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Abstract

This dissertation develops a form of relativism in which propositions are treated as sets of
world-time-individual triples, in contrast to standard views that treat them as sets of
worlds or world-time pairs. This builds on existing proposals for predicates of personal
taste such as fun and tasty, and has ties to approaches to de se attitudes involving centered
worlds. I develop an accompanying pragmatic view in which the context set is similarly
construed as a set of world-time-individual triples. The semantic and pragmatic systems
together are used to account for the behavior of predicates of personal taste, epistemic
modals, indicative conditionals, and a variety of attitude reports, including control
constructions. I also explore ways that this account can help solve puzzles related to
Moore’s paradox.

To give one concrete example, I propose that the proposition expressed by the
sentence it might be raining is the set of world-time-individual triples <w,t,x> such that
it’s compatible with x’s knowledge in w at t that it’s raining. On the pragmatic side, a
speaker is justified in asserting this sentence in a conversation if it is compatible with the
speaker’s own knowledge that it’s raining; by asserting it, though, the speaker is making
the stronger proposal to make it common ground that it is compatible with the knowledge
of the entire group of conversational participants that it’s raining. If this proposal is
accepted by the other participants, then the group will have established that their
knowledge states are aligned in a particular way.

I introduce the core semantic and pragmatic proposals in Chapter 2, focusing on
epistemic modals, predicates of personal taste, and belief reports. In Chapter 3, I extend
the analysis to indicative conditionals, showing that this solves longstanding puzzles
involving the relationship between conditionals and disjunction. In Chapter 4, I extend
the approach to certain control constructions, with a special emphasis on capturing their
de se interpretation. In Chapter 5, I look at two puzzles related to Moore’s paradox, with
special attention to the meaning of imagine.

Thesis Supervisors: Kai von Fintel and Irene Heim
Title: Professors of Linguistics
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1. Preview

In this dissertation, I argue for a semantic and pragmatic system in which the truth of
propositions is relativized to an individual “judge.” In other words, propositions are sets
of world-time-individual triples, as is the context set of a conversation. This builds on a
proposal by Lasersohn (2005) for “predicates of personal taste” such as fun and tasty, and
has obvious ties to approaches to de se attitudes (due to Lewis, 1979 and others), where
the content of a propositional attitude is seen as a set of world-time-individual triples or
“centered” worlds. I propose refinements to Lasersohn’s semantic system, develop a view
of the pragmatics of conversation to work alongside it and help to explain how these
items are used in conversation, and extend the system to a broader domain including
epistemic modals, conditionals, and certain attitude reports (including control

constructions), in addition to Lasersohn’s predicates of personal taste.

To give a brief concrete example of my view, I propose that the proposition expressed
by the sentence it might be raining is the set of world-time-individual triples <w,t,x>
such that it’s compatible with x’s knowledge in w at t that it’s raining. On the pragmatic
side, a speaker is justified in asserting this sentence in a conversation if it is compatible
with the speaker’s own knowledge that it’s raining; however, by asserting it, they are

making the stronger proposal to make it common ground (roughly speaking) that it is
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INTRODUCTION

compatible with the knowledge of the entire group of conversational participants that it’s
raining. This proposal need not be accepted, but if it is, then the participants will have

established that their knowledge states are aligned in a particular way.

The core proposal is presented in Chapter 2, through the two case studies of epistemic
modals and predicates of personal taste. In Chapter 3, I extend the view to indicative
conditionals, taking the view that they involve covert epistemic modals. A particular
focus of Chapters 2 and 3 is to show that the mechanism of judge dependency, together
with an appropriate view of the pragmatics, can provide solutions to longstanding puzzles
about epistemic modals and conditionals. I also spend some time discussing the behavior
of these “judge-dependent” items (epistemic modals, predicates of personal taste, and
conditionals) in attitude reports, focusing on belief. Attitude reports then become the
focus of Chapters 4 and 5. In Chapter 4, I look at the phenomenon of obligatory de se
attitudes. I show that my proposed system is exactly what is needed to account for a well-
defined subclass of de se constructions including control constructions as well as attitude
reports that embed judge-dependent items. (I suggest that other de se expressions such as
shifting indexicals, logophors, and optionally de se pronouns have different properties
and should not be given the same account.) This has implications for a theory of control,
which I touch on at the end of Chapter 4. In Chapter 5, I look at two puzzles related to

Moore’s paradox, with special attention to the meaning of imagine.

Finally, a brief note about the organization of Chapters 2—5: Chapter 2, which
contains the core ideas of this work, is intended to be self-contained. Chapters 3—5 build
on these ideas and thus crucially depend on material from Chapter 2; however, the
sequence of Chapters 4-5 is essentially independent of Chapter 3 (although Chapter 5

does make some reference to material from Chapter 4).'

2. Setting the Stage
To give an idea of what I will be doing, let me start by highlighting a few key aspects of

an approach to natural language semantics and pragmatics that I take to be standard.

""More precisely, the self-contained portions of this dissertation include Ch.2, Ch.2@Ch.3, Ch.2@Ch.4, and
Ch.2®Ch.4®Ch.5.

12



INTRODUCTION

These are not necessarily universally accepted by semanticists and philosophers of
language, but they do form my starting point. I will be proposing changes to some of
these, but my underlying approach to semantics and pragmatics will be in line with the
approach I describe. Then I will introduce two challenges to standard views that I will be

dealing with here.

2.1. What We Learned in Semantics 1

The meaning (i.e., intension) of a sentence is standardly treated as a set of possible
worlds, or similarly as a set of situations or world-time pairs. (Technically, this is usually
defined as a function that characterizes such a set, and I will use the two descriptions
interchangeably.) The denotation, or extension, of a sentence is a truth value: true if the
actual world (situation, world-current-time pair) is in the relevant set. A proposition is
normally taken by definition to be the kind of thing that can be the intension of a sentence
— that is, a set of worlds, situations, or world-time pairs. Related to the view of
propositions as sets of possible worlds is the notion of truth conditions. The truth
conditions of a sentence are the conditions under which that sentence is true — that is,
what a world (or situation, or world-time pair) has to be like for that proposition to be

true 1in it.

To illustrate this view in a very mundane case, consider sentences (1)—(2).

(1) Washington, D.C. is the capital of the United States.
(2) San Francisco is the capital of the United States.

The intension of (1) is the set of worlds where the capital of the United States is
Washington, D.C., and the extension of (1) at the actual world is, of course, the truth
value 1 (true), since the actual world is a member of this set. On the other hand, the
intension of the sentence in (2) is a different set — the set of worlds where San Francisco
is the capital of the United States, and the extension of (2) is the truth value 0 (false) at
the actual world.

13



INTRODUCTION

2.2. What We Learned in Pragmatics 1

On the theory of conversation in the tradition of Stalnaker (1978, 2002), the exchange of
information in conversation is modeled with the two related notions of a common ground
and a context set. Formally, the context set is a set of worlds (and thus technically a
proposition). Intuitively, it is the set of worlds that are compatible with every proposition
p such that all the participants in the conversation believe that p, all the participants
believe that all the participants believe that p, and so on ad infinitum. (For some
purposes, this needs to be made more general by replacing “believe” with “accept for the
purposes of conversation,” but I will largely be unconcerned with this distinction.) The
common ground is the set of these propositions, and when a proposition p is added to the

common ground, we can say that p becomes common ground.

Just as propositions can alternatively be construed as sets of situations or sets of
world-time pairs rather than sets of worlds, the context set can be construed in a parallel
way as a set of situations or a set of world-time pairs. Typically the same formulation is

used for both notions.

An important notion on this view is that of an assertion. According to the
Stalnakerian view, a speaker asserts a proposition p by making a declarative utterance of
a sentence expressing p. By asserting that p, they are making a proposal to restrict the
context set by intersecting it with p; this has the effect of removing any worlds from the
context set in which p is not true. Since there is a systematic correspondence between the
set of worlds in the context set and the set of propositions in the common ground, an

assertion can equivalently be described as a proposal to add p to the common ground.

