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Propositions and Attitudinal Objects

Propositions are abstract abjects that play a particularly important role in contemporary
philosophy of language. Propositions generally are considered mind- and language-
independent objects that act as the primary bearers of truth and falsehood. The
motivation for propositions comes from the various roles propositions are taken Lo
play in the contest of both language and mind, and it is these roles cthat impose the
particular way in which propositions have been conceived, namely either as sets of
truth-supporting circunistances or as structurcd propositions, configurations consisling
of properties and objects {or meanings).

One of the most impportant roles of propositions is thar of being the objects of
propositional atdrudes, such as belief, desive, and imagination, as well as the contents af
speech acts, such as ascrtions and requests. The most comman view, in both the
philosophy of language and the philosophy of mind, is that propositional attitudes are
relations between agents and propositions, Sitnilarly, illocutionary ucts are generally
taken to invaolve both an agent and a proposition. Let me call this the standard vigw, This
vicw appears to correspond to the linguistic form of avttude and speech act reports:

(1) a. John thought that Mary likes Bill.
b. John said that Mary likes Bill.

Thus, the that~-clanse Is taken to stand for a proposition and the attitude verb to express
a relation hetween agents and propositions.

The view about the role of propositions in propositional attitudes and speech acts
goes along with a second imporant role of propositions: propositions are generlly
taken (o act as the meanings o referents of sentences, both independent and embed-
ded, such as the that-clanses in (1a, b).

The view also gocs along with a third role of propositions, namely that of being the
values of pro-sentential quantifiers such as something, that is, special quantifiers which
occur in the place of fhat-clauses, as in (2a) and (2b), which are valid inferences from
{1a) and (1b) respectively:

() 2. john thought something,
b. John said something,
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The vicw that special quantificrs such as somtething in the position of clausal comple-
ICnts range over propositions is generally considered inevitable {at least once a
substicutional analysis of such quantifiers has been rejected),

Pro-sentential special quantifiers also display other important properties of propios-
itions, such as their ability to bear truch values in (3) und their mind-independence and
language-independence in the valid inference in (4) (assurning that John and Bill do
not speak the same lunguage):

(3)  John said sornething that is true,

(4)  John thinks that S.
Bill chinks chat S,
John and Bill think the syme thit,

Tf for these reasons propositions are ateributed g central seatus in the semantics of natyral
langunge, propositions viewed as objects also carry a range of scrious conceptual and
cmpincal problems, as has been pointed out in some of the more recent philosophical
literature.

In this chapter, [ would like to show that propositions do not in fact play the role of
objects of reference as the standard view maintains. That-clauses, T will arguc, do not ace
as proposition-referting terms; in fact, they do not act as referental terms at all,
Morcover, | will argue that special quantifiers taking the place of thar-clauses do not
1age Over propositions.

Propositions may be the referents of explicit proposition-referring terms such as e
proposition tat S, but what plays a more important role in the semantics of natur]
language are entities that T will call agtitndinal objects. Attimdinal ohjects are for cxample
“John’s thought that $,” “John’s imagination that 8,” or “John's hope that 8. They
also include Hlocutionary abjects of the sort “John's claim that $7 and “John’s guestion
whether 5. Atticudinal objects arc not propositions in the sense o mind-independent,

abstract objects. Rather they are concrete entities that depend on 2 particular inten~

tional act and » particular agent, Yee like proposilions, they have truth conditions ar
more generally sacisfiction conditions (in the case of a desire, a hope, or a request, for
example). Atticudinal objects are the referents of nominalizations of the sort Jolm’s
thought that S, Joha's hope that S, or _John's imagination that §. T'o clarify our inlurtions
about atitudinal abjects, it will in fact suffice to pay close attention to the semantic
behavior of such nominalizations.

There are also comresponding nominalizations for kinds ol actitudinal objects, such as
the thought that S, the Tope that S, and the mmagination that S, Kinds of attitudingl objects
have as their instances particular atticudinal objects. Unlike the latter kinds of attitudinal
objects can be shared by different agents.

Atteudingl objects and kinds of attitudinal objects are not only the referents of
certain de-verbal nominalizagons. A closer Jook at the propetiies of special quantficrs
i place of thar-clause complements of attitude verbs indicates that special quantificrs in
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fact range over attitudinat objects or kinds of them, rather thyg propositions. This
constitutes an important furcther piece of support for the Noeminalization Theory of
special guantifiers,

Attitudinal objeets as entities are distinet from cvents, even though they bear al the
fealures of concreteness of events and may be spatio-temporally coincident with
mental events or speech acts, Whar distingushes atriruding objects from events is,
mest importanlly, their ability to bear truth or sarisfaction conditions as well a5 the
patticular way they enter similarity relations to cach other, [ wil] argue that attjtudinal
objects arc best conceived of as tropes of 4 particular complex sort. While EVEnts
themselves may be viewed s tropes, events need to be viewed g complex tropes of 3
very different sort.

Attitudinal objects arguably also act as the primary bearers of truth and falsehood apd
should in gencral take the place of propositions. However, pursuing an approach to
sentence fneaning and claysal complements based on attieudingl abjects will go far
beyond the scope of this book. [ will rather restrict myself'to focusing on the ontolegy
of attitudinal objects, their status 1 being introduced by nominalizations, and a sketch
of the semuntics of that-clyuses thar raturally goes along wich them, The latter will
conist in a neo-Russellian account of attitude reports, which is based on ag intentional
notion of predication.

Lwill first discuss the standard notian of 3 proposition together with the R clational
Analysis of attitude reports. After pointing out the conceptual and etnpirical problems
for propesitions, T will tum to 4 range of arguments in favor of actitudinal objects and
present a neo-Russellian analysis of atticy de reports that graes ulong with the notion of
ar attitudinal object. Finally, I discuss sone similarities between measure constructions
and attitude reports and their implications, in particular in view of the Measurement
Theory of propositional attitudes (Matthews 2007),

1. Semantic motivations for propositions and the
Relational Analysis of atticude reports

The notion of a proposition itsell goes along with a particular semantic accoun! of
actitude reports and with a particular view of the nature of propositional attitudes, The
latter 1s the view that Propositional attitudes are relations between agents and propos-
itions. This view seems to be reflected in the linguistic form of attitude reports, Thus,
altitude reports such as (52) seem to have the same logical form as sentences with noun
phrases acling as ordinary singular terms such ag (5b), and quantification aver both sorts
of objects seems possible in the same wiy as well, as in the inferences from (52) and (5b)
to (6a) and (6h) respectively;

(3) 2. John belicves that Mary 15 happy.,
b. John likes the hook.
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(6) a. John believes something.
b. John lkes something.

Iti (5a) and (5b), the clause fhar Mary &5 happy and the noun phrase e book seem to stand
for enlitics—propositions in the first cise and objects in the second case—which
function as arguments of the relations expressed by the verbs beliove and Jike. T will
call the view that takes clyysal complements and the ernbedding attitade verbs to play
those semantic roles the Relaional Analysis. In its most general form (as fr as it is
relevane for the purpose of our discussion), the Relational Analysis is based on the
tollowing two sssumptions;'

(7)  The Relationyl Analysis of attitude reports
[1] A that-clause embedded under an attitude verb stands for a proposition that

T8 38 an armument of the artitude verb.
[2] An attitude verb taking a that-clause as cotnplement expresses a relation
between ugents and propositions,

©n the Rehtional Analysis, (51) will have the logical form given in (8), where (that Mary
is happy), the denotation of that Mary s happy, is the proposition that Mary is happy:

{8} believe( John, (that Mary is happy])

On the Relational Analysis, morcover, special quantificss are naturally considered
objectual quantifiers ranging over propositions.

There is another version of the Relations] Analysis, which T will all she Modified
Relational Analysis, On that version, the armiments of that-clause~taking attitude verb
need not all be propositions, but rmay be other, proposition-like objects of varous sorts,
such as facts und possibilities.? This would account for the observation that some
attitude verbs do not allow for an inference such as from (Pa) to (9b}, whereas others
allow for inferences such as from (102) to (10b) or (11a) to (11b):

(9) 2. John believes that S,
b. John believes the proposition that 8.

(10)  a. John noticed that §.
b. John noticed the fact that S/ %7 the proposition thar 5.
(11} . John imagines that §,
b. John imagines the possibility that §/777 tle proposition that $/22? the et

that S,

' Thore an: alio varants of the Relationsl Analysiz on which articade verbs lake natural languase sentences
o sentencms of o language: of thought ag argiments. What follows mare ar less halds for these views ag well,
theugl Twill restrict myself o the view on which that-ctases stand for propesitions.

* Such an analysis makey sense, af course, only if propositions are ontologically distinguished from facy
andd possibilitics, For an entological distinetion: between ficw and true propositions, see Vendler (1972}, Finc
(19829, and Asher (1993).
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On the Modified Relational Analysis, beficve takes propositions as arcuments, but nofize
facts, and fmagine possibilities, The Meodified Reclational Analysis will also play an
important role in the discusion to follow. (e majot problem for the Belational
Analysis and the Modified R elational Analysis will be that inferences such as those
in (M—(11) ace not generally valid.

2. Conceptual problems for propositions

The standard notion of 3 proposition is that of a mind- and language-independent
object that has truth conditions essentially. Two kinds of conceptions of propositions
have been most influential, On the firt CONCEPLions, propositions are sets of circum-
stances (possible worlds or sitations) in which the Proposition is true, or equivalently
[unctions from circumstunces to truth valucs, mapping a circumstance to the trmch
value true just in case the Proposition is true in that circumsiunce. On the second
CORCCPLION, PrOposiions are structured prapositions, which are most often raken ta be
sequences of the meanings of clementary constituents, such as COLECPLS Or Properties
and individuals. T a simple case, & structured Proposition is a sequence like =LIKE,
Mary, Bill» for the sencence Mary likes Bill. A more refined version might add modes of
presentation my and ms for fohn and Mary as coustituents of a structured proposition,
vielding a proposition of the sore <LIKE, <Mary, m,>, <Bil, my=> (Schiffer 1987),°
The fust conception is ussocisted with notorious problems in that it identifies prapos-
itions that are necessadly trye or necessarily falsc.” The second conception yvoids such
problemns by reflecting (to an extent) in the mcaning of the sentence itself the syntactic
structlre of the sentence as well as (he way the truth value of the sentence is COMPOs-—
itionally obtained,”

There is a range of problerns tor both conceptinns, however, that have been
discussed in the philosophical literature, in particular by Jubien (2001} and more
recently Soumes (2010). Let me orly briefly mention those problems without going
into an in-depth discussion, The first problem is the problem of arbitrary identification (see
also Moore 1999}, This is o problem familiar fiom Benaceraf’s (1965) discussion of
natural numbers in the context of the philosophy of mathematics. The preblem
congists in that the cheice of 1 formal object to be identified with a proposition is, to
an extent, arbitrary, 'The problem arises for the frst as for the second conception of

* Por the individuation of arindinal objeces, the acwal maodes af presentation need not tatter, but cather
enly the objects themselves. This fs the case in (i), given that John and his son will have ditferent modes of
presentation of the numbers five and ten {of. Sehiffer 1990):

() John bulieves what his fve-yuar-old son belisves, namely that fAve plus five is ten,

¥ See Suumes (2010) for a recent critiyue of that view,

® There is # third conception of propositions, ramely as primitves. On Thomasen’s (1980} zccouat,
Propusitions taken as primitives are the basis for congerming properlivs (s finctions from individuals to
propositions). On Bealor's {1982) geeaunt, primitive prapositions are algebraically relaced to properties and
their arguments as woll as o ather propasitions.
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propositions. Given the firac conception, nothing in the geneml conditions that
propositions need to fulfill could decide between identilying propositions as sets of
circumstances or as functions from cicumstances to truth values. Given the second
conception, the problem is that o proposition such as, for example, the proposition thyt
Jobn is happy could be represcented cither as <H, John> or as =John, =, the choice
betwcen which appears arbitrary: cither pair could fulfill the relevant conditions,

Two further, related problems arise for structured prapositions. One of them concerns
the tnuh-directedness of propositions. The problem is that nothing in a mere sequence of
entities could qualify it as a bearer of truth of falsehood. However, propositions were
meant to be entities that have their truth conditions essentdally, The second problem i
known as the problem of the urity of propositions.® The problem arises specifically for the
structured-propositions conception of propositons. It is the problem of what distin-
guishes 3 mere sequence of properties and objects from a propasition, an entity with
particular truth conditions, The problem ofthe unity of propesitions, like the problem of
the truth-directedness of Propositions, is « problem of the intempretation of a structured
proposition, namely how to interpret the relation among the propesitional constityents,
A structured propositon si mply does not have inherent (ruth cond; tions; rather the queh
conditions of the stuctured proposition need to be extemally imposed.

Thus, there are fundamental problerns with propositions when they are identified
with abstract formal objects of whatever sort. The problem would not g away if 3
proposition was not actually identified with a formgl object, but just taken to be
represented by it and the formal objecl considered a “model” for the proposilion.
Amodel of an objeet should allow deriving the essental properties of the object. The
truth-directedness and truth conditions of Proposition are part of the proposition’s
essential properties, but they could not possibly be derived from the kinds of entities
proposed as structured propositions,

3. Empidcal problems for propositions
3.1 The Substitution. Problem

The Relational Analysis of attirnde ICPOILS gives Tise to two problems: the Sybstitution
Problem and the Obfectivization Effect, a3 Iwill call them. The substitution problem is the
following, If that-clauses denate proposttions, then they should share their denotations
with NPs of the sort the proposition that § (at least given a philosopher’s use of proposiiion
aimed ar describing the kinds of things denoted by thai-clauses). However, it is not
generally possible to replice a that-clause by the proposition that S (for philosophers and
non-philosophers alike).” There are in fact only very few verbs that allow for a

* See Gaskin (2008) for a recent discussion ef the problem, also in its historical context.
¥ This observation lis first been muade by Pror (1971) and agdin mere recently by Asher (1987} and ach
(19u7),
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replacement of a that-clause complement by the proposition that S. The Lst more or Jess
congists of belfeve, prove, infer, accept, assume, establish, and assert, Thus, cven though the
inference in (12a) is valid, the ones in (12b—d) are not®

3

(12) a2 John belic.ves/proves/infeh;/alccepts/n.SSumes/escablishcs/ asserts that 5.
John belicves/proves/infers/ accepts/assumes/ establishes/asserss the prop-
osition that 8.
b. John thought that 5.
John thought the proposition that 5.
¢, John wishes that he will win.

