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In a number of papers®, Castafieda has argued that. there is an important
distinction between genuine self-belief and belief about something which is
in fact oneself. The distinction emerges in our attributions of belief: Take
believes that he (himself) is healthy’ cannot be analyzed as Jake believes
that x is healthy’, where %’ is replaced by any name, description or demon-
strative pronoun referring to Jake. The reason for the unanalyzability is that
genuine self-belief, as opposed to belief about something which happens to
be oneself, requires that the believer be able to make first-person reference
to himself. A person who did not refer to himself in the first-person way
(normally, in English, by use of the pronoun ‘I’), could be said to believe of
someone, who in fact is himself, that that person is healthy ; but such a person
could not be said to believe that he (himself) is healthy.

We propose to show how these results of Castafieda’s can be incorporated
into the formal semantics which Tyler Burge? has begun to develop for de-
monstrative constructions. Since, as we shall argue, attributions of genuine
self-belief are best construed as attributions of de re belief, it is useful first
to integrate Burge’s views on de re belief with his work on demonstrative
constructions.

I

Demonstrative constructions are used to pick out an object extralinguistical-
ly without specifying it in the immediate discourse. Formally, this comes
to representing the demonstrative construction as an indexed free variable
and the entire assertion as an open sentence. Clearly, the satisfaction condi-
tions for closed sentences cannot take into account the peculiar contextual
uniqueness of demonstrative constructions. On the other hand, open
sentences do account for these contextual characteristics. If someone uses a
demonstrative construction to refer to an object, it is as if that person picks
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up the object and makes it part of the demonstration itself. This allows that,
in the immediate context, objects can be referred to without being charac-
terized or named. To accommodate demonstrative constructions, the truth
predicate needs only to be relativized to allow for the truth of open
sentences on occasions of their use,

What are true or false for Burge are, in the first instance, assertions actually
made by someone. These assertions, in turn, contain individual acts of
reference to objects, acts of an intentional sort carried out via assertions made
by a speaker in a certain place and at a certain time. Burge takes all these to
be conditions of normal assertability. An assertion by means of a demonstra-
tive construction is true or false if and only if there is an act of reference by
someone, p, to something, y, where possibly p =y, ie.,

(R) 3x (Reference (*)&By(x,p) & To(x, y) & At (x, ) & With(x, z,,, 5)),

where x range over acts of reference, p over persons, ¢ over times, s over
sentences, and where ‘To(x, y)’ names a partial function from acts of
reference to objects. (It is partial because of the possibility of reference
failure.) z, ranges over demonstrative constructions, where the subscript ‘»’
is a numeral which represents which occurrence of the demonstrative con-
struction is specified. The subscript is needed because there may be more
than one act of reference using the same demonstrative construction (eg.,
‘he’) in the utterance of a single sentence.?

Burge relativizes the truth predicate in such a way that the demonstrated
sentence appears on the right-hand side of the biconditional in the truth.
clause. The conditions of normal reference guarantee the semantic properties
of each demonstrative construction. For example, ‘That is a St. Bernard’ and
‘T am healthy’ become

) Vx ¥y (Reference (x) & By (x, p) & At(x, t) With(x, ‘thaty’, “That
is a St. Bernard”) & To(x, y) - (‘That is a St. Bernard’ is true with
respect to p at ¢ # St. Bernard ([y]))),*

and

) Vx ¥y (Reference (x) & By(x, p)) & At(x, t) & With(x, ‘I;’, T am
healthy’) & To(x,») & y =p > (‘I am healthy’ is true with respect
to p at ¢ < Healthy ([»]))),

respectively. The subscripts are arbitrary. Notice the added condition in 2):
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v =p’. This guarantees that the speaker is also the person being referred to,
as needed to represent the semantic properties of ‘I’

The satisfaction axioms for open sentences containing demonstratives
are the usual axioms for open sentences. If there is no act of reference with
these constructions, then the free variables specifically indexed to represent
demonstrative constructions receive different assignments by different
sequences. However, if used in an act of reference, then all sequences assign
to the free variable employed in the demonstrative construction the
appropriate object referred to. In this way, demonstrative constructions are
purely referential, because the object is referred to no matter how it is
demonstrated. So, Burge says, the relevant open sentence is true, with respect
to a person p’s reference at time ¢, just in case (a) it has no free variables that
do not represent demonstrative constructions being used, and (b) it is
satisfied by all sequences.’