A speaker who makes an assertion is proposing that the context set be restricted in a
certain way, but that does not mean that the context set will automatically be restricted in
that way. This depends on whether the other participants in the conversation accept the
assertion or reject it. In English, hearers may indicate that they are accepting an assertion
by saying things like | agree, You’re right, That’s true, Oh, Uh-huh, or by saying
nothing; they may indicate that they reject an assertion by saying things like Nuh-uh, Uh-

uh, No!, You’re wrong, That’s not true, etc. If the hearers all accept an assertion that p,

14



INTRODUCTION
then the context set is intersected with p, giving a new context set; if any hearers reject
the assertion, then the context set is not intersected with p. In any case, the common
ground is always updated with the fact that the speaker made the assertion they made, and
the fact that various hearers accepted or rejected the assertion by saying different things,

but I will not be concerned with updates of those kind.

2.3. First Challenge: Matters of Opinion
There is one very obvious limitation to the standard view that most semanticists have
probably thought about at some point, and which will be a major theme of Chapters 2 and
3. This limitation is tackled most recently by Lasersohn (2005, 2006) who introduces the
problem like this:

To many of us who teach introductory semantics courses, the following

may be a familiar experience: Early in the course, when one introduces the

idea of truth conditions, and of trying to formulate rules assigning truth con-

ditions to sentences in a systematic way, students will frequently ask, “But

what about sentences that aren’t about matters of fact, but are really just
matters of opinion?”’

(Lasersohn, 2005: p. 643)

The worry is about sentences like (3) and (4).

3) This soup is tasty.
(4) This party is fun.

These look and act like normal sentences, just like (1) or (2). Speakers can utter them
declaratively, and hearers can agree or disagree with them. At the same time, there is an
obvious sense in which it is a matter of opinion whether some particular soup is tasty or a
particular party is fun, whereas it is not a matter of opinion whether Washington, D.C. is
the capital of the United States. (It may be a matter of opinion whether it ought to be, and
some people may falsely believe that it isn’t, but this is not the same thing.) This may
seem benign at first glance, but it wreaks havoc on our basic semantic and pragmatic
assumptions. On the semantic side, if (3), for example, expresses a proposition, and a
proposition is a set of worlds, then it becomes a matter of opinion which proposition it

expresses — or worse, which worlds are members of a particular set. Accordingly, on the
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INTRODUCTION

pragmatic side, if an assertion of (3) constitutes a proposal to restrict the context set in a

certain way, it becomes a matter of opinion what restriction is being proposed.

2.4. Second Challenge: De Se Attitudes

A second challenge to the standard approach to semantics, which is less obvious but
perhaps better known, involves de se interpretations of attitude reports. (I will take on this
challenge mainly in Chapter 4.) A de se attitude is one that crucially involves the self,
rather than simply truth conditions about the world (Lewis, 1979; Perry, 1979; Chierchia,
1989). A classic example due to Perry (1977) involves an amnesiac named Lingens who
is lost in the Stanford library and doesn’t know who he is or where he is. Even if he reads
a biography of himself, and learns from it that there is an amnesiac named Rudolf
Lingens lost in the Stanford library, he may still not realize that he himself is Rudolf
Lingens and is in the Stanford library. On the other hand, if he reads the biography and
then suddenly regains his memory, he may well make this connection. In the first case, he
would only be inclined to say, “Lingens is lost in the Stanford library” whereas in the
second, he would be inclined to say, “I am lost in the Stanford library.” The latter is a
report of a de se belief. If propositions are seen as something like sets of worlds, there is
no way to distinguish between the content of these two beliefs; both, for example, would

be the set of worlds {w: Lingens is lost in the Stanford library in w}.

De se attitudes are an issue for natural language semantics because certain
constructions are obligatorily interpreted de Se, in particular attitude reports involving
embedded infinitives and subject control (Morgan, 1970; Chierchia, 1989). For example,
the Italian example in (5) is only true in a situation where Pavarotti would be inclined to
say, “I am a genius.” If he unknowingly listened to a recording of himself and thought,
“That singer is a genius,” (5) would not be true. Similarly, (6) would only be true if the
amnesiac Lingens were inclined to say, “I want to get out of the Stanford library”; if he
unknowingly read a biography of himself and thought, “I want this guy Lingens to get out
of the Stanford library” (6) would not be true.

16
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(6)

INTRODUCTION

[Italian]
Pavarotti crede di  essere un genio.
Pavarotti believes COMP be a genius.

‘Pavarotti believes that he’s a genius.’
[Lit.: “Pavarotti believes to be a genius”]

(Anand, 2006, no. 1a; based on Chierchia, 1989)

Lingens wants to get out of the Stanford library.

17






Chapter 2

Epistemic Modals,
Predicates of Personal Taste,

and Attitude Reports

1. Introduction”

In this chapter, I present my core semantic and pragmatic proposals, using the case study
of epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste. In particular, I look at the modals
might and must and at predicates such as tasty and fun, which were discussed by
Lasersohn (2005, 2006). These two classes of expressions share a similar analytical
difficulty in determining whose taste or knowledge is being expressed. Accordingly, they
have parallel behavior in attitude reports and in a certain kind of disagreement. On the
other hand, they differ in how freely they can be linked to a contextually salient

individual, with epistemic modals being much more restricted in this respect.

" Some of the material in this chapter is under review for Linguistics and Philosophy, and an older version
appeared in a working papers volume (Stephenson, 2005). I would like to thank L&P editor Polly Jacobson
and two anonymous L&P reviewers for their very helpful comments and discussion. Thanks also to Pranav
Anand, Kai von Fintel, Danny Fox, Valentine Hacquard, Irene Heim, Sarah Hulsey, Sabine Iatridou, Ezra
Keshet, Angelika Kratzer, John MacFarlane, Eric McCready, Jillian Mills, Friederike Moltmann, Craige
Roberts, Robert Stalnaker, Seth Yalcin, the editors and reviewers of MITWPL 51, and audiences at MIT,
Sinn und Bedeutung 11, the 2006 SNEWS workshop, the 2007 LSA Annual Meeting, Yale, and the
University of Maryland.
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CHAPTER 2

I propose a unified account of epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste that
captures the similarities and differences between the two classes, as well as their
interactions with certain attitude predicates. My semantic analysis builds on Lasersohn’s
(2005) analysis of predicates of personal taste using a “judge” parameter. I argue for
certain modifications to Lasersohn’s view, and extend the system to cover epistemic
modals and a number of attitude predicates. I also sketch a pragmatic theory of
conversation that goes with the semantic account and gives further explanatory power to

the system.

Now let me start by introducing the basic puzzle shared by epistemic modals and
predicates of personal taste. I will start with epistemic modals. It is widely assumed that
(1a) has a reading (its epistemic reading) which can be expressed as something like (1b)

(Kratzer, 1977).

(1) (a It might be raining.

(b) In some world compatible with what is known in the actual world, it’s
raining.

A troublesome question lurks in (1b). There is reference to the set of worlds “compatible
with what is known,” but the question is, known by who? If “what is known” is taken to
mean “what is known by the speaker,” the resulting meaning is too weak (see, e.g.,
MacFarlane, 2006). On the other hand, if “what is known” is taken to mean “what is
known by anyone at all” or “what is known by people in general” the meaning becomes
impossibly strong. The question of exactly whose knowledge is relevant for the
interpretation of epistemic modals turns out to be difficult to answer, and a great deal of
effort has gone into trying to either answer it or evade it (for example, by using

descriptions like “what is known™), in both the linguistics and the philosophy literature.'

