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The topic 

 

This book develops a novel semantics for sentences which aims to shed a new light on a great 

range of linguistic and philosophical issues. In particular, it develops a new semantics of 

attitude reports and modal sentences. Under this semantics, sentences do not stand for 

propositions that act as the objects of propositional attitudes or speech acts, but rather 

semantically act as predicates of various sorts of attitudinal, modal, and speech-act-related 

objects, entities like claims, judgments, requests, beliefs, intentions, permissions, needs, and 

abilities. Attitudinal objects like claims, judgments, requests, beliefs, intentions on that view 

are considered the primary bearers of truth (or satisfaction) conditions. They are associated 

with propositional attitudes, but do not act as their objects. 

     The project of the book spans philosophy of language, linguistic semantics, metaphysics 

(especially in the sense of ‘natural language ontology’), as well as syntax (in the generative 

tradition).  The semantics that will be developed goes along with the pursuit of both 

descriptive metaphysics and descriptive philosophy of mind.  The ontology of attitudinal and 

modal objects is well-reflected in natural language, in the semantic behavior of various 

nominal expressions and clausal constructions, as well as, to an extent, in language-

independent intuitions about artifacts and mental attitudes in general. Attitudinal and modal 

objects are bearers of truth or satisfaction conditions, which will be conceived along the lines 

of Kit Fine’s recent truth maker semantics, rather than possible-worlds semantics. 

      The semantics of attitude reports and modal sentences is supported by various syntactic 

generalizations, and takes into account recent research in (generative) syntax regarding 

clauses in subject and object position and the decomposition of lexical items in syntactic 

structure.  
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General Description 

 

1. The semantic role of independent and embedded sentences 

 

1.1. The abstract propositions view and the new view of sentences as ‘predicates’ of 

attitudinal and modal objects  

 

Contemporary philosophy of language and linguistic semantics are dominated by the notion 

of a proposition, an abstract mind- and language-independent object that bears truth 

conditions and acts as the sharable content of both sentences and propositional attitudes 

(Frege 1918/9, Stalnaker 1984, Schiffer 2003). The notion of a proposition goes along with a 

particular view about the logical form of attitude reports and a corresponding view about the 

nature of propositional attitudes, according to which propositional attitudes are relations 

between agents and propositions. Let me call the adoption of abstraction propositions as the 

meanings of sentences and primary truthbearers  the abstract propositions view and the view 

about propositional attitudes, the relational view of attitudes. The two views are linked in that 

propositions as  the semantic values of  sentences embedded under an attitude verb will have 

to be, so it seems, the arguments of dyadic attitudinal relations and as such the shareable and 

thus abstract contents of attitudes. Given the relational view, the logical form of the attitude 

report in (1a) is as in (1b), where [Mary is happy], the denotation of the sentence (that) Mary 

is happy, is the proposition that Mary is happy: 

 

 (1) a. John thinks that Mary is happy. 

      b. think(John, [Mary is happy]) 

 

I will call the analysis in (1b)  the Relational Analysis (and the Modified Relational Analysis a 

variant of it that permits various proposition-like objects (facts, possibilities, states of affairs) 

as arguments of attitudinal relations) (Moltmann 2003b , 2013, Chap 4). 

      The notion of an abstract proposition, an object generally identified either with a set of 

circumstances (Stalnaker 1981, Barwise Perry 1983) or with a structured proposition 

conceived in one way of another (Cresswell 1987, King 2007, Soames 1987), has been subject 

to serious criticism, which concerns especially the ability of an abstract object to have truth 



3 
 

conditions (and the particular truth conditions it is meant to have) and its ability to act as the 

content of a cognitive state or act (Jubien 2001, Moltmann 2003b, Soames 2010, Hanks 2011, 

2015).  A number of philosophers, in particular Soames (2010) and Hanks (2011, 2015), have 

therefore more recently explored an alternative, cognitive conception of propositions 

according to which propositions are identified with types of acts (of predication). This 

alternative conception, though, is still connected to the relational view of attitudes according 

to which clausal complements stand for objects that act as the contents of propositional 

attitudes. 

       This book will reject both the abstract-propositions view and the relational view of 

attitudes. This means in particular that it rejects an identification of abstract propositions as 

the meanings of sentences (and that-clauses in particular) with the objects (or contents) of 

attitudes. Sentences no longer have semantic values that act as the objects of propositional 

attitudes; rather attitudes are associated with objects (‘attitudinal objects’) that sentences 

(that-clauses) just serve to characterize. I will call this the attitudinal objects view of attitudes. 

Similarly, modals are associated with objects (‘modal objects’) that sentences (or ‘sentential 

units’) may serve to characterize. The general view that the book will develop then is one 

according to which sentences serve to characterize various sorts of attitudinal or modal 

objects. Examples of attitudinal objects are beliefs, intentions, thoughts, judgments, decisions, 

claims, requests, promises and questions. Modal objects are entities like permissions, 

obligations, needs, abilities, and essences. Sentences thus are no longer taken to stand for 

objects (i.e. propositions) that also serve as the contents of attitudes. Rather they serve to 

characterize the relevant entities associated with propositional attitudes, attitudinal objects, as 

well as modal objects. Attitudinal objects are cognitive entities of one sort of another, and 

they generally come with intrinsic truth or satisfaction conditions (and thus do not pose the 

problem of the truth-directedness of abstract propositions). Modal objects also include mind-

independent entities such as abilities and essences (now conceived as objects). 

     The view applies equally to independent and embedded sentences. An independent 

sentence serves to characterize an attitudinal object like a claim, a request, or a question, the 

product of the illocutionary act meant to be performed by the utterance of the sentence. 

      Attitudinal and modal objects are not generally recognized as entities in contemporary 

metaphysics. However, they are extremely well-reflected in natural language and thus form 

part of the ontology of natural language (in the sense discussed in Moltmann, to appear f). 

Natural language displays a great range of nouns that stand for attitudinal or modal objects, in 

particular nominalizations of the sort  John’s thought that S, John’s claim that S, John’s belief 
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that S, John’s need to do X, but also underived nouns (fear, hope, impression). There are 

moreover language-independent intuitive grounds for at least some attitudinal and modal 

objects. Attitudinal objects that are thoughts, decisions, judgments, claims, or requests are on 

a par with ‘abstract’ artifacts, and some modal objects are too, most obviously obligations and 

laws. As artifacts they are established by mental or illocutionary acts and carry relevant 

representational or normative properties. Attitudinal objects also include beliefs and 

intentions, that is, mental states, which are widely recognized as such in the philosophy of 

mind. 

     The book will pursue the view that sentences serve to characterize attitudinal and modal 

objects by developing compositional semantic analyses of independent and embedded 

sentences of various sorts (subject- and complement clauses, attitude reports, modals, truth 

predicates, and direct quotation). This semantics will be based on specific linguistic (syntactic 

and semantic) evidence as well as a range of philosophical considerations. In addition, the 

book will include an in-depth discussion of the ontology of attitudinal and modal objects, in 

their central role in that semantics. 