I

Belief de re is belief of a thing (res), as opposed to belief in a proposition

(belief de dicto). Belief de re is also represented by open sentences. Citing

3) Ortcutt believes the proposition that someone is a spy

and
“) Someone in particular is believed by Ortcutt to be a spy,

as uncontroversial cases of belief de dicto and de re, respectively, Burge
represents (3) and (4) by

(3a)  Bg(Ortcutt, (3x)Spy (x)")®

and
(4a)  (3x) (B,(Orteutt, (x), Spy (»)1)).

The usual, but unsatisfactory, way to distinguish (3) from (4)is to use a
substitutivity criterion: in belief de re, we may substitute salva veritate any
term which correctly describes the object of belief. Failure of substitution
salva veritate in the content clause of a belief ascription shows the belief
to be de dicto. Acknowledging Castafieda, Burge shows that this criterion
is unsatisfactory; for there are sentences which express belief de re, but for
which substitutivity fails.” We may say, e.g., that
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3) Alfred believes that the man in the corner is a spy

is de re: Alfred’s belief is about that particular man. At the same time, we
may not allow substitution of some other term denoting the man in the
corner, e.g., ‘the firstborn in Kiev in 1942’: Alfred’s belief may involve
thinking of the person as the man in the corner, without thinking of him as
the first born in Kiev in 1942. Substitution in (5) fails because the descrip-
tion ‘the man in the corner’ is performing two functions at once; it both picks
out the relevant 7es and it characterizes Alfred’s conception.

Given the inadequacy of the substitutivity criterion, Burge seeks to
represent the de re/de dicto distinction from a particular semantic and
epistemic viewpoint. From the semantic viewpoint, belief de re is belief in
which the believer is related to both an open sentence and to an object
(res). For example, (5) may be represented as a belief de re either by _

(52)  B,(Alfred, (the man in the comen), TSpy $2))
or by
(5b) B, (Alfred, (the manin the corner),” Spy ([y] (Man(y) & ImC()))n,

where the square brackets and the relevant parenthesis indicate the scope of
the demonstrative. The difference between the two is that in (5b), but not in
(5a), the notion of a man in the corner is attributed to Alfred.® Constructions

like (5) allow the open sentence approach to accommodate sentences whose

truth or falsity depends, not simply on what object is referred to but also
on what singular term is used to refer. Representing Alfred’s belief by (5b)
avoids any problems with the non-extensionality of ‘the man in the corner’
by selecting as the appropriate open sentence one which incorporated
Alfred’s conception of the man in the corner.?

From the epistemic viewpoint, a belief de dicto is one which is completely
conceptualized, and a belief de re is a belief “whose correct ascription places
the believer in appropriate nonconceptual, contextual relations to the objects
the belief is about”°, Although in either de dicto or de re beliefs concepts
may enter into the believer’s relation to the objects the belief is about, in
de re beliefs such concepts are not involved simply as concepts of the object
of belief, or concepts which simply denote or apply to the object of belief.!
In belief de re, the believer is related in some direct way to the objects of his
belief.



