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1. The standard view about the objects associated with mental and illocutionary acts

There are two sorts of objects associated with mental and illocutionary acts:

[1] Mental acts or states and  illocutionary acts

[2] Propositions as the objects of mental attitudes or illocutionary acts

A third category of objects need to be acknowledged , which can dispense with propositions:
attitudinal objects: Thoughts, claims and promises as objects sui generis: ‘attitudinal objects’ (Moltmann 2003, 2004, 2014, see also Ulrich 1979). 
Attitudinal objects may be act-related or state-related, but they are ontologically distinct from acts as well as from states.

Twardwski’s distinction between actions and products as a distinction an act and the abstract artifact it produced does not capture the notion of an attitudinal object well.

Attitudinal objects belong to an even larger category that includes modal objects, which cannot generally be accounted for in terms of the action-product distinction either.

In natural language, nominalizations of the relevant predicates generally stand for objects of this sort, and thus their ontology is reflected in the semantic behavior of such nominalizations.

The standard semantic view about nominalizations of attitude verbs and illocutionary act verbs
(1) a. John’s thought that Mary like Bill

     b. John’s claims that Mary likes Bill
Properties of acts:

(2) a. John’s claim caused astonishment.

     b. John’s claim yesterday was astonishing

Properties of propositions:

(3) a. John’s claim is true.

     b. John’s claim implies that S.
Ambiguity / polysemy: reference to event or reference to proposition

Problems
-   Copredication

(4) a. John heard Mary’s false remark.

      b. John’s obviously false claim caused astonishment.
-   Predicates inapplicable to both acts and propositions:

(5) a. John kept / broke his promise.
     b. ??? John kept / broke the proposition that S.

     c. ??? John kept / broke his speech act.

(6) a. part of John’s promise

      b. part of John’s (act of) promising

      c. ? part of the proposition John believes
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
2. The action-product distinction
Twardowski (1912): distinguish actions and their (possibly nonenduring) products
Terms for actions and for products
thinking – thought, judging – judgment, believing – belief, claiming – claim, deciding – decision, screaming – scream
Psychological actions – psychological products

Psychophysical actions – psychophysical products
Enduring products and nonenduring products

writing – writing, drawing – drawing

Physical actions – physical products?
walking – walk, jumping – jump, dancing – dance

Distinguishing characteristics (for Twardowski)
Only products have truth- or satisfaction conditions

(7) a. John’s claim / John’s belief is true

     b. ?? John’s claiming / John’s act of claiming / John’s speech act is true.

     c. John’s believing / John’s belief state is true.

Products of the same type are exactly similar (‘is the same as’)  iff they are the same in content.

(8) a. John’s claim / John’s belief is the same as Mary’s

     b. John’s claiming / John’s belief state is the same as Mary’s.
For Twardowski:

Sharing the same propositional content: engaging in actions with similar products
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
3. Characteristics of actions and attitudinal objects
1. Truth- and satisfaction conditions

(9) a. John’s claim that that S is true / false.

      b. ?? John’s claiming that S is true / false.

      c. ?? John’s speech act (of claiming) is true. 

(10) a. John’s request to be promoted was fulfilled.

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

(11) a. John’s decision to postpone the meeting was implemented.

       b. ?? John’s act of deciding was implemented.
(12) a. John’s command that people leave the building was executed. 

       b. ?? John’s act of commanding was executed.
Acton-related predicates of satisfaction:
(13) a. John followed Mary’s advice.

       b. ? John followed Mary’s activity of advising.

(14) a. John complied with the instruction.

       b. ? John complied with the act of instructing.

(15) a. John ignored the command.

       b. John ignored the act of commanding.
Same properties for laws, rules, instructions
3. Similarity relations and the involvement of force

(18) a. John’s thought is the same as Mary’s.

        b. ?? John’s thinking is the same as Mary’s thinking.
         c. ??? John’s thought was also his remark 
4. Properties of understanding and content-based causation and evaluation

 (19) a. John’s speaking delighted Mary.

       b. John’s speech delighted Mary. 

(20) a. John’s answer caused surprise.

       b. John’s giving an answer caused surprise.  

(21) a. John’s utterance inspired many comments.

       b. John’s act of uttering inspired many comments.
5. Part-whole structure

Parts of cognitive and illocutionary products

‘Part of John’s decision’ cannot be ‘part of the action of deciding’. 
‘Part of John’s claim’ cannot be ‘part of the speech act of claiming’.
‘Part of John’s answer’ cannot be ‘part of John’s answering’. 
Parts of products: partial content

Parts of actions: temporal parts

The parts of physically realized products

The parts of a book as an information object are distinct from the parts of the physical copy. The book as a materially realized artifact has two part structures at once.
‘Describing a part of the book’: 

either a part of the information object or a part of the physical object. 
Parts of states
Part of John’s belief / fear / intention: partial content

Part of John’s belief state, / state of fear / state of intending? 

6. Relation to time
Events and actions often identified with space-time regions or property instantiations in times
This means that events have their time of occurrence essentially.
Intuition that the time of creation is not essential for (non-enduring) products:

A thought or a scream might naturally have occurred earlier than it did.
A decision could have been made later than  it was.
Not so for a process of thinking, a particular act of screaming, or an act of deciding
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4. The role of an attitudinal object in semantics
The role of propositions in philosophy of language and semantics

-  Primary bearers of truth values

-  The meanings of sentences / embedded sentences
-  The contents or ‘objects’ of propositional attitudes
Linguistic motivations for propositions
1. The relational analysis of attitude reports:

(22) a. John believes that Mary is happy.

        b. believe(John, [that Mary is happy])
2. Special quantifiers in sentential position:
(23) a. John thinks that Mary is happy.

