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And don’t forget to periodically download the 720 Dynamic Reading List. 

Readings 
Week 9 readings, continued, especially:  

(Moltmann In Press-c) Relative truth and the first person. This is the one in which she argues 
directly with Lasersohn, Kölbel, MacFarlane and others about predicates of personal taste. 

(Moltmann 2006) Generic one, arbitrary PRO, and the first person. This is the one written most 

directly for the formal semantics community 
(Stephenson 2007) Judge dependence, epistemic modals, and predicates of personal taste. See 

especially section 5: Pragmatics and Judge Dependency. 

 
Plan:   
Part I: Guest presentations by Heidi Buetow and Ana Aguilar Guevara on issues raised 
by Stephenson (2007) in her Section 5, which we did not discuss last week. Guest 
presentations: Heidi will discuss pragmatic aspects of Stephenson's account of judge-
dependence with predicates of personal taste and epistemic modals; is there a normative 
aspect to taste-statements that Stephenson doesn't capture? Ana will discuss the 
possibility of treating assertions as proposals for updating the common ground in certain 
ways; perhaps taking that idea seriously can help resolve some of the problems in this 
area.  
Part II: BHP: more on recent work by Moltmann on first-person-oriented content, 
generic one, and relative truth, and how it relates to work by Lasersohn, MacFarlane, 
Stephenson (very little on the comparisons this week, more next week). 
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Last time we began discussing how Moltmann argues that there are two different kinds of 
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first-person oriented content that need to be distinguished. One kind consists of attitudes 
de se in a broad sense; the other kind consists of contents that give rise to intuitions of 
relative truth.  
 
Central to her account of the latter and to all of her recent papers on this topic (Moltmann 
2005, 2006, In Press-a, In Press-b, In Press-c) is a notion of first-person-based genericity, 
a form of genericity most explicitly expressed in English by sentences with generic one. 

(In American English, generic you is much more common in the same function.)  
 
We’ll go into more detail on Moltmann’s account today, including her revised account of 
the objects of propositional attitudes. 

$%$%&'(!&)*"+,&!-&.!"/#0/1+#2#"+#"/&#3#4#"/,&

First, her distinction between two classes of context-dependent elements. (Moltmann In 
Press-c, p.8) 
 
(1) Expressions exhibiting intuitions of relative truth: predicates of personal taste, 

epistemic modals, predicates of aesthetic evaluation, generic one.  These have the 
properties of: 

• faultless disagreement (also “faulty agreement”, which we’ll see later)  
• (obligatory) sharing,   
• quasi-first-person orientedness  

These are called “Type 1 expressions” in (Moltmann In Press-c). 
 
(2) Expressions that include de se interpreted pronouns, relational adjectives (right, 

left, local, neighbouring).  Their properties:  
• no faultless disagreement 
• optional sharing 
• no quasi-first-person-orientedness.  

She calls these Type 2 expressions. 
 
We’ve already seen plenty of examples of faultless disagreement, and we’ll discuss it, as 
well as quasi-first-person-orientedness, more below. What does she mean by “sharing”? 
 
Obligatory Sharing with Type 1 expressions (p.4-6): 
 

“By ‘sharing’ I mean the possibility of sharing of propositional contents by agents 
involved in different contexts of evaluation.” … “If a sentence S involves relative truth, 
then sharing of propositional contents consists in the intuition that agents, even if they are 
clearly involved in different contexts of evaluation, share the same propositional content 
when they have a propositional attitude that S.”   
  
Various linguistic manifestations of sharing:   
• The possibility of a conjunctive or plural subject and a single clausal complement 

of an attitude verb: 
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(1)  a.  John and Mary believe that the wine tastes good. [5] 
  b. These two people believe that the wine tastes good. 
 
Moltmann argues that the possibility of having a single occurrence of the clausal 
complement appears to rule out having two different taste parameters or agents. (Let’s 
discuss: she asserts that quite definitely. Is there no way to have it be a bound variable 
parameter? It would rule out certain accounts, but I’m not sure it would rule out all.) 
 
• Inference patterns like the following: 

 
(2)  A believes the wine tastes good.  [6] 
  B believes the wine tastes good. 
  A and B believe the same thing.   VALID 
 
Such patterns hold with any propositional attitude or speech act verb with predicates of 
personal taste and other evaluative predicates; they don’t hold with context-dependent 
elements like demonstratives. 
 
(3)  John believes that Mary is there. (demonstrating New York) [7] 
  Bill believes that Mary is there. (demonstrating Boston) 
  John and Bill believe the same thing.   INVALID 
 
Variants of the valid inference pattern (2) have conclusions with free relatives as in (4), 
and conclusions involving nominalizations of the attitude verb, as in the inferences in (5). 
 
(4)  John believes what Mary believes, namely that the wine tastes good. 
 
(5) a. John believes that the wine tastes good. [9] 
  Mary believes that the wine tastes good. 
  John and Mary believe the same thing.   VALID 
 
 b. John claimed that the wine tastes good. 
  Mary claimed that the wine tastes good. 
  John and Mary made the same claim. 
 
