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Propositions have played a central role in philbgogf language since Frege. Propositions
are generally taken to be the objects of proposaliattitude, the meaning of sentences, the
primary bearers of truth and falsehood, and thdkof things that quantifiers in sentential
position range over. As objects of propositionétudes, propositions can be shared by
different agents and moreover can be representeddranguage or another. Thus,
propositions are generally taken to be mind- anguage-independent entities. In this paper,
| want to argue that the notion of a propositiameg a range of philosophical problems as
well as problems of linguistic adequacy, shoulddpaced by a different notion, for almost
all the roles for which it has been invoked. Theeots that are involved in propositional
attitudes, that act as primary truth bearers, hatlquantifiers in sentential position range
over, | want to argue, are not propositions, buatttcallattitudinal objectgor kinds of
them).

Attitudinal objects are entities like ‘Johdvslief that S’, ‘John’s claim that S’, and ‘John’s
desire to do X'. Like propositions, attitudinal ebjs intuitively have truth conditions
essentially — or, in the case of objects like aessicorresponding conditions of satisfaction.
But unlike propositions, attitudinal objects arendydependent and possibly act-dependent,
dependent on an attitude and possibly speech acpafticular agent. Nonetheless, attitudinal
objects (or kinds of them), I will argue, can flilthe roles of propositions. Attitudinal objects
can be shared in the sense that attitudinal obyattsthe same content are exactly similar (or
‘the same’), and moreover two agents may sh&radof attitudinal objecta kind whose
instances are exactly similar attitudinal objects.

Attitudinal objects are closely related to ta¢events and speech acts. However, there are
fundamental ontological differences between eventxts and attitudinal objects. Most
importantly, mental events and speech acts doanat truth conditions (or corresponding

satisfaction conditions), unlike attitudinal obgct



Attitudinal objects are entities intermedigtween mental events and propositions, and it
is because of the popularity of these two competatggory that attitudinal objects may not
have not properly been recognized as such. Howesxehave very clear and in act
linguistically manifest intuitions about attitudir@bjects: Attitudinal objects are also the
referents of terms with nominalizations lidehn’s belief tha, John’s claim thas, and
John’s desire to d&, and kinds of attitudinal objects are the detiotes of terms likehe
belief thatS, the claim thatS, andthe desire to di.

I will argue that the proper ontological chaerization of attitudinal objects should be in
terms of the notion of a trope: attitudinal objeats tropes of a particular complex sort.
Events, | will argue, are also tropes, but of ay\dfferent sort.

Attitudinal objects do not give rise to a nuianbf fundamental philosophical problems for
propositions, such as the problem of arbitrary iifieation, the problem of the ‘unity of
propositions’, and the problem of the truth-direlctess of propositions, or so | will argue.
What is striking about attitudinal objects as dusion’ to those problems is that for
recognizing and clarifying attitudinal objects, wamn let us be guided rather strictly by natural
language itself, that is, by our linguistic intoitis about the referents of terms ld@hn’s
belief thatS.

Attitudinal objects or kinds of them also fothe domain of quantifiers likeomethingas
well as the referents of relative clauses witihat (what we think, what is sgiénd the
pronounthatin sentential position. Those expressions areigp@chat they are
nominalizing expressions, introducing a ‘new’ domaf entities into the semantic structure
of a sentence. Our linguistic intuitions also alsuth expressions can guide us as to the
nature and role of attitudinal objects.

Attitudinal objects as a replacement of pragmss go along with a (Neo)Russellian
‘multiple relation analysis’ of attitude reports) analysis on which it is not propositions that
are arguments of attitude verbs, but only the pstajmmal constituents. | will propose a
particular version of a neo-Russellian analysisaaalysis that does not share Russell’s
original motivations and conceptual restrictiomgugh. On that analysis, attitudinal relations
are fundamentally multigrade intentional predicatielations, involving concepts and
objects.

| will first point out the philosophical pradshs for propositions and introduce attitudinal
objects with their various properties as displalygaur linguistic intuitions about the relevant
terms. | then introduce a particular version oka+Russellian analysis of attitude reports. On

the basis of that | will develop an ontological @aact of attitudinal objects and of events



which is to explain the fundamental ontologicafeliénces between the two categories. | will
then discuss some further applications of attitaldaijects and return at the end to the way
the neo-Russellian analysis can to be extendeth&y oomplex sentences.

1. Propositions

Propositions as objects of propositional attitudasirally go along with a relational analysis
of attitude reports. One the relational analysisatiitude verb expresses a relation between
agents and propositions, as in (1b) for (1a):

(1) a. John believes that Mary arrived.
b. believe(JohntHat Mary arriveq)

Propositions are also taken to be the meaningsniésces, including of course embedded
sentences, so thatl@at-clause will act as a term standing for a propositi

Propositions moreover are generally considéred/alues of quantifiers and pronouns in
sentential position, in particular quantifiers l@mething, everythin@rnothing the
pronounthat, and also relative clauses witlhat | call these ‘special quantifiers and
pronouns’. Propositions seem needed to accoutihéoinferences in (2a, b) and the sentences
in (2c, d)}

(2) a._John thinks that Mary arrived.

John thinks something.
b. Mary believes everything Bill believes.

Bill believes that it is raining.

Mary believes that it is raining.
c. John claimed that it was raining. Maryirded that too.
d. John said that it is raining. What Johd satrue.

As meanings of sentences, propositions are alsergintaken to be the entities that

sentential (modal, temporal, spatial) operatorsatpeon.

! See, for example, Schiffer (2003), a book whate ihe Things we Meawpnsists itself in a special relative
clause.



There are different conceptions of proposgiofwo conceptions in particular can be
distinguished: [1] the Stalnaker/Lewis conceptidbpmpositions as sets of circumstances
(possible worlds or situations) or as functionsrfrarcumstances to truth; [2] the conception
of propositions as structured propositions (mooendy defended by Cresswell 1985,
Soames 1987, and King 2007), that is, as sequéacesnfigurations) of properties or
concepts and objects (and possibly modes of prasem), or semantic values of constituents
construed otherwise. The first conception is asgediwith notorious problems in that it
identifies propositions that are necessarily trueaxessarily false. The second conception
avoids such problems by reflecting (to an extemg)dyntactic structure of the sentence and
the way the truth value of the sentence is compuidice meaning of the sentence itself.

Both conceptions are subject to fundamentablems, though, pointed out in particular by
Jubien (2003). The first problem is thwblem of arbitrary identificatiorisee also Moore
1999). It is a problem first discussed by Benaddd&#65) in the context of the philosophy of
mathematics: the identification of a natural numbigh a set-theoretic entity of one sort or
another is , to a great extent, arbitrary, for eglenthe identification of the number two with
either {{0}} or { O, {O0}}. Similarly, the choice of a formal object to @entified with a
proposition is, to an extent, arbitrary. The problarises for the first as for the second
conception of propositions. Given the first cona@mtnothing in the general conditions
propositions need to fulfill could decide betwedaritifying propositions as sets of
circumstances or as functions from circumstancésitb values. Given the second
conception, for example the proposition that Jehmappy could be represented either as <H,
John> or as <John, H> the choice among which apehitrary: either pair could fulfill the
relevant conditions.

Two further, related problems arise for stuoetl propositions. One of them is thath-
directednessf the proposition. Why should a mere sequencentifies be true or false?
There is nothing inherent in a sequence that wquldify it as a truth bearer. But
propositions were meant to be entities that hage thuth conditions essentially. The second
problem is known as the problemth€ unity of propositionS$Given the structured -
propositions conception of propositions, the probls: what distinguishes a mere sequence
of properties and objects from a proposition, atityethat has truth conditions inherently?
Why should the relation between H (the propertheihg happy) and John in the sequence

<H, John> be understood in such a way that theq®ittpn comes out true in case John is

2 See Gaskin (2008) for a recent discussion of thblem, also in its historical context.



happy? The relation could be understood in mangrottays: it could be that the proposition

is true just because H and John are different cadmse John is not H or because John likes H.
In fact, it is not clear why the relation betweeraikti John should be understood in any way
at all, so as to assign a truth value to the oripear.

The problem of the unity of propositions glithe problem of the truth-directedness of
propositions, is a problem of the interpretatioraaitructured proposition, namely how to
interpret the relation among the propositional titunsnts. The more general problem is that
of interpreting a structured proposition so agntify its truth conditions on the basis of its
constituents and the relations among them. Ifoghlem because a structured proposition
does not have inherent truth conditions; rathetri conditions of the structured
proposition need to be externally imposed: theydrtede stipulated. Whatever external
conditions one might impose, the choice of suchdit@mns remains arbitrary.

Thus there are fundamental problems with pribjpos when they are identified with
abstract formal objects of whatever sort. Whateisded then is a kind of truth-bearing entity
that in some way reflects the compositional semardf a sentence, that has truth conditions
inherently, and moreover about which we have dlgaitions. Attitudinal objects are just the

kinds of entities that, | want to argue, fulfillahneed

2. Attitudinal Objects

Let us then turn to attitudinal objects. Attitudiodjects are naturally described by terms like

the following:

(3) a. John’s thought that Mary likes Bill
b. John suspicion / claim / denial that Mikgs Bill

In (3a), we have an attitudinal object involving tHocutionary mode of thinking; in (3b), we
have attitudinal objects involving other attitudioaillocutionary modes.

