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1. Referential Ambiguily

1.0. What are propositional attitudes? They are attitudes, like those of fear, belief
or assumption, towards a certain entity expressing a state of affairs. They were
usually understood as attitudes towards a proposition or, sometimes, to a sentence.

Attitudes, in their simplest form, are expressed by a sentence consisting of a
subject, attitude verb and a that-clause, i.c. a sentence of the form “A believes that
¢s”. An attitude verb can be either factive or non-factive, and consequently attitudes
are divided into factive and non-factive. Factives are verbs taking a complement
clause in the case of which it is presupposed that the proposition the clause ex-
presses is true. “Know” is an example of a factive verb. Non-factives do not demand
that the proposition expressed is true. “Believe” and “think” are examples of such
non-factive verbs. Moreover, “wish” and “hope” are sometimes called contra-fac-
tives or counterfactives, since they may be said to presuppose the falsity of the
expressed proposition. We shall remain within the binary distinction mentioned
above.

A proposition as an object of attitudes can be defined either (1) a state of
affairs, (2) a sentence, (3) sentence meaning, (4) sense in kFregean terms (= sense-vs.
reference), (5) mental representation, or (6) a set of possible worlds, not that this
list is exhaustive. It is usually assumed that propositions are constructs made up
for semantic purposes. In the case of propositional attitudes, we can say that a
proposition is what the embedded sentence contributes semantically to the whole.

As to the nature of a proposition, we can assume that a proposition is constant,
eternal and thus that it cannot vary in its truth value at different times and loca-
tions. Hence when a sentence such as “Smith is sleepy” occurs on two different
occasions, it has to express two different propositions. The piece of information
(or: thought) conveyed by this sentence consists here of both this sentence and
the time and place specification. We could also accept the opposite standpoint,
namely that a proposition bears no relation to the time and plage specification.
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This view, however, apart from being counter-intuitive, would create unnecessary
difficulties with natural language constructions and their logic. In fact since Frege
introduced it, most types of semantics consider the time, place and context rela-
tivization an essential part of the content of a declarative sentence.

1.1. What does the problem with propositional attitudes depend on? First of
all, let us argue that the meaning of an attitude sentence can be learned from the

meanings of its structured parts; therefore, it involves the principle of compositio-
nality and the assumption that the meaning of attitude verbs is created by the
proposition expressed, plus the meanings of the separate parts of a sentence that

expresses this proposition. The actual problem arises out of a factual mistake, that
is the mistake of the observable facts. Let us imagine a pair of situations:
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John’s statements are, in A and B, respectively:

RALPH
MARY
(1) Ralph believes that Ortcutt is a spy.
(2) Ralph believes that Ortcutt is not a spy.

Quine’s” famous character, Bernard J. Ortcutt, seen at the beach, is believed
by Ralph to be a spy. But this is how we see it; Ralph may not know his name;
he sees him and utters or holds a belief that “that man” (pointed at) “is a spy”.
Simultaneously, he still holds a belief which is expressed by saying: “Bernard J.
Ortcutt i1s not a spy”. What is expressed in both cases can be stated as: “Ortcutt
is a spy” and “Ortcutt is not a spy”, which looks contradictory and inconsistent.

1 Quine 1956.
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We can believe both, as long as we do not realize that these two names are corefe-
rential. Or we can look at it from another angle: Ralph sees a man once in a
brown coat, and once in a grey coat. About the first of them he believes that he
IS a spy, but simultaneously he believes that the other is not, not knowing that in
fact it is the same man, Bernard J. Ortcutt. Here he holds two beliefs de re. The
problem to be explained 1s how to report correctly on such beliefs, knowing that
the substitutivity of the coreferential expressions does not hold here, namely that
we could not say: “Ralph believes that the man in the grey coat is a spy” although
the man 1n the grey coat is the same as the man in the brown coat.

When we have two situations (A) and (B) together, we can say that Ralph has
two de re beliefs about Ortcutt.

If we do not know what he believes about Ortcutt, we can substitute “Ortcutt”
for “the man seen on the beach”, thus ascribing our own assumptions as to the
identity of the man to the holder of the belief. This paraphrase of a belief sentence
will be referred to as de re reading, or the referential, the rransparent one, as opposed
to the de dicto reading, or the non-referential, the opaque one, not necessarily pic-
king out any individual. We shall agree on the meaning of the de re/de dicto di-
stinction according to which in the de re reading the description (name) refers to
the thing in the actual world, whereas in the de dicto case the description (name)
itself of the object referred to matters too; it may refer to the actual object or to
the thing mistakenly taken by somebody as this object.

The distinction as such comes from medieval logic and was originally applied
to modalities. When modal terms (it is possible, it is necessary...) apply to the subject
and 1ts possessing certain attribute, the modality 1s called de re (“concerning the
thing”). When the modal term applics to the whole statement (proposition), the
modsality 1s called de dicto (“concerning the statement™). When we think of a sen-
tence “The number of planets of our solar system is necessarily nine” as of a de
re one, this sentence is true, because it amounts to saying “nine is necessarily nine”.
However, on the de dicto reading, it is false: it is not true that such a statement
is necessary. The existence of de re modalitics is connected with the position of
essentialism, 1. e. the view that some objects have certain essential properties wit-
hout which they would stop being the things they are. And, after all, de re solution
remains valid even if we know that Ralph holds two contradictory beliefs.

1.2. Now we can enumerate some difficulties involved in providing the semantics
for propositional attitude constructions:

(1) to specify the relation between the embedded sentence and the whole attitude
construction. It has to be decided whether there exists a logical or semantic

connection between the contents of an attitude and the attribution of this
attitude.

(2) to find out what the reference of the terms used in an attitude report depends
on; or, in other words, whether the embedded sentence should be understood
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in relation to the reporter or to the holder of the attitude. But before that, we
have

(3) to make an assumption as to whether the holder of an attitude must know to
whom he is referring. Here we may have to distinguish two cases, namely these
of proper and common names. If, after Donnellan, we answer “ne” to this
question (in the case of proper names or also in any of these two cases), then
we have to ask: “What would the speaker be attributing that predicate to on
this occasion?” rather than look for the unique referent for a name. On the

other hand, a positive answer would, obviously, alter the pattern for attitude
reports. Another problem is

(4) to see to what extent the uniformity across attitude verbs can be drawn as far
as the sought conditions for attitude ascription are concerned.

(9) to find some uniformities or conditions for ascribing attitudes, prior to provi-
ding the semantics for these constructions.

Coming back to the situations A and B, after Hintikka (1962), Montague
(1970), and others we assume here a requirement of consistency of a person’s beliefs.
Consequently, we can say that Ralph simply does not know that he refers to the
same individual in both judgements. As some followers of possible worlds semantics
would explain, the “modes of individuation” of the individual may differ in these
two cases, or, in other words, whereas in the situation A Ralph perceives the object
of his belief, in B he may only know its description.