The valid inferences are all valid even if the grounds for the claims are known to be very 
different for the two agents. (If John and Mary have very different grounds for their 
judgments, Moltmann speaks of the conclusion that they agree that S as a case of faulty 

agreement.) Moltmann says that sharing has been neglected in the literature on predicates 
of personal taste, though it is discussed quite thoroughly by Schiffer (1990) for moral 
predicates like wrong.  
 
Moltmann takes the crucial point to be that “faultless disagreement and sharing 
establish … that the propositional content of sentences with predicates of personal taste is 
the same even when the context-dependent criteria of evaluation involved (such as 
standards of taste etc.) are clearly distinct.” (p.6) 
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Similar patterns hold with epistemic modals (I’ve modified her example [10] to be clearer 
in my own mind that it’s epistemic):  
 
(6)  John believes that Sam may be in Boston.  (Because he saw him take the bus) 
  Mary believes that Sam may be in Boston.  (Because Bill said he thought so) 
  John and Mary believe the same thing.   VALID (“…, but for different reasons.”) 
 
These also allow alternative conclusions such as ‘have the same belief’, or ‘agree that 
Sam may be in Boston.’ Here too if the reasons are very different, she calls it “faulty 
agreement”. 
 

Type 2 expressions (p.7): Optional Sharing, but (and) no Faultless Disagreement or 

Faulty Agreement 
 
(7) Context: Suppose John and Mary, talking about the same tree, but with possibly 
different perspectives, would both say “The tree is to the left”. Then even if they have 
opposite perspectives and therefore can’t both be correct, one can still say: 
 
 John and Mary believe the same thing.  [12b] 
 
But there is no “faultless disagreement” with such predicates. She also rejects the idea 
that a case like this could be called “faulty agreement”, I think because she considers it 
clear that they don’t actually agree – instead they clearly disagree.  
 
Note that in this case and the next, we can get a conclusion with “believe the same thing”, 
but we would never say “John and Mary agree that the tree is to the left” or “John and 
Bill agree that they are the winner.” 
   
Similarly for embedded de se pronouns, which are also type 2: 
 
(8) John thinks he is the winner.   [13a] 
 Bill thinks he is the winner. 
 John and Bill think the same thing. 
 
As she notes later in the paper, in both of these examples it is also possible to say “John 
and Mary believe different things”, “John and Bill think different things”.  This is why 
with right, left, etc. and with de se pronouns, we have optional sharing. Unlike with 
epistemic modals there is no faultless disagreement nor faulty agreement. 
 
• Issue raised in class: What is going on with optional sharing? What is the “same 

thing” that they think, and what are the “different things” that they think. I had 
thought that perhaps the “same thing” is Kaplanian character, and the “different 
things” are content. (In the case of obligatory sharing, on her analysis, both the 
character and the content are the same, I’m pretty sure.) Phil Bricker and Jesse both 
suggested that perhaps in the cases of optional sharing, there are two different 
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contents available.  What they share might be called “de lingua” content, (Jesse says 
this comes from Fiengo and May), since they would “say” the same thing; where they 
differ is in the traditional ordinary propositional content that has Bill vs. John as part 
of it. 

 
Moltmann considers the sharing data an important thing to add to the literature about 
relativism and contextualism. We should probably keep it in mind as we review the 
debates in this area. 

$%5%&67!83#4,&-!7&,/9"+97+&7#39/*:*,/&/;#!7*#,&

pp. 8-10:  Moltmann argues that the relativist account of predicates of personal taste and 
epistemic modals – evaluating with respect to some difference in index, but having the 
same content – can explain sharing, but doesn’t on the face of it explain disagreement. 
She takes the ‘standard relativist account’ to be represented by MacFarlane (2005a, 
2005b): “the context may contain whatever parameters seem necessary for the evaluation 
of the expression in question, such as parameters of taste or epistemic standards” 
(Moltmann, p.9). (She thinks that some but not all of the problems she raises apply to 
other versions as well, such as (Egan et al. 2004, Lasersohn 2005).) 
 
The most important problem for the relativist account, according to Moltmann: it does 
not really explain faultless disagreement. Competent speakers know about the relativity 
of evaluation of sentences, and will know that they mean the utterance of a sentence to be 
true relative to their own context, and that another person will mean the utterance of her 
sentence to be true relative to her context. So if they know that the contents of their 
supposedly conflicting utterances can both be true though relative to different contexts, 
why should they disagree? How can they be disagreeing? And if the truth conditions of 
the sentence are different relative to different speakers’ contexts, shouldn’t this 
correspond to a difference in subject matter, rather than to a single content about which 
there could be disagreement? 
 
Another problem: If assertion and belief aim for truth, as they do on the standard view, 
why shouldn’t a truth-conditionally complete content including the relevant parameters 
be identified in a given context by each of the interlocutors and understood as the content 
to be communicated?  
 