 

1.2. The logical form of attitude reports and modal sentences and its linguistic support 

 

The following gives an outline of the semantics of attitude reports and modal sentences with 

its main linguistic motivations. With some details of the analyses not yet being settled, one 

purpose of the following is to indicate how research in syntax and lexical theory  is relevant 

and needs to be taken into account. 

      The notion of an attitudinal object goes along with a new logical form of attitude reports. 

Thus, in (1a), repeated below as (2a), the that-clause will now serve to characterize the 

attitudinal object that is John’s thought that Mary is happy, the non-enduring product of 

John’s act of thinking. It does so by specifying its truth conditions or rather truthmaking 

conditions (Section 3): 

 

(2) a. John thinks that Mary is happy. 

     b. e(think(e, John) & [that Mary is happy](product(e))) 

 

Making use of Davidsonian event semantics, (2a) then has the logical form in (2b), where the 

semantic value of that Mary is happy is now a property of attitudinal objects,  think expresses 

a relation between acts of thinking and agents, and product is the function mapping an act 
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onto its non-enduring product. (Note that if semantically the that-clause acts as a predicate; 

this does not mean that is has the more familiar predicative syntactic role of, say, adjective 

complements of copula verbs and could be used in the same way as adjectives; rather the that-

clause enters a clause-specific syntactic  relation to the verb whose interpretation leads to the 

logical form in (2b).) Let me call the analysis in (2b) the Attitudinal-0bjects Analysis of 

attitude reports. 

     Mental state verbs (intend, believe, desire etc) involve mental states which are not taken to 

be products. The mental states will themselves be considered the Davidsonian arguments of 

mental state verbs. Formally, the product function product as in (2b) will also apply here, but 

it will just map a mental state onto itself.   

    The Attitudinal-Objects Analysis straightforwardly carries over to  that-clauses in NPs like 

John’s thought that S, which have the syntactic status of adjuncts of the noun, not 

complements, a difficulty for the standard view (Moulton 2010). As adjuncts they are 

predicated of what the head noun stands for, attitudinal objects. 

    The Attitudinal-Objects Analysis accounts for important semantic generalizations regarding 

attitude reports, namely the Substitution Problem and the Objectivization Effect (Moltmann 

2003a, b, 2013, see also Bach 1997, King 2002, 2012, Prior 1971, Rosefeldt 2006). John 

thought that S does not imply John thought the proposition that S, which is unacceptable (the 

Substitution Problem), and John imagined that S does not imply John imagined the 

proposition that S (or John imagined the imagination that S) (the Objectivization Effect). The 

‘Objectivization Effect’ (Moltmann 2003b, 2013, Chap. 4) involves a change of the semantic 

role of the complement from specifying the content of the attitude to specifying the object the 

attitude is about or directed toward (John imagines / fears that Mary is unhappy vs John 

imagines / fears the proposition that Mary is happy). This is explained by the Attitudinal-

Objects Analysis since on that analysis that-clauses do not provide an argument of an 

attitudinal relation, but rather characterize the relevant attitudinal object.   

      A few verbs in English do not exhibit the Substitution Problem (believe, prove, establish); 

the reason is that those verbs are polysemous and have an additional meaning with an 

argument positions for proposition-like objects, taking arguments that are semantic values of 

NPs (John believes the proposition / claim / idea / hypothesis that S)  (Moltmann 2003b, 

2013, Chap 4). 

    There is linguistic support for the view that clausal complements of attitude verbs are not 

referential arguments, but rather serve as predicates of an object that is an implicit argument 

of the verb or closely related to one. This is the widely attested alternation illustrated below 
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between simple verbs taking clausal complements and complex predicates consisting of a 

light verb (such as have, make, or give) and a nominal describing an attitudinal or modal 

object: 

 

(4) a. John requested to leave. 

     b. John made a request to leave.    

(5) a. John advised Bill to leave. 

     b. John gave advice for Bill to leave. 

  

The alternation gives significant support for the Attitudinal-0bjects Analysis, which analyses 

(6a) almost as if it had the logical form of (6b), which is roughly as below (with quantification 

over attitudinal objects that are thoughts): 

 

(6) a. John has the thought that Mary is happy. 

     b. d(have(John, d) & thought(d) & [that Mary is happy](d)) 

 

     The analysis in (6b) may appear implausible linguistically in that the semantics of what 

appears to be a derivative construction is taken to be the same as that of the simple 

construction. In fact, Schiffer (2003) and philosophers following him would view the sentence 

in (6a) as obtained by what is called a ‘something-from-nothing’-inference from the sentence 

in (2a), introducing a ‘pleonastic entity’, an entity that has only properties attributable in 

virtue of an inference such as from (2a) to (6a) . This view will be rejected for two main 

reasons.   

     First, the nouns in the complex predicates, nouns for attitudinal or modal objects, just do 

not stand for pleonastic entities, but for entities of a substantial sort, whose nature is not 

exhausted by linguistic inferences (or even strategies of abstraction in Frege’s sense). 

Attitudinal objects, recall, include artifacts and mental states. The objects that the nouns in 

complex predicates stand for are in that respect on a par with events and actions rather than 

non-worldly facts, for which a pleonastic account is plausible (Moltmann 2013, Chap 2 and 

6). 

    Second, it is far from obvious that the complex construction is derived from the simple one, 

in view of current work in lexical semantics pursued in the context of generative linguistics. 

There are important views according to which at least certain types of simple verbs are 

derived from complex predicates consisting of light verb and noun  (e.g. the verb walk is 
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derived from take a walk etc)  (Hale /Kayser 1997, 2002). The overall view would support the 

lexical analysis of think as have the thought, request as make a request etc. with a noun for an 

attitudinal object. This general view, which has a range of syntactic motivations, would both 

give support for the sort of semantics in (2b) and bear on the status of the that-clause 

(permitting an analysis on which the that-clause is an (obligatory) apposition to the noun, 

rather than an ordinary complement of the verb).  

      Note also that language sometimes display only a complex predicate and not a simple verb 

(have the impression, French avoir peur). The alternation between simple attitude verbs and 

complex attitudinal predicates can hardly be accounted for on the standard, relational view of 

attitude reports based on abstract propositions since the nominals in the complex-predicates 

are not proposition-denoting.  

      The analysis in (2b) goes along with a particular view about sharing of the content of 

attitudes, and specifically the semantics of expressions used to report such sharing. Sharing of 

content does not mean sharing a mind-independent, abstract proposition, but rather it consists 

in two agents participating in the same kind of attitudinal object (Moltmann  2003a, b, 2013). 

Thus (7a) will report the sharing of ‘the thought that May is happy’, with a logical form as in 

(7b): 

 

(7) a. John thinks what Bill thinks, that Mary is happy. 

      b. xe(think(e, John) & x = product-kind(e) & x = y[e’(think(e’, Bill) & y = product- 

           kind(e’))] 

 

This view goes along with the (independently motivated) semantic analysis of what as a 

nominalizing device (Moltmann 2003a, 2013, Chap 3, 4), introducing a ‘new’ object into the 

semantic structure rather than standing for an argument of the predicate. The ‘new’ object is 

the sort of object that could also be described by the relevant nominalization. 

