
Tense, Modality and Natural Language Syntax 
 
ABSTRACT 
 
 Tense and modality have been given a variety of treatments in formal semantic 
theories.  Historically, both were treated intensionally by way of operators and index 
parameters (e.g., time(s), possible world(s)).  On this approach, quantifiers ranging over 
times and worlds appear only in the metalanguage as a way of interpreting the operators 
in relation to the index parameters.  Further investigation led many theorists to treat tense 
extensionally by way of object language quantifiers and variables.  On this approach, 
quantifiers appear explicitly in the object language and range over times, which are 
represented as variables in the syntax and are interpreted in relation to a metalanguage 
assignment function.  Analysis into more complicated linguistic expressions involving 
multiple embeddings of modal and temporal expressions revealed the need for multiple 
indexing (i.e., infinite sequences of times and possible worlds) in order for the intensional 
approach to adequately characterize natural language tense and modality in full 
generality.  Likewise, a fully adequate and general extensional approach requires the 
assignment function to range over infinitely many times (or possible worlds). 

Whether treated intensionally or extensionally, extensive analysis of tense and 
modal expressions has established the fact that natural languages enjoy the full expressive 
power of object language quantification over times and worlds.  It has therefore seemed a 
matter of choice to some degree whether to treat tense and modality by way of quantifiers 
in the metalanguage or the object language, or to adopt a mixed approach where tense, 
say, is treated extensionally while modality is treated intensionally, as seems to be the 
current orthodox.  There are further options available as well, since neither tense nor 
modality necessarily needs to be treated uniformly.  That is, a mixed approach could be 
applied to tense according to which some of the tense expressions in complex 
constructions involving embedded tense expressions are treated extensionally while 
others in the same construction are treated intensionally.  The same holds in the case of 
modality.  Nevertheless, either approach, or a mixture of the two, can in principle provide 
an adequate semantic analysis of tense and modality.  So how should theorists decide 
between the different approaches? 

One significant difference between intensional and extensional treatments of tense 
and modality (and other such expressions) is reflected in the syntactic import of each 
approach.  The extensional approach, by invoking object language quantifiers and 
variables, posits additional syntactic structure not required by the intensional approach.  
One way of determining what is at stake in the choice between the two approaches is 
therefore by asking whether both are serious proposals regarding natural language syntax.  
Does natural language actually employ explicit quantification over times and worlds (or 
both)?  Perhaps not.  If, for example, the extensional approach posits syntactic structure 
beyond that revealed by our best syntactic theory of constructions involving tense (and/or 
modal) expressions, then the extensional treatment would not be appropriate for 
representing the way natural language linguistically encodes tense (and/or modality).  
Considerations of natural language syntax, in other words, constrain the choice between 
intensional and extensional treatments of tense and modality. 
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In this paper I leverage the findings of contemporary syntax to adjudicate between 
the intensional and extensional approaches to tense and modality in natural language.  
More specifically, I explore the extent to which intensional and extensional treatments of 
tense and modality are supported by the structures assigned to natural language sentences 
by the minimalist program in generative grammar.  Beyond general methodological 
considerations of convenience or simplicity, the resources of contemporary syntactic 
theory can provide a principled basis for determining which treatment, or appropriate mix 
of treatments, is required for adequately representing the way tense and modality are 
linguistically encoded in natural language. 

The syntactic differences between the two approaches also bears on the nature of 
inference exhibited in natural language.  In particular, whether the inferential relations 
holding between sentences containing tense and modal expressions (e.g., John danced 
yesterday.  Therefore, John danced.) are a matter of form or meaning will turn on which 
approach is adopted.  Whether such inferences are licensed by syntax or semantics 
depends on whether and to what extent the relevant expressions are treated intensionally 
or extensionally.  And this, in turn, will depend on the extent to which each approach to 
tense and modality is supported by our best theory of natural language syntax. 