Our aim is to find the criteria of correctness of such a report, i. e., decide when
it presents truly the belief as expressed by a person. And how to give account of
our taking a de re belief de re when the way we pick out the individual differs
from the way the holder of a belief picks it out. And in order to do so, it is
necessary to provide semantic description of belief constructions and thus answer
the question what is customarily taken as their default reading. This can be done
with a help of contrastive study.

1.3. As to the framework of the analysis, it is generally the one of possible
worlds semantics. And this is how the problem of propositional attitudes can be
formulated within possible worlds semantics: first of all, the meaning of a sentence
is the set of those possible worlds in which this sentence 1s true. And two sentences
have the same meaning if they are true in the same set of possible worlds. Con-
sequently, it looks like it that a person holding an attitude (and, in our case, a
belief) to what is expressed by one such sentence, should hold the same attitude
to what is expressed by the other one. However, there are numerous examples
contradicting this thesis.

Before passing to the history of the puzzle in modern logic, it is necessary to
clarify some more terminology. First of all, the problem with contextual substi-
tutivity discussed here has to be distinguished from that of substitutivity salva ve-
ritate (1. €. “preserving truth”). Whereas the second one is inner-theoretic and con-
cerns the substitutions of expressions which refer to the same object, the first 1s
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an observational problem and concerns the explanation of how people report on
one’s attitudes by ascribing the referent to the holder of an attitude; the question
of coreferentiality is thus not decided. The contexts in which substitutivity salva
veritate fails are called opaque (intensional), whereas the ones where it works are
transparent (exrensional).

Frege’s distinction between sense and reference was very useful in developing
the concepts of extension and intension, although not without important differences
such as that sense determines reference independently of matters of fact. The ori-
ginal compositionality principle, saying that the reference of an expression is a
function of the references of the names constituting it, does not seem to work in
the opaque contexts. The oblique reference of a name is its ordinary sense and
the oblique reference of a sentence is a thought, 1. e. its ordinary sense too.

Czlm::lp"s2 extension/intension distinction seems to be applicable to both kinds
of contexts, although it does not solve the problem of substitutivity within the
opaque one either. He remarks that if we take a sentence “John believes that...”
and replace the sub-sentence by another one, equivalent to it, the whole sentence
can change its truth value; it is neither extensional nor intensional in relation to
its sub-sentence. Therefore Carnap put forward a hypothesis of a “first approxi-
mation to a correct interpretation of the belief-sentence”. A sentence:

“John believes that D”

can be reformulated as:

“John is disposed to an affirmative response to some sentence in some
language, which is L-equivalent to ‘D,

or.

“John is disposed to an affirmative response to some sentence in some
language which expresses the proposition that D”.>

He argues that the concept we need here is the intensional structure. Two con-
cepts are intensionally isomorphic (or: have the same intensional structure) when
they are formed in the same way on the basis of designators and any two corre-
sponding designators are L-equivalent. What a statement in indirect speech usually
contains is an expression synonymous to the original one, preserving its meaning.
To preserve this meaning, the intensionally isomorphic expression can be used,
and, moreover, we must state that the speaker is “disposed to an affirmative re-
sponse” to this sentence. My methods of identification of an individual will cor-
respond roughly to those of Hintikka; knowing a person as such equals a perceprual
method, whereas holding a belief de dicto about him/her corresponds to the de-
scriptive method.

2 See Carnap 1956
3 Cf. ibidem, p.55.
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There is an interesting claim by Barwise and Perry (1983) that would be worth
developing, namely that the attitude report refers to a name, not to an individual,
as it was in Frege’s and other approaches. This claim could explain our difficulties
with the substitutivity. However, epistemologically, it would be difficult to justify.
Belief, being closely related to knowledge (as, let us say, its ""‘vw::.f.iker”""\r form), is
difficult to be seen as having “names” as its objects. We have certain information
concerning individuals, objects, possessing concepts and names corresponding to
them. However, belief seems to be broader, not confined to named concepts only;
we can possibly hold an attitude having a notion, a concept only in our mind.
Therefore, this path will not be followed as a solution.

1.4. Looking at our situations A and B from another perspective, we may as-
sume, after Johnson-Laird (1933), that sentences rcfer to mental models instead
of referring directly to the objects of the world as it is in possible worlds semantics.
These models can be seen as merely theoretical constructs and then the problem
of ontological commitment does not arise; they may help to describe intensional
contexts, without constituting a part of psychology of cognition. But the question
arises whether we need this intermediate stage of mental models between the lin-
guistic structures and real world referents.”

Mental models will be allowed to relate to reality to some extent; namely, as
long as the caregories of the real life and the mental ones are compatible. And
they are to some extent, since they are said to be created by grouping the items
(verbs, nouns, etc.) around one prorotypical instance®. As to the truth conditions
for the belief constructions, we take it that no absolute truth (or: correctness) can
be assumed in the case of these sentences for the reasons mentioned above; that
1s, for instance, that we may mean something other than it would be “objectively”
understood or that the believer meant something different from what we thought
him to mean. Therefore we need two “interpretive” points of reference here: reality
(and the speaker’s mental space) on the one hand, and the social conventions of
language use on the other, in order to assign truth-values to utterances. Here gram-
mar alone is of no help.

1.5. The next possible source of disambiguation of attitude constructions is the
analysis of non-linguistic actions. As Stalnaker puts it,

“To believe that P is to be disposed to act in ways that would
tend to satisfy one’s desires, whatever they are, in a world in

which P (together with one’s own beliefs) were true.”
Stalnaker (1984:15).

4 We could also relegate the problem to Fodor’s representations as an alternative route: Fodor
tries to explain propositional attitudes by

“...providing, for each propositional attitude, nomologically necessary and suf-
ficient conditions in terms of computational relations between the organism
and formulae of the internal representational system”. Fodor (1975:77).

But , in fact, no disambiguation is reached in this way.
> Cf. Langacker 1983.
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However, Stalnaker adds a supplement to the statement cited above; he claims
that the events and states that tend to cause our belief contribute to what this
state of belief represents no less than the behaviour caused by it does:

“We believe that P just because we are in a state that, under
optimal condition, we are in only if P, and under optimal con-
dition, we are in that state because P, or because of something
that entails P.”

Stalnaker (1934:18).

This way he wants to give an account of the relation between a belief and the
world and also the distinction between belief and other mental (representational)
states.