Lasersohn (2005) discusses a similar puzzle that arises with “predicates of personal

taste” such as tasty and fun. He uses examples like (2).

(2) This roller coaster is fun.

" In addition to Kratzer and MacFarlane’s work, see, for example, Moore (1962), Hacking (1967), Stalnaker
(1984), DeRose (1991), Egan, Hawthorne & Weatherson (2005), and von Fintel & Gillies (2005, 2007a).
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Lasersohn shows that if fun in sentences like (2) is taken to mean “fun for the speaker” or
“fun for someone,” the meaning is too weak; on the other hand, if it’s taken to mean “fun
for everyone” or “fun for people in general” it becomes too strong. The question of
whose taste or subjective experience is relevant to the interpretation of a predicate of
personal taste thus turns out to also be difficult to answer, and the difficulty in this regard
is very similar to the difficulty of specifying whose knowledge is expressed by an
epistemic modal. I would like to suggest, then, that these two questions are difficult for
the same reason; there is just one puzzle that applies to both epistemic modals and

predicates of personal taste.”

The structure of the chapter is as follows. In Section 2, I give examples of the parallel
behavior of epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste, and review the reasons
why standard mechanisms of context dependence are not sufficient to account for the
puzzling behavior of these items. In Section 3, I present Lasersohn’s analysis of
predicates of personal taste, and show how it can help to explain some of the puzzling
behavior of predicates of personal taste discussed in Section 2. In Section 4, I extend this
analysis to epistemic modals, first extending Lasersohn’s system directly and then
arguing for a modification to it. The revised version explains the puzzling behavior of
both epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste, and also accounts for a difference
between them. In Section 5, I bring up some contrasts between the predicates think, find
(as in find the cake tasty), and believe, and offer an explanation based on requirements
similar to those of evidentials. In Section 6, I show how the semantic system of judge
dependency can be placed within a Stalnakerian theory of conversation and the common
ground. In Sections 7-8, I compare my analysis to recent proposals by Egan, Hawthorne
& Weatherson (2005) and MacFarlane (2006) for epistemic modals, and Lasersohn
(2005) for predicates of personal taste, arguing that my proposal fares better in both

domains, and I sum up the chapter in Section 9.

2 Egan, Hawthorne & Weatherson (2005) also connect their relativist view of epistemic modals with
examples like Rotting flesh tastes great (uttered by a vulture), but they do not explore taste predicates in
depth.
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2. Parallels between Epistemic Modals and Predicates of Personal Taste

In this section, I will show that epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste have
parallel behavior in attitude reports and in certain phenomena of contradiction and

disagreement.’

2.1. Epistemic Modals in Attitude Reports

Much discussion about the semantics of epistemic modals has been devoted to the
question of whose knowledge state is being expressed, or as it is sometimes put, what the
relevant “community of knowers” is. For example, DeRose (1991) proposes that the
community of knowers is fairly free, but that it’s required to include the speaker. Egan,
Hawthorne & Weatherson (2005) give counterexamples to this constraint. The main thing
that seems to be generally agreed on is that it is not obvious how to figure out who the
relevant “knowers” will be for any particular example. I would like to begin, though, by
looking at a class of examples where this uncertainty disappears, namely those such as
(3)—(4) where an epistemic modal is embedded under think. (I will be restricting my
attention to modal verbs and auxiliaries, and leave it to future work to determine whether

modal expressions of other syntactic categories, such as probably and likely, have parallel

behavior.)
3) Sam thinks it might be raining.
(4) Sam thinks it must be raining.

In (3)—(4), the embedded modal seems to express Sam’s mental state.* For example, (3) is
true iff Sam’s beliefs do not exclude the possibility that it’s raining, and (4) is true iff
Sam’s beliefs exclude the possibility that it isn’t raining. This fact extends to cases where
the grammatical subject of think is a quantifier, as in (5). (Indices are used just as a

shorthand to indicate the intended reading and are not meant to have theoretical status.)

5) (a) [Every boy]; thinks he; must be stupid.

3 Moltmann (2005) independently makes similar observations about the parallels between predicates of
personal taste and epistemic modals, and gives brief suggestions towards a parallel analysis.
* This observation about embedded epistemic modals is anticipated by Antinucci & Parisi (1971).
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(b) [Every contestant]; thinks they; might be the winner.’

The sentences in (5) have a reading where the “knowers” range along with the subject.
On the relevant reading, (5a) says that for each boy x, x’s beliefs entail that x is stupid,
and (5b) says that for each contestant y, y’s beliefs do not exclude the possibility that y is
the winner. Of course, the bound pronoun need not be the subject of the embedded

clause, as illustrated in (6). (Underlining indicates the “knower” for a particular modal.)

(6) (a) [Every boy]; thinks that his; father must be the smartest person in the
world.

(b) [Every contestant]; thinks that the judges might have liked them; the best.

In cases where one propositional attitude report is embedded under another, there is still
no ambiguity as to whose mental state is being reported with an epistemic modal: the

modal always reports the mental state of the immediate subject. This is illustrated in (7)—
(8).
(7)  (a) Mary thinks that Sam thinks it might be raining.
(b) Mary thinks that Sam thinks it must be raining.
®) (a) Mary thinks that Sam might think it’s raining.
(b) Mary thinks that Sam must think it’s raining.

In (7a), for example, the content of Mary’s belief is that Sam’s beliefs don’t exclude the
possibility that it’s raining. On the other hand, (8a) says that Mary’s beliefs don’t exclude
the possibility that Sam thinks it’s raining.

The adverbial clause as far as x knows has the same effect as an attitude predicate, as
illustrated in (9)—(10).

9) As far as Sam knows, it might be raining.
(10) Mary thinks that as far as Sam knows, it might be raining.

> The examples in (5) are from Speas (2004), who argues that the modal base is linked to the bound
variable but does not link the effect to attitude predicates. Similar examples are also used in von Fintel &
Tatridou (2003) to show that quantifiers can bind pronouns across an epistemic modal.
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Again, the modal in (9)—(10) is clearly reporting Sam’s beliefs, not the beliefs of the

speaker or anyone else.

2.2. Predicates of Personal Taste in Attitude Reports

Lasersohn (2005) looks at a different kind of item that turns out to have largely parallel
behavior, namely what he calls “predicates of personal taste.” Lasersohn gives tasty and
fun as paradigm cases. As Lasersohn observes, it is difficult to draw a sharp distinction
between predicates of personal taste and predicates expressing moral or aesthetic values,
such as beautiful or moral. (Some borderline examples are funny, annoying, and tasteful.)
Ultimately it would be desirable to give all of these classes a unified treatment, but (like
Lasersohn) I will focus on the predicates tasty and fun (plus related expressions such as
taste good), taking the relevant class of items to be those which pattern in roughly the

same way.

Because predicates of personal taste such as tasty and fun relate to an internal state or
experience, the question arises as to whose internal state or experience is being reported
in any particular case, or in Lasersohn’s terminology, who is the “judge.” And as with the
issue of who the “knower” is with epistemic modals, this turns out to be hard to answer.
But also like epistemic modals, predicates of personal taste behave differently when

embedded under a verb like think. For example, consider (11)—(12).

(11) Sam thinks the dip is tasty.
(12) Sam thinks that the roller coaster is fun.

These examples have a very salient reading where the predicate of personal taste is linked
to the subject of think, that is, where the judge is clearly Sam. We will see that this is not
the only possible reading, and that predicates of personal taste differ from epistemic

modals in this respect. I’1l return to this in Section 4.2.

Bearing this caveat in mind, we can see that the link remains when the subject of
think is a quantifier that binds a pronoun in the embedded clause. For example, (13) has a
reading where the judge co-varies with the boys. (Underlining indicates a link between a

predicate and the judge.)
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(13) [Every boy]; thinks his; dinner is tasty.

