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To think is to literally have something in one’s thought

0. Introduction

In this paper we will focus on the most basic form of intentionality, namely reference intentionality or aboutness: the property an intentional event or state
 (for short: a thought),
 has of being about, or of, a certain object, the entity thereby labelled the intentional object. Hereafter, by “intentionality” we will mean reference intentionality. 

Along with a well-honoured tradition, we will accept that intentionality is at least a property a thought holds necessarily, i.e., in all possible worlds that contain it; more specifically, a necessary relation, namely the relation of existential dependence of the thought on its intentional object. Yet we will first of all try to show that intentionality is more than that. For we will claim that intentionality is an essential property of the thought, namely a property whose predication to the thought is true in virtue of the identity, or nature, of such a thought. More particularly, for us intentionality will again be a relation, yet a relation of ontological dependence of the thought on its intentional object; specifically, the relation for the thought of being constituted by its object. We take this claim to be one of the main lessons of serious externalism, the theory according to which the intentional object occurs in the individuation conditions of the thought concerning it.

Moreover, we will try to show that if intentionality is such a constitutive relation for the thought that has it, certain metaphysical consequences ensue. First, an objectual thought, a thought whose content basically consists in its intentional object, is nothing but that object in a certain cogitative modality, or, which is the same, as playing a certain motivational role for the subject entertaining the thought itself (at a certain time). Again, this idea squares with serious externalism. Second, if an objectual thought is nothing but an intentional object in a cogitative modality, such a thought, not only as a type, but also as a token, is an abstract entity. More specifically, an objectual thought-type, an abstract object par excellence, is indeed instantiated by objectual thought-tokens which are again abstract particulars, yet of a specific kind: namely, tropes of a relational sort depending for their existence on their bearers (and possibly also on their temporal location).

1. Why intentionality can not only be an existential dependence relation

According to a well-honoured tradition stemming out of the phenomenological movement, intentionality is a necessary property of the intentional event or state, the thought, possessing it.
 Typically, people in this tradition take it to be a relation that the thought necessarily bears to the object it is about, its intentional object.

Let us try to clarify both aspects of this characterisation, namely (a) the fact that intentionality is a relation and (b) the fact that this relation is necessary. Let us start with (a). Theoretically speaking, intentionality might also be a monadic property of a thought, in the sense that, in being apparently «directed upon» an object (as Brentano put it), a thought is rather simply modified in the same way as an adverbial characterisation of an event modifies that very event – say, one’s running happens to be one’s running slowly rather than speedily – without putting it in a relation with any other entity. This is why endorsing this idea amounts to defending a position often labelled “intentionality adverbialism”.
 Yet as is well known, intentionality abverbialism raises various serious problems. So, people in this tradition prefer to stick with intuitions that, by relying on the aforementioned Brentanian saying that intentionality is the way for a thought of being «directed upon» an object, forcefully suggest that intentionality indeed is a thought-object relation.
 As to (b), intentionality as a necessary relation, the idea is that a thought would not exist if it were not about the object it is about. In this tradition, this idea is taken to mean that intentionality precisely is the existential dependence relation of the thought on its intentional object, as captured in modal terms: a thought depends on its intentional object iff necessarily, if that thought exist, that object exists as well.
 The recent debate on externalism, the doctrine according to which - in its weak formulation – a thought depends on the object it is about,
 has strongly corroborated this interpretation. Twin-Earth situations indeed seem to elicit the idea that people functionally, if not physically, alike entertain different thoughts. Yet these thoughts are different since they existentially depend on the different items placed in the environments such people are respectively located: the Earthian thought would not exist if the item O did not exist, while the Twin-Earthian thought would not exist if the item Twin-O did not exist. Now, those items are respectively what such thoughts are about. So, that dependence difference matches the only other difference affecting those thoughts, namely their specific intentionality difference – the Earthian thought has the property of being about item O, the Twin-Earthian thought has the property of being about item Twin-O. This fact naturally supports the idea that the property of intentionality is the very property of existential dependence of a thought on its intentional object.

For the purposes of this paper, we will follow this tradition in holding that intentionality at least is not only a necessary property of a thought, but also is a necessary relation of the thought with its intentional object. As Wittgenstein originally envisaged, there must be some sort of intimacy between a thought and its intentional object that captures the fact that it is neither a surprise nor an accident, say, that a desire for an object is satisfied precisely by that very object and by nothing else.
 Moreover we are fine with the idea that, if intentionality were such a relation, its above characterisation as a relation of thought-object existential dependence interpreted in modal terms would be correct. As we have said, in its weak formulation externalism suggests precisely this idea.
 Yet in this section we shall try to show why intentionality cannot merely be one such necessary relation. 


To begin with, one such characterisation of intentionality as a relation of existential dependence does not obviously single out intentionality from other similar relations. To illustrate this point, let us consider for example the authorship relation. The Harbour of Dieppe is a painting by Turner, that is, it existentially depends on Turner in that it wouldn’t have existed if Turner hadn’t existed. And yet even though the painting depends for its existence on its author, the authorship relation is not the intentionality relation; there is no aboutness in the former. 

On behalf of the tradition, one could reply that intentionality is the relation of existential dependence holding between a thought and some other entity, by thus forcing one of the two members of the relation to have a particular nature. A thought of Turner has therefore to do with intentionality in a way a painting by Turner hasn’t. Unfortunately, this move will not do either, because there actually are many such relations. A case in point is the ownership relation holding between a thought and its bearer. According to the above characterisation, a thought such as the Queen’s cogitation about London depends for its existence not only on London, but also on the Queen. And yet the thought is obviously of London, not of the Queen, who is simply its bearer, namely the individual who thinks that very thought. 

It won’t be of much help to also block the other relatum of the relation and retort that intentionality is the thought - intentional object relation of existential dependence. For self-thoughts easily rule out this possibility. The Queen may even cogitate about herself: this self-thought she entertains existentially depends on her both because she is its intentional object and because she is its bearer, thus existential dependence does not again tell intentionality from ownership. 

At this point, one might wonder whether what goes wrong with the tradition is the equation of intentionality with existential dependence. Couldn’t intentionality be a necessary relation different from the existential dependence relation?

In our view, the counterxamples do not suggest that intentionality is another necessary relation. Rather, they point out that it is a relation between the thought and its intentional object which is more intimate than a necessary relation, let alone conceived as an existential dependence relation. 

To show that this is the case, observe first of all that, as is well known, there are ontological relations that induce an intimacy between their relata stronger than that of existential dependence of one relatum on the other. Consider any two entities sharing the same modal profile (i.e., which exist in the same possible worlds) such as Socrates and his singleton.
 Given that any two such entities exist in the same worlds, the schema Necessarily if A exists then B exists is satisfied both in the case in which “A” stands for the singleton and “B” for Socrates and in the opposite case. Thus, one may well say that Socrates’ singleton existentially depends on Socrates as well as Socrates existentially depends on Socrates’ singleton. Yet there is a sense according to which Socrates is more intimate to its singleton than such a singleton is to Socrates: if there were no Socrates, Socrates’ singleton would not be the thing it is, but not the other way around. Or, as we may put it more precisely, Socrates’ singleton depends on Socrates for its own individuation, but not the other way around.
Thus, dependence on individuation, or ontological dependence, is stronger than existential dependence. If the latter only captures a modal profile of necessity, the former captures an essentialist profile, a sense according to which (in our example) being related to Socrates is essential for Socrates’ singleton (but not the other way around). As Fine puts it, the predication of such a relation to Socrates’s singleton is true in virtue of the identity, or nature, of such a singleton.
The repercussions of these considerations on our topic are straightforward. Suppose intentionality were merely a relation of existential dependence. Since if it is true that “Necessarily if a thought of Socrates exists, then Socrates exists” it is also true that “Necessarily if that thought exists, then Socrates’ singleton exists” and vice versa, we would have that a thought apparently about Socrates would be about Socrates no more no less than it would be about Socrates’ singleton, and vice versa for a thought apparently about such a singleton. Yet this would be an utterly undesirable consequence. As a matter of fact, thinking of Socrates and thinking of its singleton count as different thoughts. For it is possible to think either without thinking the other. So, for a thought to be about an object must be something more than to existentially depend on it. The natural suggestion is that a thought has intentionality iff it depends on its intentional object for its individuation, i.e., in order for it to be the very thought it is. Thus, being about such an object is not only a necessary, but rather an essential property of the thought; the predication to a thought of its aboutness is true in virtue of its nature.

