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In “The Thought,” Frege briefly discusses sentences containing such dem-

onstratives as “today,” “here,” and “yesterday,” and then turns to certain ques-

tions that he says are raised by the occurrence of “I” in sentences (1918/1967,

24–26). He is led to say that, when one thinks about oneself, one grasps thoughts

that others cannot grasp, that cannot be communicated. Nothing could be more

out of the spirit of Frege’s account of sense and thought than an incommunica-

ble, private thought. Demonstratives seem to have posed a severe di�culty for

Frege’s philosophy of language, to which his doctrine of incommunicable senses

was a reaction.

In the first part of the paper, I explain the problem demonstratives pose for

Frege and explore three ways he might have dealt with it. I argue that none

of these ways provides Frege with a solution to his problem consistent with his

philosophy of language. The first two are plausible as solutions, but contradict

his identification of the sense expressed by a sentence with a thought. The third

preserves the identification, but is implausible. In the second part, I suggest

that Frege was led to his doctrine of incommunicable senses as a result of some

appreciation of the di�culties his account of demonstratives faces, for these come

quickly to the surface when we think about “I.” I argue that incommunicable

senses will not help. I end by trying to identify the central problem with Frege’s

approach, and sketching an alternative.
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I

Before explaining the problem posed by demonstratives, certain points about

Frege’s philosophy of language need to be made.

In “On Sense and Reference,” Frege introduces the notion of sense, in terms

of the cognitive value of sentences (1892/1960). He then goes on to make two

key identifications. First, he identifies the sense of a sentence with the thought

it expresses. Then, he identifies the thought expressed by a sentence, and so

the sense it has, with the indirect reference of the sentence in the scope of a

cognitive verb.

The phrases “the sense of a sentence,” “the thought expressed by a sentence,”

and “the indirect reference of a sentence,” are not mere synonyms. They have

di↵erent senses, though, if Frege’s account is correct, they have the same refer-

ence. In particular, each is associated, as Frege introduces it, with a separate

criterion of di↵erence.

Sense

In the beginning of “On Sense and Reference,” Frege introduces the notion of

sense as a way of accounting for the di↵erence in cognitive value of the senses of

“a = a” and “b = b,” even when both are true, and so made up of coreferential

expressions (1892/1960, 56–58). So a criterion of di↵erence for sense is,

If S and S

0 have di↵ering cognitive value, then S and S

0 have di↵erent

senses.

Dummett’s explanation of sense will help us to convert this to something more

helpful. He emphasizes that sense is linked to understanding and truth. The

sense of an expression is “what we know when we understand it,” and what we

know when we understand it is something like an ideal procedure for determining

its reference (1973, 293, 589↵). In the case of a sentence whose reference is truth-

value, the sense is what we know when, roughly, we know what would have to
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be done—whether or not this is humanly possible—to determine whether or not

it is true.

What Frege seems to have in mind at the beginning of “On Sense and Ref-

erence,” then, is a situation in which some person A who understands both

“a = a” and “a = b” accepts the first while rejecting, or being unsure about,

the second. The assumption seems to be that if A associated just the same ideal

procedures with both sentences, he would accept the second if he accepted the

first. So he must not associate the same ideal procedures with both sentences,

and so, since he understands them, their senses di↵er. So we have:

If A understands S and S

0, and accepts S as true while not accepting S

0,

then S and S

0 have di↵erent senses.

This criterion of di↵erence allows that sentences might have di↵erent senses,

though provably or necessarily equivalent. A complex true mathematical equa-

tion might be provably equivalent to “2+3=5,” and yet a perfectly competent

speaker might accept the latter and reject the former, having made an error

in calculation. To know an ideal procedure for determining reference is not

necessarily to have carried it out, or even to be able to.

Thought

“Thought” is not just a term introduced by Frege as another way of saying,

“sense of a sentence.” The notion derived from Frege’s untangling of the jumbled

notion of a judgment, into act, thought, and truth-value. The thought is, first

and foremost, “that for which the question of truth arises” (1918/1967, 20–22).

This is clearly intended to be a criterion of di↵erence for thoughts:

If S is true and S

0 is not, S and S

0 express di↵erent thoughts.

Indirect Reference

Consider a report of a belief, “Copernicus believed that the planetary orbits

are circles.” On Frege’s analysis, this is relational. “Believed that” stands
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for a relation that is asserted to hold between Copernicus and whatever it is

that “the planetary orbits are circles” refers to as it occurs in this sentence.

Standing alone, “the planetary orbits are circles” would refer to the False, but

here it clearly does not have that ordinary reference. If it did, the substitution

of any false sentence at all should preserve truth of the whole report (1892/1960,

66–67). The notion of the indirect reference of “the planetary orbits are circles,”

is just whatever it is, that this sentence has a reference here. (The phrase is

first used in connection with indirect discourse (1892/1960, 59).) Now if “aRb”

is true, and “aRc” is not, b is not c. So we have a clear criterion of di↵erence:

If “A believes S” is true, and “A believes S0” is not, then S and S

0 do not

have the same indirect reference.

So we have three separable criteria of di↵erence. But Frege, as noted, iden-

tifies the sense of S as the thought expressed by S, and the indirect reference

of S. So we are led to a further principle:

S and S

0 have di↵erent senses, if and only if they express di↵erent thoughts,

and if and only if they have di↵erent indirect references.

Sense Completers

Frege takes the structure of language as a suggestive guide to the structure of

senses and objects. Just as he views the sentence,

two plus two equals four

as the result of combining the complete

two

with the incomplete

( ) plus two equals four,

so he sees the sense of “two plus two equals four” as determined by the sense

of “two” and the sense of “( ) plus two equals four.” The sense of the latter is
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incomplete; the sense of the former completes it, to yield the complete sense of

“two plus two equals four.”

“( ) plus two equals four” could also be made into a sentence by writing

“something” in the blank; similarly the sense of “( ) plus two equals four”

can be completed with the sense of “something.” The sense of “something,”

however, unlike the sense of “two,” is itself also incomplete. Where “two”

refers to an object, “something” refers to a concept. Two appropriately related

incomplete senses can combine to form a complete sense; two complete senses

cannot combine at all (1923/1968, 538).

Thus the class of sense completers for a given incomplete sense is hybrid,

containing both complete and incomplete senses. But the term will be useful in

what follows.

Sense Had and Sense Expressed

The structure of language is not always a sure guide to the structure of senses.

Not everything we count as a sentence has a complete sense. Consider (1),

(1) Russia and Canada quarreled when Nemtsanov defected.

“Russia and Canada quarreled,” as it occurs as a clause in (1), does not have a

complete sense (1892/1960, 71; 1918/1967, 37). It refers to a concept of times

and thus must have an incomplete sense. “When Nemtsanov defected” refers

to a time; the sentence is true if the time referred to falls under the concept

referred to. Thus the sense of “when Nemtsanov defected” is a sense completer

for the sense of “Russia and Canada quarreled.”

So the sense of the sentence “Russia and Canada quarreled” is not a thought.

Not any sentence, but only a sentence “complete in every respect,” expresses a

thought (1918/1967, 37).

Now “Russia and Canada quarreled” could be used, without a dependent

clause, to express a thought. If it appeared alone, we might take it to express,

on that occasion, the sense of
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At some time or other Russia and Canada quarreled.