      This account of sharing is supported by considerable linguistic evidence, namely 

constraints on reports of cross-attitudinal sharing, which are indicative that it is not 

propositions, but kinds of attitudinal objects that are reported to be shared. These constraints 

have been noted and discussed in Moltmann (2003b, 2013, Chap. 4) and are illustrated in (8a, 

b):  

 

 (8) a. ??? John thought what Bill imagined, that Mary was happy. 

       b ??? John claimed what Mary hoped, that it will rain tomorrow. 
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They are also reflected in the (un)acceptability of identity statements involving explicit terms 

for attitudinal objects, as in (2c) (Moltmann 2003b, 2013, Chap. 4): 

 

(9) a. ??? John’s thought was Bill’s imagination. 

      b. ??? John’s claim was Mary’s hope. 

 

The unacceptability of (8a) follows if what Bill imagined stands for the imagination that Mary 

was happy and that is said to be identical to the thought that Mary is happy, which could not 

be true. (Note that the unacceptability of (8a) could not be accounted for on the Modified 

Relational Analysis on which different attitude verbs take  different proposition-related 

objects since  there is no such object for think or imagine in (8a) to take, cf. Moltmann 

2013a). 

  

1.3. The semantics of modal sentences 

 

Almost the same semantics applies to modal sentences, though modal sentences come with 

different sorts of syntactic structures. A modal predicate will take a modal object as an 

implicit argument and  the ‘sentential  unit’ associated with the modal predicate will serve to 

characterize the modal object in terms of its satisfaction condition. The term ‘sentential unit’ 

is meant to cover the prejacent of modal auxiliaries, the sentential complement of full modal 

verbs, and subject clauses that go along with modal adjectives. Some deontic modals take 

modal products of the sort of obligations or permissions as implicit arguments. But other 

modal predicates may take as arguments modal objects that are not products of illocutionary 

acts, such as abilities or ‘essences’ (the modal objects of metaphysical necessity).  

     Modals of necessity and modals of possibility will lead to the very same logical form. The 

difference between the two sorts of modals will be traced entirely to the nature of the modal 

objects, more precisely their satisfiers and violators (Section 3). The Modal-Objects Analysis 

of (10a) and (10b) will thus be as in (11a) and (11b):       

 

(10) a. John needs to write a book. 

      b. John is allowed to write a book. 

(11) a. e(need(e, John) & [John to write a book](e)) 

      b. e(is allowed(e, John) & [John to write a book](e)) 
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Again, (full) modal verbs often display an alternation with a complex predicate, namely of the 

form have- noun for a modal object, as in (12a) whose logical form in (12b) is closely related 

to that in (11a):  

 

(12) a. John has a need to write a book. 

        b. d(have(d, John) & need(d) &  [John write a book](d)) 

 

As with attitudinal predicates, some languages display only the complex modal  predicate and 

not the simple modal. For example, French has only the complex predicate avoir besoin. 

Harves/Kayne (2012) even argue that the English modal verb need is derived from the 

complex predicate have a need, with the complement clause acting as a relative clause 

modifying the noun. This analysis, for Kayne (p.c.), would generalize to attitude verbs as 

well, which means that the complement clause of an attitude verb would in fact modify a noun 

for an attitudinal object. While the assimilation of complement clauses to relative clauses 

advocated in Kayne (2010) is not an established syntactic view, a view along these lines goes 

along well with the Modal-Objects Analysis of modal sentences. 

    There is specific semantic support for the analysis of modals as predicates of modal objects. 

It comes from modal concord as in (13a), where the modal adverbial serves to reinforce the 

modality already conveyed by the modal verb rather than setting up its own ‘modal operator’. 

The modal adverbial and the modal verb will here act as a predicate of the very same modal 

object, as in (13b): 

 

(13) a. John could possibly write a book. 

       b. e(could(e, John) & possibly(e) & [John write a book](e)) 

 

Unlike the possible worlds-based account of modal concord of Anand / Brasoveanu (2010), 

this analysis predicts that only expressions of the same modal force can participate in modal 

concord (Moltmann 2015b). 

   The modal-objects-based semantics of modals has particular plausibility for deontic modals, 

whose modal objects are quite intuitive and on a par with laws. But the same sort of semantics 

will carry over to other modals as well. Modals expressing physical possibility may take 

modal objects as arguments that are abilities or dispositions, modals expressing metaphysical 

necessity take as arguments essences now conceived (as Aristotle seem to have intended) as 
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objects distinct from the individuals to which they pertain. For some (uses of) modal verbs 

modal objects are less intuitive and modal object may be best understood as being generated 

from particular conditions, such as a piece of evidence for epistemic modal objects. Some 

modal objects involve a dependence that needs to be reflected in the semantics. Thus 

individual essences are dependent on an individual, which may require positing an additional 

argument position for an individual (so that, say, essentially will express a relation between 

modal objects that are essences and individuals). Epistemic modals may also seem to be 

dependent on a particular agent; but they give rise faultless disagreement, which is better 

taken to mean that epistemic modal objects involve a dependence on a relevant group with 

whom the speaker identified (first-person based genericity in the sense of Moltmann 2010). 

 

1.4. Other attitude verbs 

 

Not all clausal complements of attitude verbs have the semantic function of characterizing the 

‘product’ of the event argument of the verb (or the semantic value of the noun in the 

underlying complex predicate), and in fact there are also syntactic differences among clausal 

complements. In particular, clausal complements of so-called response-stance verbs (repeat, 

confirm, agree, deny etc) and factive verbs behave semantically and syntactically different 

from think and imagine, so-called volunteered stance verbs (Cattell 1978 and subsequent 

syntactic research). Given their various syntactic particularities, it is has been argued that the 

complement of response-stance verbs are appositives within a DP (a category on a par with 

referential NPs), rather than CPs (a sentential category) (Kastner 2015). This naturally goes 

along with a semantics of response-stance verbs on which their clausal complement 

characterizes a contextually given attitudinal object (a claim, suggestion, or hypothesis), in 

addition to characterizing the ‘product’ of the event argument of the verb. Thus, (14a) will 

have the analysis in (14b), where refs(eN) is what the speaker s refers to with the silent 

nominal element eN in the DP structure: 

 

(14) a. John agreed that S. 

       b. e(agreed (e, John, refs(eN)) & [that S ](product(e)) & [that S] (product(refs(eN)))) 

  

The difference between volunteered-stance verbs and response-stance verbs is also reflected 

semantically, in the understanding of partially (Moltmann, to appear b): 
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(15) a. ??? John partially thought/imagined that Mary was unprepared. 

       b. John partially agreed that Mary was unprepared. 

 

Partially has the semantic function of relating a partial content of an independent argument of 

the verb to the product of the event argument of the verb, a function that is inapplicable with 

volunteered-stance verbs as in (15a). 

