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One of the main goals Barwise and Perry pursue in Situaîions and
Arú&d€r (SA) is to account for the so-called propositional attitudes -

and their obiects - in terms of situations or courses of events in the
world. On the olher hand. the fructures which standard model theory
resorts to are not approPriale to this purpose, for they exceed our
cognitive capacities. This is the reason why Barwise and Perry try to

build up a more refìned semantic paradiem Thc idea is that by
analyzing a model into its PaÍIol componenls (situations) we can

recover that semantic "innocence" which go1 lost since Frege intro-
duced iniensional entities like thoughts, individual conccpts' and so
on. Needless to say, if lhis attempt should succeed the bcnefrts would
not bc ncgligible. The semantic treatment of the attilud€ reporls
(,,vhich nowadùys is admìttedly a crucial tcst for any theory of mean-
ing) would improve in elegrìnce and simplicity and, at the same timc. a

deep-rooted ambition of the philosophical realism would be accom-
plished: to fcconstruct mental events or contents in terms of "exter-

nal" objccts and properties. ('Mcaning's natural home is the world':
this is one of the most provocative statements in SA.) Not{' in thc
present paper I will try to hint at some dimculties this theoretical
upp.nu"tr hu. to overcome in my oPinion, and I will do so in a quite

general way: in fact the formal framework presented in SA is not yet

definite enough (in particular, it contains some suggestions which are
in contrast with previous papers by Barwise ard Perry), and,
moreover, the points I will toùch on seem to depend upon gen€ral
philosophical issues.

l  r N N o c E N C E

I must confess I feel some reluctance to accept the idea that in
reconsfucting the notion of reference or denotation for a given class
of expressions - some solutions arc absolulely more intuitìve than
orhers. Accepl ing i l  would be lantamounl lo Prelupposrng lhal  in aur

untutored view of language ther€ is a reliable intuition about what is'
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{or instance, the reference of a sentence, which is quite questionable.
It may be safer to say that some solutions are more natural than
others within a given theoretical framework, and this does not prevent
of course the possibility of evaluating their explanatory power with
respect to a corpus of empirical data (which is, in this case, the class of
attitude reports). Nevertheless I shall stick to the rules and try to
develop some bnef reflections about the arguments Barwise and Perry
present in SA in this respect. (As ùsual, when it is a matter of picking
out a competing tieory to oppose one's own, the historical recon-
struction is a little bit oversimplified. In SA the appointed victim is the
Fregean paradigm.)

Barwise and Perry focus their attention on the following points of
the theoretical model they bring back to Frege:

(a) The reference of a s€nlence is its truth value.
(b) Since the principle of compositionality is a "working

assùmption", one should €xpect that if in a context like 'a

believes that 91 we replace the eúbedded sentence 9 by a
sentence 9' with the same truth value (i.e. with the same
reference). the reference of the whole sentence do€s not
change, But of course that is not the case, so one
establishes that in cortexts like that the embedded sentence
9 does not have its ordinary reference (a truth valùe,
precisely), but it refers to what is usually its sense, a
thought.

According to Barwise and Perry this paradigm is doubly unnatural, for
it identifies references with truth values and, what is more, it is obliged
to assign to sentences references ad hoc in some partìcular context,
The point is that they 6nd here an inconsistency between the choice
mentioned in (a) and the principle of compositionality. But this is at
least questionable, if we take into account the fact that it is pÌ€cisel)
the assumption of the princìple of compositionality which induces
Frege to identify the reference of a sentence with its truth value and
which makes this choice quite natural within this theoretical frame-

But let us look closer into the matter. If, for the sake of simplicity,
we deal only vrith one-place predicates, we can express in the follow-
ing way (for atomic sentences) the parallelism between syntax and
semantics which inspires the principle of compositionality:
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SYNTAX: Prcdicatc

I
E I

I
SEMANTICS: Concepl

(chù.Funcdon)

+ Noun Phra* ) Senlence

l l
l l
I J

+ Obj.cr j, Truth v.lE

Notice that the "conc€pt" the predicative expression refers to is a
characteristic function and, since ihe connectives too can be asso-
ciated to functions which take truth values as values, the principle of
compositionality (for sentences) expresses nothing but the idea that
the reference of a sentence is what we get when we apply the
reference of the Iunctional expression to the references of the
argument gxpressions: i,e., a trùth value. And this is of course an
ess€ntial part of the way Frege accounts for the recursive structure of
language. In other words, since thele is no clear naive intuition about
what is a reference of a sentence. there seem to be no reasoos to find
this move "sinful".

