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In recent work on context-dependency, it has been argued tha certain types of sentences give
rise to anotion of relative truth. In particular, sentences containing predicates of persond taste
and mora or aesthetic evaluaion as well as epistemic modds are hdd to express a
propostion (relative to a context of use) which istrueor false not only relative to aworld of
evaluaion, but other parameters as well, such as standads of taste or knowedgeor an agent.
Thus a sentence like chocolate tastes good would express a propostion p tha istrue or false
not only at aworld of evaluaion, bu relative to the additiond parameter aswell, such asa
parameter of taste or an agent.

| will arguetha the sentences that appaently give rise to relative truth should be
undestood by relating them in a certain way to thefirst peason. More precisely, such
sentences express what | will call first-person-based genericity, aform of generalization by
which the speaker quantifies over every onex in the relevant domain as someoneheidentifies
with, allowing the predicate to apply to x asif it applied to the speaker himself. This account
differs from standad relative truth theoriesin crudal respects: it is notthetruth of the
propostion expressed that is relative to thefirst person; the propostion expressed by a
sentence with a predicate of taste rather has absolute truth conditions Ingead it isthe
propostiond content itself tha requires afirst-persond cognitive access whenever it is
entertained. Thus if two agents disagree abouta sentence like chocolate tastes good without
either eing at faultQthis is disagreement abouta sentence that has absolute truth conditions
and thusis either true or false. But the content of the sentence can be grasped (and thus
entertained and evaluaed) only in an essentia first-persond way, namely by applyingthe
predicate to everyonein thedomain asif to oneself (and thusallowing two agents to have
different first- persond groundsfor applying the predicate). On the proposd account, it is
conditions on grasping the content, rather than truth conditionswhat is peculiar to sentence

giving rise to intuitionsof relative truth



Thisaccount | will argue avoids arangeof problems tha standad relative truth theories
face and explains a nunmber of further peculiarities tha such sentences display. Theaccount
goes aongwith an independently motivated view on which truth conditionsof sentences are
not given by mind-indgpendent propostiond contents, butrather by mind-dependent
Gttitudina objectsO(as | will call them), or kindsof such objects, tha is, objects of the sort
John®bdief that S or thebdief that S..

First-person-based genericity is expressed explicitly in English by sentences tha contain
thegeneric pronounone asin (1) or its empty counterpart, so-called arbitrary PRO (as
generative syntacticianscall it), asin (1b):

(1) a Onecan seethe picture fromtheentrance.
b. Itis possible PROgrp to see the picture from the entrance.

Sentences (1a) and (1b) have anatural reading onwhich they express a generdization onthe
basis of the speaker@ own, perhapsunique experience or action. That is, (1a b) are naurally
used as an expression of the speaker® own ability to see the picture from the entrance and at
the same time express a generalization: for every normal x, x can see the picture fromthe
entrance.

Thekey obsrvationis tha the same intuitionsof relative truth that are displayed by
sentences with evaluaive predicates or epistemic modds arise with sentences such as (1a)
and (1b). In previouswork | have developed an accountof generic one onwhich generic one
expresses (contextudly restricted) quantification over individuds insofar as therelevant agent
identifies with them. In this paper, | will arguethat this anaysis can and should be carried
ove to sentences with predicates of persond taste, aswell as possibly other sentences
containing predicates of aesthetic and moral evaluation or epistemic modds. | take first-
personbased genericity to bethe source of faultless disagreement in generd, for whatever
expressionsit may arise.

However, notal types of sentences for which arelativist trestment has been proposd are
to beandysed in terms of first-person-based genericity. Expressionstha involve first-person
based genericity need to be distinguished from expressionstha are to betreated in jud the
same way as de se interpreted pronoung(such adjectives like left or local). Thelatter do nat
giverise to faultless disagreement and do notinvolve first-person-based genericity.

| will start by presenting two core intuitionstha motivate arelativist account and point
outfurther crudal features of therelevant linguistic expressions | then give ageneral account



of de se-interpreted pronounsand related expressions After that | introduce the notion of
first-person-based genericity onthebasis of my previousanadysis of generic one showing that
generic-one-sentence exhibit theintuitionsof relative truth in the same way. | findly argue
that the same semantic andysis can and should becarried over to other sentences displaying

intuitionsof relative truth.

1. The intuitions of relative truth

1.1. Faultless disagreement

Onemain motivationfor arelativist accounthas been the possibility of faultless disagreement
(Kodbd 2002,2003) Faultless disagreement consstsin a situaion in which two agents
disagree aboutthetruth of a propostion, with nather appaently bengat fault. Thus bdow,
nether A nor B may beat fault, yet they disagree:

(2) A: Frog legstaste good.
B: No, | disagree, froglegsdo nottaste good.