      With at least some factive verbs (regret, notice), the that-clause has a similar double 

function, serving both to characterize the product of the event argument of the verb and to 

provide the constitutive content of a fact (the semantic value of the DP containing the that-

clause, perhaps headed by a silent noun ‘fact’).  

    Cases where complement clauses have several semantic functions at once are hard to 

account for on the standard view on which that-clauses act as referential terms standing for 

propositions, but they are accounted for straightforwardly on the present view. Another such 

case are if-clause complements of attitude predicates: 

 

(16) John would be happy if Mary came. 

 

If Mary came in (16) both acts as the antecedent of a conditional and characterizes the content 

of the mental state described by the embedding predicate. 

 

1.5. Other sentence-embedding predicates 

 

That-clauses can go with other predicates than modal and attitudinal predicates, in particular 

when occurring in subject position. Truth predicates (true, correct) and evaluative predicates 

(great, bad) are examples.  The view will be that that-clauses in subject position do not stand 

for propositions, but serve to characterize an attitudinal object, a kind of attitudinal object, or 

a fact. This goes along well with current views about the syntax of clausal subjects. There is 

general agreement in the syntactic literature that clausal subjects are not just CPs in subject 

position, but rather either occupy the topic position (Koster 1978) or else, as in the case of 

response-stance verbs, are part of a DP, as an apposition of an implicit nominal element 

(Kastner 2015). Either view is suited for a semantics of subject-clauses according to which 

they do not act as referential terms (taking propositions as semantic values), but serve to 

characterize a contextually given attitudinal object (or kind of attitudinal object), say a claim, 

suggestion or hypothesis or a fact, the semantic values of the DP or the empty element in 
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subject position. Some clausal predicates give semantic support for that view. For example, 

correct does not actually apply to propositions, with the relevant reading, but only something 

like a claim, suggestion or hypothesis (Moltmann 2015a). 

 

(17) a.??? The proposition that S is correct. 

       b. The claim / suggestion / hypothesis that S is correct. 

 

Thus, (17c) will have the semantic analysis in (17d), where, again, refs(eN)  is the attitudinal 

object the speaker s refers to with the silent nominal element eN associated with that S: 

 

(17) c. That is S correct. 

       d. [That S](refs(eN)) & [correct](refs(eN)) 

 

With factive predicates (e.g. evaluative predicates), the that-clause would relate to a DP in 

subject position, containing a silent nominal element for facts. 

 

2. The ontology of attitudinal object and modal objects 

 

Attitudinal and modal objects (decisions, promises, requests, needs etc.) play a central role in 

the view this book develops, but they are not generally accepted or even discussed in 

contemporary metaphysics. Hence they require, if not a fully developed ontological theory, a 

thorough discussion, in relation to more familiar ontological categories. Here the focus will be 

on their characteristic properties which distinguish them from entities of other ontological 

categories, though I will also discuss whether attitudinal objects can be construed in terms of 

more familiar ontological categories.  

      What is important and new in the present project is the methodology that leads to the 

positing of attitudinal and modal objects, namely natural language ontology. Attitudinal and 

modal objects are part of the ontology of natural language, the ontology that a speaker accepts 

when using a language and that may be quite different from the ontology a philosopher is 

willing to accept or even an ordinary speaker when reflecting upon ‘what there is’ (Moltmann, 

to appear f).  Attitudinal and modal objects act as semantic values of nouns (especially 

deverbal nominalizations) and special quantifiers, as referents associated with that-clauses in 

certain contexts, and as implicit arguments of predicates. The characteristic properties of 

attitudinal and modal objects are reflected in the semantics of those constructions, though they 
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also match certain language-independent intuitions about artifacts and mental states. Modal 

and attitudinal objects all share three crucial characteristics:  

[1] They are bearers of truth or satisfaction condition. 

[2] They enter into exact or close similarity relations on the basis of being the same in 

content. 

[3] They have a part structure based on partial content.  

These properties sharply distinguish them from actions and, at least in part, from propositions. 

Ad [1]: Attitudinal and modal objects generally have truth conditions, or rather, more 

generally, satisfaction conditions. This is reflected in the great range of predicates of 

satisfaction to that can apply to attitudinal and modal objects (was satisfied, was fulfilled, was 

executed, was followed, was broken, was complied with). The applicability of such predicates 

sharply distinguishes attitudinal and modal objects both from sentences, propositions and 

‘mental representations’ and from actions. Thus, neither sentences, propositions, mental 

representations or acts can be ‘fulfilled’, ‘satisfied’ or ‘broken’ (Ulrich 1979, Moltmann to 

appear a). Predicates of satisfaction clearly show that nouns like decision, promise and 

request cannot be viewed as ambiguous between standing for propositions and standing for 

acts, as the standard view would have it (e.g. Pustejovsky 1995).  Rather they unambiguously 

stand for entities of a third kind, attitudinal or modal objects.  

Ad [2]: For two attitudinal of the same type to be exactly similar or ‘the same’, it suffices that 

they be the same in content. This is how John’s thought is the same as Mary’s, John’s 

promise is the same as Bill’s, John’s obligation is the same as Joe’s are understood 

(Moltmann 2013, Chap. 4, 2014, to appear a). Obviously this condition fails to obtain for 

actions. 

Ad [3]: Unlike actions, attitudinal and modal objects have a part structure that is strictly based 

on partial content (Moltmann to appear a, b). Thus, the expression part of when applied to 

attitudinal and modal objects (as in part of the claim, thought / promise / request / 

obligation/need) can pick out only a partial content, not a temporal part.  

   Some attitudinal objects are products of acts in the sense of Twardowski’s (1911) 

distinction between actions and products. Thus, a claim is the (illocutionary) product of an act 

of claiming, a promise the (illocutionary) product of an act of promising, and a decision a 

(cognitive) product of an act of deciding. Products in Twardowski’s sense are best understood 

as artifacts that lack a material realization or, in the case of decisions, a physical realization, 

‘abstract’ artifacts in Thomasson’s (1999) sense (Moltmann 2014). Cognitive and 

illocutionary products generally do not last longer than the acts that produce them, and like 
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the corresponding acts, they come with a ‘force’, not just a content. However, products have 

fundamentally different sorts of properties from the acts, only some of which were noted by 

Twardowski (1911). Most importantly, they have the properties [1] - [3]. 

       Modal products, not recognized as such by Twardowski, are entities like permissions, 

offers, and obligations, which may be produced by the very same illocutionary acts that 

produce illocutionary products. They share the properties [1] – [3] with cognitive and 

illocutionary products. However, modal products characteristically may endure past the act 

that establishes them. This difference is reflected linguistically, for example in the choice of 

tense below, in a situation in which had John promised last week to help Mary during the day 

of the utterance: 

 

(18) a. John’s promise was / ???  is to help Mary today. 

       b. John’s obligation is to help. 