As with epistemic modals, when one think-clause is embedded under another as in (14),
the predicate is linked to the subject of the think-clause that most immediately embeds it,
as illustrated in (14).

(14) (a) Mary thinks that Sam thinks the dip is tasty.

(b) Mary thinks that Sam thinks that the roller coaster is fun.

Also as with epistemic modals, the same effect can be achieved in some cases with

certain adverbial phrases, as Lasersohn points out. Some of these are illustrated in (15).

(15) (a) The roller coaster is fun for Sam.
(b) As far as Sam is concerned, the roller coaster is no fun.
() The cake tastes good to me.’

Thus one parallel between epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste is in their

behavior when embedded under propositional attitude predicates such as think.

2.3. Contradictions and Disagreements

Another parallel between epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste is in the fact
that both give rise to a peculiar kind of disagreement between speakers. I take the
presence of expressions like no or nuh-uh to mark disagreement in English, as used, for

example, in the dialogue in (16), which involves three people, Mary, Sam, and Sue.

(16) Mary: Where’s Bill?
Sam: He’s in his office.
Sue: Nuh-uh, he’s at home! He doesn’t work on Fridays.
[OR] No, he isn’t, he’s at home! He doesn’t work on Fridays.

%I assume that tastes good has the same meaning as is tasty, ignoring the fact that it’s presumably built up
from taste and good. The two expressions don’t have exactly the same distribution, as seen for example in
the fact that ?tasty to me is less acceptable than tastes good to me. But when convenient, I will substitute
one for the other.
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The disagreement in (16) is about a completely objective, factual matter. But
disagreement is also possible if epistemic modals are used as in the dialogue in (17),

which contains an epistemic modal.

(17) Mary: Where’s Bill?
Sam: I’m not sure. He might be in his office.
Sue: Nuh-uh, he can’t be. He never works on Fridays.
[OR] No, he can’t be. He never works on Fridays.

The puzzling thing about discourses like (17) is this: Sam seems to be expressing his
mental state, and Sue seems to seems to be disagreeing with him. But if this is the case,
then Sue ought to be understood as saying that Sam is wrong about his own mental state.
However, Sue does not seem to be doing that, but rather expressing her own mental state.
In other words, two speakers can disagree about a statement containing an epistemic
modal simply because they have different knowledge states. Compare this to (18), where
Sam’s statement explicitly refers to his own knowledge; here it seems odd for Sue to

respond as if she is disagreeing.

(18) Mary: Is Bill in his office?
Sam: Well, I’'m not sure, but I don’t know that he isn’t.
Sue: # Nuh-uh, he’s at home! He doesn’t work on Fridays.

[OR]  # No, he isn’t, he’s at home! He doesn’t work on Fridays.

Thus there are two facts to be explained: the fact that disagreement is possible in (17),

and the contrast between (17) and (18) in this respect.

Once again, the behavior of predicates of personal taste is very similar. For example,
in (19)—(20), Sam seems to be expressing his own taste or experience, and Sue seems to

be expressing hers, and yet they are disagreeing.

(19) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: It’s tasty.
Sue: Nuh-uh, it isn’t tasty at all!
[OR] No it isn’t, it tastes terrible!
(20) Mary: How was the party?
Sam: It was fun.
Sue: Nuh-uh, it wasn’t fun at all!
[OR] No it wasn’t, it was no fun at all!
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On the other hand, if Sam makes explicit that he is expressing his own taste, Sue’s

responses then become odd, as illustrated in (21)—(22).

(21) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: It tastes good to me.
Sue: # Nuh-uh, it doesn’t taste good at all!
[OR]  # Noitdoesn’t, it tastes terrible!
(22) Mary: How was the party?
Sam: It was fun for me.
Sue: # Nuh-uh, it wasn’t fun at all!

[OR] # No it wasn’t, it was no fun at all!

Another way to look at this contrast is in terms of possible interpretations of elided VPs.

For example, compare (23) to (24).

(23) Sam: The party was fun.
Sue: No, it wasn’t!

(24) Sam: The party was fun for me.
Sue: No, it wasn’t!

In (23), Sue could be responding based on the fact that the party wasn’t fun for her;
however, in (24), Sue’s response seems to mean “it wasn’t fun for you (Sam),” and has to

be based on a belief of Sue’s that the party was not fun for Sam.

Thus, as with epistemic modals, there are two facts about predicates of personal taste
to be explained: why disagreement is possible in (19)—(20), and why these contrast with
(21)~(22).

I should clarify that when I say that disagreement is possible in a certain dialogue, I
mean very narrowly that expressions like no (it isn’t) and nuh-uh are allowed. I don’t

mean that we merely have an intuition that the speakers disagree about something, which

7 A MITWPL reviewer pointed out that the same kind of disagreement is possible with vague scalar
predicates as in dialogues like (i), in a situation where George’s jacket is of a color intermediate between
clearly red and clearly burgundy.
(i) Mary: What color is George’s jacket?

Sam: It’s red.

Sue: Noitisn’t, it’s burgundy!
This suggests to me that it might be possible to extend the account I give to predicates of personal taste and
epistemic modals to capture certain properties of vague scalar predicates, but I will not pursue that here.
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may be a broader phenomenon.® I also don’t mean that the disagreement is necessarily a
rational or sensible one to engage in. The dialogues in (19) and (20) are just the kind of
arguments that are often pointed out to be futile, given that people’s tastes simply differ.
That is not my concern. The only fact that matters for my purposes is that such dialogues
can and do occur — often enough, in fact, to give us ample opportunity to perceive their

futility.

2.4. Note about First-Person Belief Reports

I observed in Sections 2.1-2.2 that when an epistemic modal or predicate of personal
taste is embedded in an attitude report, the attitude holder becomes the person whose
knowledge or taste is relevant. Then in Section 2.3 I observed that when an epistemic
modal or predicate of personal taste is explicitly linked to the speaker, it is not possible
for a hearer to disagree using expressions such as no it isn’t or nuh-uh. Putting these two
observations together, we might expect that when an epistemic modal or predicate of
personal taste is embedded in a first-person attitude report, disagreement would again

become impossible. For example, we might expect (25)—(26) to be odd, and yet they are

perfectly acceptable.
(25) Mary: Where’s Bill?
Sam: I’m not sure. I think he might be in his office.
Sue: No, he can’t be. He never works on Fridays.
(26) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: I think it’s tasty.
Sue: No it isn’t, it tastes terrible!

Notice, though, that the form of Sue’s response in these dialogues shows that her
disagreement is targeting the embedded clause rather than the matrix clause. That is, in
(25) Sue says no, he can’t be (i.e., Bill can’t be in his office); and similarly in (26) she
says no itisn’t (i.e., the cake isn’t tasty). If Sue were disagreeing with the matrix clause,

she would have to say, No you don’t, meaning you don’t think that. It is an interesting

8 For example, if Sam says, “I like this cake,” and Mary says, “I don’t like this cake,” we may have a
general intuition that there is something that Sam and Mary disagree about; however, this does not count as
the type of disagreement that I am talking about because disagreement markers such as no or nuh-uh would
not be licensed. (This was brought to my attention by Philippe Schlenker, p.c..)
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question why speakers may disagree with propositions that are embedded within attitude
reports, but one that is independent of the issues at hand. I will return to this issue in

Section 6.5.

2.5. Why Not Context Dependence?

One might think that epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste are simply
context-dependent items, so that, for example, tasty means “tastes good to x” and might
means “compatible with x’s knowledge,” where x is some salient, contextually
determined individual or group. In fact this approach is often taken with respect to
epistemic modals (see, e.g., DeRose, 1991; von Fintel & Gillies, 2007a). However,
standard mechanisms of context dependence are not enough to account for the behavior
of these items. Lasersohn (2005) argues this in great detail for predicates of personal
taste, and proponents of context relativism such as Egan, Hawthorne & Weatherson
(2005) and MacFarlane (2006) do so for epistemic modals. Below I consider some

obvious options for a context-dependent analysis, and review the reason why they fail.