Analysis of causation has a limited explanatory power; when we think, for in-
stance, of the reasons for somebody’s opening an umbrella, kneeling in a church,
€tC., we can see that not only the standard explanations are possible. In other
words, we cannot, with absolute certainty, ascribe a belief such as “X belief that
it is raining” in the first case since there may be some other reasons for such a
behaviour. And this shows that our sources of information such as language con-
structions, background knowledge, mental processes, and actions must be all in-
corporated in the study of belief ascription.'5

1.6. The four sources of information for attitude ascription have thus only li-
mited power; neither of them seems to be sufficient to disambiguate an attitude
statement or to allow for a report with an absolute certainty of being correct.
Linguistic and non-linguistic actions are subject to different kinds of errors, so
arc our memory and background knowledge, being affected by various inner and
outer factors. Therefore, any ascription of attitude must be regarded as adequate

10 a degree, at lcast as long as there may be some hidden factors not accounted
for in making our statement of report.

2. Arguments From Contrastive Study

2.0. A powerful source of information for disambiguation of the attitude sen-
tences is translation. There are inevitably certain differences in meaning between
most sentences and their translations into another language; the best evidence for |
this claim is that there can be, in many cases, several translations of one sentence
and all of them can be equally correct. It is worth analysing in the example of
English and one other language, whether there are any language-dependent featu-
res of belief sentences which cannot be accounted for in a universal way. This
Information may prove to be helpful in constructing the conditions for correct
belief reports.

Following Quine, we can begin the analysis with a sceptical view on translation;
he holds that meaning is said to be preserved in a translation only because of the
prior acceptance of a “translation scheme”; without it we would not be able to

- ® For the interrelations between and ordering of these sources see also Jaszczolt (in progress).
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talk about any relation between meanings. But since there can be many such trans-
lation strategies, we are left with the indeterminacy of radical translation.” And, we
can presume, this indeterminacy concerns both words and sentences, including pro-
positional attitudes. In other words, when we want to report on somebody’s attitude
(belief) in a language different from that in which it was expressed, we have to
follow one particular strategy of translation, hoping that this is the common and
universal one and that the existence of other strategies can be neglected in com-
munication since everybody else follows the same one as us. In practice, it means
that translation is virtually impossible. Although for Quine this was a theoretical
problem and his theory is applicable to the analysis of knowledge, we mention it
here, against Quine, as a methodological option in the analysis of the natural lan-
guage. Since Quine does not claim that we need any special level of language for
expressing theories, we shall assume that it is not, in fact, so much against Quine
to utilize this theoretical claim.

Quine thinks of beliefs as of attitudes which are primarily attitudes to a sentence,
i. e. they are relative to the particular language of the holder of the belicf. We
followed the opposite view, namely that we hold attitudes towards a proposition,
i. €. the entity which 1s languag,e-independcnt...8 The existence of this independent,
underlying level of propositions as objects of attitudes would rule out any further
complications of language dependence: all we would have to do would be to find
a sentence in our language which expresses the same proposition as the believer's
sentence and use it in our report. This strategy, however, has to be justificd.

Quine’s thesis should not, in fact, be put to an empirical test. If it is questioned
at all, it is questioned on a theoretical level. We can, for instance, argue that the
way we group concepts into categories differs across languages and therefore there
is no translation possible. This claim is “less theoretical”; it concerns language of
everyday conversations. |

The opposite view is represented, for instance, by Lakoff’s hypothesis of the
Idealized Cognitive Models. He puts forward a prcsumption that language uses
general, cognitive categorization mechanisms. We organize our knowledge on the
basis of special structures, called idealized cognitive models (ICMs) which are lan-
guage independent. Categories are characterized by such cognitive models.” Since
these categories of the mind can fit the categories of the external world'®, that is
an objectively given entity, objective knowledge is said to be possible and thus,
presumably, Lakoff would approve of the thesis of the possibility of a radical, uni-
que translation and of a possibility of an account of truth.

7 Cf.: “..manuals for translating one language into another can be set up in divergent ways, all

compatible with the totality of speech dispositions, yet incompatible with one another.”
W.V. Quine (1960:27).

8 For obvious reasons, Quine’s understanding of the word proposition will differ from ours; level
of language-independent propositions will not exist there.

9 There are four types of them: propositional, image-schematic, metaphoric, and metonymic model.
See Lakoff 1987.

10 or: “preconceptual structure”. See ibidem, p.303.
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These two answers to a theoretical problem of translation (although not ex-
posed to the same extent in both theories) exemplify two possible standpoints and
show that there is no uncontroversial treatment of this issue possible. Nevertheless,
within our semantics, we can proceed with analysing the sources of information
for the belief reports assuming one of these possibilities; our choice has to be to
reject Quine’s indeterminacy and accept, like many others, the similarities across
languages as a starting point since we already argued for the “existence” of the
underlying level of propositions as common meaning of sentences (or, in other
words, that different sentences can have the same meaning, although here not all
opponents of Quine would be unanimous).

In order to support our standpoint that there is a common level of propositions
for the equivalent expressions in different languages, it is worth mentioning that
Putnam regards stereotypes and core facts as constraints for translation; the more
such constraints available, the more unambiguous the translation becomes, leading
in effect to a unique one. Since the stereotypical meaning of a word must be known
in order to use the word correctly,there are thus some limits on the divergence
of the possible translations. These limits (constraints) are therefore extra-linguistic
ones and they concern reports on beliefs as well as any other constructions of the
language, as long as proper names (i. e. the “Ortcutt” difficulties) are not involved.

Therefore, although we agree with Carnap and many others that in natural
languages words have more than one intension, there seems to be a way out: we
have to know a stercotype and thus know what we speak about, ignoring other
parallel meanings the term might have. And the translator usually does have access
to such a disambiguation. Similarly, in the case of proper names and definite de-
scriptions, our four sources of information equip the attitude attributor with eno-

ugh disambiguating information to proceed with the task: having considered all
possible clues, we know who/what we talk about.

2.1. The negative practical conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis of
translation is that the reports on attitudes differ from language to language and
the general conditions we noticed may be the only ones available. However, we
shall try now to utilize the analysis of reports on beliefs formulated in another
l?nguage to the analysis of English- ones; namely, we shall try to see what distinc-
tions between reports (and where and when) Polish language makes to avoid re-
ferential ambiguity. '

The fundamental difficulty that is usually observed in reported speech contexts
i1s that it lacks certain linguistic and extra-linguistic means of conveying a message.
It reports about the events, not being a part of them itself and therefore, being
more objective, it provides less information than the direct speech which reflects
the feelings, personality and mood of the speaker. Reported speech is usually re-
garded as referring only to the reporter, his view on the event and utilizing ex-
pressions from the vocabulary he normally uses.! The account of what is referred
to in these contexts is, for obvious reasons, insufficient; we must refer to someone’s

11 see Bak (1977:465) and Doroszewski and Wieczorkiewicz (1959:290-291).
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beliefs and, consequently, to what is believed to be true.!® Moreover, languages
can vary as to the degree of discrepancy between direct and indirect speech; one
of such comparable factors can be the number of possible complementizers used
in attitude contexts where they are not complete synonyms; each of them conve
certain additional information as compared with the basic complementizer “that”.
Whereas Polish makes use of a few of them (namcly, Ze, aby, Zeby, aZeby, iz,'jakoby...),
there is only one equivalent that in English and the additional information has to
be added descriptively. To a great extent the differences between the Polish com-
plementizers are regional variations or historical variations, i. e., for instance, 12
is an older version of Ze, replacing it in nearly all types of contexts. However, all
these forms still remain used in the present state of the language. The comple-
mentizers aby, Zeby, jakoby, by, containing the mood maker by, are conspicuously
different (for other than historical reasons) in their function from the others. Syn-
tactically, they even introduce different types of phrases. We shall say more about
these differences in the following paragraphs.