Operator Arguments Revisited (Summary)

Peter Fritz, John Hawthorne, and Juhani Yli-Vakkuri

Kaplan (1989 [1977], p. 503) has o↵ered a compressed but influential argu-
ment to the e↵ect that the existence of various kinds of sentential operators –
temporal operators, for example – requires a kind of relativism regarding the
truth values of compositional semantic values of the sentences they operate on.
The idea is that the truth values of those semantic values are relative to, and
in general vary with, the dimension associated with the operator – in the case
of temporal operators, the relevant dimension is of course time. King (2003)
has argued that this conclusion can be resisted if the relevant expressions, such
as “always”, are understood as quantifiers binding hidden variables rather than
intensional operators.

This state of the debate might lead one to conclude that operator argu-
ments show that whether expressions like “always” are treated as operators or
quantifiers has important repercussions for whether the truth of compositional
semantic values is relative to the relevant parameters. We argue that such a
conclusion would be mistaken, and indeed, doubly so: First, King’s response
does not apply to the compositional semantic values of embeddable sentential
expression. Second, the operator arguments in the literature do not establish the
conclusion Kaplan draws from it, whether expressions like “always” are treated
as operators or quantifiers. The remainder of this abstract outlines these argu-
ments.

Taking expressions like “always” to be quantifiers binding hidden variables,
King concludes that the expression “it is raining” must contain a hidden free
variable when it occurs embedded in “always” but not when it occurs unem-
bedded. Consequently, he argues that any conclusion about the compositional
semantic value of the embedded expression need not apply to the unembedded
expression, and so the compositional semantic values of sentences – expressions
without free (hidden) variables – need not exhibit the relativity which oper-
ator arguments aim to establish. King’s rejoinder therefore does not apply to
the compositional semantic value of embeddable sentential expression, and so is
problematically limited in scope.

To show that Kaplan’s operator argument does not establish his conclusion,
we first present two reconstruction of his brief remarks. Both reconstructions
formalize the argument, identifying a formal theorem which we prove, and philo-
sophical premises with which Kaplan’s conclusion follows from the theorem. In
both cases, once the formal and the informal parts of the arguments are sepa-
rated, it becomes clear that the formal claims are uncontentiously true – since
provable in an uncontentious background theory like ZFC – whereas the infor-
mal premises are controversial. One of the reconstructions builds on a theory of
the sensitivity of operators to dimensions, such as time, which is of independent
interest, as it allows us to give a formal definition of the notion of a “monstrous”
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operator, and exhibits the possibility, so far unrecognized, of there being an op-
erator for which there is no set of dimensions such that the operator is sensitive
to all and only the dimensions in the set.

We bolster our claim that the premises in the reconstructions of Kaplan’s
operator argument are contentious by constructing a simple toy model of com-
positional semantic values whose truth values are not relative to any parameter,
without thereby trivializing any intensional operators. Focusing on the tempo-
ral case for simplicity, the model is based on the simple idea of “timestamping”
compositional semantic values by adding the time of utterance; it is easy to see
that such timestamps can be added to any kind of compositional semantic values
without changing the behaviour of any operators. The point that no relativity
to times is needed for temporal operators is further emphasized by adapting a
semantics of temporal operators explored in Humberstone (1979) which is based
on stretches rather than instants of time.

We conclude by explaining why variant operator arguments due to Lewis
(1980) and Weber (2012) also do not establish Kaplan’s conclusion, and how
our toy models can be adapted to quantifier treatments of expressions like “al-
ways”. Operator arguments therefore neither tell us whether compositional se-
mantic values of sentential expressions embedded in expressions like “always”
have truth values relative to dimensions like time, nor exhibit any kind of sys-
tematic di↵erence between what such compositional semantic values must be
like on operator versus quantifier treatments of such expressions.
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Distributional modification, not quantification. 
 
Berit Gehrke (CNRS/Paris Diderot) and Louise McNally (UPF Barcelona) 
 
Abstract:  
In this joint work, we argue that distributional modification is one strategy that language 
affords for composing propositions about the quantity of entities that participate in a 
given situation. Distributional modifiers apply to kind descriptions, contributing the 
entailment that the kind is instantiated by a set of tokens with a particular distribution. 
As a case study, we analyze frequency adjectives (FAs, e.g. occasional). We show that 
previous work, including our own, has suffered for focusing on the paraphrases of FAs 
rather than on their morphosyntax. We argue for two subclasses of FAs: those that are 
intersective modifiers sortally restricted to events, and those that are not. The study 
reinforces two theoretical claims made for the first time, to our knowledge, in Gehrke & 
McNally 2011: sometimes kinds are realized by sets of tokens, rather than individual 
tokens; and some clauses constitute descriptions of event kinds, rather than event 
tokens. 