Attitudinal objects are not peculiar entitigsose existence and nature should invite major
dispute. Rather our intuitions about attitudingleats are very clearly reflected in the use of

the terms that refer to them, such as those inY@)attitudinal objects have so far not been

* There are philosophers that propose that propasitie primitive entities (Thomason 1980, Bealer2) @8
entities ‘sui generis’ (Moore 1999). The problenthapropositions as abstract objects that fulfilitam roles is
that we do not have independent intuitions abaentihat would make us accept them for reasons tihar
needing entities fulfilling those roles.



recognized as an ontological category of entitersse, and a common view about the terms
in (3) is that they stand sometimes for proposgj@ometimes for mental events or
illocutionary acts. The actual range of propertiaeugh, that the referents of such terms may
have (and be attributed at once), makes an ampi¢pripolysemy) between proposition-
referring and event-referring terms rather implalgsi

Unlike propositions that exist necessarilyléaist if their constituents exist necessarily),
attitudinal objects are contingent. They dependHeir existence on a particular agent as well
as a propositional attitude and perhaps a linguasti. Also their identity depends on a

particular agent, indicated by the fact that (4)raat possibly be true:

(4) *John’s thought that S also occurred to Mary.

Attitudinal objects also depend for their identity the attitudinal or illocutionary mode. Thus

the following identity statements are generallyged not true:

(5) a. *John’s thought S is also his remark that S.
b. * John’s that it will rain is his hope thatvill rain.

The dependence on an attitudinal or illocutionapdmas well as an agent shows that
attitudinal objects are not just propositions.

But like propositions, attitudinal objecisve truth conditions, at least if they are doxastic
or assertive attitudinal objects. In the case utuatinal objects of desire or request, they do
not have truth conditions, but rather condition$utfillment (of the desire or request). Even
imaginations have corresponding conditions assetiaith them, let’'s say conditions of
representational correctness. Predicates of tiuifiilment, and perhaps representational

correctness are naturally applicable to attitudotgécts:

(6) a. John’s belief that S is true.
b. John’s desire to become a king was fatill

c. (?) John’s imagination to be a king turpetito be correct.

| will call the more general conditions associateth attitudinal objects theatisfaction

conditionsof attitudinal objects.



The truth conditions of attitudinal objects@abpply to counterfactual circumstances, not

just the circumstances in which the attitudinaleabjtself exist:

(6) d. John’s thought that S would be true evelolin had never thought it.

e. John’s claim that S would be true evelolin never made that claim.

In general, the circumstances in which attitudotgects of desire or request are fulfilled are
in fact counterfactual circumstances. Attitudinbjexts thus involve a notion of being true
‘at’ a world (which does not require the attitudinfject to exist in that world), rather than
‘in” a world (which would require the attitudinabject to exist in that world.

Attitudinal objects have truth conditions @ther satisfaction condition) inherently: their
truth conditions are part of their nature and areto be externally imposed. Moreover
attitudinal objects do not depend on language r@thier only on intentional acts). | will later
argue that it is precisely the attitudinal or illsionary mode that ensures the attitudinal
object’s aim for truth, fulfillment, or correctness

Attitudinal objects differ from propositioms the range of other properties they may
have. Most importantly, attitudinal objects haveperties of concrete objects, which are
properties propositions as abstract objects camag. One sort of property defining an
attitudinal object as a concrete one is percegtuaglerties. Perceptual properties are

applicable to suitable attitudinal objects suclhessarks:

(7) John heard Mary’s remark that S.

Attitudinal objects classify as concrete objects@ower in that they may have causal

properties:

(8) John’s claim that S caused astonishment.

What is responsible for the status of attitudirtgeots as concrete is obviously the attitudinal
or illocutionary mode as well as the agent involved

The attitudinal or illocutionary mode alsolugnces the way evaluative predicates are
understood: evaluative predicates applied to ditial objects are not understood as they

* See lacona (2003) for a recent discussion of thiemof truth at a world. lacona argues that thattam
undermines the need for mind-independent and |layegiralependent propositions.



would with propositions; rather they also evaluae attitudinal or illocutionary mode with

which the propositional content is sustained, &g $@ the following contrast:

(9) a. John’s thought that S is unusual.

b. The proposition that S is unusual.

What is said to be unusual according to (9a) isrdaent as thought by John, not an abstract
semantic object, as in (9b).

There is another sense in which attituding¢ctis are concrete: attitudinal objects are
generally more specific than the content of thesatiption (a description of the sort ‘John’s
belief that S’). In that respect, attitudinal oligediffer from abstract objects that are facts or
states, which are entirely constituted by the aundé their canonical description. The
difference can be seen from comparative predicatiesh are applicable to attitudinal objects

but inapplicable to facts or states:

(10) John’s belief that it will rain is strongelatih Mary’s belief that it won't.
(11) a. * John’s believing that it will rain is striger than Mary’s believing that it won't.

b. * John’s belief state is stronger thaaris.

‘John’s believing that S’ and ‘the fact that Jolatiéves that S’ are entities whose nature is
‘exhausted’ by what is contributed by the conteqdressed by those terms. For example,
involving belief to some degree or other, statasfacts are not fully specific but
determinable and in that sense abstract. By cantdasin’s belief that S’ is fully specific: it
involves a particular degree of belief. As a consage, it can be compared (in that respect
and possibly others) to another belief.

The question now is: in what way do attit@adiabjects combine a content and an
attitudinal mode, and moreover in what way arduatinal objects distinct from mental or

illocutionary events?

> A simplethatclause withunusualcan refer neither to a proposition nor an attitatisbject. (1a) cannot be
understood as (1b) or as (1c), but rather reqaifestive reading as in (1d):

(1) a. That S is unusual.
b. The proposition that S unusual.
c. The thought that S is unusual.
d. The fact that S is unusual.



3. Theontology of attitudinal objects

3.1. Attitudinal objects and the intentionality of propositional content

Attitudinal objects are individuated both by a pwsjtional content and an attitudinal or
illocutionary mode, and the question is, in whay#wa

If propositions are accepted as an ontologiat¢gory besides attitudinal objects,
attitudinal objects would best be construed asaipjiects, in roughly the sense of Fine (1982),
that is, as propositions under a certain guisdridothought that S’, for example, would be
the proposition that S qua being thought by John.

A separation of propositional content fromadiitudinal or illocutionary mode has been
the dominant view in philosophy of language sinoege. Thus, Frege (1918/9) argued that
propositional content (mind-independent ‘thoughktipuld be separated from illocutionary
force. Propositions (‘thoughts’) were taken to mindependent objects of a ‘third realm’,
contents that are thus intersubjectively shar&ilece Frege, it has become an established
view in the philosophy of language that proposiioas the primary truth bearers, the
meanings of sentences, and the objects of attitadesnind-independent and language-
independent abstract objects.

| will defend the older, alternative viewcacding to which any representational object
needs to be constituted by intentionality and agiogrto which both truth and reference is
tied to the intentionality of agents. On this vighgre cannot be an abstract object, a
proposition (as standardly conceived), that istarer of truth, in a non-derivative, non-
stipulated way. Truth-bearing content, on that visixconstituted also by intentional acts, not
only by objects and concepts (as propositions arhe Fregan and related views).

The alternative view goes along with a pregé&an conception of content, in particular
with the notion of gudgmentan intentional, mind-dependent object. Thusgf@ample,

Kant’'s notion of a judgment is a mind-dependentientabearing entity that is part of any
belief or assertion and that involves an act antibnal predication (which is conceived of as
an intersubjectively sharable act) (Hanna 2004 fidtion of a judgment has played a central
role in the work of many other philosophers as wetlluding that of Russell. A judgment
obviously is an attitudinal object itself. It israry general attitudinal object and as such part

of a range of other attitudinal objects.
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| take the most general attitude to be thatocokptancéfollowing roughly Stalnaker
1984). Acceptance consists in the provisional ‘@idop or just ‘comprehension’ of a content
and thus implies neither belief nor disbelief. Aatzences are thus the most general attitudinal
objects and as such (non-spatio-temporal) patt®ibf beliefs and disbeliefs and any other
kinds of attitudinal objects with satisfaction cdrahs.

If a jJudgment or more generally an acceptanegelves an intentional act of predication,
any other attitudinal object should involve an@icintentional predication as well. In fact,
attitudes (or at least many of them) can themsddeegewed as, fundamentally, acts of
predication. Thus, belief would fundamentally beay of attributing properties of objects (in
the belief-way), and assertion would be another @feattributing properties of objects (in the
assertion-way).

Since Frege, intentionalist notions of cohteave become rare. However, somewhat
related views can be found in speech act theorysTior Austin (1965), speech acts consist
in various different sub-acts: phatic acts, rhatts, locutionary acts, illocutionary acts, and
perlocutionary acts. Rhetic acts are acts of ptegga propositional content, involving, it
appears, both acts of reference and of predicdtican earlier article, Austin (1952/3), in
fact, distinguishes different speech acts on tlsgshaf different ways of understanding the
copula: acts of calling, of describing, of exemyitify, and of classing.

Also Searle (1969) mentions referential andljpagional acts, besides illocutionary acts
(speech acts like assertions). An intentional motibpredication does not enter Searle’s
conception of a propositional content, though.

More recently, Hanks (2007a) has argued fenibw that content and force not be
separated, but that illocutionary acts (viewedrasligational acts) are constitutive of content
as well!