In fact A and B subsequently may enter into a dispute, let@ say whether they should start
putting frog legsonthe menu of thear restaurant. Faultless disagreement arises notonly in a
situation of convasation, but also manifestsitsalf in intuitionsabouttwo agents being
involved in different convearsations(MacFarlane 2007) or abouttwo agentsCbdiefs (Kodbd
2003) Wha is cruda aboutfaultless disagreement is tha both agents seem to berightin
their claims or bdiefs, but yet they disagree. What isimportant istha Go berightQor Gat to
be at faultOmeans more than having areason or epistemic grounds theintuitionis that both
the statement and its negation are in some sense true, thoughas uttered by different agents.

Faultless disagreement does not arise with sentences tha express different propostions
when uttered by different speakers. Moreover, faultless disagreement does nat arise when the
Qudgedis madeexplicit, asin (3):

(3) A: Frog legstaste goodto me.
B: Frog legsdo nottaste goodto me.



Related to the possibility of faultless disagreement is the observation tha two agents may
agree aboutthe content of an evaluative sentence even if it is clear that therelevant
paameters of evaluation of thetwo agents are different. Suppo Johnis agreat wine
connosseur, with a comparative experience of varioustypes of wine, whereas Mary has not
tasted any wine before, then the parameters evaluaion for the propostion tha the winetastes
goodwill certainly bedifferent for Johnand Mary, yet they may agree tha the propostionis

true

(4) Johnand Mary agreed tha the winetastes good(butfor very different reasonsg.

Thisintuitionis suitably called faulty agreement. Like faultless disagreement, it arisesin jus
the same way in relationto different agentsCbdiefs. That is, (4) would betrue even if John
and Mary did nottalk to each other, butjug bdieve, for different reasons tha thewinetastes
good.

For sentences with predicates of taste, the object of disagreement or agreementisa
propostiond content tha is truth-conditiondly incomplete in tha it does notinvolve the
relevant judge Or so thedaa have been interpreted by relativist theories.

There is another propety tha has been related to relative truth, namely retraction: the
possibility of withdrawing a propasitiond content once correctly hdd in the past. | will put
this property asdefor themain pat of the pgoer andturnto it only briefly at theend.

1.2. Sharing

By Ghaingdl mean thepossibility of sharing of propostiond contents by agentsinvolved in
different contexts of evaluaion. Sharingis apropeaty notgenerally congdered in therecent
literature onrelative truth, and thusthe daain this section are new. Sharing has been aready
discussed at length, though in regard to moral predicates by Schiffer (1990) If a sentences S
involves relative truth, then sharing of propostional contents consstsin theintuitionthat
agents, even if they are clearly involved in different contexts of evaluaion, share the same
propostiond content when they have a propostional attitudetha S. There are various
linguistic manifestations of sharing.

One of them isthe possibility of sentences with a conjundive or plural subject and a

single clausal complement of an attitudeverb:'



(5) Johnand Mary / These two people bdieve tha thewinetastes good.

(5) requires asingle interpretation of theclausal complement, which can thusnotinvadve two
different taste parameters or agents.

Another linguistic manifestation of sharingisthevalidity of theinferencein (6), assuming
that AG@ and B@& criteriafor evaluaing wine are known to be quite different (A, butnotB, lets

say, beng a connosseur):

(6) A bdievesthewinetastes good.

B bdieves thewinetastes good.

A and B bdieve the same thing.

Such an inference holdswith any propostiond attitudeor speech act verb. Evaludive
predicates, in licenang theinference, thusdiffer from other context-dependent expressions
such as demongratives, with which theinference isnotvalid:

(7) Johnbdievestha Mary isthere (in New Y ork).
Bill bdievestha Mary isthere (in Bogon).

Johnand Bill bdieve the same thing.

Thevalidity of theinference in (7) does not hinge on some QoosenessCof uses of the
expression the same thing. With aconduson containing afreerelative asin (8) the same sort
of inference is validated, assuming again tha John®and Mary@ taste parameters are rather
different:

(8) Johnbdieveswha Mary bdieves, namely tha thewinetastes good.

Even more importantly, the same sort of inferenceis valid with aconduson containing the
correspondng nomindization of theverb, such as the same belief or the same claim:

(9) a Johnbdievestha thewinetastes good.
Mary bdieves tha thewinetastes good
Johnand Mary have the same bdief (share abdief).
b. Johnclaimed tha thewinetastes good.




Mary claimed tha thewinetastes good.

Johnand Mary made the same claim.

These inferences are valid even if John@and Mary( taste parametersCare different (and even
are known to bedifferent).