As a corroboration of this point (i.e., that as far as intentionality is concerned a thought has to depend on its object in a stronger, essentialist, sense than the mere modal, existential sense), we can appeal to two even more troublesome cases. One such is the case of thoughts about necessary objects. Clearly enough, existential dependence on necessary objects is vacuous.
 Since first, a necessary object exists in every possible world, and second, a conditional turns out to be true whenever its consequent is true, then any modalised conditional expressed by the above schema Necessarily, if A exists then B exists turns out to be true whenever “B” stands for a necessary object (for in such a case there is no world in which “B exists” turns out to be false). As a result, if intentionality were merely a relation of existential dependence, we would have that any thought about no matter what entity O would stand in such a relation also with any necessary entity and therefore be about that other entity no more no less than it is about O. In particular, this would be the case if O were precisely a necessary entity, say God himself. But then, in which interesting sense for the intentionality issue a given thought, say, the Pope’s contemplation of God, would also depend on the number Two or whatever necessary entity you like? Even if that thought existentially depends not only on God but on all such entities, it is not about them, but about God only. Those entities are not required, insofar as they play no role in making that thought the particular thought it is. To sum up, the case of necessary existents shows that being a relation of existential dependence not only can at most account vacuously for intentionality, but also it does not capture the individuative role the (necessary) object a thought is about has to play as far as that thought is concerned. 

Let us consider another case in favour of our point, namely the case of thoughts about nonexistent objects. This case is even harder. In the previous case, the problem was that it is not enough to conceive intentionality in terms of a relation of existential dependence. Here, since a nonexistent entity trivially does not exist, there is a preliminary problem even if one accepts that intentionality were a relation of existential dependence. For the consequent of the relevant modalised conditional of the above form is false, hence the conditional is false and so is its modalisation. One might conclude that, as to thoughts apparently about nonexistents, they do not involve intentionality as a relation of existential dependence. Thus, one might rather say that thoughts about existents have intentionality in one sense – as an existential dependence relation – while thoughts «about» nonexistents have intentionality in another sense (whatever it is).

Yet it is unclear why we would have to multiply intentionalities depending on whether the object of an intentional state exists. As a matter of fact, no such multiplication is needed when “existence” is read temporally: not yet existing intentional objects seem to make no difference for intentionality. While facing Lourdes, the daughter she planned to have, the popstar Madonna says “My present perception is about what my previous plan was”. Why contrary to appearances one has to suppose that “being about” means different things in this sentence? One is ready to infer from such sentence that there is a property the afore-mentioned perception and plan share. But the same seems to be the case if “existence” is read modally. Imagine Rupert Everett’s actually frustrated desire for an actually nonexistent baby as being fulfilled in a possible world in which the baby was born. Why should we say that that desire is about that baby in the actual world in one sense, while it is about that baby in that possible world in another sense? So, economy reasons suggest that it would be better to stick to one and the same notion of intentionality regardless of whether the thought is about an object that exists. 

To be sure, if one wants to stick to intentionality as an existential dependence relation also in the case of thoughts about nonexistents, one has to show, first, that there can be relations involving nonexistent items and second, that existential dependence can be one such relation. As to the first problem, it is clear, if not trivial, that in order for something to be a relation it must have relata. Yet this does not altogether mean that such relata must be existent entities. People often conflate the two things. But, as Priest rightly says, to suppose that all relations must be such that their relata exist is an ungrounded assumption.
 This is clear in the temporal mode of existence: the ancestorship relation, for example, does not presuppose that all its relata exist now. But it is also clear in the modal mode: nonnatural dispositions are a case in point (an actual king is liable to be overthrown by its possible son). As to the second problem, it is obvious that the relation between a thought and a nonexistent object cannot be one of existential dependence if one adopts a unique first order predicate of existence. Since a nonexistent object does not exist, it is simply false that if a thought about such an object exists, then that very object exists as well; hence, it is false that necessarily, if the former exists, the latter exists as well. But, as Williamson has shown, one may split the first-order predicate of existence in two, a universal one (true of every entity admitted in the ontology, meaning existence in a logical sense) and a nonuniversal one (true of only those entities which exist in a nonlogical sense).
 Given this ramification, one may reformulate the claim of existential dependence stated in modal terms by saying that a thought existentially depends on a nonexistent entity in the sense that necessarily, if the thought exists (in the sense of the nonuniversal predicate of existence) then that entity exists (in the sense of the universal predicate of existence). 

So far, so good. Yet at this point the old problems concerning necessary existents come up again. For insofar as nonexistent objects exist, in the sense of the universal predicate of existence, in any possible world, they are necessary beings. First of all, we have again the problem that if one thinks of one such object, then trivially, it is necessarily the case that, if that thought exists, then that object exists. Secondly and connectedly, we have again the problem of explaining how a thought about a given nonexistent entity, Nessie for example, can be about Nessie and not e.g. about Vulcan or any other nonexistent entity, given that it existentially depends on the former entity as well as on the latter entities.

Yet these corroborations notwithstanding, friends of intentionality as an existential dependence relation might retort that the general ‘insufficiency’- problem that so accounting for intentionality arises merely shows that on this concern such a relation has to be implemented. The relation between the thought and its object must not only be one of existential dependence, but also one of causality: the thought is prompted by the object it existentially depends on iff the former is about the latter.

An obvious and intended consequence of this amendment is that intentionality must be splitted again into a) a relation towards existents and b) another property instantiated by thoughts apparently about nonexistents. Yet this splitting raises again the perplexities we showed before in discussing thoughts about nonexistents and prompted us to say that intentionality must not be multiplied beyond necessity. Why Madonna’s thinking of her actual daughter Lourdes should differ in its kind of aboutness from Rupert’s thinking of his possible son – let’s call him “Loreto”? The modal difference between Lourdes and Loreto does not eo ipso prompt a difference in the kind of aboutness no more than a temporal difference between intentional objects does. If Loreto were to born in the next future and Rupert saw him, why should Rupert’s future perception be about him in a different sense from the sense in which Rupert’s present cogitation is about him? Rupert might then say “My present perception is about what my previous cogitation was”, as Madonna would now say as regards Lourdes in passing from a conception of her to a perception of her.

But as regards this amendment there is something harder than implausibility. Even if one swallowed the above consequence, the amendment does not work. Let us consider this case. While facing Madonna, Rupert cogitates about her daughter Lourdes. According to the amendment, we should have that Rupert’s thought is about Lourdes insofar as it both depends and is caused by her. No doubt, Rupert’s thought existentially depends on Lourdes. Moreover, since Lourdes in her turn existentially depends on Madonna for Madonna is her mother, his thought existentially depends on Madonna as well. But finally, the cause of such a thought is not Lourdes, is Madonna, for Madonna, not Lourdes, is facing Rupert. Thus, according to the amendment Rupert’s thought should be about Madonna. But obviously it is not: it is about Lourdes.