Speech-act-theoretic approaches are fundatheanhsatisfactory in one respect, though.
They do not provide a notion of an entity that coitdelf be a truth bearer. Acts and events,
including locutionary or illocutionary acts, aretmmtities that could be true or false: acts, like
any events, are not truth-bearers. It is here wtner@otion of an attitudinal object takes
central stage: attitudinal objects are both trighrbrs and intentional entities. Attitudinal
objects intuitively may be true or false (or moengrally satisfied or not satisfied); speech
acts or mental acts intuitively cannot be trueatsd: they may have a content, but they do not
share the properties of their content (such ab)trut

® See Fiengo (2009) for a recent discussion.

" Hanks (2007a) does not further develop a notiocootent, though, that includes the contributiofiooée.
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The intentionalist conception of content hasther important motivation, namely to
account for ‘the unity of propositions’ (Jubien 208anks 2007a). If propositional content
does not just consist in a complex of conceptspantdaps objects, but is also constituted by
intentional acts of predication, then such intemicacts of predication are precisely what ties
propositional constituents together (at least wihey consist in a predicable entity and its
arguments). Moreover, they are responsible fotriltb-directedness of propositional content
(Jubien 2001, author 2003b). In the assertionsifrgle sentences suchiary likes Bill
intentional predication thus consists in the spegkedicating the liking relation of Mary and
Bill.

Keeping simple cases like this in mind for thement, the intentional predication that is
required fits formally well within a Russellian @ather neo-Russellian account of attitude
reports, namely Russell’s ‘multiple relation anady$Jubien 2001, author 2003b).

3.2. The neo-Russdian analysis of attitudereports

On Russell’'s (1912, 1913, 1918) multiple relatiolgsis, an attitude verb does not express a
relation between agents and propositions, but rétiekes the propositional constituents as
arguments. For Russell, the attitude verb spedifiésrent types of relations, depending on
thethat-clause that is its complement. Thus in the pddiccase of (12a}jhinksspecifies a

four-place relation that holds between John, tkiadi relation, Mary, and Bill, as in (12b):

(12) a. John thinks that Mary likes Bill.
b. think(John, the relation of liking, Maill)

Russell’s motivations for the multiple relationsafysis were very different from the present
ones, and an intentionalist notion of content wextainly not one of theffiRussell moreover
did not take his analysis to provide a solutiothi® problem of the unity of propositiofis.

®In fact, Russell’s interest was to do away with aggresentational object whatsoever, including psijpns.
See Sainsbury (1979)) and Griffin (1985) for a désion of Russell's Multiple RelationTheory.

° To the contrary, Russell became convinced by Witgin's critique that his analysis was in seridificulty
precisely because it appeared to face that probldittgenstein’s objection was that if attitude vedan take
any number of objects all of which have equal stahow is this to rule out propositional conterdasisting
John, Mary and Sue, and how does this ensurertt{a2a) the liking relation is understood so abdo
predicates of Bill and Mary in a certain order.asattempt to solve the problem, Russell latertpdsiogical
forms’, as additional arguments of attitude vetasg, he refrained from making type distinctions amtime
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This is not a place to go into a detailed discussioRussell’'s analysis, its motivations, and
its historical context. | will rather propose orerficular version of a Neo-Russellian analysis
that is based on very different premises and thabuld think, does not face the same
problems.

First, rather than taking the attitude verlspecify different attitudinal relations in
contexts of different kinds dhat-clauses, | take attitude verbs to a be multigratae
precisely to have two (argumempifaces the second of which is a multigrade place, aglac
that itself contains an in principle unlimited nuenlof positions allowing for an in principle
unlimited number of argument8 Thus John in (12a) fills in a different argumelzge than
the propositional constituents (which occupy thsifpans in the multigrade argument place).
This is indicated by the notation beldw:

(12) c. think(John; the relation of liking, MaryillB

How would this account for the problem of the urafyproposition and in particular
guarantee that the relation is understood as @gdicof the liking relation of Mary and Bill
(in their different roles) rather than anythingegls

Concerning the distinction between the argurtieat is predicated and the other
arguments of which the former is predicated, onghininake the same move as Frege by
distinguishing different types of entities: a pable argument such as the liking relation
would be of a different type (an incomplete cong&eim arguments such as Bill and Mary,
who would be objects. However, such a distinct®onat necessary on a neo-Russellian
analysis. All that is needed is to understand theudinal relation involved appropriately.

propositional constituents (since he defined tyfaeigely in terms of what entities can occur iragtipular
function in a judgment). See Griffin (1985) and Kau2007b) for further discussion.

'® For the notion of a multigrade predicate and tistimtition between places and positions see Oli@miley
(2004). Making use of multigrade predicates wasamodption available to Russell, see Griffin (1985)

" The semantics of independent sentences will bdlget@that of embedded ones. Independent sensemitly
provide propositional constituents (in a certainfaguration), and it is only in the presence ofillotutionary
force indicator that they will have a complete nmiegnThus, a declarative sentence meant to beased
assertion will specify a property of agents asl for a content <g ..., Gy> and the multigrade assertion

relation ASSERT:
(1) AX[ASSERT(x, G, ..., 4]

This means if an agent assévtary is happy he will predicate of Mary, in the assertive moithe, property of
being happy.
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Crucially, at least for an attitude verb lik@nk, the multigrade second place will have one
distinguished position — what is taken to be th& fposition in (12c), namely a position that is
reserved for predicable entities, that is, entitined can be said to be true of objects. The very
same entities could occur in another place withexrhultigrade position, but there they will
not play the role of an entity said to be trueha bther argument. Thus no type-distinction is
needed, but only a distinction between one padrqobsition and all the others. Attitudinal
relations appear in that respect no more problentiadin other (multigrade) relations that
involve one distinguished argument place, suchemntional predication, or the instantiation
relation (a relation between one universal andrathéties that instantiate it (and which may
themselves in fact be universals and thus of theesgype’).
How is it guaranteed that in (12c) Mary &ldlwould fill in the two argument positions

of like in the right way whethink successfully predicates the liking relation ofrtffeAgain
the problem does not seem specific to attitudesterhe very same issue arises for
(multigrade) relations of intentional predicatiamdanstantiation. What is required is to
understand the relations in the right way. Onéhefdrgument positions in the second place of
thinkis reserved for a concept, the other argumentspycgpasitions each of which is meant
to correspond to an argument places of the contépt.is, the argument positions other than
that of the concept are linked to particular argonnmaces of the conceftThe link can
formally be represented simply by assigning theesaambers to the argument places of the
concept and the relevant argument positions o$¢leend, multigrade place of the attitudinal
predicate"®

This neo-Russellian analysis naturally goes@bwith the view thathatclauses are in fact
plural terms, standing for ordered pluralities ofgositional constituents, so that the
constituents will be able to occupy the second ignaltle place of the attitude verb in the
relevant order.

The neo-Russellian analysis that | have wediis so far applicable only that-clauses of
a very simple logical form (consisting of a predécand its arguments). Suttfat-clauses can
be taken to specify ordered pluralities of constiiis (consisting of a predicable entity and its
arguments) in the right order, and the multigradgiment place of the attitude verb will

simply take as its arguments a predicable entityinarguments. | will turn to more complex

12 This account of the unity of propositions probldaes not seem to have been at Russell’s disposalibe he
did not conceive of the multiple relations thaitatte verbs specify as predication relations.

13 The particular order represented by the numbereldmot matter, however: attitudinal relations ‘@eutral
relations’ in the sense of Fine (2000).
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that-clauses (involving embeddddat-clauses as well as connectives or operators) aber
the moment, | will leave it with this simplified seription of the logical form attitude reports

within a neo-Russellian analysis.

3.3. Theneo-Russdllian analysis and attitudinal objects

The neo-Russellian analysis, thus, appears to atéouthe unity-of-propositions problem as
well as the truth-directed of the content of proposal attitudes. The neo-Russellian analysis
as given in (12c) does not yet provide an obj&écugh, that is a truth bearer. One might
argue that a success of the neo-Russellian analysiss that no entities are needed that are
proposition-like truth bearers: such entities a¥eded neither as the meaning of sentences nor
as the object of attitudes. But we do have strofgtions that there are such entities,
intuitions that are particular manifest in the néspecial quantifiers and pronouns, as in the
inferences in (2). Attitudinal objects are pregysile kinds of entities that, | argue, are suited
for the role of truth bearers, without facing threlems that arise for propositions.

One problem propositions was the problem bitary identification. The neo-Russellian
analysis in (12c) accounts for this problem sinmphydispensing with propositions altogether.
The problem of arbitrary identification does nasarfor attitudinal objects. Attitudinal
objects are concrete objects whose propertiespaferuiscovery; they are not abstract
objects that need to fulfill a certain number désoand ask for identification with more
familiar abstract objects.

Frege’s main argument for mind-independenpgsdional contents was the possibility of
propositional contents being shared by differemindg) How can sharing be accounted for on
the basis of mind- and agent-dependent attitudibgcts? There are in principle two options.
First, sharing of attitudinal objects may congisthie attitudinal objects being exactly similar
(though not numerically identical). If two attitundil objects have the same content and
involve at least very similar attitudinal or illatonary modes, then they count, intuitively, as

‘the same’:
(13) John’s thought is the same as Mary’s.
The same am natural language should not be taken as expgeasimerical identity, but

rather exact or close similarity. Evidence for tisishat theis of identity, whichdoesexpress

numerical identity, would be inapplicable in thahtence:
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(24) ?? John’s thouglg Mary’s thought.

(14) appears falsé.