And there’s a similar problem concerning objects of belief: what is the content of a 
sentence like “frog legs taste good” when it acts as the object of belief? Lasersohn’s 
solution: the object of belief is viewed as a pair of a proposition and a context of 
evaluation; but this does not do justice to the view that two people who disagree about 
whether frog legs taste good do disagree, rather than having different but compatible 
beliefs. Another view (Egan et al 2005) takes the content of belief as a truth-relative 
proposition with the judge identified as whoever is the believer; but that also doesn’t 
show how the two believers disagree. (BHP adding: and she could well add that they 
have a problem with examples with conjoined or plural subjects, like (1).) 
 
The meaning-intention problem. I won’t discuss this; Moltmann takes it from Schiffer 
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(1987). When a speaker makes an utterance, his own intentions should be cognitively 
accessible to him; and a “taste parameter” might not be. 
 
The de se status of the parameters of assessment. (pp. 10-11) Relativist accounts make 
the judge parameter de re-like when it should rather be de se-like. (Scenario: Joe reads a 
description of some guy X, not realizing it’s a description of him, Joe. He believes the 
(false) statement there that frog legs taste good to X. In this case, given a relativist 
account, Joe believes that frog legs taste good would be true, since he has come to 
believe that frog legs taste good is true at a context of evaluation with X as judge, and 
he’s X. (Joe’s belief, however, would not be true at a context where he’s the judge.)  
 

$%<%&=>9,*1-*7,/12#7,!"&!7*#"/9/*!"%&!

(pp. 12-13) Another important feature of epistemic modals and evaluative predicates: 
“their first-person-orientation in independent contexts need not be strict, but may relate to 
another agent with whom the speaker only identifies.” 
 
(9) Mother to child: Applesauce tastes good! [18] 
 
A mother may ‘identify with’ her child and utter (9) without thereby expressing her own 
taste judgement.  
 
(10) John took another spoon because it tasted so good. [19a]  (because-clause; speaker 
may project onto John.) 
 
(11) Does this taste good? [19b]  (Questions: project to p.o.v. of addressee) 
 
She takes the label quasi-first-person orientation for the cases of first-person orientation 
when the speaker in fact identifies with another agent.  
 
This kind of “projection” can also occur with epistemic modals: she presents (12), from 
Egan et al, as an example which can be spoken by one who knows otherwise to one in a 
maze. 
 
(12) The exit may be this way. [20] 
 
And we can add that it shifts easily (perhaps obligatorily?) to the hearer in questions: 
 
(13) a. Might he be in Chicago? [BHP] 
 b. Might we have left it in Moscow? 
 
Stephenson (2007, p.22 in downloaded version) also has an example with a shifting 
might, in a parent-to-child interaction: 
 
(14) It might be in my right hand. It might be in my left hand. You have to guess.  [70] 
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A claim: “Apart from attitudes such as imagination and desire, de se interpreted pronouns 
and other Type 2 expressions do not allow for a quasi-first-person orientation.” (p.13) 
She wants to try to explain this, and will. 

$%?%&@0239*"*"A&/;#&)*"+&!-&.!"/#0/1+#2#"+#".B&*":!3:#+%&

(p.13) 
Is it an accidental fact that evaluative predicates and epistemic modals give rise to the 
enrichment of context of assessment rather than context of use (like spatial 
demonstratives)? She offers an explanation: relative truth intuitions arise only with 
predicates that involve an essential first-person orientation. [She notes that this critique of 
lacking such an explanation does not apply to approaches that include only the relevant 
agent (or judge) in the ‘context of assessment’ – that includes Egan et al (2005), 
Lasersohn (2005).] 

6"##7')*0)-0#+#&,##)*0#'85,#6#,95-,22.%*2"#

pp. 13-16 
Her account of  de se attitudes is close to that of David Lewis, but involving a new notion 
of an attitudinal object. 
 
As noted at the beginning, sentences with de se pronouns also exhibit sharing, but with a 
difference from first-person-oriented expressions: for de se pronouns, the sharing is 
optional.  
 
(15) a. John thinks he is the winner.   [22a] 
   Bill thinks he is the winner. 
   John and Bill think the same thing.  VALID 
  b. John and Bill think different things.  ALSO VALID 
 
One doesn’t get the b-type conclusion with predicates of personal taste or other Type 1 
expressions.  
 
(16) a. John thinks frog legs taste good.   [23] 
   Bill thinks frog legs taste good. 
   John and Bill think the same thing.  VALID 
  b. John and Bill think different things.  NOT VALID 
 
So Type 2 expressions have optional sharing, Type 1 have obligatory sharing. 
 
Attitudinal objects. (pp. 14-16) 
Consider a propositional attitude de se.  
 
(17) John expects PRO to win.   [24] 
 
On Lewis’s account of attitudes de se, neither a mode of presentation nor the agent’s 
actual self needs to be part of the propositional content expressed. This is captured by 
accounting for such attitudes as involving self-ascriptions of properties, as below. 
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(18) expect (John, !x[win(x)] ) [25] 

 
Lewis’s account gets sharing straightforwardly. If John and Bill both expect to win, they 
expect the same thing, and Lewis can say what it is: it is the property !x[win(x)]. That’s 

their shared object of belief – a property they each self-ascribe. 
 
