) our Aunt Ilelen a blood relation?" However. I \\ ould ha \e no option but to ignore 

that directive and gi\'e a qual itlecl answer. making my 'yes' or 'no' dependent on 

\\hether the questioner \\as referring to my t~lther's sist':T or his sister-in-Ia\\, 

kril,j.;e. 1')7<): 259. 
Luc cif 

'. \l(>ore. IlJl)l): 350-351. 
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\0\\. Kripke clearly implies that it is illegitimate to avoid giving a 'straight" ans\\er 

to the Cjue'>tion of \\ hether. in the end, Pierre believes London i" pretty or not. I 

assume thm the difference he would point out between this question and the one 

regarding Illy t\\o aunt Helens. is that in the latter case the ambiguity arises fi'om the 

\er) fact that there are llw of them. sharing the same name. In the former case. there 

is only ,)ne London - "hether it is referred to as . London' or . LOl/elres' is irre levant. 

a" it remains one and same place. Therefore. there is no ambiguit). and consequently 

IW \\ay to \\Tiggle out ,)fgiving a simple yes/no ans\\er to till' questi,)n. 

\\hat both ~1oore and I argue. however. is that there are good grounds for refusing to 

ans"er in this \\a). Moore's position is that "hen the matter of \\ hich guise is 

dominant (in the context that Pierre finds himself when the question is asked) is 110 

longer ignored. then it becomes clear that there is an am biguity as to \\ hich of the t\\ 0 

London guises is more salient with regards to answering the question at any given 

time. Is it thl' guise of·London·. the city Pierre lives in and gives an English name to. 

the dominant one. or is it the guise of ·Londres·. the cit) he once saw on 3 postc3rd 

and heard "pl)ken ab,)ut it French'? It is ambiguity generated by overlooking the 

contextual sensitivity of these guises that provides the grounds for insisting that the 

question nf\vhether Pierre believes London to be pretty or not be allowed a more 

detailed ,1I1s\\er. claims Moore. Hence. we are not forced to say. without qualification. 

that Pierre simultaneously cloes and cloes not believe that London is pretty. and so 

there is no contradiction - the puzzle appears to be solved. 

I agree \\ ith the broader point Moore makes that belief attribution cannot be 

insensitive to context in the manner that Kripke assumes in his argument. !'vi) o\\n 

\ ie\\ has important similarities to his. but. although I see his focus on context as 

fru itful and focusing on the correct kind of oversight in Kripke' s puzzle, I \You Id 

maintain that he both picks Ollt the wrong kind of context and that. \\ hile he is on 

essentiall) the right track. the problem he characterises in terms of contextual shifts 

might better be thought of in tcrms of informational difterences. 

The trouble. I \Yould argue. is that Moore does not accurately pinpoint \\hich 

conte'-.tual insensitivity it is that fundamentally undermines Kripke's puzzle. The 

cllnte:\t he high I ights is that of the be I iever. so that as his context changes but \\ith no 
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change at all in the believer himself a Jisquoted statement of his belief may go from 

being true to being t~1Ise. from t~1lse to true. or become unsuitable for a truth-value to 

be applied to it. \/toure explains as follows: 

(( 'OllTeXTlio/illll) It is possible that a belief sentence containing no obvious 

inclexica Is (or other expl icit parameters) is true of a be liever 

relative to one context. and - simultaneously. \\ithout 

contradiction, and \v ith no change in the believer - t~1lse of 

that believer relative to a difterent Cl)l1text.'c, 

It seems that \100re's conte~tualisl11 not only does away with Kripke's puzzle. but 

also neatly accommodates the exceptional cases that Kripke is happy to exclude­

those instances where factors such as a lack of believer knowledge. ambiguity. the 

presence of indexicab. and so forth. prevent the application of the disquotation 

principle. For e~ample. the attribution "Monique believes that Jessica likes books"­

generated by disquoting the statement of my beliet: "Jessica likes books" - \\ould be 

false (a misdisquotation) if attributed to me when. Ii)/' e.\ample. I am in the conte'>t of 

chatting to an entirely difterent person who just happens alsu t,) have the name 

Jessica, The gu ises I assoc iate \\ith the name' Jessica' includes that of Jessica 1 the 

book-lover. and Jessica:. \\h() is a passing acquaintance. When I am speaking to the 

latter. the 'acquaintance' guise is the more salient one for me at that time "ith regards 

to the name' Jessica' - thereflJre. it would be false to attribute the above-mentioned 

belief (\\hich I believe only ofJessica[) to tne \\hile I \\as in that context. 

'\(l\\. I do think that Yloore has hit on the essential illicit move that Kripke makes in 

constructing his punle - that of ignoring context (though I think that this can be 

perhaps more productively thought of in terms of the information available in given 

contexts. \\hich is hOlY I consider it in the tl)llowing chapter) - but that he has clra\\l1 

the \\ rong conclusion. or. rather. concentrated on the \\ rong contextual element of 

be I ief attribution. The mistake of the puzzle is not that the be lief" Paclere\\ski had 

111u~ical talent" is true when Peter is in a conte.\t \vhere Padere\\ski is taken in his 

'musician-guise' or t:1lse in a context \\here his 'politician-guise' is dominant. This is 

b\?cause the significant t~lCtor is not the context ofthc belic\'\?r at the time that a 
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pctrticular belief is attributed to him. but the context of the u{{rihwioll - meaning the 

context of the attri buter and the audience for whom the be lief attri bution is being 

made"" . 

To illustrate this. consider the example ofmisdisquotation mentioned just above: 

Imaginc that I am now back in thc presence ofJcssica:. about \\hom r havc the belief 

"Jessica likes books:' The belief-attributer. ho\\ever. is speaking to a group of people 

\\Iw kl1\)\\ me and Jessicac. but have never met or heard ofJessic3!. Tn this eontcxt of 

attribution. the attributer attributes the belief (regarding Jessica!) to me. 0Jaturally. the 

attributer"s audience takes this attribution to mean that I believe th31 Jessie32 likes 

books. \\hen I in t~ICt have no such belief Thus. this is a t:1lse attribution. in that the 

3ttributer made it in a context where she could reason3bl) expect that her audience' s 

('(lnstrlla I of the belief 3S ami bllted, would be incorrect. 

Clearly, vloore's guises run into difficulties with this example ofa fairly straight­

fon, ard case of ambiguity - turning out to be unable 10 account for an instance of this 

type, According to his view, as long as I am in a context in \\hich the guise of 'Jessica 

the book-lover' is more salient. any attribution ofa belief of mine regarding that 

Jessica can bc legitimately dislluoted, Yct it seems cqually clear that this is not the 

right conclusion ILl dra\\ in this situation. Here \\e may have a simple case of 

ambiguity, but the relevant contextual consideration is actually the likely me31ling the 

intended audience of the attribution will understand by the clisquoted belief."! 

The reason that \'\oore cloes not propose a solution to Kripke' s puzzle of the kind I am 

suggesting. is that he sees it as requiring a rdined conception of the disquotation 

principle. \\ hich he rakes to be problematic. That version of the disquotation principle 

necessary here is as follo\\s: 

(DC) If(i) a normaL English speaker, 5,', sincerely and retlectively assents to 

'-r'. (ii) "P" expresses content C in the context of assent, and (iii) "P" 

Uf cour,e. in ,ome case, the attributer might Corm p~lI't l)C this audience. and might e\ en be her l)\\ n 
,,,Ie :llldien('e member. as in the c:Ise of\\riting in herjnurnal. sa), 

Th(' attributc'r may, of CllurSC, bc mistakcn as tll "hat thc audicnc'c kno\\s and i, likely tl' Llkc the 
helief :l,criptinn W mean, \\ hat i, required, therefore, i,; that she nnkes the most informed and 
re~bonabk estimation she is able tll in this regard - though error cannot e\ er be entire!) ruled out. .\n:­
relluining c\llubts nn lhi,; SCllre II ill. llhink, he settled in tllO related notes (7() and 13()), I>eln\\, 
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also e:\.presses content C' in the eonte:\.t of attribution. then (iy) "S 

believes that F' is true in the conte:\.t of attribution,~:: 

Of course. as i'vloore notes. there many ways to interpret (DC). depending on such 

things as \\hat une takes representational content to consist of and \\hat its 

reiatil)nship is \\ith the believer. And. the problem he believe:. to arise from this. is 

that Kripke's argument can only be sustained by the refined disquotational principle 

(DC) if it is interpreted in nne particular \\ay - a way that already presupposes 

\1illianism. \\ hich \\ ould simply beg the question. The only interpretation open to 

~ripke. \100re maintains. is to determine the equivalence of contents in the conte:\.t of 

assent and attribution as resting on their truth conditions. k
< Evidently. this means that 

if I assent to the belief statement "Superman can fly" - whose truth conditions in the 

eonte:\.t of assent happen to be identical to those of "Clark Kent can fly" in the context 

of attribution - then to make the attribution "Monique beliews that Clark hent can 

tly." is quite correct. So. clearly. Millianism has merely been assumed in the 

interpretation of this version of the disquotational principle. instead of being 

independently supported by it. 

The \;Tillian interpretation of (DC). equating contents according to truth-value. cannot 

\\ork. for the usual Fregean reasons,(J.) It is not diftkult to make the case that 

disquoting the statement of my belief"Superman can fly" as ":\klllique believes that 

Clark Kent can fly" - whateyer the context of attribution - is problematic if I 

retlectiwl) den) an identity between Superman ancl Clark Kent. 

Thus. this interpretation of (DC) is eeliainly a problem for hripke i r Moore is correct. 

j jcme\er. I \\ould argue that ;vloore is wrong in saying that only an already :vlillian 

interpretation of (DC) \\ould sustain Kripke' s puzzle, On 111) vie\\. 110 interpretation 

of it lets the e:\.amples of Pierre and Peter stand, The refinement ufthe disquotational 

principle into the torm of (DC) is. in fact. a very promising revision of the principle 

and able to bar the kinds of cases Kripke holds up as puzzling. \\ithout having to rely 

un an interpretation that is question-beggingly anti-Millian to start \\itll, Even the 

2 \lnnre. I')')'): ~-I-l. 
; ibid: 33'1: 3-1-1-3-1-3. 
- ihid: 3-1-':-~-I-3, 
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seemingly more hlvourable Millian conception of (DC) turns uut to prevent the 

puzzling contradictions Kripke points to from arising. As evinced b:- the example of 

the 1\\0 Jessicas. above. there are cases "here (i) of (DC) may be satisfied (the 

believer has gin;;n or would give assent to the statement of his belief). but (iii). and 

cunsequently (i\,). is not satisfied (the meaning of the belief is mistakenly understood 

in the c,mtext of attribution. and does not theret<xe have the same content as in the 

context of assent). and hence the belief in question may not be legitimately disCjuoted. 

Kripke'" Picrrc and Peter examples are cases of this kind. on my vie\\. 

1 he error that \100re makes. I believe. is that in dismissing (DC) as ineftectml t<)r 

,-ustaining Kripke's argument unless it is interpreted question-beggingly. he fails to 

apprec iate that. regardless of the manner in wh ich the bel ief content that it refers to is 

construed. Kripke's examples do not in fact satisfy this refined version of the 

ciisquotation principle. By demanding that the content of a belief statement. ho\\ever 

constru('d. b(' the same in the context of assent and ofattributilln. (DC) effectively 

req uires that the bel iever assent (or that she \\ould assent) to the statement of her 

belief in the attribution context. 

The problem arises because the ordinary disquotational principle lic('nses the 

disqllotation of a belief in any context (no matter how the disquoted belief contents 

\\ill be there construed) on the basis of the believer's assent to the statement of his 

be I ief in another context (wherein it may have been quite differently <.:onstrued). 

Surely it is quite plausible to assume that Peter \\oulcl not assent to the statement or 
his beliefs regarding Padere\\ski iffully informed of the context in which these beliefs 

\\ere to be disquotecl? Once given in such a way as to make their true meaning clear 

and thereby to avoid their misdisl]uotation. though. the beliefs' apparent contradiction 

of one another falls ,may. 

Similarl:-. it seems uncontentious to claim that were Pierre asked to consent to the 

disquotatinn of his beliefs regarding the English capital by illeans of the ascriptions 

··Pierre believes that London is pretty." and "Pierre believes that London is not 

pr<.:tty"· in the context in which Kripke makes usc of them. he would retllse. \Vere 

Pierre sufticiently informed of what was known in the context in which the statements 

nfhis beliefs \\ere: Tn bc disquoted. he would assent only to a report of his bclie:fs that 
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\\ould accur~Hely giw their content in the context. such that all apparent contradiction 

bet\\ een them \\ ould be a voided. 

Therefore. the be I iefs in K ripke' s two examples of Pierre and Peter f~1i I to contrad ict 

one another. not because they are compared in a context in \\hich neither of the two 

different 'guises' is dominant. as Moore suggestsb
'. but because in the context of their 

ascription. the statements of Pierre and Peter's beliefs are no longer accurate ones for 

the purposes of disquotation. Obviously. I need to provide a substantive argument as 

to \\ h.' it is the case that the contents of the bel iefs of the t\\ (1 puzzle cases might be 

rendered inaccurately if disquoted in a c1ifTerent comext from the one in which the) 

\\ ere originally expressed by Pierre and Peter. This I do in the foll(m ing chapter. as I 

look at \\ hat kind of cases generate problematic disquotations. and hem this is 

rele\ant to the puzzle cases as well. Also. although I believe that (DC) is a promising 

modification of the disquotational principle. I do think that the final modification 

should bc somc\\hat differcnt. as I explain later in the thesis. 
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Pulling Apart the Disquotational Principle 

Thc disqlll)tational principle appears to be the sourcc ofal! thc tr\)ublc in Kripkc's 

puzzle. Therefore. I anempt to shO\v in what respects it is problematic and hcm this 

aftects Kripkc' s c:\<1lllplcs of Pierre and Peter. I also necd to ddend Illy eontcntion. 

that the disquotational principle is central to the puzzle's paradox. from Sosa's denial 

of if'; importance in generating the puzzle cases, 

Kripke speaks of inde:\icals. prnnomial devices and ambiguities "ruin[ing] the 

intuiti ve sense of the [disq uotational] principle "hh, Why. then. should the examples of 

Pierre ane! Peter allem the ordinary application of the principle. \\ hen this \\oulel also 

"eem to ruin the intuitive sense we take it to have? Kripke \\ould be quite happy to 

deem the disquotational principle inapplicable in the case of beliefs sllch as those 

making usc ofprnnouns - Ferozia's bclief "You have good tastc in shoes"­

inciexicals - Riaan's belie!: "A bird is sitting on the ground over there"" - or ;:lll1biguit) 

-Kuhlc's belief "There arc many banks in Cape To\\n"", Disquoting bcliefstatements 

of this kind \\ould indeed ""ruin the intuitive sense of the principle:' However. this is 

Ih)[ a sufficient basis on \\hich to accept their ineligibility t~)r disquotation: Kripke is 

merely stipulating. \\itllOut any clearly principled reason. that such statements cannot 

accuratel: be disquoted, If his approach is an acceptable one. then surel: we may 

equally \\ell deny the principle's applicability to cases such as those of Pierre and 

Peter. since these kinds of belief appear also to produce results tllat spoilt the 

"intuitive sense"" of the disquotational principle? I doubt. though. that Kripke \\ollid 

21110\\ such a proposal. 1-10\\ ever. in order to prevent its going through. he \\ oliid need 

to provide clear grounds on which belief statements containing inclexicals and the like 

are e:\clllded- :ll1c1. as importantl). explain why this e:\clusion does nOl apply to the 

proper names contained in the belief statements of his puzzle cases as \\ell. In t~1Ct. it 

is not possible to give sllch a justification. as belief statements involving proper names 

suffer from the same potential ambiguity that makes those containing inc!exicals. 

pronomial devices. anc! of course ambiguous terms. and the like ineligible fCl!' 

disquntation - \\hich contention I e:\plore in more dctail and offer supporting 

arguments tCl!' belo\\, 

Kriph.t". 1979 2-19. 
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As it turns out. \\hen \\e look at why belief statements il1\olving elements such as 

inJexicals cannot accurately be dislluoted. it seems that these must be excluded for 

reasons that cncompass those ufcases such as Pierre and Peter"s too. In the ne:\t 

chapter I consider possible modifications of the disquLltational principle that allcm it 

to acc,)mnwdate Ill)t on Iy the standard types of he I icf statement ord inari Iy disquoted. 

but also t;. pically ineligible cases. This process also further clarifies \\h;. it is that the 

c:\<lmp1cs uf Pierre and Petcr generate problematic conclusions \\hcn their bclief 

qatements are disCjuoted in the ordinary manner. If instead of searching the details of 

the pu//le cases themselves for a solution. we focus in this \\ay on re\ising the 

disquotational principle. \\e are left: ultimately \\ith a principle that can be applied to 

an;. genuine be lie f statement and cloes not need. seemingly quite arbitrarily. to 

c:\clude those that make use of pronouns. ambiguous terms and so forth. simpl: 

because they \\ould : ield an incorrect result. Kripke does ack J1 0\\ ledge that one of his 

rcadcrs might come up with some necessary modification ,)f the principle to prevent it 

fi'om allem ing particular counter-examples. However. he says that he doubts. "any 

such mod iflcation \\i II affect any of the uses of the pri nc i p Ie Tn be considered 

belel\'··"". that is. in the construction of his puzzle about belief On the contrary. 

though. I \\ould argue that the puzzle cases arc e:\actly such cOllnter-t;;:\Jmples and it 

is e:\actly sllch a modification that undermines the puzzling nature of the instances he 

considers, 

On Kripke' s defini lion of it. the req uirement for the appJ ication of the disquotational 

princ iple is that the believer gi ve his sincere. reflecth e assent to the statement of his 

belief Let us term the principle (D). Therefore. as ~ripke specifies it. it goes as 

fnJIc)\\ s: 

(D) "1to /lor1l/ul English "jleuker, (In reflectio/l, sincCI'ci1' (/,ISCI/fS ro j)', rhell 

lie hclie1'('S llial p. .. ", 

The trouble is that the need for ret1ective assent is defined b) ~ripke merely as a 

qualification 111 guard "against tht;; possibility that a speaker may. through careless 

inattention to the meaning of his words or other momentary conceptual or linguistic 

cllnfusil)n. assert something he does not really mean. or assent to a sentence in 

, kripke. 1979: 2'+11-2.+'): nrigin~11 emphasis. 
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linguistic error.""" As it stands. eVen the belief "A bird is sitting on the ground over 

there."' should be able to be legitimately disquoted- if the believer satisties the 

requirements given by the detinition Kripke provides of the principle and the 

qualitications he details. Though certain kinds of instances do generate problematic 

belief ascriptions. the question remains as to 1r/n' this should be the case. It appears 

that. strictly according t,) Kripke's specification of the disquotational principle. 

instance" that include inclexicals. say. should be eligible for disquotation. If it is not 

the definition of the disquotational principle itself \vhat then makes their exclusion 

nnn-arbitrar:? I \\ould argue that while there is a clear practical rationale for 

disallcl\\ing them. there is no good j usti fication for doing so \\ hile at the same time 

allcl\\ ing be lief statements such as those of the puzzle cases to be disq uoted. 