Now, contary to what Barwise and Perry seeú to think (pp.
173-74), it is quite misleading to maintain that, to cop€ with the
questions concerning intensional contexts, Frege gives up the idea that
the principle of substitutivity holds in these contexts. In this case he
would give up also the general and systematic idea that the reference
of the whole sentence is a function of the references of its parts, which,
as we have jùst seen, is a hardly disp€nsable idea. Actually Frege
chooses a different way out. On th€ one hand he wants to preserve the
general applicability of the principle of substitutivity, on the other he
realizes that we come to absurd rcsults if we maintain that also an
embedded cl^)se has a truth value as its reference. The pattern he
proposes, for example, in the case of belief sentences is the follos.ing:

SYNIAX: B.li€ves + Noùtr Pù6e + iùal p ) sétlence

3 t  I
! t  Ir t  I
l l

SEMANIICS: Rel. conepr + Objc.l + Objcct à Trùth val@(th€aseno u\inT"
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Once more, it is the p nciple of compositionality which leads Frege to
cboose the sense (a thought) as the reference of an embedded sen-
tence. Is that so "unnatural"? AIter all Frege does not assign two
dillerent references to the same expression (a sentence, Salz) depend-
ing on circumstances: he gives two difierent references, respectively,
to a sentence and a t@t-complement (Nebensatz). (We should not
forget that, according to Frege, in the case of natural languages lhe
principle of compositionality must be integrated by the "structural"

principle: look at lthe logical form ofl the whole to detemine the
meaning of a constituent expfession.)

The point is that, when the inadequacy of Frege's way out is at
issue, what people have in mind is the interpretation of the Fregean
intensional concepts in terms of a possible world semantics, following
an exegetic style introduced by Camap since Meaning and Necessity.
And it is quite obvious that, in lfuse terms, Fregean concepts are
inapproprìate to deal with attitude reports, for the problems concern-
ing epistemic modalities exceed in principle th€ usual Íeatment of
logical modalities. For example, two sentences, ìvhich according to
Frege would e\pîess difrercnî thoughts because they present in
different wa)6 soúe property of a mathematical entity (e.9., by intro-
ducing this entity under difierent descriptions) are usually considered
as expressing the r4me intension in a possible world semantics. It is of
course possible to object that, in Frege, the notion of thought is not
made explicit from a formal point of view and that it serves to Pick out
a problem instead of solving it. Nevertheless there are some general
requirements, in Frege's approach, which are hardly dispensable- Take
for instance his distinction betrveen thought (Gedanke) and rePresen-
tation (Vorstellung), which rests on the objective character of the
former and the subjective, idiosyncratic character of the latter. Now
what Frege intended to suggest is, among other things, that only a
thought, not a representation, can be introduced as the "object" of an
attitude in a repof. The fact ìs that, sìnce in this report a subject a is
speaking in some language of a mental attitude an agent ó has, what is
erpr€ssióJs here is only the inte$ubjective content of this attitude, i.e.,
what can be r€fered to through the concepts or rules we find in the
prrlc dimension of language. Representations, as unrepeatable psy_
chological states, are inseparable from their bearers: they literally are
in the head of the agent and can be experienced only by him. In this
sense, they are not communicable. But representations have common
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contents which, as such, can be describable in ldngudg€. Saying that
through representations we grasp objective thoughts means in this
context that it is possible to refer to ,,shareable" features of these
representations. In Fregean terms this is the ,,objecf,of A's attitude (a
belief, for example) a r€fers ro by the embedd€d thaFclause in rhe
report. So it is quite clear why Frege appeals to a ..third" realm
between representations and wordly events and objecrs, in spite of
Barwise and Perry's allusion to the losr innocence. In facr his main
purpose here is ro account for both the.,partialiry" of thoughts (for
they are bound to particular ways of presenting things: to parlicular
descriptions of individuals, for example) and their intersubjective role.
The former aspect is required to explain why rhoughts are conceived
by agents within a particular conceptual perspectiv€, rhe lalter to
e)rplain why they can be spoken of in language. Now, to this purpose
the notion of an "objectivity" of the thought is deeply connected with
this possibility of a public reference to common features of mental
€vents. In fact, what is objective, in this sense, is identifìed with what
can be shaped by suitable rules, in particular the constitutive rules of
langùage. In the Gtundlagen theîe is a very significanr passage on this
point: 'I distinguish what I call objective from what is handeable or
spatial or aclual . . . . What is objective it is what is subiect to laws.
what can be conceived (Begriflìiche) and judged, what is expressibte in
words. What is purely intuitable is not communicable . . . . The word"white" ordinarily makes us think of a certain sensation, which is, of
course, entirely subj€ctive; but even in ordinary everyday speech, it
often bears, I think, an obj€ctive sense. ... It is in this way that I
understand objective to mean what is independent of our sensation.
intui t ion and imaginat ion. and ot al l  construct ion of menral  picrure\
out of memories of earlier s€nsations, but not what is indep€ndent of
the reason. -  for whal are lhings independenr of reason? lSecrion 20,
trans. by J. L. Austin). Coming back to attitude reports, what Frege
calls the objectivity of the thought (of the sense, in general) is the
answer he gives to the question: how can we publicly speak of such a
WfuaE eDent as a psychological state or atîitude? Accordins ro Barwise
and Pen) i r  is rhe worldly narure ot s i lual ions. as objecrs;f  al t i ludes.
which warrants the possibility of a public refening to attitùdes. But for
FÌege what is crucial here is a background of concepts or rules. In this
sense, the reference to the "reason" to justify, as w€ have just seen,
the objectivity of the thoughr is perhaps in order to remind us that one
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of the fundamental purposes oî Sinn und Bedeutung is to show thc
reìevance of the notion of lhought for epistcmic issues. From this