First, note that in the dialogues (17) and (19)—(20) above, where Sam says that the
cake is tasty or that Bill might be in his office, he seems, intuitively, to be expressing
something about his own experience of taste or his own mental state. This suggests that a
context-dependent account of these items ought to involve the speaker in some way. The
most obvious possibility, then, is that predicates of personal taste and/or epistemic
modals involve first-person indexicals, so that tasty means “tastes good to me (the
speaker)” and might means “compatible with my (the speaker’s) knowledge.” But we
have already seen that this cannot be right because of disagreements of the kind that

occur in dialogues such as (17) and (19), repeated in (27)—(28).

(27) Mary: Where’s Bill?
Sam: I’m not sure. He might be in his office.
Sue: Nuh-uh, he can’t be. He never works on Fridays.
[OR] No, he can’t be. He never works on Fridays.
(28) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: It’s tasty.
Sue: Nuh-uh, it isn’t tasty at all!
[OR] No it isn’t, it tastes terrible!
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If might and tasty contained first-person indexicals, then these dialogues would be akin to

that in (29), which is incoherent.

(29) Mary: I’m a doctor.
Sam: # No, I’'m not!

Even if a simple account using first-person indexicals is not right, we might think that the
hidden argument should contain something like an inclusive us, that is, the speaker and
the addressee. On this view, tasty would mean something like “tastes good to us” and
might would mean something like “compatible with our knowledge.” In this case, I will
use different arguments for predicates of personal taste and for epistemic modals, so |
will consider the two cases separately. In both cases, the arguments I will give below will
apply equally to a view where the hidden argument consists of the speaker and addressee

plus possibly other individuals.

The view that tasty means “tastes good to us” is initially plausible in light of
dialogues like (28); there it is possible that Sue is denying that the cake tastes good to
both her and Sam, on the grounds that it does not taste good to her. Assuming that the
property of tasting good is distributive, this would be sufficient to make it false that the

cake tastes good to both of them. However, now consider (30).

(30) Mary: This cake is tasty.
Sam: No, it isn’t, it tastes terrible!

In this case, Sam can say that the cake tastes terrible, even though he knows that the cake

doesn’t taste terrible to Mary, and therefore doesn’t taste good to both of them.

Lasersohn makes a similar point with examples like (31).

(31) Sam: This cake isn’t tasty at all.
Mary: Yes it is! It tastes great!

(based on Lasersohn, 2005, no. 17)

Here since Mary already knows that the cake does not taste good to Sam, she should not

be able to assert that the cake tastes good to both of them.
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Now let me turn to the case of epistemic modals. Here the proposal would be that
might means something like “compatible with our (the speaker and addressee’s)
knowledge.” It is not important for the argument whether this is understood as the
speaker and addressee’s combined knowledge or their shared knowledge. To see that this
cannot be right, recall the behavior of epistemic modals in attitude reports such as (3),

repeated in (32).

(32) Sam thinks it might be raining.

If, for example, Bill utters (32) to Sue, the sentence means that it’s compatible with
Sam’s knowledge or beliefs that it’s raining. It clearly does not mean that it’s compatible
with Bill and Sue’s knowledge that it’s raining, which is what the proposal would predict.

Thus, in general might cannot mean “compatible with our knowledge.”

One solution that may come to mind here is to suggest that the component meaning
us is not a normal indexical but a shifting indexical (see, e.g., Schlenker, 2003). The
problem with this idea is that epistemic modals do not have the same behavior as shifting
indexicals in this respect. The shifted interpretation of shifting indexicals is generally
optional, whereas the shifting in (32) would be obligatory. Relatedly, in a case where one
speech or attitude report is embedded under another, shifting indexicals can typically be
linked to either the lower or higher attitude report. (I’ll say more about this difference in

Chapter 4, Section 2.4.)

A similar argument applies to a view where the relevant knowledge is just that of any
particular, contextually relevant group (as argued by DeRose, 1991; von Fintel & Gillies,
2007a, and others). Again supposing that Bill uttered (32) to Sue, the sentence would
clearly not mean that Sam thinks it’s compatible with the knowledge of the group
relevant for Bill and Sue that it’s raining. Similarly, if Bill uttered (33) to Sue, it would

not generally mean that Sam thinks the cake tastes good to the group of people who Sue

takes to be relevant.

(33) Sam thinks that the cake is tasty.
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One final possibility that comes to mind is that tasty, for example, means something like

“tastes good to people in general.” I’ll address that possibility in Section 4.6.

3. Lasersohn’s Analysis of Predicates of Personal Taste

In this section I will summarize Lasersohn’s (2005) analysis of predicates of personal
taste, which uses an additional individual parameter called the “judge.” On this view, the
Kaplanian content of a sentence is a function from tuples <w,t,j> to truth values, where w
is a world, t is a time, and j is an individual (the judge). The judge is the person whose
taste or experience is relevant for a predicate of personal taste. This is in contrast to the
standard view which takes the content of a sentence to be a function from just worlds or
world-time pairs to truth values. I will go through the analysis in more detail below. In

Section 4, I will extend the same kind of view to epistemic modals.

3.1. Basic Assumptions

Lasersohn’s starting point is the dual view of sentence meaning from Kaplan (1989). On
this view, there are two senses of the “meaning” of an expression: the “character,” which
is constant for a single expression across utterances, and the “content,” in which the
reference of indexicals such as | and now has been fixed. For example, suppose that one
speaker, A, utters the sentence | am in Boston now at time t;, and another speaker, B,
utters the same sentence at time t,. The two utterances have the same character, but the
content of A’s utterance is the proposition that A is in Boston at time t;, and the content
of B’s utterance is the proposition that B is in Boston at time t,. In general, then, the
content of an expression is a function from world-time pairs <w,t> to extensions (i.e., its
intension). The character of an expression is thus a function from contexts of utterance to
contents. In particular, the content of a sentence (a proposition) is a function from world-
time pairs to truth values, and the character of a sentence is a function from contexts of
utterance to propositions. The elements of the context of utterance that determine content
from character are called the “context” and the parameters of evaluation that determine

truth value from content are called the “index.”
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Given that both the context of utterance and the world and time contribute to the
extension of an expression, we can write the extension of an expression o, as [a.]]® ™,
where c is the context of utterance (the context), w is the world of evaluation, and t is the
time of evaluation (so <w,t> is the index). Assuming a system of semantic interpretation
along the lines of Heim & Kratzer (1998), we can use the two rules of semantic

9,10

interpretation in (34).” " (Note that worlds are type s and times are of type 1.)

(34) Rules of semantic interpretation:

Functional Application (FA): If o is a complex expression formed by

combining two expressions B and y, and [y]% ™" is in the domain of

[T ™, then [o] ™ = [BI*™ ([y]*™)

Intensional Functional Application (IFA): If o is a complex expression
formed by combining two expressions 3 and y, and

[AW's . [AY. [y]% V"] 1is in the domain of [B]* ™, then [a]" V' =

BT ™ ([Aw's. M YT ™ T1).

3.2. A New Parameter

To analyze predicates of personal taste, Lasersohn adds a “judge” to the index. In
particular, the content of a sentence under this view is a function from world-time-
individual triples <w,t,j> to truth values. Thus the extension of an expression o should

C; Wit,j

now be written as [[a]] , Where c is the context of utterance (the context), w is a
world, t is a time, and j is the judge (so <w,t,j> is the index). It should be noted that since
the judge is an individual, formally speaking Lasersohn’s indices are in fact centered
worlds, although he does not present the idea in those terms. I will not discuss other uses
of centered worlds, but will make the connection implicitly by using the notion of

doxastic alternatives.