John wishes the proposition that he will win.

d. John hopes thae §.

John haopes the propesition that 5.

In fact, the conclusions of (12b—d) are semantically wnacceptable,

In contrast to that-clauses, referential noun phrases aliow for unlimited substitation
in extensional contexts, If a particular tree is the referent of the utterance of the Iree,
then the inference below is valid for any predicate P that holds only of the rree:

(13) John saw the trec.
John saw the P.

The conclusion of (13) is acceptable (if perhaps pragmaticaly deviant) even with
P being is the referent of the utterance of “the tree, "

‘Lhe reason why the proposition that S in the conclusions ot (12b—d) is ynacceprable
cannot be a syntaclic one, such as that the predicates would nat admic NP comple-
ments, The same predicates do allow for special quantifiers and pronouns, expressions
that behave like NPs in all purely syntactic respects:

(14)  John thought/wishes/ hopes something.

There are, however, attitude verbs that take that-clause complements, but resist any NP

complement whatsoever, ucluding special quantifiers. These include remart:, complain,
Ly

are, and regson:”

(13) a. John remarked/ complained/cared/reasoned that S.
b, * John remarked/complained/cared/reasoned something,

* Note tut these intuitions held with wintever spocial meaning the speaker might have inmind when
using the ward proposition, They hold when proposition is used in e seemis v be the calloquial sense,
describing a content chat has been maintzined by someone to be true; and they hold when propesition is used
in & rechnical philosopher's or semanticist's fense, refemring 10 whatever the ssmantis contens afa e clanse is
or s taken to be,

Y In the case of coonpluiv and e, the insertion of the preposition “about™ rnalees the b-cxamplcx
acceprable, but noe so in the case of reinarky and masen.
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Flowever such syn tactic resistance to NP complements is to be accounted for, this class
of verbs needs to be sharply distinguished from the one g1ving rise to the semantic
substitution problem fllustrated in {12b—d).

Sometimes that-clauses can be replaced by tull NPs other than e proposition that
5. For example, past-oricnted fictive verhs such. as rmember generully allow for a
replacement by the facl that S, as in (16a) (bul not by the proposition thar S, with the
same reading of the verb). Mareover, negative future-odented verbs Lke Jear (with
sotne cifort) tolerute a replacement by the possibility that S, asin (16b), but neither by the
proposition: that 3 nor the fact that S, with (he same reading of the verb;

(16) a. John remembered that j¢ was raining,

John remnembered the face thar it was rumning.
b. John fears that it might be raining,

John fears the possibilicy that it might be taining.

This would motivate the Modified Relationy] Analysis, the analysis on which thar
clanses may denote different kinds of proposition-like ohjects and that-clause-taking
verbs differ in what kinds of propositional argumenis they take: some verbs take
propositions, others take ficts, and yet others take possibilities as arguments. Setting
aside what the differences between propositions, facts, and possibilities may be, the
Medified Relational Analysis faces sedous difficultics.

First, the Modificd R.clarional Analysis can apply to only some of the cascs exhibit-
ing the semantic problem of substitution, Many attitude verbs do not allow any N
other than special quantifiers to replace the that-clause complement. For cxample, the
verbs an (12b-d), think, wish, and hope, do not allony for 5 replacement by the fact that S,
the possibility that S, or any other full NP, Other verbs of this type are conclide and
imagine. Not only do these verbs resist nomunal constructions of the sort (e propasition
that 5, but also most carefully chosen descriptions such as fhe obfect that is also the object of
Mary’s datin or most gencrl and “innocen” quantifiers such as some entity. Thus, none
of the following inferences is valid:

(17)  John ¢laimed that 5.
John chimed the proposition that S/the content of the sentence $/the ohject
that is also the objeet of Mary’s claim/some entity.

Tn uddition, epistemic factive verbs tend to resist replaccment by an ordinary, that is,
non-special, NP. Examples are know, realize, notice, and see. 'The [ollowing inference, to
my ears, is hardly acceplable:

(18)  John knows that he lost the Zame,
John knows the fact that he lost the game/some entity.
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Special quantifiers and pronauns, though, can replace the clausal complement of thase
verbs, which means that those verbs do not resist NPs for syntactic reasons:

(19} John chaimed/knows sernething.

The second difficulty for the Modified Relational Analysis is that it will have to deviate
significantly from the original Reliton] Analysis. On the Modified Relational Analy-
818, that-clause complements could not have the semantic role of refercntiad terms,
being able to stand for some entity that would be a suitable argument of the embedding

predicate. Thar-clavses cannot stand tor differenc kinds of propositianal armuments ag

theic own {(by either being ambiguous or somehow referring to propositiona] objects
indirectly, via the propesition they refar to directly). Even if the predicate could in
peanciple take different sorts of proposition-like objects as arguments when they are
described by full NPs, the predicate determnines haw a clausal complemnent is to be
understood. This is illystrated by the sentences below:

(20} a. John remembered that Mary has left,
b. John fears that Mary might leave.

The that-clause in (202) can only be understood ag standing for the fact, not the
proposition or the possibility, that Mary left. similarly, the hat-cliuse in {20b) can
only be understood as standing for the possibility, not the Praposition, or the fact, thag
Mary tnight leave,

This Unique Detesmination Property of clausal complements, as [ will ¢all it, meins that
a thai-clausc stands for a particular kind of propositional object only in the presence of 3
particular embedding predicate and thus is referentially dependent. The that-clause
therefore cannot act as an ordiniry referential lem, g the Modified Relational Analysis
tould have it

Possible cxplanations of the Substitution Problem that might saive the Relational
Analysis or its modified version do ot feem o go very far. First, a purely syntactic
explanation is not available, since special quantifiers and proaouns, as mentioned,
behave juse ke ordinaty noun plhrases in al] syntactic respects,

Another explanation might draw a0 on tological distinetion berween “contents” on
the one hand (denotations of that-clauses) and “objects” on the other hand {(denots-
tions of noun phrises), a distinction evocative of the Fregean distinclion between
objects and concepts. On this view, only objects could be referents of ordinary noun
phrases, contents by nurure cluding any access by description or (ordinary) quantifies-
tion, since they are ticd (o the semuntic function of 4 sentence,

One problem for such ap explanation is like the one for e distinction between
concepts and objects discussed in Chapter 3, If an entiry s an argment of i true
relation, whatever the category of the expression deseribing it, then it should be
possible to describe that en tity or quantify over it by using an ordinary noun phrase.
Certainly, a philosopher or linguist appears (o be able to refer 1o a mere content, and
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since his descriptive or quantificational Incans are also part of the object Ianguage (oran
extension of i), il is haed to sec why such reference should fail when the content-
referring term acts as g complement of the attitude verb, An ontological distinetion
between contents and propositional objeets is less uppealing anyway than the distine-
tion between concepts and objects. The distinetion between concepts and objects
corresponds to an intuitive distinetion between unsaturited and saturated entiies,
which the distinction between contents and objects lacks,

Apotential type-theoretic explanation of the Substitution Problem with thar-clauses
faces the sarne problems as a type-theoretic explanation of the Substitution Problem
with predicative complements discussed in Chapter 3. QOn a type-theoretic account, as
proposed by Rosefeldt (2006), clausa] complements and referential NPs, including she
proposition that 8, would be associated with different types: type <, £ (which corres-
ponds to a denotation that is a function Fom circurnstances to teuth valuesy and type ¢
(which corresponds to a denotation that is an element of the domuin of “objects™).
Special quantifiers would have to be of the same type as sentences, and predicates
would be specified for the type of the arguments they take. That-clauses on thyc
account could not be substituted by referental NPs because the embedding verb
requires argurnents of type =3, t= rather than type c.

The problem with the type-theorctic explination of the Substiturion Problem s
that the distinetion between, the domain of individuals (of type €) and the domain of
other types (e.g. type <s, =) sitmply reflects the role of syntactic categories that take
their denotations from those domains in the semantic composition of the senicnce,
Nothing prevents an expression of type ¢, that is, 4 referential NP, from taking an
object as its denowation that also happens to be a fanction in the domain D, .
The Substitution Problem, on the type-theorelic account, is simply traced o the
fact that some predicates take only sentences or special NPs g5 complements, but not
ordinary NPg. "

" Sehiffer (2003) alo suggosts a fyneactic explanation oF the Substitntion Problem, Sehifr compares the
substitution problem with Maz-clagses to the imposibiliy afteplacing the sccand NP in 2 clage apposition as
1 (ia} by 4 co-referential description a5 n (ik):

) a The laliain singer Pavarott never sings Wagner,

b. * The Ttalian sitiger the reavest ceneor never sings Wagner,

But the reasan why substicution iz not allowed in (ia) is that the secand NE in elose ap position is mentioned,
suthor thin wsed (see Chapter §). This is not. the cass for fhar-clawse-complements of the relevane atrituds
verbs. Schiffer also eompares the Substitution Profslem with fha- clauses tr the mpossibility of substitution of
near-synalymous vorbs in the daive shift construction:
) a. Letty save the donation her tiara.
b. * Bery donated the donation her tiari.
However, az Schifier himself notes, this is because cortain verbs resist the dative shife construction for fammal
rensons, teasens that would be irrelevant for CORSEIUCEIONS With thei-clanses. Sehifor smives 1o indication whae
the formal reasons should e that Prevent substituion of fuat-clauges by explicit proposivion-refning wrms.
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3.2, The Obfectivization Fiffect

The sccond problem for the Relytonal Analysis, the Objectivization Fffect, is related
to the first. The Objectivization Effect consists in that in many cases a replicement of a
that-clyuse by a noun phrase triggers a different kind of reading of the predicate—and
this happens in a way sufficiently systematic for it to be traced to che semantics of the
constructions themselves. 'The invalid inferences below lustrate the Objectivization

Effecr:

(21)  a. John expeets that Mary will win.
John expects the proposition that Mary will win.
b. John imagined that Mary was alive.
John imagined the proposition that Mury was alive,
c. Jubn remembers that Mary won.
A,
John remembers the proposition that Mary won.

The invalidity of such infercnces indicates fhar a3 soon a5 a clyuse hat S s replaced by
the construction die proposition that 8, the content expressed by S comes to play o very
ditferent role in the meuaning of the sentence. The content now plays the same role us
ordinary objects acting as arguments of the verb, as in (22):

22) i John expects Mary.
b. John imagined Mary.
¢. Johir remembers Mary.

The conclusion of (21a) means that John eXpects an abstract object (a proposition) and
the conclusions of (21b) and (21¢) that Jehn's imagination or memaory is that of an
abstract object, just as (22a), (22b), and (22¢) are about Mary. By contrast, the premises
of (21a, b, ¢} report Johu's expectation, imagination, or memory as being only about
Mary,

Phe fact thar 5 also displays the Objectivization Effect, its valuc often acting like an
object the altitude is directed toward rather than the atticude’s content. Thus, the
following inference is invalid:

(23} John heard that Mary entered the room.
John heard the fact that Mary entered the roam,,

"W'he conclusion of (23) could be true only in a metaphysical fantasy in which fcts are
concrete objects of perception.

"lhe Objectivization Effect cannat simply be traced 1o the presence of an NP as
opposed to a thai-clause ag complement of the attitude verb. This i because the
content-related reading is preserved when a special quantifier or pronoun replaces a
tiat-claisse complement:

{24)  a. Johm expects (imagined/obscrved/hea vd/recognized) something,
b. John expeets (imagined/ observud/hc:%;lrd/mcogr'uized) that.
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Lhat-clauses and NPs of (he sor the proposition that S thus display the following
fundumental semantic distinction; the semantic valoe of 3 that-clause in general acts
A 4 mere content of the atticude, whereas the semantic value of an NI? like #he
proposition that $ gencrally acts as an object the deserbed propositional atitude is
about or directed toward, The corresponding semantic shift that takes place when
a that-clause s replaced by a non-special NI is what the Objectivization Fffect
COnsists 1

(25) 'The Objectivization Effect
Substitution of a that-clause by a (non-special) NT' results in 2 reading the

predicate exhibits when taking ordinary objects as arguments, so that in the
case of an atlitude verb, the complement specifies not the mere content of
the attitude, but the object the attitude is about or directed toward.

The Objectivization Effect arises rather systematically with attitude verbs char accept
teferential complements, The semantic difference between the constructions of nom-
inal and of sentential complementation that underlies it appears part ol the knowledge
of language of competent speakers and thus necds to be accounted for by a semantic
theory. The Objectivization Effect indicates that reporting the mere content of a
propositional ateitude is precisely the purpose of the sentential construction and,
moreover, that the primary means for reporting the mere content of a propositional
attitude is the sentential construction. " )

We can thus conclude that (he Subsctution Problem and the Objectivization Bffect
are serious problems for the Reelational Analysis of attitude reports and the notion of a
propesition that goes along with i,

4. Attitudinal objects

Before giving an account of the Substitution Problem and the Objeetivization Effeer,
let me first introduce the notion of an ateitudinal object, 25 a notion to be contrasted
with the stindard notion ofa proposition as well as the more familiar notion of an event
or state. While the notion of a proposition naturally goes along with the Relational
Analysis of attitude reports, atcirudipl abjects naturally go along wich 3 non-relutional
analysis of attitude reports us well s the Nominalization Theory of special quantifiers,

'The present section serves to introduce aniruding] objects with their most important
properties. Laler, I will propose a formal ontological account ol acticudingd objects based

™ King (@007) propases 3 syntactic account of the Objectivization Eliet, Lor King, atitude verbs
displaying the Objeecivization Efect are polysemous: are of their meanings i miggered by CI complemyns,
the ather by N-complemeants, This account does nol really esplain the offece. I siruply stares what rhe offece
corresponds b syntactically withoyt saying why. Moreover, the syhiactic cormslation with NI complements

or CP-complements is nat rally what iy at stake, sinee special quantifiery yre also ]Ps,
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on 3 particular notion of inlentioral predication, which will play a central role in the
non-relational analysis of attirude reports that [ will propose.

Attitudingl objects ean best be approached by looking more closely at the semantic
behavior of the relevant nominalizations referring to them, such as_Jofm’s thought that
Mary likes Bill, John's daim thai Mary likes Bill, John’s hope ihat it will rain, or John's
imagination of being a king.,

Attitudinal objects in fisst Approxination are entitics in between events and Propos-
irons. Like propositions, atticudinal objects of the doxastic or assertive sort mtuitively
have truch conditions:

(26)  John's belief/ claim is truc/ alsc/correet,

Morcover, they may be que even in worlds in which the atticudinal object does not
exist:

(27)  a. John's thought that $ would be true éven if he had not thought that,
b. John's cluim that S would be true even it John had never made that claim.