ooint of view, the intentional structùres Frcgc refers 1o can hardly bc
;cconslrucled in terms of the stîndard intensional struclurcs Barwise

and Perry have in nìind in their criticism.
'I he problem, anyway. is not whether lhe image thev presenl of

Frege's way out is appropriate. From a iheorctical poinl of view i1 is

more interesting to consider the reasons why they propose an altcr-
nalive mociel, which is meant to give up abstract cntities like thoughts
and individual concepts (as constituenls of a dispensable inlermediate
lcvel betwecn the agents and lhe reality, according to Barwise and
Perry). in favour of situations and evenls in the world. Now the
lrcatment of the attitude rcports is a crucial lest for the realist theory

ot mcaning they propose. So, a more conslrùctive way to vi'ìdicale the
"innocence" of the Fregean rcsort lo inlcntional notions is Perhaps to
pick oùt some dimculties thc appro,ìch suggesled ìn SA secms to

bring. My guess, in fact, is that, however much we complicate and
refin; the image of an eÌkndl reality, it is in principle hard to fiod in

it all we nced lo account for mentalevents i:lncl slructures
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The formal semantics Barwise and Perry present in SA (in a tentative
and incomplete way, anyhow) will be herc assumed as known. So I
shall focus my remarks on a couple of distinctive features of their