Compositionality	  and	  Content	  
	  

Michael	  Glanzberg	   	   &	   	   Jeffrey	  C.	  King	  
Northwestern	  University	   	   	   Rutgers	  University	  

	  
	  
	  
In	  this	  paper,	  we	  defend	  a	  traditional	  approach	  to	  semantics,	  that	  holds	  that	  the	  
outputs	  of	  compositional	  semantics	  are	  propositional,	  i.e.	  truth	  conditions	  (or	  
anything	  else	  appropriate	  to	  be	  the	  objects	  of	  assertions	  or	  the	  contents	  of	  
attitudes).	  	  Though	  traditional,	  this	  view	  has	  been	  challenged	  on	  a	  number	  of	  fronts	  
over	  the	  years.	  	  Since	  classic	  work	  of	  Lewis,	  arguments	  have	  been	  offered	  which	  
purport	  to	  show	  that	  semantic	  composition	  requires	  values	  that	  are	  relativized,	  e.g.	  
to	  times,	  or	  other	  parameters	  that	  render	  them	  no	  longer	  propositional.	  	  Focusing	  in	  
recent	  variants	  of	  these	  arguments	  involving	  quantification	  and	  binding,	  we	  argue	  
that	  a	  correct	  understanding	  of	  how	  composition	  works	  gives	  no	  reason	  to	  relativize	  
semantic	  values,	  and	  that	  propositional	  semantic	  values	  are	  in	  fact	  the	  preferred	  
option.	  	  We	  take	  our	  argument	  to	  be	  mainly	  empirical,	  but	  along	  the	  way,	  we	  defend	  
some	  more	  general	  theses.	  	  Simple	  propositional	  semantic	  values	  are	  viable	  in	  
composition,	  we	  maintain,	  because	  composition	  is	  itself	  a	  complex	  phenomenon,	  
involving	  multiple	  modes	  of	  composition.	  	  Furthermore,	  some	  composition	  
principles	  make	  adjustments	  to	  the	  meanings	  of	  constituents	  in	  the	  course	  of	  
composition.	  These	  adjustments	  are	  by	  triggered	  syntactic	  environments.	  We	  argue	  
such	  small	  contributions	  of	  meaning	  from	  syntactic	  structure	  are	  acceptable.	  
	  
	  



epistemic modality in situ

1 · 30 · 16

This paper explores the interaction between modals and quantifiers. Yalcin
2015 and others observe that there are readings of quantified modal or con-
ditional sentences that are available for a variety of modals, but absent for
epistemic modals. First, consider quantifying into modals. Let ♦m/d/a/e de-
note a possibility modal with metaphysical, deontic, ability, or epistemic force
respectively:

(1) Some(/every)one inside might have been outside.

∃/∀x(Fx,♦m¬Fx)

(2) Some(/every)one inside is permitted to be outside.

∃/∀x(Fx,♦d¬Fx)

(3) Some(/every)one inside is able to be outside.

∃/∀x(Fx,♦a¬Fx)

(4) #Some(/every)one inside might be outside.1

∃/∀x(Fx,♦e¬Fx)

(1)-(3) are all coherent. (1), for example, says that for each person who is
actually inside, there is a possible scenario where they are not inside. Puzzlingly,
however, (4) is infelicitous.

Next, consider in situ readings, where a modal takes wide scope to a quan-
tifier. We find a similar pattern:

(5) It might have been that some(/every)one inside were outside.

♦m∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)

(6) #It might be that some(/every)one inside is outside.

♦e∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)

On first inspection, (5) appears to say that there is a possible scenario where
everyone inside a room in that scenario is outside the room in that same scenario.
This is incoherent. However, closer inspection reveals that (5) has another,
coherent interpretation. On this interpretation, there is a possible scenario in
which everyone who is actually inside a room is outside the room. This is
coherent. Surprisingly, however, this reading is blocked in (6).