But Lewis’s account does not get the optionality of sharing.  
And it also needs to be supplemented to get to a truth-conditional content, because if 
John believes that he is the winner, what he believes is true or false.  
 
What is the truth-conditionally complete content that John believes if he believes that he 
is the winner? Moltmann: An attitudinal object (introduced in Moltmann ((2003a, 
2003b)).  
 
Attitudinal objects are denoted by such expressions as: 
 
(19) a. John’s belief that he is the winner   [p.15, no numbers] 
  b. what John believes 
 
Attitudinal objects are true or false, and so are the objects in (19a,b). (So are the 
traditional candidates, propositions, denoted by expressions like that John is the winner; 
but the traditional attitudinal objects don’t account for de se attitudes.) She argues that 
these are also the semantic values of propositional anaphora (I haven’t seen the 
arguments, which must be in the 2003 papers).  
 
Attitudinal objects are also arguably objects of the acceptance of assertions. If Joe asserts, 
“I am a hero” and a hearer accepts, the hearer has accepted Joe’s assertion that he himself 
is a hero, or Joe’s assertion of PRO being a hero. 
 
With attitudinal objects, she can explain the non-sharing in the de se cases: John’s belief 
that he is the winner is not the same thing as Bill’s belief that he is the winner. The de se 
property is the same, but the attitudinal objects are not. 
 
How to get the optional sharing with de se attitudes? By appealing to kinds of 
attitudinal objects: they share a kind of attitude: ‘the thought of being the winner’. “This 
is a universal whose instances are attitudinal objects of the sort ‘John’s thought that he is 
the winner’.” 
 
“Other type 2 expressions can be treated the same way. While the museum is to the left 

expresses a mere property, propositional pronouns and quantifiers take as semantic values 
entities of either the sort ‘John’s belief that the museum is to the left’ or of the sort ‘the 
belief that the museum is to the left’.” (p.15) 
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Explanation for why no faultless disagreement with type 2 expressions: “the relevant 
attitudinal objects are truth conditionally complete, and they can give rise to 
disagreement, but not to faultless disagreement. 
 
Type 1 vs type 2 expressions: explanation of the differences. 
• a difference in content: sentences with type 1 expressions have a generic content 
• a difference in conditions of grasping the propositional content.  
Both features are most clearly exhibited by generic one, which she then discusses in more 
detail. 
 

:"##;.-2'45,-2%*4<)2,0#+,*,-./.'8#=.'>#+,*,-./#!"#"#
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pp. 16-21. 
“What is crucial about first-person-based genericity is first that the propositional content 
of the sentence is generic and second that that content requires a first-person access by 
whoever maintains or evaluates it. The main difference between the present account and 
standard relative truth theories is that on the present account it is not the propositional 

content whose truth is relative to an agent, but rather the cognitive access to the 

propositional content which requires an agent to grasp the content in a first-personal 
way, whatever his evaluative or epistemic background may be.” (p.16, emphasis added) 
 
Added comment: I think that not all sentences with predicates of personal taste are 
generic, and that her account should probably be supplemented for those that are not. I 
take her story to be applicable to examples like “Frog legs are tasty” or “Roller coasters 
are fun”, but not to typical instances of “That was tasty”, “That ride was fun”, which 
seem much more ‘episodic’ and ‘particular’. Stephenson (2007) argues for such a 
distinction, I think correctly. (I have no quarrel with what she says about generic one 
itself, though there are examples where it seems exceedingly narrowly generic if generic 
at all, as in “One just didn’t know what to say”, said in recounting a particular experience 
(common in some upper-class British styles, according to Moltmann). She discusses such 
examples in (Moltmann 2006), and suggests that they also have modal-generic force, 
presenting her experience as one that would arise for anyone in the given situation1.) 
 
Linguistic examples of one and PROARB , showing their interconnectedness: 
 
First-person-based genericity is expressed explicitly in English by sentences that contain 
the generic pronoun one as in (20a) or its empty counterpart, so-called arbitrary PRO as 
in (20b):  

 

                                                
1 Rajesh in class supported this judgment by pointing out that if I hadn’t prepared for an exam at all, and 

hence couldn’t answer most of the questions, I would NOT normally be able to say “One just didn’t know 

the answers”, since there was nothing about the situation that would generalize to others – I simply had 

happened not to be prepared. The given example “One just didn’t know what to say” suggests that the 

speaker had found herself in a situation that would present comparable problems for any normal person. 
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(20) a. One can see the picture from the entrance.   [1] 
       b. It is possible PROarb to see the picture from the entrance.  

  
Sentences (1a) and (1b) have a natural reading on which they express a generalization on 
the basis of the speaker’s own, perhaps unique, experience or action. That is, (1a, b) are 
naturally used as an expression of the speaker’s own ability to see the picture from the 
entrance and at the same time express a generalization: for every normal x, x can see the 
picture from the entrance.  

 
(21) a. PROarb to live a great life is to realize one’s true potential.  [27] 
        b. The tailor knows what PROarb to wear at one’s own wedding.  