 

    There is also language-independent support for attitudinal and modal objects. First of all, 

general intuitions about our mental life reflect attitudinal and modal objects. Attitudinal 

objects such as beliefs, intentions, judgments, and decisions carry a content and play causal 

roles, which propositions can’t (we are made to act by a decision, an intention, a fear, not a 

proposition or an action).  Moreover, attitudinal and modal objects, rather than propositions, 

appear to act as the content-bearing objects of memory (decisions, intentions, fears, thoughts, 

and obligations are what we remember, not propositions). 

     There are also language-independent intuitions from our social ontology in support of at 

least some attitudinal and modal objects, namely cognitive, illocutionary and as modal 

products. They are simply (‘abstract’) artifacts, though of a relatively simple sort, resulting 

from mental or illocutionary acts.  Being part of the more general ontological category of 

(materially realized or abstract) artifacts, the recognition of cognitive, illocutionary, and 

modal products goes along with the recognition of artifacts as an important ontological 

category besides events, material objects, and abstract objects, as advocated by Ingarden 

(1931) and more recently Thomasson (2005). As with artifacts in general, cognitive, 

illocutionary, and modal products are the carriers of representational (and normative) 

properties, not the acts that created them. Representational properties (including satisfaction 

conditions) are characteristic of all attitudinal and modal objects, including those that do not 

result from acts. This means that their representational properties should not be viewed as 

resulting from those acts but be attributed to primitive intentionality.  
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    There is a general question whether cognitive and illocutionary acts may have more than 

one product. Clearly, certain illocutionary acts (of requesting and permitting) may have both  

an illocutionary product and a modal product. Moreover, acts may have several non-modal 

products, which is plausible for speech acts that aim to say several things at once or permit 

several interpretations. 

    Cognitive and illocutionary products are spatio-temporally coincident with the act that 

created them (or at least the final stage of that act), which raises the question whether product 

could be viewed as ‘facets’ of acts, rather than independent objects. This might solve a puzzle 

regarding the part structure of products. Products have a part structure strictly based on partial 

content. However, they are also concrete objects that are located in time (and perhaps space) 

and play causal roles. This means that they are of an entirely different kind ontologically than 

the sum of their parts (partial contents). The same issue arises with artifacts such as books, 

which have been viewed as entities with two facets: as material objects and as information 

objects. The content-related aspects of attitudinal objects might then be considered making up 

a facet of an action. This move, however, could not carry over to mental states and modal 

objects, which also exhibit both properties of concreteness and a content-based part structure. 

     Kinds of attitudinal objects play an important role in the semantics of attitude reports and 

modal sentences as well, and they likewise are well-reflected in natural language: explicitly 

with terms of the sort the thought that S, the belief that S etc. and implicitly in the semantics 

of special quantifiers and pronouns. What individuates kind of attitudinal objects? The  

condition on the individuation of kinds that can be read off natural language is that two 

particular attitudinal objects belong to the same kind in case they are exactly or closely similar 

(‘are the same’), provided they are of the same sort (John’s thought is the same as Mary’s 

thought, John’s claim is the same as John’s thought). At least for cognitive products, the 

condition on the instances making up a kind will be that two products belong to the same kind 

in case they are produced by acts of the same type and are the same in content. But again a 

condition is required that covers kinds of attitudinal and modal objects in general.   

 

3. Truthmaker semantics for attitudinal and modal objects 

 

How do sentences characterize attitudinal and modal objects?  The view that I will pursue is 

that they mainly do so by specifying their truth conditions, or more generally satisfaction 

conditions.  More precisely, the primary function of sentences is to give the satisfaction 

conditions of modal or attitudinal objects. But sentences may have a possible, alternative 
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function, when embedded under locutionary verbs, namely of characterizing an attitudinal 

object in terms of the structure of its content-related, ‘rhetic’ composition (Section 5).  

    For the satisfaction-related meaning of sentences I will make use of Fine’s (2012, 2014, to 

appear) truth maker semantics, rather than possible-worlds semantics.  Fine’s truthmaker 

semantics is based on a relation of exact truthmaking that holds between a situation s and a 

sentence S just in case s is wholly relevant for the truth of S, or, in the case of an imperative, 

between an action s and a sentence S just in case s is wholly relevant for the satisfaction of (or 

compliance with) S. There are general advantages of this approach for the semantics of 

attitude reports and modals, such as that of providing a suitably fine-grained notion of 

content, a notion of partial content, and a more adequate semantics of imperatives and 

counterfactual conditionals, as discussed in Fine’s work. But there are also specific reasons to 

make use of that approach for the semantics based on attitudinal and modal objects. This, 

though, requires particular modifications and extensions of truth maker semantics, extending, 

in particular the exact truthmaking relation (or more generally exact satisfaction relation) to a 

relation between situations (or actions) and attitudinal or modal objects. The motivations for 

such an  object-based truthmaker semantics, as I will call it, are the following. 

     First, it allows to link truthmaker semantics to the intentionality of the mind. Mental states 

such as intentions and mental products such as decisions come with inherent satisfaction or 

realization conditions, and clearly, they are satisfied or realized not by worlds or world states, 

but rather by actions (in fact actions ‘by way of’ realizing the intention or decision, see 

below). This is also linguistically reflected, in the use of the by-locution (as in John realized 

his intention / decision by doing X).  In fact, a rudimentary truthmaker semantics for mental 

states and products has been put forward by Searle (1983), for whom  intentions and decisions 

(which come with a world-word/mind direction of fit) have actions as satisfiers, and beliefs, 

judgments, desires etc. have states of affairs as truthmakers or satisfiers. Truthmaker 

semantics should apply both to mental objects and to linguistic objects – illocutionary 

products as well as the artifacts that are sentences, in order to yield a more general theory of 

content.  

    Second, object-based truthmaker semantics can account for the fact that it may depend on 

the particular attitudinal or modal object what the satisfiers in question are.  As Searle (1983) 

points out, intentions and requests do not take just actions as satisfiers, but rather actions ‘by 

way of’ fulfilling or complying with’ the intention or request, that is, actions with a particular 

gloss that makes reference to the intention or request itself. Thus, to use Searle’s example, 

doing something that accidentally kills my neighbor is not an action that fulfills my intention 
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to kill my neighbor, rather only an action with the intention doing so is. The same, one can 

add, holds for modal objects that are obligations. Other attitudinal or modal objects (hopes, 

beliefs, or epistemic modal objects, for example) do not require their satisfiers or truth makers 

to be of that sort. 

    Third, object-based  truthmaker semantics permits a further application to the semantics of 

intensional transitive verbs such as look for and owe.  Transitive intensional verbs are 

associated with products whose satisfiers are objects in situations rather than situations. A 

satisfier of a search is not a situation, but rather an object in a situation, and it will depend on 

the nature of the search what sort of situation it needs to be: John’s search for a diamond 

requires a situation of John coming across an object; John’s search for an assistant requires a 

situation of John hiring someone as an assistant; John’s search for a person able to do the job 

requires a situation of recognizing an ability in an individual (Moltmann 2007). Similarly, 

satisfiers of debts are not situations but objects (Moltmann 2007). The satisfiers of products 

associated with intensional transitive verbs  also play a central role in the semantics of 

constructions of the sort the assistant John is looking for, which  stands for a variable object 

whose manifestations are objects in situations, the satisfiers of the search in question 

(Moltmann 2013, Chap. 5, to appear).    