Such @inguisticCrriteria for sharing are nottheonly criteria for establishing shared
meaning when different contexts of assessment are involved. There are also arangeof other
intuitionsthat indicate that themeaning, that is, @onaeptud roleCof evaludive predicates
when used by different agents is the same even if the agentsCeriteriafor applying the
predicates are rather different. This point has been maderather thoroughly, in the context of a
discussion of moral predicates, by Schiffer (1990) Schiffer discusses variousintuitionsthat
show tha moral predicates have the same meaning for two agents even if the agents differ in
thar moral criteriaand prindples for applying the predicates. For example, even if two agents
have different moral prindples, thar concepts of good and wrongare the same given theroles
of those conaepts in determining how the agents want theworld to be given the kindsof
emotiond respongs they trigge, given therelation of those concepts to related ones (ought,

Jjust), given tha the concepts involve the same process of moral training (of punishment and
reward), and given the predicatesGcommon @ointQin getting people to behave in a certain
way. Needlessto say, smilar criteriafor theindividudion of conceptud roles can befound
for other evaluative predicates as well.

Thecrudal point tha faultless disagreement and sharing appear to establish istha the
propostiond content of sentences with predicates of persond taste is the same even when the
context-dependent criteria of evaludioninvaved (such as standadsof taste etc.) are clearly
distinct.

1.3. Other kinds of expressions exhibiting the intuitions of relative truth

Epistemic modds are another often discussed class of expressionsdisplaying theintuitionsof
relative truth (Egan/Hawthome'Weatherson 2005,Egan 2007, MacFarlane 2005h. They
clearly display faultless disagreement. oneperson may bdieve or claim tha Johnmay bein
Paris, while another person with more knowedgedisagrees, with nather beng at fault.
Epistemic modds also lead to sharing of content, as shown by the validity of thefollowing

inference:



(10) Mary bdievestha it may rain (because she heard the weather forecast).

Johnbdievestha it may rain (because he noticed the cloud formation).

Johnand Mary bdieve the same thing (butfor different reasony.

Theinferenceis aso valid with thecondusonin (11a) or, as faulty agreement, with the

condusonin (11b):

(12) a Johnand Mary have the same bdief.
b. Johnand Mary agree that it may rain.

There are other context-dependent expressionswhich give rise to sharing, but not faultless
disagreement (or faulty agreement). These are certain temporal and spaial expressionssuch
asright, left, local or neighboring.” Thus from (123) (which itself involves sharing already),
onecan infer both (12b) and (12b®even if what counts left for Mary is rightfor John

(12) a Johnand Mary both bdievetha thetreeisto theleft.
b. Johnand Mary bdieve thesame thing.
bOJohnand Mary share the same bdief.

In tha situaion, however (tha is, if wha counssleft for Mary isrightfor John), it would not
bethe case tha Johnand Mary agree. Rather, they clearly disagree. Thus left does not give
rise to faulty agreement. Relationd adjectives like left or neighbouring in fact patern like
pronounsnterpreted de se, and as such they need to be sharply distinguished from predicates
of taste and other expressionsof thekind. De se interpreted pronounsexhibit sharing, as seen
from thevalidity of theinferencein (13a), with thetwo occurrences of e benginterpreted de

se, aswell asthe same inference with (13b) as concluson:

(13) a Johnthinksthat heisthewinne.
Bill thinksheisthewinne.
Johnand Bill think the same thing.
b. Johnand Bill share the same thought

| will distinguish expressionsgiving rise to faultless disagreement as well as shaingas sype 1

expressions fromthose tha give rise only to sharing, which | will call fype 2 expressions:’



Later we will see tha two further features distinguish thetwo kindsof expressions typel
expression exhibit what | will call obligatory and a quasi-first-person-orientedness, whereas
type 2 expressionsexhibit optiond sharingand no quasi-first-person orientedness. We can

thussummarize thefeatures of thetwo kindsof expressionsas follows:

(14) type 1 expressions(predicates of taste, epistemic modds, predicates of aesthetic
evaluaion, generic one):
faultless disagreement, (obligaory) sharing, quasi-first-person orientedness
type 2 expressions (de se interpreted pronours, relationd adjectives (right, left, local,

neighbouring):
(optiond) sharing, nofaultless disagreement, no quasi-first-person-orientedness

2. Standard relativist theories and their problems

Therelativist accounttakes the content of sentences giving rise to relative truth intuitionsto
be truth-conditiondly incomplete. In order to account for faultless disagreement in paticular,
it relativizes thetruth value of such acontent to the context of the assessor, in particular the
assessor himself or other parameters tha bdongto the context of theassessor (such asa

parameter of taste). Truth then isrelative in thefollowing sense:

(15) Relative Truth
Thetruth of asentence Sisrelative iff for an utterance context u, the propostiontha S
expressesin uistrueor false only relative to a context ¢ tha containsnotonly aworld

(andtime) but other elements as well.

Here c is smply thecontext to which thetruth value of the sentence is relativized (also often
called an GndexQto distinguish it from the utterance context). McFarlane distinguishes
between the context of evaluation, the context tha can be shifted by modd opeators, anda
context of assessment, which isthe context of theperson evaluaing the sentence astrue or
false, and which thuswould correspondto the context ¢ in (15). Other authors do not make
the distinction between context of evaluation and context of assessment, but take sentences

with predicates of taste to have atruth valuerelative to a context of evaluaion containing aso



ajudge(thusextending the dndexd (Lasersohn 2005). For the discussion to follow, the
difference will notbecrudal.