 

There are two kinds of occurrences of generic one in generic sentences: genericity-
inducing, and as a bound variable. Both are illustrated in the example (22a) below. “In 

both occurrences generic one is best taken to be an expression that introduces a variable 

subsequently to be bound by a generic quantifier Gn, which is formally associated with a 

syntactic element in sentence-initial position (Moltmann 2006).” See (22b). 

 
(22) a. One sometimes thinks one’s life is too short.  [28] 

  b. Gn x . x sometimes thinks that x’s life is too short.  

 

There is lots of linguistic literature making use of some such operator Gn, though plenty 
of ongoing debates about its properties and how to analyze them. For classic references, 
see (Carlson and Pelletier 1995, Krifka et al. 1995); Moltmann gives additional 
references. Here she makes just the following minimal assumptions about Gn. 
 
(23) Assumptions about Gn operator.       [no number; p. 17] 
 (i)  It allows for exceptions. 
 (ii) It has modal force. 
 (iii)  What individuals it ranges over is generally driven by conditions of normality or 

stereotypicality.   
 (iv)  It may also get a more precise contextual restriction (Kadmon and Landman 

1993), e.g. generalizing over all the students in a particular class. 
 
Her formula giving a simplified version of Gn on p. 18 makes it a combination of a 
universal quantifier ranging over possible worlds, restricted by some accessibility relation 
R relating the actual world to ‘normal’ worlds, and a universal quantifier ranging over 
individuals which is both restricted by a vague condition of normality N and a condition 
C on contextually relevant individuals. 
 
(24) "w"x [(wRw0 & x # D(w) & N(w)(x) & C(w)(x)) $ P(w)(x) ]     [30] 

 
Notes: She doesn’t specify its syntax here, and doesn’t say where P comes from; I take P 
to be the whole open sentence that is generically quantified. I take it that Gn is not like a 
determiner (which would need two <e,t> arguments), but like a sentence operator that 
happens to target a particular variable as well as giving the whole sentence modal force. 
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It may be introduced syncategorematically; in her NLS paper she notes that generic one 
needn’t c-command pronouns anaphoric to it. When she gets to the detailed analysis of 
one, it has a more specific analysis including a “Qua-predicate”. 
 
Introducing first-person-orientedness. 

 

At first sight, it seems that one can always make inferences from generic one to I: 
 
(25)  One can see the picture from the entrance.  [31] 
         I can see the picture from the entrance.    SEEMINGLY VALID  (but …) 
 
But it’s not generally valid. One can say the first sentence of (25) when one’s own view 
is obstructed; and sentence (26) is perfectly OK. Hence the “quasi” in her 
characterization of one as displaying quasi-first-person orientation. 

 
(26) One can see me from the entrance.  [32] 
 
And my variant of her [33] can be uttered truly even if the speaker doesn’t know how to 
solve such equations. 
(27) One can solve this problem using integro-differential equations. 
 
The first-person orientation of generic one and PROarb also shows up in embedded 
contexts, involving the described agent of the reported attitude or speech act. 
 
(28) a. John said that one can see the picture from the entrance.  [34] 
        b. John said that it is nice PROarb to walk in the park.  
 
First-person vs. third-person orientation: 

 

(29) I find that one can easily forget one’s own past experiences.  [37] 
 

(30) I find that people can easily forget their own past experiences.  [38] 
 
An utterance of (30) would be based on third-person observations or inference. 
 
On her analysis (below), the embedded sentences in (29) and (30) do NOT differ in truth-
conditions, but rather in their implicit indication of epistemic grounds – but that can lead 
to differences in truth-conditions in the epistemic reports themselves, i.e. in (29) vs. (30). 

 

Another difference between one-generics and generics with people or a normal person or 
the typical person, etc: restriction to different sorts of predicates.   
 
(31) a. ?? One has a nose. [39; caveats follow; always OK in conditionals.] 

         b. The typical person has a nose. / People have noses. 

 

“Roughly the restriction on predicates acceptable with generic one is that the predicate 
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must describe possible experiences or actions. That is, generic one requires predicates 
whose application to the first person, roughly, requires only self-knowledge, knowledge 
of one’s own experiences, intentions and actions (Moltmann 2006).” [p.20] 
 
One shows faultless disagreement, sharing, and faulty agreement. 
 
“One person might be right in asserting (41a), whereas another person, used to a greater 
level of comfort, may be right in his way in asserting (41b):  

  
(32) a. One can sleep on this sofa.  [41] 
        b. One cannot sleep on this sofa.  

  
Yet the two clearly disagree.” [pp.20-21]  But with subject everyone, anyone, most 

people, etc., there would be disagreement but no one would call it faultless. 
 
Faulty agreement is possible. Suppose John and Mary have both checked out sleeping on 
the sofa, in different sleeping positions. Mary found it soft enough, which is all she cares 
about, and John found it long enough, which is all he cares about. It’s fine to say the 
following, even if the agreement is “faulty”, being based on entirely different criteria. 
 