In another setting, for example, after the question, “What happened when

Nemtsanov defected?” the sentence would express the sense of (1). So we

must, even before considering demonstratives, distinguish between the sense a

sentence has on each occasion of use and the senses it expresses on various oc-

casions of use. For an “eternal” sentence, one that really is “complete in every

respect,” the two will be the same; for a sentence like “Russia and Canada

quarreled,” the sense had is incomplete; the sense expressed on a given occasion

will be the result of completing that sense, with some sense completer available

from the context of utterance. It is clearly only the sense expressed on such

occasions that Frege wants to identify with a thought.

The Problem Posed by Demonstratives

We are now in a position to see why demonstratives pose a problem for Frege. I

begin by quoting the passage in which Frege discussed demonstratives in general.

Often . . . the mere wording, which can be grasped by writing or the

grammophone, does not su�ce for the expression of the thought . . . .

If a time indication is needed by the present tense [as opposed to

cases in which it is used to express timelessness, as in the statement

of mathematical laws] one must know when the sentence was uttered

to apprehend the thought correctly. Therefore, the time of utterance

is part of the expression of the thought. If someone wants to say the

same today as he expressed yesterday using the word “today,” he

must replace this word with “yesterday.” Although the thought is

the same its verbal expression must be di↵erent so that the sense,

which would otherwise be a↵ected by the di↵ering times of utter-

ance, is readjusted. The case is the same with words like “here” and

“there.” In all such cases the mere wording, as it is given in writing,

is not the complete expression of the thought, but the knowledge

of certain accompanying conditions of utterance, which are used as
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a means of expressing the thought, are needed for its correct ap-

prehension. The pointing of fingers, hand movements, glances may

belong here too. The same utterance containing the word “I” will

express di↵erent thoughts in the mouths of di↵erent men, of which

some may be true, others false (1918/1967, 24).

Consider (2),

(2) Russia and Canada quarreled today.

The sentence “Russia and Canada quarreled” has in (2), as in (1), only an

incomplete sense. So presumably “today” in (2) must somehow do what “when

Nemtsanov defected” does in (1) and supply us with a completing sense. But it

does not seem to do this at all.

If I uttered (2) on August 1, I expressed something true, on August 2,

something false. If “today” had the same sense on August 1 as on August 2,

then (2) in its entirety must have had the same sense on both occasions. If so,

the sense of (2) must be incomplete, for if it were complete, its truth-value could

not change.

So, if “today” provides a completing sense on both days, its sense must

change just at midnight. But what we know when we understand how to use

“today” does not seem to change from day to day.

When we understand a word like “today,” what we seem to know is a rule

taking us from an occasion of utterance to a certain object. “Today” takes us to

the very day of utterance, “yesterday” to the day before the day of utterance,

“I” to the speaker, and so forth. I shall call this the role of the demonstrative. I

take a context to be a set of features of an actual utterance, certainly including

time, place, and speaker, but probably also more. Just what a context must

include is a di�cult question, to be answered only after detailed study of various

demonstratives. The object a demonstrative takes us to in a given context, I

shall call its value in that context or on that occasion of use. Clearly, we must

grant “today” a role, the same on both occasions of use. And we must, as

clearly, give it di↵erent values on the two occasions.
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Any reasonable account has to recognize that demonstratives have roles.

The role of a demonstrative does not seem reducible to other notions available

from Frege’s philosophy. Senses do not carry us from context to references, but

directly to references, the same on each occasion of use. One might suppose

that “yesterday” could be thought to have just the sense of “the day before.”

But,

(3) Russia and Canada quarreled the day before

does not have the same sense as (4).

(4) Russia and Canada quarreled yesterday.

If I ask on August 5, “Did Russia and Canada quarrel August 2?” (3) would

imply that they quarreled on August 1, (4) that they quarreled on August 4. If

(3) were uttered when no day had already been mentioned, it would not express

anything complete, but simply give rise to the question, “before what?” An

utterance of (4) would still be fully in order.

Frege recognizes that demonstratives have roles, or at least that the context

of utterance is crucial when dealing with demonstratives. He does not talk

about the sense of “today” or “I” so he also seems to have recognized that the

role of a demonstrative is not just a sense, as he has explained senses.

But Frege clearly thinks that, given knowledge of the accompanying condi-

tions of utterance, we can get from an utterance of a sentence like (2) or (4) to

a thought. He must have thought, then, that the demonstrative provides us not

simply with an object—its value on the occasion of utterance—but with a com-

pleting sense. This is puzzling. Neither the unchanging role of “today,” nor its

changing value, provides us with a completing sense. A day is not a sense, but

a reference corresponding to indefinitely many senses (1892/1960, 71). There is

no route back from reference to sense. So how do we get from the incomplete

sense of “Russia and Canada quarreled,” the demonstrative “today,” and the

context, to a thought? This is the problem demonstratives pose for Frege.

I shall first describe two options Frege might have taken, which would have

excused him from the necessity of finding a completing sense. I shall argue that
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Frege did not take these options, and could not, given his identification of a

sense expressed and thought.

Senses as Roles?

Let S(d) be a sentence containing a demonstrative d. Without the demonstra-

tive, we have something, S( ), that has an incomplete sense, and so refers to a

concept. This may actually still be a sentence, as when we remove “today from

(2), or it may look more like it should, as when we remove the “I” from “I am

wounded.”

The following scheme gives us a rule for getting from a particular context to

a truth-value for any such sentence S(d).

S(d) is true when uttered in context c, if and only if the value of d

in c falls under the concept referred to by S( ).1

Such a rule is the role of S(d). It is just an extension of the notion of the role

of a demonstrative. Roles take us from contexts to objects. In the case of a

sentence, the object is a truth-value.

Thus (4) is true as uttered on August 2, if and only if August 1 is a day that

falls under the concept referred to by “Russia and Canada quarreled.” “I am

ill” as uttered by Lauben is true if and only if Lauben falls under the concept

referred to by “( ) is ill.”

The role of a sentence containing a demonstrative is clearly analogous in

many ways to the sense of a sentence not containing a demonstrative. The role

is a procedure for determining truth-value, just as the sense is. The di↵erence

is that the role is a procedure that starts from a context.

This analogy suggests an option, which Frege might have taken. He might

have identified the sense expressed by a sentence containing a demonstrative

1Here and elsewhere I assume, for the sake of simplicity of exposition, that we are consid-

ering sentences containing no more than one demonstrative. Given the notion of a sequence

of objects, there would be no di�culties in extending various suggestions and options for the

general case. In some of the examples I use, additional demonstratives are really needed.

“Lauben is wounded,” for example, still needs a time indication.
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with its role. This would amount to a generalization of the notion of sense.

On this view, an incomplete sense like that of “Russia and Canada quarreled,”

could be completed in two ways. A sense completer, such as the sense of “when

Nemtsanov defected,” gives us a complete sense of the old sort. A demonstrative,

like “today,” yields a sense of the new sort, a role. No complete sense of the old

sort is involved at all in the utterance of a sentence containing a demonstrative,

so no completing sense need be found.