There are different views as to what the context may contain to which thetruth of the
sentence isto berelativized. On oneview, the context may contain whaever paameters seem
necessary for the evaluation of the expression in question, such as parameters of taste or
epistemic standads (MacFarlane 2005a b). On another view, it will jug contain, besides a
world (and perhapstime) of evaludion, therelevant agent, or equivalently, a centered world
(apar congsting of aworld and an agent) (Egan/Hawthome/Weatherson 2005, L asersohn
20095. It appearstha arelativist account, especially onthefirst version, is problematic in

several respects.

2.1. Explaining disagreement

Themog important problem for therelativist accountistha it does notreally explain
faultless disagreement. Competent speakers will know if thetruth value of a sentence they
utter isto beevaluaed relative to aparticular kind of context of assessment. They will know
tha they mean the utterance of such a sentence to betruerelative to thar own context. The
problem then is, why ontherelativist accountcan there be disagreement amongtwo speakers
when the speakers know that the content of thar utterances can be both true thoughrelative
to different contexts? If thetruth conditionsof the sentence are clearly different relative to the
two speakers, then this should correspondto adifference in subject matter, rather than to a
single content aboutwhich there could be disagreement.

Also, not every version of therelativist accountseems to be able to explain thedifference
between frog legs taste good to me onthe onehand and frog legs taste good ontheother
hand. On oneproposl (Lasersohn2005) the context of evaluaion dependsin fact on the
speaker@® own choice, his taking a particular perspective for evaluaing the propostion. If the
context of assessment dependson an agent@® choosng a perspective of evaluation, then one
would think that this choice of a perspective is pat of an overall contextudly completed
intended meaning of the utterance. But then such a contextuadly completed meaning would
not berelevantly different from the meaning of firog legs taste good to me (or frog legs taste
good to d, whered istherelevant judge. But we have seen tha thelatter does not giverise to
faultless disagreement, whereas the former does.*

Another problem for the accountconcernsthe parameters themselves tha are used for the
relativization of truth. Those parameters, bethey agents or evaluaive or epistemic standads
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are individuaed externdly and should thusbeequdly accessible and identifiable for all the
interlocutors, given the circumstances of the utterance situaion or propostiond attitude
Given the standard view aboutassertion and bdief as aiming for truth, why shouldn®a truth-
conditiondly complete content induding therelevant paameters beidentified in agiven
context by each oneof theinterlocutors and undestood as the content to be communicated?
That is, why should agreement or disagreement nat pertain to such atruth-conditiondly
completed content as it would serve theaim of assertion or bdief, rather than thetruth-
conditiondly incomplete content expressed by a sentence relative to a context of utterance?

Therelativist accountis aso difficult to maintain for the content of a sentence like frog
legs taste good when it acts as the object of bdief. There are two optionsof howto congrue
the object of bdief in this case. First, the object of bdief could beviewed as a par conssting
of apropostion and a context of evaluaion (Lasersohn2005. But this does not seem to do
judice to theintuition that two people, oneof whom bdieves tha frog legstaste goodand the
other of whombdievestha froglegsdo nottaste good disagree rather than having different
but compdible overal bdiefs. Alternaively, the content of bdief could betaken to beatruth-
relative propostion with thejudgebeng identified with whoever isthe bdiever
(Egan/HawthomeWeatherson 2005) But agan this makes it difficult to accountfor how
disagreement could arise.

To summarize, thereativist accountstraightforwardly explainsshaing. But it does not
provideareal explanaion of why therelevant examples give rise to disagreement.

2.2. The meaning-intention problem

Thefirst version of therelativist accountposts parameters, such as paameters of taste, as
pat of the context of assessment. The problem with such entitiesis the same asin anumber
of casesin which entities of a certain sort are posted asimplicit arguments, namely what
Schiffer (1987)has discussed as the meaning-intention problem. A speaker generally would
notbe able to identify entities such as parameters of taste as part of acontext relative to which
heintendshis utterance to be made. A speaker may beentirely judified in uttering a sentence
like this tastes good withoutin any way being able to identify a Qeste parameterQes part of his
intentions This problem of cognitive accessibility of the parameters of a context of
assessment is a naural generalization of Schiffer@ meaning-intention problem.

2.3. The de se status of the parameters of assessment
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Relativist accouns alow for readingsinvolving error throughmisidentification tha in fact do
notexist. Suppo® tha Joereadsa description of someonetha hefailsto realizeisa
description of himself and that misdescribes him as someonethat likes frog legswhen Joein
fact does not In this case, given areativist account Joe believes that frog legs taste good
would betrue (thoughJoe@ bdief would not). An agent d could notbdieve p to betrue
relative to ataste parameter tha d does notbdieve to behisown, that is, d could notbdieve p
to betruerelative to d withoutrecognizing tha d is himself. In other words an agent must
identify himself as thejudgewhen standingin an attitudind relationto an evaludive
propostiond content. The problem for therelativist accountis tha it assignsto the additiond
parameter of assessment a status of avalue of a pronouninterpreted de re, when in fact the
paameter should have the status of the semantic value of a pronouninterpreted de se.’