        The object-based truthmaker semantics also permits an application to the semantics of 

interrogatives, based on illocutionary and cognitive products that are questions. Questions will 

then be either illocutionary products that have answers (assertions) as satisfiers or cognitive 

products (of inquiry) that have pieces of knowledge as satisfiers. Independent interrogatives 

and interrogatives embedded under verbs like ask and wonder will have corresponding 

satisfaction-based meanings. Interrogatives are embedded under ‘extensional’ verbs such as 

know or announce will have a more derivative meaning, serving not to characterize a 

question, but satisfiers of a question (in one of two senses), such as a piece of knowledge or 

an assertion. 

      Modal and attitudinal objects play an additional semantic role besides that of being 

implicit arguments of modal and attitudinal predicates (and referents of terms explicitly 

referring to them): they may themselves serve as satisfiers of modal sentences or attitude 

reports, or rather of other modal or attitudinal objects characterized in terms of such 

sentences. 

     Another important advantage of objects-based truthmaker semantics concerns the 

possibility of underspecification of the content of an attitude (modality) by a sentence (or 

sentential unit). For example, the complement clause may underspecify the reported desire in 
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a desire reports like (19a), discussed by Fara Graff (2014) as a problem for the standard view  

of attitude reports.  (19b) illustrates the same problem with a modal verb: 

 

(19) a. Fiona wants to catch a fish. 

       b. Fiona must catch a fish (in order to have something for dinner). 

 

Fiona’s desire, according to (19a) is not satisfied if she catches any fish whatsoever, but, most 

likely only a fish she can eat, and so for her need in (19b). This sort of underspecification is 

accounted for straightforwardly within object-based  truthmaker semantics. In general, what 

the satisfiers in question are depends on the particular attitudinal or modal object in question, 

not the sentence used to characterize it, which may give only necessary, not sufficient 

conditions for its satisfaction.    

       While the clausal complement in (19a) does not give the full constraints on the situations 

satisfying the desire, the desire itself will come with constraints as to what situations satisfy it. 

The same may, at least to an extent, explain the discrepancy of the content of an independent 

sentence that has been uttered and ‘what is said’ as well as the content of a that-clause and the 

actual reported belief. The attitudinal object may be more specific and incorporate various 

‘contextually determined’ elements (see Section 6).  

        Fine’s truth maker semantics will not just be extended to attitudinal and modal objects, 

but also significantly modified, in particular for the semantics of modal sentences. On the 

modal objects-based semantics of modals,  modals of possibility and modals of necessity will 

not lead to a difference at logical forms (in terms of universal and existential quantification 

over circumstances); rather the distinction between the two modals is attributed to the nature 

of modal objects, or rather whether or not they have violators. Modal objects of possibility 

will have only satisfiers (e.g. permissions have the actions they allow as satisfiers), whereas 

modal objects of necessity will have both satisfiers and violators (e.g. obligations have certain 

actions as satisfiers and other actions as violators). Also certain cognitive and illocutionary 

products are distinguished that way: requests have satisfiers and violators, invitations and 

offers have only satisfiers. The general satisfaction-based meaning of a sentence S then will 

be the property of modal and attitudinal objects below: 

 

(20) [S] = d[s(s ╟ d  s  ╠ S)) & s(s ╢ d  s ╣S))] 
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Here ╟ (╢) is the exact truthmaking/sarisfaction (falsemaking/violation) relation that holds 

between a situation or action s and an attitudinal or modal object d  just in case s is wholly 

relevant for the truth/satisfaction (falsehood/violation) of d. ╠ is the relation of inexact 

truthmaking between a situation or action and a sentence, and  ╣ the relation of inexact false 

making. 

     The valid inferences that are the subject matter of modal logic will be accounted for on the 

basis of the satisfiers and violators of modal objects, ontological conditions on ‘generating‘ 

modal objects under particular conditions, and contextual constraints on the presence of 

modal objects in the domain. 

      (20) gives a single meaning of sentences applicable to all modal and attitudinal objects. 

However, this is not entirely adequate. Particular types of sentences impose particular 

conditions on the attitudinal or modal object they may apply to, on the type of satisfiers, the 

actuality of satisfiers, or the direction of fit. Conditions of this sort may be encoded by the 

sentence type (declarative-imperative-interrogative), the type of embedded sentence (that-

clauses vs infinitival clauses), and verbal mood (such as subjunctive in different languages). It 

will be explored to what extent the semantics based on attitudinal and modal objects captures 

better the sorts of constraints imposed by sentence types and mood than a proposition-based 

or possible worlds-based semantics. 

    Attitudinal and modal objects may not just come with satisfaction conditions as in (20). 

Both modal and attitudinal objects may be associated with a background, an object whose 

satisfaction conditions represent the presuppositions of the modal or attitudinal object.  Thus 

permissions may come with preconditions that may or may not be fulfilled by an action, and 

desires may come with background beliefs that would need to be fulfilled for a situation to 

satisfy or fail to satisfy the desire. Semantically, backgrounds of modal or attitudinal objects 

will play a role for conditional obligations or permissions as well as for presuppositions and 

unbound anaphora (Section 6). 

 

4. Connections between attitudes and modals 

 

Both modal and attitudinal objects have truthmakers (satisfiers) and possibly falsemakers 

(violators), moreover, attitudinal and modal objects may be products of the very same acts. 

This allows for an account of certain connections between modals and attitude verbs that are 

hard to account for on standard views, especially the relational view of attitudes. 
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     First, if attitudinal and modal objects are products of possibly the same illocutionary act 

this allows for a novel account of performative uses of both illocutionary and modal verbs, as 

below.  

 

(21) a. I order you leave. 

        b. You must leave. 

 

The performative use of the modal sentence (19b), under suitable circumstances of authority, 

can achieve the very same thing as the (more familiar) performative use of (19a), namely 

putting the speaker under an obligation. The performative use of an illocutionary verb as in 

(19a) produces both a request and (under suitable circumstances) an obligation. When a 

modal as in (19b) is used performatively it thereby produces that very same obligation.  

Performative uses of modals pose a serious difficulty for the standard account on which 

modals range over deontically ideal worlds (though there is a discourse-semantic treatment, 

on which performative modals and imperatives alike add to a ‘to do list’ as part of the 

discourse representation, cf. Portner  2007).  

       Given the semantics based on attitudinal and modal objects, (21a) can be assigned as its 

meaning, roughly, the property of illocutionary products in (22a), and modal sentences used 

performatively such as (21b) the property of modal products in (22b), where sd is the speaker 

of d: 

 

(22) a. d[e(d = product(e) & order(e, sd)  &[you to leave](d) 

        b. d[must(d) & [you leave](d)] 

 

In (22a) the illocutionary product is the product of the event argument of the verb and in (22b) 

the modal product is itself the argument of the modal verb.  