There is another sense in which sharing céaimbnd that is whekindsof attitudinal
objects are shared. Kinds of attitudinal objecésagent-independent and they generally form
the denotations of terms likke thought that. An example of sharing of a kind of attitudinal

object is given below:

(15) John and Mary share the thought that S

Kinds of attitudinal objects like ‘the thought tHaithave as their instances particular
attitudinal objects of the sort ‘John’s thoughttt8aor ‘Mary’s thought that S’. Terms for
kinds of attitudinal objects are kind terms jukelbare mass nouns and plurals (sweka or
tigers) (Moltmann 2003a, b).

A kind of attitudinal object can be attributieda particular agent, in which case the agent

is required to be the subject of a particular insgaof the kind, as below:

(16) John had the thought that S.

Which option then should be chosen to accountifersharing of propositional content? It
appears, just in face of the examples (13) and (k&) in some contexts the first option is
sufficient (in the case of (13)), whereas in ott@mtexts the second option is required (in the

case of (15)).

4. Attitudinal objects, mental events, and illocutionary acts

" The predicatés identical tois better applicable to John’s thought and Matiy@ught than thés of identity:
(1) John’s thought is identical to Mary’s thought.

But is identical toarguably expresses qualitative identity as walt,gtrict numerical identity.
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Let us now turn to the ontology of attitudinal atigeand in particular the ontological
distinction between attitudinal objects and evenkere are three major ontological
differences between attitudinal objects and mestahts or illocutionary acts.

First, only attitudinal objects as in (17ayéaruth conditions, not mental events or

illocutionary acts, as in (17b):

(17) a. John’s thought / claim that S is true.
b. # John’s thinking / claiming that S isdr

Gerunds such akinking andclaiming are typical event nominalizations referring to
processes or actions.

This difference between attitudinal objectd amental events or illocutionary acts extends
to satisfaction conditions in general. States airiteg and acts of requesting can intuitively
not be fulfilled, but desires and request (thaaisiudinal objects) can. Again this intuition
can be put on display with linguistic examples:

(18) a. John’s desire to become a king was futfille
b. ?? John’s state of desiring was fulfille
(19) a. John’s request was fulfilled.

b. ?? John’s act of requesting was futfille

A second ontological difference between attitatlobjects and events consists in how the
two kinds of entities behave with respect to sintyarelations. Attitudinal objects are treated
as very or exactly similar if they share the samm@ent as well as their attitudinal or
illocutionary mode, as in (20). For events, whegytimvolve different agents, to be similar,
they have to share a lot more than just their cantbey need to involve the very same
process:

(20) a. John’s thought was the same as Mary’s.

b. John’s claim / question was the same as Mary’s.
(21) a. ? John’s thinking was the same as Mary'’s.

b. ? John’s claiming / questioning was thee as Mary’s.

As mentioned alreadyhie same as English expresses qualitative, not numericahtdy.
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There is a third major difference betweertwadinal objects and events, and that concerns
their relation to time. It appears that the tim@oturrence is accidental to attitudinal objects,
but not so for the time of occurrence of mentalneseThus, while (22a) is perfectly natural,
(22b) does not sound right:

(22) a. John’s thought might have occurred to hamier than it did.
b. ?? John’s thinking might have occureadier than it did.

The distinction is in fact a more general one.h& beginning of the 20ieth century, the polish
philosopher Twardovski (1912) argued for a fundat@lerntological distinction between
actionsand what he callegroducts There are mental actions and products, physatedres
and products, as well as psychophysical actiongaodiicts. Thinking and desiring are
mental actions, thoughts and desires are mentdlupts. Claiming and requesting are
psychophysical actions, claims and requests psyoisigal products. Thoughts, desires,
claims and requests are non-enduring productsettsit only as long as there is the
corresponding action; an inscription is an exangblen enduring product which exists
beyond the time of the corresponding action. Tls@irtition between actions and products
also applies in the physical realm: walkings améamings are physical actions, walks and
screams are physical products. While observingab@bns and products have different
properties (without giving a systematic classifiea}, Twardovski characterizes nouns
describing products as nouns “that do not brinfiptoe the aspect of action, but bring to force
a different aspect, the ‘phenomenal’ or ‘statiges” (Twardovski 1912, pp.104-105).
Besides the three kinds of properties diststyng mental and psychophysical actions
from the corresponding products noted above, tisesidurther kind of property which
distinguishes particularly physical actions fronysgical products. These are ‘gestalt’
properties, or more generally properties that eatalan entity as a whole. Such properties are
applicable to physical products but hardly to pbghkactions. Thus the evaluative predicate

unusualbelow evaluates the various ‘small’ temporal pathe dancing, but in (23a) it

'3 Attribution of counterfactual temporal propertiepossible only with certain kinds of events. Weosld
have taken longer than they did, for example. Rddrevents could have taken place at different titines they
did (the demonstration could have taken placearatian it did). Finally, a death might have ocedrearlier
than it did. The restrictions on the kind of evéat can be counterfactually located in time sugtied what is
located in time in these cases arguably are coedeiv projected events (intentional entities), av@nts as they
actually happened.
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evaluate the dance as a whole: Mary’s dance maybsual because of the very beginning

and the very end, a reading unavailable for (23b):

(23) a. Mary’s dance was unusual.

b. Mary’s dancing was unusual.

I will propose an account of the distinctioetween the two ontological categories of
actions and products (and mental events/illocutipaats and attitudinal objects in particular)
on the basis of the notion otr@pe, that is, a particularized property (or to useeoligrms, an
‘accident’ or a ‘mode’}° | take tropes to be a category of particulargbivn, besides the
category of individuals and perhaps of universiitepes are instances of properties at a
particular time, whereas events are changes inighgals from having one property at a time
to having other properties at subsequent timesgdgse that both actions and products be
conceived in terms of the notion of a trope.

Let us start with the ontology of events. Enhare three possibilities of conceiving of
events in terms of tropes. The first option isaket events to be pluralities of at least two
tropes, one trope being an instance of a propediytithe t and the other an instance of a
property Q at a time t’, for incompatible propesti2 and Q and subsequent times t and t'. The
problem with this conception is that events cartm@arguments of plural predicates, as would
it be expected on this account. Thus a plural pegdisuch awere equally unexpected
(with an ‘internal reading’) is applicable to aleation of tropes as in (24a), but not to an

event as in (24b):

(24) a. John’s iliness and his subsequent heakbinere equally unexpected.

b. ?? John’s becoming healthy was equalbxpected.

The second option is to take events to be instaofcégnamic properties, properties of the
sort ‘being P att and Q at t”, for P and Q incatiple properties and times t and t’ with t’
subsequent to t. The problem with this conceptsaiat instances of dynamic properties
cannot have the kinds of properties that eventdhear. For example, they cannot be

‘sudden’ or ‘unexpected’, and they cannot ‘happery\quickly’. This is seen in the contrast

16 See Williams (1953) as the classic modern referemctropes.
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below, wherelohn’s becoming ilwould denote an event, addhn’s healthiness and

subsequent illnessould be a plausible term for an instance of a dyingroperty:

(25) a. John’s becoming ill was sudden / was unebgolel happened very quickly.
b. # John’s healthiness and subsequensdln@as sudden / was unexpected / happened

very quickly.

A third option is one that takes events to be miséions of temporal transition relations
among tropes. Transitions naturally have the ptogeeevents have, as can be seen by using

the very terntransitionitself:

(26) The transition of John’s healthiness to Jolilisss was sudden / unexpected / happened

very quickly.

But what is a transition? One might take a traosito be a second-level relational trope, let's
say, an instance of the temporal transition retaiticfirst-level tropes, for example in the
instantiation of P in a at a time t and the ins&dinn of Q in a at a time t', for an individual a,
incompatible properties P and Q, and subsequeesttmand t'. Conceiving of events as
transitions in that way allows a straightforwarghkaxation of why events do not have truth
conditions: temporal transitions are just not touéalse.

But conceiving of events as transitions amwoges faces some serious difficulties
regarding the similarity relations that events EigpTropes count as exactly similar (as ‘the
same’) in case they instantiate the very same gsparoperty, as illustrated below, whére

same a®bviously expresses exact similarity among tropes:

(27) The color of the car is exactly the same asctiior of the table.

But then if events are transitions among tropesrethvill be events that come out as exactly
similar that should not. If events are instancethefgeneral immediate temporal precedence
relation, then they should come out as exactlylamst because they instantiate that

relation, which is obviously wrong. Even if templopeecedence were to be specific to
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particular times, still simultaneous events thabire very different kinds of tropes may,
incorrectly, come out as exactly simifdr.

What is required for the similarity of two ews is that the tropes they involve be similar
too. The only things that need not be ‘the same’tlae times at which the events take place.
Recall that the time at which an event takes pieessential to it. The fourth option then is
this: events are relational tropes consisting eitistantiation in times of temporal transition
relations involving lower-level tropes. That is|ytimes would the bearers of the higher-
level tropes that events are. Let us take the sienple case of an event that consists in the
transition from P(a) to Q(a) for some individualTais event can now be conceived as the
instantiation in times t and t’ of the relatiant’[P'(a) & t < t' & Q'(a)], that is, the relation
that holds of times t and t’ if P holds of a ahtda holds of a at t' and t (immediately)
precedes t'. For any two such events to be exautiylar, the properties and individuals
involved need to be the same and the times nest@dnal in a relation of immediate
precedence. But the times at which the propertd of the individuals need not be the same
for the two events. Obviously, on this accounttthee of occurrence is essential to an event
(since a trope ontologically depends on its bearer)

With this account of events as complex relaidropes, let us turn to attitudinal objects.
Attitudinal objects obviously involve the instariican of a multigrade attitudinal or
illocutionary relation; but the question is, in wiiaay? The first option that comes to mind is
that attitudinal objects are relational tropest thathey are instantiations of the multigrade
attitudinal or illocutionary relation, so that Jahbelief that Mary likes Bill would be the
instantiation of the multigrade belief relationdiohn, the liking relation, Mary, and Bill. This
seems to get the truth-directedness of attitudibgdcts right: if the multigrade attitudinal
relation holds among an agent and the propositiooastituents, then this is just intentional
predication aiming at truth or more generally $atiBon. A particular instance of the
multigrade attitudinal relation should have satiitan conditions. This account also seems to
get the readings of evaluative predicates righaiweative predicates care about the attitudinal

mode and not just the propositional constituents.