So, the amendment is right in holding that existential dependence is not enough in order to account for intentionality. Yet it is wrong in holding that causality should reinforce dependence for this purpose. We have to look elsewhere. All in all, indeed, the morale we basically get from the above reflections is that intentionality must be a relation of ontological dependence that is as much internal as a relation of existential dependence, yet stronger than that. For the latter does not account for the individuative role that the object a thought is about plays as regards that thought. If this were the case, then for a thought to stand in the intentionality relation with its intentional object must be not only a necessary property, as the existential dependence relation is, but also an essential property, something whose predication to the thought is true in virtue of the  nature of the latter. In the next Section we shall try to prove that this is the case.
2. Why intentionality has to be the constitutive relation par excellence
In order to show that intentionality must be something more than a mere existential dependence relation, let us start from considering the so-called derived intentionality. According to various people, many phenomena, linguistic signs above all, have no meaning by themselves, yet they get a meaning from something else, namely an entity endowed with meaning. In other terms, those phenomena have derived intentionality. Obviously, this other meaning-conferring entity must be something that, unlike the meaning-receiving entity, possesses meaning by itself; that is, it has original intentionality. Typically, this entity is supposed to be a mental entity, or specifically a thought. For we ordinarily say that in order for any meaning-receiving entity to get a meaning, it must be meant, or thought, to have that meaning.
 

Yet what does for something to get a meaning, to be meant as having a meaning, really amount to? The best way to address this question is to follow the traditional suggestion stemming from Wittgenstein (19612).
 According to this suggestion, for something to get a meaning amounts to be «transformed into», or better, to be flanked by, something else, i.e., a pair made by that very something plus its semantic interpretation: an «entity-cum-meaning». In the case of a linguistic sign, the entity-cum-meaning is a symbol (as Wittgenstein calls it). By putting things this way, one is able to account for the phenomenon of semantic ambiguity, according to which one and the same sign may be endowed with different meanings. According to this description, semantic ambiguity amounts to the fact that the original sign is actually flanked by distinct entities-cum-meaning that are merely homonyms. Indeed, these entities are different pairs respectively made by the very same linguistic sign plus different semantic interpretations. In Wittgenstein’s own terminology, in such a case different symbols flank one and the same linguistic sign.


Consider now a symbol and ask yourself which kind of intentionality relation the symbol bears to its meaning constituent. Unlike a linguistic sign, it is not accidental or extrinsic that the symbol is about the entity in which its meaning consists (at least if that symbol is a «name-of», i.e., a directly referential singular term plus its interpretation, namely its referent itself).
 The symbol that sign is «transformed» into (or better, paired with) has indeed intentionality intrinsically, i.e., essentially. As we already know, “essentially” means something more than “necessarily”; in this case, it means that the proposition that the symbol is about that entity is true in virtue of the identity, or nature, of that symbol.
 Actually, the fact that a symbol has the intentionality relation with a certain entity affects its identity: if the symbol were not about the entity it is about, it would not be that very thing, but an altogether different entity. In the terminology we have used before, the symbol depends on what it is about ontologically, i.e., for its individuation.

If symbols have intrinsic intentionality insofar as they are essentially about their meaning constituents, then the very same thing holds also of thoughts, as one can easily see. For remember not only that thoughts make it the case that linguistic signs and other «semantically dead» phenomena have intentionality (even though derivatively), but also that for those «dead» signs to have intentionality in this way means to be paired with entities (such as symbols) that have intentionality intrinsically. Thus, thoughts must have intentionality not only originally, that is, by themselves or without no ascription, but intrinsically as well, i.e., essentially.
 For if they didn’t have intentionality that way, they could not lend it to linguistic signs, if that «lending»- operation is the «pairing»- operation. How could something that had intentionality extrinsically be able to make such a pairing?

Suppose that thoughts were entities that had only original, but not intrinsic, intentionality, as indeed some of the sustainers of the original/derived intentionality distinction maintain.
 Thoughts would thus be about what they actually are only contingently, hence extrinsically. In particular, a thought could be about a different entity from the one it is about and still be the very same thought. So, if this were the case, thoughts, the meaning-conferring entities, should be on a par with the entities that receive intentionality from them, typically linguistic signs, in having intentionality contingently.
 But then, how could thoughts enact the «transformation» that pairs a linguistic sign with a symbol having intentionality intrinsically? How could the latter entity-cum-meaning be generated? In such a predicament, a case in which a «semantically dead» sign received intentionality from a thought allegedly having mere original intentionality and a case in which an entity indistinguishable from that «dead» sign popped out as being itself originally endowed with intentionality would make no difference at all: the «dead» sign and its indistinguishable replica would have the same overall import (same impact, etc.).
 But this is precisely due to the fact that in the first case, no entity-cum-meaning would have been generated. In other and more general terms, if something, let alone a thought, has a certain feature only accidentally, how can it contribute to pair an entity with another entity that has that feature essentially? For the problem generalises. Suppose that taking a certain piece of paper as having a certain economical value amounted to pairing it with an entity-cum-value, namely an entity that has that value intrinsically. Whatever conferred value to the original piece of paper, it would have to have that value in the very same way as the latter entity, i.e., essentially. 
True enough, if ascribing derivative intentionality to something might simply be described as a pairing of a «semantically dead» sign with an entity-cum-meaning, but did not really consist in such a pairing, sustainers of the idea that thoughts have merely original but not intrinsic intentionality might well retort that having original intentionality is enough in order for a thought to confer to a «dead» sign derived intentionality. For in such a case, no entity-cum-meaning would be really generated. One such entity would merely be an illatum to be instrumentally invoked in accounting for the meaning-conferring process.
 But entities-cum-meaning are not mere illata, we definitely need them in our ontology. As we said before, we have to appeal to them in order to account for ambiguity.
 Hence, there really is such a pairing. Thus, we really need entities that have intentionality as intrinsically as entities-cum-meaning in order to confer intentionality to something that lacks it. Thoughts are precisely those entities.

Thus, thoughts have intentionality intrinsically, i.e., essentially; to predicate intentionality to thoughts is true in virtue of their own identity or nature.
 Clearly enough, what holds of symbols also holds of thoughts, namely that if thoughts are essentially about their objects, then they depend on such objects ontologically, i.e., for their own individuation. But we want an even stronger result, namely that intentionality is precisely one such relational property of ontological dependence of the thought on its intentional object. More precisely, qua essential property of a thought, we want intentionality to be not just merely a constitutive relation for a thought, but the very relational property for a thought of having its intentional object as a constituent. Its being constituted by the object it is about indeed is something that pertains to the thought’s identity: if the thought had a different object as constituent, it would be an altogether different entity.
 So our claim is the following: if a certain thought comes into being as that particular thought it is by the fact that it has its intentional object as one of its constituents, then intentionality is precisely that relation of the thought with that object. In other terms, intentionality collapses onto the very relation of constitution. By being one of the thought’s constituents, an intentional object is already literally in the thought that thinks of it. Moreover, to think of an object is literally to have that object in the relevant thought. For having that object as a constituent is for that thought to be about it.

Yet why intentionality, if it is intrinsic, has to be that constitutive relation? Phenomenologists, for ones, may well believe that intentionality is a constitutive relation for a thought, yet they would fail to believe that it is the very relation of constitution.
 Our reason is, again, that the entity-cum-meaning and the meaning-conferring entity must share the very same property, in order for the latter entity to confer a «semantically dead» phenomenon a meaning by pairing it with the former entity. Now granted, an entity-cum-meaning is constituted by its meaning. But its being so constituted amounts to its being about that meaning. Thus, the same must hold for the meaning-conferring thought.