The obviousl) problematic outcome that the exclusion of statements involving 

indexicals. pronomial devices. ambiguities and the like is used to avoid. is that the 

rcsulting disqunted belief attribution is inaccurate or unclear in some \\a). To take the 

tirst of my t\\O examples mentioned above: We could c1isquote Ferozia's belief "You 

have good taste in shoes". \\h ich she expressed to a good friend of hers. as: '-r erozia 

believes that you have good taste in shoes:' It is evidently unclear from the disquoted 

statement to \\hom the pronoun refers. The reader \\ould appear to be entitled to take 

the statement to be referring to her o\\n taste - but in creating this impression the 

applicltion of the disquotational principle has generated an inaccurate statement of 

F erozia' s belief. Similarly. the applicatiun of (D) to the third example. Kuhle' s belief. 

"1 here are 111;)n) banks in Capel own," would result in another problematic 

attribution: "Kuhle believes that there are many banks in Cape TCl\\ n:' Without 

kl1lming the context of her expression of the belief and. therefore. the fact oh\hether 

she is referring to the sides of rivers or to tinancial institutions. the meaning of this 

belief ascription is unclear. 

\:0\\ cunsider the puzzle examples: Pierre believes. "London is pretty:' as \\ell as. 

"Lundon is 11l1t pretty:' If\\e disquote his beliefs in the standard manner. then we can 

sa). "Pierre believes Londun is pretty lIlId Pierre believes that London is not pretty." 

In the case of Peter. \\e can disquote his beliefs. "Padere\\ski had musical talent:' 

Ihid: .:'-1-9, 
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and, "Padere\\ski had no musical taknt." in the same \\ay, This giws us, "Peter 

believes that Padere\\ ski had musical talent and Peter believes that Padere\\ ski had no 

musical talent:' Surely the fact that we land up with these ob\iuusly contradictory 

belief a~cription~ in both cascs, when the believers to \\hom \\e arc attributing: the 

beliefs are perfectly rational. tells us that this is merely another case in which applying 

the disquotational principle is inappropriate, going against its intuitivc sense'? 

What Kripk..: \\'lUld likely argue, is that these are not thc samc kind ofcascs as thosc 

in m) 0\\ n examples of Ferozia and Kuhle, There is a lack of clarity as to the identit) 

of the ')OU' to \\hom Ferozia's belief refers and as to \\hat the 'banks' of Kuhle's 

belief might be: there is no corresponding problem for 'London' or 'Padere\\ski', We 

kno\\ \\ hat both of these proper names refer to in the disquoted belief statements, and 

therefore the problem cannot arise because of disCjuotation, as it does in the case of 

statements containing inde'>icals, pronol11i::ti devices and the like. 

The problem for such a response is this: It arbitrarily assumes here that the ditTerence 

in information bctween the believer and those in the conte:\t of attribution 7[ is 

significant \\hen the asymmetry favours the believer. but irrele\ant \\hen it t~,vOurS 

those in the conte:\t of attribution. Thus, when they are in the dark as to the referent of 

'banks', as in the case of the attribution, "Kuhle believes that there are many banks in 

Cape Tom1." then it is agreed that the principle should not be applicable to sLlch a 

belief statement. Ho\vever. \,hen it is the believer who cloes nut kno\\ the referent of 

the tokenings of the proper names he uses. as retlected in the ascription, "Pierre 

believes that London is pretty:' and "Pierre believes London is not prett)." then the 

as) I11metry is not seen as disallowing the application of (D). 

I tak~ ·tlwse in th~ (C)Ilt(:\t c,f ascriptilln' til r~kr. tlll\)lIglwlIt. tll all and any .\Udi~nc~s that ar~ 
interpreting. ur may in the future interpre\. the disquuted belid~ \\hich ma: u~' c"urse include the 
dseribcr as \\ell. 

"aturall:. it is pussible th.ll the inCorm.llion a\ ailable to ur knoll n b: \ arious indi\ idu.lls in the 
c'nl1te,\t "f a,-;(Tipticln may diller. \\ klt is import,ml i,e:, tint. as I noted il1 the pre\ i"u, chapter. the 
,bet'iber make the mo't inj<Jrmed .mel reasclilable judgment lhat she is ai'le to. reg.[rding the 
tnt;,rl11,!li,'nal st.[te ,,1' the aucli~nc~ ufthe ascriptiun, 

Il111ight be :ugued that this \\ill. nonetheless. ine\it.)bl: lead lu error in some e:[ses. I k)\\e\er. 
lill'Ugh ern,r i,; il1(il:ed pc,ssible. I dc, not think lhat it is problematic. That the a,criber is not omni';l'ient 
,md inLlilii,1e in the belief atlributi()ns she makes is not of great el'ncern. since if the disquolational 
prin,'il,le pre\ ented the /7(1\sihilin of error in helief '1'criptioll in th,,,;e cases \\ here the chcri!>er has 
l11isuncicrstc'c,d thl' c'rigin.t/ belief statcmellt. say. and. \II' misjudged th~ rek\ ant inti.>lmatiunal 
difference bet\\ eell herself and her audience or the helie\ er. then there \\ ould he ">l11ething seriousl: 
amiss, _\11 th.)t is required is that. if the ascriber i, Cull: ratiun.lll: and nut mistaken. that the principle 
CIElhle, her tll produce the ClllTect helief ascription. I c,lI1sider this further. heln\\. ill note 130, 
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~aturall). this arose in our practice of making belief ascriptions b) means of 

disquotation. tirstly because the lack of re levant information 7i (in \\hatever form it 

may take) in the belief ascription is clearly evident to those actually lI/aking lise 0/(0) 

in the fonner case (and others involving indexicals. pronomial devices and the like J. 

but much less obvious to them in the latter. Secondly. the former kind of case is t~lI' 

more common and one likely to occur often in cvcryda) life. \\ hich is \\ here \\ e tend 

to make the vast m~~iority of our belief ascriptions. and. as such. the problem it 

prm ides for disquotation is well known (and e\en more so for indexicals and 

prol1omial cle\ices. as with the ambiguous 'you' in the ascription ofFerozia's belief). 

The latter kind of case is. I \\ ould contend. quite rare in normal life. and so \\ e are not 

in the habit of disailo\\ing c1isquotation when it arises. The default response \\ hen 

encountering any kind of novel instance is to apply the rule. rather than to assume an 

e\ception. as is evinced by young children trying to change unfamiliar verbs hom the 

present to the past tense. 

Thirdly. in the case of pronomial devices and indexicals these are typically used of 

very many different referents. so there is also no expectation that they should have a 

unique referent and we arc consequently t~lmiliar \\ith treating them accordingly. 

Proper names. ho\\ever. more often have a single. obviolls referent - or. if they do not 

(as \\ith ambiguities also). we are in practice in the habit ofclarif)ing belief 

ascriptions relating to them. Ifwe were to attribute Kuhle's belief for instance. \\e 

. \\h,lt Cl'n"titute" . rele\ ant inlixmatiun' is. very I'llughly. that \vhich e,\Uses the l11eanin;2 t,f the 
content (i I' the' th;lh:lause in the belid' <lscriptiun to JitTer across \ ariuus l'Clntnb. Of cuurse. the term 
'rek\a!1l inft'rm,nil'n' eannut include all ul'the semantic infurmatiun l'l'nstituting the belief ibclf. as 
this \\ (1uld make 111) \ ie\\ unl) tri\ ial!: correct - in that it \\(luld efrecti\ eI) be suggesting that if the 
ascribcr kne\\ the truth 1'1' the bel ief then she \H)uld knoll· the truth Ill' the belief (and be abk ttl makc an 
accurate attribution I. There are abo good arguments against this 'rele\ant in Ii lrIl1Clli on' being 
""l11cthing. such as a Fregean sense. that is sl'm,lIltil'all: cmbedded in the belieLn all (as Bal'll pliints 
(jUt. elk'n:; \\ ith nUmerl)US others: Bach. hent. 20(111 .. Do belief reports repurt belids·:· in )'bLcLolt. 
K~ILlrz: na I ed.l. The Pragmatics of Propositional Attitude Reports. Ebel ier Science: Chford): 
althuugh. ,b king.b it is taken tu con,titute only a part of the beliefs meaning. m: \ ie\\ is neutral as to 
this pli",ibility. \ l'rSlb (lne thett l'llilstrues the int(llmatiun as sumcthing sl'l)arate ti\'m the belic! itsdl 
(1"'1' in'('1l1ee. J..cripLe and Br,lJlciom' s theories of reference for prl)per names. considered bellm ) . 

. ~ ,triet spe~·ili~·ati(>I1 (lfrele\ance \\oule! require further e:,amination and det~lil. hut I do Illlt think it 
i, neces,ar: to m: argument (11' pos"ible. \\ ithin the cOlbtraints of this the,i,. fur me tl) gil e a deliniti\ e 
:111,11 el· here. There i,; ;lhl a:- s a huge a1l10unt of information that i,; a,;su1l1ed to he shared amll!1g,;t 
in,li\ iduai, in urdel' 1'('1' Cln: kind ,,1' c01l1l11unieatil)!1 tu be pussible. an,\. \,hen thi, aSSU1l1ptil)J] of 
~·()mnwn:t1it: is n"t 1l1;1tched h) an actual. suCiicient informational comnwnalit). then communication 
bre,lb dOlln. The question or ho\\ communication is po"ible at all. is Llr bruclder one that harlll: need 
he ,;dtkd here. 
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\,ould t) pically add some detail in order for our audience to tell \vhich kind of bank it 

is that she believes there to be many of in Cape T 0\\ n. Ilcm e\ er. \\ e do this in an 

informal manner. and \\ ithollt being strictly required to b) the disquotational 

principle. Thus. it seems that (0) does in t~1Ct clash "ith. or at least not support. our 

ordinar) usage. 

The source of the problem is that the (0) is oblivious to the crucial information 

necessary tu preserve the very mean i ng of bel ief statements that inc lude proper 

names. indexicals. ambiguities and pronomial devices. Oisquoting Ferozia's belief 

"'r/ou have good taste in shoes'" \vould disregard meaning-constitutive infe,rmation 

regarding \\ ho the referent of' you' is, or the sense associated \\ ith ') ou' -~ or ho\\ ever 

\\e ma) \\ ish to construe it. I use' information' here in a ver) loose. generic sense. 

merel) as a placeholder for whatever it is, according to \\hichever theory one might 

prefer to use. that specifies precisely what it is that is being disregarded in the act of 

traditional disquotation. 

:\0 doubt there is always some kind of informational asymmetry between the believer 

and those in the context of ascription. but it is only \\ hen this a~ymmetry is one 

m~lterially relevant w the belief being disquoted that it becomes evident. In the vast 

majority of cases the insensitivity of the disquotational principle to these 

informational as) mmetries is inconsequential. as it is not a rele\ant one that 

materially affects meaning. Therefore, in the main. this failing of (0) poses no 

practical problem to our ordinary practice of belief ascription. \\ hich goes to explain 

\\h) it is not immediately evident and is not taken to be the problem in Kripke's 

puzzle cases. 

Hemever. since the information available to believers and that available to those in the 

context of attribution is relevantly asymmetrical in both the cases of Ferozia and 

Kuhle. and in the case~ of Pierre and Peter. \\e \\ould need to be able to show some 

kind ofperrinent diftercnee between these kinds ofinstanccs. in order to maintain that 

an infonnational asymmetry should block disquotation only in the fonner case and not 

the latter. And. given that the very function ofdisquntation is to extract or provide the 
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contc'nt of a givc'n belie{:, the application of (OJ to a bdief statement that results in a 

beliefa~cripti(ln, the content of the that-clause of which is material I) different to the 

content oftbe bdief itself cannot be seen as true disquotation. The content provided 

in the that-clause ,)f a belief ascription is the content that thn:-;e in the context of 

ascription take it to be. That it is they who determine this content. its meaning. can be 

seen by the t~1Ct that it is problematic when a belit:fascription contains a term (:-;uch as 

'\Clli in the instance above) about \\hose referent the) are unsure. 

Therefore, if the content ofa belief statement containing a proper name is incorrectly 

rendered b) the belief ascription arrived at by means of dis quotation -namely, that its 

content is not the same as that of the belief actually held by the believer to \\hol11 the 

ascription is made - then, regardless of whether the disjunction in these t\\O contents 

is result of additional inf(lfInation on the part of the be I ie\ er or of those in the context 

of ascription is quite irrelevant. What matters is the disjunction, and that fact of its 

arising from disquntations made in a context of ascription \\ here the available 

there are thuse, >uch as 13ac:h, 11110 argue that the function of the that-c:lau~e~ of belief ascription, 
Ilhich are produced h) di"quC>tation. is "not in generalltoJ Ipecif\ thing' that pel'pie heliele (llr 
disbeliele) ~ [ ... butlmerel) l\) deseribe or ch,lracteriLe them.·\ 'that'-elause is !1llt ,1 ~pecilier [ ... 1 of 
the thing belieit'd, but merel: a ckscriptor ot' it" (Bach, 2000: 121). F'JII(llling on ti'om this is the 
l'('l1te\:tll,lIi~t liell th,lt Il'hat is lacking semantically in belief aseriptil'ns is tilled in by pragmatic 
111e:l11S, :lccording to conte\!. and. therell11'e, that the truth-I aille of helief :lscril'tion, can be determined 
lml: b: the a~c:ri ption ill ('olljllll('rioll II ith the reiel ant eonte.\tual pragmatic interpreut il)n (Capone, 
,",:e's~jJl,jr(\, 20(}(" 'Reliel'relx1rb and pr:Jgm~ltic intrusion (the case "fnull appu:-.iti\es)' un 
hit]': scm'lIltic,arl'hilc.nct, cl'llsultcd 20 iVlareh 21)(j(,). 

The tnluble lIith this is th:lt. \\hile \Ie do indeed add or ask t,)r pragmalic aJal'tations aCl'(lrding to 
C(Ii1te\:t ~ saying, h,r e\:ampk, "Riaan believl's that therc was a bird \II cr thcre ill thc court: ard half all 
hum agl)" ~ the problem in terms ol'the punle is that this is the kind ul' ,Ie Fe respl'nse that I-.:ripke 
l'karl: cii'<lll()\\s. It cuuld bc argued that this is c.\aetly thc prubkm II ith Kri]'kc's puzzk that it dues 
Iwt take into ~lccount IIh~l1 we actuall: du in practice in making belief attributions ~lI1d uniu:-.titiabl: 
re'luirl's a Sldutiun in all unsuit~lbk tlll"lnat. Ho\\ele!". altlwugh I think that Ill' arl' IWt uhligcd tu ~lI1S\lel' 
the pUL/1e ~lS Kripke stipulate" I maint,lill that this is not for the re:lSlllb lll'fered here. 

Thc l'c'l1ll'ntiun is that gil ing such de rc c\:planatillils is nut ~ld h,.'c, bl'c:lUsc this i~ IIh,lt IIC typicall: 
,I", r:lther than it:-. being an arbitral': 'Ii\' for the pU77le C~lses. \\'hether or nut this i:-. the C~l,e is an 
ar:,:uabk ['(,int. Hll\\el l'!". l'\cn if it is truc, this I icw call1wt stand. Fur II hat i~ ,I belief aseriptiun l'n 
B,l(:h's aeC:(.'lll1t·~' lie cLlims that the that-clause uLm ascription does n(lt speci(, Ilhat the perSO!1lO 
II 110m it is attributed actual I) heliel':s. All that it doe~ is gile a proposition that I11U,;1 he true in ord.:r 
Il,r the belie!' l<) be true (Bach, 20()I}). So, the truth uf the th,ll-clause i> a nece,,:lr: but nut ~uilicient 
l"l'nditil1n fur thl' truth ufthe belief. 

I here are Lllal Ileaknesses in this positiun. :\ot onl: does it go ,1gainst ,)lll" most basic 
uncierst,lI1ding (It' II hat a helief ascription does ~ ascribe a helief ~ but. 111(,re importantl). it also renders 
it pnimle". \\ h: di,quLltL' a helief ,tatement in orlkr to gil e a belief ~lseriptil)n, if line is no belter oil at 
Lhe end ()t'the pro('es<:' If the tint-claus.: ofa heliefa,cription (a heliefrel'0rt. on Bach', terms) onl) 
l'h,lrd,'teriscs, but ,Il'es mlt actually giYC the enntelll uf. the belicf ~ thell disqul,tatil1n scn cs 11\\ I'uqwse 
~lt :111. \\.: :lre leti in e.\actl) the position lIe I\ere in het!!}"\" disquotation, at IIhich point I\e cannot sa~ 
II hether til () beliefs are identical or contradictor:, as II e hal e not) et specified the meaning of the 
belief ,L1lement in,ide quotation marks, in the jl',rm of an ascription, b) means of disqul'tation. 
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in formation is materially different from that in the context of the be I iewr" s expression 

of the belief (or of her having the belief if one prefers). 

According w the infi)f'mation available to Peter. for example. there are t\\O different 

Padere\\skis. concerning the musical talents of each 01'\\ hom he has beliefs. As 

Kripke himself ackno\\ ledges. "He lacks int<)f'mation. not logical acumen:';; In this 

situation. there is no contradiction. It is only in the context of ascription. where it is 

KIW\\n that Pcter's t\\() 'PaderewsKi' tokens both have the wry same individual as 

their referent. that the c(ll1tradiction arises. The contradiction is created b) the t~1Ct that 

the beliefs ascribed to Peter me interpreted as having additional meaning. or simpl) 

different contents. than do Peter's actual beliefs. Therefore. his beliefs are 

misrepresented and the contradiction is not genuine. but one artificially generated by 

the t~lCt that the clisCJuotational principle t~1ils to take into account significant 

informational di fferences between believers and those in the context of ascription. 