2.4. Predictions about attitude contexts

Thestandad relativist accountfaces potentia problems for attitudereports. McFarlane
(2005b)assumes that the additiond parameter of assessment of the embedded propostion
always becomes the parameter of the assessment of the entire sentence. Thisis adequdae,
however, only for non-attitudind embedding predicates, such as modd and temporal ones, as
in (16):

(16) It could bethe case tha frog legstaste good.

In (16), thetaste parameter is clearly tha of the speaker. Thisis different with attitudereports:

(17) a Johnthinksthat frog legstaste good.
b. Johnthinksthat it mightrain.

Clearly the standad of taste in (17a) and the epistemic state in (17b) are thos of John, notthe
spesker. In general, with embedding attitudeverbs the @dditiond parameterOwill betheone
of thedescribed agent. Thisis notaproblem for arelativist accountas such, however. As
Egan/Hawthome'Weatherson (2005)make clear, for atruth-relative propostion p, an attitude
report d believes that S can bemadeto beundestood as: d bdieves Sto betruerelativeto d.2
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L asersohn@ (2005 accountalso gets attitudereports right Lasersohntakes attitudeverbs
to express three-place relationsbetween an agent, a sentence content, and a context. The
context isthe perspective the agent adopts when taking the attitudetoward the sentence
content andin general it isthe context of theagent. But it need not be the agent may take a
different stance, which is the quasi-first-person orientation which | will turn to next.

2.5. The quasi-first-person orientation

Thereis another important feature of evaludive predicates and epistemic modds which isthat
thar first-person-orientation in indgpendent contexts need not be strict, but may relate to
another agent with whomthe speaker only identifies. For example, amother may persuade a
child to eat by uttering (18), withoutthereby expressing her own taste judgmnent:

(18) Apple sauce tastes good.

The same point can be madewith because-clauses and questions’

(19) a Johntook another spoonbecause it tasted so good.
b. Doesthis taste good?

Here the spesker may jud identify with (or project himself onto) John (in 199 or the
addressee (in (19b)), withoutbenginterested in his own taste judgnents at all.

Also, with epistemic modds thefirst-person orientation may involve an identification with
another agent. ThusEgan/Hawthome'Weatherson (2005)note that (20) could be uttered by a
spesker who knows better butidentifies himself with a person trying to find away outof a

maze:

(20) Theexit may bethisway.

Let me call thefirst-person-orinetation when the spesker in fact identifies with another agent
quasi-first-person-orientation.

A quas-first-personorientationis not available with ordinary first-personal pronouns
except in certain contexts, such as contexts of imaginaion, asin (21) (Williams 1979:
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(22) I imaginetha | am Napoleon.

In (21) the content of theimagination does notinvolve an identification of the spesker®

actud personwith Napoleon, butrather the speaker smply projects himself onto Napoleon.
Apat from attitudes such as imaginaion and desire, de se interpreted pronounsand other type
2 expressionsdo not allow for aqueasi-first person orientation. The andyses of type 1 andtype
2 expressionstha | will give later will accountfor this difference.

2.6. Explaining the kind of context dependency involved

A find problem for the standad relativist accountistha it does notexplain why the
phenomenain question giverise to arelativization of truth rather than context-dependency in
thetraditiond sense. The approach makesit look like an accidental fact that evaludive
predicates and epistemic modds give rise to an enrichment of the context of assessment,
rather than the context of use, unlike, for example, spatia demondratives like there. The
account! will propo will explain this difference: relative truth intuitionsarise only with
expressionstha involve an essential first-person orientation, such as evaluative predicates and
epistemic modds; they cannotarise with expressionstha lack therelevant kind of first-
person orientation, such as spatial demongdratives.

Theobjectionjud raised does notobtain for all relativist accounts, though,namely notfor
those that indudeonly therelevant agent in the context of assessment
(Egan/Hawthome/Weatherson 2005 Lasersohn 2005).

3. Standard de se and type 2 expressions

| will now sketch an accountof attitudes de se which is close to tha of Lewis, butwill in
addition involve thenotion of an attitudind object, which is needed to accountfor thetruth
conditionsof sentences with de se-interpreted pronouns for conditionson sharing, andfor
certain differences amongtype 1 and type 2.

We have seen tha like sentences giving rise to intuitionsof relative truth, sentences with
de se interpreted pronounsand other type 2 expressionsexhibit shaing. However, thereisone
difference. Whiletheinferencein (229 is clearly valid, the same inference with (22b)or

(229 ascondugonisvalid too:
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(22) a Johnthinkstha heisthewinne.
Bill thinksheisthewinne.
Johnand Bill think the same thing.
b. Johnand Bill think different things
c¢. Johnand Bill have different thoughs.