l-et us start from attitude reports like 'a beli€ves that e', 
'a knows

rhat 9ì, ro sees ,g-ingr. etc. Now, the philosophical question raised
by this kind of report concerns the need ol accounting for the object
of these attitudes in a systcmatic way, i.e., whal d believes' knows,
sees. and so Lìn. For instance. one of the fundamcntal charrìcteristics of
Husserl's phenomcnology is that what an intentional attitude aims al
can not be reconstructed in tcrms of externaÌ objects and propcrties
(including psychological events). since it pres€nts peculiar and irre-
ducible characteristics. (on the other hand, independendy ot these
philosophical justifications or evcn in contrast with them - Frcge
himself emphasized that s€nses must bc distinguished lrom both psy-
chological representations and objects in the world.) So it is quite
natural to think that. if such a framework is assumed, the somantic
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proposal which can be associa(ed to it will involve a reference 1()
noiions of a suitable kind (Husserl's noemata, Frege.s senses); and this
seems to fit well what in rhis framework is meant to be lhe ..object,, of
rhc Jt t i lude in lhe dc di( lo,eading. for example. ol  a hetref_senlcncc
r\  nere whal the agent. ,haq In mind. musl be desLrrbed drsrrr .  rparr
trom i ls connect ion\ wrth actual rhrngs.r erenrs,.  (Jn rhc conrr.rry.
baf\{rse and Pe r marntain that al l  ue need ro accounl for al l i rud;.
and lheir objects can be found in thc wortd irsetf, provided we havc a
rich and articulare view of it. Whar is fundamenr;I, here, is rhen tbe
concept of sirudtio.., i_e., a seftlemenl of primitive entilies of the
domain like, in parlicutar, individuals and rciarions. Formally we can
consider these situarions as substructurcs of bigger structures;r, more
interestingly, of a maximal strucrurc: the wortd_ (Bul the existe;cc of
this .maximaì srrucrure is no more presupposed irì SA, unlike in
prevrous papers.) According to Barwise and perry, the fact thrr
srtuaflons are onty pdrtial srructures (rot complele statcs of aflairs tike
possible worlds) makes them reliabtc candijat€s ro accounr for the"objects" of attitudcs_ Iake for example the essential narrowncss of a
vrsual perspective: ir is intuitive to assume that, in a statement like ,d
sees that pì, what is involved as the aim of a's intentional attitude is
something limited and parlial. In this respcct, an interesting con-
tribution made by SA is the discussion abour the inacìequacy oi those
seman.r ic mrJdelc shjrh l rear epistemic modatrt ies a( a, imite erren_
\rÒn ol . logi(al  modatrt ies. {At lhough i t  is nor rrue rhar pos. iùle wortd.
havc r lwav\ becn as\ imi lated to ma\imal starcs of af iairs:  see tor
example thc semantic considerations prior developed lor tense logic_
On thc other hand, the Hintikka sets are another good exampte of"partial" structures.)

The problem I intend to deal with now is rhe foltowing. The resort
10 parr jal  s lructLle\ is mayhc a necessary condrr ion to accounr lor lhe
lrm||s of whdt people hate 'n mind when rhey bet ievc. kno\,  or see
anything. But it is not a suflìcienl condirion. What is missing in rhis
picture is the epistemic origin of situations. The point js rh; in rhe
metatheoretic interpretation in virruc of rhe philosophical rcatism
Barwise and Perry present as a working assunption j rhese partial
r l ruclure\ are nî lhing but norr ions.f  other more complex \ l rucrure\
ror.rne maxrmat one. i f  anyì.  which are ident i f ied $irh ,umc . .rrpf Ì . r /
rea| |D. so r t  r \  ìard to see hùw siruatrons. In lhis sensf,  can be sujtable
roor\  to deat wirh the pecul iar i ty of rhe menral conlents ( i f  Ìou acceDr
sucn an rdear.  And I  wi l l  Lv lo r l lustrale lhis po,nt hy ret;ning to a
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couple of problems which, following the presentation of the theory in
SA, seem to arise from such a semantic proposal, Now, the first
question concerns the truth conditions Barwise and perry associate to
what they call an epistemically neutral perceptual report. This is a
kind of quasi-extensional context, since it do€s not involve the
reîerence to knowledge or information which can influence the
agent's cognitive state, In this sense a sentence like 'John sees the
dean practise Yoga' can be a suitable description of a situation where
John sees the intended scene although he does nor know who is the
penon he sees nor what practicing Yoga is. From a synlactic point of
view, epistemically neutral reports embed sentenc€s which are io a
naked infinitive form (NI) or in a gerundive form. Furthermore,
semantically, I used the expression 'quasi-extensional contexts'
because in this case the principle of substitutivity holds: according to
Barwise and Perry there would be here a causal relation between the
subject of the perception and some portion of the world (a situation or
scene). To drastically simplify things (and to avoid the suitable for-
malism), let us say thaî Barwise and Perry associate, for example, to
the epistemically neutral use of the verb lo see with th€ embedded
sentence 9 in the NI form - the following truth-condition:

'a sees 9' is true ifi
(i) there is a situation s such that s € [f];
(ii) d sees r.

(If I is a sentenc€, [9] is the set of situations which validate 9 while
[[9]l is the set of situations which refute it. Notice that, since situations
contain only partial informatioÍ, for some situation s and some sen-
tence 9 it is possible that s É [p] and s É [[f]1.)