" One might argue that temporal precedence is o' *a relation (in the sense of not allowing faffefent
ways of instantiation) and that second-level trapes are instances of such a relation requiresitindarity of
the lower-level tropes as well. But this does re@rs correct. The relations of being distinct andesng
equivalent are equally ‘thin’, but the distinctnesequivalence of John’s ability and Mary’s abilis intuitively
‘the same as’ the distinctness or equivalenceafdy, whether or not x and y are similar to Jolatvity and
Mary’s ability (for example John’s ability and Masyability are as distinct as John's head and Mahgad.
‘The same as’ is perhaps not very felicitous insaicase, but it would not improve if x and y wehesen
differently.
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But there are several problems for the accotiattitudinal objects as relational tropes.
First, it makes the wrong predictions about penggipbroperties: perceptual properties
predicated of an attitudinal object can target adhkyagent, never a propositional constituent.
The agent and the propositional constituent, howewveuld be on a par on that account. For
example, if Joe heard John’s remark that Mary Hif Bis can never mean that Joe heard
Mary hit Bill. An even more serious problem for thecount is that it gets the similarity
relations wrong that attitudinal objects displdyddhn’s belief that Mary likes Bill is the
instantiation of the belief relation in four engi (John, the liking relation, Mary, and Bill),
then such a relational trope should be exactlylaimd Mary’s belief that Joe kissed Sue,
which is an instance of the same multigrade bedilttion. But this is clearly wrong. John’s
belief that Mary likes Bill can bear exact simitgronly to a belief with the same content
(though possibly a different agent), such as Joelief that Mary likes Bill. There is a third
problem for the relational-trope account, and thalhat it will treat all propositional
constituents as actual objects in the world: beavétropes must be entities like any others.
But propositional constituents may be conceptstiestof a sort that one might not want to
admit as actual objects.

A better account of attitudinal objects imterof the notion of a trope is one on which
attitudinal objects are what | cajuasi-relational tropesQuasi-relational tropes are monadic
tropes instantiating object-dependent propertiesgth@n relations. To give some examples
not involving attitudes, whereas (28a) stands fazlational trope, (28b) and (28c) stand for

guasi-relational tropes:

(28) a. the relation between John and Bill
b. John’s relatedness to Bill

c. Bill's relatedness to John

Relations in general give rise to the two kindsropes, relational tropes and (possible
various types of) quasi-relational tropes (andafrse a mixture of both with three- or more
place relations). The distinction between relati@mal quasi-relational tropes is particularly
clear with psychological relations. Thus, thera dear intuitive difference between (29a) and
(29b):

(29) a. the love between John and Mary

b. John’s love for Mary
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Attitudinal objects, | propose, are quasi-relatianapes that are instantiations in an agent of
complex properties of the sox[believe(x; LIKE, Mary, John)]. This straightforngly
accounts for the relevant properties of attitudofgects. As quasi-relational tropes, two
attitudinal objects are ‘the same’ just in caseg/tingolve the same attitudinal mode and the
same propositional constituents. Perceptual prigzentill target only the one bearer of the
trope, the agent. Attitudinal objects will obvioy$le truth-directed on that account as well:
the multigrade place of the attitudinal or illoartary relation will guarantee the truth-
directedness (or satisfaction-directedness) optbpositional constituents. Furthermore,
propositional constituents on that account will netessarily obtain the status of objects:
propositional constituents may be concepts, oceupgiposition in the multigrade place of
the attitude verb specifically marked for such tedi Finally, the account can explain why
the time of occurrence is only accidental to aituatinal object. An attitudinal object as the
instantiation of an attitudinal property need inmay be constituted by the time of that
instantiation: it is individuated quite simply dtinstantiation of a property, at whatever time
the property may be instantiated, by the agentigstion. In the case of events, by contrast,
time was the bearer of the trope itself and thuesmential component.

The account of attitudinal objects can beiedrover to physical products. Thus a walk or
a scream would be the instantiation in an agetti@property (of an agent) to have particular
physical properties at subsequent times. In a sienple case such a property may be of the
form Ax[@ '(P'(x) & Q'(X) & t < t")], for incompatible properties P and P

To summarize, the notion of a trope apptaeslow for a clear conception of the
distinction between attitudinal objects and eveatstudinal objects are quasi-relational
tropes with an agent as bearer and events relatiopes with times as bearers.

This account also explains why gestalt propgre unproblematic with products but
problematic with actions: there is no problem foragent (of a product) to instantiate a time-
related property involving an interval as a whalet if actions are instances of temporal
transition properties in subsequent times, gegtalperties involving the interval as a whole
can hardly play a role in them.

Formally, the denotations of terms for tropas terms for kinds of tropes can be given as
follows. John's claim tha$§ will have the denotation in (30a), where f is filmection mapping
an agent and a property to the instantiation optioperty in the agent at the relevant time.

The denotation athe claim thatS is a kind of attitudinal object, which for theks of
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simplicity | take to be a function from worlds tets of attitudinal objects. The functiag.§

maps a property to such a function, as in (38b):

(30) a. Pohn's claim tha8]" = f(John Ax[<x; C4,..., G> O [claim]"]),
where <¢ ..., G> = [S]"
b. fhe claim thaS]" = fiing AX[<X; Cy,..., G> O [claim]"]) = the function g from worlds
to sets of attitudinal objects, sucét flor any world w,
f(w) = { e [la D(wW) e = f(@Ax[<X; Cy,..., G> O [claim]" ])}

The truth conditions or more generally satiséacconditions of attitudinal objects (with

the simple kinds of content so far discussed) @am Ime given as follows:

(31) An attitudinal object of the form f(ax[<x, C,..., G, > 0O R]), for an agent a,
propositional constituents,C., G, and an attitudinal relation R isie (satisfied at a
world w iff <G, ..., G> 0O [Cq]".

If attitudinal objects are the primary trutbdbers, the question is what to make of the truth
conditions of sentences. The content of a sentemastaken to be a sequence of
propositional constituents sC.., G, >. Such a sequence would not have truth conditions
inherently (they would have to be externally imphsenly the attitudinal objects relating the
propositional constituents do. But a sentence saiiith a content can be given truth (or rather
satisfaction) conditions derivatively, on the basishe satisfaction conditions of the
corresponding attitudinal object:

(32) P gives the truth conditions of a sentencg@essing the sequence 5C., G> at a
world w and time t iff for any attitudinabject e, e = f(dAx[<x, Cy, ..., G> 0

R]): e is true (satisfied) at a world wf B(wW’)(Cy, ..., G) (in which case S is true in w’).

Also inferences among sentences can be accountéthtovay: a sentence S expressing a
content <@, ..., G> at a world w, implies a sentence S’ expresdiegcontent <G, ..., Ci>

at a world w iff for any world in which S is tru8; is true, which means, for any attitudinal

18 This is not entirely satisfactory. For one thikimds of attitudinal objects inherit their propesifrom
particular ones and it is not clear how a functian do that. For example, the kind ‘the claim ®at true in
case some actual instance is.
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objects e and e’, e = f(Ax[R(x, G, ..., G)]) and e’ = f(d;AX[R(X, C'4, ..., C)]): for any
world w’, if e is true (satisfied) at w’, then & true (satisfied) at w'.

| will later return to the neo-Russellian sen@anbf attitude reports, extending it to more
complex cases. For the time being, | will focusattitudinal objects as such.

5. Further applications of attitudinal objects

5.1. Inferences among attitudinal objects

Propositions stand in inferential relations to eattter. Attitudinal objects reflect such

relations to an extent, namely in the following way

(33) Let p and g to be propositional contents ¢whe variety) such that p implies q.
Then if an attitudinal object e whose cohteonstitutes’ p exists and an attitudinal

object e whose content ‘constitutes’ gsésithen if e is satisfied, e’ is satisfied.

Thus inferential relations among propositions afeected in corresponding attitudinal
relations as long as the latter exist. Of coutse doxastic attitudinal objects of a possible

omniscient agent will reflect the entire rangerdérential relations among propositions.

5.2. Attitudinal objects and context

Attitudinal objects have a further important adwey# in that they provide the ‘natural’ truth-
conditionally completion for apparently truth-cotiainally incomplete contents of
propositional attitudes, contents that (as it reenbargued) are not propositions, but
properties. There are two cases that have parntigydazzled philosophers of language:
[1] sentences used to describe the objects ofid¢tie seand
[2] sentences expressing the things temporal @timc operators operate on.
The puzzle is that in both cases the sentence srdéthe same time appear to provide
objects that are truth bearers and thus could eqgirbperties.

Following Lewis (1979), it has often beegued that attitudede seare not attitudes

toward a proposition, but rather toward a propeasyin the analysis of (34a) in (34b):

(34) a. John thinks that he himself is a hero.
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b. THINK(JohnAx[hero(x)]))

The account is particularly meant to apply tonitival clauses, as in (34c), which generally
can only have an interpretatide se

(34) c. John hopes [PRO to become a hero].