The latter kind of inference is not valid with type 1 expressions

(23) Johnthinkstha frog legstaste good
Bill thinkstha frog legstaste good.
Johnand Bill think different things(have different thoughs).

| will call the propety of type 2 expressionsof allowing both kindsof inferences optional
sharing.

Let usthen look at a simple description of a propostiond attitudede se:

(24) Johnexpects PRO to win.

It is generally agreed that for propositional attitudes de se, neither a mode of presentation or
nor in fact the agent’s actual self needs to be part of the propositional content expressed,
requirements that are captured by of Lewis’ (1979) account of attitudes de se as self-

ascriptions of properties, as in the analysis of (24) in (25):

(25) expect(John, Ax[win(x)])

This account predicts sharing if it is the property arguments that are taken to be the objects
shared, but it does not account for the optionality of sharing.

Lewis’ account must moreover be supplemented by a specification of the truth conditions
of propositional contents of attitudes de se. Properties as contents of attitudes are truth-
conditionally incomplete. But there are clear intuitions that the content of an attitude de se has
its own truth conditions. If John believes that he is the winner, then what he believes is true or
false. What could the truth-conditionally complete object be, the object one makes reference

to with what John believes? It is what I call an attitudinal object (author 2003a, b). In the
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present case the attitudinal object is the object that is John’s belief that he is the winner.
John’s belief that he is the winner is intuitively either true or false. Other attitudinal objects,
such as John’s expectation to win do not have truth conditions, but corresponding fulfilment
conditions. Attitudinal objects arguably are the semantic values of propositional anaphora and
of descriptions like what John believes (author 2003a, b). Attitudinal objects should also be
considered the objects of the acceptance of assertions. Thus, Joe’s assertion that he himself is
a hero aims at making the addressee accept that Joe is a hero, not that he, the addressee, is a
hero. That is, it aims at making the addressee accept the attitudinal object that is ‘the
speaker’s assertion of PRO being the hero’."

In this paper, I make use simply of the intuitive notion of an attitudinal object, referring
the reader to other work where I have elaborated that notion and its importance in other
respects. "’

If attitudinal objects are the semantic values of propositional anaphora, this accounts for
the inference with (22b, ¢) as conclusion. But how could they account for sharing, the
conclusion in (22a)? There is an entity, closely related to attitudinal objects, that is a suitable
semantic value of the same thing in the conclusion of (22a), and that is of the sort ‘the thought
of being the winner’. This entity does not include a particular agent, but can be shared by
different agents. It is a kind of attitudinal object, a universal whose instances are attitudinal
objects of the sort ‘John’s thought that he is the winner’ (cf. Moltmann 2003a, b).

Theavailability of both attitudind objects and kindsof attitudind objects as semantic
values of propostiond pronounsand quantifiersis wha explainsoptiond sharing.

Other type 2 expressionscan betreated the same way. While the museum is to the left
expresses a mere propaty, propostiond pronounsand quantifiers take as semantic values
entities of either the sort Gohn®bdief that themuseum is to theleftQor of thesort Ghebdief
that themuseumisto theleft®

It is now obviouswhy sentences with type 2 expressionsdo not give rise to faultless
disagreement: therelevant attitudina objects are truth conditiondly complete and they can
give rise to disagreement, but nat to faultless disagreement.

Type 1 expressionsdiffer fromtype 2 expressionsin tha they giverise to faultless
disagreement, quasi-de se orientation, and obligaory sharing. | would like to arguetha these
differences are dueto:

1. adifference in content: sentences with type 1 expressionshave a generic content.
2. adifference in conditionsof grasping the propostiond content.
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These two features are mog clearly exhibited by a particular kind of type 1 expression,
namely generic one, which aso displays theintuitionsof relative truth. | will showthat the
semantic andysis of generic one which | had proposed in earlier work can and should be
extended to other type 1 expressions

4. First-person-based genericity with generic one

Sentences with generic one exhibit just the same intuitions of relative truth as sentences with
predicates of taste. Generic one displays rather transparently what I call first-person-based
genericity, and first-person-based genericity, I will argue, is the true source of intuitions of
relative truth in general.

What is crucial about first-person-based genericity is first that the propositional content of
the sentence is generic and second that that content requires a first-person access by whoever
maintains or evaluates it. The main difference between the present account and standard
relative truth theories is that on the present account it is not the propositional content whose
truth is relative to an agent, but rather the cognitive access to the propositional content, which
requires an agent to grasp the content in a first-personal way, whatever his evaluative or

epistemic background may be.

4.1. Crucial data about generic one

Let me first present some basic linguistic data concerning generic one.'> Generic one is a
pronoun that always leads to generic sentences and it bears a particular connection to the first
person: it leads to genericity that is either based on a first-person attribution, as in (26a), or

directed towards a first-person attribution, as in (26b):

(26) a. One can see the picture from the entrance.

b. One is not allowed to enter.