But this cannot have been Frege’s view. For it is clear that he thinks a

thought has been expressed in the utterance of a sentence containing a demon-

strative. The role of the sentence cannot be identified with the thought, for

a sentence could express the same role on di↵erent occasions while having dif-

ferent truth-values. So by the criteria of di↵erence for thoughts, roles are not

thoughts. By the identification of the sense expressed by a sentence and the

thought expressed, roles are not the senses expressed by a sentence.

Thoughts as Information?

We can put the problem this way. (2), as uttered on August 1, with the role of

“today” fully mastered, seems to yield just this information:

(i) an incomplete sense, that of “Russia and Canada quarreled”;

(ii) an object, the day August 1, 1976.

(i) and (ii) do not uniquely determine a thought, but only an equivalence class

of thoughts. Belonging to this equivalence class will be just those thoughts

obtainable by completing the sense of “Russia and Canada quarreled” with

a sense completer that determines, as reference, August 1, 1976. I shall call

thoughts related in this manner informationally equivalent .2

The second option I shall discuss is introducing a new notion of a thought,

corresponding to such a class of informationally equivalent thoughts. Since the

2This notion is taken from Burks (1949, 685). In this pioneering and illuminating work on

demonstratives, Burks emphasizes the ineliminability of demonstratives.
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information in (i) and (ii) is su�cient to identify such a class, without identifying

any one of its members, this would explain how we can get from (i) and (ii) to

a thought, without needing a completing sense.

On this view, an utterance of S(d) in context c, and S

0(d0) in context c0, will

express the same thought if the (incomplete) senses of S( ) and S

0( ) are the

same, and if the value of d and c is the same as the value of d0 and c

0. Thus

(2), uttered on August 1, and (4), uttered on August 2, would express the same

thought. Dummett interprets Frege in this way (1973, 384). Frege’s remark,

If someone wants to say the same today as he expressed yester-

day using the word “today,” he must replace this with “yesterday.”

Although the thought is the same its verbal expression must be dif-

ferent (1918/1967, 24).

But this cannot have been Frege’s view. This criterion actually introduces

a new kind of thought, corresponding to informationally equivalent classes of

thoughts of the old kind. The thought expressed by Lauben when he says “I

am wounded” to Leo Peter, cannot be identified with the thought expressed by

any nondemonstrative completion of the same incomplete sense in which the

singular term refers to Lauben, such as

The man born on the thirteenth of September, 1875, in N.N. is wounded.

The only doctor who lives in the house next door to Rudolf Lingens is

wounded.

These express di↵erent thoughts, so the thought Lauben expresses with “I am

wounded” cannot be identified with the thought they both express; there just is

not any such thought. There is no more reason to identify it with the one than

with the other, or with any other such thought. Nor can thoughts of this new

type be identified with classes of thoughts of the old, for in di↵erent possible

circumstances the pair, Dr. Lauben and the incomplete sense of “( ) am ill,”

would correspond to di↵erent sets of Fregean thoughts. If Lauben had moved,

the two Fregean thoughts in question would not be informationally equivalent.
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We have here a radically new kind of thought, of which Frege would not have

approved, even if he had seen its necessity. We have in e↵ect made the value of

the demonstrative a part of the thought. But Frege insists that only senses can

be parts of senses.

Dummett remarks,

It is, of course, quite unnecessary to suppose that a thought ex-

pressible by the utterance on a particular occasion of a sentence

containing a token reflexive expression can also be expressed by some

“eternal” sentence containing no such expressions (1973, 384).

But it is not only unnecessary, but impossible, on this account, that the thought

should be expressed by an eternal sentence. It is not the right kind of thought

for an eternal sentence to express.

Second, and closely related, this notion of a thought would violate the criteria

of di↵erence.

Suppose I am viewing the harbor from downtown Oakland¡; the bow and

stern of the aircraft carrier Enterprise are visible, though its middle is obscured

by a large building. The name “Enterprise” is clearly visible on the bow, so

when I tell a visitor, “This is the Enterprise,” pointing towards the bow, this is

readily accepted. When I say, pointing to the stern clearly several city blocks

from the bow, “That is the Enterprise,” however, she refuses to believe me. By

the criterion of di↵erence, a di↵erent sense was expressed the first time than the

second. On the present suggested criterion of identity for thoughts, the same

thought was expressed; the incomplete sense was the same in both cases, and

the value of the demonstratives was the Enterprise in both cases. To adopt

this notion of a thought, Frege would have to give up the identification of sense

expressed and thought expressed.

This is, of course, simply a variation on Frege’s own Morning Star example.

Suppose I point to Venus in the morning, and again in the evening, saying,

“That is the Morning Star.” My listener may accept what I say the first time,

and continue to think I was right, while rejecting what I say the second time.
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Here the same sentence has a di↵erent cognitive value at di↵erent times—for

my listener has not changed her mind. The sentence does not have di↵erent

cognitive values because the words have undergone a change of meaning, but

because the sentence alone does not express a complete sense. Some supple-

mentation is needed; here the gestures toward Venus provide it. But just what

supplementation do they provide? If the supplementation was merely taken

to be Venus, itself—which is what the present proposal amounts to—then the

sense of the sentence would have been supplemented in the same way on both

occasions. But then we would have the same sense expressed in both occasions,

in violation of the criterion of di↵erence for senses.

Frege does not explicitly mention the demonstratives “this” and “that.” So

it is worth pointing out that examples can be constructed using demonstratives

he does mention. For example, I might accept what you say at 11:50 P.M.

when you utter “Russia and Canada quarreled today,” but disbelieve you at

12:15 A.M. when you utter “Russia and Canada quarreled yesterday,” having

lost track of time.

Of course, Frege may have meant to introduce such a new notion of a thought

at this point. That he does not explain it, counts against this interpretation.

And what he goes on to say, in the next paragraphs, seems to make it totally

implausible. There he discusses proper names, and arrives at a point where he

has all the materials for this notion of a thought in his hand, so to speak, and

yet passes up the opportunity to mold them into the new notion. He describes a

situation in which two men express di↵erent thoughts with the sentence “Gustav

Lauben has been wounded,” one knowing him as the unique man born a certain

day, the other as the unique doctor living in a certain house. He recognizes that

these di↵erent thoughts are systematically equivalent:

The di↵erent thoughts which thus result from the same sentence

correspond in their truth-value, of course; that is to say, if one is

true then all are true, and if one is false then all are false (1918/1967,

25).
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But he insists,

Nevertheless their distinctness must be recognized (1918/1967, 25).

His reason here is clearly a complex example he has just constructed, in which

sentences expressing such informationally equivalent thoughts have di↵erent cog-

nitive value:

It is possible that Herbert Garner takes the sense of the sentence

“Dr. Lauben has been wounded” to be true, while, misled by false

information, taking the sense of “Gustav Lauben has been wounded”

to be false. Under the assumptions given these thoughts are therefore

di↵erent (1918/1967, 25).

If demonstratives had driven Frege, three paragraphs before this, to the in-

troduction of a class of thoughts, corresponding to a class of informationally

equivalent thoughts of the old sort, I think he would have employed it, or at

least mentioned it, here.

Senses, considered to be roles, cannot be thoughts. Thoughts, considered

as information, cannot be senses. If Frege is to keep his identification of sense

expressed by a sentence, with thought expressed by a sentence, he must find,

somewhere, a completing sense.