            John thinks something.

        b. Mary believes everything Bill believes.

            Bill believes that it is raining.

            Mary believes that it is raining.

Nominalizing quantifiers
(24) a. John claims / knows / fears something.

        b. John imagines / expects that.

        c. John claims what Mary claims. 

(25) a. John said something nice (namely that S).

        b. John thought something very daring (namely that S).

        c. John imagined something exciting.

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

Restrictions on reports of shared content of different attitudes

(27) a. ?? John screamed what Mary believes, namely that Bill was elected president.

        b. ?? John expects what Mary believes, namely that Sue will study harder.

        c. ?? John said what Mary believes, namely that it will rain.

(28) a. ?? John’s scream was Mary’s belief.

        b. ?? John’s expectation is Mary’s belief.

        c. ?? John’s claim was Mary’s belief.

Davidsonian event semantics
Actions (and abstract states) as Davidsonian implicit argument of attitude verbs
Function of that-clauses
Predicates of the product of the Davidsonian event argument
(29) a. John thought that S.
       b. John has the thought that S.
       c. (e(think(e, John) & [that S](product(e)))
(30) a. John thought something nice.

        b. (e (e’(think(e, John) & nice(e’) & e’ = product(e))
(31) a. John thought what Mary thought.

        b. (e e’e’’(think(e, John) & e’ = product-kind(e) & think(e’’, Mary) & e’ = product-

            kind(e’’))
John’s thought that S: particular attitudinal object

The thought that S: kind of attitudinal object

Mental state verbs

(32) a. John believes that S.

        b. (e(believe(e, John) & [that S](att(e)))
John’s believing that S vs John’s belief that S
(33) Sentence Meanings as Properties of (Attitudinal Objects 
        [S] = (d[the content of S is a partial content of d]
 Content of S /d: set of truthmakers / satisfiers (Moltmann2017a, b, 2018a)
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

4. Artifacts

Abstract and physically realized artifacts
Further action-product pairs
Law – act of declaring / passing it

Objects of art – act of creation

Objects of art possibly lacking physical realization: poetic, musical compositions

Multiple realizations: books, uncast statues 

The ontology of artifacts (Ingarden / Thomasson)

Artifacts are agent / mind-dependent and  may or may not come with a physical realization.

They are neither actions nor material objects nor abstract objects.

Cognitive and illocutionary products as artifacts
With physical realization: claims, screams

With material realization: writings

States and modal objects
States (beliefs, intentions, desires etc) exhibit the very same properties as products of cognitive acts. Thus notion of artifact is not entirely illuminating

Also modal objects such as needs, abilities, obligations, permissions behave the same way.
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

7. Difficulties for Twardowski’s action-product distinction

1. State-related attitudinal objects , beliefs, hopes, intentions, and desires cannot generally viewed as products of action, may be produced by an action, but need not be. 

State-related attitudinal objects are in fact not states:
- A mental state (of believing) is not intuitively something that could be true or false, unlike a belief, state (of intending) cannot be realized, but an intention can. , a state of hoping or desiring cannot be fulfilled, but a hope or desire can. 

- The parts of a mental state are not intuitively partial contents, but the parts of beliefs, intentions, hopes, and desires clearly are. A part of a mental state is a temporal part, or perhaps better, a condition partly constitutive of the state (a condition that, together with others, obtains while the state endures). 

- Two mental states (of the same type) are not just the same if they are the same in content. Rather constitutive features (including strength of the attitude) need to be the same.

2. Modal objects , needs, obligations, permissions, invitations, offers, etc exhibit same characteristic properties as attitudinal objects:

-  features of concreteness, (having a limited lifespan, perhaps being causally efficacious)
-  content-related properties as attitudinal objects (having satisfaction conditions, standing in similarity relations based on shared content only, having a part structure strictly based on partial content) 
 ‘Heavy’ (or explicit) obligations and permissions are generally products of acts (of demanding or permitting), but not ‘light’ (or implicit) permissions and obligations, various sorts of needs, and abilities.
Since state-related attitudinal objects and modal objects cannot generally be regarded products of acts, the content-related features of attitudinal (and modal) objects cannot be traced to an intentional act creating an artifact.
3. Certain types of act-related attitudinal objects do not fare well with the action-product distinction understood as the distinction between an action and the produced artifact:

- A recognition that S and a realization that S are not the intended products of epistemic acts, rather they are occurrences that, if anything, may have answered a state or act of inquiry. 
- A particular conclusion  is not the intended product of an act of reasoning; an act of concluding that S is individuated by conclusion reached, not by the mental activity as such.  

- Perlocutions ar e not the intended products of acts. An act of persuading itselfis individuated by the effect it happens to have, the persuasion, not by realizing a type of action.. 

- A judgment that S is not the realization of an intentional action, but what an agent arrives at when evaluating a thought (or propositional content). 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
8. Conclusion
-   Twardowski’s notion of a product is part of larger category of attitudinal and modal objects, which cannot generally be understood in terms of the notion of an abstract artifact.
-  The notion of an artifact and the notion of an intentional act creating it are not helpful for explaining the representational capacity of attitudinal and modal objects.

-  Davidsonian events and states are to an extent derivative upon their associated attitudinal object, and thus attitudinal and modal objects should not be eliminated in favor of them.
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