A similar distribution of in situ readings also occurs with quantifiers and
conditionals. Let > and → denote the subjunctive and indicative conditionals
respective. Consider the following pair:

1An inter sentential analogue of this sentence is discussed at Gronendijk et al. 1996 25. A
version of (4) with the instead of some is discussed at Aloni 2001 104.

1

max
Typewritten Text

max
Typewritten Text
Simon Goldstein (Rutgers)



epistemic modality in situ

(7) If everyone inside were outside, then the room would have been empty.2

∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx) > φ

(8) #If everyone inside is outside, then the room is empty.3

∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)→ φ

Both conditionals and modals can take wide scope to quantifiers to generate
coherent readings of apparently incoherent claims. But these readings are un-
available for indicative conditionals, and for epistemic modals.

This pattern about epistemic modals and indicative conditionals has a strange
exception, however, when it comes to attitude verbs. Attitude verbs generate
in situ readings of quantifiers. For example, consider:

(9) Mary thinks some(/every)one inside is outside.

BA∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)

(10) Mary thinks some inexpensive coat is expensive.4

BA∀x(Fx,¬Fx)

Rather than attributing to Mary an incoherent belief, (9) generates a de re
reading where Mary believes of some/every person actually inside that they
are outside. (9) might be explained through the DP everyone inside taking
wide scope. But consider (9). Suppose that Mary thinks to herself ‘there is an
expensive Old Navy jacket’, but that she has no particular jacket in mind. And
suppose that as a matter of fact Old Navy jackets are inexpensive. This scenario
provides a true ‘non-specific, transparent’ reading of (10).5 Yet assigning wide
scope to the DP some inexpensive coat does not yield the right predictions. For
on that scope, there would be a particular jacket that Mary was thinking about.
This is not the case. Rather, it seems that somehow only inexpensive coat is
interpreted wide scope, while the force of some remains in scope.

This leads to another surprise. While quantified and in scope readings of
epistemic modals and indicative conditionals are generally unavailable, they are
available in the scope of attitude verbs:

(11) Mary thinks that everyone inside might be outside.

BA∃/∀x(Fx,♦e¬Fx)

(12) Mary thinks it might be that everyone inside is outside.

BA♦e∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)

(13) Mary thinks if everyone inside is outside, then the room is empty.

BA∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)→ φ

On the felicitous reading, (11) says that everyone actually inside is such that
it is compatible with Mary’s information that they are outside. Analogous,
consistent readings are achievable for (12) and (13).6

2Stechow 1984 2; Abusch 1994 103; Percus 2000 205; Keshet 2008 32.
3Postal 1974 391; Jackson 1980 129; Jackson 1987; Williamson 2006 20.
4Fodor 1970; Keshet 2008 25.
5Keshet 2008 25.
6Again, this is not simply a matter of the DP everyone inside taking scope. Consider:
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epistemic modality in situ

We have now surveyed a bunch of interesting data about the interaction
of quantifiers, modals, and attitude verbs. Summing up, here are a variety of
things for a theory to explain:

Data. hi

1. ∃/∀x(Fx,♦e¬Fx) |= ⊥

2. ∃/∀x(Fx,♦m/d/a¬Fx) 6|= ⊥

3. ♦e ∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx) |= ⊥
∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)→ φ |= ⊥

4. ♦m/d/a ∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx) 6|= ⊥
∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx) > φ 6|= ⊥

5. BA∃/∀x(Fx,♦e¬Fx) 6|= ⊥

6. BA♦e ∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx) 6|= ⊥
BA(∃/∀x(Fx,¬Fx)→ φ) 6|= ⊥

Yalcin 2015 develops a dynamic semantics for quantifiers and epistemic modals
that explains the infelicity of sentences like (4). So it predicts the first of these
six pieces of data. However, the semantics in that paper does not explain the
other five things.