   The same connection between attitude verbs and modals is reflected in inferences involving 

non-performative uses of attitude verbs and modals, such as, under suitable circumstances, 

from (23a) to (23b): 

 

(23) a. John asked Mary to help. 

       b. Mary must / should help. 

 

John’s act of asking may produce a request as well as an obligation (on the part of Mary).  
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   This semantics of performative uses of modals also permits a straightforward account of 

‘harmonic’ modals (as A. Kratzer calls them in recent presentations), as in (24a), where the 

modal does not seem to contribute semantically to the content of the demand (which may 

consist just in the content of an imperative ‘leave’ and could just as well have been reported 

by (24b):  

 

(24) a. John demanded that Bill should leave. 

       b. John demanded for Bill to leave. 

       c. d[should(d) & [Bill leave](d)] 

 

In (24a) the modal is in fact a performative use of a modal in an embedded context, with the 

complement clause expressing the property in (22c) and serving to characterize the modal 

product produced by the act of demanding. 

 

5. Relevance for current debates in the philosophy of language 

  

The semantic theory based on attitudinal and modal objects that is developed in this book 

bears on three central issues in the contemporary philosophy of language, and the book will 

discuss how it contributes to the debates and how it may be further developed so as to 

represent new positions within those debates.   

    First, the potential underspecification of an attitudinal object by the sentence used to 

characterize it bears on the current debate about the semantics-pragmatics distinction. That 

debate involves the question how much ‘contextual information’ relevant to ‘what is said’ by 

the utterance of a sentence should be made part of the content of the sentence in the utterance 

context and how much can be attributed to the pragmatic context in which the sentence is 

used. Contextual elements that are made part of the content of the sentence (in an utterance 

context) raise notorious issues. One of them is how they can enter the composition of the 

meaning of the sentence – especially if they fail to have a syntactic basis. Another one is how 

they may be identifiable as part of the communicative intention of the speaker, which present 

a particular problem for embedded sentences used to report the attitude of another agent 

(Schiffer 2003, Bunchanan/Ostertag 2005, Buchanan 2012).  The present approach permits a 

new approach to the debate in that it can take recourse to attitudinal objects, which are 

maximally specific and carry full truth or satisfaction condition, and they need to be only 

partially characterized by the sentence in question. In fact, ‘what is said’ is a term involving 
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the nominalizing pronoun what and thus should precisely stand for a product of the act of 

saying (and as such may be richer than the content used to characterize it). This attitudinal 

objects view allows unburdening the semantics of sentences, which no longer need to 

represent ‘what is said’ and include in its semantic value all the relevant ‘contextually 

determined’ elements. The recourse to attitudinal objects also applies to sentences embedded 

under attitude verbs, where again, the embedded sentence need to give only a partial 

characterization of the attitudinal object.   

      The view of course also permits for certain sorts of contextual elements to be part of the 

intended characterization of the attitudinal object in question. This is needed for cases where, 

say, an attitude report  may have different truth conditions, depending on the intended 

contextual elements (such as Kripke’s case Pierre believes that London is pretty, which may 

be true or false, depending which mode of presentation of London is meant).   

       Attitudinal objects need to be supplemented by a background, which represents its 

presuppositions and may also include discourse-related information regarding anaphoric 

elements (Section 3). 

      The attitudinal-objects view also promises a new approach to externalism, the view that 

concepts that should be part of the content of an attitude may be outside the epistemic reach of 

the agent. Given the present theory, these elements may be part of the attitudinal object and 

determine its satisfaction condition, but they need not be part of its ‘internal content’ (in a 

suitable sense).  

       Similarly the theory permits a novel approach to attitudes de se (and the agent’s own time 

and location). In an attitude de se, the agent (or time or place of the attitude) will be part of 

the attitudinal object, which, let’s say, is based on a rhetic product of an act of self-predication 

of a property of individuals of the agent (or a property of time of the time of the attitude or a 

property of places of the place of the attitude). An account along these lines solves a problem 

that was pointed out by Stalnaker (1981) in regard to Lewis’ (1979) account of attitudes de se 

as consisting in the self-ascription of a property. The observation is that when an anaphor 

relates to an attitude de se, such as that below, it will refer to something truth-conditionally 

complete and could not just stand for a property: 

 

(29) John claims to be innocent. That is in fact true. 

 

Attitudinal objects with a de se content, such as ‘John’s claim to be innocent’, are by nature 

truth-conditionally complete even if they are based on the self-ascription of a property. 
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Special or nominalizing pronouns such as that in (29) always refer to attitudinal objects (or 

kinds of them) and do not stand for the content of the apparent antecedent clause (the property 

that for Lewis would be expressed by it). 

      The present view finally permits a new approach to the multidimensionality of meaning, 

as explored by Potts (2005). Attitudinal objects do not just have truth or satisfaction 

conditions, but may involve a range of other features such as a physical form. Moreover, they 

may come with a background representing its presuppositions.  A sentence need not just 

express a property specifying the satisfaction of an attitudinal object, but may express a 

complex of properties targeting different components or facets of an attitudinal object.  
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This chapter starts with presenting the abstract-propositions view and the relational view of 

attitude. It will discuss the various problems for abstract propositions in relation to the 

relational view as well as empirical problems for the Relational Analysis of attitude reports 

(such as the Substitution Problem and the Objectivization Effect). Furthermore, the chapter 

will discuss recent and historical act-based alternatives to abstract propositions, which 

identify propositions with types of cognitive acts, yet adhere to the relational view of 

attitudes. This will lead to the main part of the chapter, the notions of an attitudinal and a 

modal object. The chapter will give general, philosophical and linguistic motivations for them 

and a first outline of the semantics of sentences as characterizing modal and attitudinal 

objects, focusing on simple attitude reports and modal sentences.  It will also give a brief 

presentation of the semantic of special quantifiers and pronouns when they take the position 

of clausal complements.        

 

Previous relevant publications 

For the critique of abstract propositions, the relational view and Relational Analysis: 

Moltmann, F. (2003b): 'Propositional Attitudes without Propositions'. Synthese 135, 70-  

     118. 

Moltmann, F. (2013):  Abstract Objects and the Semantics of Natural Language. Oxford UP,  

        Oxford, Chap. 4. 

For the notion of an attitudinal object and a cognitive product: 

Moltmann, F. (2014): ‘Propositions, Attitudinal Objects, and the Distinction between  

     Actions and Products’.  Canadian Journal of Philosophy 43 (5-6), 679-701. 

Moltmann, F. (to appear a): ‘Cognitive Products and the Semantics and Attitude Verbs and  

      Deontic Modals’. In F. Moltmann / M. Textor (eds.): Act-Based Conceptions of  

      Propositional Content, Oxford University Press, New York, 2017 

Forthcoming related publication 

Invited contribution, In C. Tillman (ed.): Routledge Handbook on Propositions, Routldege, 

New York. 