To be sure, one might raise the very same question one step back: as far as an entity-cum-meaning is concerned, why must being constituted by something and being about something be one and the same property? Well, consider another structured entity, a proposition. Propositions are often appealed to in this debate for they are often claimed to be the relata of propositional thoughts, thoughts which are semantically evaluable as to their truth or falsity. Now, no matter whether you take a singular or a general proposition into account, i.e., either a proposition whose constituents are primarily individuals or a proposition whose constituents are basically general entities such as concepts or properties, you will be often told that such a proposition is about such constituents. For instance, in the case of the singular proposition to the effect that Mont Blanc is 4808 mt. high, insofar as that proposition has Mont Blanc, in spite of all its snowfields, as one of its constituents, it is about Mont Blanc.
 It thus seems hard that the aboutness relation and the constitution relation come apart.

One may still show a sort of incredulous stare: how can it be that intentionality is the essential relational property for a thought of having an object as a constituent? Doesn’t intentionality have to do with the fact that a thought grasps its intentional object, however conceived? Though astonishing, that intentionality has that nature simply stems from taking the lesson of externalism literally. That is, if you really commit yourself to externalism, you must precisely end up with making this claim. 


To begin with, remember that externalism has often been taken as a view on the existential dependence of a thought on the object it is about. As we recalled in the previous Section, this view has been appealed to as an evidence in favour of the idea that intentionality is precisely that very thought-object dependence relation. Yet note that externalism, in its strongest and most credible version, let us call it serious externalism,
 is a metaphysical thesis on thoughts’ individuation: if a thought were not about the object it is about, it would be an altogether different thought.
 Besides, the most plausible way to construe this metaphysical thesis is to take the thought to be constituted by the object it is about: the thought has that object as one of its constituents, in the very same sense in which, as we said before, a singular proposition to the effect that Mont Blanc is 4808 mt. high has what is about, i.e., Mont Blanc, in spite of all its snowfields, as one of its constituents.
 Since what a thought (or a proposition) is about is what constitutes it, it turns out that for serious externalists intentionality must be the essential relational property for a thought of being constituted by the object it is about.


But if our thesis is nothing but another more stringent way of formulating the serious externalist position, why has this way escaped even to serious externalists?


Here comes our explanation. Regardless the fact that thoughts are taken by serious externalists to be constituted by the objects they are about, it seems that even a serious externalist cannot accept that intentionality is the essential relational property for a thought of being constituted by the object it is about. For the two things, the thought and the object thought-of, seem to come apart. Obviously enough, an externalist, though serious, seems to ponder that an object is external to the thought that thinks of it and therefore distinct from such a thought – trivially, that’s why a thesis that objects are involved in thoughts’ individuation is called externalism. But if this is the case, then the problem arises, how can a thought pick out that distinct object located in a nonmental reality? Sometimes, this problem is presented as the problem of the objective reference: how is it that a thought of O is a thought of O rather than of any other object? As a matter of fact, it might have been directed upon any other such object.
 

Thousands of philosophers have looked in vain for a credible mediator able to let the thought do the job of picking out the object it is about, call this mediator a sense, a mode of presentation or whatever. But, says the serious externalist, if the thought is individuated via the object it is about, no such a mediator is really needed. The thought is diaphanous to its object; as McDowell repeatedly says, it has that object in view.


Yet, even though the serious externalist rejects the «mediator»- solution to the above problem, she still keeps on taking that problem as a genuine one. For she considers the solution she bases on the idea of the diaphanousness of the thought, as the best solution to a genuine problem.


But it takes just a bit of reflection to see that for a serious externalist this problem would rather have to be considered as a pseudo-problem whose solution is rather a dissolution. Consider indeed the above alternative formulation of the problem, how is it that a thought of O is a thought of O rather than of anything else? Well, if O constitutes that thought, how could that thought not be about O? Put in other terms, the point is not that a thought gets to its object very easily for it is diaphanous to it. Rather the point is that, insofar as that object constitutes that thought, the problem of how to get to it cannot even arise. To see why this is so, consider a mereological sum, an entity made of those other entities that are chosen as its parts. Now, ask yourself how it is that that sum can «reach» one of such parts. Doesn’t the question sound odd, so that even addressing it by saying that the sum is diaphanous to that part would turn out to be inappropriate? But, if an object is a constituent of a thought, is not the situation exactly the same? In this respect, the very word “externalism” has been an infelicitous label for a very fruitful theoretical position. In a nutshell, if externalism is serious in claiming that the thought is constituted by its object, then there is no «externality» of that object to be accounted for.


At first glance, an externalist could reply that the question derives its substantiality from another, related problem: how can one have a thought of O rather than an utterly different thought, a thought of another object? For this is definitely a genuine question. Now George Clooney is cogitating about Penelope Cruz, fancing her beauties. How is it, one can ask, that in this very moment George is not having a thought of something else? Obviously he might have had an utterly different thought.


But this problem is an utterly different one. To answer it, one must appeal to George’s entire mental life up to this very moment; George’s previous thoughts (perceptions above all) can explain why George is now fancing of Penelope rather than being mentally involved, say, with eminent philosophers, e.g. Martin Heidegger. But once you get that George is now thinking of Penelope, it cannot be the case that that thought could be a thought of Heidegger rather than of Penelope. For simply, Penelope rather than Heidegger constitutes that thought.


There must be another reason as to why even a serious externalist is led to take the problem of how a thought can reach its object as a genuine problem. Here it is. Consider a seemingly reasonable thesis, that is, the thesis according to which whatever is mental supervenes on some physical base. Now, any externalist, whether serious or not, cannot commit herself to this thesis, for her relational conception of thoughts prevents her from accepting it (this is the notorious lesson of the Twin-Earth cases for the externalist). Still, even the externalist might be ready to accept a thesis of global supervenience, according to which whatever is intentional supervenes not on the thinker’s local properties, but on the thinker’s whole environmental situation. According to this thesis, two possible worlds that differ as far as their respective thoughts are concerned must also be physically different worlds.
 Now, one such whole environmental situation includes not only the fact that the relevant thinker has a brain but also, at least in most cases,
 the fact that that thinker’s body does not embed the object her thought is directed upon. Thus, how can it be that the thinker’s thought reaches that object which, by being external (again, at least in most cases) to that thinker’s body, is also external to that thinker?

Once again, the problem is misplaced. Perhaps thoughts globally supervene on the physical array of the possible world in which they are entertained. Yet this is irrelevant. The fact that such an array is made, at least at a physical macro-level, of utterly distinct entities such as a thinker’s body and the faraway object that thinker thinks does not prevent the thought she thinks from being constituted by such an object. How a body can reach an object distinct from it is a physical problem that ask for a physical solution. Yet how the thought of that object, as entertained by a thinker possessing that body, can reach such an object is not one such problem nor a similar one, if that object constitutes that thought. In this respect, whether the thought might be legitimately said to be in the thinker’s body does not matter. Once again, consider mereological sums. If one defines one such sum as the whole constituted by the elements that are chosen as its parts, it does not matter whether those parts are physically adjacent or not; how can a mereological sum join a part that is scattered from the rest of that sum is no real problem.
 Thus, the problem of a physical gap that a thought must fill in order to reach its object is simply a nonstarter.