3

2.2. As far as the method and framework of this contrastive analysis are con-
cerned, we shall accept that of the contrastive theorctical studies. In other words,
we shall investigate how a universal category is realized in both languages, rather
than assuming one of these two languages to be a starting point. These contrastive
facts seem to be useful since it is difficult to give the solution to reports on beliefs
without also having the evidence from a language other than English. However,
since all we need is the comparison of the ways belief reports are made in Polish
and in English, we shall not assume any particular syntactic theory to do so; syn-
tactic properties of belief sentences are of no interest here. The comparison will
be performed within the same semantic framework of the truth-conditional, po-
ssible worlds semantics and the sentences will occasionally be translated into the
A-categorial language, as presented by Cresswell'>. We shall make use here of Fre-
ge’s compositionality principle and its difficulties of application in belief contexts.

12 See Kalisz (1989:41) for the discussion on meaning as “meaning to someone” and truth defined
in terms of understanding. Kalisz presents in this article and interesting comparison of Polish and English
illocutionary acts, coming to the conclusion that the pragmatic analysis alone, not supported by evidence
from syntactic structures, sociolinguistics, etc., is not worth performing since it does not reveal much
information. See ibidem, p.51.

13 1t is worth noticing that certain English sentences of the kind considered by us do not allow for
the omission of “that”™: “I believe he’ll do it” is a correct sentence, whereas *“I disbelieve he’ll do it”
does not seem to be one, neither does *“It is inconceivable he meant it”. Bolinger (1972) observes
that negative sentences of this type require the existence of the complementizer that and calls this
phenomenon a negation-effect. We could, possibly, argue that this phenomenon is comparable with using
subjunctive in such constructions by other languages and, in particular, we could compare it with Polish
ze+by complementizer including a mood maker which occurs only in negative constructions, no matter
what kind of negation it used. However, the correct explanation may as well be of a completely different
nature, namely preserving “that” may be connected with the intention to preserve the clarity of the
sentence, etc. And thus this observation seems to demand a separate study and support.

14 § e. language independent studies. See Fisiak et al. (1978:10).
> Cresswell 198S.
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However, since what we need is a linguistic theory taking a text rather than a
sentence into account, many difficulties will still remain unexplained.

It is sometimes claimed that the taxonomy of contrastive studies should be
based on specific linguistic models and, moreover, it is sometimes added that any
model can be used; some of them are more suitable than others.!® This claim
seems to be plausible. We shall perform our analysis using the A-categorial langu-
age, 1. €. within the categorial grammar and the type of semantics mentioned above.
It has also to be noted that there are various taxonomies of contrastive linguistics
and saying that we work within the theoretical framework may not prove to .be
sufficient. Krzeszowski neglects this distinction into theoretical and applied studies
altogether, saying that what matters is the difference between the rext-bound and
systematic contrastive studies. We do not accept it since the first seems to be more
a part of the second than a separate study. However, adding the contrastive analysis
of texts allows us to enrich the levels on which we can speak about equivalence
between languages; the semanto-syntactic one can be compared with the statistical
one and maybe also, on different grounds, with the pragmatic one.!” And since

we accept that our evidence may come from outside the language as well, we shall
agree that such levels of comparison of languages may turn out to be fruitful.'®

In this analysis we shall concentrate, however, on the semanto-syntactic equiva-
lence.

Equivalent sentences (in this sense) are those which, apart from “expressing
the same thing”, have the same semantic structure. One of the main tasks will
thus be to check whether Polish and English constructions of belief reports (as
reporting on the equivalent events) are really equivalent. And, again, the main
difficulty will be created by the use of different complementizers and thus relating
the truth of the report either to the reporter or to the holder of the belief.'” In

semantic analysis, it will correspond to obtaining different structures and different
dependencies between the constituents of the sentence.

Generally, there are different kinds of differences between equivalent structures
of two different languages. We can enumerate them® as follows:

(1) structural differences (e. g. SVO versus subjectless construction)
(2) categorial contrast (e. g. N, V, Adj versus N, V, Adv construction)

(3) tunctional contrast (e. g. subject noun phrase versus direct object)

16 See Krzeszowski (1989:59).
17 for the terminology see ibidem.

18 Krzeszowski distinguishes seven types of equivalence. For the full taxonomy see ibidem. Texts are

called pragmatically equivalent if they “evoke maximally similar cognitive reactions in the users of these
texts”. Krzeszowski (1989:65). However, this type of equivalence accounts for performance rather than
competence and therefore is not analogous to the semanto-syntactic one. See ibidem, p.66.

19 the last case would be, for example, when John reports: “Ralph believes that Ortcutt is a spy”

not knowing himself who Ortcutt is.

20 after Fisiak et al. 1978.
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(4) difference in word order (e. g. SVO in English versus also possible OVS, VSO
in Polish, since case endings mark the syntactic functions).

These differences will also occur in the attitude constructions in that-clauses.
First of all, we can observe that Polish Ze-clauses occur more ften, that is in

more types of constructions than their English counterparts. Namely, ‘sentences
such as:

(6) a. I believe Ortcutt to be a spy
b. I believe that Ortcutt is a spy
and maybe also:
c. I believe in Ortcutt’s being a spy
have only a Ze-clause equivalent in Polish:

(7) Wierze, ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem,

since there is no ACI (accusative with infinitive) construction in Polish and sin-
ce (6¢) sounds very awkward:

2(8) Wierz¢ w Ortcutta bycie szpiegiem.

Moreover, there is a Zeby complementizer in Polish, composed of Ze, a clause
complementizer, and by, the mood maker. It is followed by an infinitive only in
the purpose clauses and adjective phrase complemcnts.21 In belief constructions,
where Zeby occurs only in negative sentence, it is followed by a non-infinitive clause
using a subjunctive verb form:

(9) Nie wierze, Zeby Ortcutt byt szpiegiem

as an optional form of:

(10) Nie wierzg, Ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem
(I do not believe that Ortcutt is a spy).