Attitudinal objects thuy involve a notion of being Lrue “at” a world {(which does not
tequire the artitudingl object to exist in chat world), rather than “in™ a world (which
would require the attitudinal object to exist in that word).!2

Other attirudinal objects may not have truth conditions, but reluted sorts of condi-
tions. “Bauletie” and “directive”™ aetirndinal objects have conditions of fulfillment:

27) . John's desive o become g king was fulfilled.
d. John's request that he be invited was fulfilled.

Simnilarly, attitudinal objects thag qre decisions or alike have conditions of implemenca-
Lo or exceyton:

(27) c. John's decision to postpone the meeting was implemented.
£ John's command thar people leave the building was executed.

Even imaginations may have corresponding conditions, let us say conditions of repre-
sentational correetness. T will eall such mote general conditions the satisfaction conditions
of attitudinal objects. The attitudinal or locutionary force ensures the actitudigal
object's aim for truth, fulfillment, mmplementation, or represeftational comectness,

Attitudinal objects obviously have truth or satisfaction conditions inherently, They
are not extemally imposed, as they would be if propositions were identificd with sets or
abstract formal scructures,

 See Tacona (2003) for 3 reeent discussion of the noon of truth 2t 1 world, lacons argues that that notion
underrtines the need for mind-indepondene and language-independent Prapasitions.
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4. Characteristic properties of attitudinal chjects

41,1, Involvement of force Artitudin] objects share wuth (or satisfaction) conditions
with propasitions. [However, they differ from Propositions in many ways, Attitudinal
objects, unlike propositions, are contingent; they exist only if the agent has in fact the
relevant atdoude or engages in the relevans artitudingl act in relution to the propos-
itional content,

Furthenmaore, unlike Propositions, atlitudinal objects depend for their dentity on g
particular atgtudinal or locutionary foree, This is reflocted in (he fact that identity
statements such as the tollowing are generally not judged tre:

{(28) a. 227 Johns thought that it will rain is also his remark that ic will min.
- 7% Johu's discovery that it will rain is his hope that it will rain,
77 John's desire to leqve is his decision to leave.

o.on g

- 2% John's claim that it will rain i his hope thal it will rain,
This Is in contrast (o (28¢), which is of course wivially truc;
(28) e. John's thought that it will rain s Johr's thoughe that it will rain.

Thus, actirudinal objects are identical only if they share both content and toree,

4.1.2. Similarity relations Attiradinal objects that are dependent on different acts can
enter relations of similarity, Two attituding] objects that depend on distinet acts, but
have the same content and nvolve at least very similar attitudinal or illocutionary
forees, inmitively count as “the sarne™:

{29) . John's thought is the same as Mary’s.
b. John’s desire is the same as Mary’s,
¢, John's claim was the same as Mary’s ussertion.

As was discussed ig Chapter 2, the same a5 in nytural language does not express
aumerical identity, but rather exact or close sim tlarity. By contrast, the s of identity
does express mumerieal identity and would be napplicable to distinetarritudinal objects.
Thus, the sentence below appears filse:

(29 d. 2 Johns thoughe is Mary's thouglht,

4 1.3, Properties of concrete chjects Attitudinal objects differ from propositions also in
that they may have propertics of concrete objects. First, predicates of perception are
applicable to suitable attitudina) objects such as remarks or screans, but such predicates
are not applicable to propositions:

M As was discussed in Chapuer 2, the predicate i idonicd ta can al50 express cxact similaricy;

(0 John's houghe is identical to Mary™s thoughe.
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(30) 2. jJohn heard Mary's remark/screum that she needs help.
b. 22? john heard the proposition that Mary needs help.

MNote that (30a) implies both the perceprion of the speech event and the comprehen-
sion of its content.

Attitudinal objects classity as concrete abjects morcover in that they may enter capsal
relations. While it is not uncontroversial whether abstracy objacts fail to be causally
efficacious, certainly causal predicates are problemaric with propositions, but not with
attitudinal objects, as ilhustrated by the contrases below:

(31) 4. John's claim that Mary won the rce caused astornishiment.

b. 77 The proposition thyt Mary won the race cansed astonishmen L
(32) a. The thoughr she might fail frightened Mary.

b. 77 The proposition that she might fail frightened Mary.

(31) and (32) make clear that propesitional contencs can be causally efficacious only in
connection with an attitudinal or illocutionary force and an agent, not as pure
prapositions,

Astitudinal objects share their ability of cnlerng cawsal relations with events, and as
such, they will involve 3 particular agent. However, attitudingl objects do not play the
very same ¢uusal roles as the corresponding events. For their causal role for mental
states, not only the eventive aspect of attitudinal objects matters, bur also their content:

(33)  a Johns speaking delighted Mary,
b. John's speech delighted Mary,

Wherens (33a) can castly describe o case in which it is the manifestation of John's ability
bo speak that delighted Mary, (33b) strongly suggests that the content of John's sprech
was also the cause of Mary's delight, '

There is another sense in which attitudinal objects are concrete, Like tropcs and
events, attitudingl objects are generally more specific than the content of their descrip-
bon, that is, 4 termn of the sort Join’s belief that 5. Tn that respect, attitudinal objects differ
from abstract objects that arc ficts ar states, entities entirely constituged by the content
ol their canonical description, a5 was discussed in Chapter 2. The applicability of
tomparative predicates to articuding objects but not states is illustratad below: .

P The lollowing sentence sounds gl right, even though it seemy o Slate the posible sharing ol an
attituding) object by different agenrg

@ John's thounght that & might have occumed to Mary.

Hosvever, foln's s thag § mity i thet refer toa kind ol ateltudingl olgect, “the thoughe that &, witl: e
specifier Jolur's specifying that John “has” the thonght thae &,
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(4 a. John's belief that it will rin i stronger than Mary’s belief thal it will not,
b. 227 John’s believing that it will rain is stronger than Many's belicving that i
wan't,
€. 722 John's beliel state is stronger than Mary’s,

“John's belief that §" invelves 1 particular degree of belief, but not so for “the fact that
John believes thae §™ or “the state of John's belicving that §,” which are enlities whose
matute s “exhausted” by what is contributed by the content expressed by those terms,
“Tohn's beliel that §7 s concrete, in the sense that it is fully specific and involves a
particular manifestation and thus a particular degree of belief

The attitudinal or illoculionary force involved in attitudinal objects also influcnces
the way evaluative predicates are understood. Evaluative predicates when applied to
attitudinal objects are not understood as they would be with propositions; rather they
also evaluare the atticudingl or locutionary mode with which the propositional
content is sustained. An illuseration is the following congrasts:

(33) a. Johns thoughe thar nothing exists is unusual,
b. 22 The propasition thar nothing exists is vnusug],

(36) a. John's chim that Bill is Incompetent is mean.
b. ¥ The proposition thae Bill is incompetent is mcan,

{352) says that the content of thought enteriained by John is unusual, not an abstrace
scmantie object, asin (35h)," similarty, (364) predicates meanness of a content ¢laimed
by John, not of an abstract object a3 in (36b).

A comumon view aboyt terms for attitudinal objects is that they are ambiguous: they
stand sometimes for propositions, sometimes for mental events or illocutionary acts.'"
However, given the observations presented so far, this view cannot he righe. Fizst,
terms for attitudinal objects simply do not allow for the readings of predicates thal the
lacter display with explicit Proposition-reforring rertns, Thus, evaluative predicates with
the terms in {352) and (36:2) cannot be ynderstood a5 wilh cxplicit proposition-referring
termis, and so for identity is or the sune ay, Maorcover, readings of predicates thay are
typical with evenl-denoting terms are not freely available with terms for attitudinal
objects, as we will sce later, Fmnally, predicates typical of events and predicates typical of
propositions can apply simultaneously to onc and the same rerm:

" Asimple that-clause with amstiad can veler to nofther Propostion nor an atteadin] obsject. (in) cannot
be understond as (i) or as (i), but racher Teauirs a factive reading as in (id):
(% o Thatitis raiming e prusual,
b. ‘The proposition that it i raining is unugaal,
c. The thought hat it i raining is toysual.
d. The face that it i raining is unusyal,

" This view ean be Faand, for example, iy Pustijovsky (1995).
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(37) a. John heard Mary’s false remark that .
b. John's obvioudy false claim that § eaused astonishment,

We should rather conglude that (he familiar ontology of propositions and events is
simply insufficient to account for the semantic behavior of terms such as John's thought
that S or John's clait that 8. Rather chese temms stand for objects of another category,
namely attitudinal objects,

4.2, Differences betwearr attitudinal objects and mental or illocutionary events

Artitudinal objects share eusal propertics as well as their dependence on an agent with
mental events or states and speech act. Flowever, atcirudinal objects are not events,
skutes, or acls, .

A first linguistic indication of that is that NPy like the event of fohw’s thought that S 3nd
the event of John's claim that $ are in fcr unacceptable, as opposed to the evei of Jolur's
Heinking that § or the cveny of Johw's {:lm'm:'ng that 5,

Events, states, and actions are the more Gmiliar ontolopical calewories In contern—
porary semantics and philosophy, They typically form teferents of gerundive nominal-
1zations such as fohn's thinking, Joh's believing, Johut's clatming, or_fohu’s desiring, but of
course, they also Bl under the corresponding sortals even, state, and action,

There are three major ontelogical differences between attitudingl objects and menal
cvents or ﬂlocut.ionary acts. First, evenis, states, and actions cannot be tre or falke or
more gencrally have satistaction conditions, The lack of truth or satisfaction conditions
of events, sLates, and actions is reflected in the mapplicability of the relevant predicates
both to gerundive nominalizations and to event sortals:

(38)  a. 777 John's thinking/climing/ believing that § is trye.
b, 722 John's clcs:idng/rcquescing/}mping is true.
c. 727 John's belief stace is true.
d. ¥ John's action (of claiming) is true.
e. 7 John's action (of requesting) was fulfilled,
f. 222 John's action of deciding was implemented/cxecuted.

Not mental cvents or ecutionary acts, but particular mental or psychophysical
products are the bearers of truch o satisfaction conditions, Such products hove the
status of bearers of tuh or satisfaction in virtue of the truth~directedncess of the
corresponding predicational acts. But the fact that \with an act an agent aims at couth
or satistaction does not meun that such an uct is itself a bearer of truth or satisfaction
conditions,

Another inportant difference between attitudinal objects and events concerns the
way the two kinds of entities behave with respect to similaney relations. Adeadinal
objects are treated as exactly similar if they share the sime content: as well as their
aurudinal or illocutionary mode. For events wvolving different auents to he exactly
similar, they have to share 3 Iot more than Just thewr content; they need to involve the
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very same way of pedforming the activity. This is Mustrated in the contrast between

{393) and (39b):

(39) a John's speech was the same as Mary’s.
b. 77 John's speaking was the same as Mary’s,

For (3%4) to be true, the content of John's speech needs w be the same as Mary's,
Haowever, (39b) would be tre only if the way John spoke was the same a5 the wily
Mary spoke.

The same conditions are reflected in the dilference in the understanding of simila

(40) a. John's thought was similar o that of Mary.
b. John's thinking was similar to thyt of Mary.

{(400) expresses similarity of thought content, (40b) similarity of thought process.

There is a third ruagjor difference between attitudiinal objects and events, which
concerns their relation to time. [t appears that the Hme of occurrence js accidental 1o
attitudinal objects, but not so for the gme of occurrence of mental events. For events in
general, their temporal loeation is essentia], Thus, while (414) s perfectly natural, {41b)
does not sound quite right;'”

(41} a John's thought niight have ocourred to him earlier than it did,
b. 7 John’s thinking might have occurred carlier than it did.

The distinetion berween atirudingl objects and mental evenws or speech acts is in fce
2 more general one. At the beginning of the twentieth century, the Polish philosopher
Trvardowski (1912) argued for a fundarmental ontological distinetion between what he
called actions and what he called products.” There are mental actions and products,
physical actions and products, 15 well as psychophysical actions and products, Thinking
and desiting are menty] actions, thoughts and desires are menial products. Claiming and
requesting are psychophysical acttons, claimg and requests psychophysical products,
Thoughts, desires, claims, and requests are non-enduring products thar exist only as
long as there is the cowesponding mental event, The distinetion between actions gnd
products also applies in the physical realm: walkings and screanings are physical
actions, walks and screams are physical produces, While observing that actions and
products differ in the kinds of properties they have (including fruth or satisfietion
conditions), Twardowski characierizes nouns describing products as nouns “thar do
not bring to force the aspect of action, but bring to force u different aspect, the

Y The attribution of sountertactual emporl properties appears posible with certain kinds of svers,
Wars could have taken langer than they did, demonstrations cauld have taken place ae different dmes than
they did, #nd a death might have veourred carlicr thar it died. Neste, however, thar all these cages may involve
events as “praducts,” not as “actions,” Sevtainly, demsonstragion and death are product nominalizaions,
contrasting with demonstrating and dying.

" For g presuntation. of "Twardowski’s view in its historical context, see Bobryk (2009, Bote (20109,
Db sud Miskaewice (201 O), and van der Schaae (2006).
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‘Phenomenal” or “staric” aspeet” (Twardowski 1912, pp. 104-5). In the particular ease
of a shout, as opposed to a shouting, he suys “in speaking of the shout, we do in fact
abstract from the activity of shouting, treating the shout as an acoustic phenornenon”
(Twardowski 1912).%%

In view of Twardowski’s general distinetion between actions and products, a further
property can be added that distinguishes patticularly physieal actions from physical
products. These are “gestalt” propertics, or more generally properties that evaluate an
entity as a whole. Physical products have gestalt properties but physical actions do not.
Gestalt propertics form the basis of the application of cerrain evaluative predicates.
Evaluative predicates apply differently to physical actions and products: they can
evaluate the former as o whole in the way they could not evaluate the fatter, Consider
the contrast between (+22) and (42b):

(42} 2. Mary's danee was unusyal,
b. Mary’s dancing was unusual,

The evaluagve predicate mmigual in (42b) evaluates all the varous “smal]” temporal
parts of the dancing, but in (42a) it evaluates the dance s a whole and allows Mary’s
dance to have been unusyal just because of the very beginning and the very end, 4
situation that could not be deseribed by {42h),

Anaction and its product (as long as it is not a physical product) exist under the very
same circumsiances: o product exists as long as the corresponding action is taking place,
and in any possible world in which there is an action, there will also be the product of
the action, Mareover, an action and its product share their spatio-temparal location,
"Thus, if the distincrion is an ontological distinction, this requires recognizing distinct
spatio-temporally coinciding entitics. That the distinction is an onlological one is
plausible in view of the four distinguishing characterstics of actions and products,
concerning satisfaction conditions, similarity relacions, the relation to time, and gestale
propectics.® Only an ontological account of the distinetion should be able to explin
those differences.