Demonstratives as Providing a Completing Sense

How can we extract from a demonstrative an appropriate completing sense?

Such a sense, it seems, would have to be intimately related to, the sense of a

unique description of the value of the demonstrative in the context of utterance.

But where does such a description come from? “Today” seems to get us only

to a day. And a day does not provide a particular description of itself.

In the case of proper names, Frege supposes that di↵erent persons attach

di↵erent senses to the same proper name. To find the sense a person identifies

with a given proper name, we presumably look to his beliefs. If he associates

the sense of description D with Gustav Lauben, he should believe,
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Gustav Lauben is D.

Perhaps, with demonstratives too, Frege supposes that speakers and listeners,

in grasping the thought, provide the demonstrative with an appropriate sense.

To understand a demonstrative, is to be able to supply a sense for it on each

occasion, which determines as reference the value the demonstrative has on that

occasion.3 This is, I think, as near as we are likely to come to what Frege has

in mind.

There is a problem here, with no analog in the case of proper names. One

can attach the same sense to a proper name, once and for all. But, since the

demonstrative takes a di↵erent value on di↵erent occasions, di↵erent senses must

be supplied. So the demonstrative could not be regarded as an abbreviation, or

something like an abbreviation, for some appropriate description.4

But still, can we not say that for each person the sense of the demonstrative

“today” for that person on a given day is just the sense of one of the descriptions

D (or some combination of all the descriptions) such that on that day he believes,

Today is D.

One objection to this is that we seem to be explaining the sense of sentences

containing demonstratives in terms of beliefs whose natural expressions contain

demonstratives. But there are three more serious problems.

The first problem might be called the irrelevancy of belief .5 The sense

3This interpretation was suggested to me by Dagfinn Føllesdal.
4[This is too cautious, in a way that has misled some commentators. The significant point

is not that the demonstrative could not be regarded as an abbreviation for a description.

It is rather that the sense of a demonstrative cannot be one that determines its reference

independently of context. It does not matter whether these senses are identified by definite

descriptions, or expressions of some other type, or cannot be identified linguistically at all.

I admit that I was assuming that senses of names and indexical terms would be similar

to those of descriptions. However, even if this traditional view is wrong, the problem that

demonstratives pose for Frege do not disappear, as Gareth Evans suggested in “Understanding

Demonstratives” (1990). I discuss Evans’ account in the Postscript.]
5In the three problems that follow, and the balance of the paper, I am much in debt to

a series of very illuminating papers by Hector-Neri Castañeda. The fullest statement of his
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I associate with my use of a demonstrative does not determine the thought

expressed by a sentence containing that demonstrative.

Suppose I believe that today is the fourteenth of October, 1976. From that

it does not follow that, when I utter,

Today is sunny and bright,

I express the thought,

The fourteenth of October is sunny and bright.

For suppose today is really the fifteenth, cloudy and dull. Then what I have

said is wrong, whatever the weather was like on the fourteenth.

The second problem we might call the nonnecessity of belief . I can express

a thought with “Today is sunny and bright”—that is, say something for which

the question of truth arises—whether or not I associate any correct sense at all

with “today.” I may have no idea at all what day it is, and not be able, without

recourse to “today” or other demonstratives, to say anything about today at

all, that does not describe dozens of other days equally well.

Both of these problems are illustrated by Rip van Winkle. When he awakes

on October 20, 1823, and says with conviction,

Today is October 20, 1803,

the fact that he is sure he is right does not make him right, as it would if the

thought expressed were determined by the sense he associated with “today.”

And, what is really the same point from a di↵erent angle, he does not fail to be

wrong, as would be the case if “today” had to be associated with a completing

sense that determined the value of “today” as reference, before the question of

truth arose for sentences in which it occurs.

To state my third objection, the nonsu�ciency of belief , I shall shift to an

example using the demonstrative “I.” I do so because the objection is clearest

view is in Castañeda 1967. See also Castañeda 1966, 1968. All the examples of what I later

call “self-locating knowledge” are adaptations from Castañeda, and the di�culties they raise

for Frege’s account are related to points Castañeda has made.
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with respect to this demonstrative, and because some awareness of this problem

might help explain how consideration of “I” led Frege to incommunicable senses.

Let us imagine David Hume, alone in his study, on a particular afternoon in

1775, thinking to himself, “I wrote the Treatise.” Can anyone else apprehend the

thought he apprehended by thinking this? First note that what he thinks is true.

So no one could apprehend the same thought, unless they apprehended a true

thought. Now suppose Heimson is a bit crazy and thinks himself to be David

Hume. Alone in his study, he says to himself, “I wrote the Treatise.” However

much his inner life may, at that moment, resemble Hume’s on that afternoon

in 1775, the fact remains: Hume was right, Heimson is wrong. Heimson cannot

think the very thought to himself that Hume thought to himself, by using the

very same sentence.

Now suppose Frege’s general account of demonstratives is right. Then it

seems that, by using the very same sense that Hume supplied for “I,” Heimson

should be able to think the same thought, without using “I,” that Hume did

using “I.” He will just have to find a true sentence, which expresses the very

thought Hume was thinking, when he thought to himself “I wrote the Treatise.”

But there just does not seem to be such a thought.

Suppose Heimson thinks to himself, “The author of the Inquiries wrote the

Treatise.” This is true, for the sense used to complete the sense of “( ) wrote the

Treatise” determines Hume, not Heimson, as reference. But it seems clear that

Hume could acknowledge “I wrote the Treatise” as true, while rejecting, “The

author of the Inquiries wrote the Treatise.” He might have forgotten that he

wrote the Inquiries; perhaps Hume had episodes of forgetfulness in 1775. But

then the thought Heimson thinks, and the one Hume apprehended, are not the

same after all, by the identification of thoughts with senses, and the criterion

of di↵erence for senses.

One might suppose that, while there is no particular sentence of this sort

that must have had, for Hume, the same cognitive value as “I wrote the Trea-

tise,” there must be some such sentence or other that would have had the same

cognitive value for him.
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But I see no reason to suppose this is so. For now we have reached just

the point where the first objection takes hold. There is no reason to believe

we are on each occasion each equipped with some nondemonstrative equiva-

lent of the demonstratives we use and understand. This goes for “I” as well as

“today.” After all, as I am imagining Heimson, he does not have any correct

demonstrative-free description of himself at hand. Every correct demonstrative-

free description he is willing to apply to himself refers to Hume instead. I’m not

at all sure that I have one for myself.

To keep the identification between thought and sense intact, Frege must

provide us with a completing sense. But then his account of demonstratives

becomes implausible.
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II

Frege follows his general discussion of demonstratives by saying that “I” gives

rise to certain questions. He then makes the point, with the examples concerning

Dr. Lauben discussed above, that various persons might associate various senses

with the same proper name, if the person were presented to them in various

ways. This discussion seems intended to prepare the way for the startling claim

about thoughts about ourselves,

Now everyone is presented to himself in a particular and primitive

way, in which he is presented to no one else. So, when Dr. Lauben

thinks that he has been wounded, he will probably take as a basis

this primitive way in which he is presented to himself. And only Dr.