Now, I guess that eDen at the quasi-extensional level of these
Nl-reports we get some questionable result if we refer only to the
"nature" of the situation itself (p. 184), withoui incorporating, as an
essential part, the peculiarity of the agent's mental cont€nts- Consider
for instance the following well-known example.

In Figure I there is a hexagon like that represented in Figure 2.
Nevertheless it would not be very apprcpriate to say that a subject d
sees a hexagon when he looks (innocently.. .) at Figure 1. (The fact is
that he fails to pick out such an individual, although it is a constituent
of the intended situation in the sense of SA.) L€t us suDDose now that

the first figure is moving ,whilst d is looking at it and let us consider
the sentence'a sees a hexagon move', or 'rr sees b move'(with .r'as a
name for the hexagon, if you prefer to avoid examples with indefinite
descript ions,.  Since lhere is a si tuar ion s \uch thar:  f t )  in r  a hexaeon is
moving and r i i r  d sees r.  rhen our senrence would be lrue accordine to
lhe semantics pre'enred In SA. I  lh ink rhat this is a quesl ionable re; l l -
al though we are deal ing with Nl-percept ion slaremenls. The poinr is
that, even if only /imùed portions of an external reality are refeÍed to
here. lh is smal l  parr of  the world r including rhe.pat ial  locat ion ot rhe
agent, the conditions of light, etc.) is not appropriate to determine the
perceptual contents of the ag€nt. On the contrary, a reference to these
contents is required to pick out the relevanr slùaÚon.

To this remark one might raise the following objection. What
characlerizes an episremically neutral reporr is exacrly the facl lhat it
tor rnstance a sees a certain animaì à move, and i f  ó is a Danda. then
the_ Nl-perception repor|d sees a panda mo\e'is acceplable although
d does not acknowledge ó as a panda (he might even mistake il foia
toy). why not argue in the same way with regard ro Figurc 1, by
saying that the report'c sees a hexagon move'is acceptable since it is
not required îhat d recognizes ó as a hexagon? The fact is that, in our
example, not only does a fail to recognize , by a h€xagon, but he fails
to pìck it out as an individual: i.e., he simply does nol see it. In
general .  whar is assumed as a consri tuent of a i i tuat ion in our semantic
metatheory of attitudes - namely, an individual - would depend uDon
a parlicular cognitive iramework. One mighr rhen objecl lhat, since

Fig 2.
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I f  9 is an atomic senrcnce, i .e.  ot  form .pf,  thcn Con(g)=
ir l ;
i f  e is or form ,{ , .  dìcn Con(e) = Con(ú);
if e is of form iy' v .y, thcr Con(e) = Con(ú) U Con(r); and

I will refer now to a principtc rhat. jn nlf/ opìnbn, js tiket), 1() hotd for
mos1 epistemically positive a(itude reports. The idca is that. to ascribe
truthfully Io an agent d an epistcmic ailitude (owards rr fare of afiairs
expressco Dy a sentencc a. a necessary condition is that d has
someway rn nÌind the objccts dcnoted by thc oonfiruents of 9.whether thcy are real or imaginar! entitìcs (More specjfically, the
agcnt must have thcm in nind in thc sarne way they are dcscribed or
nî'rìed in p. if the whole repoi has a de dicro readnìg, or nì some
alternatrvc wav if îhe reporr has a de re rcading.) Noticc that ir is not
'cquired hc'(  c irhcr rhJr d hu, a nr i !  i tc8ed r lpe ot Inúwlcdg< , , t  rh(\c
o n t c c r \  o r c r a m p t e  r n  a c q u a j n t a n c c  i n  R u s s e l l .  \ ( n i e ,  o f  a . \ i ! i f l .
inlormation like ir Kaplan. etc.). or îhat hc must havc rhem in nìind ìn
a partrcular momenl: lor instancc, in thc case of a non punclual
atlitude like believing it is of course possible to say lrurhfuliy thal d
bclieves that Pó cven if a is not thinking of ó ar the inten.led momcnt_
Roughly. sp€ating, what is simply reqùircd is thar lhe objects whiclì
are involved in thc state of allairs at issue are nor extrancous io a.s
cogmtrve space. In fact it secms hardly plausible lo ùscribe 1() d, for
example, the belief rhar Pb if r! has no idea of ó, howcver impirper or
defective thìs idea can bc. (A way of making Írore precise ttiis;olion
would be for example ro rcconstruct îhe cognruvc space or an agenr a
in terms of Kamp's disco rsc representation strrcturcs and to r;quirc
lhal  the objcct à should bc ident ined with some..referencc markcr,
somewhere in thosc structures. Since, via the .conditions'., the
reference mark€rs are associared to growing information, I think this
rs possibly an interesling way to give a format developmcDt to rhc jdea
of intent jonal objecr and,.noemalic" conrent.)