As it will be proved by the syntactic analysis, the use of subjunctive in Polish
is strong evidence that the attitude is not held to a sentence as such but that it
is rather held to the separate constituents of this sentence. In other words, the
speaker of (9) does not have to know who Ortcutt is, the clause as such does not
have very strong links with the main one, as it will be proved using A-categorial
language on the following pages. Unlike in (9), (10) is likely to involve the acqu-
aintance with the object of belief. In (9), the speaker may merely mean that he
does not believe that it is Ortcutt who is a spy since he believes that it is Smith

21 for examples see ibidem, p.151.
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who is one and he can be acquainted only with Smith. The existence of (9) makes
the ambiguity of its English translation even more conspicuous.

It is also worth mentioning that whereas in English thar- complement can nearly
always be omitted (except the cases when it occurs at the beginning of the sentence
and after “The fact (that...)”), in Polish it can be omitted only before by mood
maker as in:

(11) Nie wierzg, (Ze)by Ortcutt byl szpiegicm,

which again shows that this type of clause is not as strongly connected with the
main one as the (10) one.

Another difference is constituted by the means of topicalizing the complement;
there is no passive of “believe” in Polish and consequently no equivalent of such
constructions as:

(12) Ortcutt is believed to be a spy (by Ralph)
(*Ortcutt jest wierzony by€ szpiegiem przez Ralfa).

The complement noun phrase can be topicalized in Polish by moving to the
initial (not subject!) position this way:

(13) a. O Ortcuccie Ralf myslal, ze jest szpiegiem

Or:
b. To o Ortcuccie Ralf mysSlal, ze jest szpiegiem,

implying simultaneously that it is Ortcutt (and not Smith) who is actually a spy.
These sentences of (13) use a verb “mysle€” (“think™) rather than “wierzyC” (“be-
lieve™). In the latter case any topicalization would look much more awkward.
Coming back to Polish zeby (or, alternatively, “jakoby”, “by”, “aby”), we can
sec that there is another reason, apart from the opacity of reference, why Frege'’s
compositionality principle would not hold. The belief sentence in isolation:

(14) ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem
(that Ortcutt is a spy)

differs in form from the embedded one in (9):

(15) zeby Ortcutt byt szpiegiem
(subjunctive).

It does not mean that the translatability of the Zze-complement belief sentence
is easy as opposed to the Zeby-complement one; they are more or less equivalent
in Polish and are both equally well represented by the English rhat-complement
belief sentence, both being referentially ambiguous, although the Zeby-complement
one (i.e. (15)) would tend to be, in most cases, the de dicto one, that is not ne-
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cessarily involving the fact that the speaker knows Ortcutt as a person and thus
could not refer to him by any other name. %

Frege’s principle will thus be useful for the simple cases such as (14), becoming
invalid, although not any less useful, in the indirect constructions such as our belief

expression (15) and mainly belief reports. It is still useful since it shows precisely
what regularity occurs and where to find it %

Let us try to say then what the best translation of belief sentences involving

(15), that is for instance (9), would look like. We can presumably translate (9)
descriptively, as, for instance: '

(16) I do not believe that a man called Ortcutt is a spy,

as opposed to:

(17) I do not believe that Ortcutt could be a spy;
(18) I do not believe that it is Ortcutt who is a spy;

Or.

(19) I cannot believe that Ortcutt could be a spy;

etc., which have a very strong de re meaning. What is interesting is that it is
not the complementizer that triggers these differences; these sentences could
hardly be regarded as synonymous with the simple translation of (10), whereas
(9) and (10) are very close equivalents, with only a slight prevalence of the de
dicto reading in the first one. Consequently, a third person belief sentence (a
report) such as:

(20) Ralf nie wierzy, zeby Ortcutt byl szpiegiem

would be required after the suspected de dicto belief or, rather, in the case of
no de re acquaintance with Ortcutt on the part of the reporter, but never the
cases where Ralph’s belief concerns Ortcutt (de re), although the name he uses
may be Smith. Then a simple Ze-complement belief report would be more ap-
propriate, although referentially ambiguous, as opposed to (20).

Moreover, we can observe another difference between English and Polish belief
sentences. In a pair of sentences such as:

(21) a. John believes that Ortcutt is not Ortcutt

b. Jan wierzy, ze Ortcutt nie jest Ortcuttem,

2 To compare, subjunctive in German (and also in English realized as past tense constructions

such as: “He believed that I had been to Paris a year before”) also seems to signal a lack of knowledge
about the referent and the nonreferential use of the verb phrase, thus serving the purpose of creating
a distance between the speaker and the statement uttered. See Rundle (1979:166). However, in such
constructions, noun phrases are (usually) still used referentially. Usually either the verb phrase or the
noun phrase, not both, signal this lack of knowledge. Although Rundle (ibidem, p.185) calls it an asym-
metry between noun and verb, we can also say that double signalling would be simply redundant.

2 see also Gibbon 1982.
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we use (21b) with the inflected latter occurrence of the name “Ortcutt” as a
translation of (21a) rather than:

(21) c. Jan wierzy, ze Ortcutt to nie Ortcutt

which does not fully preserve the meaning of (21a) since it is more likely to have
the opaque, contradictory reading only.

The conclusion can be drawn that (I) the relation between the main clause
and the subordinate one is stronger in English than in Polish24, not to mention
(1I) the possibility of that, -deletion in English whose equivalent produces in Polish
a strange construction of:

?(22) Ortcutt, wierzg, jest szpiegiem,

(I1II) the use of a comma before the Polish complementizers, and (IV) the lack
of the sequence of tenses in Polish belief sentences. It 1s difficult to judge whether,
and if so, how it affects the meaning of these constructions.”® Kalisz describes
generally these phenomena of Polish Ze-clauses as:

I. higher degree of clausiness, i. €. more independent clause status,

and thus

II. looser degree of integrity of the sentence, 1. €. looser clause union with
its main clause.’

And this phenomenon 1s even more increased in the Zeby-clauses, producing a
closed entity hardly undergoing the de re reading.

2.2. After all, the differences between belief constructions including that-com-
plements and their ability to reflect (to some extent) the de re/de dicto preferences
are still conditioned pragmatically; a particular report is triggered by such factors
as the reporter’s system of knowledge and beliefs, the conversation circumstances,
the relation between the believer’s convictions as to the object and those of the
reporter, etc. However, we shall agree with Carnap, as it was said before, that no
strict distinction is possible between semantics and pragmatics, descriptive seman-
tics being a part of the latter.?’ Consequently, the referential opacity and lack of
substitutivity in belief constructions can be regarded as semantic-pragmatic pro-
perties. This claim of a unity has an obvious, common-sensible explanation; namely,
it 1s the differences between the belief systems of different persons that cause the

24 ¢f. Kalisz (1981:26).
25

26

see also ibidem, pp.80-81 for the interesting typology of propositional attitude verbs.

see 1bidem, p.110. Another proof he gives is the application of a transformation into: “Ortcutt
is a spy, I believe”, as opposed to *“Ortcutt jest szpiegiem, wierze’, which sounds strange and relies
on a “ze”-deletion, very rare in Polish.