I f there is not some kind in formation that is ignored by disquotation. then there can be 

no reason to deny the legitimacy of dis quoting bclicfstatements that include 

indexicals. pronomial devices. ambiguities and so on. and for impugning the 

correctness of the resulting belief ascriptions. However. that \\e are quite justified in 

su doing seems indisputable. Then. in order to assert that belief statements involving 

proper names should not be similarly e:\cluded from being disquoted. \\e \\ ouldneed 

tll pruvide evidence of a relevant distinction in this regard. \\hich I maintain cannot be 

clone f()r the reJsons I have e"plainecl in detail above. 

I have purpose fully lett the term' information' relative I) vague. I hat is because I 

believe that my vie\\ - that what is wrong with (D) is that it ignores crucial 

intixmational asymmetries - is entirely neutral as to the precise nature of this 

information. As I mentioned above (note 7 I). informational as) mmetr) is a problem 

fur ewn kind of communication. Unless enouuh infonnatiun is shared. . ~ 

cnmll1unicatiun cannot take placc - which is what makes it so difficult for us to \\ork 

our the details oh\hat various clitlerent birdsongs mean. or the particular pitch ofa 

dog's bark. say. So. it is Ilothing nc\v OJ' contentious to suggest that communication of 

, Kt'ipk.::. ICi7l): ~57. kripke l11~lk.::, lhi, obsenalion in the l\be of Pierre. bUI il i, equall) ~lppliclbk 10 

Peter'" 
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meaning bet\\een or amongst individuals requires relevant informational symmetry. 

The s) mmetry certainl) does not have to be perfect. but the better it is the greater the 

degree Llf detail and accuracy with which we can communicate. 

\\'hat makes the occurrence of ordinarily arising infclnnational asymmetries 

particularly evident and problematic in the case of dis quotation. is that the implicit 

assumption inherent in our practice is that (D) takes such asymmetr) into [t(:eount (in 

a way that belief statements within quotation marks clearly do not). \\hen in fact it 

t~lils to do this. The details of\d1at this information consists in are up for grabs by 

one's !inourite theories. For instance. in the puzzle cases. the ignored inf(Jrmation 

might c(l!1sist of the fact that Pierre and Peter are actual I) using proper name 

tokenings resulting from two causal chains that may be traced back to the baptismal 

e\ ent 7.( of a single referent on K.ripke· s causal theory of nam ing 7'. or it might consist 

of the fJct that their use orthe tokenings is licensed by t\\O chains of anaphoric­

dependence having a single anaphoric initiator in the case of Brandom' s thcory]!; - or 

\\e could ewn say that the information is constituted by the t\\O different Fregean 

:-.enses \\ ith which they usc each tokening77
. Specit~ing the nature ot'\\hatever kind of 

re!e\ant infLlrmation may be unaccounted for by (D) is not necessary here. The 

signiticant point is simply that such inf(wmation. which \\e must share in order for any 

form of meaning to be communicated. needs to be taken into consideration b) the 

disquotational principle in a systematic \\ay and not added in post-disquotation on a 

purely ad hoc basis. 

IIcmeveL it might be argued that it would be obvious I) problematic for 111) \Ie\\ if 

the causal theory \\ere used to e:\plain the nature or the relevant o\erlooked 

information. given that K.ripke quite clearly takes reference to be the sole determinant 

'It is [,e)ssible that there cuuld be more [han l)ne such e\ent. according tel L\~ll1S IL\~1I1s. Gareth. Ic)~:'i. 

'The Causal rhenr.1 ot'\:lll1es' in \1aninich. A.f'. led.) Till: Phi/o.lo/,/n oj'LullgZ/{/ge. (l.\t'ord 
t nil er,it: Pre~s: U:d<xcll. 
-~ ~ripkc. "au\. 19XIl . . \(/llIillg ({l7d Yc'L'eS.I/ll'. Cllnbridgc. \lassaehusctts: Han arcll'nh ersit; Press. 

l3r~ll1d(\m. Robert B .. I C)C)4 . . I/ukillg 11 L.\p/idr: Reusollillg. Represellfing. ulld Di.lo(rsil·,· 
(·ollllJlirlJlL'lJI. Han ard l ni I ersit I I'ress: Call1hridQe. \1assachusetts and London. EnQland. 
-- I· rege. (YHtlub. '()n Sen~e anli Reference'. in G~each. Peter. and \-b.\.. l3lack. 19:'2~ hUIlS/UlioIlSji'olll 
1111: !'hilo.\o/,hic·{// Ilrilillgsll((fO/f/oh Fj·ege. BL1ckllell: O.'d'xd. Del ill and Stereln; elen argue j"r ~1 
I1wdilied e'Clusal thee.r: llf naming that 11lllds that rd"c:rence i, determined aCl'llrding tl' causal chains. 
huttilat the meanings of Jirl1Jier names are not restricted to the bet of their referents as the; ul\"(! h,ne 
,ense,. \Ihich are causal I: determined as II ell (De\ iLt. \1ich'lel. 8: Stereln:. ~im. I c)C)C). LUllgllUgt" uilli 
/(CUfifl. \11 r I're,s: Camhridge. \1assachusells)' 
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I'lIlling Aparr rhl' Dis(jlwrurionul Principle 

of meaning. For him. there can be no relevant information that is ignored by the 

d isq uotational prin..::iple. since the referent( s) of the proper names in the disq uoted 

beliefs remain the same (regardless of whether one knO\\5 "hat they are). and 

therefore the meaning of say. Pete,""s actual beliefs and of the that-clauses of the 

belief ascriptions must be identical. But. remember. \\t are not assuming l'vlillianism. 

We arc quite fi'ee to use Kripke's causal theory (or any other) to pro"ide a possible 

explanation of the kind of information that (D) ignores - name ly the origin of the 

causal chain leading to a particular tokcning. on this theory - but \\e are not in the 

least obliged to endorse the assumption that the referent(s) in \\ hich the causal chains 

originate is the onl) signi1icant information provided here. As it lwppens. this 

assumptiun suffers hom the seemingly decisive objection that motivated Kripke's 

construction of his pUllle in the first place. 

Brandom. on the other heme\. asks. "Why should we not conclude from the puzzle 

cases offered [by Kripke] just that proper names. at least under some circumstances. 

are [like indexicals. pronomial devices and so fOl1h] also locutions for \\hich the 

disquotational principk is inadequateT7& Brandol1l argues that the reason the proper 

names used in the puzzle examples - those of' London' and' LOlldres' in the case of 

Picrre. and that of' Paderewski' in the casc of Peter - d i sallm\ the disquotation of the 

belief statements containing them. is because they must be construed as 

<lnaphoric<llly-dependent. just as pronomial devices. inde"icals and such like are. lhe 

concept of anaphoric dependence involves that: 

[J ]he tokening-repeatables corresponding to proper names should be 

understood not as equivalence classes of lexically cotypieal tokenings but as 

anaphoric chains. Such chains are anchored in a tokening that pia) s the role of 

anaphoric initiator. \\hieh corresponds to the introduction of the name. 7
<! 

\\'hat this means is that there is an 'anaphoric initiator". an anchoring instance of 

reference to Padere\\ski. say. which is an immediate one - stating. "This is 

Padere\\ski." as \\e point to him, for example - and not a reterence to any other. 

earlier reference (that is. one anaphorically dependent on this preceding reference). 

, I3t·andUIl1. 1 C)C)'+: 577-,,78. 
Br~lI1dnil1. ]l)C}'+: "T}.. 
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Pu/ling Apur[ lhe Dis(ju(I/u/ionu/ Principle 

Each subsequent. successive link in the chain of anaphora leads from this initiator 

10 \\ hate\er particular instance is in question. X!I 

In the case l)f inde:\icals. pronomial devices and other anaphorically-dependent terms. 

Brandom argues that. simply because t\\O terms are le:\.ically identical. it does not 

folkl\\ that they also have identical referents; that their respective anaphoric chains 
X' kad back to the "ame source. ' 1 

The \\Iwle prublem of indirect discourse consists in speeit\ing the relation 

bet\\een the tokening actually uttered. or that the believer coulclutter to express 

the belief on the one hand. and the tokening another can admissibly use in 

reporting \\hat \\as asserted or believed. on the other. Specit\ing this relation 

im ohes a [sic] m) riacl subtleties. vvhicl1 the' disquotatiomr strateg) simply 
'" S~ Ignures. 

Therefore. \\ ithout kno\\ ing the reterent of the anaphoric initiator. or even most oftl1e 

c ha in tj'om that in itiator to the particular anaphoric-dependent reterence \ve are 

dealing \\ith. we cannot rule out ambiguity or inaccurac) in disquotation. If this 

int~)]"mati()n is not taken into account by the disquotational principle. then \\e are 

unable to say. for instance. tll whom the pronoun in the be I ief attribution. "f erozia 

i)(;iie\ es that y\)U have good taste in shoes:' reters - hence. this disqul)tation is at best 

unc lear ane! at \\orst inaccurate. X3 

I think that Brandom is correct in suggesting that proper names are not eligible for 

disquotation according to the principle as formulated in (0). HO\\ ever. the problem is 

a less specitic one than he allows. affecting not just those kinds of terms he cleals 

\\ith. Brandom also does not call illto question (1)) itself or ask \\hy it is that belief 

, In c"lntr~bt tu Kril'h:c', l'alls,il thcl)ry, hU\\Tln, Branc!\)m's \ icll' i, C! twrmatilc rathn than a 
cle':'l'riptil e une, l.'sing an an~lpl1Uric terlll that is dependent on another. or un an ,1I1aphoric initi~llor. 
c'\lunt:; as an undcruking l\) cumt11it tu all that t<"IIO\\,s fl'l't11 this. Thcrd()!"c, t11C!intaining that 
P,lcierell ski h,ld nl) musical talent. commits Peter to all that is el1l,liled b) the fact 1)1" to Ilhom it is that 
hi" tokening 'Pad"Te\\ ski' actuall) refers, \ ia the chain of anaphora, e~t('h of II hich someone h,)o; 
cummitted to and in so doing licensed the transmission of that and prel il)US commitments further dOlI n 
thc' chain (llhieh IIc'rc alst) licensed in this wa) ) tu ne:\t persun, This hldels e\en if he is elltirel) 
igtWLlt1t uj" the relel ,lt1t truths - for inc;t,mee. that the fact that Padere\\ ,ki did actu,lll) hal e musical 
t:tlenl. makes hi:; hel iet L1lse, I Brancloll1. 1994, I 

Brandl)m. 1994: 574-57Q, 
". Ihid: 577, 

"Fel\lzia \11,IU!d, lll)llethde:-s, be eot11mittcd ttl all that is entailed by her belief "YIlU hale ~!l'l)d taste 
ill sh,,<::;'-' reg:lrdless ,,1" \\ hat or he)\\ Illuch she km)\\ s ahout the perSllll referred tll h) the pronoun 
') ')U'. gil en ,h,l[ her belief\\,)uld. lor Br,lt1ciotl1. consist in her hal ing been accepted b) ,)ther :,peakers 
:h heing ,,0 c\lll1111illed. 
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Plilling Apurf fhe Di.\(jllOfUfionul Prillciple 

~tatements containing anaphorically-clepenclently terms should be e\:.cluded from 

di'.lJuotation in the fir'.t place. My aim here. though. is not to provide or defend a 

particular theory of how best a given type of information should be conceptualised: 

the central j1,)int is simply that it is the indifference to crucial information relating to 

the meaning of belief statements that makes the disquotational principle unsuitable for 

application to many l)fthem. 

LtCt us consider. then. the i 111 pi ications fIX the puzzle e:-..:al11 p ks. I n the case of Pierre. 

he is ignorant of the infol111<ltion known to us. namely that Londl'cs ancl Lonclon are in 

Ihct the same city. The disquotation ofPierre's beliefs into. "Pierre believes that 

Lonclon is prett:." ancl. "Pierre believes that London is not pretty:' leaves out all 

relevant information known 10 those making the belief ascription. \\ ho are able to spot 

the contradiction onl: because they kno\\ that the proper names in each belief 

ascription h:1Ve a single. shared referent. Given that this information is not available to 

the belie\t:'r being disljuoted. Pierre. the meanings of his beliefs are different to those 

of the that-clauses of the belief attributions generatecl by means of disquotation. \vhich 

i" th(Tefore in these eases il1egitimate. It is not open to Kripke to argue that what is in 

bct illegitimate is deeming (D) inapplicable in such cases. since the principle would 

thcll have Tl1 be applied to those belief statements containing inc.k:-..:icals. ambiguities 

and uther similar terms that he specifically (and quite rightl) ) e:\.cludes. Either belief 

stJtements containing oil sllch terms may be disquotecl (\\hich seems deeply 

implausible) or those ufthe puzzle cases are not legitimately disquotable. 

Whatever the form of the relevant information of \\ hich the clislJ uotational principle 

does not take account. clearly this is what renders it inapplicable to (amongst others) 

belief statement'. containing indexicals. ambiguities and the like. as \\ell as those 

containing proper names. It is strongly intuitively plausible. an intuition that I think 

has been supported h) my arguments above. that the informational problem is the 

same in these cases. This is further borne out by the complete absence of any evidence 

suggcsting that proper names and inde:-..:icals. ambiguities. pronomial devices and the 

like should be \ie\\ed differently in this regard. 

Thus. disalicming the application of the disl]uotational principle in Pierre's case is no 

lunger an arbitrary move: it isjustified on the grounds that the act (\fdisquotation 
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ignures essential intclI'mation regarding the proper names concerned and thereby seb 

up an apparent and artificial contradiction bet\\een the t\\ 0 disquoted statements of 

Pierre's beliefs. 

\\'har causes it to seem that Pierre endorses two clearly contrad ictory bel iefs at one 

timt'. is this suppression of the t~1Ct. knO\\n to those considering his disquoted beliefs 

that the t\\ 0 different tokens of the proper name' London'. though lexically identical. 

arc not inf(lrmationally identical. That they happcn to knO\\ in this casc that thc 

referent of each of the t\\ 0 . London' tokenings is one and the same cit). does not 

make (D) allY more applicable. since it does not make the principle's belief 

attributions any more accurate. In Lid it is precisely the disquotational principle's 

disregard fllr their additional knowledge. relative to Peter. that makes it inapplicable. 

It is entirel) reasonable to claim that Pierre is not in an adequate position to decide 

\\ bethel' or not to assent to 3 given statement of his belief as suitable for disquotation 

in a particular c,)ntext. ifhe is not privy to all the relcvant information that those in 

the conte"t of ascription are.\.! I file is not given this additional information. then he 

cannut rationally assent to the statement. as he cannot bc certain \\hat altered. and 

hence possibly incorrect. meaning that statement might take on \\hen vie\\ed in light 

of that intlJrmation. 

In the same \\ 3). the difference in the information available to Peter. \\ho uses the two 

'Padere\\ski' tokens in\olved in the statements of his beliefs as if their referents are 

t\\O distinct people. and that available to those in the conte~t of attribution. \\ ho are 

(1\\ are that each tokening refers to one and the same person, is not retlected in the 

disquoted belief statements ascribed to Peter. \\hich makes this disquotation 

inappropriate. 

The anal) sis Boghossian gi ves of Kripke' s puzzle could be taken to sho\\ \\ hat is so 

prublematic about the informational asymmetry between Pierre (and simil:Jrly Peter) 

and those pri\) to the context of ascription. x, In examining: thc example of Picrre. he 

," It is II llrth reiterating here that this includes nOljust tho,e /JFesellfh' in the cl,nte.\t oL1seription. hut 
~lbu future member, (lfthc audicllcc ut' a panicuiar di,qu(,t~ltioll, ill tlwsc case's \\hcrc all ~lscriptiull is 
\\ ritten ([(III n. reem·ded. presen ed nr repeated in some other \\ C1). 

" B')ghu,,,i:ll1. P~lltl A .. 1994. 'The rransparenc) or ,\1ent~t1 Content'. in Fhi/o.'(Jphic·,,1 f'c:l'.lpel'ti1·c'S 
kl Lc)gie and Llilguage): 33-50. 

Univ
ers

ity
 of

 C
ap

e T
ow

n
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argues that Kripke is attempting to have his cake and eat it. He requires both 

epistemic transparency it)r Pierre's belief contents. \\hile simultaneously making use 

of a conception that assumes their opacity."" \Vhat he means b~ 'transparency' and 

'upacity' here is. as per Dummett's observation. that. "meaning is Tl'ompol'ellf in the 

~ense that. if someone attaches a meaning to each of two \\'ords. he must kno\\ 

\\hdher these meanings are the silme:·87 Similarity. the opacity of belief contents 

entails that \\e do not necessarily kno\v that the meanings oft\\o \\(lrds. to which we 

attach the same mcaning. arc in f~1ct thc samc. As Boghossian sees it: 

There is a pervasive tension between our conception of rationalit) and the 

practice of ps~ chological e"planation it undem rites. on the one hand. and 

currentl) dominant conceptions of mental content. on the other. The former 

presupposes \\hat the btter deny. One or the other conceptions must be 
. ~s reconSidered. 

Hc docs not see a clear ans\\er to this dilemma to be t()t'thcoming. His onc possible 

proposal is that "A thinker is to be absolved for believing a contradiction. provided 

that the cnntradictory character of the proposition that hc hclieves is inaccessible to 

mere (/ priori ret1ection on his part. .. s-) However. the obvious problem \\ith this is that 

it is hll' tllO inclusive. True. it \\ould quite correctly e"clude those \\ho would be 

prepared tel ackno\\ledge that they hold contradictory beliefs and at the same time 

refuse to gi\e either of them up - an undeniably irrational position. but hardl) 

e"hausti\e l)fall instances \\e \yould normally take to be irrational. The contradictory 

nature of their beliefs is typically not accessible (/ priori to those \\ ho are irration~d. 

but. if this is the case. they would have 10 be deemed rational on Boghossian's 

speculative suggestion. as he points out. In Lie!. the tension noted 3bO\e reJ113ins 

unresol,ed:'" 

As I ohsened earlier in my discussion of Over's treatment of the puzzle. \\ e cannot 

arbitrarily modit~ our attribution of Pierre or Peter's beliefs in order to preserve their 

rationality - though certainly it does seem that they ore perfectly rational and \\e do 

IhiJ :;.:;: -1-7--1-'), 
DUl11l11dL in Bugh,'ssian, 1 ')\)-1-: 33. 