Now, if M is uscd to dcnote this relalion between an agenl d and a
component b of a given state of afiairs, it is possiblc to exprcss this
pr incinlc ot en' \ l (mic r( lerJnc( in the ro owing sa).

I P R J  d  V  t h a r  , p &  ó ,  C o n r , p )  d M ó .

(I wonder whether this principle can be expresscd in a more specific
and binding way for "primary" vìsual reports: i.e., reporrs which

the essential ingredients of the semantics dcvclopcd in SA are drrlrdd
situations (i.e., nath€matical entities which arc uscd to represent /(,al
sitùations), one docs not need to assume the hexagon at issue as a
constituent of such a situation, as a (perceptual) individual. That is
true, but it remains ihat thc only justilication for this move is an
implicit reference to some perceplual pattern - which would mean
lhat.  l rùm this poinl  ot  v icw. \r tualrùns are conceived In lunct ion tr t
their cognitive r€levance, and not conversely- lf this is how things
stand, a "realist" characterization of situations - which is presùpposed
by thc aim of reconstructing mental evcnts in tems of theìr "exrernal

signilicance" - seems to be mislcading here. So, strictly speaking, I am
not saying that the case I discussed is in principle a counterexample to
the semantic treatment sùggcstcd in SA; it is probable thal a more
re{inlrd version of the thlrory can dcal with it in an approprialc way.
What is al issue here is the possibiliry of acconìplishing rhis task wi(hin
the philosophicaì framework Barwise and Pcrry refen lo in SA-'l he second poinl I would like to illustrat€ coDcenìs the treatment
Barwise and Perry propose for a wide range of "cpislemically posi-
tive" attitùde reporls, i.c., statements 'thar tell us not just whal the
situations thc agcn( has an attitude toward are like, but also about rhe
agent)s state of mind'. ln other words. what is rclcvant for the
appropriatcncss of these reports is atso the way in which the agenr
charact€rizes the constituents of his cxpcrience: in particular. ihe way
he refers to a given nìdividual in his cognilivc space. From a linguisric
point of view. these are contexts determined by verbs like 1() believe .
'to know','to see', etc., followed by a lrúl-complement. I will use'd V
that 9 as a paradigm for these contexts, wher€ a is thc agent, y the
verb at issue and 9 the embedded sentence. F'or the sake of simplicity,
let us suppose now that the ernbedded sentence cootains only onc
place predicates and that the only noun phrases which occur in it are
proper names and delinite descriptions (in particular, I shall ignore
quantifiers, which would make the discussion much morc compli
cated). The set of the corlJfiru€nts of a sentence q (Con(e)) is dcfined
as the set of the singuìar tenns occurring io 9, so that the set of the
constituents of a complex sentence js the union of the sets of the
constituents assigned to the component sentences, (Actually a more
refined characterization of this notion is required here, in order to
prevent the possibility, for instance, of considering the noun phrase
'John' as a constituent of the sentence Bill saw John's daushter'.) In
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dcscribc a dirccl acquisilion of knowledge via perceplion. without
rcsorting 1() cxlra pcrccplual informalion, inferenlial reasoning. elc. In
this case, the natùral specification would bc thc following:

(PRP) . !  sees thr l  9 & à€Con(p)r d sees ó

ff this is an acceptable specification of (l,R), then inferring rd sces thal
9 v 'y'ì from 'd sees that 9ì is in general a disputable move, for thc
same reasons Barwise and Pcrry havc lo qu€stion the principlc of
interchangeabi l i ty of  logical  equivalents, aswcl l  scc short l ! .  In fac1.
'p v ú' may for instance involve individuals which are quite extraneous
wilh respect ro what is relevanl for I. But, as far as I can see from the
currcnt stato o{ ùe theory. lhe iììference at issue is licensed in
situation semantics apart from thc rcslriclions conccrning thc con
textual parameters, the 'speakcis conncclions", clc. Anvway. tho
reason of my perplexity with respect to (PRP) depends úpon thc
problems raised by negîted sentences. For exa'nple, accepti g (PRP)
would entail that a statement like rd saw that ò was nol in the hallr can
bc truc only il it is nol a "primarv' visual rcport. Is that correcl? ln
gcncral, is thc distinction bctwccn primarv aùd secondary perceplion
meaningful?)