(33) John and Mary agreed that one can sleep on this sofa. [42] 
 
Sharing: The above, plus the fact that the following inference pattern is valid, even when, 
say, A’s discovery was made by direct observation and B’s by observing a photo. 
 
(34) A discovered that one can see the picture from the entrance.  [43] 
         B discovered that one can see the picture from the entrance.  
         A and B discovered the same thing (namely that one can see the picture from the   
         entrance). 

 

The conclusion can also be stated in other ‘sharing’ forms – A and B made the same 

discovery; A discovered what B found out (on one reading); A and B discovered that …, 
etc. And sharing is obligatory with one-sentences: from the premises above one cannot 
conclude that A and B discovered different things (as one could with type 2 expressions). 
 
Her strategic conclusions: “The parallels between generic one-sentences and sentences 
with predicates of personal taste strongly suggest [1] that the three intuitions of relative 
truth are to be explained in terms of first-person-based genericity, and [2] that first-
person-based genericity is also involved in the semantics of sentences with predicates of 
personal taste in truth-directed contexts. (pp. 21-22) 

<%5%&D#49"/*.&9"93B,*,&!-&A#"#7*.&%*,#

pp. 22-26. 
 

The intuitive idea: 



  Ling 720 Implicit Arguments, Week 10 

  Barbara H. Partee, Nov 18, 2009 

720_09_10.doc 13 

First-person-based genericity involves abstraction from the particularities of one’s own 
experience, judging oneself normal in relevant respects, and generalizing to anyone 
meeting the same conditions. It can also be viewed as a form of generic simulation (see 
her references to work by R.M. Gordon in Mind and Language, which I don’t know, but 
which sounds interesting.)  
 It may involve “identifying with” another individual one is simulating, or 
‘projecting oneself onto’ (see earlier examples with parent-child interactions). Intuitive 
conclusion: Generic one ranges over individuals as entities the relevant agent 

identifies with. The challenge: how to formalize that “as”-condition. 
 
The formal analysis:  
She uses qua objects in the sense of the philosopher Kit Fine (Fine 1982). According to 
Fine’s analysis, qua objects are obtained from an individual d and a property P (the 
‘gloss’) with the following conditions: 
 
(35) For a property P and an individual d,    [46] 
  1. d qua P exists in a world w at a time t iff P holds of d in w at t.  
  2.  d qua P is identical to a qua object d’ qua P’ just in case d = d’ and P = P’.  
       3.  d qua P has a property Q just in case d has Q at the time it is P.  
 
She doesn’t quite agree with his third condition, which is too extensional, allowing totally 
accidental and irrelevant properties. (# John as a teacher is 35 years old.) The qua 
property P should provide possible epistemic grounds or other relevance for Q.  

 
The as-phrase, expressing the qua property, does not affect the truth-conditions. [NB: 
this makes it different from the as-phrases discussed by Landman in a paper I can’t find 
the reference to, where he discusses a person who holds two jobs, and you can say “John 
as a judge earns $50,000 a year and John as a photographer earns $30,000 a year”; there 
the truth-conditions are implicated, and John altogether earns at least $80,000 a year. 
There were and probably still are debates about attaching as-phrases to an NP vs. 
attaching them to a VP; similarly for “in his capacity as …”.]  
 
The as-phrase implicit in the one-sentence on Moltmann’s analysis just provides an 
epistemic basis for the application of the predicate; it does not affect truth conditions. 
And it does not restrict the domain that generic one ranges over, which is ‘vaguely’ 
restricted (by vague conditions on what is considered normal, plus a contextual 
restriction.) The ‘gloss’ (the as-phrase) will somewhat influence the domain of 
quantification, however –  the domain will be entities the speaker identifies with, and will 
likely include the speaker and the addressee. 
 
*********************************************** 
Excursion by BHP. More on ‘identifying’ vs. ‘distancing’. 
 
(36) a. Under Islam, one does such-and-such. 
 b. Under Islam, they do such-and-such. 
 c. As a Muslim, one does such-and-such. 
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 d. #As a Muslim, they do such-and-such. 
 
(37) a. They don’t make boats like they used to. 
 b. One doesn’t make boats like one used to.  (Now we use fiberglass …) 
 
(38) a.  They never pay one as much as one is really worth. 
 b. #?? One never pays them as much as they’re really worth. (This they isn’t like 
the ‘anonymous’ they in a.) 
 c. People never pay one … 
 d. One never pays people … 
 e. People never pay people … 
 
(39) a. One can become anything one wants if one works hard enough. 
 b. (#) They can become anything they want if they work hard enough. (Can’t be 
‘generic’, can’t be ‘anonymous they’. Can only be about some given group. 
 c.  In America, they can become anything they want if they work hard enough. 
(OK, but the speaker cannot be speaking ‘as an American’. This can be generalizing 
about Americans, but as ‘others’, a 3rd-person perspective.) 
 d. In America, one can become anything one wants if one works hard enough. 
(This one has first-person-perspective, but you don’t have to be an American. You can be 
a non-American and talking about reasons for going to America.) 
 