Lauben himself can grasp thoughts determined in this way. But now

he may want to communicate with others. He cannot communicate

a thought which he alone can grasp. Therefore, if he now says “I

have been wounded,” he must use the “I” in a sense which can be

grasped by others, perhaps in the sense of “he is speaking to you at

this moment,” by doing which he makes the associated conditions

of his utterance serve for the expression of his thought (1918/1967,

25–26).

Frege’s doctrine appears to be this. When I use “I” to communicate, it works like

other demonstratives, and perhaps could even be replaced by some phrase that

included only other demonstratives. The sense would be completed in whatever

way is appropriate for sentences containing these demonstratives. When I use

“I” to think about myself, however, it has an incommunicable sense.

This is not quite right, for Frege would not have thought it necessary, in

order to think about oneself, to use language at all. It is at this point that

Frege makes his famous remark, about how the battle with language makes his

task di�cult, in that he can only give his readers the thought he wants them to

examine dressed up in linguistic form.

19



Nevertheless, it seems clear that Frege thinks there are senses, for each of us,

that determine us as reference, which are incommunicable, and which would be

the natural sense to associate with “I” if it did happen to be used, not merely

to communicate with others, but think about oneself.

I suggest this doctrine about “I” is a reaction to the problems just mentioned,

the third in particular. I am not at all certain that this is so. Philosophers have

come to hold somewhat similar views about the self, beliefs about oneself, and

“I,” without thinking as rigorously as Frege did about these matters. Perhaps

Frege had adopted some such view independently of his thinking about demon-

stratives, and simply wished to show he could accommodate it. It seems to me

more likely, however, that Frege was led to this view by his own philosophical

work, in particular, by some realization of the problems I have discussed for his

general account, as they apply particularly to “I.” All three problems turned

on the failure to find a suitable description for the value of the demonstrative,

whose sense would complete the sense of the sentence in just the right way. If

the sense we are looking for is private and incommunicable, it is no wonder the

search was in vain.

But the appeal to private and incommunicable senses cannot, I think, be a

satisfactory resolution of the problem.

In the first place, I see no reason to believe that “everyone is presented to

himself in a particular and primitive way.” Or at least, no reason to accept this,

with such a reading that it leads to incommunicable senses.

Suppose M is the private and incommunicable sense, which is to serve as the

sense of “I” when I think about myself. M cannot be a complex sense, resulting

from the compounding of simpler, generally accessible senses. For it seems clear

that it is su�cient, to grasp the result of such compounding, that one grasp the

senses compounded. So M will have to be, as Frege says, primitive.

A sense corresponds to an aspect or mode of presentation (1892/1960, 57,

58). There are, I hope, ways in which I am presented to myself that I am

presented to no one else, and aspects of me that I am aware of, that no one else

is aware of. But this is not su�cient for Frege’s purposes.

20



Suppose that only I am aware of the scratchiness of a certain fountain pen.

Still, “thing that is scratchy” does not uniquely pick out this pen; this pen

may not be the only one that falls under the concept this phrase stands for,

though perhaps the only one of which I am aware. Similarly, just because there

is some aspect, such that only I am aware that I have it, and M is the sense

corresponding to that aspect, it does not follow that M determines as reference

a concept that only I fall under, or that the M (by which I mean the result

of combining the sense of “the” with M) is a sense that determines just me as

reference and can appropriately be associated with my utterances of “I.”

What is needed is a primitive aspect of me, which is not simply one that only

I am aware of myself as having, but that I alone have. While there are doubtless

complex aspects that only I have, and primitive aspects that only I am aware of

myself as having, I see no reason to believe there are primitive aspects that only

I have. Even if there were, if they were incommunicable, I should have no way

of knowing there were, since I hardly ask others if they happened to have mine.

So I should not know that the M determined me as reference. But I do know

that I am thinking about me, when I use the word “I” in thinking to myself.

My second point in opposition to incommunicable senses is that the third

objection does not merely apply to “I,” but to at least one other demonstrative,

“now.” However one may feel about one’s private and unique aspects, Frege’s

doctrine must appear less plausible when it is seen that it must be extended to

other demonstratives.

Suppose the department meeting is scheduled for noon, September 15, 1976.

Then only at that time could we say something true with (5).

(5) The meeting starts now.

Now consider any of the informationally equivalent thoughts we might have had

the day before, for example, (6).

(6) The meeting starts at noon, September 15, 1976.

It seems that one could accept this the day before, and continue to accept it

right through the meeting, without ever accepting (5), and even rejecting it
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firmly precisely at noon, simply by completely losing track of time. So (5) and

(6) express di↵erent senses, and so di↵erent thoughts. And it seems this would

be true, no matter what nondemonstrative informational equivalent we came up

with instead of (6). So with “now,” as with “I,” it is not su�cient to grasp the

thought expressed with a demonstrative, to grasp an informational equivalent

with a complete sense. Frege will have to have, for each time, a primitive and

particular way in which it is presented to us at that time, which gives rise to

thoughts accessible only at that time, and expressible, at it, with “now.” This

strikes me as very implausible. An appeal to incommunicable senses will not

serve to patch up Frege’s treatment.

I will conclude by sketching an alternative treatment of these problems. I

try to show just how these recent examples motivate a break between sense

and thought, and how, once that break is made, senses can be treated as roles,

thoughts as information, and the other examples we have discussed handled.

III

Consider some of the things Hume might have thought to himself,

I am David Hume.

This is Edinburgh.

It is now 1775.

We would say of Hume, when he thought such things, that he knew who he

was, where he was, and when it was. I shall call these self-locating beliefs. The

objections, posed in the last section to Frege’s account of demonstratives, may

be put in the following way: Having a self-locating belief does not consist in

believing a Fregean thought.

We can see that having such beliefs could not consist wholly in believ-

ing Fregean thoughts. Consider Frege’s timeless realm of generally accessible

thoughts. If Hume’s knowing he was Hume consisted in his believing certain

true thoughts in this realm, then it would seem that anyone else could know
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that he was Hume, just by believing those same thoughts. But only Hume can

know, or even truly believe, that he is Hume. Analogous remarks apply to his

knowing where he was, and when it was.

Either there are some thoughts only Hume can apprehend, and his believing

he is Hume consists in believing those thoughts, or self-locating knowledge does

not consist wholly in believing some true subset of the Fregean thoughts. Frege

chose the first option; let us see what happens when we choose the second.

We accept that there is no thought only Hume can apprehend. Yet only he

can know he is Hume. It must not just be the thought that he thinks, but the

way that he thinks it, that sets him apart from the rest of us. Only Hume can

think a true thought, by saying to himself,

I am Hume.

Self-locating knowledge then requires not just the grasping of certain thoughts,

but the grasping of them via the senses of certain sentences containing demon-

stratives.

To firmly embed in our minds the importance that thinking a thought via

one sense rather than another can have, let us consider another example. An

amnesiac, Rudolf Lingens, is lost in the Stanford library. He reads a number of

things in the library, including a biography of himself, and a detailed account

of the library in which he is lost. He believes any Fregean thought you think

might help him. He still will not know who he is and where he is, and no matter

how much knowledge he piles up, until that moment when he is ready to say,

This place is aisle five, floor six, of Main Library, Stanford.

I am Rudolf Lingens.

If self-locating knowledge consists not merely in believing certain thoughts, but

believing them by apprehending certain senses, then senses cannot be thoughts.