One might discuss about the acceptability of (PR). ̂ nywav, somc
dring like ihal seems to be one of the reasons which lead Barwise and
Perry to rejecl the principle of interchangeability oî logicaìl)
equivalent slatements in attitude reports (see for example p. 26). Thcy
remark in fact that, even in the case of epistemically neutral reports,
to replace the embedd€d clause by a logically equivalent statement is
something unsound. For instance, from th€ statement ra sees I'bt lhe
principle of logical equivalence would licence to infer 'a sees [(P,
& Oc) v (Pó & -O.)l'. This is of course an unwelcome result, since
from th€ simple statement, for example, that John sees Mary run we do
not conclude that John sees Ma.y run and Bill walk or Mary run and
Bill not walk in fact, Bill can be quite extraneous to the sccnc John
sees, i.e-, the scene wher€ Mary runs. Io overcome this diflìculty,
Barwise and Perry point out thai in situation semantics a slrong?r
notion of equivalence is available:

ú is a strong consequ€nce of I if [e] s l'y'1;
e and ry' are strongly equivalent ìî [9] = [ú].

Since situations arc not complete states of afiairs, it may happen that a
siluation contains information rich enough to validate (or to confute) a

grvcn sentence but nol n logical equivalent of il which involves fnorc
properties and indivìduals: in gencral two sentenccs can be equiralcnl
in the classicat sensc without being sirongly equivatent. So to avoid
the abovc unnatural rcsull Barwise and Pcrry suggcsl rhal srrong
cquivalence is a mor€ suitable condition ro iopose on the substirution
of embcdded sentences in NI-perceprion rcporrs.

Let us go back no\r 1o the keatment thev propose lor conrexts like
r l t  bel ievcs thal  9r,rd sees that 9ì ,  erc- Taking up an inportant
fcature of Hintikka's approach, to a given agenl d ard a given atrirudc
y they associate a sct Va of situations: i.e., intuirively, th€ set of
thosc situations which represenr rhe "alternatives" admitted by thc
attitude y for the agent .j- Roughly speaking, for an aftitude V wirh a
lhdr-complement the relativc truth condition is {he folbwing:

rri y that 9r is rrue ifi, tor every siruation s. if r € Vll then
s € l e I

Let 9 and ú be two slaîements which are completely deterÌninale wilh
rcspoct to all the relc\'ant contextual co-ordinaics (plîce and rime oi
thc utterance, "speaker's connections'. etc-), so tha1, for example, a
definilc reference is uriqucly assignect to each singular lernÌ. Now,
since in this case lev ry ' ]  is def ined as [<p]Utr/1,  i r  se[e] then se
[rP v 'y'] and, because of the abov€ truth-condition, in gcncral we havc
that:

(PS) a V th^t e) a V that ev ú.

It is easy to s€e that this r€suh is someway in contrast wirh the pdnci-
ple of epistemic relevance (PR): 19 v 'y'ì can obviousty contain more
constituents than 9, so that a may have a certain attitude V toward
what is expressed by rl but not toward what is expressed by '9 v úì,
even if 'gv'y'r is a strong consequence of 9. The fact is that the
more complex statcment may involvc of course morc dati to process,
so that the correspondent cognitive slate mav not bc homogeneous to
the olher- Let us suppose, for exampl{r, rhat I utter the fotlowìng tnre
statement: 'My nephew bclieves that Paw is a dog'. On the othcr hand,
he never hcard tell of Carnap. So my quesrion is: should we prevcnl
the possibility of inferring from the above stalcmcnr a statement like'My nephew belicves that Paw is a dog or Carnap wro\è Mcaning an.i
n..ersity'? The principle of relevancc suggefs we shoutd, in contrasl
with SA. where PS holds. This (tenlaljve?) ourcome of SA misht
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