Attitudinal objects as the “products” of atticndes obviously are not suited as
“objects” of attiondes, Attitudinal objects are entitics that invelve what the atlitude
verh would contribute isself: an atticudinal or illocutionary force. The only objects of
propositional attitudes there will be are the entities the attirudes are about. The status of
attieudingl objects is thut of “products of attitades™ rather than “objects of actitudes.”
This corresponds well to their semantic role a5 in troduced by nominalixing cxXpressions,

™ The distinetion between actions and products that Twardowski dravws obviously does not match the
distinction that i commor in linguistics berween event and resilt nominalizations. Linguists generally take
resutlt nominalizarions to refer anly ta the physical sroducts of events,

" Note that actions and products are not necessarily spatic-temparally coinadent, sinee the tne of
eocurreney is essential for an action, hut ot for a praduct. A produce could oceur at a diffirent tine than ic
actually did, but not g0 For an action.
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4.3. Kinds of attitudinal objects

Attitudinal objects as mind-dependent propositional objects raise an obvious problem,
originally broughe up by Frege. narnely how it is possible that two agents could share
the sarne propositional content. Thepe e twa potental solutions to this problem
within the theory of actitudinal objects, and it appears that both solutions are needed
for ditfetent purpases.

The first one is chat when two agents share a propositional content, they are
nvolved in attitudingl objects that are similar or even very similar. This is reflected
in the vse of tu same when applicd to different attitudinal objects:

{43)  a. John's thought was the sape as Mary's.
b. John's claim was the sime a5 Mary's.

Artitudinal objects stand in the similarity relation cxpressed by the same as just in case
their attitudinal made and their propositional content (the propositional constituents in
the relevant roles) are the same, Recall ftom Chapler 2 thar this js just how te saine as
applies to distinet, though qualititively identical or vety similar, tropes.

However, it is necessary to rmake sense of the sharing of propositional contents by
different agents in yet another way. What is shared may also be a kind of attituding]
object, a kind whose instances are particular artitudinal objects, "This is the sort of cn ticy
that nominalizations of the sort e thought that S ot the claim that S stand for. Such
vbjects obviously can be shared by ditferent agents:

{(##) a. John and Mary share the thought that §.
b. The thought that § occured to both John and Mary.
¢. The thoupht. that § was both Jahn's and Mary's.

Kinds of attitudingl objects are the valyes of definite NPs of the sort the thoupht that 8.

but the latler show the satne “kind teom behavior” ag bare plurals and rmass noLng
(Chapter 1): '

(45} a. The thought thar § i urusual,
b. John has never encounccred the claim thar S,
. John nceds the insight that §.
d. The thought that § has never oceurred to anyone.
¢. The belicf that § i widespread.

(#52) displays a generic reading with an individusl-Jeve] predicate (an evaluative
predicate), (45b) an cxistential reading with an episodic predicate, (45¢) a reading
involving quantification over possible instances with intensional predicares, (45d) a
reading eriggering existentiyl quantification over instances with existential predicates,
and tmally (45¢) involves an instance-distribulion predicate.

Kinds of attitudinal objects account not only for the sharing of propositional abjects
insenlences such as (44a_ b, ¢). They akso play a rolc in a range of sentences with special
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quantifiers, as we will see in (the next section. "The terms for kinds of attitudinal objects
are of the form of definite NPs {the N" ghat 3), but they behave like hare plurals and mass
nouns that have the statuy of fenmns,

Atteudinul objects that are mere “entertainings” allow for 1 reconstruction of the
notion of 4 proposition, in one particular semantic role.?! Propositions obviously do
play a lirnited semantic role, as referents of noun phrases of the sort the proposition. ghat
5. The semantic value of such terms cap now be identified with a kind of aiituding]
object, narnely the one whose force is that of “enterlaining,”

5. Attitudinal objects and special quantifiers
in sentential position

Special quantifiers when they occur in the place of claysal complements have been one
of the motivations for propositions: such quantifiers scem to LaAnge over propositions as
mind- and language-independent eniities that are bearers of truth and falschood.
Flowever, a closer look ar the semantic behavior of special quantifiers in sentenial
postiion indicates thae such quantifiers in fact range over attitudingl objects or kinds of
them, tather than propositions,

Let us start with the observation that Just Tike special pro-predicative quantifiers
(Chaprer 3), special pro~sententiy] quantifiers cannot be substitucional. Special quanti-
fiers in sententinl positien cun relate. in the VEry sdime sentence, Lo a position that wonld
not altow for thar-clauses:

(46)  a. John said something Mary had never thought about, namely thar S,
b. John said something Mary did not like, namely that §.

(#7) a. John {rnagined something I never thought sbou,
L. John promised everyehing I ever dreamed of (hamely tha S, that 8", that
5"1 V.l )-

Inv (472) something relates to 1 sentential position and a referential position that would
not allow that-clauses (* Mary never thought abour thar 3) and similardy for (47b) (* Mary
did not like that §), (472} (* I newver thought about that 3), and (476) (* I never droame of
that 8). Tf what john imagined and whac | never thought about is that | would become 4
dancer, then for (47a) to be true, the wuch of the following would be required: Johu
iwnagined that T would become a dancer apd T never thought about that 1 wowld becore dancer,
This sentence, however, is ungrammatical: abont docs not ke cliusal complements
{though it may rake as arguments entities ke “the pussibilicy that I might becarne a
dancer”). Thus, something cannot be substitutional, requiring one and the seme expres-
sion to fill in the Lwo positians to which something relaes. Quantificrs like ererytiting

21

The tenm “entenaining” for an sttitucion] elyjert with the rmost general force was chosen for ek ofa better
term in English. As a gerund, “erertaining” deseribes an “action® mther than o “produce,” In i application Lo
Broducts in the preseut contese, “entertainiog™ shewld therefore be urlerstood a5 a technical rerm,
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and something care abeut objects only and not Syntactic categories, and henee they must
be objectual in nature.

similarly, “propositional anaphora” like that need not tespect the syntaclic ca tegory
ofthe antecedent, Thus, that in (47¢) is aceeptable even though about does not take thas
clauses as complements:

(47) ¢ John believes thac he might have Swedish ancestars. Mary riever thought
about that.

That is, special pronouns that are anaphoric to a that-chwse My accur in referentiyl
positions. This means that such anaphora do not get their value by being replaced by
the untecedent, but rather stand for objects closely related to the semantic value of the
antecedent.

As mentioned, special quantificrs are usually considered support for the Relational
Analysis. Special quantifiers, gven. that they are not substitutional, range, it secms,
precisely over the potential srguments of atdrudinal relations—efther propositions or,
on the Modified Relational Analysis, a variety of proposition-like objects, However, 3
number of further linguistic faces about special quantifiers show that whyt special
quantifiers range over are in fact Just the kinds of things the corresponding nominal-
izacions stand for, that i, artitydinal objeets or kinds of attitudinal objects,

First, special quantifiers allow for restrictions thac express perceplual or causal
properties;

“8)  a. Johu said something Bill has never heard befure.
b John said sotnething that made Mary very upset,

What Bill never heard before according to (481) is not a proposition, but rather John's
claim thar S or better the clajm that § (15 something that Joha made}, What made
Mary upset according to (+8b), is not a proposition, an absirac object, but whatever
Jobn said, John's claim, What something ranges over in (432, b) thus is not propos-
itions, but the kinds of things nominalizations such as John's claim stand tor—tha s,
attitudinat objects, conerese objects that include the attitudinal mode expressed by
the verb.

Furthermore, the reading chat evalyative predicates display as restrictions of special
pro-sentential quantifiers fs just the kind of reading we had with attitudinal objects:

(49) a. John said something nice (marnely that §).
b. John thought son-lcthiug.very daring (namely thac 3).
¢ Juhn imagined something cxciting,

An evaluative predicate such as nice as & special-quantifier restriction as in (494) is not
understood as a predicate of propositions {or a proposition-like object on the Modified
Reelational Analysis). Rather ir is understood as a predicate ol the kind of thing that 2
nominalization such as Jolin’s daing that S or the daim that S refers (o, Nice in {49a) says
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either that John’s claim that § is nice or that the claim that § (which is also being made
by John) is nice. What nie in (49a) docs not and cannot meun i5 that the proposition
that 5, u semantic object, is nice (the lateer could be nice even if what John said is not).
Thus, nicein (494) is predicated not just of a content, but a content “sustained” by the
patticular attitudinal mode (or perhaps some more general attitudinal mode) expressed
by the predicate (and possibly 2 particular agent). Similuly, daring in (49b) is not
predicated of the proposition that S, but rather either of John's thought that 5 or the
thought that § (which is sharcd also by John). Finally, what is said to be exciting in (49¢)
15 not 4 proposition, a semantic object, but rather John's umagination or the imagination
of a content (or 4 content as imagined by John or “us one can imagine it™),

There is a second set of data involving special quantificrs—more surptising, though
sornewhat less secure—ehge pointin the same direction, These are sentences with a free
relative clause expressing the sharing of 4 propusitional content:

(50)  John believes what Mary believes, namely that it will rin.

On the Relational Analysis, whar Mary believes would stand for a proposition which i
both an argument of the frst and of the second occurrence of beliepes.

Thee is the following problem for the view that what Mary belicves stands for is a
proposition {or any of the proposition-like objects that a Modified Relutional Analysis
might postulate), Wigh sulficiently different attitude verbs, speakers generlly evaluate
the construction in (50) as hardly acceptable or ar Jeust as 4 decidedly finny way of
expressing the intended state of affairs. Thus, 1 number of speakers, at some stage at
least, judge the following examples as unacceptable;

(31) a. ¥ John remnembers whar Mary believes, namely that Bill was elected
president.
b. 22 John wants whal Mary believes, namely chat Suc will study harder.
c. 7 Johi said what Mary believes, namely that it will mwin.
d. 72 John belicves what Mary imagined, namely that she would be 2 princess,

On the relevant reading, two mdependent states of affairs are described by a single
sentenee, for example in (5 la) the state of affairs in which John remuembers that Bill was
elected president and the state of affairs in which Mary believes that Bill was elected
president,

[t is importnt to distingruish this reading from the indirect-question reading, On the
latter reading, (514) would be enti rely acceprable, describing the state of affiizs in which
Joht remembers that Mary believes that Bill was elocted president. It is also important
to distinguish the relevant reading from the one available in {52a) on which it i
equivalent to (52b):

(32) a John believes what Mary said.
b. John belicves Mary's clairn,
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In (521), on the relevant reading, belicve occurs as 3 two-place relational predicate,
expressing a relation between agents and propositions { Johm believes the Proposition thay S)
or objects like claims, as in (32Db). .

The daty in (31) still it with (he Modified R.elational Analysis, since beliee,
vematnber, yanf, say, and bmagine would take different proposition-like objects as
arguments. However, consider the préedicates in (53a, bY:

{33) a. ?? John believes whar Bill asserted, namnely that §,
b. ¥ John rememnbered what Mary noticed (namely, that Bill had shut the
door). .

On the Modificd Eelatonal Analysis, these predicates would take the same propos-
ition-like arguments (propasitions for pelizve and assert, und facts [or remernbor and HOLECE),
Yet they are impossible in the construction in question.

The predicates below canner oceur iy the relevant construction at all:

G4) a2 John saw whar Mary knows, namely that it is aining,
b. 22 John saw what Mary heard, namely that someone opened the door.

The attitude verbs in (54q, b) are epistemic in nature, Yet they cannot share 4
propositional content, They resist (on the relevant rcading) full NP cornplements of
the sort the proposition that 3, the fact that S, or the possibifity that 8 entirely, and thus the
Meodified Relational Analysis conld not apply to them,

What is interesting about the data in (51} and (53) is that it is pertectly clear whar the
sentences would mean if they were acceptable (which might be one of the reasons why
saime speakers-—especially those wich standard philosophical training— tend to Judge
them acceptable).

Under what conditions is the construction in (50} possible? Strict identity of the
aeeitde verbs is not required. At the SAME L, it is not sufficient that the verbs CXpress
relations of the same type, for cxample, cpistemic relations, llocutionary relations, or
doxastic relitions, They also have to share their perceptual, episteriic, or communi-
cative “mode.” Attitude verbs that deserbe propositional attirudes of the same Llype
with the ame “made,” though with different “strengths,” arc in fact possible in the
CONSLruction in question:

(55) a. John has often suggested what Mary now claims, natuely that Bill is g spy.

b. John sometimes tended to bilieve what Mary s now convinged of,
namely that Bill s a spy.

¢. John demanded what Mary was going to request, that the door be opened,

Thus, the data require 3 much finer distinetion amang different attituding objects
than is captured by the distinction among propositions, facts, and possibilities. The
entcies that relative clauses, such g what John thoughe or what John claimed_ stind for,
are in fact attitudinal objects or rather kinds of attitudinal abjects, entities of the sort
“the thought that $” o “the dain, that 8.7
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Sharing of atttudinal objects can be expressed naot Just with relative clauses. Other
constructions with spegial quantifiers or pronouns alo serve that purpose and mpose
the satne constryine:

(56) a. 772 John wants something that Mary belicves, namely that S.
b. 227 John saw something that Mary knows, namely that it is raining.
¢. 27 John saw something that Bil] Just learned, namely thag ir is raining.