Otherwise it would make no sense to say that Hume and Heimson can apprehend

all the same thoughts, but Hume can do so by apprehending di↵erent senses.

Let us then see how things begin to resolve themselves when this identifi-

cation is given up. Let us speak of entertaining a sense and apprehending a
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thought. So di↵erent thoughts may be apprehended, in di↵erent contexts, by

entertaining the same sense (without supposing that it is an incomplete sense,

somehow supplemented by a sense completer in the context), and the same

thought, by entertaining di↵erent senses.

By breaking the connection between senses and thoughts, we give up any

reason not to take the options closed to Frege. We can take the sense of a

sentence containing a demonstrative to be a role, rather than a Fregean complete

sense, and thoughts to be the new sort, individuated by object and incomplete

sense, rather than Fregean thoughts. Though senses considered as roles, and

thoughts considered as information, cannot be identified, each does its job in

a way that meshes with the other. To have a thought we need an object and

an incomplete sense. The demonstrative in context gives us the one, the rest

of the sentence the other. The role of the entire sentence will lead us to Truth

by leading us to a true thought, that is just in case the object falls under the

concept determined as reference by the incomplete sense.6

6The notions of the role of a sentence and of a thought as information are similar to the

concepts of character and content in Kaplan 1979. This is no accident, as my approach to

these matters was formed, basically, as a result of trying to extract from this work of Kaplan’s,

and Kaplan himself, answers to questions posed by Castañeda’s work. One should not assume

that Kaplan would agree with my criticisms of Frege, my treatment of self-locating knowledge,

or the philosophical motivation I develop for distinguishing between sense and thought. [At

the time this essay was written, “On the Logic of Demonstratives” had not been published, but

a mimeographed version had been circulated; I had seen this and talked to Kaplan about it.

While I thought the distinction between character and content provided the key to answering

the problems posed by Castañeda’s work, I preferred to use role and information (from Burks,

see note 2) for a couple of reasons. Kaplan’s concepts are developed within the framework

of possible-worlds semantics, so that the characters of terms are functions from contexts to

individual concepts (rather than functions from contexts to individuals), and contents are

intensions. Individual concepts seems to obscure the points on which I was focusing in this

essay, and I was not sure how to fit intensions into the alternative treatment I developed

in part III. “On the Logic of Demonstratives” was subsequently published (1979), and the

technical part was included as an appendix to Kaplan’s monograph Demonstratives (1989).

In Demonstratives, Kaplan discusses the import of his treatment of demonstratives and the

character/content distinction for the sorts of problems I discuss in this essay.]
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Let us see how some of the examples we have discussed are handled.

We must suppose that both Hume and Heimson can entertain the same

senses and think the same thoughts. The di↵erence between them is that they

do not apprehend the same thoughts when they entertain the same senses. When

Heimson entertains the sense of “I am the author of the Treatise” he apprehends

the thought consisting of Heimson and the sense of “( ) is the author of the

Treatise.” This thought is false. When Hume entertains the same sense, he

apprehends the thought consisting of Hume and the sense of “( ) is the author

of the Treatise,” which is true. Hume is right, Heimson is crazy.

Similarly, only at noon can someone think the thought consisting of noon

and the sense of “The meeting starts at ( )” by entertaining the sense of “the

meeting starts now.”

Why should we have a special category of self-locating knowledge? Why

should we care how someone apprehends a thought, so long as he does? I

can only sketch the barest suggestion of an answer here. We use senses to

individuate psychological states, in explaining and predicting action. It is the

sense entertained and not the thought apprehended that is tied to human action.

When you and I entertain the sense of “A bear is about to attack me,” we behave

similarly. We both roll up in a ball and try to be as still as possible. Di↵erent

thoughts apprehended, same sense entertained, same behavior. When you and I

both apprehend the thought that I am about to be attacked by a bear, we behave

di↵erently. I roll up in a ball, you run to get help. Same thought apprehended,

di↵erent sense entertained, di↵erent behavior. Again, when you believe that

the meeting begins on a given day at noon by entertaining, the day before, the

sense of “the meeting begins tomorrow at noon,” you are idle. Apprehending

the same thought the next day, by entertaining the sense of “the meeting begins

now,” you jump up from your chair and run down the hall.

What of the indirect reference? Is the indirect reference of a sentence con-

taining a demonstrative in the scope of such a cognitive verb the sense or the

thought?

It seems, a priori, that the “believes that” construction (to pick a particular
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verb) could work either way. That is,

A believes S

might be designed to tell us the sense A entertains, or the thought A apprehends.

The first seems a little more e�cient. If we know the sense entertained, we can

compute the thought apprehended, given the believer’s context.

Nevertheless, it is surely the thought apprehended that is the indirect refer-

ence of a sentence containing a demonstrative in the scope of “believes.” Con-

sider (7), (8), and (9),

(7) I believe that Russia and Canada quarreled today.

(8) Mary believed that Russia and Canada quarreled today.

(9) Mary believed that Russia and Canada quarreled yesterday.

Suppose Mary utters (7) on August 1, and I want to report the next day on

what she believed. If I want to report the sense entertained, I should use (8).

But now I would simply manage to say something false, that Mary believed that

Russia and Canada quarreled on August 2. Clearly, I would use (9) to report

her beliefs. But (9) does not exhibit the sense Mary entertained. It does get

at the thought she apprehended. To get from the sentence embedded in (9) to

the thought Mary apprehended, we take the value of the demonstrative in the

context of the belief reporter, not in the context of the believer.

It has been suggested that we try to use the sense entertained by the believer

in reporting his belief whenever possible. What we have just said does not

conflict with this. The point is simply that the function of thought identification

dominates the function of sense identification, and when we use demonstratives

there is almost always a conflict.

There will be no conflict when one is dealing with eternal sentences, or when

one is reporting one’s own current beliefs. The need for distinguishing sense

from thought will not be forced to our attention, so long as we concentrate on

such cases.
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Let us now consider the Morning Star example.

Mary says, “I believe that is the Morning Star” in the morning while pointing

at Venus, and “I believe that is not the Morning Star” at night while pointing

at Venus. It seems that Mary, though believing falsely, has not changed her

mind and does not believe a contradiction.

As long as we think of thoughts as senses, it will seem that anyone who

understands the relevant sentences, will not believe both a thought and its

negation. So long as we think of senses as thoughts, we shall think that any-

one who accepts a sense at one time, and its negation at another, must have

changed her mind. The correct principle is simply that no thoughtful person

will accept a sense and its negation in the same context, since by understanding

the language she should realize that she would thereby believe both a thought

and its negation.

We should take “believing a contradiction,” in the sense in which thoughtful

people do not do it, to mean accepting senses of the forms S and not-S, relative

to the same context of utterance. Mary does not do this; she accepts S in the

morning, not-S in the evening. Has she then changed her mind? This must

mean coming to disbelieve a thought once believed. We should not take it to

mean coming to reject a sense once accepted. I can reject, “Today is sunny and

bright” today, though I accepted it yesterday, without changing my mind about

anything. So Mary has not changed her mind, either.

What she does do is believe a thought and its negation. (Here we take the

negation of a thought consisting of a certain object and incomplete sense, to be

the thought consisting of the same object, and the negation of the incomplete

sense.) I am inclined to think that only the habit of identifying sense and

thought makes this seem implausible.