Is anonymous they always an agent? Well, not syntacto-semantically; they just have to be 
somehow ‘people in charge of something’. 
 
(40) When you want to get cable installed, you have to call them in advance to set up 
an appointment, and then you still have to wait all day for them to show up. 
 
Different behavior with locative domain restrictors – some are necessarily considered in a 
temporo-locative sense (the first-person-oriented ones, if it’s not about your own standard 
location), some can just be locative. 
 
(41) a. In Japan, one eats (you eat) with chopsticks. = One eats with chopsticks in 
Japan = when in Japan.  (1st-person-oriented) 
 b. In Japan they eat with chopsticks = They eat with chopsticks in Japan = People 
in Japan (normally ‘the Japanese’) eat with chopsticks. 
 c. Under certain circumstances, one eats with chopsticks.  
 d. Under certain circumstances, #they eat with chopsticks. (not generic; referential 
or anaphoric) 
 
End of excursion. 
*********************************************** 
Back to qua objects. 
 

A qua object is analyzed as a “complex variable”: 
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(42)  qua (x, !y[I y z])  , which is to be read as qua (x, !y[z identifies with y]), i.e. as ‘x 

qua being an individual that z identifies with’. 
 

• Here z is the relevant agent – the speaker, or the subject of an attitude, or someone 
the speaker is projecting onto. 

• x is the ordinary variable being quantified over; these are generic sentences with 
Gn x. 

• the !y[…] constituent is the “mode of presentation”. It is modes of presentation 

that are first-person-oriented or not. 
 

The mode of presentation will govern the applicability of predicates, providing either 
epistemic basis (the ‘standard’ case) or ‘practical purpose’ (this applies when one-
sentences are giving rules or advice for others to follow – examples mainly in Moltmann 
(2006)).   
 

A part I still need help with:  “The variable ‘z’ will be bound by a !-operator defining the 

meaning of a generic-one sentence … as a property.” (p. 24)  I think this means that the 
whole generic sentence is given the kind of property interpretation that is suitable for de 

se attribution, but I’m not sure and haven’t seen a full fragment. – Oh, yes; she says on 
p.26 that asserting or even entertaining a generic one-sentence requires self-attribution of 
the property expressed by the generic one-sentence. (But I’m not sure whether she’s 
turning all sentence meanings into properties; maybe.) 
 

She illustrates with her partial ‘logical form’ [48] for the sentence One can see the 

picture from the entrance. 
 

(43) !z[ Gn x . Can-see-the-picture-from-the-entrance (qua (x, !y[I y z])) ] [48] 

 
Added bonus. 
Qua-objects can also be used to capture the restrictions on other singular generic 
sentences in English and some other languages, as in the well-known madrigal examples 
(Krifka et al. 1995). 
 

(44) a. A madrigal is polyphonic. / Madrigals are polyphonic. [49] 
 b. # A madrigal is popular.  / (OK) Madrigals are popular. 
 

Singular generics seem to need qua-objects; their predicates are restricted to properties 
that hold of a madrigal qua madrigal.  See also (Greenberg 2007). 
 

Explaining the appearance of faultless disagreement.  “First-personal access” 
The appearance of faultless disagreement comes from the need to apply the predicate in a 
first-person-way, as if to oneself, to every individual in the domain; it’s a self-attribution 
of the property expressed by the generic one-sentence. “Whether the content of a generic 
one-sentence is accepted, rejected, just entertained or merely understood, this requires the 
same first-personal access for any agent, that is, an application of the predicate to the 
individuals in the domain as if to oneself. Formally, the condition that the content of a 
generic one-sentence can be accessed only in a first-personal way consists in a self-
attribution of the property expressed by the generic one-sentence.”  (p.26) 
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Attitudinal objects – some of those, too, can only be accessed in a first-personal way. 

First-personal vs. plain de se. 
 

“If John accepts Mary’s assertion that one can see the picture from the entrance, John 
needs to self-apply the content ‘that one can see the picture from the entrance’, and if 
John and Mary share the belief that one can see the picture from the entrance, then that is 
on the basis of both John and Mary self-applying the content ‘one can see the picture 
from the entrance’. The role of the property expressed by a generic one-sentences in an 
attitudinal object is different from the role of the property expressed by a sentences with a 
de se interpreted pronoun or other type 2 expression. In the latter case, attributing the 
property to the agent of the attitudinal object gives the truth conditions of what is 
believed.  In the case of generic one, the property must be self-ascribed by whoever 
grasps the attitudinal object (or its content).” (p.26) 
 

With generic one, two attitudinal objects with the same property as content are identified 
even if they involve different agents. (Because the agent is lambda-abstracted over in 
forming the property.) Thus if both John and Mary believe that one can see …, they can 
only believe the same thing, not believe different things.  Hence obligatory sharing. 
 

<%<%&E&,#.!"+&>,#&!-&A#"#7*.&%*,F&G279./*.93&A!93,H%&

(p.27)  For instance in deontic sentences: 
 

(45) a. One is not allowed to enter the room.  [50] 
        b. The tailor knows what PROarb to wear.  
 