27 This claim is often questioned on a different basis, for example that pragmatics gives an account
of language performance rather than competence. However, in our analysis we found it necessary, as
we said before, to refer to different aspects of language analysis, involving even extra-linguistic sources
of information. We shall thus claim that the semantic (or: semanto-syntactic) analysis is only a part of
studies comprising also different material and different types of analysis. For the discussion see, for

= -l A PN A
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inapplicability of substitutivity. Simply, coreferentiality may sometimes not be per-
ceived by one of the participants in the general situation of expressing and repor-
ting a belief put together. And thus the truth value of the sentence after substi-
tutivity was applied may vary from the original one. This alteration 1s sometimes
called an alteration “conditioned pragmatically”. 8

Another feature of the belief contexts noticed by Kalisz®’ shows that the verb
“believe”, as he says, “modifies the pr0p051t10n”30 in terms of truth and falsehood
since it does not imply any knowledge acquisition or perceiving of anything. We
can always add, as Kalisz says: “..but it may not be frue” to an expression of belief.
We shall agree with the “modification of the proposition”, but as to the lack of
certainty about the state of facts described by this embedded proposition, it will
be left without much comment; the nature of belief is such that, for the believer,
the real world contains the proposition (situation) expressed and it would not make
much sense if the believer added: “but it may not be true”; it is obvious (that it
may not be true) for anybody whose system of beliefs differs from this one. In
order to see the differences between the integrity with the proposition in English
and in Polish sentences, a more detailed semantic analysis of them has to be pre-
sented.

The separate clause status 1s represented by Kalisz>® in a relational grammar
framework. In our “Ortcutt” example, it would look as follows:

Ralph believes that Ortcutt is a spy

/ ‘ (the sentence)

Ralph believes (understood object of the sentence)
Ralf wierzy NP

(understood (predicate) Complement
subject) Ortcutt is a spy

Ortcutt jest szpiegiem
(subordinate clause)

I X
that Ortcutt IS a spy
ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem

(understood subject
of the subordinate clause)

We can see here that the constituents of the embedded sentence do not bear

2 see Kalisz (1981:20).

2 ibidem.

0 ibidem, p.80.

31 after Lakoff. See Bibliography to Kalisz 1981. For the structure see ibidem, p.38.
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any direct relation to the main clause. And the same concerns both English and
Polish sentences.

In order to account for any differences, we shall use the categorial grammar
and in particular the A-categorial language as presented in Cresswell 1985. But
before we provide the above sentence with a semantic interpretation, a short in-
troduction is required. 32

Sentences, a syntactic category, are equal in this approach with the “well-formed
formulae” (wif). Its corresponding semantic category is a proposition which is mar-
ked by the symbol “0” used for sentences, since propositions are their intensions.
Then building the categorial language goes as follows: “not” is a functor that makes
a sentence (0) out of another sentence (0) and thus its category is 0/0; “and” makes
a sentence out of two sentences and its category is 0/00. A name is “an expression
whose semantic function will be to do no more than denote something””; it de-
notes things and thus is of category 1. Consequently, one-place predicates are as-
signed (/1 since they make a sentence out of a name.

In order to make complex predicates out of sentences, the “A-abstraction me-

chanism” 1s needed. Cresswell gives here the following example: if we assume that
X 1S a variable,

<A, X, <not, <whistles, x>>>

IS an abstract of “is an x such that x does not whistle”. This way Cresswell tries
to get nid of the difficulties of the intensional contexts and this solution is per-

- formed within the tradition of Montague’s intensional logic, although the language

of the semantic representation is much simpler here. .

Cresswell says that the whole semantics is referential; there are no senses here:
values of variables are intensions (references) and the semantics is compositional,
taking these references of the expressions into account. This can be achieved since
the complementizer thar may belong to different syntactic categories, depending
on how much of the structure of the embedded proposition we have to consider
In a given sentence. This claim is made on the basis of the observation that (1)
an attitude (belief) is a relation including the meaning, i. e. interpretation of the

sentence to which the person stands in this relation, and also that (2) meaning

depends on the structure of the sentence. 3

32 for a general explanation of how categorial languages work see also Lewis 1970.
33 Cresswell (1985:96).

34 Moreover, it is worth noticing that according to Cresswell, “...a A-categorial language is to test
a semantic theory, in the sense that if the theory is to be plausible, it must be formalized in such a
language”. Cresswell (1985:98),
and also

“In using a A-categorial syntax we are not claiming that the syntax of a natural language works in
just this way, though we are inclined to think that no syntactic differences will prove relevant to our
particular semantic problem.” Cresswell and von Stechow (1982:516).

35 see Cresswell 1980 and cf. also Cresswell and von Stechow 1982 for the “topic” and “focus”
distinction.
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Cresswell calls this ambiguity of reading structural. However, it has to be di-
stinguished from the syntactic ambiguity of scope exhibited by attitude construc-
tions which involve common nouns. The ambiguity analysed here, involving proper
names, can be called “structural” in a broad understanding of this term: the dif-
ference in tree structure does occur between de re and de dicto readings, as will
be shown on the following pages. But this difference is caused merely by ignoring
the relations between the constituents of the embedded sentence in one case (1.
€. de dicfo) and taking them into consideration in the other (i. €. de re), rather
than being a difference internal to the embedded sentence and occurring between
its constituents. Therefore, whether this kind of difference in the tree structure
suffices to call the ambiguity syntactic, should be left unanswered: it is a matter
of terminological assumption and thus is not worth pursuing. However, as stated
before, our preference and choice is to distinguish between scope ambiguities and
de re/de dicto readings of proper names and not to call the latter syntactic; although
the tree structure differs between the two readings, the relations between consti-
tuents differ merely with respect to the sensitivity to the structure of the inner
sentence (which, nota bene, remains the same in both readings!). Referential am-
biguity, being certainly the one of meaning, is not essentially the proper structural
one.

That-clauses are regarded as names™, i. €. that is a “name-forming operator”:
in the simplest case, when the structure of the proposition is irrelevant (we shall
present in the following examples when it is the case), that is of a category 1/0,
that is rhatgy, operating on a sentence as a whole. Thus “thatg, John, sleeps>" 1s
a name and its meaning is the intension of <John, sleeps>. When the intensions
of the parts are relevant for the reading of the sentence, that is of the category
1/(0/1)1, that is it makes a name out of a predicate and a name. Since no symbol
should be in more than one syntactic category, that is indexed and thus no syntactic
ambiguity occurs. The above example with the rhar sensitive to the intensions of
the parts would thus look as follows:

“<that/1)1), John, sleeps>”, where the meaning is composed of the intension

of “sleep” and the intension of “John”.>’

36

36 because we have sentences such as: “Bill believed what Rob told him”; “Helen believes the
winning answer”. “That” is said to turn a sentence into a noun phrase (i.e. an expression of the same
syntactic category as “something”, “what Rob told him”, etc.) on the basis of the examples such as

above. Cf. ibidem, p. 29.

