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SEMANTIC RELATIONISM III: THOUGHT AND OTHER SPEAKERS 
 
1. Thought 
 
Starting point: just as there is an intuitive notion of two names semantically representing 
an object as the same, so there is an intuitive notion of a thought (or two thoughts) 
intentionally representing an object as the same.  
 
E.g., when you continually perceive an object for a sustained period of time.  
 
A referentialist might try to account for this intuitive notion by ‘adding more thoughts’: 
i.e., a thought that the two objects in question are the same. But this is circular—and 
wrong.  
 
Alternatively they might try to account for it using lambda abstraction: saying, in effect, 
that in the thought expressed by ‘Cicero = Cicero’ Cicero only occurs once.  
 
Problems for this view: coordination across different thoughts, especially cases in which 
one has one attitude to the proposition that Cicero is Roman, and then another to the 
proposition that Cicero is an orator.  
 
An alternative is a Fregean account of thought: but problem is that it is hard to know, in 
particular cases, what senses/modes of presentation are.  
 
Fine’s solution: coordination in thought.  
 
Frege’s puzzle for thought: 
 

1 Doxastic Difference: the belief that Cicero is an orator is not the same as the 
belief that Tully is an orator. 

2 Doxastic Link: if the beliefs are different, then so are the contents. 
3 Compositionality: if the contents are different, then so are their objectual 

components. 
4 Objectual Link: if the objectual components are different, then so are the objects 

themselves. 
5 Objectual Identity: the objects are the same.  
 
Common (even among referentialists) to give a Fregean response to this puzzle. (E.g., 
‘guise’ theory?)  
 
Thus referentialists have tended to give different accounts of the content of language and 
thought. A problem with this is that one must then deny that when I say ‘Cicero = Cicero’ 
I express the content of my belief. On this view, what I express (the content of the 
utterance) falls short of the content of the belief.  
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One might wonder: how serious is the issue here? In particular, is the referentialist-cum-
Fregean committed to the content of belief being strongly inexpressible? I.e., is it not 
merely that ‘Cicero = Cicero’ doesn’t express the belief in question, but that no sentence 
will?  
 
Reason you might think ‘no’: couldn’t the ‘sense’ (or guise or…) involved in the belief 
simply be a description? E.g., (for the sake of argument) ‘the greatest Roman orator’. 
Then won’t ‘the greatest Roman orator = the greatest Roman orator’ express the belief in 
question?  
 
The problem, however, is that (on this referentialist-cum-Fregean position) there is no 
straightforward connection between Russellian descriptive propositions (i.e., the contents 
of language) and Fregean contents of thought (or Russellian propositions under guises, 
say). Since one can have more than one ‘take’ on the Russellian proposition that the 
greatest Roman orator = the greatest Roman orator; so this proposition has no very 
obvious relation to the content of my belief that Cicero = Cicero.  
 
So perhaps I can never express the content of this belief on this view.  
 
Indeed, on this view it seems hard for me to communicate to you what the content of my 
belief is: for it seems that I can understand (and trust) everything that you say, and still 
not be in a position to know whether or not your belief that Cicero = Cicero (say) is the 
same as mine. (Cf. Lewis on the de se.) 
 
Fine’s solution to the puzzle is to deny Doxastic Link: the two beliefs have the same 
intrinsic content, but are nevertheless different.  
 
A worry one might have about Fine’s solution: just as someone’s belief that Cicero is an 
orator might be different from her belief that Tully is an orator, so (one might have 
thought) someone’s (complete) system of beliefs might be the same or different to 
someone else’s. But if that is right, how can coordination help? (We can consider people 
in different possible worlds, etc.)  
 
Again questions about whether this is committing us to an implausible view of what a 
belief state looks like ‘from the inside’, i.e., to the subject. 
 
There is also a cognitive version of Frege’s puzzle: for there is a clear cognitive 
difference between ‘Cicero is an orator’ and ‘Tully is an orator’.  
 
The Fregean can give an account of this difference, but the referentialist can only do this 
by ‘going linguistic’: i.e., by saying that the difference between what you can ‘do’ with 
one piece of information vs what you can do with the other is to be explained in terms of 
which sentences you can thereby know to be true.  
 