 

Chapter 2: Object-based truthmaker semantics 

This chapter develops object-based  truthmaker semantics, based on Fine’s sentence-based 

truth maker semantics.  It will first give a presentation of Fine’s truth maker semantics and 

then develop the object-based version of it, with its various motivations and semantic 

applications. It will furthermore elaborate the new semantics of modals in terms of the 
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absence or presence of violators and give further syntactic and semantic motivations for it. 

Furthermore, the chapter will show how the object-based truth maker semantics captures 

connections between modals and attitude verbs based on a novel account of performatively 

used modals. 

 

Previous relevant publications 

Moltmann, F. (2015):  ‘A Predicativist Semantics of Modals based on Modal Objects’.  

     Proceedings of the 20
th

 Amsterdam Colloquium, December 16-18, 2015, online 
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Previous presentations 

Numerous talks and ESSLLI 2015 (Barcelona), advanced course ‘Act-Based Conceptions of 

Propositional Content’, Lecture 3 

 

Chapter 3: The ontology of attitudinal and modal objects 

This chapter gives an in-depth discussion of the ontology of attitudinal and modal objects 

against the background of the methodology of natural language ontology.  It will start by 

clarifying the distinction between mental states (intentions, beliefs, fears etc) and cognitive 

products (decisions), the notion of a cognitive (and illocutionary) product, based on various 

philosophical views of mental states. It will then present in detail the historical distinction 

between actions and products of Twardowski and introduce further criteria for the action-

product distinction. It will argue that cognitive and illocutionary products are best understood 

in terms of the notion of an artifact, in roughly the sense of Ingarden’s and Thomasson’s 

work. The chapter will also introduce the notion of a modal product as an enduring product of 

an illocutionary or cognitive act, as a major deviation from Twardowski.  The chapter will 
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furthermore distinguish illocutionary product from locutionary and phatic products, based on 

Austin’s distinction between phonetic, phatic, locutionary and illocutionary acts, arguing for 

the importance of the action-product distinction at each level of linguistic acts.  It will be 

emphasized that cognitive, illocutionary and modal products be considered part of a larger 

class of objects, attitudinal and modal objects not all of which can be viewed as artifacts 

produced by acts, though they play the  same sort of role in the semantics of attitude reports 

and modal sentences and share the same characteristics (having truth or satisfaction 

conditions, entering similarity relations based on being the same in content, and  having a part 

structure strictly based on partial content).  

 

Previous relevant publications 
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      Deontic Modals’. In  F. Moltmann / M. Textor (eds.): Act-Based Conceptions of  

       Propositional Content, Oxford University Press, New York, 2017. 
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     Linguistics, Oxford UP, Oxford, online February 2017. 

Previous presentations 
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ESSLLI 2015 (Barcelona), advanced course ‘Act-Based Conceptions of Propositional 

Content’, Lecture 2 

 

Chapter 4: Attitudinal objects and the semantics of clausal constructions 

This chapter extends the semantic account of simple attitude reports given in Chapter 2 to a 

range of other clausal constructions, such as clausal complements with response-stance and 

factive verbs, and clausal subjects. The semantic analyses in this chapter will be developed in 

close connection to current research in generative syntax on clausal complements and subjects 

as well as lexical theory (the representation of predicate meanings in syntax). The chapter will 

also include a compositional semantics of sentences with embedded clauses of the various 

sorts and with special quantifiers or pronouns in clausal position. While part of material of 

this chapter have already been presented in published work, the book adds significant 
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additions, especially regarding syntactic issues, and moreover develops it much further, 

beyond ‘simple’ attitude reports and modal sentences. 

 

Previous relevant publications 

On clausal subjects: 

Moltmann (2015):‘Truth Predicates in Natural Language’. In D. Achourioti et al. (eds.):  

     Unifying the Philosophy of Truth. Synthese Library Springer, Dordrecht, 2015,57-83. 

On response-stance verbs: 

Moltmann, F. (to appear b): ‘Partial Content and Expressions of Part and Whole. Discussion  

     of Stephen Yablo: Aboutness’. Invited contribution to a book symposium on S. Yablo  

     Aboutness. Philosophical Studies. 2016,online first. 

On complement clauses: 

Moltmann (to appear a): ‘Cognitive Products and the Semantics and Attitude Verbs and  

     Deontic Modals’. In F. Moltmann / M. Textor (eds.): Act-Based Conceptions of  

     Propositional Content, Oxford University Press, New York, 2017. 

Previous presentations 

Numerous talks and ESSLLI 2015 (Barcelona), advanced course ‘Act-Based Conceptions of 

Propositional Content’, Lecture 3 

 

Chapter 5: Further issues and possible extensions 

This chapter will discuss a number of issues in the current debate in the philosophy of 

language and how the view developed in the book relates to them. It will also indicate some 

extensions of the view. The issues will include the underspecification and the semantics-

pragmatic debate, attitudes de se, and the multidimensionalilty of meaning. The extensions 

will concern a further development of the notion of a background of an attitudinal object, the 

treatment of context-dependency, the semantics of attitudes de se, and the semantics of verbs 

of saying. 

 

Particular features of the book in relation to existing approaches 

 

The view developed in this book contrasts most obviously with the abstract-propositions view 

and the relational view of attitude reports that goes along with it. Whereas there have been 

various philosophical critiques of the relational view of attitudes, they have not lead to a 
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systematic development of an alternative semantics that covers the full range of attitude 

reports, modal sentences, and other sentence-embedding contexts.  

      Like recent act-based approaches to propositional content (Soames 2010, Hanks 2011, 

2015), the book explores a cognitively realistic approach to the content of attitudes, but by 

making use of different notions from that of a cognitive act, namely that of a cognitive 

product of an act as well as that of a mental state. This allows solving a range of serious 

difficulties for the approaches of Soames and Hanks. The theories of Soames and Hanks are 

tailored to clausal complements of verbs describing nonfactive occurrent mental acts.  By 

contrast, the semantics the book will develop allows embedded sentences to apply to a wide 

range of attitudinal and modal objects, including mental states and modal objects that are not 

products of acts. Moreover, unlike views that identify propositions with types of acts, it 

avoids having to reduce the intentionality of mental states to the intentionality of mental acts 

(but is compatible with a view such as Searle’s (1983) according to which the intentionality of 

states is prior to that of acts).   

     The book will also distinguish itself from most work on attitude reports in philosophy of 

language by taking syntax seriously into account. In particular, the book will seriously take 

into account recent syntactic views of clausal complementation as well as well as research in 

generative lexical theory.  

      Finally, the book will connect core issues in contemporary philosophy of language and 

linguistic semantics with lesser known traditions in early analytic philosophy (Twardowski, 

Ingarden). It aims to take critically into account not only contemporary act-based-conceptions 

of propositional content, but also those of the phenomenological and early analytic tradition 

(Hussel, Reinach, Meinong) (cf. Moltmann/Textor, to appear),  
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