I have tried to suggest how, using the concepts of sense, thought, and in-

direct reference in a way compatible with the way Frege introduced them, but

incompatible with his identifications, sentences containing demonstratives can

be handled. I do not mean to imply that Frege could have simply made these

alterations, while leaving the rest of his system intact. The idea of individu-
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ating thoughts by objects, or sequences of objects, would be particularly out

of place in his system. The identification of thought with complete sense was

not impulsive, but the result of pressure from many directions. I do not claim

to have traced the problems that come to surface with demonstratives back to

their ultimate origins in Frege’s system.
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IV

I have argued that Frege’s identification of senses of sentences with thoughts

leads to grave problems when sentences containing demonstratives are consid-

ered. The utterance of such a sentence in a context seems to yield only an

incomplete sense and an object, not a complete sense of the sort a Fregean

thought is supposed to be. He probably supposed that context supplies not just

an object, but somehow a completing sense. There seems no place for such a

sense to be found, save in the mind of the person who apprehends the thought

expressed by the sentence. But to understand such a sentence, it is neither

necessary nor su�cient to have grasped, and associated with the value of the

demonstrative, any such sense. Frege’s appeal to incommunicable senses in the

case of “I,” is probably an implausible attempt to deal with these problems.

What is needed is to give up the identification of sense expressed with thought

expressed. This would allow us to see the sense as a procedure for determining

reference from a context, and the thought as identified by the incomplete sense

and the value of the demonstrative. The identification of the thought, with the

indirect reference of the sentence in the scope of a cognitive verb, need not be

given up.7

Postscript

In 1975–76, I had a sabbatical leave from Stanford University. I tried to write

a book on personal identity—a book that is still not finished. I spent almost

all of the year on the problem of self-knowledge. The result was a long draft

of a chapter, “On Self-Knowledge,” which I read at colloquia at Stanford and

UCLA. This chapter was basically an early version of Essay 2 but it began

with a quick treatment of Frege. The paper got a lukewarm reaction, and

7Discussions of these issues with Robert Adams, Michael Bratman, Tyler Burge, Keith

Donnellan, Dagfinn Føllesdal, Alvin Goldman, Holly Goldman, David Kaplan, and Julius

Moravcsik were enormously helpful. This paper was written while I was a Guggenheim Fellow,

and on sabbatical leave from Stanford University. I thank both institutions for their support.
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Julius Moravcsik suggested I break it into two, one of which focused on Frege

more adequately, the other on the contemporary distinction between de dicto

and de re belief.

In claiming that demonstratives and indexicals pose a problem for Frege’s

theory of sense and reference, I did not mean to reject Frege’s insight that

when we think about an object or refer to one, some “mode of presentation”

is involved. I denied only that such modes of presentation are involved in the

propositions believed or expressed, which is where Frege’s theory locates them.

This location, and the rest of Frege’s theory, impose certain conditions on modes

of presentation, which I denied that they had to meet. That is not to deny

Frege’s insight, but a specific theory he used to explain and accommodate it.

In a sense, most of the essays in this book are attempts to find the right place,

or places, to put modes of presentation, once we also grant the insights of

Kaplan, Kripke, Donnellan, and others that they are not part of the propositions

expressed by statements involving indexicals, demonstratives, and names.

I take a mode of presentation to be a uniquely satisfiable condition. There

may be many tall, bearded philosophers, but there could only be one tallest

bearded philosopher. Being the tallest bearded philosopher is a uniquely sat-

isfiable condition. No more than one object can meet the condition—although

it is possible that less than one does so. Definite descriptions often convert

nonuniquely satisfiable modes of presentation to uniquely satisfiable ones. For

example, “The tall, bearded philosopher” expresses the condition of being the

unique tall, bearded philosopher, a condition that is not in fact met, since there

are a number of them.

We need to distinguish between absolute and relative modes of presentation.

The latter are conditions that identify an object only relative to some other

factor—another object, or a time or a place, for example. Absolute modes

are not relative in this way. (To say that a mode of presentation identifies a

given object absolutely is not to say that it does so necessarily. “The tallest

bearded American philosopher in 1991” identifies an individual absolutely, but

not necessarily. Suppose Dan Dennett meets this condition. He does not just
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meet it relative to some time or place at which the description is used, but

absolutely. But he does not meet it necessarily. In some other “possible world,”

otherwise pretty much the same as ours, Jon Barwise, David Nivison, or David

Lewis might be taller than Dennett.)

A phrase like “the tallest philosopher in this room now” supplies only a

relative mode of presentation. It identifies a person only relative to a certain

room and a certain time. The modes of presentation that we naturally associate

with the meanings of indexicals and demonstratives are relative, not absolute.

Consider the word “tomorrow.” This term denotes a day only given a day;

it denotes relatively, not absolutely. What I call “roles” correspond to such

relative modes of presentation. They are rules for determining reference by its

relation to an element of the context of utterance. What language associates

with the indexical word is such a relative mode of presentation.

The problem I found with Frege’s theory of sense and reference was basically

that (i) relative modes of presentation are somehow involved in important types

of beliefs—beliefs about oneself, the present moment, the objects one is perceiv-

ing, and the like; (ii) these relative modes of presentation do not seem to require

supplementation by completing senses to understand either the cognitive state

of the believer or the conditions of truth and falsity of the belief. It is hard to

account for this on Frege’s theory. Frege’s theory requires a single entity, the

thought, to be the object of belief, that for which truth arises, and the sense of

the sentence. Leaving the relative modes of presentation unsupplemented works

fine for the last task, but not the first two. Supplementing them with object

rather than senses works fine for the first two, but not the last.

A number of writers have thought that my criticisms of Frege are incorrect.

Gareth Evans’ (1990) paper “Understanding Demonstratives” is probably the

most influential. In this essay, Evans proposed a somewhat di↵erent way of

patching up Frege’s theory, which he seemed to think was what Frege himself

actually had in mind. He spelled out his proposal in the last section of his paper.

(He used the example “Today is F” but I am going to change it to “Tomorrow

is F ,” to make it easier to say how I think his proposal falls short. I replace his
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relation R2 in (13) and (14) below with R

tom

.)

Suppose we combine the relative mode associated with “tomorrow” with a

specific day. Call this a “particular mode of presentation.” This hybrid entity,

part individual, part condition, will determine a day to serve as the reference

of use of “tomorrow” on a given day. Could not Frege supplement his theory

with such particular modes of presentation? Then the thought expressed by,

say, “Tomorrow is F ,” said on a certain day d, could be taken to consist of

or be determined by the particular mode of presentation provided by d and

“tomorrow,” together with the sense of “is F .” Evans uses set theory to identify

this thought, giving us two formulations (I use his numbering):

(13) h�x(R
tom

(x, d)), Sense of “(⇠) is F”i

(14) hd,�x�y(R
tom

(x, y)), Sense of “(⇠) is F”i

The relational mode of presentation provided by “tomorrow” combined with a

particular day d seems to provide the relational property of being the day after

d. The lambda notation in (13) gives us just such a property. (Evans’ R
tom

is

not quite the relation of being the day after, but a relation that implies it—see

his discussion of the relation corresponding to “I” in the previous section of

his paper.) Di↵erent relational properties would be provided on di↵erent days.