" 13nglwssiJI1, 199-1-: -1-9. 
lo(' l'ir 
I. (iL' L'ir 
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\\ant the beliefs that we ascribe to them to reflect this. There seems to be a tension. 

Boghossian indicates. between the opacity of the contents of Pierre' s (and Peter" s) 

be I iefs. as far as his uwn (I priori reflection is concerned. and the evident transparency 

I\: ripKe requ i res of these contents from our perspective \\hen \\e observe that the 

beliefs "London is pretty" and ""Lolldres cstjolic" have the same meaning. 

I !em e\er. Bllghossian' s approach does not accurately represent the puzzle cases. The 

t~1Ct is. as 1 have shu\\n. that the meanings of Pierre's belief, are /lof cxactly the samc. 

Transparency holds throughout the puzzle. since Pierre would indeed be able to tell if 

he had t\\O beliefs \\ith identiealmeanings. What he has. though. are t\\O beliefs that 

thllse in the context of ascription believe to be about the same cit:. but \\ hich Pierre 

takes to refer to t\\O different places. In his context their meanings differ. and so the 

requirement for episremic transparency is not violated. 

Picrrc and Peter are not able to discover the contradiction between their beliefs 

through introspection alone. as their beliefs are not identical. As Brandom observes. in 

tcrms of his \ie\\ of reference as constituted by anaphoric dependence. ····Just as one 

cannot tell "by pure logical and semantic introspection' \\hether t\\O [anaphoric] 

chains that nne is continuing are anchored in one object or in 1\\0 \)f'(jinary anaphoric 

dependents. so Ul1e cannot fur the anaphoric chains that govern the use of proper 

names ... 
Oj 

The fJct that \\e \\ish to ascribe to Pierre and Peter \\hat we take to be 

contradictory beliefs is solely because of the additional information \\e have about 

their Clses that causes us mistakenly to assume that their beliefs have mutuall) 

exclusi\e meanings. Of course. we could just as \\ell h,ne less rather than more 

information than Pierre and Peter - the impOitant point is that the inil,rmation in each 

context is material different: that is. that the information asymmetry affects the 

meaning of the beliefs concerned. 

t'nfixtunately fCll' the usefulness of the disquotational principle. the rot does not stop 

\\ ith proper names. since informational asymmetries are not restricted to these alone. 

I,-ripke himself points out that his puzzle is not in fact limited soleI) to proper names. 

"\"atllral Kind terms are also vulnerable: 

Rran(~n. IYY~: SRI. 
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[AI speaker ufEllglish alone may learn 'furze' and 'gorse' nUr1nally 

(separately), yet wonder whether these are the same, or resembling kinds. (What 

about 'rabbit' and 'hare".» It would be easy for such a speaker to assent to an 

assertion formulated with 'furze' but \"ithhold assent hom the corresponding 

assertion involving 'gorse',"2 

And so it seems that the disquotational principle is beginning to hemorrhage cases to 

"hich it remain'. applicable. Since 'furze' and 'gorse' mean the same thing, \\e can 

easi Iy comc up \\ ith an instance where, by means of 'translating' nne of these terms 

into the other. \\ e \yould be able to state, "Ferozia believes that gorse is hard) and 

}-ercl.Ii3 believes that gorse is not h3rdy."l)3 It is evident that the problem here involves 

precisely those considerations just discllssed above: the trouble is that the crucial 

distinction bet\\een the intc)J"!nation available to Ferozia ane! that avail3ble to those in 

the conte.\J of disquotation is ignored in the application of (0). 

It seems the tllm cannot be staunched: 

[A] bilingual may learn '/(lpill' :1l1c1 'rabbit' normall) in em:h respective 

language yet wonder whether they arc one species or t\\O, and this L1Ct can be 

used to generate a paradox analuguus to Pierre' s.W-l 

If this is true for a French-English speaker and '/apill' and 'rabbit', \\hy not for an 

:\tI-ikaans-English speaker and 'skoell' and 'shoe', '(ukI and ·table,,:q~ It is quite 

: Kripkc', 1')79: 2<>9: uriginal eml,hasis . 
. It might be objeeled th~lt the prublem here unly :.Irises bec:.luse Feru7i~1 uses either ·gorse· ur ·fur7e· 

in a Ih'n-swndard \\ 'ly. Hll\YC\ er. un l'llnsideratiun, this dues n,)t seem tu be a "umiIKing critil'ism. It is 
pert'eL'll: plausible to :.Issume that Fenvia uses buth orlhese terms in such ,I \\,lY thaI we \\<'uld be 
hal')': tu del'm her an urdinary user ufboth, and yet that she hulds a mistaken belief abl)lIt the hardiness 
urthe pkmt (tu \Yhich buth terms, lInbej.;no\l'nst to her, refer) lmly in rel~ltiun tu 'rurle'. \\hich she taj.;es 
t<> bl' a distinct species hum 'gl)rsc·, If such a mistakcn belief were Il' mcan then FCI"l)zia dl)CS nut usc 
'i'urLe' in the st,lI1darci \\'ly. then none oJ'lIS could be in the slightest error ,lbolltthe terms \Ie use and 
still bl' said tl) h: llrdinary speakers ,,1' (lUI' language, which seems a highly unJ'alatable suggl"til)n. 
" Kripj.;e. 197'): 2(,<). 
, :"t: Riaan has gw\yn up in a rural farming l'llml11unity. \\herc there is 11\1 intcrcst in l)r knu\ykdgc uf 

inciustri,ll design and \\here all the \ arious di rCerent tables arc quite ordinal': lmes. Speak ing i\ i'rikaans, 
,1', he dnes. \\hen he sees a Llble he I'efer,; to it ,b a '{({ter. and since he is bilingual he \\()uld sa) thaI it 
\\c15 ,1 ·table· irhe "'Pllke ,1boUl it in Lnglish. ~l)\\ imagine that he \entures tu ,1 cit: Iur the first time. 
Un entering a cl,tlee shup a \yaiter says tu him, "Ha\e a scat at l)ne ufthe wbles," gesturing at thel11 as 
he spe'lks. Ihe cafe tables are oddl)-sh,lpeci ,)\ ant-garck affairs. m,lcie frum high-density loam in one 
';l·did piece and cut nut s(, ~1'; to resemhle the estahlishmen( s logo. 

".e)\\ Ri,l,m a5"umes - \\rongly. as it happen", but not illogh'Llth - th~ll the Lnglish term 'table' 
include,; such oddities as these. hut continues to think olthe Afrikaans '("ticI as restricted l(lthe kind of 
tllllctillnal t,thlc he has had e:o.:pericncc ufback in his t(\\\'I1. It seems quite reasonable h' say that Riaan 
use:; bnth ·(ujiJ and 'tahle· in the sL1I1dard \\a). e\en though he Iln) n()t be perfedl) accurate in 
bdie\ ing that the 1\\ 0 are LIrgel) but not entirely eoe:o.:ten"i\ e. If this is indeed the case, then. since the 
l\\(, terms dll in t~1Ct mean precisel) the same thing. it is a siml11e m~llkr t(, imagine an ilbtance in 
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possible for Riaan, say, to use both 'tater and 'table' in the standard \\ay and still 

t(l]'l11 t\\ (l be liefs that \\ oule! be directly contradictor; if the; \\ ere to be disLJlIoted, 

So, it seems that any belief statement containing ordinary nouns, tOl), and not just 

proper names, is ineligible for disquotation, And why not verbs as \yell? We can 

construct convincing examples using such identical Ahikaans and English verbs as 

'Slap' and '\\alk', 'glillllag' and ·smile·. or 'lITS' and 'shcm''''' along exactly those 

I i nee; used ablwe in the case of r erozia and her' gorse' and' fllrzt". and R iaan and 

'{otd and 'table', 

\\e are left \\ ith a situation where. even if one takes issue \\ ith. and \\ ishes to entirely 

discount. the claim that it is illegitimate to disquote an) belief statements that contains 

ordinar; nouns and verbs (on the basis that a case could in fact be made that the) 

\\ ould have to be used in a non-standard manner to allO\\ for the possibil it) of 

el)ntradietory belief attributions). it still seems irrefutable that all belief statements 

containing proper names l11ustjoin indexieals. pronominal clevices. ambiguities and 

the like in being at least technically ineligible for disquotation - given the potential 

fllr inaccurate belief attributions, 

This gi\es us a clisqulltational principle either applicable to no belief statements 

\\hatsoever. or signi ficantly restricted in its application - or. alternative I; one that is 

nut strictly correct. but may ordinarily be employee! without concern, given the 

reJatiw infrequency or relevant informational asymmetries, Just as I may use (D) 10 

make the ascription, "Ferozia believes that your shoes are in this room:' if you and I 

both happen. eoincidentall). to be in the same room as FeroLia \\ as \\ hen she 

\Ihich \Ie \loulJ be forced to \\Tongl) conlict Ri:l~lI1 of holding contradictor: beliefs, if the 
disqll<:>tatil)11 (11' his Ix'lid's \\'CI'C admissible, 

,\, considered in 110te 9.3, (lbcJle, regarding FeruLi~l'S llse u(·gur~e' ~md '(mLe', lIe can \\e11 
imagine Riaan heing mi;;taken ahout ,ome characteristic of tahle;; as he I·d'ers to them h) means of 
'table·. but not as hl' refers tu them \Iith ·'iI/d, ,\, Kripke pl)ints out: "Ihis is e~peCi~lll) plausible if, as 
I'utm,lll SUI)I)'>Scs, ,\11 English speaker -- fllt' e~ample, Putllam himself \\hel is n,)t a butallist may usc 
'\'eec\1' ,md 'elm' \\ith their I1nl'malldistinct) meanings, e,en though he cannot lk,tingui,h the t,\O 
tree," I Kripke, 1'179: 21))). And. if Kripke' s puzzle can he generated h) mean, of' '(ltd ,1I1d ·uhle', 
thi:- me,lIl, that e:-:-entiall) an) noun euuld suffice, 

The same could he done II ith English and an) numher of other langu,ige:;, although the notion of 
tr,1ll,lati,1n in upcratilln herc mLlst nel'essarily bc a strict <Jnc, Any t\IU II ,11',!,; in clitti:rei1t languages lor 
,1 pair l.f S) non) m, in one language) must he idelllical and notmerel) 'iullicientl) :;imilar to he used 
intel\:hangeclbl) in inilmnal translatiolb. or an) translations that seek primari I) to pres en e something 
(lther lh:1I1'iamene'is (,I' meaning. 
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originally e~pressed a belief Ie~ically ilkntkal to the one contained in the that-clause 

of this attribution. so too may \\e use (0) to produce correct belief ascriptions 

involving proper names (and com111on nouns and so tClI,th) - although our success is 

nut strictly due to the tlawless naturc of (0). but to the fortunate coincidencc that we 

just happen to be, in all relevant respects. in the same informational conte~t or state as 

the believer \\as "hen he originally stated his belief The problem is that \\c cannot 

rei;, simply on coincidence to ensure correct belief ascriptions. "hich means that the 

disljuotational principle as it stands cannot hold tlJr formal belief ascription. though it 

m(1) offer a generall) \\orkable appro~imation of an entire!) sound version of the 

principle in most int(Jrmal. practical LIse. 

Ha\ing pinned so much blame on (0). [need to provide a clear case for the 1~\Ct that it 

is this principle that lies at the hemt of the problem. In apparent contrast to 111) 

contention that Kripke' s puzzle is the result of a problem with the disquotational 

principle. So sa maintains that \\e do not need (0) (or the principle of translation) to 

generate puzzle cases. On the basis of this. he goes on to undermine Kripke's view by 

attempting to shO\\ that it inadvertently assumes precisely \\hat it ~eeks tll defend."7 

The \\ay in \\hich :vlillianism is assumed in the very construction of the puzzle. is. 

according to Sosa. inherent in the unacknowledged principle underlying Kripke's 

argument: 

(H)ermeneutic If a name in an ordinary language has a single rcj'crclIl then it 

may correctly be represented logically b) a single con5tan1."8 

Sosa claims that (H) begs the question. since it presupposes :vtillianism (and. hence. 

the puzzle cannot hope to defend Millianism from the intersubstitutabilit) problem. as 

Kripke intended). "In eneet." So sa argues. "(H) takes a name's having a single 

referent as suftic ient for its being I/lwllIhiglfolfs (in the sense re levant to representation 

by a single logical constant),'·qq The problem. clearly. is that it is only by means of (H) 

that \\e are able to indicate the contradiction between beliefs such as the foJlcming: 

(l)) Pierre be I ievcs that London is pretty. 

~- "'.'';,1. D,n id, ]l)')h, 'The Il11plll'l l'fth~' Puzzic Abl)ut Belief. ThL' Phi/(I,\(lphiL',t/ RL'I'ic'll'. j()5(3): 373 
41)2, 
, lhid: 3X8: origin,d .::mphais. 

L"L' L"il 
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['lIllillg .lpurlll71· Di.l(jIlOIU[iollul ['rillciplc 

( 10) Pierre believes that London is not pretty. 

If' London' cannot be represented by a single logical constant. then \\e do not have 

t\\O statements of the form "Pierre believes that 'Fa'lIlII" and "Pierre believes that 

'-Fa' I 'il ." Ho\\ever. Sosa' s argument rests on his claim that (0) is not vita I to the 

generati'lll nfpuzzling cases. \\hich are instead down tn Kripke's 0\\11 unjustifiable 

and question-begging assumption of (H) else\\here in the puzzle - namely in 

opposing (9) and ( 10) and alleging a contradiction. In so d,)ing Kripkc takcs no noticc 

of the fact that· London' in (9) has a different sense (on Sosa' s terms - \\ e can think 

of it simply as a ditference in informational value of some kind. ho\\ever this may be 

construed) to . London' in ( 10). Ilowever. when \\ e exam ine Sosa' s v ie\\. \\ e see that 

hripke h~lS been un1Jirly charged with introducing Millianism by the back door. 

It is the clisquotational principle that assumes (H). and given that even Sosa himself­

in a paper arguing the case fix proper names as requiring consideration of the Fregean 

senses belie\ers associate with them. over a Millian conception - maintains that. "the 

principle of disquotatinnal is a relatively basic principle governing OUl' practice of 

beliefattribution[ .1,,1
11

: it does not seem possible to accuse Kripke of using (0) as a 

means llfdeliberately sneaking in Millianism. That (0) cl1uld in t~1Ct bt: termed 

\Iillianist. at least insot:lr as it assumes (H) and that this assumptiun is indicative of 

\Iillianism. is the key to the puzzle. Oddly enough. Kripke's examples neither illicitl: 

presuppose Millianism. nor. in so doing. manage to defend Millianism from the 

charge that it leads to contradictory belief ascriptions. Th is is because the examples do 

require \\ hat could be termed aMi II ian principle. \V h ich ignores relevant intlwmation 

regarding proper names involved in the belief stdtements. in order that a contradiction 

nw) be artificiall) created. The somewhat surprising truth of the matter. though. is 

that Kripke does not illegitimately slip in his o\\n Millian con\'ictions. but uses a 

principle that even a shaIl1 critic of Millianism such as Sosa is \\ illing to allen\. 

In l1rder tl) support my analysis. I need to sho\\' that it is genuinely possible to deny 

Sosa's dismissal 01'(0) as central to the puzzle. He offers t(JUI' supporting arguments 

Loc ('iT 

L(le'l'ir 
: <";"<l. ]')<)(J: :;X3. 
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Plliling .1pur[ !he Dis(jllo!u!ionul Principle 

for remuving the disqllot3tional principle as a suspect in the generation of problematic 

cases. \\ hich I \\ ill deal \\ ith here it turn. Firstly. he points out that although there ma) 

be "many principles that we rely on in our practices \\hich are philosophically 

duhious .. ·ll ; (D) is a seemingly basic and important principle. \\hich it might be 

troublesome and difficult to replace insot:1r as it may be tla\\ed. I ackno\\ledge the 

pnint. but. as he himselfnotcs. this is not to deny such a possibility. so much as to 

indicate its disadvantages. Secondly. So sa makes reference to Salmon' s argument 

that. c\cn if\\e adopt a "different and obviously unobjectionable .. I!Ll \'crsil)n of (D). 

the puzzle problems still arise. \IIy response is simpl) that I do not take the folkm ing 

conception of (D) to be un problematic: The suggested version of (D) is one that 

allows that retlective assent to a statement does not necessarily indicate beliet: but 

Llndoubtedly does imply that one assel1s the proposition it contains. Ihis ma) be so. 

but. regardless. the trouble remains that the context in which disquotation is licensed 

by SLlch assenion is a limited one. Whether the proposition concerned is truly believed 

,)1' mcrcly asscrtcd - this does not legitimate disquotation in a cnnte:-..:t \\hcrein 

additional infl>rmation is available that was not knowl1 by the believerlasserter in the 

original COl1tc:-..:t of asscnt. Thc same problems arise precisely because this version of 

(0) fails to address the fundamental flaw of the principle. II
!) 

The third argument Sosa offers is that if the blame is put on (0). then an explanation 

ll1ust be gi\en 3S to why. in the puzzle e:--:amples. disquot3tion is the primar) problem. 

\\hereas in the seem ingly parallel trad itional cases. \\here F regean concerns are 

highlighted. this is not the cause of the trouble. II", Ho\\ might our intuition. that these 

cases follo\\ a similar line and therefore should indicate similar problems. be 

assuaged? Consider cases such as those where \\e can sa): 

(11) Lois Lane believes Superman is wry strung. 

( 12) Lois Lane belie\'e Clark Kent is not very strong. 