To explain these other five things, I will extend Yalcin 2015 in two main
directions. First, I will add a new semantics for non-epistemic modals and sub-
junctive conditionals. On Veltman 1996’s update semantics for modals, epis-
temic might tests the information of the context to see whether its predicament
can be consistently updated. Building on work by Kaufmann 2000 and Veltman
2005, I propose that contexts actually contain multiple bodies of information.
Other flavors of modality test different bodies of information. What is distinc-
tive of epistemic modals is that they test the same body of information that is
updated by ordinary non-modal sentences. I suggest a similar treatment of con-
ditionals, building on Gillies 2004 and Veltman 2005. On the resulting theory,
indicative conditionals test the same body of information as epistemic modals.
But subjunctive conditionals test a different body of information.

With this semantics in place, I will show how to integrate situation-theoretic
approaches to the in situ with update semantics. Rather than adding variables
for worlds into LF, I instead add variables for bodies of information. Modals,
conditionals, and attitude verbs have the ability to bind these variables, so that

(1) Mary thinks that an inexpensive coat might be expensive.

BA∃x(Fx,♦e¬Fx)

(1) can be true even when Mary has no particular coat in mind. Imagine that Mary thinks
to herself ‘some Old Navy jacket may be expensive’. That is: her information does not rule
out there being an Old Navy jacket being expensive. (1) has a true reading in this scenario.
So the quantificational force of ∃ does not take wide scope to BA.
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epistemic modality in situ

they are interpreted with respect to the particular body of information that the
expression tests.

Combining these approaches, we will see that the reason epistemic modals
and indicatives lack in situ readings is that the variable they introduce into LF
selects the same body of information that non-modal sentences update. How-
ever, attitude verbs perform operations on the context that allow the body of
information selected by the epistemic modal to differ from the body of infor-
mation updated by its non-modal counterpart. This will explain the felicity of
(11) and (12).

Here, the key insight is that modals and conditionals are more like quantifiers
than operators. For modals and conditionals have the ability to bind variables.
But modals and conditionals do not bind world variables; they bind variables
for sets of worlds.
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'Operators	  vs.	  Quantifiers:	  Ontology	  or	  Logical	  Form?	  A	  case	  study	  targeting	  tense,	  
temporal	  reference	  and	  time.'	  
	  
Hans	  Kamp	  (Texas	  at	  Austin	  and	  Stuttgart)	  
	  
The	  concerns	  of	  this	  talk	  will	  be	  almost	  entirely	  methodological.	  I	  will	  suggest	  that	  in	  
order	   to	   assign	   a	   clear	   sense	   to	   the	   question	   whether	   certain	   concepts	   or	  
expressions	  should	  be	  treated	  as	  operators	  or	  as	  quantifiers	  we	  need	  to	  make	  some	  
assumptions	  about	  the	  goals	  and	  the	  general	  architecture	  of	  semantic	  theory.	  I	  will	  
make	  a	  number	  of	  such	  assumptions	  (without	  implying	  that	  they	  are	  the	  only	  ones	  
possible)	  and,	  given	  these,	  I	  will	  propose	  certain	  interpretations	  of	  the	  question,	  and	  
some	  possible	  answers	  to	  those	  interpretations	  for	  some	  examples.	  	  
After	   a	   preliminary	  discussion	  of	   the	   choice	   between	   a	   possible	  worlds	   semantics	  
and	  a	  proof-‐theoretic	   semantics	   for	   the	  concept	  of	  necessity,	   I	  will	  proceed	  with	  a	  
more	  detailed	  discussion	  of	  items	  from	  another	  domain:	  the	  tenses	  of	  the	  verb	  and	  
other	   linguistic	   devices	   of	   temporal	   reference.	   I	   will	   contrast	   operator-‐like	  
treatments	   of	   tenses	   (on	   the	   basis	   of	   Priorean	   Tense	   Logic)	  with	   treatments	   that	  
focus	   on	   the	   ‘referential’	   aspects	   of	   tenses	   and	   other	   temporal	   expressions.	   As	   an	  
example	  of	  the	  latter	  kind	  of	  treatment	  I	  will	  concentrate	  on	  how	  tense	  and	  aspect	  
are	  dealt	  with	  in	  a	  recent	  version	  of	  DRT.	  According	  to	  that	  version	  the	  question	  ‘Are	  
tenses	   operators	   or	   quantifiers?’	   is	   difficult	   to	   answer:	   neither	   disjunct	   seems	   to	  
capture	  what	  kinds	  of	  semantic	  contributions	  the	  tenses	  make.	  	  
	  