Lasersohn’s “judge” is the individual whose taste or experience is relevant for a
predicate of personal taste. Thus fun, tasty (or taste good), and taste terrible have the

meanings in (35).

? Lasersohn presents his analysis in a somewhat different form, as a self-contained fragment, but the two

versions are essentially notational equivalents.

12 Additional rules of semantic interpretation would be needed if Kaplanian “monsters” are to be allowed
(Kaplan, 1989; Schlenker, 2003); I will not address this question here, except for touching on it briefly in
Chapter 4.
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un|® ™Y = [Ax. . x is fun for j in w at t
35 fun])® ™ =[A fun for j t
[tasty]“ ™" = [taste good]" ** = [Ax. . x tastes good to j in w at t]
[taste terrible]“ ™" = [Ax. . X tastes terrible to j in w at t]
On the other hand, the extension of a normal, non-judge-dependent predicate such as [be

a] doctor does not depend on the judge (which is to say that it is a constant function from

the judge) as shown in (36).

(36) [be-a-doctor] ™™ = [Ax. . x is a doctor in w at ]

All the meanings given so far are for expressions that don’t depend on the context of
utterance (and thus have the same content regardless of the context of utterance). Some
expressions that do depend on the context of utterance are given in (37). (From now on |

will include the context parameter only when it is relevant.)

37) [I]% ™Y = the speaker of ¢

[youl“ " = the addressee of ¢
Adding a new parameter of evaluation requires us to revise the rules of interpretation
from (34), replacing them with those in (38). Note that the judge parameter is an
individual (type e).

(38) Rules of semantic interpretation [revised]:

Functional Application (FA): If a is a complex expression formed by
combining two expressions B and y, and [y]® """ is in the domain of

IBI ™, then [a]™ ™ = [B]™™* (Iy]™ ™).

Intensional Functional Application (IFA): If o is a complex expression
formed by combining two expressions 3 and y, and

[AW's . [ [Af'e . [yI® "Y1 11 s in the domain of [B]% ™,
then [o]” ™ = [B1™ ™ (AW's . [At . [Afe . D™ ™ 111).
In the case of modified predicates of personal taste such as fun for Sam, Lasersohn treats

the preposition as an intensional operator that shifts the judge parameter to the object of

the preposition. This is equivalent to using the syncategorematic rule in (39).

(39) [P for y]*" = [PT*"
[where P is a predicate and y is a DP]
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The to that is used in tastes good to Sam should work the same way. These are
presumably different from for and to in their normal prepositional use, as in a present for

Sam or a letter to Sue.

Of course, something more would need to be said to account for the fact that we say
fun for Sam and tastes good to Sam in English, and not *fun to Sam or *tastes good for
Sam. I will leave this aside for now, but return to it briefly in Section 8, when I compare

Lasersohn’s view with the revised view I will propose here.

On Lasersohn’s view, attitude predicates such as think or believe take propositions as
arguments, but in effect only operate on the world and time, not the judge. Roughly

speaking, think would have a lexical entry along the lines of (40)."

(40) [think]]w’t’j = [AP<s<iets> - [AZe . V<W',t"”> compatible with z’s beliefs in w
att, p(w)(t)() = 11]

This says that “z thinks that p” is true at a world-time-judge triple <w,t,j> iff in all the

world-time pairs <w’,t'> compatible with z’s beliefs in w at t, p is true in w’ at t" as

judged by j.

Lasersohn’s final assumption is that speakers typically make assertions, and assess
the assertions of others, from an “autocentric” perspective — taking themselves to be the
judge. This is not always the case, though: in contexts where the perspective of another
person is particularly salient, they may make and assess assertions from an “exocentric”
perspective. One such context is that of an attitude report, since if a speaker is reporting
the thoughts or experience of someone else, then it is natural to take them as the judge. I
will have some criticisms of this view of perspective-taking, but will again save them

until Section &.

3.3. Consequences
Lasersohn’s account can explain the “linked” reading of examples like (11), repeated in

(41), where the judge of tasty is naturally understood to be Sam. Lasersohn’s explanation

" This is simplifying Lasersohn’s view of propositional attitudes somewhat (see Lasersohn, 2005, Sec.
6.2).
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is that in attitude reports, it is especially natural for the speaker to take an exocentric
perspective using the subject as the judge. This view predicts that the link is not
obligatory. As I mentioned in Section 2.2, this turns out to be correct for predicates of

personal taste; I will return to this in Section 4.2.

(41) Sam thinks the dip is tasty.

Lasersohn’s account can also give at least the beginnings of an explanation for why
predicates of personal taste give rise to disagreements in dialogues like (19), repeated in

(42).

(42) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: It’s tasty.
Sue: Nuh-uh, it isn’t tasty at all!
[OR] No it isn’t, it tastes terrible!

If we assume that what is crucial for the occurrence of expressions such as nuh-uh and no
it isn’t is the content of sentences (i.e., propositions), we can make some sense of (42).
The content of the sentence uttered by Sam is a function from world-time-judge triples
<w,t,j> to truth values that yields the truth value 1 just in case the cake tastes good to j in
w at t. The content of the sentence uttered by Sue is the negation of this, the function
from triples <w,t,j> that yields true just in case the cake does not taste good to j in w at t.
Thus Sue utters a sentence that negates the content of Sam’s sentence, and they disagree.
On the other hand, if the judge is made explicit as in (21), repeated in (43), the sentence
uttered by Sam has a different content: the function from triples <w,t,j> that yields the
truth value 1 just in case the cake tastes good to Sam in w at t. This is because for me
operates on the judge parameter; the value of me is set to Sam by the context of utterance
before the calculation of the content. The content of Sue’s response is not the negation of

this, so it sounds odd for her to signal that she is disagreeing.

(43) Mary: How’s the cake?
Sam: It tastes good to me.
Sue: # Nuh-uh, it doesn’t taste good at all!

[OR]  # Noitdoesn’t, it tastes terrible!
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This explanation for the contrast between (42) and (43) depends crucially on the
assumption that speakers may take an autocentric perspective, thus in effect evaluating
assertions using a different judge. In Lasersohn’s system, this is technically no different
from the situation that arises when two speakers believe they are in different worlds and
thus disagree about whether a proposition is true in the actual world. Conceptually,
though, there is a difference between the two situations, because there is always an
objective fact of the matter as to what is the actual world and time, whereas there is no
analogous “actual judge.” I will develop a slightly different view of this in Section 6,
where I discuss how this analysis can be put into a theory of conversation and common
ground along the lines of Stalnaker (1978, 2002) and others. There I will try to make
more sense of why disagreements would be expected to work in the particular puzzling

way that they do for both predicates of personal taste and epistemic modals.

I call this only the beginnings of an explanation because it does not provide us with
any insight into why disagreement would still involve the content in this way once the
judge parameter is added into the system. Since the phenomenon of disagreement is
specific to multi-speaker dialogues, we can only answer this question by looking at the

pragmatics and rules of conversation, which is what I will do in Section 6.

4. Extending the Analysis to Epistemic Modals

In this section I show how Lasersohn’s apparatus can be used to give a parallel analysis
of epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste. In Section 4.1, I will give a
preliminary proposal that extends Lasersohn’s analysis very directly. In Section 4.2, |
will bring up a contrast between epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste that
poses a problem for that approach. In Sections 4.3—4.4, I will revise the analysis in a way
that captures both the parallels and the differences between epistemic modals and
predicates of personal taste. In Section 4.5, I address one apparent problem for the

revised proposal.
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4.1. First Attempt

The most direct way to extend Lasersohn’s account to epistemic modals is to simply
identify the person whose knowledge is relevant for an epistemic modal with the judge.
On this view, the lexical entries for might and must would be those given in (44)."* (I will

modify these slightly in Section 4.3.)