One major issue left open by Lewis’ account isghestion of the truth conditions of the
contents of attitudede se Such contents appear to act as truth beareentersces such as

the following:

(35) a. John thinks that he himself is a hero, Wisctrue.
b. John believes something that is true,elathat he himself is a hero.

c. John hoped to become a hero. That ireigeturned out to be true.

The contents of attitudeke seto put it more appropriately, apparentiyrrespondo objects
that are truth bearers. But what kinds of objeotddthese be if they are not the contents of
attitudesde s@

Attitudinal objects provide just the rightsaver to this question. Intuitively, attitudinal
objects that correspond to attitudksseare in fact truth-conditionally complete. John&dief
that he himself is a hero is either true or fags®] John’s hope to become a hero can be
fulfilled or not. Attitudinal objects are true alée even if their content is a property because
it is the self-ascription of the property that a&tpof what makes up the attitudinal object. It is
because such a self-ascription may succeed dh&dithe attitudinal object will come out as
true of false (or satisfied or not satisfied). Btrtudinal objects with properties as contents

we thus have:

(36) For an attitudinal relation R, an agent atapprty P, and a world w, such that R(a, P),
the attitudinal object f(Ax[R(x, P)]) is true (satisfied) at w iff "fPa).

Moreover, as we will see in the next section, tiital objects (or kinds of them) form the
domain of pro-sentential special quantifiers arshpuns.

The second case of a discrepancy betweerotitent of an attitude and its truth-
conditional ‘completion’ is also due to Lewis. LesA{iL980) argued that the roles of ‘objects
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of propositional attitudes’ and ‘objects that temgd@nd location operators operate on’
cannot be fulfilled by one and the same thing, dgmpmpositions. Objects of attitudes must
be truth-conditionally complete, but the things pamal and spatial operators operate on are
not.

It is actually a matter of debate whether radtlanguage has in fact temporal and location
operators, rather than just, let us say, tempamalispatial predicates of implicit time or event
arguments of verbs (as King 2007 has argued).rBahy case, the present account with its
distinction between attitudinal objects and corgenitattitudes would at least allow for the
possibility of temporal and location operators atural language.

Temporal and spatial operators operate oh-gahditionally incomplete contents, roughly
properties of time and of location. Such propenvesild also be ascribed to the agent’s own
time or location in a propositional attitude, atitatle that would be ‘de se’ regarding the
attitude’s time or the agent’s location. Such psiponal attitudes then again correspond to
truth-conditionally complete attitudinal objectawill give only a very simplified indication of
the truth (or satisfaction) conditions of an atlinal object involving the ascription of a
property to the time of the attitude. Below whaassribed in the attitude is taken to be simply
a property of times P (let's say a property as esged byt is raining, any more complex
contents are set aside); the attitudinal objecteower will be a relational trope, involving an

agent as well as a time as bearers:

(37) For an attitudinal relation R, an agent areett, a world w, and a property of times P,
such that R, t; P), the attitudinal object fa Xxt'[R(x, t’; P]) is true (satisfied) at a
world w iff P'(t).

The corresponding attitudinal objects are alsaitinily truth-conditionally complete: for
example, John’s thought that Mary will like Billjtw the future temporal operator, clearly
has truth conditions on its own.

To conclude, attitudinal objects provide psety the ‘truth conditional completion’ that
some ‘propositional contents’ require. Attitudimdljects are able to do so because they are
not ‘the objects of attitudes’, but instead objehtt correspond to a propositional attitude as

a whole: they are the products of propositionaluates, as Twardovsky would say.

6. Attitudinal Objectsand special quantifiers
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6.1. Problems of substitution

The neo-Russellian analysis immediately accoumta fpeneral problem that arises for the
standard relational analysis of attitude reporasnaly the problem that thikatclause in an
attitude report cannot generally be replaced bgxoticit proposition-referring term. This
phenomenon has been discussed at length in thetlite (Prior 1971, Bach 1997, King 2002,
2007, author 2003a, b, Rosefeldt 2006). | will jestall what | take to be the crucial facts.
First, only some attitude verbs allow a replacenoérithat-clause bythe proposition thag

or a term for a related object, suchtlaes fact thatS or thepossibility thatS; many verbs such

asclaim, know expect andimaginedo not:

(38) a. valid: John believes / proved that S.

John believes / proved thappsition that S.
b. valid: John regrets that S.

John regrets the fact that S.
(39) a. invalid:_John claimed that S.
John claimed the propositinat S / the fact that S / the possibility tBat

b. invalid: John knows that S.

John knows the propositioat S / the fact that S / the possibility that S.
c. invalid: John expect that S.
John expect the propositiwat S / the fact that S / the possibility that S

d. invalid: John imagined that Mary waveli

John imagined the propositihat S / the fact that S / the possibility tBat

The problem of substitution does not arise on #@ Russellian analysis, because on that
analysighat-clauses are in fact plural terms (standing fooatered plurality of propositional
constituents). They are not singular terms refgrtinsingle objects that are propositions.

If the attitude verb displays a different rigagl then this is generally a reading on which
the complement does not describe the content ddttitede, but rather refers to an object the
attitude is about or directed toward, as in thectumion of (39¢) and (39d).

Verbs that do allow for a replacement tthat-clause by a full NP (such asglieveor
prove do so because they have a homonymous varianbaisad two-place relation between

agents and propositions (or facts or possibiliteesjts meaning.
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Special quantifiers likeomethingthe pronourhat, and relative clauses withhatdo not

give rise to the Substitution Problem. (40a, haye only content-related readings:

(40) a. John claims / knows / fears something.
b. John imagines / expects that.

c. John claims what Mary claims.

The reason why special quantifiers and pronounadmatted in place ahatclauses cannot
be a purely syntactic one. There are some verlh, ascomplainandremark which take

thatclause complements, but do not accept specialtijjeast’®

(41) a. John complained / remarked that S.
b. * Mary complained / remarked the samiegh
c. Mary complained / remarked that too.
d. * John complained / remarked what Mdayngsed remarked.

Special quantifiers and pronouns are partibulmportant when it comes to attitudinal
objects: special quantifiers and special pronoange over or stand for attitudinal objects or

kinds of them, as we will now see.

6.2. Special quantifiersas quantifiersranging over attitudinal objects

Special quantifiers (and pronouns) play a rathatraérole when philosophers appeal to
intuitions that supposedly show the need for prijoos (as in the inferences in (2) at the
beginning of the paper). However, special quamgfias | argued in author (2003a, b), are not
guantifiers ranging over propositions when theyundo clausal position; rather they range
over attitudinal objects or kinds of attitudinalj@tts. Moreover, they are not ordinary
guantifiers, but nominalizing quantifiers, introdug ‘new’ entities into the semantic structure
of sentences, just like (certain) nominalizatiddisnilarly for special pronouns. Let me briefly

recall those arguments and the corresponding assalys

¥ King (2002) conjectures that it is for syntaceéasons that special quantifiers can appear indsitign of
clausal complements when no other noun phrasetakartheir place. | do not see evidence that specia
guantifiers are special in purely syntactic respect
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First of all, special quantifiers cannot bésttutional. | will just mention an empirical
reason: Special quantifiers can relate to two orensgntactic positions that would require
substituents of different syntactic categories:

(42) a. John imagined something | never thoughtiabo
b. John promised everything | ever dreaofgdamely that S, that S', that S", ...).

Special quantifiers in fact appear to rangigely over the kinds of entities that are
attitudinal objects or kinds of attitudinal objecsd not propositions. First, evaluative

predicates as restrictions of special quantifieesumderstood as with attitudinal objects:

(43) a. John said something nice (namely that S).
b. John thought something very daring (rgtiat S).

c. John imagined something exciting.

Whatnicein (43a) is predicated of could only be somethifthe sort ‘John’s remark that S’,
not ‘the proposition that S’; similarlyery daringin (43a) is predicated of something of the
sort ‘John’s thought that S’ or ‘the thought thatr¥t ‘the proposition that S’; anekcitingin
(43c) is predicated of an imagination, not a praopos

Second, the applicability of causal predicatéegcates that special quantifiers do not range

over propositions:

(44) John said something that made Mary very upset.

John’s claim, not a proposition made Mary upsetpeting to (44).

Finally, there are constraints on the shaohghe objects of attitudes’, as seen in (45),
constraints that parallel the constraints on idgstiatements about attitudinal objects, as in
(46):

(45) a. # John mentioned what Mary believes, narielyBill was elected president.
b. # John expects what Mary believes, natielt Sue will study harder.
c. # John said what Mary believes, namedy it will rain.

(46) a. #John’s mention was Mary’s belief.

b. # John’s expectation is Mary’s belief.
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c. # John’s claim was Mary’s belief.