(N.B.	  The	  core	  part	  of	  this	  talk	  has	  nothing	  to	  say	  about	  the	  issues	  connected	  with	  
Jacobsen’s	  work	  on	  the	  syntax-‐semantics	  interface	  that	  was	  emphasized	  in	  the	  topic	  
description	   included	   in	   the	  call	   for	   this	  workshop.	  However,	   there	  are	  elements	   in	  
what	  I	  will	  present	  which	  are	  relevant	  to	  this	  question	  and	  that	  could	  be	  taken	  up	  in	  
the	  discussion	  following	  the	  talk.)	  
	  
	  
	  
	  



Q U A N T I F I C AT I O N
W I T H O U T Q U A N T I F I E R S

( O R O P E R ATO R S ) :
TO W A R D S A N E -T Y P E
A N A LY S I S O F Q N P S

1
The variable-full semantics of Heim and Kratzer [1998], and the variable-
free semantics recently given textbook treatment in Jacobsen [2014] differ in
many ways. But there’s a key respect in which their treatments of quantifica-
tion are the same: each adopts the standard generalised quantifier analysis
of the denotations of quantified noun phrases such as ’every rat’. In partic-
ular, each says that it denotes a set of properties, and in particular the set of
properties possessed by every rat.

They each do so for the same seemingly good reason. The contrasting
goodness of the following inferences seems to suggest that QNPs aren’t e-
type, and generalised quantifier theory is well worked out and understood:

• Jane sang and danced so Jane sang and Jane danced

• # No one sang and danced, so no one sang and no one danced

It’s nevertheless worth pointing out that the generalised quantifier analysis
is not without its costs. One could point out that to get variable binding to
work technically one must introduce either covert elements and movement,
or type-shifting and operators. But one might counter that any account of
variable binding is going to require something new. Variable binding is just
tricky. A more pressing cost is generalised conjunction (a locus classicus
here is Partee and Rooth [1983]) . The following is, familiarly, fine:

(1) John and some woman saved the cat’s life.

The question is how and why is it fine. How does the semantic com-
position of the conjunctive noun phrase work, given that we have on one
side an e-type expression, and on the other, an <e,<e,t»? There are of course
responses, but these involve some sort of novelty, such as, for example, type-
lifting. It would be easier were the name and the qnp of the same semantic
type.

The goal of this talk is to sketch a way of doing this. One might be
nonplussed: after all, didn’t Montague already do this, by giving names a
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2

quantificational analysis, so that ’John’ would denote not John, but the set
of properties possessed by John? He did, but I intend to go the other way:
to give QNPs an e-type analysis. There are several reasons why I think this
is a project worth considering: it’s intrinsically interesting to see whether it
can be done; it might appeal to people with nominalistic scruples about sets;
there’s something quixotic about the Montavogian approach of having e as
a basic type but not having names be e-type. But I’m also going to claim for
the e-type analysis I give a substantive empirical benefit: it can explain the
badness of the bad inference above. In what remains of this abstract, I first
sketch my view, then sketch my explanation.

2
What we need to do is find some weird entity apt to be the denotation of
QNPs. Part of the goal of metaphysics is uncovering weird entities, and
I think it can help us here. In particular, I think that if you grant two
relatively popular, if far from uncontroversial, metaphysical principles, we
can get denotations. Here are the principles:

Plenitude. For every function from worlds to filled-regions of
space-time, there is an object whose modal profile of spatiotem-
poral occupation is correctly described by that profile.(Hawthorne
[2006, 53])

For example, consider the function which maps the actual world, @, to
the region occupied by Barack Obama and w’ to that occupied by the Eiffel
Tower. According to Plenitude, there’s an object with that modal profile. It
provides a witness, for example, to the following existential:

(2) There is something that is Obama and could have been the Eiffel
Tower

I don’t propose to defend Plenitude at all here, and much in the talk. It,
along with the next principle, must be taken as premises:

Unrestricted Composition. For any objects, there’s an object
which is their mereological fusion.