: " L'lc' c'/f 

• Sall1wl1. in Sosa. 199(" 

"usa. 19LJIJ: 383, 
. Ihid: ~8.i-:;8-+, 
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i'lIlfing Apur( (he Disqllo(u(iollul Prillciple 

'f \\e substitute one name for the other in ( 11 ) or ( 12). on the basis that they have the 

same referent. \\e arrive at a contradiction. I 'cmever. these cases suffer from precisel~ 

the same problem as the puzzle examples. in that there is an informational asymmetry 

bet\\cen Lois in the Cl)ntext of her assertion of that belief(or disposition to so assert) 

and us in the context of ascription. This asymmetry explains \\hy her belief \\ hich 

shc originally expressed as. "Clark Kent is not very strong'" call1lOr legitimately be 

disljuoted as (12). since this ascription. as interpreted in the context of ascription. is 

inaccurate. The fact that (0) ignores these differences and focuses purely on the 

terms" referents is \\ hat causes the trouble in such traditional instances and in 

KJ"ipke's puzzle e"al11ples as \Wll.11I7 Therefore. the cases do indeed sutTer from the 

same kind of problem. and our intuition that the~ should parallel one another is 

preserved, 

SO, 3S it happens. there was no need for Kripke to cre3te his pULLle - the same 

problem \\as inherent in the traditional argument against 'vlillianislll as wcll. But this 

is a decidedly hollo\\ victory for Kripke. since. while post-disquotational 

intersub"titutability may have bcen saved (by virtue of the hlCt that (0) is only 

applicable in cases where both those in the context of ascription lIlId the believer 

Knl)\\ of the relevant possible substitutions). the Millianism turns out to have been 

introduced already. at an earlier stage. by (0). Sosa might argue that \\e could equally 

\\ ell assume disquotation to be unproblematic and maint3in that the :'vlillianism gets in 

only at the point uf the later intersu bstitution of proper names \\ith a single referent. 

Ho\\ever. this woulclle21cl to a contradiction o1'Sos21's O\\n vie\\ -namel). that. "\Ve 

can and do disljuote people when they LIse ambiguolls expression:;. Ho\\ever - and 

this is crucial- ollr lISe olall alllbigllolls expression in (lie bcficlarrribll(ioJl shollid be 

dislIlIlhigllllled in II II'o.)'lhol matches Ihe original lise ollhe {//J/higllolls lerlll h)'lhe 

persoJ/ di.\(Juo(ed .. ·
1,1

, This implies that the problem cloes incleed come in at the puint 

of dic,ljuotatinn. Hc)\\ever. to be t~lir. Sosa clearly ackno\\ ledges that his argument 

against ',,"ripke. that he presupposes Millianisll1 in the form of (H). may be reframed in 

terms l)f fill/iring (ht' applicarion of (0). but not in denying the principle itself in any 

\!uore denies that the traditional argument relies on (D), sinCe lIe C~1J1l'(Jnceile nfpossihk instances 
\1 hen: the neees,ar: belief rep'Jrts might be justiticd b; Iwn-linguistic bc'ha\i,Jur. rather than by ,bsent 
to a particular heliefst:ttemelll (.vlnore. 1999). Elen Ilere this true. it is n()tl'rohletnatie for tn) liel\ 
1,10 1 e';pLlin further in nllte 1P. bel,m ). nor \jlxlre's either - though he .lppears t,) t,lke it to be, 

, S"'<I. 19'!(): ]<)-1--3'!5: original emphasic,_ 
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I'lliling .1pur{ {he Dis(jllo{u{ionlli I'rincipie 

\\ay.'11'1 The fact is. though. that we would not be able to make accurate belief 

ascriptions (and I am assum ing that accuracy is crucial!) b: means of d isq uotation in 

the case of an) ambiguous tenn. such as . Padere\\ski' in the example of Peter. 

\vithout cftccting the disambiguation Sosa insists upon. The argument. then. is that 

there is nothing inherently \\Tong \\ith (0). except for the tiKt that it generates 

incllrrect ascriptions \\hen disquoting any belief statement involving an ambiguous 

term (and this is even more problematic when \\e consider that this ma) include not 

just inde."\icals and the like. and proper names. but also possibly cOl11mon nouns. verbs 

and so on). But. if this is the case. then surely it must be the insensitivity of(O) to the 

senses. on Sosa's terms. (we may think of the insensitivit) as pertaining to a more 

generic kind of information that allows for any number of ditlerent specific 

conceptions) associated with proper names. say. that causes the trouble. rather than 

:'-ome :,-ubsequent illicit introduction of Millianism. 

Thcrdixe. either there is something: wrong with (D) and it must be modified. or the 

illegitimate Millianism Kripke is indulging in. in the construction of his puzzle. 

consists either in his 1ll1t excluding statements. such as Pierre's belid: "London is not 

pretty'" because of their ambiguity. or in not disquoting stich belief statements in a 

manner than disambiguates thelll. The latter is a plausible charge. but the trouble is 

that this is not in bct the criticism Sosa (at least initially. in the main body of his 

3rgUl11ent) appears to be levelling against Kripke. and that this kind l)fe'\clusion Sosa 

appears also to see as unnecessary on his own view. But. if the charge against Kripke 

is the former. then there must be something \\rong \vith (0). since it requires no 

disambiguation as it stands. Any clarification of ambiguous terms is done on a purely 

3rbitrar) basis. in order to make the belief ascriptions come OLlt correctly. but without 

addressing \\h) it is that (0) requires such ad hoc intervention. Gi\en that this 

ambiguity may potentially apply to every belief statement. or at least a signiticant 

number - it \\ ould seem more than justified to lay the blame at the door of the 

disquotational principle and require that it be moditied so as to accommodate all and 

any ambiguous terms. 

""l"~l ~ues on to prll\ ide J suggested modi li'::C1tion elf the principle. in order ll) broaden its 
applicahilit). but I helie\e that this attempt fails for reason, that I make clear in note II(l. heIO\\. 
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I'II/liJlg ApurT {he Disijllo{u{ioJlu/ I'rincip/e 

The fourth and tinal argument Sosa makes (and the one that he takes to be the 

strongest). is that \\ e are able to produce puzzle-type cases \\ ithout making use of (D) 

at all. He gives an e~ample concerning his o\\n e~perience. since he at one time 

bclieved that there \\as a t~lIllOUS astronaut called John Glenn. \\ho had died. and alsl) 

a living politician of the same name. It happens that Sosa \\as \\Tong. the astronaut 

had not been killed on a mission. and \vas in t~lct exactly the same person as the 

politician John Glenn. The significant point here. is this: 

Considering my situation bd~)re I discovered l11y ClTl)L I \\ould attribute to 

IIll'lcftthe belief that John Glenn has been in space as \\ell as the belief that 

John Glenn has not been in space. I1's not that I 111/('" fi'om assent to ordinary­

language sentences. by means of the principle of disquotation. that I must have 

had those beliefs. I don't need to inter \vhich beliefs 1 hJd: I remember them. llii 

lhere is J crucial problem \vith this Jrgument. though. As Moore points out. there is 

evidently something distinguishing the two tokenings l
! I of 'John Glenn' in Sosa's 

thought - othel"\\ ise. he would be unable to say whether it "JS Glenn the astronaut 

\\ho had been in space or Glenn the politieian ll
:. \\ithout il/klTil/g this hom the t~lct 

that astronauts are more likely to have been in space than politicians. Nloore refers to 

SUS;) thinking of the nal11e 'John Glenn' in terms oft\\o different ·guises·. but 

regard less of ho\\ one \\ishes to construe it. it seems obvious that :vloore is correct in 

sa) ing thm "homonymous clifferentiation is taking pJace neve11heless:· I
I.' It appears 

plain. therefore. that puzzle cases cannot be created \\ithout the use ufthe 

disquotational principle - at least by the means Sosa suggests.l1~ So. while Sosa's 

criticism. that \\e are only able to attribute contradictory beliefs to rational individuals 

'-:"-;:1. 1991): 3:)-[: uriginal ~l1lpha.,i.,. 
\\e Ill:]) think urth~m in o[h~r [~rl1l, iC\\~ di:·;lik~ th~ id~a uC[ok~ning" oCthoughl. 

,2 \!"'.'rc. I 'I'll): 35'}·3111. 
. ibid: 360. 

,. It 111:1) t>.:- that b.:-lid attrihutions do not ah, a) s. n.:-c.:-ssaril) hal ~ III h~ m~lck t» m~ans of 
di,>qlwt:lliun (:10 p~r \1Ullr~', sugg~stion. \\hieh 1 m~ntil)J1 :lbo\~ in nllt~ HI7I. It is re:lsonable [0 

"upl'ose hllth tlut the ,;ourc.:- oi'th.:- trnllhl~ in Kripk.:-·s puzzle is du.:- to (01. and that th~ principle's 
cssenti:ll prublem. llf iglwring int\)lmational asymmctrics. is one that must bc t.lkcn intD ~lC('l'unt by an) 
"th.:-r nwd~ of b.:-li~f a"criptinn. \1) focus is on (0) h~cau,;~ 111) anal) sis h~r~ is of this particular puzzl~ 
')IKripk~·s. in \lhich I b~li~\~ (Dlto b~ tht: rele\anttroubl~-mak~r. and alsll b~C::llI'~ 1 think it \lonh 
pursuing. ,inc.:- (01 is ~l \lickl) (although notuni\~rsall) I accept~d and used tool for b.:-li.:-fascription. 
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flil/ing Aparllhe Dis(jllo[u[ionu/ frincip/e 

b) means of the illegitimate introduction of(H)115. does indeed hold. it holds 01'(0). 

rather than some post-clisquotational move of ~ripke's as he imagined. 

Lluri.::r IKlk.::~ .::~s.::nti:t1I~ th.:: same point as Sosa do.::s \\ ith I H I, though in a di t't.::r.::11l \\ a~, H.:: 
~lrgu.::s that \'liI1i<1I1ism i, a,sumed b~ ~ripke. in that onl) b) presupplising ~1 )wn-iI1l'::I1lional \ ie\\ of 
I')\'\'cr n~1Jncs as thc ,tandard w,~lge llfsuch namcs loan \yc gcncratc thl' puzzle. 11'\\c du nul. then either 
the ~lssumpti()n is th~ll Peter. for e\.ampk. uses' Padere\\ ski' nun-st~1I1dardl) (if it is not standard to 
assume that the name must nece"aril) refer to .iu~t one indi\ iduall or standard lhag.:: or I))"('p.::r 11:l1nes 
i, non-int.::mion~ll. Lith.::r \\a), the pULLle is soh ed, alth'lugh the c,iI1l.::mion that suncLlrd usag.:: might 
be non-intentional seen):) oh\ iousl) Cabe. I Lauri.::r. D~11li.::1. 19R6. '\:~lme, ~md Belitts: A l'uzzk Lost" 
in Tlie Plii/OlO/lliil'U/ (jIlU/"/c'/"/Y, 36( 1421: 374l).) Like Susa. though, Laurier bils to attribute the 
pnJhkm to :1l1 inherent defect of ( l.)) ~ \\ hich. if appl ied. treats all pr(lper lum.::s contai n.::d in be I ier 
statemeI1l, as non-imemional. Peter dol'S use the name' Paclere\\ ski' in the stanlbrd \\ a), but (D I is 
insensiti\e tn this. 
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Amending the Disquotational Principle 

Kning established that (0) is indeed the truublesl)me element in the puzzle. my goal 

i:, tu e~plore possible \\ays in which it might justifiably be adapted su as to prevent 

the ascription of contradictory beliefs to perfectly rational believers. as \\ell as the 

implications this might have for the nature of the beliefs that \w are attempting to 

disqu\)te. J come. then. to considering the possible modification of the disquotational 

principle. in order to accommodate those belief statements that I have shO\\ n it to be 

inappropriate to disquote. 

I he puzzle that Kripke presents arises because of an asymmetr) in the infllrmation 

actually kno\\ n to the believer and that assumed by those in the conte~t of ascription. 

Part oh\ hat helps to e:\plain why we take Pierre and Peter's beliefs to be irrational. is 

that in our ordinary practice of interpreting belief ascriptions \\c assume cotypicality 

to license identit) - specifically. that the believer takes the le'\icall) cotypical terms to 

retl:r tL) and mean precisely the same thing. Assent being the mcans of liccnsing the 

application of (0). the believer must be taken to be disposed to assent to the statement 

uf her belief that is to be disquoted: but such an assumption of assent is unreasonable. 

as it is not one made on an informed basis - she should kno\\ if she has any beliefs 

in'vohing le~ically identical terms. but that cotypicality alone is not sufficient to make 

their meaning identical. otherwise any belief she had about a fhend called 'Riaan' 

\\oulcl also be a belief about every other J-{iaan she kne\\. and vice versa. To make this 

clear. let u" go back to Kripke's e~ample of Peter and hi" heliefs. Peter belie\es that 

there is one Padere\\ski who is a musician and another separate individual \\ho is a 

p()litician. In thi" Peter is mistaken. but this is merely a L1ctual error and not a logical 

one. and so does not bring Peter's rationality into an) doubt. On the basis of his 

erroneous understanding that there are 1\\0 different people. both called Padere\\ski. 

Peter comts to hold simultalltously the belid's. "Paclere\\ski had musical talent." and. 

"Padert\\ ski had no musical talent." 

Thi~ is nut an ordinary case of ambiguity - a case of the type that Kripke. of course. 

ackno\\\edges it \\ould be inappropriate to disquote - only insobr as the conte~t in 

\\ hich relevant infi.xmation is lacking is that of the believer. Peter. and not that of 
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All/ending (lie DisCjllo(u(ionul i'l'inciplc 

ascription. but this is not a significant difference in terms of disallcming disquotation. 

Those of us pri \') to the context of the attribution of the beliefs kmm \\ ho the person 

is to \\hom Peter" s . Paderewski' tokenings refer. \\' e kno\\. but Peter does nut. that 

the pers\)J1 so referred to is in both cases nne and the same individual. Because \\e 

have more (or perhaps simply different - after all. it could conceivably be we whu are 

mistaken) information regarding the referent of these tnkenings. it is not legitimate for 

us simp I) to assume that Peter \\ ould assent to the statement of his beliefs as 

disqunted in thc CI)J1tcxt of attribution. \\hen he is ignorant of the information relevant 

to his helief~ available to those in this context. This is analogous to asking someone 

\\hether he \\ould prefer to be given the thing that is on table A or that on table B. 

\\ hen both tables are in the next room. currently hidden from his vie\\. and the items 

on each have been switched around since his last sight of them. Attributing to him his 

asserted preference for the thing on table A (made on the no\\ mistaken assumption 

that he knc)\\s \\hat this thing is). in response to the question. cannot accurately reflect 

his truc preference. S im i larly. Peter cannot reasonab Iy assent to the statement of his 

beliefs. as given above (or be taken to be so disposed). ifhe does not kno\\ their 

meaning in the c,)nt('xt of attribution - determined in light of infixmation he is 

una\\are of. In order for Peter to be said truly to assent to the statement of his beliefs. 

he must be fully infl1l'l1led of the meaning they have in the context of ascription. 

Othemise. Peter is in actual fact giving (or disposed to give) his assent to something 

other than \\ hat is attributed him. Of course. similarly_ the same is true in the case or 

Pierre. 

llcl\\ then might the clisL]uotational principle be modified in order to accommodate 

this concern? \1) proposal is the \1oclifiecll)isquotatiomd Principle: 

(\lD) 110 l70rlllal English VJt'uker-/itllv il7f(Jrll1cc/ otall (lie rl'iC1'(/i1f il?trJrll1u(iol7 

kllmrlllo those ill the cOlllex( otascriplioll - Oil reflec(ioll, sillcereh' Llssellt,l (0 

, '/ / I I' / 1/(, P , I Jen ,I /(' Jt' !lTt'S [ /(I[ p, 

" '-;,'s"lc()nCedt'S th:tt his argull1ellt against Kripkt", puzzle Illa: he rt'fr:lIlled inlerIll' or a lilllilalieJ/l 
.,n the applicabilit: u( the dioqll<Jl~lliunal principk. thoug.h n,l[ a deni~ll "r the principle il~elf. In ,)rder l,) 
brn:ldell its application. ,-;osa otrers the l()IIc)\\ing Illociilieation otl DI: 

ID"') If". a n<Jrl11al l-Sl)eakel'. un ret1ectiun. silll'erci: asocnts tu '1' ta sentellce d'l). and if 
'q' i:; a tran:;lation (into English) or '1" ,uch that there is a selbe or 'q' that is the same 
as the sense or '1" in \\ hieh the speaker assented to it. then S belie\ eo lh~ll q. in that 
sen:ie ()('q', (So:;a. 1996: 395,) 
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.1l11clIdillg {hc Di.\(jllo{ariollo/ PriIlCl})/" 

It is not completel:- clear. though. that this modification will do the real \\orl\. that the 

disquotational principle is intended to do. In the case of Peter. it seems that ih\e were 

tn apply (MO) he \\l)l!ld certainly not bc disposed to assent in the eonte:\t ofaseription 

to the statements of his beliefs as Kripke gives them (although these may be Ie:\ieally 

identical to statements Peter himselfmade earlier. in uther eOllte:\ts and with other 

information). If Peter kne\\ the referent of each of his' Padere\\ ski' tokenings. he 

\\()l! Id sure I: alter either the statement of h is be I ief to wh ic h hc would bc prepared to 

assent. or even the belief itself. What we would like" Qain. or could 1e2itimatel\ .. ' --- ,- .. 

assume. <lssent for. is a statement of Peter's beliefs such th<lt it could be disquoted as. 