3. Metaphysical consequences for an objectual thought: first remarks

We said in the previous Section that for a thought to have intentionality is to stand in the relation of constitution with its constituents, the entities it is about. Since, as we saw, this is the very relation in which a proposition stands with its constituents, one might also wonder whether a propositional thought stands with a proposition in the very same relation of constitution in which the proposition stands with its constituents. For the purposes of this paper, however, we intend to remain neutral as to whether propositional thoughts are somehow related with propositions. It is enough for us to claim that intentionality essentially relates propositional thoughts with their constituents. Rather, we are interested in seeing which consequences follow from taking intentionality as a constitutive relation for objectual thoughts, thoughts whose constituents are basically the objects they are about: e.g. George Clooney’s imaginings of Penelope Cruz, or Madonna’s care for her daughter Lourdes. We indeed share the widespread opinion, originally stemming from Brentano, that objectual thoughts are more basic than propositional thoughts and cannot therefore be reduced to the latter.

Let us immediately present one of the main theses that stems out of the idea of intentionality’s being a constitutive relation for a thought: an objectual thought is nothing but an object (the intentional object of the thought) in a cogitative modality, or, which is the same, as playing a certain motivational role. 

As many say, a thought is made out of two elements: its content and its psychological mode.
 If this characterisation holds, as we believe, of propositional thoughts as well as of objectual thoughts, let us see what consequences ensue for objectual thoughts given our conception of intentionality. 
As to the «content»- component of a thought, things are easy. For if we interpret objectual thoughts along with our interpretation of thoughts in general, according to which thoughts are individuated by the objects they are about qua their constituents, we get that the content of objectual thoughts is basically given by those very objects.
 


As to the «mode»- component of a thought, observe immediately that by “psychological mode” one means that the thought is a judgement rather than an expectation, a desire, a perception ... . Moreover, note that it is typical to account for a psychological mode in terms of the functional role the thought has for the subject who bears it (not only intentional functional roles, but also mental functional roles in general are subject-relative). In its turn, such a functional role is generally conceived as a causal role, individuated in terms of what prompts the thought (its input) and of what the thought prompts (its output).
 Let us however describe the functional role of a thought as a motivational role. For we here want to remain neutral
 as to whether that role is a genuinely causal one or it has to be more properly conceived in the normative terms of what justifies the state, the reason for it, and of what the state grounds, is a reason for.
 Indeed, our main question rather is, what really is the instantiator of such a role? 


To answer this question, let us combine the above observations with what we have said immediately before about the content of an objectual thought. First of all, saying that an objectual thought is made by its intentional object along with its motivational role for the subject who bears it is nothing but saying that the thought is nothing but that very object in a particular modality, a certain cogitative modality. But this moreover makes it the case that the property of playing a particular motivational role for the subject of that thought is actually possessed by the object itself, the main constituent of such a thought. For saying that an objectual thought is no more than the thought’s intentional object in a cogitative modality precisely amounts to saying that that very object has the property of playing a particular motivational role for the subject of that thought; in short, that thought is nothing but that object as instantiating that property.

Let us give an example as to how, if an objectual thought is basically constituted by the object it is about, then it is nothing but such an object as having a certain motivational role for the subject of that thought, it is its intentional object in a cogitative modality. Othello’s being jealous of Desdemona is nothing but Desdemona’s being in a certain cogitative modality, namely as playing a certain motivational role for Othello, notably a jealousive motivational role: insofar as she has that role, she leads Othello to many sinister ruminations and finally to his insane assassination plan. 
Note that we are here speaking of a role in a literal sense. In her being the object of Othello’s jealousy, Desdemona plays a certain motivational role for Othello (a role she does not play for Jago, btw.) in the very same sense in which, in her being Queen of England, Elisabeth Windsor plays a certain institutional role for England (a role she does not play for Italy, btw.). So, pretty much as being Queen of England is for Elisabeth II to play a certain institutional role for England – English citizens are institutionally involved by their having Elisabeth II as their Queen – being entertained jealously is for Desdemona to play a certain motivational role for Othello, the sinister role we have apprehended in attending Shakespeare’s tragedy.

Once again, if one endorses serious externalism, that an objectual thought is nothing but an object in a cogitative modality or as playing a certain motivational role is rather straightforward. Serious externalists acknowledge that an objectual thought is individuated by its content and its mode. They moreover claim that the content of that thought is basically exhausted by the object that thought is about, as the main constituent of that thought. Thus, the role in which the mode of that thought consists cannot but be a property of that object. All this is precisely what we maintain by saying that an objectual thought is an object in a certain cogitative modality, i.e., as having a certain motivational role for the subject of the thought that object is the object of.

We can now ask again: how is it that this move has escaped to so many people, first of all to serious externalists, who should see it as a natural consequence of their position? Probably the reason is that the motivational role of a thought, or of a mental state or event in general, is considered to ultimately concern the subject of that mental entity. Traditionally, when a subject has, say, a pain or a belief that p, one says that that very subject has a mental or an intentional property; in the cases in question, she has the property of being in pain or of believing that p (which is often further conceived in relational terms, i.e., as a relation of believing that subject entertains with a certain content that p).
 Moreover, one such property is further interpreted in functionalist terms as a certain motivational role, or more orthodoxically as a certain functional (i.e., causal) role.
 Yet once that property is so interpreted, clearly it is no longer the property of a subject – insofar as a subject is in pain or has a certain belief, she has no motivational role – but the property of the mental entity in question, either a mental state or event in general or more specifically a thought! Finally, insofar as an objectual thought is in its turn nothing but an intentional object in a certain cogitative modality, i.e., as playing a certain motivational role, it trivially turns out that it is ultimately the object that instantiates such a role.
In actual fact, moreover, once we speak of a motivational role in the above sense, we have another metaphysical place where to locate the subject of an objectual thought which is not that of the role’s instantiatior. We said before that the motivational role of an objectual thought is subject-relative: the intentional object of such a thought plays a motivational role for that thought’s subject. This allows us to conceive the subject as simply the bearer of that thought. But, as we hinted at in Section 1, this further means that the subject of that thought is what that thought existentially depends on. All in all, this metaphysically means that, if an objectual thought is nothing but an intentional object in a cogitative modality, i.e., as playing a certain motivational role, then that very thought is a trope. In the following Srction, we shall see why this is so.
4. Metaphysical consequences for an objectual thought: second remarks

To start with, we accept the widely shared idea that there are both thought-tokens and thought-types. Focusing again on objectual thoughts, take Plato’s remembering of Socrates and Aristophanes’ remembering of Socrates. They are two tokens of the same thought-type. Indeed, both their content, i.e., basically their object, and their psychological mode, i.e., their being memory thoughts, are identical. Being about a certain object and having a certain mode are indeed the two conditions, the necessary and jointly sufficient conditions, that have to be satisfied in order for something to be a certain objectual thought-type, or, which is the same, for two thought-tokens to be instances of one and the same objectual thought-type. This fits with our account. Insofar as an objectual thought is an object in a cogitative modality, i.e., as playing a certain motivational role, for us both tokens converge in being Socrates as having a certain mnestic motivational role. Yet in our reconstruction such instances of the same thought-type still differ insofar as the first token is Socrates’ playing a certain motivational role of remembrance for Plato, while the second token is again Socrates’ playing that very motivational role yet for Aristophanes. All this can be accounted for by saying that an objectual thought-type and an objectual thought-token are different kinds of abstracta. 

That an objectual thought-type is an abstract entity is hardly astonishing; types are paradigmatic abstracta. Yet it is not trivial to so account also for objectual thought-tokens. In order to address this issue, we preliminarily have to consider how “abstract” is to be understood.
 We shall resort to what is labelled the metaphysical explanation of the notion of «abstract», for it is the most relevant for our present proposal.
 This explanation comes in two different forms. According to the first form, something is abstract iff it lacks spatio-temporal location.
 According to the second form, something is abstract iff it is unable of independent existence. By “dependent existence” we again mean existential dependence, modally interpreted as usual.