“… in these cases the speaker presents an internalized, but already established 
generalization, a law, general requirement, or general recommendation.” (p.27) The 
statement may be used by the addressee as a premise in practical reasoning. See more in 
Moltmann (2006). She does not consider this an ambiguity, but two different strategies 
for fulfilling the same semantic condition, namely that of the gloss that generic one 
imposes on the objects quantified over. Generic one-sentences allow for an immediate 
first-person application by anyone who accepts them. 
 

?"#@,*,-)&.A.*+#'>,#)*)&82.2#'%#%'>,-#'85,#!#,95-,22.%*2"#

(pp. 27-36) 
She looks at predicates of personal taste and finds similarities to one-sentences, and 
various linguistic links between one-sentences and p.p.t. sentences.  

?%$%&I*7,/12#7,!"&A#"#7*.*/B&9"+&27#+*.9/#,&!-&2#7,!"93&/9,/#&

(pp. 28-33) 
Her first main argument is that p.p.t. sentences are not interpreted simply as subjective, 
but as generic-quantificational. One argument is that the intuition of faultlessness 
disappears when they are embedded under know and other clearly truth-directed attitudes. 
(Note that consider and sometimes think and believe are construed as more subjective, 
‘opinion-expressing’—some discussion and references below.) 
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(46) A: I know that frog legs taste good.   [53] 
         B: I know that frog legs do not taste good.  
 

Here the intuition is that at most one of A and B is right. This is explained on her 
account, since the content of A’s reported knowledge is in contradiction to B’s. The first-
person accessibility of that content is not any part of the truth-conditional content. On a 
standard relativist account, she says, both A and B should be right, if they have suitable 
grounds for their differing judgments. [Is that true? I haven’t done the further homework 
to try to work this out for MacFarlane or any other relativist account.] 
So for her, sentence (a) below is approximately equivalent to (b) and not to (c). 
 

(47) a.  I know that chocolate tastes good.   [54] 
 b. I know that one likes the taste of chocolate. 
 c. I know that I like the taste of chocolate. 
 

It is not this way for all attitude verbs, she notes. She calls attention to the difference 
between know and consider: consider requires a predicate of taste or other subjective 
predicate (Lasersohn 2009). It yields a subjective rather than generic reading.  
 

(48) John considers frogs legs tasty. [55] 
 

Similarly for find on one reading, think on one reading (Stephenson 2007). In such cases 
there is no disagreement at all. In the next example, both can be right, no disagreement. 
 

(49) A:  I consider frog legs tasty.  [56] 
 B:   I consider frog legs not tasty. 
 

Unlike p.p.t. sentences, one-sentences have no difference in content with verbs 
expressing truth-directed attitudes and speech acts vs. verbs expressing purely subjective 
ones.  
 

(50) a. John claims / believes that one can see the picture from the entrance.  [57] 
        b.  John thinks / finds that one can see the picture from the entrance.   
  

So sentences with p.p.t.’s are ambiguous, depending on the kind of attitude verb under 
which they are embedded. (I don’t know how exactly how this works. But she gives a 

brief description – see below.)  With ppts, can have expressive vs. truth-directed 
speech acts too.  
 

Expressive:  “presentation” of inherently subjective content. 
 

The formal difference: subjective (evaluative) complements are two-place relational 
predicates with one argument position (the judge position) being de se, to be self-ascribed 
in the attitude of evaluation. (See also her section 5.2, our 4.2 below if I get there.) 
 

Since know and most attitude verbs do not select predicates of evaluation with one 
argument position to be self-ascribed, it generates [or selects – BHP] a generic reading of 
clausal complements with a predicate of evaluation, which means that the judge 

argument gets bound by the generic operator. 
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Evidence from factive verbs: 
 

(51)  John realized that frog legs taste good.    [60] 
 

Lasersohn (2009): Factivity: the embedded S should be true both relative to the described 
agent and relative to the assessor. But (Moltmann) the assessor need not have any taste 
sensations at all; really for factivity it should be true for all in the ‘domain’ --- the 
relevant and ‘normal’ individuals. 
 

More evidence of connections between ppts and one. 
 

(52) Chocolate tastes good.     [62] 
        One should eat what tastes good.  
        One should eat chocolate.  
 

The validity of such an inference shows that the first premise is also generic, with the 
same generic quantifier as first-person-generic one. The inference would fail if the first 
premise had overt “to me” added. 
 

BHP:  But SOME ppt sentences are clearly not generic. (That chocolate tasted good!) 
Is it in sentences that exclude the generic reading that one gets the subjective reading? 
Would that be a better account of the “ambiguity”? Cf. Stephenson on her PROJ vs a 
referential pro argument?  [and is “to me” vs. “to the cat” a potentially additional 
“ambiguity”?  Homework!] 
 

Time to write has run out again – will return next week to the last few sections of 
Moltmann’s article, and will try to work out what Moltmann, Lasersohn, and Stephenson 
would or should say to each other. (Maybe MacFarlane too, but primarily those three.) 
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