"Peter believes that Paderewski had musical talent. and Peter believes that Paderewski 

Tht prohltm II ith this ,tatement (lCthe disquotatinnal principk is that alle'\ls tor difttrtnce onl:- in 
ttrlll> of Stlbto. rathtr than mort II idel: in ltrms or informational as:- mmttrito (holl tl tr thtst may bt 
rcaliscd. by mcans of scnsc c,f othclwisc). and is conscqucntl) I ulncrable tll ~\l1y SUl'ccsstlll ar:c:ulllcnt 
:lg:lin,t them, \Iore important. elen. is that this modificatic'n has distinctly undesirable consequences. 

h,lL considtr. according to (D"). irS lItre to retltctilt asstnt to. "Lontil'l;'l (;'If iolie." lIe Ilouid 
unl:- be ju::,tifitd in translating this into Lnglish so that it relltcted the oense in Ilhich S beliele, this 
statement. So. thtn. prtsul1lahl) lIt cOLtid make tht translation :1I1d disquote so as to end up II ith 
sllmething ~liong the lin\:'0 or. "S beliel es that London. in the sense uf being :1 generic far a\l ay cit) and 
distind fr,lm London as tht capital of England. is prttt:-." (Kripkt' s poillt that try ing to detine dif1'trent 
senseo of London here Ilouid run into the problem that an) detinite description Ill' might C,Hl1e up \Iith 
Ilouid bt tquall) II til satislitd h) hoth conceptions of cit) (Kripke. 1979 L comts to mind. But Sosa 
"uggesb this is nut decisile (Suoa. ICJCJ6). and I \lill not con::,idcr it further a, I beJiele it is subsumed 
by gre:lter prohlems here,) 

\\c might l',lssibly bl' able III cumc up I\'ith somc kind llftranslati,'llllfthc Frcneh belief statement. 
sUc'h that it trul:- capturts tht sense in II hich London as im oil td in this htlief is distinl't C!"l)m the sense 
uC Lund,ln im uh ed in :1l1.' later belief S might rorm that II oulci - otripped ut' the,e ,elbe, - not be 
cl)]1traclict,'n "fune anuther, The trouhle is that. e\en if this is pussible. Ilh;lt :lre lIe to do in ,'ases 
Ilerl' II e arc tr~l1hlating statcml'nb uf S's tirst and llnl) bclief il1\ul\'ing a gi\cll prupcr namc (1'1' C\ cn 
cunlmun nuun. ur \ erb. and S,\ on r.' Are lIe to detine the sense ufthio name in a manner su e\hausti\ e 
that it cI'uld :c:clleratc 11ll pl1ssibk cuntradictillll as \icI,'cd ag~lill,t any eUllCci\ able tlltUrC bclicf 
inlt,iling this pruper name ("r c()mm()n nuun. and su t()J'th r.' 

Thc altcrnati\c is th,lt IIC translate it in the 11llrmal Ilay. as J..:.I'ipkc Ill'uld. and thcn translate an) 
future, putel1li;t!ly cuntradictory. beliel'statements in a manner tailured su as tu preocne their sense in ,1 

I\a: lwt l'l'ntlictin:c: with thc original bcliefascriptilHl. Thc l1l'oblem is th,lt sccms h' m~lkc thc 
tranoLlli,)n if not [btl:- impussible. then indeJ'tnsibl) arbitrar). On..:e again. the appl\x]ch io etlecti\ el: 
tu al oid tr,)ubkslllllC bdief ascriptiuns by mcans of ad 11\lC ..:hanf2cs in thc II ay in Il'hich I\C makc 
tralb!atiuns. II ith"ut haling uncul ered and dealt with \1 hat it is that has caused the problem in the lirst 
I,Ll..:c namcl). thc diffcrcllcc in inti.lrIllation a\ailable tll S ill thc cuntc",t l,fhcr asscnt tu a gilcll bclief 
otatement ,mel th:]t :11 aiL1ble tel those in the clmtc"t in \1 hich it happens tu be disqllllted. Once this is 
mack ckar. lit can demand the pr6erlation of int(ll'Illation concerning the seno;e, associattd II ith 
pruper names on .1 principled basis (assuming sense, to be the relel ant ao) mmetricall) :11 ailable 
inf,'rm:ltilli1 ), 

,\bu. n,)tice thaI. IldiLming (D") Ill' are only ~lble to disquote and actu:lil: :bcribe a belieftu S in 
Engl i,;h. and not in L If II e hegin II ith a htlitf statement in English tlut II e II ish to disquott. thtn II e 
II nuld need ((l j~xmuL1te an acceptable translation or it in some other Lmguage and subsequent I: 
translate thi, formulatinn hack into English. and onl:- thtn Ilouid lIe he ptrmitttd tc> disqunte it. In 
~llsa's ddclKC. tllllllgh. it is nut clear that hc mcant (D") to rcplacc (D) in all instan.:'cs llf discluoratiLln. 
rathtr than mertl:- to acc()ll1ll1odatt problematic instanets im oil ing translation tI-\)m ont language to 

:ll1uther. as \Iith the C,lse of Pierre. Regardless. (D") docs nut seem to be supportable moclificatil)n of 
the disqUlltational princil)le. 
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AIII!'I1£iil1g [he Di,l(jIlO/([[iollo/ 1'ril/cl])/c 

had no musical talent. provided that it is the case that the Paderewskis referred to are 

indeed t\\O different people:' Alternatively. he might simpl: revise his belief to 

something that could be disquoted as. "Peter believed that there was a politician called 

Paden.:\\ski \\11l1 \\as a separate individual to the grcat pianist Padere\\ski and \\ho 

had no musical talent. However. as these t\VO Paderewskis are in t~1Ct the same person. 

Petcr believes that he was mistaken and that Padcrc\\ski did have musical talent:· 1
]7 

But. \\hile (~TO) takes care of the illegitimate informational asymmetry bctwcen the 

believer and those in the context of ascription 1 
Ix that is permitted b: (0). if the act of 

disquotation may now require the (possibly quite substantial) alteration. even the 

denial. of the statement of a be I ief in order to be legitimatel) appl ied. then can this 

really be said to be disQIlO{otiol1 in the true sense? The ans\\er appears to be ·no·. If it 

is specifically Peter's belief "Paderewski had no musical talent." that I \\ ish to 

disquote. I can hardly have been genuinely successful in doing this. if the disquoted 

bclief is significantly difterent in form to the original. It \\ould seem highly 

contentious to maintain that I had indeed disquoted TIiat belief \\hich Peter originally 

had. as opposed to simply ercating a new one through my act of supposcd 

disquotation. This in turn implies that disquotation is far from being the neutral act it 

has typically been thought to be - if in t~lCt. it is (legitimately) possible at all. It is this 

and other rather troubling implications of the modified version of the disquotational 

principle that I attempt to deal with further. belovv. 

I he same concerns arise when we try to disquote Pierre' s be lie fs by means of (MD). 

There appears to be no single. unique and definite belief ascription in the case of 

either of his beliefs. although we are able to state them - perhaps as. "Pierre believes 

that the vie\\ of London he saw on a postcard and \\(IS told about \\ hen he lived in 

France is pretty. and Pierre believes that the part of Londoll in \\hich he now lives is 

- Barcan \'L1rcu,-:, makes a relelc1l1t point. though it is Illotilated h: a S'-'l1lelllnt different I iell to that 
Ilhich I am suggeoting here, She notes thaI. "Just as norms of truth lead tu retro.lctilel: I'l'l is,lbk 
ktl\ll\led:,:c cbilll~;: lWrtllS of ratiunalit) should lead to rctruacti\ cly rc\isablc bclief claims'" (Barean 
\L1rus. Ruth. Il)l)(). 'Sume Re\ isiun,uy Propos,lis aboutl3elief and l3eliel in{ in f'hi/osopln' <llId 
/'hc'llolllc'lw/ogiut/ Hnc(/I'c'h, 50(Supplenlellt. Autumn 1l)9()): 133-153: p. ISO,) It is possihle that this 
is the II.): in II hich this should be taken. though I am nut conI inced that the essence or the belief has 
,)l'tuall: changed, Either II a), I think tint this is a Illaller for mueh funher research, 

, It Shclltld be bllme in mind that the asymmetry CllUld. (lfc(lursc. eonsi,t "fthl)sC in thc contc"t PI' 
')\LTiption hal ing /c',IS rather th.m more inrormation that the beliel er. and that hoth panies m:t) he 
emin;l: \Hong in \\ hJt the: beliele to be the case - that is. in hUl\ the: take the \1 oriel to be in respects 
re!eIJt1l to the belief in Ljuestion, 
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All/ending the Disqllo{u{ionol Principle 

quite ditlerent and not pretty:' Though this smacks of the kind of more detailed. de re 

description that Kripke outlaws. it is nonetheless permissible. and on a principled. 

rather than ad hoc basis. We must give this kind of statement oh\hat Pierre believes 

and not the kind Kripke demands. because the latter \\ould be necessarily inaccuratc. 

since it takes no account of the relevant informational asymmetry bet\\een Pierre's 

context and that of ascription. In applying (MO). the consideration of additional. 

relevant information is not in any way ad hoc. The possibilit: of there being such 

int~)J"mation must no\\ be taken into account in ('1"ClT instance of dis quotation 

(although it ma) be f~llll1d that there is none in some or eVen many cases). 

The remaining concern. though. is that the way in which someone expresses a belief 

in a given context says relatively little about the likelihood of her assenting to that 

particular expression as an accurate description of the belief in another. relevantly 

informationally ditlerent context. The fact that many such expressions are gener31 

enough. and/or are typically used in similar enough contexts. so as to warrant assent 

\\ ithout change across these contexts is a happy accident. and not the basis for 

claiming such applicability for all belief statements that lllay he given assent in the 

context of their original expression. It may be that for very many statements of belief 

no significant informational asymmetry even arises. My assent to the belief statement. 

"squares have tour sides:' for instance. may be disquoted in any number of different 

contexts on the quite reasonable assumption that I \vmIld be equally well disposed to 

assent. The greater difticulty (though perhaps not impossibility). in cases such as this 

one. of introducing a relevant aSYl11metry in information bel\\ een l11yself in the 

original context of expression and those in the context of ascription. perhaps reveals 

\\ 11) the fa i I LIre of (D) to convey significant informational changes is typicall) 

overlooked for all but instances involving indexicals and the like. 

In ensuring by means of (MO) that relevant information is not ignored. the 

disquotational principle is thereby (quite rightly and necessarily) made sensitive to 

any kind of int~)J"mational change that might introduce an asymmetry between the 

believer and those in the context of attribution. We may no\\ disquote belief 

statements containing indcxicals. pronolllial devices and proper names. as \\ ell as 

ordinal': instances of ambiguity. such as !(uhle's belief "There are many banks in 

Cape Tnv\n:' There are also other types of belief statclllent that would have been 
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Amending rhe Dis(j/lOrurionol Principle 

problematic for (0). but may be disquoted by applying (MO). such as those instances 

of belief that are predicated on a mistaken assumption not about the identify of a place 

or indhidual referred to by means of proper name tokenings. as in the puzzle 

instances. but about the naturc of a physical substance referred to by noun phrascs. 

~ay. as in the example I consider below. It is also possible to disquote beliefs that the 

believer does genuinely hold. but that arc expressed by means of irony. metaphor and 

the like. I I " I by no means intend this to be an exhaustive list of the possible kinds of 

belief that may be disquoted. My point is simply that. \\hatever the informatiun 

rele\ ant to the meaning of the belief (the j~1Ct that it must be understood as being 

e"pressed sarcastically. say). the modified version of the disquotational principle 

prmides us \\ ith a principled way in which to take cognisance of this in the act of 

disquoting. 

Let us consider an example of a type of belief that would be problematic for (0). illr 

reasons somewhat different from those in the puzzle cases. in order to make clear the 

greater generality of the problem of informational asy mmetries for standard 

disquotation. Taf,;e. for instance. a case where I am wandering about at the l)pening of 

an exhibition of\\orks by an artist called Audrey. with my ti-iend Ivan. After having a 

I'lof,; around. I state my belief "Audrey's exhibition is gcnuinely tasteful." just bctl)!'e 

dashing off to find the snack table. Ivan starts talking to a mutual friend of ours. 

He len. out of my earshot. Helen comments that she has become very bored of the 

controversy surrounding Audrey's use of animal blood to paint the pieces in this 

exhibition. Ivan agrees and says that one would have to have been living under a rock 

to ha\e moicled the debate. although he knows. but cloes not mention. my ignorance 

of such debate. Helen therefore assumes I do know about the medium in which the 

\\orks have been done. As it happens. though. I've been busy and have not heard a 

thing about it. 

Having just remarked that no-one can have failed to have heard about the controversy. 

Ivan then disqulltcs Illy earlier statemcnt saying to Helen. 

, It i,; pn,;sible that I \lD I might be able to handle instances of belief, heing asserted II ithout sincerit) 
')1' I'l'tlcl'lilln. thuugh thi, qucotilln \HIUld nccd III furthcl' CXpllll'cd. \!y fccling i,; that a 11l1n-l'dkcti\ c. 
in.sincere belief II nuld he difficult 10 term a ·helief. as su('h. and II ould run ('nunter III nur intuition ()f 
l\h.ll it mean, fur "umerhing tll be held as a belief: likel\ise for l'eliefst.llemenb a-,sened b) nun­
standard ,peaker,; nf a bnguage. 
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(13) rVlonique believes that Audrey's exhibition is genuinely tasteful. 

H()\\(:ver. on the modified disquotational principle. this \\ould appear to be an 

illegitimate disql1otation. since I might be t~lr from disposed to assent to this disql10ted 

statemcnt of my belief in light of the additional information about the exhibition that 

I did not kncl\\ \\ hen 1 originally expressed it. This demonstrates an obvious. greater 

practical difficulty with (MO) -namcly. that a believer's disposition to assent is not 

as immediately clear (nor may it be even after some retlection. in certain cases) as it 

seems \\hen making use of the standard disquotational principle. Ivan may not know 

me \\ell enough to sa) whether. given this ne\\ information. I \\OLild still assent to the 

same statement of my belief If he does not. then he may not disquote me \\ ithout 

making m) lack of infonnation evident. 

As it stands. Ivan \\ollid be licensed (by the reasonable assumption of my disposition 

to assent) to state: 

(I"~) Vlonique believes that Audrey's exhibition is genuinel) tasteful. but that may 

be only because she has not heard about the medium in \\hich the \yorks \\ere 

painted. 

From this disquotation. Helen is likely to make the perfectly reasonable assumption 

that my belief rests on a lack of information. but not that I \\ould necessarily find the 

idea of using animal blood for painting tasteful. 

Say that. as Ivan is disquoting to Helen my earlier comment - \\ ithout clarification. as 

in (13 (,II - about the exhibition. I walk up and join them. Having heard the belief 

Ivan is attributing to me. 1 add. "Yes. her art really is so delightfully restrained." But. 

Helen then asks ho\\ I can believe this. given tht: shocking medium in \\hich Audrey 

painted the \\orb. Realising that they have additional information about the 

exhibition that I do not. my natural inclination \\oulcl be tirst to ask Helen \\hat this 

~ It mit-'ht be the caoc' that 1\ an co/l1d Iq.:itimately attribute the belicfthat Audrey's e\:hibitil1n is 
o!.:nuinel: tast.:ful to 111':. if I II ':1'': th.: kind or p.:rson about II hom it II uuld b.: r.:asonahl.: CllOUt-'h to 
,]:"um.: th~ll I \\ ould h~lppil) r.:as,enl tll the initial sLltel11ent or 111) belief. t'\ en in light or hal ing been 
gil.:n the ,lddilional information. 
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shocking medium might be. second to ask if Ivan too kne\', 3bout this. and then to 

rebuke him for having ascribed to me the belief that the exhibition is a genuinely 

tasteful one. pointing out that this was only because I had not ile3rd about the medium 

used. "0.'0\\ it seems that if\\e wish to say anything about my b(,liefregarding the 

exhibition. it shuuld be something along these lines: 

(15) \ionique believed that Audrey's exhibition \\as genuinely tasteful. on the 

understanding that it was done in the traditional medium of oil paint. Given 

that she no\\ knows that it was created using animal blood. !\1onique believes 

that the e"hibition is not genuinely tasteful. 

It is clear. therefore. that in modifying the disquotational principle to avoid the crucial 

tlm\ of (D). highlighted by Kripke's puzzle cases. other instances of informational 

asymmetry - such as that of this example. where the relevant information is 

kno\\lcdge of the nature l)fa physical substance. that of Audrey's paintings' l1lediul1l 

- are also affected by the change from (D) to (I\1D). It seems no\\ that (I/~l' genuine 

belief statement may be disCJuoted. for the act of disquotatioll itself provides a 

mechanism by \\hich any kno\\n (in the context of belief attribution. that is) 

ambiguity. error or the like can. indeed must. be corrected. The trouble is. however. 

that the notion of 'disquotation' is growing increasingly dim. It is no lunger clear that 

\\hat is happening is really disqllotafioll at all. given that (15). illr example. is 

~ignificantly ditferent from the actual initial expression of my belief "Audrey's 

exhibition is genuinely tastefu!''' The implications of this. I will attempt to tease out a 

little further on. 

To return to the example. imagine. then. that shortl) after the opening Ivan attends a 

conference on contemporary South African art. and there discovers during a seminar 

on her \\ork. that. contrary to popular consensus. Audrey·s art genuinely is tasteful. It 

turns out that her paintings were not created using animal blood. and that this \\as 

merely a rUl1lour started by the gallery showing her work. as a cheap publicity stunt in 

order to generate controversy and so gain ti"ee media coverage for the exhibition. 

After the seminar. Ivan chats to another mutual friend of ours. Justin. \\ho also 

attended the talk. During the course of the conversation Justin asks Ivan about the 
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e"hibition and about \\hat I believe regarding Audrey's work. According to (MO). 

l\an is licensed to clisquote me only in a manner to \\ hich I \\ould be disposed to 

assent \\ere I fully int<)l"l11ed of all the available information in this particular context 

of the disquotation of my bclief. Theret()]"c. he might saylel; 

(16) Moniquc believed that Audrey's e"hibition \\as genuinely tasteful. on the 

understanding that the paintings in it \'vere done in the traditional medium of oil 

paint. Gin:n that she later thought they were not. Moniquc then believed that 

the e"hibition \\ as not genuinely tasteful. However. from the information \\ e 

have subsequently learnt. it is clear that Audrey's ali can truly be said to be 

tasteful. In light of this new evidence. Monique would be ver) likely to believe 

that Audre) 's e"hibition is. in tact. genuinely tasteful. 

But this seems even Jess like something that could be called a disquotation of Ill) 

original belief than (15) \vas. As I discussed above. the modified disquotational 

principle may not prove to be particularly useful in providing a straightfol"\\ard 

e"pl ication of be I icL but that dncs not mean that it cannot in t~1Ct give any sue h 

e"plication - it is simply a more comple" one. in certain cases. than the standard 

disquotational principle allowed t()j". What the question comes dO\\ll to. though. is 

\\hether it is in t~lCt accurate - given my proposed modification of the disquotational 

princ iple. (M [)) - to talk of ·the same belief: something com pie". but fj"ed. that may 

need to be stated in a significantly different manner in varying conte"ts of 

disquotation. but nonetheless remains one and the same belie±: ho\\ever characterised. 