Objectual thought-types, the entities that are unsurprisingingly abstracta, are such in the first metaphysical reading. Qua Platonic types, they lack spatio-temporal location. Interestingly enough, however, objectual thought-tokens are also abstract yet in the second metaphysical reading, which equates abstractness with lack of independent existence. Using the longstanding term “substance” as a label for what can independently exist, we can say that the objectual thought-tokens’ abstractness is a mark of their unsubstantiality. Objectual thought-tokens are not res; yet they are some kind of entities, namely existentially dependent entities, entities depending on some other entities in order to exist.

Now, the entities on which primarily objectual thought-tokens existentially depend are precisely their subjects: Plato’s remembering of Socrates depends on Plato for its existence, while Aristophanes remembering of Socrates similarly depends on Aristophanes. We say “primarily”, for there may be other entities on which such tokens existentially depend. By a “thought”, we said at the very beginning of this paper, we mean either an intentional event or an intentional state. As we can now explicitly say, intentional events and states differ for having vs. failing to have a temporal location. We can account for this difference as far as objectual thoughts-tokens are concerned by saying that a token of an objectual intentional state existentially depends merely on its subject, while a token of an objectual intentional event so depends both on its subject and on the time of its happening. Consider again the Queen’s present cogitation about London. Obviously, this thought existentially depends on its thinking subject, viz. the Queen herself. But, less obviously, it also so depends on the time in which it is conceived. The Queen’s present cogitation about London and the Queen past cogitation about the very same city differ not because of their thinking subject, who remains one and the same, but because of the different times of such cogitations.

By so doing, we take objectual thought-tokens to be tropes, namely a certain kind of abstract particulars: Plato’s remembrance of Socrates (at t) is a certain trope, whereas Aristophanes’ remembrance of Socrates (at t) is another trope.

In order to better understand how thought-tokens may be tropes, let us expand a bit on the notion of a trope. This notion is not a new entry in the philosophical jargon.
 According to the philosophical tradition going back to Aristotle, who first introduced the notion in the philosophical debate, a trope is an abstract particular. Some examples will clarify. Let us imagine taking a walk along a cornfield all scattered with poppies in a hot afternoon of late June. What appears to us at first sight is a sort of golden sea all stippled with red spots. During such walk, the poppies go on looking all red. Let us imagine labelling two poppies “Poppy1” and “Poppy2”. Although the two poppies share the very same shade of red, the redness of Poppy1 is different from the redness of Poppy2 (as well as the redness of Poppy1 at st - a certain spatiotemporal location - is different from the redness of Poppy1 at st’ - another spatiotemporal location). While the shade of red is a general property that different things, poppies in this case, can instantiate, the rednesses in question are properties that are peculiar features of the individuals possessing them in such a way that they cannot be alienated. Any such redness is particular, insofar as it is not susceptible of generalisation: what makes the redness of Poppy1 different from the redness of Poppy2 (or the redness of Poppy1 at st different from the redness of Poppy1 at st’) is precisely the fact that it is the redness of the first and not of the second poppy (as well as the redness at st rather than the redness at st’). Yet this also shows that any such redness is an abstract entity insofar as it is unable of independent existence.
 Indeed, a trope cannot exist separately from what it is «in». But this being in- relation, as Aristotle already got (Met, 1028 9-10), is not the ordinary part-whole relation. For the parts of a substance are themselves substances. Rather, it is the relation of existential dependence, modally interpreted as usual, of the given particularised quality on the concrete particular functioning (possibly along with its spatiotemporal location) as «its inherence substratum». That is, in order for the redness of Poppy1 to exist, Poppy1 (as well as a certain spatiotemporal location, say st) must exist as well. As a result, the redness of Poppy1 cannot be the redness of Poppy2 (nor can the redness of Poppy1 at st be the redness of Poppy1 at st’). For such rednesses existentially depend on different entities – Poppy1 and Poppy2 (along with their different spatiotemporal locations).

It is definitely no such a surprise to equate objectual thought-tokens with tropes. A subject’s having a certain objectual thought, such as Abelard’s love of Heloise (at t), is one of the prototypical examples of tropes.
 Yet armed with the above conceptual specifications, let us better see how the notion of a trope properly applies to objectual thought-tokens. An objectual thought-token is an abstract particular all right, yet it is not a mere particularised quality, but rather a particularised relational property, namely an abstract entity having a relational nature. For, once we want that the object a thought is about constitutes such a thought, an objectual thought-token cannot but be a particularised relational quality insofar as it involves one such object. In other terms, qua relational trope, Plato’s remembering of Socrates (at t) is the particularised relational quality of remembering of Socrates depending on Plato (and on that very time) for its own existence. In this respect (apart from the possible merely temporal rather than spatiotemporal dependence), an objectual thought-token is a relational trope pretty much in the very same sense in which Elisabeth II’s ruling England (in a certain spacetime, say UK in 1952) is. This trope not only presupposes the individual (and the spacetime it is «in»), the English Queen, but it also involves the individual that constitutes the relatum of that particularised relational property which that trope consists in, England in this case. Qua relational trope, Elisabeth II’s ruling England (in 1952 UK) is the particularised relational quality of ruling England depending on Elisabeth II (and on the above spacetime) for its own existence.
 

So, objectual thought-tokens are abstract as well as objectual thought-types, although in their own metaphysical sense. Indeed, metaphysically speaking a difference remains between the two. To be sure, the intentional object and the psychological mode enter in the individuation of a thought-token, as it happens with respect to an objectual thought-type. Yet, unlike an objectual thought-type, an objectual thought-token also has its thinking subject,and possibly also the time of its conception, as the entity(ies) it existentially depends on. Thus, what makes the Queen’s present cogitation about London a different entity from Prince Charles’ present cogitation about London or from the Queen’s previous cogitation about London are the following four parameters: intentional object, mode of thinking, thinking subject and the time of the thinking; the first two enter into the individuation conditions of the thought-token, the second two enter only into its existence conditions. 

This different role which mode and object play in comparison with thinking subject and time as regards individuation can be easily explained. Objectual thought-types represent general properties of objectual thought-tokens; they are what different relational abstract particulars have in common. In other terms, an objectual thought-type is an abstraction class obtained out of objectual thought-tokens. Qua entity obtained by a process of abstraction, it keeps only those elements which are common among thought-tokens while dispensing with all those (the purely existential ones) which instead account for the differences.
 It is obtained out of distinct objectual thought-tokens by abstracting away from the differentiating parameters, namely, the existence conditions of a thought-token: the thinking subject (and the time of her thinking). As we noted before, what individuates an objectual thought-type indeed are basically its mode and its intentional object – in our conception, that object as playing a certain motivational role.

Let us thus consider again the Queen’s present cogitation about London, Prince Charles’ present cogitation about London, and the Queen’s previous cogitation about London. They are three objectual thought-tokens: however different as to their mere existence conditions, time and thinking subject, they are similar as to the objectual thought-type they all instantiate, which is characterised just by their object – London – and by their mode – being a cogitating episode.

All in all, by equating an objectual thought-token with a trope existentially depending on their thinking subject (and on the time of its conception), our metaphysical conception of what we can now label an objectual thought-token finds a suitable place for such a subject. For us, we said, an objectual thought token is its intentional object in a cgitative modality, i.e., as playing a certain motivational role for its subject (at a certain time). But, we have now discovered, this is the same as saying that a particularised relational property involving that object is instantiated by the thought’s subject (and by the time of its conception), or in short, that a certain relational trope depends for its existence on that subject (and that time). 