INDEXICAL REFERENCE AND DE RE BELIEF 321

Implicit in both the epistemic and semantic characterizations of the de re/
de dicto distinction is the crucial role of context. If and only if the believer’s
belief is completely independent of context is it de dicto. To be independent
.of context, from the epistemic viewpoint, is for the belief to be fully concep-
tualized; from the semantic viewpoint, it is for the believer to be related to
a fully expressed proposition (dictum), whose truth value is not relative to an
interpretation of the belief ascription in a particular context. Expressions
or ascriptions of de dicto belief must completely individuate their denotations
@if any), for any contextual (or indexical) element in a belief ascription is
sufficient to make the belief de re.

11X

Now consider the sentence
6) Jake believes that I am healthy.

The pronoun ‘I’ in (6) functions as what Castafieda calls an indicator in oratio
obliqua, and does so on the following syntactic, semantic and pragmatic
grounds: (i) it has no antecedent in the immediate discourse; (ii) there is no
indication of how the person to whom the belief is attributed (Jake) refers
to the person indicated indexically (the speaker); (iii) the indexical reference
is made by the speaker, and not by the person to whom belief is attributed.!?

(6) is a clear case of a de re belief since the presence of an indexical, used
deictically in a surface content clause seems sufficient to make the context
de re.'® Using the scheme offered by Burge in ‘Belief De Re’, (6) would be
represented as

@) B, (Jake, {I,), "Healthy [z]Y),

where ‘2’ represents some unspecified indexical construction which Jake uses

to pick out me.
The truth conditions for (6) can be supplied by Burge’s work on demon-
strative constructions, as in

® VxVy (Reference(x) & By(x, p) & With (¢, ‘I;°, Jake believes
that I am healthy’) & To(x,y) & p=y - (“Jake believes that
I am healthy” is true with respect to p at £  B,(Jake, (»), THealthy

1.
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As represented by (8), the speaker’s reference to himself by means of ‘I’ in
(6) is taken care of in the antecedent by p =y’, which guarantees that the
speaker is referring to himself, and in the expression beginning with ‘With’,
which guarantees that the speaker is referring by means of use of ‘I’.

Castafieda would treat (6) somewhat differently. On the one had, the
T in (6) is ineliminable for its user.!* On the other hand, on analysis, the I’
in (6) is not in oratio obliqua at all, but rather lies outside the scope of the
cognitive verb.!® Most controversial, however, is Castafieda’s treatment of
(6) in terms of properties. We shall argue that on one plausible understanding
of Castafieda’s use of properties, Castafieda and Burge are not as far apart as
they might seem.

Castafieda offers two analyses of sentences like (6). (6) may be analyzed
nonperspectivelly as

©) There is a property ¢ such that: (i) T am the only person who is
¢ and (ii) Jake believes that the only person who is ¢ is healthy.

But Castafieda offers an analysis in terms of perspectival properties as well,
Let ¢, be a perspectival property, or property (italicized), from Jake’s
point of view, by means of which he picks me out. Let ‘bpr’ be the name of
the property formed by replacing the indicators in the linguistic formulation
‘of ¢, with expressions which I could use on the same occasion to refer to
myself. Let ‘px,’ be the name of a permanent and intersubjective version of
$p, where ‘¢’ is formed by replacing each indicator in an expression
formulating ¢, by its third-person counterpart (or quasi-indicator), so that
$xp is someone’s way of considering property ¢p in oratio obliqua. Now the
perspectival analysis of (6) in terms of properties is

(10) There is a perspectival property ¢p such that: (i) I am the only
person who is $p/1> and (ii) Jake believes that the only person
Who is ¢« is healthy.

For example, if Jake had expressed his belief about me by saying, ‘The person
over there mumbling to himself now is healthy’, then ¢3p could be the
property of being a person there mumbling to himself now, and @p,r could be
the property of being a person here mumbling to myself now, and ®=»p could
be the property of being a person there mumbling to himself then.