37 «“The idea is that any that operates separately on expressions that by themselves can combine

to form a sentence, making out of them a name of the sequence consisting of the meanings of the
separate parts.” Cresswell (1985:102-103).

It is sometimes claimed that Cresswell’s view of structured propositions is wrong since to deduce
that A and B is not to deduce that B and A and therefore the propositions “A and B” and “B and A”

have to be different. Cresswell would be right, then, claiming that thar-clauses name structured inten-
sions, but on that view, “B and A’ and “A and B” could not name the same thing since they are

structured intensions. Richard (1990) claims that the tharclauses name sets of structured intensions:
the relation holds to two things, “A” and “B”, rather than to one thing “A and B” (or “B and A").
The verb “believe” does not cause the same difficulties as “to deduce”, being indifferent to such in-

terchanges. Some other verbs, however, do. And replacing a proposition by a set of structured intensions
seems to be a wav
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Let us now take a sentence “Ortcutt 1S not a spy”, or: “not(is a spy, Ortcutt)”
and a sentence “Ralph believes that Ortcutt is not a spy”. In the simplest case,
“believes” is related to the intension of the complement sentence:

thatg (not (be a spy Ortcutt)),

with “0” being the semantic category of propositions. But as we have said,
“that” may be sensitive to the parts of the proposition as well.>® The interme-
diate case of our example will use rhat belonging to the category 0/0,0:
“That(o/ 0,0y (not (be a spy, Ortcutt)”, and the case using thar which 1s the most
sensitive to the structure looks as follows: “that(0/0),(0/1),1)(not be a spy Ort-
cutt)” with that being a three place operator. And this way we can represent
the differences between the de re and de dicto readings, namely taking more or
less of the structure of the proposition into account.

This semantics looks much more adequate than the one using Frege’s version
of the compositionality principle; it allows for the decision as to to what degree
the structure of a proposition should be considered and thus is much more flexible.
This is what we have demonstrated in the “Ortcutt” example; there can be three
different underlying structures (“logical forms”) of this attitude sentence using
three different that’s. Let us then analyse our “Ortcutt” examples using this A-ca-
tegorial language. The considered sentences are the following:

A. Ralph believes that Ortcutt i1s a spy

B. Ralph believes that Ortcutt is not a spy
and their Polish translations:

C. Ralf wierzy, ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem

D. Ralf wierzy, ze Ortcutt nie jest szpiegicm
and also:

E. Ralph does not believe that Ortcutt is a spy‘40

as opposed to:

E Ralf nie wierzy, ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem

out. But it seems to be equally plausible to divide attitude verbs into “quotational” ones (“deduce™)
and others in which introducing sets of intensions rather than a single proposition is unnecessary since
the above example of the conjunction (aAb = bAa) is the only law that holds in such (non-equational)
attitude constructions, and even if it holds only in some of them, splitting the proposition seems to be
very counterintuitive: we can always say that in some cases the order of the constituents of the con-
junction does matter and this will be the case of the thar complement sensitive to the structure of the
proposition (in Cresswell’s account). See ibidem.

38 ¢f. Cresswell (1985:88).

3 The intension of “is a spy” is is a spy; of “not” is not. Therefore, for instance the intermediate
“that” will be sensitive to such a structured intension; “< @ not, w be a spy (0)>” whereas the most
sensitive “that” will take the intensions: “<w not, < w be a spy, 0>>" and the basic one will take the
reference: “w not (w be a spy (0))” into account. For the notation and the difficulties with iterated
beliefs see Cresswell 1985. Generally, Cresswell enumerates three functions of that-structure: converting
a sentence into a name; equating the reference of the clause with the sense of the sentence; and taking

structure into account.

% usually used to mean the same as B.
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zeby
. b
G. Ralf nie wierzy, | ab;r Ortcutt byl szpie_giem.41
jakoby
Ad. A: 1. de dicto case (the name used matters): (
<Ralph, believes, <thaty, <Ortcutt, is a spy>>>
0
(0/1,1) 1 1
(1/0) | 0
believes that Ortcutt is 2 Spy Ralph

2. de re reading (substitution is possible here; that operates on a name and
on a predicate separately):

<Ralph, believes, that(o)1, Ortcutt, is a spy>

0
/\
(0/1,1) ' 1 1

N

@omy 1 o)

believes - that  Ortcutt  is a spy Ralph

Ad. B: we draw it analogously, adding “not” in the structure:
1. de dicto:

<Ralph, believes, <thatg, <not, <Ortcutt, is a spy>>>>

1 both F and G usually used to mean the same as D.
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0

e

(0/1,1) . 1 1
(1/0) /0\
i 0/0 0
I
believes - that not Ortcutt is a spy Ralph
2. de re: |
<Ralph, believes, <that,0),(0/1)1, nOt, Ortcutt, IS a spy>>
/?\
(0/1,1) | 1 1
l OO0 OO 1 ()
, | '
believes that not Ortcutt is a spy Ralph

Other cases of different sensitivity are, of course, possible. Polish sentences C
and D look analogously.

Ad. E: this sentence can also have the de re and the de dicto meaning. Let us
first analyse the de re one. After analysing the Polish equivalents, we shall sce
whether they resemble this reading or rather the de dicto one of (E) and thus, for -
our purposes, only one possibility will do for the time being. The structure will
presumably look as follows:
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(0/0)

l / B

(0/1,1) 1 1

TN

(1/ (0/1)1) 1 (U1)

not believes that  Ortcutt is a spy Ralph -

The same analysis concerns the de re reading of the Polish equivalent F,

Let us try now to see what the analysis of G could look like. First of all, it is
necessary to describe the status of the complementizer Zeby. We can hypothesize
that

“that Ortcutt is a spy” + Subj
in Polish constructions looks as follows:

Subj, ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem >,
where Subj is realized as “Past + by”. Then the analysis would look as follows:

1. de dicro:
*<nie, <Ralf, wierzy, <Subj, <zeg <Ortcutt, jest szpicgiem>>>>>

-0

B |
| (0/1,1) 1 1
RN |
(1/1) 1 |
N |

(II/O) (I)
|
nie wierzy Subj  ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem Ralf