For example: Obama exists, and the Eiffel Tower exists, so there is an object
which fuses them, having both as parts. With this to hand, I can give you
a recipe for constructing an e-type denotation for a given QNP. Consider,
for example, ’Every rat’. According to generalised quantifier theory, it will
have the following modal profile (drastically simplifying for presentational
purposes, and because I don’t know much about rats):

• @→ {being a rodent, living on Earth, being a mammal}

• w’→ {being a rodent, living on Mars, being a mammal}

Now according to Unrestricted Composition, there is an object, in @,
which is the sum of the rodents, those living on Earth, and the mammals.
Call it fus1. Similarly, mutatis mutandis, for w’ (fus2). According to Plen-
itude, then if we permit regions to be discontinuous (if we don’t, we can
simply change the principle to fix this), there is an object with the following
profile @→fus1, w’→fus2. This object, I claim, is the denotation of ’every
rodent’. Predication then becomes a matter of parthood, rather than subset-
hood. We’ll have truth conditions like:
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• [[Every rodent bites]]w =1 iff [[every rodent]]w»[[bites]]w

Where [[bites]] itself will be simply the fusion of things which bite, and
’»’ stands for the mereological parthood relation. To get generalised con-
junction right, as far as I can tell, we’ll have to do the same trick also with
names: thus ’John’ will denote the fusion of the extensions of John’s proper-
ties. For scope ambiguity, binding, and other distinctively quantificational
phenomena, we can take over our preferred analysis; whether the resultant
complexity makes this view not interestingly different enough from stan-
dard accounts is something I’ll discuss.

Let me end by indicating my strategy for accounting for the problematic
inferences. Why is

• # No one sang and danced, so no one sang and no one danced

Bad? My answer, essentially, is because ’No one’ is functioning as a plural
term, and these inferences are not always good with plural terms. Let me
explain, initially obliquely. Consider:

• The boys washed the dishes and put them away.(John is a boy). So
John washed the dishes and put them away.

That inference, I take it, is no good, or at least marginal. And there’s a
clear explanation for this: what we are asserting is that the boys collectively
washed and put the dishes away. I assume that there’s a general availability
of a collective reading of a conjunctive predicate when it’s predicated of a
plurality. Then I note, as a claim about actions, that if a plurality collectively
does something, which involves several subactions, it’s not necessary that
the plurality do each of the subactions. If the boys wash the dishes and
put them away, it’s not necessary that all the boys wash the dishes; half can
wash and half can dry. Finally I note there’s a good sense that the fusions
which I claim QNPs denote can plausibly be understood as pluralities. We
get the end result that the fusion can collectively F and G without the fusion
Fing, which explains why the above inference is bad. Similar explanations
will hold for other quantifiers.
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Singular Content and the Anchoring Role 

 

A fundamental desideratum on a theory of intentionality, and a crucial part of what motivates the 

doctrine that there is a distinctive category of singular representation, is the ANCHORING role. This role can 

be brought out using the following thought-experiment (originally due to Strawson (1959)): 

Suppose that somewhere there is a region at which everything in your environment, on a 

scale as encompassing as you care to imagine, is qualitatively duplicated. The actual world is a 

sphere, with each hemisphere a perfect qualitative reflection of the other. Since all and only 

the qualitative properties instantiated in your local environment are instantiated at this ‘twin’ 

region, any qualitative description satisfied by your local environment is also satisfied by its 

twin. What makes it the case that your system of thought is about your immediate surroundings and not this 

cosmic duplicate? If the truth-values of our thought and talk at such a world are to be 

determined by the portion of reality they are intuitively determined by, there must in fact be 

some non-descriptive kind of intentionality. 

In this paper I examine accounts which characterize the ‘non-descriptive kind of intentionality’ by carving 

a distinction at the level of semantic content. Such accounts – perhaps the orthodoxy – start from the 

background claim that what it is for a representational vehicle to be a qualitative description is for it to 

express a certain kind of content. ANCHORING, as a desideratum on a theory of intentionality, is then 

claimed to entail that representational systems which express contents of only this descriptive variety are 

impoverished, for a user of such a system would be incapable of entertaining thoughts which are 

guaranteed to concern her de facto environment at a world of massive duplication.   