On this reading, the function of Castafieda’s properties, both nonpers-
pectival and persepctival, is simply to guarantee that Jake has some way
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(perhaps indexical) to pick me out. If Jake did not have some way of picking
me out, then his belief would not be de re; it would be de dicto. Since Burge
holds (6) to be a case of belief de re, Burge too needs to have some apparatus
to serve this function. And he has: ‘2’ in (7) and (8) serves the same purpose
as Castafieda’s perspectival properties, for ‘2’ represents some indexical
construction which Jake uses to pick me out. Since Castafieda’s perspectival
properties play the same role as Burge’s z’ in (7) and (8), and since properties
may be treated as predicates, Castafieda and Burge are not as far apart in their
analyses as they appear at first glance.
It is less clear how Burge might handle

(11) Jake believes that he (himself) is healthy.

The ‘he (himself)’ in (11) is not an indicator like the ‘I’ in (6), but is what
Castafieda calls a quasi-indicator,'® which only occurs in oratio obliqua.
and which exhibits the following syntactic, semantic and pragmatic charac-
teristics: (i) there is an antecedent in the immediate discourse (‘Jake’), out-
side the scope of the cognitive verb which signals the oratio obliqua; (ii)
there is a clear indication of how the person to whom belief is attributed
(Jake) refers to the person designated quasi-indexically (Jake) — i.e., via ‘I;
(iii) the indexical reference is not made by the speaker but is attributed
to the person to whom the belief is ascribed (Jake). To indicate the quasi-
indexical use of ‘he (himself) in oratio obliqua, Castafieda has introduced
the term ‘he*’. Adopting this usage, (11) becomes

(11a)  Jake believes that he* is healthy.

Castafieda has shown that sentences like (11a) are closely tied to first-
person reference.!” (11a) attributes to Jake the belief which Jake would
express by asserting

(116)  Iam healthy.

The difference between the pronouns in (6) and (11a) is not simply that in
(6) the pronoun plays a ‘referential’ role and in (11a) ‘he*’ has a pronominal
function. Although ‘he*’, like pronouns with a proniminal role, does facilitate
cross-reference, neither is it an abbreviation for its antecedent nor does it
otherwise resemble a bound variable.!® The close logical connection between
(11a) and (11b) suggests that (11a) ought to be treated as belief de re. (11a)
in contrast to (12), attributes to Jake a belief de re from Burge’s epistemic
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viewpoint; (l la) is de re because it attributes to Jake a contextual, non-
conceptual relation to the object of his belief, i.e., himself. This contextual
relation is guaranteed by the fact that, if (11a) is true, Jake would express
his belief by means of a first-person reference, as in (11b). Conversely, if
Jake’s belief could be expressed by

(12)  Jake believes that Jake is healthy,

where ‘Jake’ merely happens to apply to himself, unbeknownst to himself,
then both (11a) would fail to be a correct attribution to Jake, and also
Jake’s belief would be de dicto. Given that (11a) fits Burge’s epistemic
characterization of de re belief, we must see whether or not we get the same
result on Burge’s semantic characterization of de re belief. Is an open
sentence mentioned in the representation of the content clause of (11a)?

Castafieda has argued, conclusively in our view, that ‘he*’ as it occurs
quasi-indexically in (11a) is unanalyzable. Taking this as a clue, if Burge
were to take ‘he*’ as a primitive — ie., as a predicate representing a
characteristic function where ‘he*’ is true of an object if the object
is self-aware, and false otherwise — he has the resources to make the
proper distinction between (11a) and (12). (11a) and (12) become,
respectively,

(13)  B,(Jake, (Jake), Healthy [y] (he* (¥)")

and
(14)  B,(Jake, (Jake), THealthy [y]").

The close connection between (11a) as represented by (13) and Jake’s
first-person belief in (11b) is indicated by the singular term {y] he* ).