I he disquotational principle is intended as a way in \\ hich to e~tract the contents of a 
I" be I ief statement: a way in which to say \vhat it is someone' s be lief actually means. --

But. as Kripke notes. with the puzzle cases. "we enter into an area \\here our normal 

, ur euurse - as tllrllllghout this e:-;ample - \\hat actually \\ oule! be "lid \\ c)ule! likdy be 1ar I11l)J'e 
l'llllllL]uially put' 1.1111 usillf! s(ll11e\\,hat more ti.ll"mal and precise language hlr the "Ike of aCl'uraey and 
..:larit). but I du Iwt think that anything material hangs on it. in terms (If,,hatl am trying w dari(\ b) 
means of the e,\ample, 
.:: Panieularl) in light llf m) e\pLmatilln of the trouble \\ ith Baeh's denial of this \ ie\\ (Ill)te 72). I 
think that it is mo,;t plausible to take disquotation as intended to speeil) the meaning or a gi\ en belief 
And. e\en if this \\l're nut the case (which I take to be an essentially inslq'p"nab1c contentiun). l11y 
'\l1cd) ,is could still hold. hut applied to the formation of helief statements thel11seh loS. as opposed to 
belief ascriptions lor in the treatment uf belief ascriptions posl-disquut,llion). or \\ hate\ er ebe it might 
be that specifies helief contento;. 
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practices of interpretation and attribution of belief are subjected to the greatest 

possi bIe strain. perhaps to the point of breakclcl\\ n. So is the notion of the collll'lII of 

someone's assertion. the p/"Oposilioil it e~presses:·123 \Vhether it is the case that 

having a belief \\ith a specific content consists in being disposed to assent to a 

particular statement. or if the relation holds the other \\ay around. \\ith the disquotecl 

statement providing the content of an essentially distinct belief separate from its 

e~pression - the fact is that the degree of changeability inherent in the accurate 

'disquotation' ofa beliefin terms of(MD). would seem to have significant 

implications for the nature of belief. I am inclined to speak in terms of the disquotecl 

statement of a belie I' as the specification of an intrinsically separate be lieL rather than 

that \\ hich constitutes having a belief by virtue of one's disposition to assent to it. but 

I do this merely for convenience and consistency. I think that the relation of (MO) to 

the nature of belief allows us to remain neutral between these t\\ 0 positions. but still 

has impOItant implications f()[ \Nhichever is correct. 

\\hat is C01111110n to the vie\v of belief as something e:\pressed. its contents clarified. 

by a disquoted statement. as well as that of its being embodied. in a sense. by the 

disposition 10 assent to such a statement. is that both take a belief to be something 

fi:\ed and stable enough that the act of disquoting itself has no impact on the nature of 

the belief. HCl\\ever. if my moditication of disquotational principle is j ustitied and 

correct. then quite the opposite is true. Each disquotation ofa belief must necessarily 

occur at some time subsequent to its original statement by the beliewr I2
-+. say. 

Therefore. there \-vill be additional information that has accrued to those in the conte:\t 

of any ensuing ascription ufthe belief during the time that has passed. not to mention 

an) e,,"isting informational asymmetry (and. follo\\ing (1\11)). the believer must needs 

be fully informed of this information). What is important then. in each and every 

subsequent instance of disquotation. is whether the additional information accrued has 

(1Il1' 1I1Ll/l'ria/ !Jl'oring on the belief in question. 

Regardless. though. \\hatevcr additional information comes to light must be taken into 

account (eYen if only for it to be deemed irrelevant) for a belief to be accurately 

disquoted. And. if this is the case. then there must either be something in the nature of 

,~ ~ripke. I CJ7Ci: 269: original emphasis. 
2" I am laking sllch e.\pression merel: as a COIl\ elliellt marker ()j' the c,riginatioll oj' a helief. 
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belief itself that mandates this. or such considerations are arbitrary and unjustified. 

What I mean is that there appears to be something missing from the content of a belief 

as stated in the that -c Iause of a bel ief ascription. And. yet. th is cannot be the case. 

since that \\mIld render us unable accurately to interpret others' beliefs. as specified in 

ascriptions. \\"hat is it. then. that makes a belief stated as. "Audrey" s exhibition is 

genuinely tastefuL" for instance. sensitive to informational change'? The ans\\er is 

indicated b~ my exhibition case above. Why I went into this example at some length. 

was to bring out just hem (MO) makes evident the apparently more complex content 

of beliefs that (D) obscures. What (MD) points to. is that belief should not be thought 

of as static. definite and proposition-like. but rather as a conditional. To say that I 

belie\e. "Audrey's exhibition is genuinely tasteful:' is to say that I bdieve nO\\ that. it 

the \\orld is. in those respects relevant to the proposition contained in the consequent. 

just as I now take it to be. {/it'll Audrey's exhibition is genuinely tasteful. 

Since the satisfaction of this requirement, in effect that whatever information relevant 

to a belief be known by both the believer and those in the context of attribution. is 

al\\ays implicitly assumed (for it is only when it is satisfied that communication can 

take place). this additional content of belief is typically overlooked. and we are able to 

take it that the that-clause ofa belief ascription docs. t~Jr all intents and purposes. 

specify belief. HO\\Cver. on those occasions \\here this requirement is not satisfied. 

be) ief ascriptions generated by (D). which ignores this aspect of bdie L are rendered 

inaccurate. \Vith this in mind. the disquotational principle may be r~stated some\\hat 

- as the provisional Altered Disquotation Principle - to take e:\plicit accollnt of this 

characteristic: 

(pAD) jla no7'llw/ English Vlt'oker, on re/leelioll. sincere/)' O,\,It'lIIs 10 jJ' then she 

/Jeli(Tt'S rl/(/r p-j1I'01'ided-rhaf-(ll') (H') being rl/(/r rhe 11'()l'ld is, ill (/1/ rnpecrs 

I'e/e)'anllo 'p ,1;5, jllsl as she lakes illo he, 

The advantage is that this allows us to use disquotation to make most ordinary belief 

ascri ptions \\ith just the same outcome as we would have had. had we us~d (D). The 

- Tho:)t: "rele\ant respects' ill \\hich the \\orld is taken to he just as the helie\er helie\t:'s it te, he. 111a) 

be unliersl<Jud ill the same \\a:- (and subject to the same restrictiulbl ~b the nutiun "r'reh.'\aJ1l 
inf(lrmZlti,.n' 1\\ hic'h I con,;ider in IlPte 71. ~1hO\e), 
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.1l1lending rhe DisljllOrurio/lu/ Pri/lcip/e 

critical difference is that while I may still. by means of (pAD). be able to disquote 

1\ an· s be lief statement. ··Chocolate tastes good:· and attribute to him. '·1 van believes 

that chocolate tastes good" (\vhich includes the implicit assumption that this is 

prt'dicatt'd on tht' \\orld being in relevant respects as he takes it to be) I alll able to do 

so \vithout making this assumption explicit only because there is no relevant 

informational asymmetry bd\\een the context of ascription and that of h is original 

expression of his belief. The amendment that we are licensed to disquote in this \\ay 

as lung as there is no relevant int<Jrlllational asymmetry. solves the problem T raised 

earlier. that whatever belief attributions (D) might successfully provide. \\ould be 

generated onl) on the basis of blind luek (or ad hoc tinkering). rather than due to any 

principled underpinning. 

I !cl\\ever. though (pAD) does work as advertised. it cannot be applied to those belief 

statements that would have been problematic illr (D) (as. it could possibly be argued. 

is also the case with (MD). depending on how one understands it). Clearly. we need a 

more accommodating version of the disquotational principle. And. further. \\hat 

emerges fmm considering my bel ief about Audrey's exh ibition. is not on Iy that be I icf 

must be conditional: there is also the implication that ifI do find out that the world is 

not as [ take it to be. but is ditTerent in any way materially relevant to my belief then [ 

am bound by the commitment of having used a particular term to refer to the way that 

Audrey·s exhibition truly is in reality. and not merely hem 1 take it to be. to amend my 

belief This must be the case. or there would be no possibility of error or learning. [1' I 

intend my use of' Audre) . s exhibition· to refer solely to the \\ay I take her exhibition 

to be. then it \\ ouldmake no sense to talk of my learning. for instance. that [ was 

mistaken about the medium used to create her a11works. We ma) account for a 

believer's commitment to modify her beliet~ in light of rational I) plausible evidence 

that she is mistaken in some way about the thing to which she reterred in her original 

belief(thereby also overcoming the shortcomings of (pAD)). b) means of the final 

and complete Altereo Disquotation Principle: 

(AD) j/ll 1I0r1l/1I/ Ellglish spellker, on njlecfion, sillcere/\' asse!lfs ro j}' rhen she 

be/in'cs rlwt p-p}'()\'ided-t1wt-(1l') - (\1') beillg thor rhe ,\'or/d is, ill a/I respects 

rl'itTwlT ro j} '. jllsr us she lakes ir ro he, HO\\'(Ter. drhe ,\'or/d is ill ,\lull' (W *) 

- Thar is. ill (/In' respect re/el'(fllf to 'p', 1I0t ill ,1{lIte (\\'j - thell/Ishe \\'(J/Ild be 
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Amending rhe Dis(jltororional Frinciple 

di.ljlosed 011 reflection. sincerelv 10 asscJl{ ro jJ"". ]II'01'idcd thor j)"" is a 

IlJOdi/lcation o/'p' sitch that it accounts elltirc~v/;)J' the lIIaterial ditf'crclIcc 

her11'l'l'n hI} and (11''''). ({nd is ill no orhcr 1m)' ditit'renl/i'om jl' - the II she 

110llid belin'e that p*-provided-tlwt-(11'*). Alld. i/she does illfact so assent TO 

jI*'. rhell she beliCH'S th(/{ p*-jlrm·ided-tllOr-I1I·*}. 12".127.U.12cl 

··'It i, necc':;sary tll di,tin~uish. in the case llf(AD). bet\\een what the speaker ll'o/ildbe displ1sed tn 
a'ist'nt ttl (and sn II ould ht'lit'1 t') and Ilhat ,ht' does in [,cl asst'nt to (and so dot's ht'l it'l t'). to prel ent 
c\lnfusiun bct\\ccn instanccs \\herc her belidhas actually changed and tlll'sC instances \1 hcrc we may 
sa: that her belieh\l\uld be ditlerent. i/\Ie can say that sht:' \1 (\ulcl bt:' c1ispust:'d to as:;ent tl\ the belit:'f. It 
is tell' this rea,,)n that this amendmcnt is nut cqually applicable tl) Kripke's ,trcngthenec! disqulltatillnal 
principle. 

A remaining concern. II hich 111a) require furtht'r consideration. is that it might not he clear on tht' 
applicatilln,\\·(ADl. in cast:'s \\ht:'rt:' tht:' spt:'aker eh)t:'s assent and the beliefma: bt:' attribute,! tll her. 
\1·heth('I' :;he h,IS changed her bclid!i'ul11 'p' to 'p*' beeausc llfthe bct of being ash'd by the ascribe!' 
and gil t:'n the rele\ ant in\i.Jrlllation she be ked. or \I·hether the change \\,IS one that occurred 
indt'pt'ndentl: ot" tht' ascriht:'r's input. lt lIould h,1\ t' to he argued. thrlugh. that this potential cont"usion 
is :1 sub:,tanti\ e and [)!',)blematie one. so that belief ascriptions. a:, generated b: (;\D). du 'Ktu'lll: need 
t(1 make this distinctiun e\ident. 
:. It is pussi ble fur (\Y) and (\\ *) tu in\'oil e identical times (or e\ en that (\\"') might ill\uile a time 

hefore tint Ilhich (II) does). in Ilhich C,be the ascription of the spt'aker's helief'p"" Ilouid he in the 
P,lSt tense. 
:' Pt'rhaps lAD) might he altered to allO\I till' instances Ilhere lie art' nllt sure that the ht'lit'1 er \I(luld 

ay,ent. but think it likel: (or unlikely). and I\ish to reneet this in our 'lllribution. It ma) also be thai 
IADI should ht' stronger. sud1thatthe speakt:'r not merel) Ilouid. hut in fact sholiid. he dispost'd to Sll 
:l"el1l - since. if lhe Iyorld is genuinely materially different. then she is bound by ralic)nalil) to be so 
dispost'd. Of comse. this strengthening of I AD) - and pt'rhaps its e"isting form as II t'11 - dot's not st'em 
10 take account of the l~lCt that. if the \\orId is a single gi\en \Iay. man: peuple may still edch h,lIe 
signiticantl: different and euntlictwt! beliefs about one thing \\ithlHlt any ufthem being irratiunal. This 
is ,l)mething th,ll is bCYllnd the scupe of this thesi:; III settle full: ami \nluld nced III be cllnsidcred 
further if m: I it'll i, correct. 

Perhdps .1 pc)ssible line f,)r consideration. though. is that it mel: be tho:;e l'e1iefs muti\ ated primaril: 
by emutiun. rclther than logic: thuse cuncerning matters too c'umplt:'\ ur indetnminate ttlr em: single. 
ekarl: ecllTel·t belieftu be dictated h: rationality: and those concerning matters uftaste. th,ll tUrtll'ut tll 
he the S"l"lS uf instances that are prob lematic in the situatiun Imt:'ntil \n abu\ e. Furtunatel:. if it is the 
l',lse that these arc the kincb ufbclieE; that \\uuld be pl\lbkmatic. it seems that (AD) cuulll haIL' IW 

preteticet\ ,tpplicabilit: to them. Fur. ira person's holding such a belier'cannot be determined pmel: b: 
mcans "fratil)nality. thcn we \I(luld be unabk tu ascertain that (AD) applied in any \\ay to such helief:; 
and su I\l.\uld nut bt:' able tu make any ,Iscriptions on the basis uf(AD) and maintain that there art:' such 
beliefs ,I s['caker \Y(luld ur shuuld ha\·e. 
:c Subsequent to my rormllbtine: (AD). I came ,lCroSS another sue:gesled re\ isiol1 of (D). as follul\ s: --If 

,I Iwrmal En:;lish s['eakcr. l'n rctlcetil)ll. sincerely assents tu 'p'. then he belieycs that the \\'orld 
cunttlrms to the truth conditions that he beliews 'p' cOl1\entionally has in English:' (Sharpie::.s, Seth. 
2il1l5. I nfurmal t(lrllm I'llsti ng: Intp:i,grou ps.yalwu.eum'gl'llup/analy tic, mcssae:e, '+3() l·.'yi:;l'llllnt= 1111 I. 
consulted 2U.U3.UIJ) /\t firsl gianet'. this appears to be ,1 birl) simibr kind l1frel\orking of the 
disqlll,tational principle to (AD): IlllII e\ er. there are in fact fundamental differenct's. 

,\n e",lmple \1 ill help tu make this clear. Imag.ine that Riaan st:'es his tj'iend Dirk ,1crOSS the rc)ut11 ,It 
a part: and Iwtiec's that hc is \\earing a red T-shin. On the basis llfthis. Riaan c."l'rc:,sc, the belief. 
"Dir].; 1\ ore a rl'd I-shirt tll Ihe party:' As it happens. though. 1\ hile Riaan II llldd relleeti\ e assent tu Ihe 
Cad that the pt'rson he Sc1\\ lIas Dirk. it lIas not. l·nht'kllo\lnst til Riaan. tht' indil idllal in the red T­
shirt IICb Dirk's identieall\\in. :\01\. b: appl:ine: (AD) lIe mel: m,lke the attribution. --Ri,lan belie""s 
tint Dirk Ilore a rt'd T-shirt to the part)." onl) if the person he S'1\\ gt'lluinel) II a., Dirk (that is. that the 
\Hlrld is. in all rele\·Clnt I·espc'ets. as Riaan tuuk it tu bc). Sinc'e that PL'I'Slll1 \ya:; Iwt Dirk. Ri,l,lIl wuuld 
nelt he dislxlst'd to assent W his pre\ iousl) stated helief. 

BUI Ilhat ifitjust so happened. entirely cuineidt:'l1lall:. Dirk tiitllll'ar a red I-shirt tllihe party. just 
as hi s tIl ill did. Then. follr)\\ illg the "impnl\ ed ciisqllotational prill(·iple·· (::;harpless. 2()05 I. II e Ilollld 
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AIIlt'luling rhe Dis(Jllo[(lrionul Principle 

Let us say it happens that someone overheard my original statement of m) belief 

about the exhibition being genuinely tasteful and my subsequent discovery of the 

reason \\hy it is not so - which led to a change in \\hat statement of Illy belief I would 

assent to - but that he knows nothing mure about my vie\\s or knowledge. Imagine 

that he subsequently finds out that Audrey's exhibition did not make use of any 

uncomenti()nal medium and is genuinely tasteful. then he is licensed by (AD) - i/he 

believes that I \\ould be disposed to assent in the context of ascription];') (this context 

being part of the \\ ay I \\ ould take the worlel to be) - to make the ascription. 

bc ~lble tu make the attribution. "Riaan believes that Dirk \\ore a red T-shirt tu the p~lrt:." elen though 
thi,; i, Iwt sumething to \\hich Riaan wuuld be dispc)sed w assent if he had the same infurmatiun 
~ll ai lable [u him as those in the l'ontnt ot' ascription. This particular modilication of (D) requires onl) 
that the heliel er takes the Ilorid to satis1) the truth-conditions oCthe heliefto be ascrihed. If Dick lIas 
indeed lIearing a red I-shirl I though Ria,ll1 dues not knOll this). then the trulh-cc)nditiuns of Riaan's 
belil'fs ,Ire satistied. l'\en tlwugh this is purel) accidental. 

It :,eem:, th~lt \Ie \Hluld \Iant such coincidental instances to be ruled (lut b) \\h~Jte\ er t<lI'111 pfthe 
(bquotation principle lie adopt. l 'sing (AD) in this situation. lIe lllightmake the attrihution. "Riaan 
\\ uuld hal e belie\ ed thaI Dirk 1\ ore a red I-shirt to the party. if the persul1 \\ earing a red I-shirt hac! 
heen Dirk and Ilnt his til ill'" R~lther eomoluted this ma) he. hut lAD) dnes not allcll\ us to Iluke the 
incorrect ascription that the impw\ed disquotational principle d,)es. 