(44) [might]™ = [Ap<s<iet>> - there 1s some world w' compatible with j’s
knowledge in w at t such that p(w')(t)(j) = 1]

[must]™ = [Ap<s<ice> . every world w’ compatible with j’s knowledge in

w at t is such that p(w')(t)(j) = 1]
This view will straightforwardly explain the parallel behavior of epistemic modals and
predicates of personal taste discussed in Section 2. For example, the subject of think in
examples like (3), Sam thinks it might be raining, can be linked to Sam because Sam’s
perspective is salient in a context where his mental state is being reported. Speakers can
disagree in dialogues like (17) based on the fact that they have different knowledge
because each of them may take an autocentric perspective, with themselves as the judge.
As we will see, however, there is a problem with directly importing Lasersohn’s analysis

to epistemic modals.

4.2. A Contrast

A direct extension of Lasersohn’s system neatly accounts for the similarities between
epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste, but it turns out that there is also an
important way that the two classes differ which this view cannot capture. Essentially the
difference is that predicates of personal taste can generally be interpreted with respect to
any salient enough referent, whereas epistemic modals cannot. The easiest way to see this
is by looking at the case where they are embedded under think. Recall that in attitude
reports involving either epistemic modals or predicates of personal taste, the judge of the

embedded clause may be linked to the subject of the matrix attitude predicate. It turns

'2 This is what I proposed in an earlier version of this work (Stephenson, 2005). Egan (2007) independently
proposes a very similar view of epistemic modals. My view and Egan’s differ from the accounts of
MacFarlane (2006) and Egan, Hawthorne & Weatherson (2005) in not relativizing the time of knowledge
along with the “knower” (although as time is not Egan’s focus, it is not clear whether he intends this to be
significant).
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out, though, that while this link is optional with predicates of personal taste, it is
obligatory with epistemic modals. To see that the link is optional with predicates of

personal taste, compare example (45) with (46).

(45) Mary: Has anyone tried the cake?
Sam: Sue has. She thinks it’s tasty.
(46) Mary: How’s that new brand of cat food you bought?
Sam: I think it’s tasty, because the cat has eaten a lot of it.

(Kai von Fintel, p.c.)

In (45), the judge of tasty is naturally understood to be Sue, whereas in (46) it’s naturally
understood to be the cat. The difference seems to come purely from the fact that in a
context like (46), the cat’s perspective towards the taste of the cat food is especially
salient. Lasersohn notices examples like (46) and uses them as evidence for his view that

speakers can freely choose between an autocentric or exocentric perspective.

On the other hand, now compare (47) with (48).

(47) Mary: I heard it isn’t very nice out.
Sam: Yeah, Sue thinks it might be raining.
(48) Mary: Wow, the dog really likes the dog food you’re feeding him.

Sam: (#) Yeah, I think it might be table scraps.

In (47), the judge of might is naturally understood to be Sue, as expected. However, in
(48), the judge of might cannot be understood to be the dog, even though the dog’s
perspective with regards to the taste of the dog food is salient (from Mary’s statement),
and even though the dog’s attitude towards the dog food could be caused by his mental
state (e.g., if he always likes food meant for people better than food meant for dogs). In
other words, Sam’s statement is only felicitous if Sam does not know what the dog food
consists of, regardless of whether the dog knows. In a context where it’s assumed that

Sam knows what he is feeding to his dog, his response sounds odd.

A related point can be made if a predicate of personal taste is embedded under an

epistemic modal as in (49).
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(49) The cat food might be tasty.

(Danny Fox, p.c.)
In (49), tasty can mean “tastes good to the cat” (for example) or it can mean “tasty” in the
judge-dependent way, but might can only have the judge-dependent interpretation. For
example, imagine that Sam reads the ingredients on a can of cat food and reflects that
there is nothing in it that he actually dislikes; then he might utter (49) to convey that we
shouldn’t assume that the cat food would taste terrible to us just because it’s intended for
cats. Now imagine that Sam is watching his cat eat the cat food, and he can’t tell from her
reaction whether she likes it; in this case he might utter (49) to convey that he isn’t sure
whether the cat food was a good choice. Finally, imagine that Sam is watching his cat
sniff the cat food inquisitively, evidently trying to decide whether it’s going to taste good.
In this case, Sam cannot utter (49) to convey something about the cat’s mental state. (And
clearly the problem is not that a cat cannot have a mental state, since we have already

attributed to her the process of deciding whether the cat food will taste good.)

On the simple extension of Lasersohn’s view, we might expect that the choice
between an autocentric or exocentric perspective would extend over the entire utterance.
Thus it is surprising not only that the interpretation of tasty can vary in a way that the
interpretation of might cannot, but that tasty can vary independently of might within a
single sentence. This suggests that, if I am on the right track in treating epistemic modals
as judge-dependent items in the first place, the ability of predicates of personal taste to
vary should be captured in some way other than a generally available option of using an

exocentric perspective.

4.3. Revised Analysis
The first change I will make to Lasersohn’s system has to do with the source of judge
dependency for predicates of personal taste. Instead of making them directly dependent

on the judge, I take them to be simple two-place predicates, whose first argument is the
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person whose taste or experience is relevant.”> New lexical entries for tasty (or taste

good), taste terrible, and fun are given in (50).

(50) [tasty]™" = [taste good ™" = [Ax. . [Aye . y tastes good to x in w at t] ]
[taste terrible]™" = [Ax. . [Aye . y tastes terrible to x in w at t] |
[fun]™" = [Axc . [Aye . y is fun for x in w at ] ]

Note that the judge parameter is still present, but these items are no longer inherently
judge-dependent. To bring judge dependency back into the system, I propose that there is

a silent nominal item PROj that refers to the judge. The lexical entry for PROj is given in

(51).

(51) [PRO;J™Y =]

Note that PROj is not an indexical since it takes its reference from the index rather than
the context of utterance, and also differs from pronouns like he and she in not being able
to be bound.'* When a predicate of personal taste with the new kind of meaning as in (50)
takes PROj as its first argument, the result will be the same as the original judge-

dependent meanings given earlier in (35) (as the reader can verify).

I assume that in expressions such as fun for X, the PP (for X) has the same extension
as the DP (X). In other words, for denotes the identity function over individuals, as in

(52). (This has the same effect as making prepositions semantically vacuous.)

(52) [for]™" = [Ay. . y]

" Treating predicates like tasty and fun as two-place predicates is by no means new. For example, Epstein
(1984) assumes that they have a syntactic argument place that can be filled by a null item. (I will discuss
some observations of Epstein in Chapter 4.) My view of predicates of personal taste might also be
considered to be broadly in the spirit of Mitchell’s (1986) semantics for “perspectival” expressions,
although his domain of inquiry and ultimate analysis are both different from mine.

" Though despite the differences between PRO; and typical pronouns, I will suggest in Chapter 4 that
PROj is subject to Principle B.
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Then a predicate of personal taste can take a PP directly as an argument, instead of taking
PRO,. Crucially, I also assume that a predicate of personal taste can take a null referential

pronoun referring to a contextually salient individual."

Epistemic modals, on the other hand, keep their lexical entries from the preliminary
analysis in (44) (to be revised slightly below). The difference between epistemic modals
and predicates of personal taste, then, is that epistemic modals are inherently judge-
dependent, whereas predicates of personal taste become judge-dependent only if they

take PROj as an argument.