(537)  a. ¥ There is something John believes and Mary remembers, famely that it
will guin.
b. 222 There is something that John saw and Mary knows, namely thar ir is
rining,

The expression of shared attitudinal objects thus provides further evidence for the
Nominalization Theory of special quancifiers, the theory that special quantifiers and
pronouns do not range over cntitics ag potential arpumcnts of the predicate, but rather
introduce 3 pew dormain of quantification, consisting of Jjust the kinds of things 2
corresponding nominalization would refer to,

Sprecial pro-sentential quantifiers allow for 3 greater Rexibility conceming the
objects they introduce than special pro-predicative quangifiers, In particular, speciul
pro-sentential quantifiers may introduce attitedingl objects that are more abstract o
moze general than the content of the attitude verb in question. In the cXtreme case,
these atticudinal objects may be constituted just by the mogt gencral atritade, that of
mere “entertaining,” This i what, on the present view, undetlies the peculiar status of
the gencralizations about the sharing of attitudinal objects. Tt was mentioned already
that not all speakers accept the judgments piven in (51, (53). and (54, Some speuakers
seem to accept all and some aceept many of the examples after some EXposure or
agninst particular circomseinces. The relevant readings become available in barticular
with the addition of ydverbial modifiers ind focusing:

(58)  a. John finally said what Mary has always believed.
b, John said what Mury doubts (narucly, that the mecting would be fruitful),

This variation is not a problem for the Nominalizaijon ‘Theory of special quantifiers
as such, Rather the variation among aviilable readings for different speakers can be
traced to g gencral possibifity for entitics like attirudinal objects to vary as to how
much of the contrbution of the verk they will incorporate, Let me call this the
variability of attitudinal objecis.

Why are the examples in (58) acceprable? Flere focus on the modificr or the
predicate goey along with 2 more abstract attitadinal object being the topic of the
seatence. ‘That i3, in (582, b), the aitirudinal objects that the special quantifier ranges
Overare more general than the actrudinal objects chancierized by the verh. In (58a),
the attitudinal abject is one common to an act of siying and an act of helicyi ng.

What the norinalization function extraces in (58a) and (38D) is thus such g shared
attitedinal object of entertaining. As o matter of Eact, what is shared according to (58a, b)
180 kind of attitudinal object. It is not John's en tertaining that 5 or Manys cntertaining
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that §, but the entertaining that 8, that is, 3 “proposition” in the reconstructed sense of
a proposition discussed in the preceding chapter,

The availability of a more general shared atritudinal object depends on various and
vartable factors, such as the information structure of the sentence (focus, presence of
modificrs) as well particularitics of individual speakers (such as perhaps their philosoph-
ical training). | will Later propase that it formally corresponds to the availability of 2
semantic decomposition of an attitude verb into 1 mote general artitudingl relation and
a modifier of such a relation, The availability of a more general attirudipal object then
depends on whether a speaker or the formal context allows for such a sermantic re-
analysis of the attitude verb or nol, [ will turn to the forrnal semantics of special
quantifiers, and in particular che construction in (50), after developing the semantics
of attitude reports with thar-clauses in the nexe section.

To summarze, we have seen that special quantifiers do not provide evidence for
proposition-like objects acting as arguments of attivude verbs. Rarher they act a3
notninalizing expressions, inducing reference to atcitudinal objects obtained from
both the content of the atritude verb {or part of i), that is, an intentional predicaton
relation, and a sentential contenc.

6. A neo-Russellian analysis of attitude reports
6.1 Iutentional predication and the Russelliay Muliple Relations Analysis

A central problem with Propositions was how propasitions if they are stractured can as
such be true or false and, given their stnreture and conponents, have the particular
truth condilions they have. The source of the problem is that formal objects such as
sequences of properties and objects simply cannot be truth-directed without inten-
tionality, without an ugent wiming at truth.®

The problem of the truth-directedness of propositions and the problem of the unity
of structured propositions have 1 single solution and that is to view predication irself
a5 an Intentional relation, 1 relation relating an agent to o property and its arsuments.
That is, an apent predicating a property of objects is what makes up the “glue” among
the propositional consticuents and the aim for truth (or satisfaction) of the proposition
itsell, An agent s successfunl jn predicating an n-place property of n objects just in casc
the properry holds of the objects,

Going along witk the range of propositional attitudes, there will not be » single
intentional predication relation, but a range of them. Propaositianal attitudes, on

** This ahu confanns with Dumienete's {1973) view zecording o which truth values are ot consider:d
objects assigned prapositions, but ragher the outcome of sycccail ntentionzl ages or states such as
suecessfiul assertions or beliels. O Dummen’s view, conditions en tath should o along with conditiony
on asortion, namely verficition eonditions,

 Recently, this gpproach to the problem of cuth-directodngss and the unity of propositions was pursucd
indepondently by 2 number of philesaphers of lamgmeage sugh as Jubicn (2001}, Hanles (20072, and Soames
(2010). Seq also Moltmans (2003a).
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this view, will fundamentally be ways of predicating a property of its argrments, Only
derivatively may propositional attitudes also be relations toward aceirudinal objects or
kinds of them. '

Propositional attitudes as intentianal predication relations may be compased of
sirnpler intentional predication relations, In fact, following the traditional view about
proposttional attitudes in general, 311 ntentiona] predication relations will be based on
the most general relation of Yetitertaining.” With “enlertaining,” an agent does not
dm at truth, but simply considers (he propetty holding of the objects in guestion.
Again, following the traditional view, the relation of Jjudgment is the most seneral
relation aiming ac teath; it consists in entertaining while approving of the property
bolding of the objects. The relation of beliet, on that view, involves farther conditions
(such a3 perhaps that of rmaintaming a disposition to judge),

Formally, the view that propositional artitudes themselves are findamentally inten-
tional predication relations marches well Russell’s (1912, 1913, I918) Multiple Rel-
tions Analysis of actitude reports (Jubien 2001, Moltmann 2003b, Soames 20 10).
Russell (1912, 1913, 1918) argued tha propositional artitudcs are ntot binary relalions
between agents and propositions, but rather “multiple relations,” relating an agent to
the constituents of 4 propositional content. Tn the case of atomic sentences, the
propositdonal constituents are properties and their arguments. Thus, in Dol beligpes
that Mary is happy, a three-place beliel relation is said to obtain among John, the
property of being happy, and Mary. In the case of fohu belicves tha Mary likes Bill, the
helief relation 35 a four-place relation, said to obain among John, the loving relation,
Bill, and Mary, as below:

(5% . John thinks that Mary likes Bill,
b. think( john, LIKE, Mary, Bill)

Thus, there is no single belief relation, but several, depending on the form of the
propositional ¢content involved,

Roussell's motivations for the Multiple Relations Analysis werc very different from
the present ones, and an intentionalist notion of content was certainly not onc of them.
Roussell in fact did not take his atalysis to provide a solution 1o the problem of the unity
of propositions. ! Russell, morcover, did not have particular linguistic data in mind to
motivate his account. Tis motivations rather were of 3 metaphysical and epistemo-
logical nature. Russell had general reservations about representations as the ntermed;-
ares between an agent and the world, be they concepts, Meinongan objects, or
propositions. The relation between ag agent and the world, on Russall's view, i

* To the eontrary, Wittgenstein vonvinged 1yssell that his analyeis was in sedaous difficulty precisly
because it appeared to face that problen, Wittgenstein's abyjection was the following, If auitade verbs can
ke any number of objects 2l of which have equal status, how is this 1o rule out propositional conuents
consisting just of individuals, and haw does this etsure that i folnr thindss that 4 Fary llees Bitl the llking relation
I+ understond 5o as to b predicated of Bill and Mary it a cortain ordes? Roussel] fater proposed a rigre
comples soletion to the prablom.
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direct, not mediated, and propositional autivudes ultimately relate an agent to objects he
is aequainted with (particulrs or universals).® For Russell, instead of propositions
there were only three sorts of proposition-like objects: sentences (what Russell also
sometimes called “propositions™), which are “incomplete symbols” (requiring an
attitude verb for their completion), intentional acts or states (that 1s, multiple atticudinal
relations relating a particular 4gent to propositional elements), and contents abstracred
from intentional staces (that is, those sequences consisting ofa relation and its arguments
for which there is an attieudinal relation relating them to an agent) {cf Russell 1913,
pp. 116 ).

Russell’s account of atritude reports has been subject to eddeism and generally been
disearded (sec Sainsbuty 1979). In particular, the account has been dismissed as being
linguistically implausible, because attityde reports appear relational in nature, with the
thai-clavse denoting g Proposition as an argument of the relation expressed by the
awtitude verb, However, it appears that Russell’s analysis has in fact significant linguistic
plausibilicy once it is wotked out I a certain way, relying on somewhat more
sophisticated Formal semantic means. [n this book, I do not aim at a fully developed
theory of sentence rneaning within 2 neo-Russellian Approach. Rather T have 1o restrct
myself to indicating how such an account can be developed, so that it will not
obviously run into the problems that rose for Russells original account,

First, rucher than taking attitude verbs o specity differenc attivudinal relations in
contexts of different that-clauses, as Roussell did, attitude verbs can be regarded qs
muliigrade predicates (Oliver and Smiley 2006) 27 Byt the agent and the propos-

* In Russll's ontology, then, there was space anly for faces, individoals, and propertics, but not false
prepositions, which, unlike gue Frepasitiens, could not be identificd with Gcts and are nol peeded in a full
description of the world. Seq Sainsbury {1979) and Griffig (1983) for 2 discussion of Foussel's Muleiple
Relmions Theary.

* Russl sometimes also appealed o mers intuition o motivate his account of attitugde reports; “Hiy
[Meinang's] view is that there 15 an entity, namely the ‘proposition’. ., | to which wy may have the dual
relation Dfnssumption or the dual relation of helief Such a view is not, think, scricly refiitable, and until
I had discovered the theary of ineomplete symbols, 1 was miyself willing 0 accept it, since it scemed
unaveidable. Now, however, it Ippears to me w esull from § cortain logieal natvitd, which compels us,
frein poverty of available hypatheses, to do violence 1 instiners which deserve resprect” {Lugsell 1913, Parg
I Chapeer [, p. 108). And *Te me. . 3t seeens obwicus, 45 3 matler of inspection, that belief is a multiple
relation, not y dual relation, so thae belicr dact not Involve o single wbject called a *proposition’™ (Pussell
1913, Parc T, Chapter v, p, 153),

* There are two problems for the view that aiitude verbs denote different fixed rolations i diflirent
SYNLACHE contexts. Fimst, since sentences may be of indelinitely mary different Jogical forns, infinitcly nany
Lrelief predicates would have to be distingruished, which is as best imyplausibly (of. Sainsbuey 1979, Mareover,
the view s untenabl: in the fce of cases like (ia) and (ib);

(1) A John knows what Mury belioves.

b. John belicves evirything Mary belleves,

Since @ speaker can uteer (iz) withour knowing whyt Mary believes (and thus without knawing the logical
form of her Yolicf content), he would ot know whiels verk belivee tose, 1n (i), Mary mzy believe various
things dilfuring in the tiumber ofprapositional elements thar make fhem up. tn this case, rhete is not any one
verb heficie that could have been wsed,

A Making usc of nultiprade predicates was not an option gvailasle to Russell; see Crittin (1985),
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itional constituents will not play the same semantic tole with respect to the attitude
verb. Multigrade attitudinal predicates require a distinction between Plages and pos-
itions.™ The relation expressed by dunk, for example, will be a telation that has two
places, and it is multigrade in its second place, This means that think hus an unlimited
number of positions in its second place. On the neo-R ussellian analysis, (60a) has the
logical form in (60b), which minimally differs from (59b):

(60) a. John thinks that Mary likes Bill,
b. THINK(John; LIKE, Mary, Billy

The distinction between places and positions refleces the fact thut the subject argument
plays quite a different role regarding the attitude verb than the propositional constilu-
ents mven by the embedded sentence.™” The constituents of the embedded sentence
violate standard linpuistic constraints of argumenthood with respect 1o the embedding
attitude verb. For example, Chomsky (198%1) imposes sather restricrive condidons on the
relation between a predicate and the constituents providing arguments for it (what
Chomsky calls “theta-role assigniment”), amounting to the constituents being sister
constituents of the predicate. It i clear that such constraings do not hold for the Constit—-
ents of a thai-clause that are supposed to brovide argurmnents for che embedding verb.

Within the multigrade argyment place of an attivude verb, there will be different
positions for different roles: one distinguished urgument position for ; property, meant
to be predicated of the other arguments, as well as further argument positions matching
the argument positions of the property. Formally, the multigrade position of an
attitude verb will have the VErY Same argument structure as the instzntation relation,
which takes a universal as well as 4 suicable n umber of objects relating at their places to
the relevant agument posicions of the universal. The pgent standing in the attituding]
relation has as his aim the property in the distinguished position holding of (he
arguments in the other positions.

A given place in the multigrade posttion of an attirude verb may itself be multigrade,

contaiting 1 distinguished place for a function, for cxample, and others for the

arguments of che function—in case of functions] terms. Multiple nestings of multigrade
argument posilions are nol a problem formally, and ein be accovnted for by using
multiple indexing (Taylor and Hazen 1992): each index carresponds to the position
within a multigrade place, for subsequently deeper nested places (or “positions™). Thus,
the argument positions of ik that are used in (604) are <[> (for John), <2, 1= (far
the liking relation), <2, 2= (for Mary), and =2, 3= (for Bily,™!

* For the distinerjon between places and positions ol multigrade predicazes soe Oliver and Smiley (2004).

* f2ussell in (Rassell 1918) eriticized his (Rtssell 1912 vicw aceording to which ik in (60a) would take
liked a5 9 complement in the yame wiy as il takes Bill as g complement, Rassell in (1913, 191 3) left it open
in what way exactly feliew involves the proposivonal constitients,

T ardering among argrment pesitions and placea that such ndesing establishes is not part of the
nature of the inultigrade relation itself, which, tike relations in general, is a newtrs] relation in the sense of Iing
(20004,
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Obviously, the structure of the multigrde position matehes a squctured Propos-
1o, on 1 standard conception, However, a structured proposition rather than being
considered u single object should in the Present context be viewed as an ordercd
plurdlity of propositional constituents, in the sense of 4 plurality as “many,” not as
“one.” More correctly, it should be considered a hierarchically ordered plumlicy, 2
“cenfiguration” of clerments as “many” in order to reflect the compositional semantic
structure of more complex sentences. Tn order to simplify things, though, T will juse talk
about ordered plurlities for the rest of this chapter. An ordered plurality can, irself be
represented as a sequence using rmultiple indexing (Taylor and Hazen 1992). Thus
(60a) may be representcd by the sequence THINK 14, John., ., LIKE., 5 -,
Mary=y 2 2x, Billes 2, 3= keeping track of the order of arguments as well as the depth
of nesting.