On the other hand, owing to the facts that Burge’s account of demonstra-
tive constructions was aimed at pronouns which lack an antecedent in the im-
mediate discourse (like (6)), and that the pronouns in (11a) and (12) both
have antecedents inthe immediate context, it is not obvious that Burge would
treat (11a) and (12) along the lines as the treatment of (6). Nevertheless,
there is no bar to expanding (11a) to

(15)  VxVy(Reference(x) & By(x, p) & At(x,t) & With(x, ‘he*,’,
Jake believes that he* is healthy’) & To(x,y) & y = Jake -
(‘Jake believes that he* is healthy’ is true with respect to pat
t© B, (Jake, (Jake), "Healthy [y] he*(y)1))
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and expanding (12) to

(16)  VxVy(Reference(x) & By(x,p) & At(x, ) & With(x, TJake,’,
Jake believes that Jake is healthy’) & To(x, y) & y =Jake -
(‘Jake believes that Jake is healthy’ is true with respect to p at
t ¢ B, (Jake, (Jake), "Healthy [y 7).

Since Burge takes proper names to have an indexical element,'® (14) is
construed as indexical in the absence of any pronoun, and (13) would be
construed as indexical regardless of the ‘he*’. However, (13) and (14) can
be generalized, and truth conditions can be given without requiring a
reference on the part of a speaker. (13) becomes generalized as

(17) B, (The unique ¢, (The unique ¢), Healthy [z] he* @),
and truth conditions are given by
(18) ‘The ¢ believes that he* is healthy’ is true iff
B,(The ¢, (The ¢), "Healthy [z] he* (z)").
Also iterated beliefs cause no problem. Consider,

(19) Jake believes that Ralph believes that he (himself ) is healthy.

This sentence is ambiguous between two readings: (i) where Jake is attri-
buting self-awareness to Ralph about Ralph’s healthiness and (ii) where Jake
believes of himself that Ralph believes that he (himself), Jake, is self-aware
of his own healthiness. Both readings are easily handled. (i) becomes

(192)  B,(Jake, (Ralph), "B,(Ralph, (Ralph), MHealthy ([y] he* (y)))™)
and (ii) becomes
(19b)  B,(Jake, (Ralph), "B, (Ralph, (Jake), I Healthy[y] he*(y))™)

and even though there could, in fact, be an arbitrary number of embeddings,
no problem would arise. If the reading (ii) is desired, then the person to
whom people are attributing self-awareness stands where the last occurrence
of ‘Jake’ does in (19b), i.e., as in (20):

(20)  B,(Jake,, (Ralph), B,(Ralph,_, John), B, (John,, _, (Jim)...
"B, (Sue, (Jake) Healthy ([y] he*( h2) D1 L W

If reading (i) is desired, then the person to whom people are attributing
self-awareness stands in place of the last occurrence of ‘Jake’ in (20).
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The truth conditions for (19a) and (19b), and hence all such embeddings
follow easily. They are

(21)  VxVy(Reference(x) & By(x,p) & At(x,f) & With(x, ‘he*”,
‘Jake believes that Ralph believes that he* is healthy’) & To(x, y)
& y = Ralph — (‘Take believes that Ralph believes that he* is
healthy’ is true with respect to p at ¢ <
B,(Jake, (Ralph), 'B,(Ralph, (Ralph) T Healthy [y] he*(¥))'1)

and

(22)  VxVy(Reference(x) & By(x,p) & At(x,7) & With(x, ‘he*,
Jake believes that Ralph believes that he* is healthy’) & To(x, y)
& y =Jake — (‘Jake believes that Ralph believes that he* is
healthy”’ is true with respect top at t &
B, (Take, (Ralph), " B,(Ralph, (Jake), Healthy ([y]he*(»))T 7).

From this it is easy to see how self-awareness is guaranteed. On the left side
of the biconditional the person to whom reference is being directed is
identical with the person whose belief is being asserted as true.

Burge’s analysis can accommodate Castafieda’s indicators and quasi-
indicators, if the primitive ‘he* (y)’ is added to Burge’s theoretical vocabulary.
This appears to be the only way the extension can reasonably be made, and
Burge’s analysis is sensitive enough to make it.2° '
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