The day d itself, rather than any mode of presentation of it, seems crucial to

individuating these properties, and so too the thoughts determined by them

together with the sense of “is F”; this is quite explicit in (14). Thus if I say

“Tomorrow is F” on July 3, this theory provides us with a particular mode of

presentation of July 4, but buried inside of that mode of presentation is the day

July 3, rather than a mode of presentation of it.

If objects, rather than modes of presentation of them, figure in Evans’

thoughts, then they represent the same sort of departure from Frege’s theory as

do the “thoughts as information” that I proposed. (If not, the proposal remains

completely obscure.) There is no reason for me to reject Evans’ suggestion as

being a more radical departure from Frege than my own. It is a departure, for

Frege disavowed such hybrids. After all, as long as we have such objects in our
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thoughts, it will be possible to have di↵erent cognitive fixes on the same thought,

as a result of thinking of that object in di↵erent ways. This runs contrary to

Frege’s argument for introducing senses, of which thoughts are a species, in

the first place. Evans may have hit on an amendment that will solve Frege’s

problems better than the ones I suggested, but it is surely an amendment.

Evans’ suggestion does not keep all of Frege’s theory intact, however. His

theory does keep the modes of presentation in the thoughts, and so represents

less of a departure from Frege on that score than my proposal. The problem is

with indirect discourse and propositional attitude reports. On Frege’s approach,

the thought expressed by the embedded sentence in a belief report should be the

thought believed. But this will not be the case on the proposed modification.

Suppose you say on d, “Tomorrow is July 4,” and the next day, d0, I say, “You

said that today is July 4.” The sentence you used, and the sentence embedded

in my report, do not express the same thought on Evans’ proposal. The thought

corresponding to my embedded sentence will incorporate a particular mode of

presentation of d0 provided by d

0 and “today” (roughly the property of being

identical with d

0), while the thought you expressed would incorporate a mode

of presentation of d0 provided by d and “tomorrow.” Hence the reference of my

sentence, as embedded, will not be the thought expressed by your remark.

One might claim that the property of being identical with d

0 and that of

being the day after d are the same property, assuming d

0 is the day after d, and

so the relative modes of presentation can be the same, and so the thoughts can be

the same. (I must admit that, in spite of Evans’ e↵orts in this essay to broaden

one’s sense of what Frege was about, this still seems like a very unFregean move.)

To the extent this is plausible, however, it is because of special features about

time that provide a disanalogy between temporal indexicals and other families

of indexicals. If d0 is the day after d, that is, I suppose, something necessary.

But it is not necessary that people address whom they address. If Betty says to

Max, “You are foolish,” and Max says “Betty said I am foolish,” he has spoken

correctly. But it seems that the particular modes of presentation associated by

Evans’ approach with Betty’s use of “you” and Max’s use of “I” will not be
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the same. And it does not seem at all plausible that the properties of being

addressed by Betty, and being identical with Max, are the same.

On my proposal for modifying Frege’s account to handle indexicals, the

“thought as information,” expressed by your sentence on d, will be exactly the

same as will be just that expressed by the embedded sentence of my report of

what you said, and hence, given Frege’s theory of the reference of embedded

sentences, the reference of that sentence as embedded. The same goes for Max

and Betty. So, on this score, I can claim that my modification is closer to Frege’s

original theory. The relative modes of presentation will appear in what I called

the role of the sentence, but not in the proposition expressed, the “thought-as-

information.”

A bit later in his essay, Evans notes that the notion of “entertaining the role

of ‘I’ ” falls rather short of saying what it is to have an I-thought. I agree with

this. My ambition was to make a distinction between two kinds of similarity in

belief. This is a preliminary to understanding self-knowledge, not a theory of

it.

The way I look at it, there are two di↵erent but systematically related ways in

which believers can be similar. Consider the belief George Bush expresses with

“I live in Kennebunkport.” There are two groups of people that have similar

beliefs: those who believe that Bush lives in Kennebunkport and those who

believe that they live in Kennebunkport. Both sets contain virtually everyone

who lives in Kennebunkport, but for di↵erent reasons. This is true of the first

set because Bush and facts about him are very well known, especially, one

assumes, to his neighbors in Kennebunkport. It is true of the second because

most people know where they live. The first set contains lots of people who

live outside of Kennebunkport, while the second probably contains relatively

few, all of whom are confused. The di↵erent dimensions of doxastic similarity

determine di↵erent sets that project onto other similarities in di↵erent ways and

for di↵erent reasons.

The two entities with which I wanted to replace Frege’s single notion of

thought correspond to these two dimensions. I said a case or occasion of believ-
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ing involves believing a thought (as information) by apprehending a sense (as

role) in a certain context. It is important to distinguish a particular case or oc-

casion of belief, from what is believed on that occasion. What Evans’ (14) really

seems to be supplying us with are some factors involved in a case of belief. In

my terminology, the first element d is a bit of the context, the second element is

a relation corresponding to the role of “tomorrow,” and the third element is the

sense of the predicate. We can think of this bundle as a bundle of factors that

are involved in a case of belief, and determine both what is believed and how

it is believed. So conceived, there is not yet any significant di↵erence between

this and my point of view, but there is also no candidate identified for Frege’s

thought—that which is believed. On the other hand, if we think of this bundle

of factors as that which is believed we have identified a candidate for Frege’s

thought, which is quite di↵erent from the one I proposed. But this conception

is not plausible. Such a bundle simply does not fit any of the three functions

that Frege envisaged for thoughts.

This is not to say that the object Evans identifies in (13) and (14) is of no

theoretical interest. I think it corresponds to the information one gets from

an utterance when one knows certain basic facts about the utterance and lacks

others. This is best brought out with a di↵erent example. Suppose that in 1988

two reporters knew that Bush had said “You will be the next vice president”

to someone, but did not know to whom. One reporter heard Bush say it (but

could not see to whom he was talking), the other learned about it less directly.

These reporters would know that Bush’s utterance is true if the person to whom

he was talking becomes the next vice president. This is not what Bush said;

he said that Quayle would be the next vice president. The reporters do not

know enough about the context to know what Bush said; to figure this out,

they would need to determine to whom Bush was talking. A proposition of

the sort Evans associated with the utterance corresponds to the information

these reporters have. The fact that Bush, rather than a mode of presentation of

him, is a constituent of the proposition reflects that fact that we are getting at

what the reporters, who have di↵erent modes of presentation of Bush, have in
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common. In terms of the account of cognitive significance given below in Essays

11 and 13, I would say that what Evans has identified are the incremental truth

conditions of an utterance given partial knowledge of the context. In certain

cases, the line between this proposition and the proposition expressed is pretty

thin. This is the case when the relative mode of presentation is basically identity

(as with “I,” “now,” and “today”) and when facts about the relationship require

no special knowledge, as with “tomorrow” or “yesterday.”

Evans has some interesting and insightful ideas in this essay about what it is

to continue to think about the same thing in the same way while one is changing

contexts—as, for example, when one is tracking an object. It is hard for me to

grasp how these ideas contribute to his defense of Frege, but they do seem an

important contribution to the phenomenology of belief and reference. I think

the two-tiered theory, particularly as it had been developed in Essay 4 would

have actually provided a very good framework for Evans to explore these issues.
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