Attitudinal relutions do not have Just an argument position that is multigrade; rather
cach place within that position rnay itself be multigrade, The teason is the possibility of
tmleiply embedded attijude teports such as folur believes that Sue thinks that Mary likes
Bill Here believe in its multigrade position takes the multigrade think-relation, Sue, and
in a single position that is multigrade itsclf the liking-refation, Mary, and Bill. Again,
formally, such complex argument structures car, be represenced by using in prineiple
vnlimited indexing of arguments (Laylor and [azer, 19932),

It is sharing of ordered pluralities of this sort in virtue of which atbrudinal abrects
with differcnt forces share the same content. Ordered pluralities of propasitions)
constituents will also be involved in quantification with special quantifiers and in the
specification of truth conditions for sentences, They can in fact be identified with the
meanings of seatences, bur g pluralities, not single propositions,*2

The neo-Russellizn Multiple Relations Analysis obviously accounts for the subsi-
tution problem for propositions since on that analysis, thai-clayses do not stand for
single objects, but for ordered pluralities of propositiozal constitucnts,

The neo-Russcllian analysis provides a straightforward answer to the question of
what it rmeans for a that-clause to specify the mere content of m altitude rather than an
object the attitude is about or direc(ed toward. Specifymng the mere content means that
the targer of the agitnde is not an object, but rather the connection AMOong propos-
itiomal constituents, in particular the telation between 2 property and its argnaments. Let
us look at the evanaples helow:

61 a Johnexpecs that Mary will win.
P Iy
ohn expects the pro posItion that Mary will win.
! PTOE Y

b. John imagined thac Mary was alive.

John imagined the proposition. that Mary was alive.

2 This would of course hald ouly for sentenges taken apart from any “illecutionary force indicator.”
Together with @ gpecific Hocutionary faree indicarar, Inlependent senvences can be taken to CXpress
propetlivs of ayents that represent llocationary ace types (ree Seotion 6.2,
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¢. John remembers that Mury won,
John remembers the proposition that Mary won,

In (61a, b, ¢}, the propositional atticudes described by premise and conclusion are the
sane; but their targer is different. Tntuitively, the differcnce between premise andd
conclusion in (61a) is that the expectation is fulfilled, according to the conclusion, by
the presence of an object (a proposition), but according to the premise, by the holding
ola property (the property of winning) of an object (Mary). In the conclusion of {61h),
John's imagination consists in a mental representation of an object (a proposition), bat
inthe premise of (61h) in the atimbution ofa property (being alive) to an object (Mary).
According to the conclusion of (61c), what is reactivated in Joho's tind is the
representation of an object (a proposition), but according to the premisc it is the
holding of a property (the property of winning) of an object (Mary),

Propositional attitudes expressed by verbs that display the Objectivization Effact
tazget the relation between predicate and argument on the content-related reading in
Just the way they target an object (or perhaps the presence of an object) on the object-
relaced reading. That is, the target of such a propositional attitude in the clausal
comstruction is the relation between the embedded predicate and its arguments. By
contrast, in the nominal construction, the target of the attitude is the object that the
nominal complement refers to.

wnce it appears that the primary way of d escribing a propositional attitude in terms of
its content. s the sentential construction, the Objectivization Effect reveals something
about the natute of propositional attirudes themselves——naot just the way we happen to
describe them. "The Objectivization Effect supports the view that proposicional attitudes
are, at least primarily, rot relations to proposttions, but ways of combining propositional
constituertts—more precisely, ways of predicating propertics of abjects.

A linal question to ask is, how should the neo-Russelliin analysis account for the
observation that with some verbs a clausl complement that § can be replaced by the
propasition that S, with others by the fact that S, and yet with others by the possibility that §%
Such inferences will be a matter of the particular nature of the multigrade relation in
question as well as the existence of 2 corresponding two-place predicate. On the neo-
Russellian analysis, the #hat-clause complement always provides multiple ArgUmenis,
not a single argurnent for the (multisrade) relation expressed by the varh, However,
attitude verbs toay have a relational variant, taking propositions, facts, or possibilitics as
arguments, folui avtices that S implics fofn noticed the fact that S simply because the truth of
the former presupposes the existence of “the fact that $” and the muls gride predicate
notice has a two-place varant, which denotes a relation between agents and fcts.,

6.2, Complex sentesces

The Mulliple Relations Analysis fices particular challenges when it comes to more
complex sentences, The main problem is how to avoid that an embadded disjunction
such as (624) or an embedded conditional such as (62D) implics that John believes that 5
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62) a. John belicves that § ar 5.
b. John believes thut if S, then S,

In (622, B) predication in the belicf-way can target only the highest connectives, o
or if-then, not the predicate of the embedded sentencas Sor5. The predicates of the
embedded sentences could be the target only of the most general intentional
predication of entertaining. This problem, known in che philosophieal literature as
the Frege-Geach problem, is o well-known problem for expressivismn [ will not
discuss the problem in detail, but mention only two options that present themselves
within cthe present nco-Russellian analysis.™ First, one might consider connectives
such as or and if-then multigrade predicates taking attirudinal objects ol enterwining as
arguments in aty of their places. Alternatively, one might take connectives to be
multigrade also with respect to ¢ach of their argument places, 5o that the propos-
itional constituents given by the embedded sentences will fill in the vatious positions
within any of those arqument Places, This requires imposing conditions to the effec
that only the highest predicate or connective will involve the specific predication
relation expressed by the verb, wheres the Jowest predicates or connectives will be
involved only in the most gencral predication relation of cntertaining, On the first
view, (624) will have the analysis in (634); on the second view, its analysis will look

as in (63b):

{63) a. believe(John; QR fIWIN, Mary|, FWIN, Billp
b. believe( John; OR, WIN » Mary; WIN, Billy

The same two options CuTy Gver to expressions that may be considered sertential
opezators, such as modal and temporal vperators. The general condition is that o
particolar propositional attitude expressed by an attitude verb will target only the
highest predicate, operator, or connective in the sentences, specifying the mode in
which it is to be predicated of its arpuments. Operators and connectives themselves will
provide the connection among lower-Jevel propositional canstituents,

The neo-Russellian spproach shares a nurnber of issues concerning complex sen-
tences with structured propositions approaches. This mcans that whatever one’s
preferred version of the theory of structured Propositions, it will be applicable to the
neo-Russellian approach as well. This includes the breatmenie of quantifiers, variables,
and complex predicaces,™

** I his written work, Fassell himself did ne, say much abous how sentences oter than AtOMIG ones are
ta be accounted for,

' For example, quantifier on cither approzch may be taken o cxpross highoe-order functions, fungtions
mappunga property t 3 muth value. e the case of Jokus thiveds thay cverpong is Fappy, the thar-clause pravides the
ssquence of a qoantifier and 3 property. It i straightforwied to extend this account to sentences with more
than ong quantifications] arawnent with particulsr scapal relations, Ly wing sencrglized quansitior theory,
where difftrent genralized yuantifices ave assigned m subject and olbject NI% with g particular scope-onder
(Keenan and Fales 19455),
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The semantics of independent sentences will be simglar to that of embedded ones.
Independent sentences as such specify a sequence of propositional constituents: byt
together with, let’s say, the declartive mode, they specify a property of ATENES 45 in
(64), fat a content =0 1o, G and the multigrade ussertion relation ASSERT,

(64) AIASSERT(x, C;,..., C)]

That is, by asserting Mary is happy, an agent will predicace of Mary, in the assertive
mode. the property of being happy.

T have taken the meanings of sentences, in simple cases, to consist in sequences
(ordered pluralities) of Properties or relations and cheir arguments. This is in what the
present neo-Russellian account shares with g common version of the stractured
propuositions account, However, in the present case, the fact that the constituents are
arguments of a multigrade attimdinal velation will ensure that the sequence forms the
vontent of an attitudinal abject that is truth- or satisfaction-directed and has the right
truth conditions. This s whar the mmultigrade acrirudinal relaton guarantecs, but what
would have to be impased on 2 structured proposition from the ourside, Based on the
truth conditions of attitudinal objects, tth conditions can be asagned indirectly to the
sequence denoted by a sentence and in fic to the sentence itself:

(63)  Asentence § exptessing the sequence <Cy L Cyistmeina vircumstan ce
¢ it for any kind of attituding] ebject t with Cy,.. ., C, as propositional
constituents, t s trie {satistied) in c,

Note that by making use of kinds of attitudinal objects, a senterce has truth conditions
even if the structurad Proposition expressed by it has never been the content of a
particular attitudinal object.

6.3 Other senlence-embedding predicates

The neo-Russellian analysis does not necessarly apply o all artitude verbs, that is, some
Attzrude verbs may not express nudtigrade predication relatons, An example is emotive
factives such as be glad, be angty, andl is surprising, Emotive faclives generally allow fora
replacement of that § by (abont) the fact thar S

(66) a. Mary is glad that §,
b. Mary 1s glad abour the fact that .

(67) a. That§is SUIprising.
b The fact thar § is SUrprsing.

This makes a quasi-relatjonal analysis plausibile according to which the that-clause in the
context of the complement or subject position of un emotive factive verb serves o
describe i fact that will then st %5 an argument of the predicate. Epistemnic fctives like
Bowe, reallze, and see, by contrast, do exhibit the Objectivization Efface and thus are not
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up for a quasi-relational analysis,*> With those verbs, the predication relation that i
expressed would be subject to the general factive condition that the predicate actually
holds of the arguments, Other attitude verbs such as aree, convince, and deny may
invalve more than one act of predication,

The neo-Russellian analysis of attitude reports raises the question how sentences
should be amalyzed that are embedded under predicaces thyr are generally not con-
siclered predicates cxpressing intentional predication relation, for example is true, inply,
or confradict, T will restriet myself to only a few remarks on the issue. Tn some cases,
embedded clauses do not actually display the Substitution Problem and the Objectiy-
zation Effect. Again, ihe behavior of that-clauses with respect to substitution shoyld be
taken into account. I tree does allow substitution of subject clause by the proposition
that 8, which again 18 sugwestive

of a quasi-relational analysis according to which he
that-clavse in that particular context serves to deseribe a proposition to which the trath
predicate then applies (in, of course, the sense of “propesition” as the most general kingd
of autitudinal objeet), This also holds for that-clauses in the subject or complement
position of inply or contradics, However, the same does not hold for the predicate fs
possible, which does not allow substitugon of the thai-clause by the proposition thar 5, bu
only by a special quantifier:

(68) a That $ is possible.
b, The proposition that § js posiible,
v, Something is possible.

(68a) and (68b) are not equivalent: is possible with a that-clasc means “is possibly (me,”
and with 3 referential teern “possibly exists.” A deflationary account of truth would
obviously avoid positing propositions as refercnts of that-clauscs and as arquments of
truth-related predicates. Then the question is what to do about special quantifiers and
pronouns in place of thar-clauses. Here the Nominalizatjon Theory is not of much
help: there is no attitude involved in the senlence on the basis of which an attitudinal
object conld be introduced—though, of course, special quantifiers in such congexts
HIay tange over “propositions” in the sense of the rpost general kinds of accitudinal
vbjects.

6.4. Linpirical cvidence Jor the neo-Russellian view: plural tevns for propositional contents

Or the neo-Russellian decount, atticude verbs are mulerade predicates (with respect
to their object argument position). Multigrade predicates, like plurl predicaces, take
pluralities 15 arguments, though these will be ordered pluralities. Ordered pluralities,
[have argued, form the denotations of that-clauses, The purpose of this section is first tor

* Rl (1913}, though, tank cpistemic verbs of perception to express relations taking fiots os
arpuitents—ay did Vendler (1 Y72

A - il . .. . -

" Tecal] chat such exist even if no one has entertained the prapostorml conumt in quastion,
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show that ordered pluralities may foor the arguments of predicates in natural language
in general. Furthermore, it will present particular inguistic evidence for the status of
the object argument of attitude verbs as a plurality.

Besides attitude verbs, there are other kinds of mulagrade predicates in naturd
language, and they in gencral allow for both lists {which denote ordered pluralities)
and plurals. The predicate add is one such predicate. It takes a list as a complement in
(69a) and a plural NP in (69b):

(6% a. John added (wo and two and three,
b. John added these numbers.

Add i (690) a5 a roulidgrade predicate rather than a plural predicate hecause in its
second, multigrade place, the same entity may oceur as an argument bwice.

The view that clausal complements have the status of plural arguments is guite a
non-standard view; but there is some linguistic evidence for it, namely the abilicy of
certain that-clause-taking verbs wo accept plural INPs a5 complements instead of a that-
clause. For example, say in English allows for the plural those werds as complement,
instead of 1 thar-clause.

(7 John said those words.

In (700, thase words stands for o plurality of words in a certain order, not an unordered
pluralicy. (In fact, it is likely to stand for words in the particular structural configuration
of a sentence.)

Matueal Tanguages sometimes distingnish different plural forms for ordered and

L

unordered plurlities. For example, in Germoan, Wt “word”™ has two plural forms:
Ferter for the unordered plurality and Hore for the ordered pluraliy, The plural
IT%re means as much as “sentence or sentences,” that is, “words i a particular order
with @ particular sentential structure and meaning.” Thus, the order of the words

muatters in {71a), but not in (71b):

(1) a. Ilaps hat diese Worle verwendet. Maria hat sie anch verwendet.
“Tohn has used those words, Mary has used them too.”
b, Hang hat diese Wiierter verwendet. Maria hat sie anch verwendet.
“Tobmn bhas used these words. Mary has wsed them too.”

An important observation is that unlike [%erter, [Vorfe can be the complement of verbs
that otherwise only accept tha-clanses and special NPs, such as sagen “say™:

(72)  a. Hans sagre diese Warte.
“John said those waords,”
b. ??? Hans sagee diese Wéerter.
“John snid those words.”
c. Hans sagee, dass es regnet,
“TJohn said that it is raining.”

F.035



F.036
MAR-31-2014 16:04 o e segau o

156 ABSTRACT OUBJECTS AMD THR SEMANTICS OF NATURAL LANCUAGE

d. 22 Huns sagtc diesen Text.
“John said that text.”

e. Flans sagte elwas.
“John said something,”

Moreover, Worte and that-clauses can Aank a predieate ofidentiry, which is not possible
with Woerter and a thar-clause:

(73} a. Seine letzten Worle warern, dass alles vergeben ist.
“His last words were thyg everything was forgiven,”
b. 27 Scine lotzten Mierer waren, dass alles vergeben ist,
“His last words were that everything was forgiven.”

Hiorte is a plural NP both synuactically and semantically (and not, let us say, un NP of
the same semantic status as 3 singular collective NP). Thus, Wore allows for predicares
that take only plurml cornplements, such as voneinander wntersdiciden, “distinguish fiom
cacht other ™ {Chapter 1, Section 6):

(74)  Muna konnte seine Worte nicht voneinander unterscheiden,
“Mary could not distinguish his words from each other”

Thus, there are at least some plural expressions in some languages that ean play exactly
the semantic role of tha-clauses.”