But of course attitudinal objects do not form tinguements of attitude verbs; only the
propositional constituents, given the neo-Russebiaalysis, dé°

Special quantifiers as nominalizing quantgido not range over entities meant to be
arguments of the predicate, but rather they inttednew’ entities into the semantic structure
of the sentence, on the basis of possible propasiticonstituents and the contribution of the
verb. The formal semantics of special quantifiarsentential position then requires
distinguishing between a scope and a nominalizatonain - the part of the sentence on
which the introduction of the new entities (then(ks of) attitudinal objects) is based. The
nominalization domain in (47a) includes both thgobposition and the attitude verb, as
indicated in (47b). Special pro-sentential quaatgiinvolve quantification over propositional
constituents g ..., G, as well as attitudinal objects, as in the analgsig7a) in (47c) on the

basis of the logical form in (47b):

(47) a. John claimed something interesting.
b. something interestingohn (claimed))

€..IX[C;...Cy(<John: G, ..., G> O [claim] & x = f(John,Ax[<X; Cy, ..., G> O [claim]])

& x[ [interesting)

(47b) means 'there is an attitudinal obpeand propositional constituents,C.., G, so thatx
is the instantiation in John of the property ohsliag in the multigrade claiming relation to
Ci, ..., G, and moreover the attitudinal objeads interesting’. On another reading, the
nominalization function f in (47c) may be replad®dfing, SO thasomethinganges over
things of the sorthe claim thatS. The quantifiesomethinghus involves the same semantic
operations as the nominalizatiolaim in John’s claim thasS or inthe claim thatS.

Free relative clauses likghat Mary claimednvolve nominalization too, generally for a
kind of attitudinal object, as in (48a). (48b) ¢hen be analysed as in (48c):

(48) a. fvhat Mary claimed Je= IX[[(Cy... Gi(X = fkindAX'[<X’; C 4,..., G> O [claim]]) &
<Mary; G,..., G> [ [claim])]

b. John claimed what Mary claimed.

% This is misunderstood in Rosefeldt (2006), Fn 26.
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C.[LXC;...Gy(X = fiing(AX'[ <X’, Cy, ..., G> O [claim]]) & <John; G, ..., G, > [claim]

&x = [what Mary claimet)

Also a special pronoun suchthsitcan be treated as anaphoric to an attitudinal bijec

given by the context, again involving the same afpenf or fyjng>*

(49) [John believes thgt= [OC;...Cy(X; = fiind( AX'[<X’, C4, ..., G> 0 [believd]) &
<John; g ..., G> [0 [believd)

As was mentioned, the attitudinal object pidgment or acceptance is the most general
attitudinal object and as such a non-spatio-tempnd of any (or perhaps almost any)
attitudinal object. An attitudinal object may ofuree have yet other attitudinal objects as
non-spatio-temporal parts. This kind of part-whstieicture of attitudinal objects is reflected
in some uses of special quantifiers, namely ineseds that at first sight pose problems for

the view that special quantifiers range over attital objects (author 2003a, b):

(50) a. John finally said what Mary has alwayséddd.
b. John has often suggested what Mary naunsl, namely that Bill is a spy.
c. John demanded what Mary was going toestjthat the door be opened.

d. John hopes what Mary firmly believes, enthat he will recover.

The acceptability of such sentences can be linke¢le acceptability of the following identity

statements:

(51) a. John’s claim is Mary’s belief.
b. John’s suggestion is Mary’s claim.
c. John’s demand was Mary’s request.

d. John’s hope is Mary’s belief.

L Evidence thathatcan easily refer to a kind of attitudinal objectstie following example, pointed out to me
by Stephen Schiffer:

(1) John believes that Mary won the race. Thatlis,teven though John does not actually believe it.

Thatin (1) could not stand for a particular attitudiohlect (John’s belief that Mary won the race), tather
must stand for a kind that may even lack actudhimses.
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This means that the sentences in (50) claim intfecsharing of a more general (kind of)
attitudinal object which is part of the attitudiraddject described by each one of the two
clauses, such as a positive judgment in (50a). ,Tlhuga sentence like (50a) we will have
roughly the analysis below, where BEL is the relatihat holds between an acceptance and

an agent in case the acceptance is sustained belieé-way by the agent:

(53) X[Cy, ..., G, (<John; G, ..., G >[said & find \YJACCEPT(Y; G, ..., G)]) =
IX[(C'4, ..., Ch(X = findAY[ACCEPT(y; C1, ..., Ch)]) & <x, Mary> [ [believd)])

On this analysis, it is allowed that not all of dentent of an attitude verb makes up the
attitudinal relation in question; part of it mayiyplay the role of a modifier of such a
relation; it is then only the relation, not the nfied, that will be constitutive of the
corresponding attitudinal obje€tThe contents of the nominalizations in (51) sinjlavill
be divided into characterizing and constitutivetpaegarding the attitudinal object.

The flexibility that special quantifiers disglavith respect to the kind of attitudinal object
they introduce is also reflected in the versatitityhe locution ‘what is said’ (Stojanovic
2008). Thus (53a) can be continued by (53b), (5&c)53d):

(53) a. John said that he likes Bill.
b. Joe said the same thing (i.e. that hesélf likes Bill).
c. Joe said the same thing about Suelfae Sue likes Bill).
d. Joe said the same thing about Sue and(iMa that Sue likes Max).

In the case of (53d), the attitudinal object ttat same thingtands for should be a kind of
attitudinal object whose instances are attitudaigécts based on relations of the sort
Axyz[claim(x; LIKE, y, z)], that is, attitudinal obgts like ‘John’s claim that Sue likes Bill,

and ‘Joe’s claim that Sue likes Max'.

7. Refinements of the Neo-Russellian semantics attitude reports

| have presented the neo-Russellian analysis anlydry simple subject-predicate sentences.

| will now indicate how the analysis can be extehttesome more complex sentences, such

? For more discussion of the analysis of such casessthor (2003b).
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as sentences with multiple embeddingshatt-clauses, with connectives, and with modal

operators. | will leave the treatment of quantgiand functional terms for another occasion.

7.1. multiple embeddings of sentences

Attitude verbs are multigrade in their second pladeich means that they can take an
unlimited number of arguments corresponding topttogositional constituents given by a

thatclause. Buthat-clauses can themselves contdiat-clauses:

(54) John thinks that Mary thinks that Bill is hgpp

The embedded occurrencetbink is again multigrade, but this means that mdtrixk takes

in its second place the multigrade concephaofk, followed by the concept of happiness and
Bill. This requires reflecting the embedded struetof the sentence in the multigrade place of
think one position in that place (the third) is its@ldiltigrade, to be filled in by an n-place
concept and n arguments, and some of those argameytthemselves consist of a sequence
of a concept and its arguments, and so on. Multipktings of multigrade argument positions
are not a problem formally. Thus, Taylor/Hazen @)9§ive an account using multiple
indexing of entities: each index corresponds tgpib&tion within a multigrade place, for
subsequently deeper nested places (or ‘positio®sdm the point of view of compositional
semantics, this requires multiple indexing of thkevant constituents oftaat-clause. The
indices will be determined on the basis of the deftembedding of ththat-clause and the
order, within the multigrade place, of the relevargument place or position. Thus, in (54),
Mary will bear the index <2, 2>, arRill the index <2, 2, 23

7.2. sentence connectives and sentence operators

2 A formal way of assigning such indices is to assig embeddethat-clause itself the index matching the
argument place of the embedding verb and thensigrathe predicate and its complement that sarmexind
subsequently the same procedure applies to thed@edex of a deeper embeddbdt-clause.
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It is not obvious how the neo-Russellian accoupliap to connectives, such asd andor
when coordinating sentences, as welas in fact this is a problem that troubled Russell
himself and he did not present fully developed psats (Griffin 1985f*

Let us look abr first (andcan obviously treated similarly). On the presewmbaat,
attitudinal relations are taken to be intentioradication relations. But it is not clear in what
sense connectives can be taken to be predicatesolty, unlike with subject-predicate
sentences, the embedding attitude verb does nbt &pine propositional constituents of the

clauses that are coordinated. Let us look at (55):

(55) John believes that Mary won the race or Sue o

Obviously, in order for (55) to be true, John neetlpredicate in the belief moden the
race of Mary orwon the racef Sue (since he need not be sure about either Nioe)
‘doxastic predication’ takes place in the evaluatd the disjuncts. Instead ordy will be the
target of the attitudinal mode of belief.

There are three options to account for coatitin. The first option is to take the two
disjuncts to in fact stand for attitudinal objeatsl thus truth bearers. The attitudinal objects
will have to be the most general attitudinal olgeethich means attitudinal objects of
acceptance ( ‘judgmentsQr in (55) then will be a two-place predicate of qite@ces — or
better (becauser can coordinate any number of clauses) a multigpadéicate of attitudinal
objects of acceptanc®r holds ofnh such attitudinal objects just in case one of tietrue. In
fact,or must hold of kinds of attitudinal objects, sinbe tagent will not be available in the
semantic evaluation ofthat-clause. Thus, ibr coordinates two sentences, we would have
(56a), with the meaning @ir given in (56b):

(56) a. For sentences S and S’ such that [S] 5 <CG> and [S'] = <C}, ..., Cp>
fhatSor S'] = <[or], e, e’>, where e 5§d(AX[ACCEPT(x; G, ..., G)]) and
e’ = find AX[ACCEPT(X, C1, ..., Cm)])

b. For kinds of attitudinal objects e and<as, e’>[1 [or] iff e is true or €’ is true.

4 The problem was a serious one for Russell sinalbeed only universals and objects as proposifion
constituents, not concepts or properties of higyee (Griffin 1985).
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One problem with this account is that it is notacleow the conjunct clauses could denote
(kinds of) attitudinal objects. Sentences as suchat denote (kinds of) attitudinal objects,
but only specify sequences of propositional comstits. Another problem is that the account
does not seem to get the intuitions right of whsjudctions are about: ‘That Mary won the
race or Sue won it’ intuitively is just about MaSue, and the race, not about the acceptance
that Mary won the race and the acceptance thaw®uoehe race.