In terms of our previous characterisations, we can say that the above objectual thought-tokens, or relational tropes concerning certain cogitations about London on the Queen’s and Prince Charles’ part respectively, are the same way for London to play a certain motivational role, yet with respect to different subjects, namely the Queen and Prince Charles respectively (and also with respect to the different times involved).
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� For the time being, we do not distinguish between intentional events, i.e., mental particulars with a temporal part, and intentional states, i.e., mental items without a temporal part (for this distinction cf. Crane (2001:39)). By focusing later on the case of objectual thoughts – intentional states or events having an objectual rather than a propositional content – we will however consider either classifications as preliminary characterisations of the metaphysics of such entities. For in that case we will take those entities to be tropes, dependent either both on their subjects and on their temporal location (objectual intentional events) or merely on their subjects (objectual intentional states).


� As is well known, in English the word “thought” is ambiguous insofar as it means either an intentional event or state or that event/state’s content. We take here that word in its first sense.


� In Brentano (1973:II), the right-hand side of this necessary relation, the intentional object, is taken to be an immanent object, an object «in-existing» in the thought itself that is «directed upon» it. Yet one is not forced to endorse such a conception of the intentional object, not even within the phenomenological movement. Cf. e.g. Meinong (1960), or Husserl (1970), who both take the intentional object to be a transcendent, i.e., a mind-independent object, although in different ways. For Meinong, every thought is related with a transcendent object, independently of whether that object exists. Husserl may instead be read as holding that only some thoughts have intentional objects, namely thoughts that are «directed upon» real objects, objects that exist in the actual world, and are transcendent. This reading of Husserl has been recently defended and reprised by Mulligan and Smith (1986), Smith (1984). For an analogous conception, see also Wittgenstein (1953, 1975).


� In this tradition, people typically say that the thought entertains an internal relation with its intentional object. Not only this terminology is somewhat infelicitous, for it makes one think of this relation as being an intrinsic relation supervening on the properties of its relata (cf. Crane (2011)), but it is also vague, for by “internal” one may mean not only a necessary but also an essential property (as we will positively maintain precisely as regards intentionality). 


� Historically, this position is traced back to the later Brentano (1973:Appendix); in recent times it has been reprised by Chisholm (1957).


� Notoriously, these problems has been forcefully reprised by Jackson (1975). Author2 (2009) shows that some of the recent attempts to deal with these problems, as e.g. Kriegel (2007), fail. 


� Most parties in this debate agree that existential dependence is to be captured in modal terms. They disagree on whether what one means in general by ontological dependence is captured by existential dependence so conceived, or one needs a subtler notion to be accounted for in essentialist terms. For the first option, the so-called Modal Existential Approach, see Mulligan and Smith (1986), Simons (1982, 1987), Mulligan, Simons, Smith (1984). For the second option, the so-called Purely Essentialist Approach, see Fine (1995), Lowe (1994, 1998). A variant of this approach is the Foundational Approach (see Correia (2005)), which goes back to Husserl’s notion of «grounding» and tries to account for the virtues of the essentialist approaches without committing to the notion of essence. In the proceeding of this Section it will become clear that we share the second option.


� In its strong formulation, externalism says that the intentional object occurs in the individuation conditions of the thought it is the object of. As we will say later, not only this is the most genuine formulation of externalism – serious externalism, as we will call it – but it supports precisely the reading of intentionality we are looking for. 


� Cf. Wittgenstein (1975:§§21-2).


� For some attempts to prove that intentionality is at least a necessary relation for the thought that has it, cf. Author1 (2007) and Author2 (2005, 2006).


� This example (and its morale) is taken from Fine (1995). 


� As Simons himself (1987:295) points out.


� This move can be traced back to Husserl (1970). Cf. also Mulligan and Smith (1986), Smith (1984).


� Cf. Priest (2005:60fn.7).


� See Williamson (2002). For him, existence in a nonlogical sense is having a spatiotemporal location. Yet one may have a broader conception of nonlogical existence according to which also abstracta exist in this sense. In point of fact, one can trace this conception (which is adopted by many Meinongians too) back to Russell’s (19372) distinguishing existence from being (logical existence).


� Even though we have here taken into account only contingently nonexistent objects, our point also applies also to necessarily nonexistent ones. The problems deriving from conceiving intentionality merely as a relation of existential dependence arise both for entities such as Vulcan and Nessie and for entities such as the round square and the horse which is all black and all white. 


� Cf. Smith (1984:174).


� Cf. e.g. Dretske (1988, 1990, 1995), Fodor (1987, 1990). As Searle puts it, “the mind imposes Intentionality on the production of sounds, marks, etc., by imposing the conditions of satisfaction of the mental states on the production of the physical phenomena” (1983:164).


� At least in some of its most influential interpretations; cf. e.g. Malcolm (1986:66). 


� This appeal to the notion of «being a name-of» as a particular kind of an entity-cum-meaning, namely as a singular term plus its referential interpretation has been developed by some «direct reference»-theorists, i.e., people believing that at least the meaning of genuine singular terms is exhausted by their referents: cf. e.g. Almog (1984), Kaplan (1990).


� Cf. again Fine (1995:273)


� Although having intentionality originally and having intentionality intrinsically are often conflated in the literature, they correspond to quite distinct notions. Searle himself seems to be committed to the position we are holding: “just as the conditions of satisfaction are internal to the speech act, so the conditions of satisfaction of the Intentional state are internal to the Intentional state” (1983:11).


� Typically, naturalists such as Dretske (1995) and Fodor (1990) endorse this idea. For insofar as they believe that intentionality is a sort of naturalistic relation, they have to maintain that intentionality is a contingent, hence an extrinsic, relation for the entity – typically, a thought – that has it. Incidentally, throughout this paper we are using “naturalism” as synonymous with “scientific naturalism”, which is just the hardest form of naturalism, according to which the ontology of science is all what there is and can be known (cf. on this NN – Author2 (2010)). So, if on a final balance our view on thoughts turned out to be nonnaturalist, remember that this would simply mean scientifically nonnaturalist.


� As Searle (1992:79) has shown, whatever has intentionality derivatively has it contingently.


� As convincingly stressed by Strawson (2004:298-9).


� On such an instrumentalist position cf. Dennett (1987).


� This of course presupposes that alternative explanations of the phenomenon of ambiguity naturalists would appeal to, such as those invoking Gricean communicative intentions, are worse accounts. For reasons of space we cannot here argue for this.  


� See also Searle: “the intentional content which determines the conditions of satisfaction is internal to the intentional state” (1983:22) and Horgan and Tienson: “intentional states are intrinsically, by their very nature, directed toward whatever they are directed toward” (2002:530).


� As far as the object is concerned, the situation is apparently different. Insofar as it may well be not thought-of, the relation of being a part of a thought is no necessary property for an object, a fortiori no essential property either. Yet if that object is thought-of so that the relation of constitution holds for the relevant thought essentially, then the relation of being a part of a thought holds for that object essentially as well. For a part to belong essentially to a whole indeed amounts to that whole being constituted by that part in such a way, that the former requires the latter for its identity: if it were not constituted by that part it would be another thing. 


� For they will also attribute to intentionality an experiential character. Cf. Gallagher and Zahavi (2008: 119-26). In this, phenomenologists are not alone. For unless one reformulates à la Lewis (1991) the set theory in mereological terms, also the very relation of ontological dependence that Socrates’s singleton has with Socrates cannot be reduced to the relation of constitution. 


� These ideas notoriously come from Russell (19372).


� For some reasons as to why externalism has to be meant this way, cf. Author2 (2005).