This seems a bad account of the inference (Fine says): for the relevant inference that you 
can make in one case but not at the other is surely not metalinguistic.  
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But (also) you get the same problem at the level of names (it is claimed): you can no 
more (in general) go from the truth of ‘Cicero is Roman’ and the truth of ‘Cicero is an 
orator’ to the truth of ‘Cicero is a Roman orator’ than you can (in general) to from Cicero 
being Roman and Cicero being an orator to Cicero being a Roman orator.  
 
The issue here is that just as you can have different takes on Cicero, so you can have 
different takes on ‘Cicero’.  
 
(Does this objection work? Can the referentialist not just say that in such a Paderewski-
style case, the sentence ‘Cicero is an orator’ simply does not have its usual cognitive 
impact?) 
 
But once we add in coordination, we seem to get a straightforward account of the 
cognitive difference between the two sentences in question.  
 
 
2. Other Speakers 
 
The Paderewski-puzzle: it seems true to say that Peter believes that Paderewski is 
musical; it also seems true to say that Peter believes that Paderewski is not musical; but it 
does not seem true to say that Peter believes both that Paderewski is musical and that 
Paderewski is not musical.  
 
The puzzle relies on the principles Disquotation and Consistency.  
 
Alternative (belief-free) version of the puzzle. Peter says to me, ‘Paderewski is a pianist’; 
he also says to me, ‘Paderewski is a statesman’. On the basis of the first, I am presumably 
warranted in (myself) asserting ‘Paderewski is a pianist’; and on the basis of the second, I 
am presumably warranted in asserting ‘Paderewski is a statesman’. So I am presumably 
warranted in asserting ‘Paderewski is both a pianist and a statesman’. But how can that 
be, given that Peter is my only source, and he is not willing to assert that?  
 
(Is the answer that you have information that Peter does not; i.e., that he is only using one 
name in his two assertions?) 
 
Fine’s ‘response’: each single belief report is correct, but the composite belief report is 
not.  
 
The (initial) ‘solution’ is to say that there are three different correctness conditions we 
can make belief reports in conformity with:  
 

• pure de re reading (coreference all that matters),  
• weak de dicto reading (mirroring of intra-personal coordination),  
• strong de dicto reading (mirroring plus inter-personal coordination).  
 
The second two conditions will not be met in the composite report in the Paderewski 
example.  
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Thus the idea is that on the strong de dicto reading (for example) the single reports are 
correct while the composite report is not. So coordination must be non-transitive.  
 
Thus, for Peter it is semantically required that his ‘pianist’ use of the name be 
coreferential with our use of the name, and it is also semantically required that his 
‘statesman’ use of the name be coreferential with our use of the name. But it is not 
semantically required that his two uses of the name be coreferential. (Cf. standard case 
with our uses of ‘Cicero’ and ‘Tully’.) 
 
But what about the case in which there are two people, each of whom derives a use of 
‘Paderewski’ from our use of it? We want to say that in this case their two uses are 
coordinated. But how can we say this if we cannot say it in the Peter case? The idea 
seems to be that links can be ‘collapsed’ as long as doing so does not link uncoordinated 
uses in a single individual: so this is supposed to explain why we have coordination in the 
two people case, but not in the Peter case.  
 
The need for a failure of transitivity is why no Fregean approach to these puzzles can 
succeed: because sameness of sense will always be transitive (and approximate match 
does not seem relevant here).  
 
So what would a Fregean have to say about the case? The natural thing would seem to be 
to say that a belief report is correct if there is a certain ‘correspondence’ between the 
senses of the reporter and the subject; and sometimes this correspondence will require 
association with the same words. One would then get a solution like Fine’s. (Or are there 
problems with this?) But of course (even if this works) one would not thereby have a 
unified solution, whereas Fine does seem to have that. Although one might ask quite how 
unified Fine’s solution really is: e.g., aren’t external links really quite different from 
internal ones?  
 
Put another way: is semantic relationism about language plus Fregeanism about thought 
not quite a natural combination? 
 
A further point about Fine’s solution is that we seem to get cases in which the inference 
from A to B is valid, and so is the inference from B to C, but the inference from A to C is 
not.  
 
A question: what are composite belief reports, exactly?  