 The first part of the paper argues that there are representational systems which fail to express 

anything other than paradigm qualitative-descriptive contents (not singular by anyone’s criteria) but which 

nevertheless succeed in playing the ANCHORING role. In that case, there are reasons for thinking that this 

‘non-descriptive kind of representation’ is not individuated at the level of content. In fact, on the rival 

treatment I articulate, there is a good sense in which such representation is not even a properly semantic 

phenomenon.           

 The second part of the paper targets the following response: Whilst it is a contingent matter 

whether a representational system which accommodates the ANCHORING role will do so in virtue of 

expressing singular content, systems which do not do so while attempting to play the ANCHORING role are 

cognitively burdensome, and Nature is unlikely to endow creatures with such systems. I show that this 

claim is not as plausible as is widely assumed. To the contrary, the advantage of the proposal sketched in 

Part One is that it does not complicate the semantic interpretation of basic mental phenomena by 

assigning oversophisticated contents or by assigning contents which entail disjunctivism. Despite this, it is 

capable of capturing a cluster of intentional phenomena which have driven the contemporary literature.

 My proper conclusion is a challenge: proponents of orthodox treatments of singular 

representation owe us a more rigorous justification for the kinds of contents they attribute to thinkers. 

max
Typewritten Text
James Openshaw (Oxford/USC)



Quantifiers	  vs	  intensional	  operators:	  a	  distinction	  without	  difference	  
	  

Brian	  Rabern,	  University	  of	  Edinburgh	  

	  

Abstract:	   There	   appears	   to	   be	   an	   important	   choice	   between	   two	   different	  
approaches	   to	   modelling	   linguistic	   phenomena	   such	   as	   tense	   and	   modality:	   the	  
approach	   that	   takes	   its	   cue	   from	   first-‐order	   logic	   and	   employs	   quantifiers	   and	  
variables	   and	   the	   approach	   that	   takes	   its	   cue	   from	   modal	   logic	   and	   employs	  
intensions	   and	   intensional	   operators.	   A	   number	   of	   debates	   at	   the	   nexus	   of	  
compositional	   semantics	   and	   the	   theory	   of	   content	   allegedly	   to	   turn	   on	   this	  
theoretical	   choice,	   e.g.	   the	   "operator"	   arguments	   concerning	   the	   nature	   of	  
propositions	   and	   the	   debates	   concerning	   the	   semantic	   value/content	   distinction.	  
In	   particular,	   it	   is	   claimed	   that	   operator	   arguments	   can	   be	   blocked	   and	   the	  
identification	  of	  assertoric	  content	  and	  semantic	  value	  can	  be	  retained	  by	  treating	  
the	   relevant	   construction	   with	   quantifiers	   and	   variables	   (instead	   of	   with	  
intensional	   operators).	   I	   will	   explore	   some	   alleged	   differences	   between	   the	  
quantifier	   and	   intensional	   approaches	   with	   regard	   to	   "extensionality",	  
compositionality,	   assignment	   vs	   index	   shifting,	   variable	   binding,	   and	   modal	   vs	  
first-‐order	   logic.	   The	   upshot	   is	   that	   the	   "two"	   approaches	   are	   not	   in	   the	   end	  
fundamentally	   different	   approaches.	   Thus,	   appealing	   to	   quantificational	  
treatments	  does	  not	   avoid	   the	  operator	   arguments	  nor	   save	   the	   identification	  of	  
semantic	  value	  and	  content.	  	  



Intensionality and Embedded Tenses 
 
David Rey (LOGOS/Universitat de Barcelona) 
 
 
Abstract: 
The behavior of tenses in embedded positions seems to pose a challenge for operator-
based theories of tense. It has been argued that such theories fail to account for certain 
types of readings that sentences involving embedded tenses have in English and other 
SOT languages. In this I talk I will discuss some of the ways in which an intensional 
theory of tense can deal with the so-called simultaneous readings, double-access 
readings, and later-than-matrix readings of English sentences. I will suggest that the 
main theoretical strategies that have been proposed in the literature to account for those 
readings do not conflict with the view that tenses are intensional devices which shift the 
time of evaluation of their syntactic complements. 
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