Generic one alternates with arbitrary PRO, which is its empty counterpart and thus occurs in
those contexts in which an empty pronominal element, rather than an overt noun phrase is
required (Moltmann 2006). Arbitrary PRO and generic one can covary in contexts like (27a)

(that is, they will take the same semantic values under the relevant assignments), and arbitrary
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PRO may act as the antecedent for one, the possessive one’s or the reflexive oneself, as in

(27b):

(27) a. PROgrp to live a great life is to realize one’s true potential.

b. Thetailor knows wha PROgrh to wear at one@ own wedding.

Generic one always occurs in generic sentences, and as such it can occur in apparently two
distinct ways: as genericity-inducing, as in the first occurrence in (28a), and as a bound

variable, as in the second occurrence in (28a):

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

In both occurrences generic one is best taken to be an expression that introduces a variable
subsequently to be bound by a generic quantifier Gn, which is formally associated with a

syntactic element in sentence-initial position (author 2006):

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

In the linguistic literature on genericity, it is standard to use a generic quantifier Gn as in
(28b) (see for example Krifka et al. 1995, Cohen 2002, Kadmon / Landman 1993, Greenberg
2007). There are a lot of controversies, though of how to understand the generic quantifier
(see the overview in Krifka et al. (1995)); in fact how to understand genericity as such (the
semantics underlying the generic quantifier) is a major topic not only in linguistic semantics,
but also in cognitive science and in philosophy in general. I will restrict myself to adopting
just some minimal general assumptions about it. What is generally agreed is that the generic
quantifier allows for exceptions and has modal force, that is, it ranges not just over actual
individuals, but also over individuals in certain other possible worlds. What individuals the
quantifier ranges over is generally driven by conditions of normality or stereotypicality. Such
conditions generally are vague and lead to an essentially vague domain (Kadmon/Landman
1993). In addition, it is generally assumed that the generic quantifier is subject to a (much
more precise) contextual restriction (Kadmon/Landman 1993). A contextual restriction is
needed also for generic one. One in (29), for example, may range only over the students in a

particular class:
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(29) One has to hand in the essay tomorrow.

A plausible, if simplified way of understanding the generic quantifier, quite suited for present
purposes, is to take it to be a combination of a universal quantifier ranging over possible
worlds, restricted by some accessibility relation R (relating the actual worlds to the ‘normal’
worlds) and a universal quantifier ranging over individuals which is both restricted by a

(vague) condition of normality ‘N’ and a condition C on contextually relevant individuals:

(30) Vw Vx (WRwg & x € D(w) & N(w)(x) & C(w)(x) 2 P(W)(X))

Generic sentences thus are heavily context-dependent: the context will provide conditions of
accessibility, normality, as well as contextual relevance. At the same time, this context-
dependence is subject to certain pragmatic restrictions, such as that the domain of
quantification be shared by the interlocutors, and in the particular case of generic one, include
the interlocutors themselves. This feature of generic sentences will also play a role for
statements of taste to which the analysis will carry over (Section 5.1.).

Of course, (30) does not yet capture any first-person-orientation of generic one. Before
introducing the crucial modification, let us see how the first-person-orientation manifests
itself.

The first-person-orientation of generic one manifests itself in what, at first sight, appears to

be a general availability of an inference to the first person, as in (31):

(31) One can see the picture from the entrance.

I can see the picture from the entrance.

However, at ‘second sight’, it turns out that this inference is not in fact generally valid. (31)
can also be uttered by someone that is for some reason unable to see the picture himself, lets
say someone whose view is temporarily obstructed. Thus, generic one may display in fact a
quasi-first-person-orientation.

The point is made particularly clearly by (32):

(32) One can see me from the entrance.



19

(32) does not display any conflict between the grammatical first person and generic one
because one here obviously involves identification with people different from the speaker.
Another particularly clear case of quasi-first-person-orientation is (33), which does not

imply that the speaker himself has the mathematical ability to solve the equation:
(33) One can solve the equation.

The first-person-orientation of generic one and arbitrary PRO concerns not only the
speaker, but also, in embedded contexts, whoever may be the described agent of the reported

attitude or speech act:

(34) a. John said that one can see the picture from the entrance.

b. John said that it is nice PROgrp to walk in the park.

In attitude contexts, the first-person-orientation of generic one is particularly transparent,

for example when a generic one-sentence is embedded under an epistemic predicate:
(35) John found out that one can see the picture from the entrance.
For (35) to be true it is sufficient that John has had the experience of seeing the picture from
the entrance. Generic one-sentences differ thus from universally quantified and other generic
sentences, such as (36):
(36) John found out that people (a normal person) can see the picture from the entrance.
In (36), John has to have made sure in other ways that people other than himself can see the
picture from the entrance.