� On this characterisation, cf. e.g. Edwards (1994:17fn.16); Woodfield (1982:v).


� Cf. e.g. McGinn (1989:3,6).


� In this formulation, the problem notoriously is raised by Wittgenstein (1953:177). For the labelling of this problem as the problem of objective reference, cf. Chisholm (1984). McGinn (1989:12) speaks of the very same problem as the “matching problem”.


� Cf. McDowell (1994, 1998).


� This predicament can be clearly seen in Weir’s (2004) ultra-realist, or ultra-externalist, theory of perception. According to Weir, although mind-independent objects are literally contained in perceptions, perceptions having such object as constituents amount to not mind-independent situations (the mind itself is a network of such situations, as Weir claims).


� Cf. e.g. Seager (1992:441).


� For sometimes what a thought is about may be a bodily portion of the thought’s subject. For the compatibility between this possibility and externalism, cf. Farkas (2003).


� This is how the problem arises in McGinn (1989:3). This might explain why, although McGinn seems to acknowledge that “externalism appears to undermine the idea of a mental boundary” (ib:22), he also insists that solving what he calls “the matching problem” is “a condition of adequacy upon any account of content” (ib:12). Curiously enough, however, he also recognises that, instead of being substances separated by the objects they think of, minds are “metaphysically sui generis, if externalism is true” (ib:22).


� For mereological sums as made of scattered parts cf. Cartwright (1975) and Lewis himself (1986:213).


� Cf. e.g. Crane (2001), Priest (2005), Simons (1983). In any event, even if this opinion turned out to be false, nothing would follow against what we have hitherto said. For propositional thoughts are not only characterised by the fact that they have a certain propositional content making them semantically evaluable (as true or false, fulfilled or unfulfilled), but also by the fact that they have intentionality, which is our focus here. As well as objectual thoughts, they are about something.


� Cf. Husserl (1970:V§20); for contemporary revivals of this idea, cf. Chalmers (2004), Crane (2001), Searle (1994).


� See e.g. McDowell (1998:475-7). It must however be recalled that McDowell seems to believe that any objectual thought is a propositional thought in disguise. At least this seems to be one of the consequences of his sticking to the idea that thought is basically conceptual (for which, cf. his 1994). Moreover, we do not rule out that a given objectual thought might have other constituents such as for example so-called modes of presentation of the object. Yet we shall not deal with this issue here.


� Cf. e.g. Kim (1996).


� The reasons for our neutrality on this point are various. Firstly, we have said that intentionality is essential for a thought. Suppose moreover it turned out that intentionality is a nonnatural property. (There are reasons to believe that if intentionality were a modal property, as the existential dependence relation is, it would be nonnatural: cf. Author1 (2005).) As a result, a thought would be a nonnatural entity as well, hence it could hardly play a causal role. Secondly, Wittgenstein (1953) argued that no candidates for having intrinsic, hence original, intentionality are really endowed with it, for they rather are physical entities having intentionality only derivatively. Hence, if a thought has, as we hold, intrinsic intentionality it must be a nonphysical entity. Thus, given the connection between causality and spatiality, hence physicality (cf. Kim 2005:85-8), a thought cannot play a causal role.


� We are taking the notion of «justification» or of «reason» for acting or for entertaining other thoughts in an objective reading, that is, a reading that does not involve consciousness: the sense for instance in which premises are reasons for a conclusion. 


� For this traditional picture, see e.g. Crane (2001:32).


� Cf. again Kim (1996:117).


� For the many different readings of the notion of «abstract» see Williams (1953:14).


� The other explanation is epistemological. According to the epistemological explanation, something is abstract iff it is obtained through a process of abstraction (of progressively leaving out of consideration this or that quality of something in order to attend to some other quality). 


� As an alternative characterisation of this form, an object is abstract in this sense iff it lacks full causal powers, so that an object is abstract even if it can prompt modifications in other things, but it undergoes no modification. For this alternative characterisation cf. Frege (1967:211), (1997:343-5). 


� This does not mean that there is no way of considering thought-types as being abstract in the very same sense as thought-tokens. Suppose we introduce a difference between rigid and generic dependence, which concerns the issue of whether the supporting entity has to be a particular individual or not: rigid dependence is an existential dependence on a particular individual, whereas generic dependence is an existential dependence on some individual or other of a given kind. Using this piece of terminology, we can say that the Queen’s cogitation of London differs from the kind to which it belongs at least because while the former depends rigidly on the Queen (it would not exist if the Queen did not exist), the latter depends only generically on some thinking subject or other. Cf. on this Author1 (2007).


� Even though the first appearance of the word “trope” as a label for abstract particulars is in Williams (1953), the notion makes its first appearance in chap. II of Aristotle’s Categories under the label “individual accident”. It comes up again in post-scholastic philosophy as the modes of Locke, the properties of monads in Leibniz and the ideas of Berkeley and Hume. But it was only in the German-speaking philosophy that Aristotle’s notion receives adequate attention, particularly within Brentano’s tradition. Stumpf, one of Brentano’s pupils, introduced in psychology the distinction between dependent and independent contents; Husserl, one of Stumpf’s students, took that distinction as the starting point of his notion of «moment» which is central in his theory of wholes and parts. This notion of «moment», which Husserl used to refer to dependent objects in general, is moreover the immediate antecedent of Williams’ notion of trope. Among contemporary proponents of tropes we have: Campbell (1990), Maurin (2002), Mulligan (1998), Mulligan, Simons, Smith (1984), Simons (1994).


� It is worth specifying that there are mainly two conceptions of tropes in the literature. According to one conception (tropes as complex entities), a trope is a product of a simple direct abstraction from concrete individuals. According to a second conception (tropes as simple entities), tropes are conceived as primitive items of which the concrete individuals are composed. The first conception, which is reminescent of Husserl (1970), is the one generally appealed to by people working in truth-makers theory (for tropes as truthmakers see in particular Mulligan, Simons, Smith 1984). By contrast, the conception of tropes as metaphysical building blocks able to explain the structure of the world is characteristic of those one-category ontologies according to which both the notion of universal and the notion of individual can be construed out of tropes taken as ground-floor entities (a recent advocate of this conception is Maurin 2002). Since for us tropes are abstract entities insofar as they are (rigidly) dependent items, we are here espousing the first conception. 


� On this point see Campbell (1990:53). 


� Cf. Bacon (2002) and also Moltmann (2011), who however does not notice that thoughts qua tropes may existentially depend not only on their subjects but also on their temporal locations. 


� On thoughts as relational states that are tropes, cf. Mulligan and Smith (1986), Smith (1984). Moltmann (2011) takes objectual thoughts as quasi-relational tropes, in order to distinguish them from tropes that have more than one bearer, such as Maradona’s kicking a certain ball. Yet since as we have seen literally speaking tropes involve more than one bearer already insofar as they depend not only on their subjects but also on their (spatio)temporal locations, for us it is better to deserve the label “relational tropes” to those tropes which are particularised relational qualities.


� The sense of abstractness here at play is the epistemological one we spoke of and left aside in fn. 51.


� Previous versions of this paper have been presented in Spring 2007 at a seminar at the London Institute of Philosophy and at a workshop on Intentionality and Phenomenology at the University of Fribourg, Switzerland, in Fall 2007 at the reading group in the philosophy of mind of the Centre for Consciousness, Australian National University at Canberra, and at the ECAP 5 Conference in Krakow, August 2008. We thank all the participants for their stimulating remarks. Although the paper has been discussed and elaborated together by the two authors, Author1 is specifically responsible for Sections 1 and 4, Author2 for Sections 2-3.