These problems are avoideaifis considered a multigrade ‘predicate’ which idtigtade
in all of its places (allowing for an unlimited nber of propositional constituents as provided
by the disjuncts). The placesafwill be occupied by the various propositional ddognts

given by the disjuncts, as below, for a two-disjurese:

(57) [thatSor S'] = <[or]; Cy, ..., G; C'y, ..., Cip>for [S] = <G, ..., G> and
[S]=<CY, ..., Cr>

This second account still faces one problem, namely does it enable the propositional
constituents in the multigrade placesoto be evaluated as true or false when evaluatiag t
overall attitudinal object with the disjunctive dent as true or false (or satisfied / not
satisfied)? Only an attitudinal relation can eedine truth evaluation of the propositional
constituents, but nalr itself. What is required is adding conditionstba concept expressed
by or, namely conditions on attitudinal objects that@vgects of acceptance of the
propositional contents given by the disjuncts.dgmse then that the concept expressedrby
is a concept OR which imposes conditions on thi tfor satisfaction) of the overall
attitudinal object, to the effect that the oveasdtitudinal object is true (or satisfied) just in
case one of the acceptances of a disjunct is8¢is again formulated for the two-disjunct

case:

(58) For an attitudinal relation R and an agerifea AX[R(x; OR, G, ..., G, C', ..., C'w)])
is true iff f(@AX[ACCEPT(X, G, ..., G)]) is true or f@AX[ACCEPT(X, G, ..., G)])

is true.

This account assumes that the agent ‘accept®aat implicitly, the disjuncts, but it does not
make acceptances propositional constituents. T¢t@uat makes use of what one may call a

‘syncategorematic concept’ OR, a concept whose sgeeontribution is exhausted by



36

conditions it imposes on the truth (or satisfactiohthe overall attitudinal object, the
‘product’ of the attitude whose content involves.‘'0

Also other connectives, such as negationpeaimeated that way. If the content of a
negated sentence is an in (59a), then the conditiarthe truth of a corresponding attitudinal

object are as in (59b):

(59) a. photS] = <NOT, G, ..., G> for [S] = <G, ..., G>
b. For an attitudinal relation R and anrage f(a,AX[R(x; NOT, G, ..., GQ)]) is true iff
f(@AX[ACCEPT(X; G, ..., Q)]) is false.

The account also carries over to expressiwaiscin be considered sentential operators,

such as modal and temporal operators. Let us lo@Ox

(60) John must work.

Let us takeanustto have the standard meaning of a modal operhifting the world of
evaluation. The challenge we of course face istttmembedded infinitival sentence does not
denote a proposition. The first option then isaketthe sentence the modal operates on to
specify an attitudinal object of acceptance, sotiastwould express a property MUST that
holds of an acceptance e just in case e is tram atcessible world w. This option faces the
same problems as we saw with disjunction, thougiergence by itself cannot denote an
acceptance and (60) is not about an acceptancesetioad option is thabustis a multigrade
predicate taking as many arguments as are givprogssitional constituents by the sentence
it operates on. Again this raises the difficultgttkthere is nothing intentional abautistthat
could lead to an evaluation of the propositionalstiiuents as true or false (on at least its
reading of metaphysical or deontic necessity). Thusstbetter denotes a concept that will
have the role of shifting the index of evaluatidrite ‘acceptance’ of the propositional
content of the scope afust in the evaluation of the truth value of the oVeattitudinal

object:

(61) For an attitudinal relation R, an agent a, anaorld w,
f(a;,AX[R(X; MUST, G, ..., G)]) is true at wiff for all w, w R w,
f(a, AX[ACCEPT(x; G, ..., G)]) is true at w.
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Obviously, this requires an attitudinal object todble to be true at worlds in which it does

not exist.

7.3. other clausal predicates

Attitudinal objects replace propositions for theigas roles for which they have been
invoked. Propositions play a role only in so fattees propositional constituents form the
arguments of a multigrade place of an attitudimatigcate. This allows a straightforward
account of attitude reports, but it is less obvibaw other clausal predicates can be treated.

One clausal predicate, which has played goortant role in philosophical discussions, is
the truth predicate. These are some key facts dbeututh predicate in natural language:
First, thethat-clause in the subject position of a sentence thighpredicatérue can (as

expected) be replaced by a special quantifier enqun:

(62) a. That S is true.
b. Something / That is true.

Second, the predicataue allowsthat-clauses in subject position as well as explicit

proposition-referring terms:

(63) a. That S is true.
b. The proposition that S is true.

However, the same does not hold for truth-relatedipates sucts possibleoris likely. (64a)

and (64b) are not equivalent:

(64) a. That S is possible / is likely.
b. The proposition that S is possiblelikisly.

Is possibleandis likely with that-clauses mean ‘is possibly true’ and ‘is likelyo@ true’, but
with referential terms they mean ‘possibly exisisd ‘is likely to exist’
The previous account of connectives is pldadir truth-related predicates as wellue

andpossiblewould be multigrade predicates that express cosagpich impose conditions
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on the truth of the overall attitudinal object.the case ofrue, the condition on the overall
attitudinal object would be that it is true in cdlse acceptance of the content of the clausal
subject is true; in the casemdssible the overall attitudinal object would be true ase the
acceptance of the content of the subject clausaesat some accessible world. These
attitudinal objects of acceptance will also makehgsemantic values of special quantifiers

and pronouns in place oftlat-clause®®

7.4. conjoined that-clauses and plural quantifiers

It is well-known that a conjunction d¢ihat-clauses as below is not equivalent to a conjoined

sentence preceded that

(65) a. John is happy that Mary started the pr@edtthat she finished it.
b. John is happy that Mary started the ptagad she finished it.

Unlike athat-clause of the fornthat S andS’, a conjunction othat-clauseghat S and thatS’
behaves in fact like a plural term, going togethigh a distributive interpretation of certain

predicate as in (65a) and with typical plural pcaties, as below in (66a) and (67a):

(66) a. John is equally happy that May startedotiogect and that she finished it.
b. ?? John is equally happy that Mary sthithe project and she finished it.
(67) a. That it is raining and that the sun is sigrcontradict each other.
b. * That it is raining and the sun is shopcontradict each other.

If that-clauses are plural terms standing for orderedapties of propositional constituents,
then, given the way the predicates in (66a) and)(@re understood, conjunctionstioht-
clauses will have to stand for higher-level plured. The problem then is the very same as

arises for other cases of higher-level pluralitglsas (68):

% This account need not apply to all clausal pradiat is plausible thahat-clauses in the subject position of a
sentence may serve to characterize facts, in platin the case of emotive predicates:

(1) That S is surprising / unexpected / astonishing

In general with such predicates that-clause is easily replaceable by an explicit factediption of the sorthe
fact thatS. | will leave an account of facts compatible vitih neo-Russellian analysis to another occasion.
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(68) The X and the Y are equally cooperative.

On the relevant reading, the cooperation amongthés compared to the cooperation among
the Ys. If plural terms refer to collections of sesort, then the relevant reading requires the
use of second-level collections. On an alternatiea/ on which plurals involves plural
reference (reference to several individuals at prezech cases are more difficult to handle,
without reifying pluralities (see Rayo 2006 for @jposal within plural logic). In any case, the
problem presented by conjoindtht-clauses is part of the more general problem didrig

level pluralities, except thaéthat-clauses make reference to ordered pluralities.

8. Conclusion

Attitudinal objects, | have argued, should replpogpositions for the various roles for which
propositions have been postulated. Attitudinal cigigave a range of properties that can be
read off our intuitions about the reference of cacal terms referring to them, terms of the
sortJohn’s thought tha®: While attitudinal objects have essential trethditions or more
generally satisfaction conditions, they also qyadi concrete objects, dependent on the
attitude of a particular agent; moreover, they foraural similarity classes on the basis of a
shared content and a shared attitudinal mode. Wallgqaturally make reference kandsof
attitudinal objects, with canonical kind terms saslthe thought tha$, entities which
different agents can share. Both attitudinal olsjectd kinds of attitudinal objects also form
the domain of entities that special quantifiersentential position range over or pronouns in
that position make reference to. As such, theyaatctor some of the crucial intuitions that
philosophers appeal to when invoking propositidrystalking about ‘the things we believe’
and ‘what is said’. The recognition of attitudimddjects does not just account for a range of
fundamental philosophical problems with propossiatey also underlie the very intuitions,
as they have to be put linguistically, that ledhe postulation of propositions. Attitudinal
objects are precisely what appropriately accounmtshie semantics of the sentences that
philosophersiaveto use when trying to motivate propositions.

One question that arises is, why have attiidibjects not been recognized before as a
separate ontological category, playing the rolesegaly assigned to propositions? The main
reason, it appears, is that attitudinal objectehat been clearly distinguished from the rival
categories of mental events and speech acts aadhéiwe escaped a proper ontological

characterization. Attitudinal objects, | would sagn be recognized as a separate ontological
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category and characterized properly only on théshaghe notion of a trope. The notion of a
trope allows distinguishing attitudinal objectsarly from events, entities unsuitable for the
roles that propositions were supposed to play. @pthough they have played an important
role in ancient and medieval metaphysics, havéaeh very popular in contemporary
metaphysics, except for particular interests inogag universals and individuals to a single
ontological category (that of tropes). This papayrhave shown that the notion of a trope
fulfills much wider purposes, such as that of ¢ang the distinction between attitudinal

objects and events, and more generally actionspaoducts’.
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