There is further evidence for the pluzal status of dansal complements. It comes from
sernantic sclectional requirernents, more precisely the Accessibility Requirement, a3
discussed in Chaprer 1. Recall tha the Accessibility Requirement says that predicates
maktng reference to the parts of an argument (but not the whole) require pluralities as
arguments and cannot cake single objects. The Accessibility Requircment manifests

tuself’ with clausal complements as follows. Predicates that care about the intemal
structure of a propusitional content or the rmanner of its presentation and not just its
truth conditions in gencral allow only for thai-clanses as arguments and nol for
broposition-referming NPs. These are predicates like fhink {expressing ocewrent
thought), write, shout, and 1whispar,

(75)  a. John theuwght/wrore/shouted/ whispered thar &,
b. ¥7? John tlmught/wwte/shour.ed/whispcred the proposition thal 5.

By contrast, predicates like believe 1nd asiert, which focus on the content only, allow for
botly that 8 and the proposition that 5.

We can thus conclude that there i significant linguistic evidence for finf-clauses
baving the status of plural arguments and attitude verbs being multigrade predicates.

T OF course, it remgins o be expliined why not o1 attitude verls allovwe tor a plurdl NI rupresenting
propasitions] consthuents. In fict mast attitude verlys don'L:

() 7 fohn rhouglu:/bcli-:\‘q:r_!/suﬂp;;ctcd/hopr:cl/ﬂ::u-c-d those propositional constitienes/thes concepts,
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7. The ontology of attitudinal objects

Let us now turn to the ontology of attituding] objects. Coming (rom g proposition-
based approach, ane might conceive of “Tohn's belief thae 5" as 1 qua object in the
serise of Fine (1952), mimely as the proposition hat § {ua being believed by John. Such
& qua proposition would jnherit certain properties from the base proposition (“the
proposition that $7), in particular its trugh conditions, though the attituding] compon-
ent (the property of being belicved by John) will also be an cssential leature. However,
agticudinal objects have the advantage of allowing us o dispense with the notion of a
proposition together with the various problerns that go along with it. T will propose an
account of atticudinal objects not making use of propositions. On that account,
attitudinal objecs are tropes invelving the notion of inten tional predication introduced
in the last section. This accoun ¢ will do justice to the concreteness of attituding] abjects
as well as the ways in which atticuding] objects differ from events. Both evens and
attitudinal objeets will be concejved i terms of tropes: they will both be complex
tropes, but of very different kirnds.

Generally, tropes arc referents of de-adjectival nominalizadons, Therefore, it may
not initially be plasible thae attitudinal objects, which are refercnrs of deverbal
nominalizations, are tropes. However, there are deverbal nomunalizations that do
deseribe tropes, for example weight and suiile. Weight and smife clearly are predicates
of tropes, not events, Thus, the view that attirudinal objects as referents of deverbal
nonmahizations are tropes is not entirely unmolivated,

In Chapter 2, T had argued dut events are best concetved as seeond-level relational
tropes, namely as instances of temporal transition relationg mvolving first-leve] tropes in
times, Given this account of events, it is clear why events cannot have truth condilions,
Temporal transitions are Jjust not true or filse. There is nothing truth-dirceted about
temporal transitions. 1t can also be expliined why events on this conception do not
enter relations of close similarity when they have the same content and are of the same
type. Dilferent events with different dgents will certainly involve fransitons among
many qualitatively different tropes, and those first-leve! tropes will ensure distinctress.
Finally, the present account explains why the tme during which an event takes place is
consticative of the event, If relations of temporal transtion make Up an event, this
implies that the relevant perods are also constitutive of the event.

On the present view, both attitudinal objects such a5 “John’s thoughr that §” and
svents such as “John's thinking that §" see tropes, but complex: tropes of quite different
sors, "

The idea is that what distingniishes attirudinal objects fromn events is that they are
instantiations of a multigrade attitudinal or Mocwionary relation. 'This explins the way

1 will leave out the category of states, sueh us “John's Believing thae 8. States, 45 we have seen in
Chipter 2, are on a pav wilh facts rather thar with bropes and cvents. Consuguently, they require @ very
difterent ontologieal sccaunt, ong tha assinilates them to fices, Sec Chapter 2, Section 8, Sec alo Maltraanm
(fartheaming (a)),
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evaluative predicates are understood: evaluative predicates when applicd to attitudinal
objects care also about the atticudingl or llocutionary force and not just the pPropos-
ittonal constituents, '

One might then take attitydinal objects to be relatioral tropes instuntiating a
multigrade attitudinal or illocutionary relation. That is, “John's belief that Mary likes
Bill" would be the instantiation of the multigrade belief relation in John, the liking
relation, Mary, and Bill. Flowever, this view fices several problems. First, it makes the
wrong predictions about petceptual properties: perceptual propertics predicated of an
attitudinal object can target only the agent, never g propositional constituent. Thus, the
agent and the propositional constituents cannot be o g par, both heing bearers of the
trope that is an attituding] object. For example, if Toe heard John's remark that M ary hit
Till, this can never mesn that Joe heard Mury hit Bill. An even tmore serous problem
for the view is chat ic gets (he similarity relations wrong that attituding objects display.
If “John’s belief that Mary likes Bill” is the instantiation of the belicf relation in four
entities (John, the liking relation, Mary, and Bill), then such a relational trope should
be exacdly similar to “Mary’s belief that Joe kissed Sue,” which is an instance of the
same multigrade belief relation, However, this is clearly wrong. “John’s belief thar
Mary likes BI1™ can bear exact, similarity only to a belicf with the same content {though
possibly a different agent), such as “Joc’s belicf that Mary likes Bill "*°

A better way of conceiving of actitudinal objects as instances of atticudinal or
llacutionary multigrade relations is 1 what 1 will call guasi-relational mopes. Quagi-
relational tropes are monadic Lropes instantiating object-dependent propertics based on
relations, The xamples below illustrate the difference between relational and quasi-
rclational trapes:

(76) & the relation between John and Bill
b, John's rclatedness to Bill
¢. Bill's relatedness to John

Wheteas (762) stands for 2 relational trope, (76b) and (76¢) stand for quasi-relational
tropes. There are also more specific terms thae stand for Quasi-relatenal tropes, for
example John's fatheriood, I elations in general give mise (o both relational tropes and
{possibly various types of) uasi-telationa] tropes (and of course with three or more
place-relations, a mixture of bath).

Attitudinal objects, T propase, are quasi-refational tropes thac are instantiations in an
agent of complex properties of the sort Axfbelieve(x; LIKE, Mary, Bill)]. This explaing
straightforwardly the sorts of properties attitudinal objects may have. As quasi-rela-
tional tropes, two attitudinal objects aze “the same” Justin case they involve the same
atticudinal mode angd the same propositional constituents. Perceptual propertics will

) - . . . I . .

A further prablem for the view is that it teeaes 21l propositional constituents 2 bearers of 3 relational
trope antlemenlly on 2 pan, as objocts # the world, Haowever, some propesitional constituens may be
considered concepts, which means, entitics ooe might not want to asign the status of actaal objucts.
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target only the one bearer of the trope, the agent, As instances of intentional predica-
tion relations, attirudinal objects will obviously be truth-directed {or satisfaction-
dirceted). Furthermore, propositional constiruents will not necessarily obtain the stazus
of objects: proposidonal constituents may be concepts, occupying a position in the
multigrade place of the attitude verb specifically marked for such concepts. Finally, it is
explained why the time of occurrence is only accidental to an atgGtudinal object, An
attitudinal objecr as the instantiation of an atdtudigal property in an argument need not
involve the time of that instantiation s an essental component. In the case of events,
by contrast, times were the bearers of the relational trope itsell and thus csential
components,

This account of attitudinal objects can be extended to physical products. A walk or a
scream would be the instantiztion in un agent of the property (of an agent) to have
particular physical properties at subsequent times. Tn a very simple case, such a properry
may be of the form Ax|3e P () & Q) &t t], for contrary properties P and
Qand "t < " meaning “t immediately precedes ¢,

The account ako explains why gestalt properties arc unproblematic with products,
but problematic with actions. There is no problem for an agent (ol 4 product) to
Instantiate a time-related property involving an interval as a whole. However, gestalt
properties involving the interval as 3 whole can hardly play 1 role in actions as instances
of temporal transition propertics in subsaquent tirmes,

8. The semantics of terms for attitudinal objects

Attitudinal ohjects, T have argued, can be viewed as instances of complex object-
dependent properries, 'Thus “John's belief that Mary is happy" is the instantiation of the
property af standing in the belief relation to happincss and Mary in John. For giving the
formal semantics of sueh terms, a few more remarks are necessary.

I will now make use of the Davidsonian event semantics for verbs (which [ have not
adopted so far for the sake of simplicity). This means that believe will in fact have an
additional argument position for events, Formally, the interpretation of Johu's belief thay
3 will be cither as in (77a) (describing a particular attitudinal object) or as in (77h)
{deseribing a kind of attitudinal object, which also mvolves John);

(77)  a. |John's belief that 5] = f{John, AxfTe believe(e, x, C,.. .. Col), where
“Chos, G = 5]
b. [Jolua's belief that S = axfw = fig(Ay[Fe claim(e, y, Gy, ..., C) & I {John,
fnalhy[Ze believee, y, Cy, ., CI]]

Here []is the translation function, | take Fto be the faneton mapping an individual and
4 property ontoe the trope that instanciates the property in the individual (or makes it
true that the individual falls under the concepty, Note that properties as used in this
context should simply be understoad as concepts, not in a realist sense, [ is the relation
that holds between an individual and 1 kind that has an instance ofwhich the individual
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Is the subject. Fypg is the function mapping a property to the kind of objects that gre
instances of the property.

MNote that f{Johmn, Ax[He believe(e, x, € ooy Crl]) should be the VEry SR entity as
the product of the belicf state ¢ such thal “believe(e, John, C;, ..., C".

The truth conditions or more generally satisfaction conditions of attitudinal objects
{with the simple kinds of content so fur discussed) can now be given as follows:

(78)  Anattitudinal objcer Ha, Ax[Fe Rie, x; Oy, ... Coll), for an agent a, propas-
) ! £ prop
ttional constituents C,, ., C... and an attitudingl relajon I, 13 true (satistied)
ataworld witf <C,, .., ¢, > £ [C".

As mentioned in Seclion .2, a sentence CXpressing 3 sequence of propositional
constituents can be assigned truth (or rather satisfaction) conditons derivatively, on
the basis of the satisfaction conditions of the comresponding attitudinal object. Thas is
stated more formally as below:

79 Asenrtcnce § expressing the sequence Cy, .., Coataworld wand a time t is

trwe ina world w' il for any kind of atttudieg object ¢, & = fi 4 (Ax|Te

Ble, x, Cy, ..., I, for some i tade {positive) attitudinal relation R, e
n g f

Is true (satisfed) ac W7

Inferences among sentences could be accounted for as follows: A sentence § expressing
2 sequenge of propositional constitaents Cr o, Chata world w implics a sentence §'
expressing the propositional constitucnts Ch, ..., Cyata word wiff for any world in
which 3 is true, §' s true, which means, for any atticudingl objects ¢ and ¢, e = f{d,
Ax[de* Rie*, x, C), .., Cull) and &' = f{d; Ax|ZFe* R(e*, x, Cae, C))s for any
world w', if e is true (satisfied) at w', then &' is truc (satisficd) at w'.

9. The semantics of special quantifiers
In sentential position

We can now tum to the formal semandics of special quuntifiers in sentential position, as
quantifiers ranging over either attitudinal objects or kinds of attitudinal objects. The
semantic analysis of special pro-sentential quantifters will be very sirpilar o that of
spectal pro-predicative quantifiers in Chapter 3. First, special pro-sentential quantifrers
have both a scope and a nominalization domain, the part of the sentence on which the
introduction of the new cntitics, the attitudinal objects, is based, The nominalization
domaia now includes both the object position and the attilude verh. Second. special
pro-sentential quantifiers will require quantification over propositional constituents
Croeon, Cooas well as atedtuding objects. Finally, the sentence will nvolve quantifica-
tion over events (Davidsoniin event arguments), The result is the analysis of (80a) s in
(80c) based on the Logical Form in (50b):
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B0 a. John daimed something interesting,
b. something interesting; John climed t)
¢. Ixdn3Cy,.. ., Colx = f{John, Ay[Fe claime, v, Cy, ..., C) & interesting
(x) & e claim(e, John, C,. ... R N)

For an interprecation involving quantification over kinds we will have:

(0) d. I=n3C, ... Cox = teina(Ay[Fe claime, v, C,,. ... Cn)]) & interesting(x)
& de claim(e, John, C4, ..., )

Free relative clauses like ufigt Mary daimed involve the same nominglizatiog function.
Taking the denotation of (81a) to be a kind of actitudinal object, (81b) can be anulyzed
as in (#ie):

(B1) . [wha Muary claimed €] = ix[2n3C,, . . ., Colx = fnalAy[Te chimie, v, C,, ...,
Co)]) & R(Mary, x) & Je claime, John, C TN )
b. John climed what Mary claimed.
¢. IxandCy, ..., C lx= fanalAy|Je chaimie, y, C |, .., Co)l} & Je' claimy(e’,
Joho, Cy,..., C) & R{John, fing (Ay[Fe claim(e, vy, Cy, .. ., Coll) dcxe =
[that Mary daimed))

Finally, a special pronoun such as that can be treated as anaphorc to an attitudinal
object ¢ given by the context, again involving the same operation f:

(B0 [John believes that] = dn3C,. . ., Cnlei = figAx'[Fe believe(e, ', Cy, ...,
Cn)]) & Je believele, Johin, Gy, )

‘Lhe analysis so far has not yet done justice to the variability of attitudinal objects that
show up in certain contexts. For this purpose, 1t must be permitted thal not all of the
content of an attirude verb makes up the actitudinal relation jn question, but rather part
of it muy just play the role of charucteriving such a relation.