Another way to formulate the account, which is empirically equivalent as far as I can
tell, would be to also give epistemic modals meanings that take an individual “knower”
argument, but require that it always be PRO,.'® (This could be treated as a syntactic
selection requirement or as a semantic presupposition.) This would have the advantage of
making the basic meanings of epistemic modals and predicates of personal taste more
parallel, but at the cost of stipulating that epistemic modals must combine with PRO;. If
there turns out to be a good reason to adopt this kind of formulation over the one I have
given, it should be possible to make the switch while keeping the rest of my proposal
intact. Yet another option would be to treat predicates of personal taste as systematically
ambiguous between a two-place-predicate meaning and a judge-dependent meaning,
eliminating the need for PROj at the cost of positing the appropriate kind of rule. (On this
view, predicates of personal taste would still need to be able to take silent referential
arguments.) On any of these variations, the crucial point would be that predicates of
personal taste have the option of taking referential arguments while epistemic modals do

not.

Returning to the analysis, I further assume that attitude predicates such as think
obligatorily shift the judge parameter of the embedded clause to the matrix subject. (This

option was proposed in an earlier version of Lasersohn’s paper and later rejected.) I will

!> Once null referential pronouns are posited, the question arises as to whether these pronouns can be bound
in the same way that overt pronouns can. I leave an exploration of their behavior in this respect to future
work.

' This was the version I presented in Stephenson (2006).
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implement this using the notion of doxastic alternatives (Lewis, 1979; Chierchia, 1989),

defined in (53)."”

(53) Doxastic alternatives:
Doxyx = {<W',t",y>: it is compatible with what x believes in w at t that
he/she/itisy in w' at t'}
The doxastic alternatives of an individual x in world w at time t are the set of world-time-
individual triples <w’,t’,y> such that it is compatible with x’s beliefs in w at t that x
(him/herself) is y in w’ at t'. Intuitively, these represent properties that x self-ascribes. For
example, if John self-ascribes the property of being an individual named John, then all of
John’s doxastic alternatives are triples <w’,t’,y> such that y is named John in w' at t’. The

lexical entry for think using doxastic alternatives is given in (54).

(54) [[think]]w’t’j = [Ap<s<iets> - [AZe . V<W t',x>€D0Xy 1 ,: p(W)(t')(X)=1] ]

Unlike the lexical entry in (40) (in Section 3.2 above), this meaning for think operates on
the world, time, and judge parameters. It has the effect that a sentence of the form “x
thinks that S is equivalent to “x thinks that S is true as judged by x.” In many cases this
will be equivalent to “S is true as judged by x because of what Lasersohn refers to as
epistemic privilege. For example, if S is the cake is tasty, then given that people have
privileged access to their own experiences of taste, a person will generally think that S
tastes good to them just in case it does taste good to them. (The principle of epistemic
privilege does not generally hold with respect to epistemic modals, since it would require

individuals to have no false or unjustified beliefs that they take to be knowledge.)

Because people can forget what their own internal states have been in the past,

epistemic privilege breaks down in examples like (55). This happens because the

71 use doxastic alternatives in order to capture the fact that the shifted judge is always interpreted de se
(Pranav Anand, p.c.). For example, (i) cannot be used in a context where Sam sees himself on T.V. and, not
knowing that the man on T.V. is Sam himself, comes to believe that it’s compatible with what is known by
the man on T.V. that it’s raining. This point will not be crucial here, but I will return to it in Chapter 4.

(1) Sam thinks it might be raining. (Pranav Anand, p.c.)
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proposition believed is understood generically, so that the time of thinking is different

from the time(s) of the taste experience.'®

(55) Sue thinks sea urchin tastes good to her, but whenever she eats it, she
realizes that she can’t stand the stuff.

(Robert Stalnaker, p.c.)
In the interest of consistency, I will recast the meanings of epistemic modals using a

notion of “epistemic alternatives” (in analogy to doxastic alternatives), which I define in

(56).

(56) Epistemic Alternatives:
Episty 1x = {<W',t",y>: it is compatible with what x knows in w at t that
he/she/itis y in w' at t'}
The key difference between doxastic alternatives and epistemic alternatives is that a
person’s knowledge cannot rule out the actual individual that they are in the actual world
and time at which they are located, and so Episty, (x must always include <w,t,x> itself.
Presumably knowledge also carries extra requirements for justification, so that if x rules
out a triple <w’,t’,y> without sufficient justification, then <w’,t’,y> will still be among x’s
epistemic alternatives. New lexical entries for might and must using this notion are given

in (57).

(57) |[might]]w’t’j = [Ap<s<ier> . I<W',t' x> Episty, ¢j: p(W')(t')(x) = 1]
[must]™ = [Ap<s<iee> - V<W',t',x>: Episty j: p(W)(t')(x) = 1]

Note that my lexical entries for epistemic modals can be thought of as a simplification of
a fuller theory of modality where modals take restrictor arguments, which come in
various types (deontic, epistemic and so on) and determine the modal base and/or
ordering source. On a more complete view of this kind, my claim would be that the only

kind of epistemic restrictor is one that makes reference to the knowledge of the judge.

'8 (55) becomes much less natural without the overt PP to her in the embedded clause, which is to say that
the argument of tastes good in this case cannot (easily) be a silent referential pronoun referring to Sue. This
may be related to the puzzle I will discuss in Section 4.7.

44



CHAPTER 2

I have one final change to make to Lasersohn’s analysis. I assume that what
Lasersohn calls an autocentric perspective is obligatory: speakers always make
assertions, and accept or reject the assertions of others, using themselves as the judge.
Cases involving predicates of personal taste where it appears that speakers are taking an
exocentric view will be treated as instead containing a null referential pronoun referring
to the individual whose perspective is apparently being taken. In Section 8.2, I will show
that this view makes better predictions than Lasersohn’s, under which speakers freely

choose between an auto- and exocentric perspective.

4.4. Examples
To see how the revised proposal works, let’s first look at a case of a matrix epistemic
modal as in (58a). I assume that the structure of (58a) is (58b). The meaning is computed
in (58c¢).
(58) (a) It might be raining.

(b) [might] [ it be raining |

(c) [(O)]™Y = [might]™ ( [Aw" . [At” . [Aj" . [it be raining* V" 111)

= 1 iff I<w',t",x>€eEpisty,;: it’s raining in w’ at t’

Thus (58a) is true at a world-time-judge triple <w,t,j> iff at least one of j’s epistemic

alternatives is such that it’s raining.

Now let’s see what happens when (58a) is embedded under think, with its new
meaning from (54), which operates on the judge parameter. An example is given in (59a),

with the structure in (59b) and meaning in (59c¢).

(39) (a) Sue thinks it might be raining.
(b) [ Sue [yp thinks [s [might] [ it be raining ] ] ] ]

(c) [(5)]™ = [thinks]"" | |
([Aw" . [At" . [Aj" . [it might be raining]™ """ 1171) ( [Sue]™")

witx _ 1

= 1 iff V<w',t',;x>€DoXy tsue: [[it might be raining]|
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=1 iff V<w',t' x>€DoXy sue: I<W",t",y>€Episty ¢ x: it’s raining in w”
att”
This says that (59a) is true at a world-time-judge triple <w,t,j> iff every one of Sue’s
doxastic alternatives has an epistemic alternative where it’s raining. This can be
simplified if we make certain assumptions about the relationship between belief and
knowledge. Specifically, I assume that to believe something is to believe that one knows
it, which means that the epistemic alternatives of a person’s doxastic alternatives are the
same as the person’s doxastic alternatives. Under this assumption, (59c) becomes

equivalent to (60)."”

(60) =1 iff I<w',t’,x>€D0oXy tsue: it’s raining in w' at t’

This is the same as the matrix case (58c) except that “j” is replaced by “Sue” and the
epistemic alternatives are replaced with doxastic alternatives.

When we turn to predicates of personal taste, there are now two possibilities for the

matrix case. Consider (61).

(61) This cake is tasty.

One option is for the argument of tasty to be PRO;. In this case, the structure of (61) is
(62a), giving the meaning in (62b). (I’m ignoring tense and the contribution of the

copula.)

(62) (a) [ This cake ] [ is tas