DE RE/DE DICTO: A semantics of belief sentences 61

2. de re:
<nie, <Ralf, wierzy, <Subj, <Ze(o/1)1, Ortcutt, jest szpiegiem>>>>

_———0
(00) ;
|
(0/1,1) _ / 1 . i1
* LA
| (1/(0/1)1) 1 (0/1) l
nile wierzy Subj Zle Ort(‘:utt jest szpielgicm Ralf

Neither of these readings can be accepted. The way Subj operates here would
suggest the de dicto reading of this sentence since it affects both the complemen-
tizer Ze and the embedded sentence as such. But since the mood maker of Zeby (1.
€. by) and past form of the verb “to be” (i. e. “byl”) are both realizations of the
same category (subjunctive), the structure such as

/ ’

(1/(1/0),0) (1/0) 0

Subj ze  Ortcutt jest szpiegiem

as the lower part of the previous tree looks very improbable. However, it does
not seem to be possible to save the “regular” construction “that Ortcutt is a spy”
(“ze Ortcutt jest szpiegiem”) as an embedded entity in this way since it is by itself
which is a mood maker and we cannot split the construction the way we did above.
It is more likely that we can split it the other way round, i. e. leaving the subjunctive
clause inside:

<ni¢, <Ralf, wierzy, <ze;, <Subj, <Ortcutt, jest szpiegiem>> > > >, with the
word Zeby and the subjunctive realization of “jest” as “byl” in the surface form.
We presume that the category of thar (ze) will change here as compared with the
English examples since “by Ortcutt byl szpiegiem” seems to be of the category 1,

and thus Ze is of the category 1/1.** Then the sentence G may have the following
structure:

2 We regard the construction “Zeby Ortcutt byt szpiegiem” as being of the category (1) on the
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—0
_ |
(00) 0
)
1
(0/1,1) 1
/ \
(1/1) 1
AN
(1/0) (‘)
nie wierzy ze¢  Subj Ortcutt jest szpiegiem Ralf

This analysis shows that the Zeby-clause has a very strong integrity and that 1t
is very likely to represent the “marked” de dicto case, no matter how rnuc.:h‘ of“the
structure of the final “0” we take into consideration since the “proposguon as
such is here embedded both in the 1/0 and then in 1. Due to this strong integrity,
this construction is very likely to constitute also the de dicto translation of tl}e
English sentence E. Thus the Ze translation, i. e. the sentence L seems 10 remain
neutral, unmarked, tending to be rather the de re one _due to the dlSt[’lbllt{OI‘l of
“synonyms” discussed in the previous chapter, and conﬁrmed' by the semantic and
the syntactic evidence from our analysis within the A-c?tegorlal language. We can
also presume that in English the rhar-clause is more llk(?ly to represent the de re
case as well since all its semantic and syntactic properties are identical to those
of the Polish sentences, i. €. there is no level of analysis where the contrast }weould
appear. Moreover, the same observation could be drawn frpm the data consxdefed
in the previous analysis and, presumably, we would obtam_lhe same conclu51_on
on the empirical basis; this is what really seemts 1o hapgen in everyday reporting
on somebody’s belief. And this contrastive analysis provides another argument to

strengthen the above claim.

basis of the comparison with the constructions such as: Chcg ciastko (I want a cake) Chcg, Zeby Ortcutt

byt szpiegiem (] want Ortcutt to be a spy).

Alternatively, we could treat Subj as of category 0/0 anf:l fonifquentw Ze as o.f category llf() or
1/(0/0) (0/1)1. However, since not only “zeby Ortcutt byl szpiegiem alone as well (1.e. ?hey I:;)ot can;
be plausibly regarded as being of category 1), the best solu-lton seems to be lc: r.'cgard ze as lf:ullg o
category 1/1 in the sentences involving subjunctive, although it contradicts the ong.mal Cr'.=.=:*r.s.s;1m.re:1 s claim
that that always takes something of a category which is generally 0. Our strong claim does not, owever,
seem to show that the subjunctive does not fit the framework; it extends the numbe.r. of cciym!:unauo;:
that may involve thus providing, in our case of attitudes, a clue for the correct reading within the

re/de dicto ambiguity.
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Conclusions

The difficulty with belief ascription has been shown to lie in the referential
ambiguity of the statements of belief. In order to specify the referent, i.e. the object
of belief, it turns out to be necessary to examine both the language €Xpressions,
mental background knowledge of the participants, and their non-linguistic activi-
ties, as well as the mental processes accompanying forming a belief.

We can also conclude that one of the possible readings of belief sentences is
an unmarked, basic one, assumed “by default” in a conversation. We observed that
there is a slight de re/de dicto distinction in Polish in negative belief attitude sen-
tences and 1t can be a source to differentiate between the homophonous English
de re and de dicto constructions, possibly regarding the simple that-constructions
as the de re reports, and seeing the other ones as requiring further specification.
However, it is difficult to say what this specification would have to be like. It is
very unlikely that it could be done by introducing modal verbs (“couldn’t”, “can’t”,
“wouldn’t”, etc.) since the meaning of the sentence would then change as well.

Moreover, the Polish examples show that the attitude is not always held to the
same proposition or, alternatively, there is a “believe that” construction which is
not a propositional attitude at all. In the case of a report using zeby, the proposition
Is embedded in a multiple way. But even if we reject this analysis and accept rather
the (*) one above, the claim about the strong integrity of the Zeby-constructions
Is maintained and even strengthened since it shows how the de dicto reading is
necessary for this sentence if we accept the position of Subj in the structure as
assigned to it in (*). | '

After all, we may ask why the obtained data should be relevant for the analysis
of English. One of the reasons comes from the syntactic representations of the
above sentences: most of the translations having the same structure, there is a
reason other than linguistic for the observed difference in the case of E as opposed
to F and G. Morcover, analysing a universal phenomenon as realized in the ana-
lysed language and in a different one is a method normally uscd as supportive
evidence in linguistic studies.

Since we claim that all contrasts and distributions in language have to be me-
aningful and have their purpose, we also claim that the above suggestions lead to
the conclusion that the lexical difference in expressing negative attitude reports
In Polish constitutes a strong argument for a systematic difference in belief sen-
tences between the de re and de dicto readings. And, a fortiori, it is also an argument
for their systematic ambiguity in English. Contrasts in form are said to bring about
contrasts in meaning; if one form has a certain scope of reading, the other, “by
Occam’s razor”, will have a different scope, the only difficulty being that not all
languages exhibit such difference in form although the difference in meaning may
occur, thus giving the reasons for the ambiguity.

It has to be remembered, however, that the primacy of the de re reading is not
understood as a psychological or a logical one, i. e. as the possibility of describing
the de dicto reading as “de re plus something”, but only as a primacy in our en-
coding of someone’s expression of belief. Moreover, only having shown the primacy
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of the de re reading over the de dicto one can we justify the factive/non-factive
distinction among attitude verbs; and since the distinction proves useful and cor-
rect, so does the view on the primacy.
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