The fact that only part of the contriburion of the predicate is taken into accoun
should be considered an instance of the more generyl way in which terms for
dependent concrete entities such as tropes or events can be interpreted. Thus, Kim
(1976) argued that event descriptions such as_fohn's sloww wallk might cither refer to an
cvent constituted by John's walking only, an cvent that happens to be slow, or to
vent thit is constituted both by John's walking and slowness, Similarly, John's siroll
may either refer to an event constituted by John's walking, which happens to be
casual, or to an event constity ted by John's walling as swell as “casvalness.” Tnrodu-
cirng events on the basis of 4 (possibly complex) predicate and jts arguments will thus
mvalve a division of the content of the predicate and possibly its arguments into
parts that will play a constitulive role and pores that will play 2 characterizing role for
the event, The same will hold for tropes in general and attitudinal objects in
particular.
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Various kinds of divisions of content into characterizing and constitutive parts may
play a role for the introduction of attirudinal objects. One kind of division that is
generally available concerns attitude verbs thas differ in the degree of strength ol the
commitment to truth, but otherwise share a particular kind of attitudinal object (believe,
doubt, disbelicve, and assume). In this case, the specification of the degree of commitment
to truth will not be constitulive of the attitudinal object the nominalizing expression
introduces, Emphasis on the predicate or its modifiers furthermore allows atGrde verbs
with quite different contents (o share thejr attitudinal object. In that case, the attity-
dinal object is based on some very genetal attitudinal relation, such as “acceptance” or
“entertaining” and the modifier will be rather rich in content, Formally, this means
that before an artitudinal object is introduced, a function t- determined by the context ¢
will map the verb oneo 2 pair ¢onsisting of a relation modifier and 3 rclation, so that the
application of the relution modifier to the relation s identical to the intension
of the verb:

(83)  Foracontextc, £V) = <m, B>, for some relation R und relation rmodifier m
so that [V] = mR,

(84a) can then be analyzed as in (84b) or cquivalently as in (84¢);

(B4 a John (Anally) said what Mary has (always) believed.
b. dnCy,..., Co(3e Pry(Ee(saie) (pr(F {believes)) (¢, John, Cu... G &
flia(y] Je pra(feGaide, vy, Cp ..., Col) = [whar Mary befioves] &
RODI‘.\H, flciud()‘)f[ae say{e, Y: Clv tea Cn))n))
c. [what Mary believes] = x[3C, ..., Colx = oAy [Te pri{flbelicves)) e, y,
Cirevos Call) & praff(belicves) (pr (£, (bebieves)) (. Chee o G

Here pri(f.(V) is the first projeciion of £(V), the modifier of the relation, and pro{f.(V))
is the second projection, the relation Leself,

10. Cognate objects and special quantifiers

Special quantifiers, on the anilysis I have given, act like nominalizations in that they
introduce ¢ “new"” domain of objects, even though they themselves do mot act as
referential terms like the familiar sorts of explicit nominalizations, With thai-clanse-
erking actitde verbs, special quantifiers introduce attitudinal objects or kinds of
attitudinal objects, the products of the aet or state described by the verb. It appears
that certain non-special NPy may ply u very similar semantic role in one particular part
of construction, namely as copnate objects., Cognate objects are NP-complements that
generally oceur with inransitive verbs, as below:

(83) 2. John jumped a high Jump.
b. John lives a good Tife.
c. John screamed a temible scream.
. Mary danced 5 nice dance.
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Cognate objects are complements that seem to spell out the very same event that the
verb describes. In fact, a common approach to cognate objects is that they play the role
of making explicit the implicit Davidsonian event argument of the verb (cf. Molimann
1989, Mittwoch 1998}

There are problems, however, with this view about the semantic role of cugnate
objects. First, a cognate object may describe a trope rather than an event, for example a
simile, which would not be a2 Davidsonian event argument:

(86)  John smiled o beautifal smile.

Moreover, cognate objects are restricted to product nominalizations and impossible
with action nominalizations, as is iustrated below:™

{(87) a. 77 John jumped intense jumping.
b, 777 John sercamed terrible screaming,
¢ 77 Mary danced nice dancing.

Finally, cognate objects are also possible with certain transitive verbs that may take that-
clause ¢complements, such as think in (882) and dream (88b), and in such a case, the
cognate object describes an atritudinal object, an object that has troth or satisfaction
conditions:

(88) 4. John thought an interesting thought.
b. John dreamt a nice drewm.

The modifiers inferesting and nice in (88) are predicates of the produce, not the ace:
interesting in (88a) is predicated of the content of John's thought, not his act of thinking,
anee wice in (88Db) is predicated of che content of John's dream, not his dreaming,

Cognate objects of this sort can be replaced by special quantifiers. Thus, the
questions below can have (88a) and (38b) as answers:

(59 . What did john chink?
b. What did John dream?

By contrast, such questions are not possible with other cognate objects, which instead
require for-guestions. Thus, the question comesponding to {85a) i (904), not (90k);

(0) a0 77 What did John jump?
b. How did John jump?

Unlike speciat quantifiers, which can replace thai-clause complements of any atricude
verb, the cogmatc-object construction i restricted to particular lexical verbs (and

M The claim that cognate objects are restricesd to produel nominaliztions can be found already in
Twardoswski (1912),
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languages differ in what verbs may take vognate objects). The nominalizations beligf,
claim, and imagination, for example cannot act as cognate objects, Verbs thus must be
specified in the lexicon as to whether they take cognate objects or not. Sctring this
difference aside, the semantics of pro-sentential special quantifiers and of COENALe
objects is alinost the same. Thus, cognate objects in the place of sentential complements
take both a scope and a nominalization domain, as in {(91a) {for (483), and they
introduce tropes on the basis of the nominalization domain us in (91b):

(®1) . An interesting thoughe; [ John thinks ¢
b. dx 3n 3C,,.. ., Co(Jelthink(c, John, C,, .., Co) & x = {{John, Ay[Fe
{think(e, v, C,,.. ., Coob & nteresting(x))])

Other cognate objects will simply involve the function prod mapping an event onro 2
product, as in the analysis of (85a) in (92);

(92)  Zedx(ump(e, John) & x = prod(c) & jump(x) & high(x))

The cognate-abject construcrion thug serves to characterize the product—event rela—
tion, and in particular permits moditices of cognate bbjects to act as predicates of
products, rather than the Davidsonian event argument, Cognate objects thus introduce
the very same sorts of entities as special quantifiers, though by means of an explicit
nominaltzatian,

Lo summanze, cognate objects do not have the semantic role of adjuncts, agting as
predicaces of the event anmument of the verb, and they do not have the semantic role of
ordinary complements cither, providing an argument of the relaton expressed by the
verb. Rather they are “nominalizing vomplements”: they have the funetion of intro-
ducing a new entity on the basis of thelr norninalization domain, namely the product of
the event or state described by the verh.

11. That-clauses and measure phrases

That-clauses share a tange of sirnilarities with measare phrases, as do norminalizations
of attitude verbs such a thought with nominalizations of measure verbs such as weipht.
In fact, some philosophers, for purely philosophical reasons, have proposed thar
propositional atitudes should be understood in measure-theoretic terms. 3 view
that goes along with a functional aecount of atticudinal states. This is the Measure-
ment ‘Theory of propositional artiudes (cf. Matthews 1985, 2007), The Mrasurc-
ment Theory need not make use of propositions and amounts to a non-relytionl

aceount of propositional attitudes. Civen the present context, this raises the question

whether the Measurement Theary might not provide 3 semanric alternative to the
nea-Russellian analysis of ateitude Teports, to account for the nguistic problems for
the Relational Analysis.
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On the Measurement Theory of propositiony] attitudes, attitude reports describe
relations between an attituding] state or ct and a proposition or sentence. Within this
theory, crucially, the proposition or sentence only serves o TEPrESCNE Certain properties
of the attitudinal state or act, such as its entailment relations with respect to ather states,
its truth conditions as well ag any abotutness relations it may stand in to externyl
objects. Technically, this means that attitude verbs express u measure function mapping
attitudinal states or acts to sentences or propositions, while preserving the relevant
semmantic properties and relations. Thar i5, they specify homomaorphisms belween an
empirical system (attiendinal states and cerrain of thelr properties and relations) and a
TCpresentation system {propositions or sentences and their semantic properties and
reladons). On this view, propositional attitudes are not genuine relations (which
could be established on the basis of empirical properties of objects), but relations
based on 4 stipulation as o the chaice of the “representation system,” 2 system
which anly setves to represent certain cmpirical propertics of the measured en tity.

While the Measurement Theory as such is a theory about the niture of propositional
attitudes and not the semantics of attitude reports, it does rise the question of its
potential linguistic adequacy and of the linguistic parallels between airude repotts and
Measure canstructions. Let us first take o closer look at the sernantics of measure
constructions, Measure phrases oceur as complements of measure verbs, as in {93u),
and measure verbs allow for nominalivations, with g dewrce phrase g complement,
as in (93b);

(93) 2. John weighs 100 pounds.
b, John's weight (of 100 pounds)

Sevenl linguistic criteria show that measure phuases such as 100 poundy in (934) do not
act as referential aruments, bue more Jike (obligatory) adjuncts {Rdzzi 1990). They do
nat allow for passivization and, Tike adjuncts, cannot be extracted from “wenl islunds,”
for example that-clauses in the scope of negation. Thus, the contrast between the
ambiguous (Y42) and the unambiguous (94b), with an adjunct, comresponds to the
contrast between (953) and (95b) (which can be understood only asa question about an
object, not a measurement) (efl Rizg 1990):

(4w Ttis for this reason that T believe that he was fired t.
It is for this reason that [ do not belicve that he was fired ¢,

=

(93)

i

What do you belicve he weighad 17 (possible answer: 100 kilos)
- What do you not believe he weighed 2 (impossible answer: 100 kilos)

o

Measure phrases also exhibic the Substirution Problem, though they are of course
veplaceable by speeial quantifiers and pronouns:

(P6)  a. 722 John weighed the same nomber/ entity /degrec as Mary.
b. John weighed whae Mary weighs.
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¢, Bill weighs that too.
d. John weighs the same as Mary,*!

This is evidence that the measure phrase does not provide an arpument of a relation
expressed by the measure verb (a mumber, say). A measure verb in fact could not really
express a relation. A measure verb on s own cannol denote 2 finetion from individuals
{or rather tropes such as weights) (o numbers, but rather such u fiunction must be partly
specified by part of the content of the measure phrase as well {"pound,” us opposed to
“kilo™). Mareaver, the contribution of the measure phse cannot just be an entity ay an
argament of a relation expressed by the verb: it specifies both a funiction and 1 value of the
function. This indicates thar both the measure verb and the measure phruse are syngate-
Boremnatic expressions. forming a complex predicate expresing 2 measure property.

INPs such as folhin's weight were discussed alveady in Chapter 2 as NDPs referring to
quantitative tropes, A measure phrase such as a hundred pounds in John's weight of 100
pounds then serves to measure the trope, rather than specifying a degree to which, the
entire NP would refer to,

Measure verbs display an action~produet distinction, purallel to the distinction
between mental states or events and cheir products, that is, actirudingl objects (tropes
ol 'y complex sort). “John’s weighing 100 pounds™ is a state, whereus “John's wejghe,”
the product, is a trope. Only the trope has 2 measurement, the event does not, Whila
Jofn’s wegghi of 100 pounds is fine, John's weightuy of 100 pounds is not.™ Furthermore,
only the opes enter similarty relations tha: po along with a shared measuremment,
events and stites do not. Thus, (97a) is fine and possibly true, but not (97h), which
could only be false:

{97) a. John's weight lust year is the same a3 John's weight this year.
b. John's weighing 100 kilos this year is the same 28 John's weighing 100 kilos
last year.

Attitude verbs and measure verbs thus share rwo properties: that of taking u non-
referential complement and that of having a nominalization that is trope-refeming,
rather than cvent-refeming. Given these parallels between measure constructions and
attitude repors, it appears that the Measurcment Theory might provide an inleresting
alternative way of explaining some of the relevant data, while bring based on entirely
different philosophical assumptionsabout propositional attitudes and mental states than
the neo-Russellian account, [lowever, there are two problems for the Measurement
Theory when applied to the semantics of attitude ICPOTTs.

*! Note that measure verbs do not allow the full Korm tie samic thing as complement:

{7 John weighs the same thing s Mugy, )
Measare verbs thus are noc endrely parallel o atgitode verbs in their ability to acgept special quantifier, Why
that is 50 remiaing to be explained.

A measurernent theorise ol propasitional arsitudes will relate this to the fact chat only the atitudinal
object s truth conditions, « corresponding event or act dows not.
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First, that-cliuses do not exhibic the linguistic properties of measure phrases. Measure
phrases generlly resist passivization und extracton from weak islands (Rizzi 1990),
However, both are fine with that-clauses:

98)  a. * Three hundred pounds has never been weighed by anyone,
b, That John is incompetent has never been clairned.

(®9) a. * How much didn’t you think that John weighed t?
b. What didn’t you think that he said 7

Thus, even though both measure phrases and that-clauses are non-referental, they are
not sufticiently similar linguistically to make 4 role of that-clauses as rneasyre phrases
plausible.

Furthermore, the Measurernent Theory has difficulties accounting for the intuitive
distinction between actitudingl objects and menral stares or acts, On the Measurement
Theory, what is mapped onto Propositions i mental states and sverrs. Mental states
and events will thys he assigmed truth conditions and inferential relations. This,
however, is not night, a5 we have scer,

Thus, while there is 1 close similarity between “measurements” and attitudingl
objects (both are manadic tropes of sume sort), the Measurerment Theory of proposidanal
atitudes does not seem to do Justice to the linguistic structure of attitude reporis and the
ontalogy of atdmde-relyced objects that natural lrnguage displays, namely attittadinal
objects. Thus, while there are inceresting parallels between attitude reports and megs-
ure constructions, there are rensons o prefer the nep-ILussellian amalysis of artitude
reparts together with the particalar role of attitucinal objects in the semartics of special
quantifiers.

12. Conclusion

In this chapter, T have argued that the semantics of actirude reports does not requive
Propositions as objects of reference. However, attitude reports do involve propusition-
like objeets in the presence of nominalizing expressions, such as special quantifiers.
Flowever, thesc are concrete objects that depend both on a particular mental o
locutionary event and A agent. That is, they are attitudingl objects. Artitudinal
objects are involved, though, in simple attiude reports without nominalizing CNpITCS-
sions. For those [ have Froposed 2 neo-Russellian analysis, though for entirely differcny
reasons [rem thase which had motivated Russel) originally.

Given the best option of how to understand attitudingl objects, namely s quasi-
relational tropes, the semuntic importance ol attitudingl objects also gives further support
for tropes as 2 cenral category of objects in the ontology of natur] language, The
difference between aetitudinal objects and mental or locutionary events is part of a
wore general distinction belween whye Twardowski called “actions” and “praducts,”
a distinction I will nuke use of i the next chaprer s well,

F.047%

TOTAL P.047