,~ possihle resplInse is that this modification does not in faet make an inl'()rrel't disquolation. since 
thi s \ ersion of the principle i~ not claiming that it is fl'lle I from the ascriber', perspecli\ e) th~lt "Riaan 
helie\ es tint Dirk 1\ ore a red T-shirt to the part)'" On this I iell. all II e are sa) ing II hell II e ascrihe a 
belief is that the belie\ er t,lkes \\hat is cont,lined in the that-clause to be true. and /lOf that \Ie take the 
a)l'I'iptiun tu be true. Rut. it'this is the C~ISe, then it is unclear hcm this ean meaningfull) he seen as 
disqulltation. silll'e this ('nly 'sohes' the puzzle by Iea\'ing us in precisely the same situatil'n as \\C arc 
bet~)re ciisquolatinn. II hell II e stale that. "Riaan heliel es .. Dirk II ore a red shirt to the pan) .... 
;, ~~Hur'lll). the a,criber ma) be mistaken either ,1bollt \1 hal the belie\ er \\ uuld ,b,ent to. or ,1bout lhe 
inflll'mati,lnal stlte uf'the current or future <ludience orthe ascriptiun. This is one lIay in \Ihich I.AD) is 
unprc,bkmatic,lil) similar tlll D). Lct us assume that. many years agu. Kuhk's mother made the 
~lscril'tion. "Kuhle beliel es th,lt Brett \\urked very hard on their joint science pruject." on the 
undcrstanding that all the criteria t(X applying (D) had been met. Ho\\e\cr. lung after that c'riginal 
d:'l'I'iptiun \Ias made. J discmer that Kuhle had actuull) been speaking irunicully and that what :,he had 
re,tlly belicled lIas that Brett was intensely lazy, as he had lett all the \\llrk te) her. I lIould thcn he able 
tll ,a) thaI. in hindsight. Kuhle's muther \las notjustilied in disquuting I"':uhle as she did. 

:-;imilarly. un lAD). it may wcll happcn that the ascriber takes his aSlTiption. \\hieh he is writing 
dcmn. ,,1). to be one that lIill be read and interpreted only b) audiences 1\\!1ll. on m) delinition. are 
cCinstituents llfthe L'linte:\t of ascription} in the same rck\ant intlll'lllation state as hc himsclf is in at the 
time uhITiting. It tUI'll''; uut. though. that he is wrung and that some of the suhsequent audience 
members misinterpret the belief ascriptiun. because uf all untlll'Csel'n as) milletry (If rele\ ant 
inform<1ti(lll <1\ aibble to them in their eonte.\J and that a\ ailable to the belie\ er in hers. It lurns llUt. 
then. that the a~criher made all incnrrect attrihution. hut c1earl: not one that is ill an: 1\<1: problematic 
j,,1' I: \D). jusl a, the erl'llr or the pre\ iou:, e:\ample 1\ as nOI problem,llic fur IIJ). I I hat I D ) due". 
inl'icientall). ;.utler frulll bral na\\S is irrelevant in this rcgard.} 

llillight be suggested. though. thaI the potential for errol' is Illuch greater lIilh I:\D). sin.:e one h,lS 
to aSS6S nO! onl) \1 hether the helief statement itself is eligihle tf)r disquowtinn. hut in effed also 
\\hcther the inl(xmalinnal state Oflhe belie",r. as I\ell as all present and fUlure audience members 
m~lkes disqulltation permissihle. The ZlllS\\er is that. )es. stricti) speaking one's situation is more 
diftinilt. but that this kind elf \\"rry is likcly to be llf relatilely little praetil'al C(lllcertL gil en that in 
nrciillal': life lIe t) picall) make ascriptions 1flr an audience of people \1 ho are I\ell kllll\1 n to us and 
limiled in number. and thaI if unintended olhers ,hould 0\ erhear and misunderstand our ascriptiuns. 
sa). this is gener:t1I) of no real consequence. 
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Amelldillg lhe Di.\(jl/orariollul Prillciplc 

"ylonique \\ould believe that Audrey's exhibition is genuinely tasteful:·I,1 His other 

option is to inform me of the newly discovered truth about the innocuous nature of the 

painting medium and have me explicitly give or deny my assent. 

And. how dues (AD) t~1re in disquoting the puzzle cases'.> In the case of Pierre. his 

be lief m)ltld be inadm i ssi ble 1~)f" the appl ication of (pA D). given that the "oriel is not 

in all relevant respects how he took it to be (in the context(s) of the assertion of his 

beliefs) in the context in \\hich ',ripkc sceks to ascribe them to Pierre. HO\\Cver. 

(AD) could be applied. to produce the ascription. "Pierre \\ould not believe that all of 

Lonclon is pretty. ifhe knew that the place he calls '[olldres' is actually the same 

city:' and. "Pierre would believe that it is specifically the part of London in \\ hieh he 

lives that is not pretty. ifhe knew that the place he calls 'hmdrcs' is the same city:·132 

Importantly. (AD) also allows for the possibility of irrationality. If Pierre. say. was in 

fact irrational. then there would be no ascription licensed by (AD) such \\hich he 

cnuld be ascribed a rational belief For instance. suppose he finall,Y bought a French­

t-~nglish dictionary and discovered that J ,ondon and IOlle/res are the same city. and yet 

in that situation - \\ith absolutely no relevant inttwmational asymmetry bet\\een the 

intc)!"mation available to him in his context and to us in the context of ascription - he 

asserted. "London is pretty and London is not pretty:' \Ve \\ould be able to make the 

ascription. "Pierre believes that London is pretty and not pretty:' \\hich is clearly 

irrational. and thereby determine that he is not fully rational. 

(AD) also does not rule out the possibility that Peter may be irrational - but. he is 

clearly not irrational. and an accurate ascription of his beliefs \\ oltld be something 

such as. "Peter would believe that there was just one Padere\\ski. :1I1d that he had 

musical talent. if Peter kne\\ that the pianist and the politician by the name of 

. Padere\\ski' are one and the same person:' It appears that both this ascription and the 

relevant one above do justice to Peter and Pierre's rationality respectively: in neither 

Or. he m.l:- ma~e the ascription: "\;lonique IIIlIsr belie\ e that .'\udre:-·s e.\.hibition i" genuinel:­
t:hte!'ul at'ter aiL" it' he thinks that I am hound to ,titer 11l} hdief in thi, 11,1) h:- hal ing C(lmmilled tn the 
realit:- oL\lldre:-'s e\.hibition b:- referring to this in m) original belief. Of.:uurse. in pr'lctice. the 
ascription made ma:- not actual 1:- aecouilt "llIi!'''''' in tler:- specitic f(lr all the deuils of material 
d i tkrcllcc hct\\Cl'll the: bel ie:\ cr' s come:\.t ami that uf aSlTiption. 
:: In this case. and that of Peter. the implicit assumption is of course that the that-clall;;es of these 

as..:riptions are predicatcd on the II Cl) the II orld is 111)11' taken to be (b:- the)se in the ..:onte.\t uf 
ascri pt ilJ!1 ). 
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,1111('l/(lill:5 [lie Di.I(}IIO[o[iOIl(l/ PrillCljl/e 

instance is there any contradiction - puzzling. troubling or othemise -bet\veen either 

their beliefs or even between our ascriptions of belief to them. 

Ho\\evcr. it appears that. just like (MD). (AD) too leads to such cOll\oluted locutions 

as (16). \\ithuut any indication that this is the only or indeed the best 'clisquotation' of 

the belief in question. With (D) \ve knew that the only possible disquoted version of a 

belief\\as one of the form: "[The believer] believes that [the statement of the belief 

taken out of quotation marks ].,,111 Now. it seems. there are numerous different 

possi ble correct options. and none of them true disquotations in the ord inar) sense. 

Could there be a way out? Just as we would not have e:\pected (1)). even when we 

assumed it to be unproblematic. to provide a belief ascription that detailed the whole 

histor> and evolution of the belief concerned. so to. perhaps. \\e may discard all the 

background contained in (16) in favour of the attribution: "lvlonique would believe 

that Audrey's e:\hibition is genuinely tasteful." The obvious trouble \\ ith this 

approach is that such an attribution immediately invites the question. "lf11'/1({['7" and 

cdl the rest of the e:\planation contained in (16) will have to be given (as it \\ould 

likely. and perhaps should. be given in the above e:\ample. beginning on p. 70). 

Further. and more importantly. the that-clause in this case is only coincidentally 

lexically identical to the original expression of the belief A.nd. if it is argued that in 

sufficientl> many cases the world is. in all respects relevant to the belief in question. 

precisely as the believer takes it to be when she first expressed her beliefolld in the 

context of attribution - so that the application of (AD) \\ ould more often than not 

generate belief ascriptions that do not violate our intuitive sense that disquoting 

should produce belief ascriptions with that-clauses identical to whatever is within the 

quotation marks of a belief statement -- unfortunately. the same point still applies. 

Even in the case of those beliefs for which the that-clause of the belief ascription is 

Iexicall) identical to the belief statement. the identity is a contingent rather than a 

necessary one - since. had the context of attribution been different (so that an 

informational asymmetry arose - or. in the example above. returned - bet\\een that 

particular context ancl the believer's). the ascription \\ould have been lexically 

different. Theretc)t'e. the ascriptions now being made by means of' disquotation' 

,; In)oLll' ~lS (DI m~l) be applied to the other propositional attitudes asicit: li·om bdid', so too ma) 
(.'\0 I, :IS it is in this respeClllot rek\ antI) ditTerelll li'om (D I. 
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Alllt'nding (II(' DisqllO{(1l iOl/ol ['riIlCl])/c 

appear to be de re rather than de dic{() explanations of be I ief The seemingly 

una\ oidabl: contingent nature of any lexical identit) arising from the application of 

(AD) appears to imply that there may be no real sense in the idea ofa dl.:' diuo belief 

ascription. 

On thc other hane\. even though a belief ascription no\\ can have on Iy a contingent 

lexical identity \\ith the originalexpressioJl of the belief it may still be an accurate 

di~quotation of ,lit' belit'jifSt'/l Pcrhaps the confusion is made possible by the usc of 

the belief statement as a convenient stand-in fix the actual belief. If we think of 

disquotation as giving the content ofa belief by removing the quotation marks 

(disquoting) from around whatever belief statement most accurately represents the 

belief itself in a given informational context - rather than as simply removing the 

quotation mark:;. from around whichever bel ief statement just happened to be used to 

represent the belief first - then \\e can adopt (AD) and also retain our imuitive sense 

l)h\har it is that a disqlfof(ffiol/o/ principle should do. 

A possible consequence suggested by this approach (although it \\ould need to be 

considered far more thoroughly than is possible here 13
-l) is that understanding 

disquotation in the manner just described might in t~lct mean that it is de I'l' 

explanations of belief that fall a\vay - all accurate renditions of a belief being 

necessarily ones to \\hich the believer has given or \\ould be disposed to give assent. 

\\hich assent could be taken to be a form of assertion. in a sense. perhaps thereby 

making them essentially de dieto. 

Regardless. for most practical intents and purposes. (AD) will produce essentially 

identical ascriptions to (0). It would require further research to defend the contention 

that (AD) is genuinely the strict fc>rtnulation ufthe rough and ready principle 

according to \\ hich \\ie do in practice make belief ascriptions. I ICl\\e\er. I think that 

this is at least a plausible claim. As regards the implications for the nature of belief 

this too needs a great deal of additional consideration and research. It seems to me. 

though. that very roughly speaking one of the two tllllowing options must be the case: 

,. Particularl:. ilmighl n.:.:d to h.: ':"lahlish.:d \\hdh.:r ther.: is 1m.: Illa.\illlall: accural.: Slakm.:lll of a 
belief in an: gil en conle:-.t. or \\ hether a number 01 dirrerel1l ,tatements may be equally accurate. \\ith 
nlllhing that could help choos.: amongst lhem. 
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Amcnding [he Dis(jllo[u[ionul Principle 

tir~tly. that there is a single ·tlexible· belief that may be expressed by a number of 

ver: different belief statements. depending on informational context (as \\ ith those 

disquoted as (15) and (16)). if this could truly be considered the same belief: or. 

secondly. that each largely different belief statement rdlects a different belid~ so that 

an ascription made in one context refers to a different belief from that made in another 

context (mal\. ing ( 15) and ( 16) reter to different bel iefs (". Whatever the i mpl ications 

and nature of the necessary alteration of(O). though. it seems quite clear that the 

disquotational principle is not. after aiL the "self-evident truth·· L
'(' that it might appear 

to be. 

rJlOugh. hOlI one might adequC1lt'I) distinguish hdlleen beliefs so that eler) minisculel) different 
belief slalelllentneeci nl)t correspund to another st'jXlrate belief. I dl) not knoll. 
, Kripke. 1979: 2·Fi. 
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Conclusion 

I have argued in this thesis that the disquotational principk. in the form of (0). is t~lI' 

from being the innocuous and uncontentious principle that it is normally taken to be. 

The disquotation used to ascribe beliefs to Pierre and Peter in the puzzle cases in 

effect introduces the Millianism that Kripke so studiously tries to avoid. In its 

disregard t,)r infixmation relevant to the terms contained in the belief statemcnts it 

disquotes. (0) has the potential to generate ascriptions that render the meaning of 

heliefs inaccurately. In the cases of Pierre and Peter. this enables Kripke to produce 

belief attributions that contradict one another and seem to put the rationality of 

apparently quite rational individuals into question. Ho\\ever. once \\e appreciate (D)'s 

insensitivity to the potentially significant informational asymmetries ben\ een the 

believer and those in the context of ascription, it becomes evident \\here the problem 

has crept in. The belief attributions made concerning Pierre and Peter do not give the 

genuine meaning of their beliefs as they originally expressed them. since these 

ascriptions arc being interpreted in the context of attribution in light of additional 

information. regarding the identity of the referents of the proper name tokenings 

il1\ nlved, of which Pierre and Peter arc entirely ummare. 

If\\e take this asymmetry into account. then we must make quite ditferent belief 

ascriptions - ones that make clear either Pierre and Peter's ignorance of the 

information knc)\\ n in the conte.~t of ascription or the fact that they \\ mild be disposed 

to assent to non-contradictory beliefs if they had this additional intlxmation. As for 

the nature of this information, I believe that my view may be neutral on this question. 

~1: attempt to offer a version of the disquotational principle that can accommodate 

these considerations - and thereby truly fulfill the principle's function, to accurately 

provide the meaning of belief statemellts, so that \ve may assess people's beliefs in 

\\ hatever manner we \\ish to, \\ hether to learn fi'om them, make sense of their 

behaviour or the like - produced the Modified Disquotational Principle. \\hich. \\hen 

appl ied, makes evident that bel ief should not be thought of as an invariant proposition, 

but as a conditional. its truth dependent on the world being. in relevant respects, as the 

believer takes it to be. From this arises the provisional Amended Oisquotational 
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Principle. and then its final version, which I think offers a way of accurately 

disquoting beliefs construed in this manner and for alkm ing (or requiring) that 

relevantly difterent information regarding her beliefs be taken into account by the 

believer. 

It sccms likely that thc notion ofbcliefassumed by (0) is of something that commits 

us actuall) to believing (rather than simply respecting or accommodating) the truth of 

thc mattcr regarding the terms wc use in expressing our beliefs. So. if luse the term 

·Londres·. then regardless of how 1 intend to use it or even hcm I think of it. 1 am still 

committed to the truth of its referent The problem is that this is an essentiall) Millian 

conception. and is insupportable fOl' just those Fregean reasons that prompted 

Kripke's development of the puzzle. It is perfectly reasonably to col1tend that we are 

committed to acknowledge errors in our beliefs - and to assent (reflectively and 

sincere I) ) only to a belief statement that takes account of the fact of the actual referent 

of a tcrm that may havc been used in an earl ier be lief statemcnt. once we are informed 

of our error - but not that we may be helel to believe \\hat 10110\\s from kno\\ledge of 

thc genuine referents. when we arc ignorant of such information. To maintain this is 

to return to the \\oes of Lois Lane and her beliefs about Superman and Clark Kent. 

and of Kripke's puzzle cases as well. 

Does my approach. then. give a satisfactory answer to Kripke's puule. according to 

the requirements 1 outlined near the beginning of this thesis'? The tirst requirement 

\\as that no Millianism be assumed in the puzzle's solution. andl think it is sate to 

sa) that I have not onl) avoided this problem. but shO\\ n it 10 be pan of the vcry 

trouble \\ith (DJ. and therefore with the punle itself Secondly. 111) ans\\er is not an 

ad hoc one. but instead a reformulation of (0) that removes its ad hoc exclusions and 

provides a unified principle that may be applied to all genuine belief statements. 

Thirdly. although it is arguable whether on my solution Pierre and Peter's beliefs are 

given de dicfo or de re readings. it is nonetheless clear that their beliefs are attributed. 

l'n a principled basis. by the only means capable ofpmducing an accurate ascription. 

and that Kripke's stipulation in this regard is an unjustifiable one. to \\hich there 

appears to be no cogent reason to accede. Fourthly. since (0) is the problem in both 

the case of Pierre and of Peter. and the refonnulated principle (AD) is applied and 
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works equally well in both instances. it is evident that the requirement that they be 

addressed b) the same means has been fulfilled. 

finally. I do. obviously. challenge either one of the principles on \\hich Kripkc bases 

his puzzle or his reasoning in constructing the puzzle. Apart hom his apparently 

insupportable stipulation that any solution bc given in de (liero terms. !'-ripkc's 

reasoning is irreproachable. My solution hinges on the nature of the disquotational 

principle. as ordinarily construed. and thc fact of its inability to accommodate relevant 

informational asymmetries between the believer. and the ascriber and her audience. 

Amongst the issues raised by my view - and \'vhich. if it is correct. require further 

research - are implications for. and questions as to. the nature of belief: whether belief 

should in general be taken to be conditionaL and \\hat more follows from this. There 

is also the question of \\hether the disquotational principle as specified by (A [)) 

should be thought of dis(/llotafioll at alL given that it can producc. in certain cases. 

belief ascriptions that are markedly different from the belief statements ·disquoted·. 

and arc not disquotations as \\e typically think of them. 

As much as \\c may \\ish to disquote simply by removing the quotation marks tl'om a 

belief statement - and although the essentially inaccurate nature of (0) may not be 

evident in most cases - it seems that there is the potential for significant differences 

bet\\een a belief in the context of a believer having it and a belief as ascribed to the 

believer in the context of ascription that must be taken into 3ccount. 
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