The first-person-orientation of generic one manifests itself also in its ability to serve in an

immediate description of a first-person experience:

(37) I find that one can easily forget one’s own past experiences.
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The embedded sentence in (37) naturally serves as a direct descriptions of a first-personal
psychological state, though the generalizing force is there as well. (37) thus differs markedly
from (38), where the attitude described takes as its immediate source third-person
observations, or else has a derived content, obtained only inferentially from a first-person

experience:

(38) I find that people (a normal person) can easily forget their (his) past experiences.

Generic one (and its empty counterpart) is the most suited expression for generalizing
subjective experiences as types of experiences.

On the analysis I will give later, the embedded sentences in (37) and (38) do not differ in
truth conditions, but rather only in an indication of epistemic grounds. This difference may
lead, though, to a difference in truth conditions of an overall epistemic attitude report, such as
(37) and (38).

Another manifestation of the first-person-orientation of generic one are certain restrictions
on which predicates generic one can accept, at least on one particular use of generic one (I
will come to another use below). The predicates has a nose and lives in a big city, for
example, are hardly acceptable with generic one, though they are fine in other generic

sentences:

(39) a. 7?7 One has a nose.

b. The typical person has a nose.
(40) a. ?7? One lives in a big city.

b. People live in a big city.

Roughly therestriction on predicates acceptable with generic one is that the predicate mug
describe possible experiences or actions Tha is, generic one requires predicates

who application to thefirst person, roughly, requires only self-knowedge knowedgeof
oned own experiences, intentionsand actions(Moltmann 2006) '

First-person-oriented pronours exhibit both faultless disagreement and sharing. First,
faultless disagreement is possible with generic one-sentences in jud the same way as with
predicates of persond taste. One pae'son mightberightin asserting (41a), whereas another
person, used to agreater level of comfort, may berightin hisway in asserting (41b):
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(41) a Onecan deep onthis sofa

b. One cannot deep onthis sofa.

Y et thetwo clearly disagree."

Also faulty agreement is possible. Thus (42) is acceptable even if Johnand Mary®
groundsfor ther generalization are quite different (lets say when Johnand Mary have tried
outthe sofa deeping in quite different bodiy postionsor when Mary jug foundthe sofa soft
enoughand Johnjug longenoughto sleep on):

(42) Johnand Mary agreed tha onecan seep on this sofa

Asfor sharing, two people, with quite different experiences as ther epistemic source, may
share the content of a generic one sentence. Thus an inference of thefollowing sort is ways
valid, even if, lets say, A@ discovery was made by standing at the entrance and B3 discovery
by seeing a phobgraph of theentrance:

(43) A discovered tha onecan see the picture from the entrance.
B discovered tha onecan see the picture from the entrance

A and B discovered the same thing (namely that onecan see the picture fromthe

entrance).

Free relative clauses and conjundion further suppot the criterion of GharingQith generic
one-sentences. Thus (44a, b) are equdly possible as condusonsof (43), asis (44c), with a

nomindization:

(44) a A discovered wha B foundout, namely tha onecan see the picture from the entrance.
b. A and B discovered tha onecan see the picture from theentrance.
c. A and B madethe same discovery.

Sharingis obligatory with generic one-sentences rather than optiond. Thus(43) with the
conduson 4 and B discovered different things isnot valid.

Thepaallels between generic one-sentences and sentences with predicates of persond
taste strongly suggest [1] tha thethree intuitionsof relative truth are to be explained in terms
of first-person-based genericity, and [2] tha first-person-based genericity isaso involved in
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the semantics of sentences with predicates of persond taste in truth-directed contexts. Let me
turn to thelatter first.

4.2. The semantic analysis of generic one

4.2.1. The intuitive idea

Thegenead ideaistha sentences with generic one as awhole express a generalization based
onafirst-person application of a predicate, tha is, they expressfirst-person-based genericity.
First-person-based genericity involves the ability of abstracting from the particularities of
one’s own person and situation, judging oneself to be normal in relevant respects, and then
generalizing to anyone meeting the same conditions. This way of generalizing self-
attributions of properties is a form of abstraction, requiring a distinction between relevant and
irrelevant features of a given person and his situation. First-person based genericity can also
be viewed as a form of simulation in the sense of Gordon (1986, 1995a, 1995b), more
precisely as what one may call generic simulation."” In the case of generic simulation, the
relevant intentional agent simply generalizes his own situation, abstracting from the features
of his situation that are particular to himself. He does not need to project himself onto a
particular other person and make adjustments to adopt the other person’s point of view (as in
ordinary cases of simulation).

The notion of simulation also helps us understand the quasi-first-person-orientation of
generic one: first-person-based genericity does not require the agent to actually self-ascribe
the predicate. He may just identify with someone to whom he applies the predicate.

Thus, first-person-oriented pronouns involve self-reference that is detached from the
relevant agent’s actual person: it may involve self-ascribing a property while identifying
oneself with someone else and in fact self-ascribing a property while identifying with each
one of a collection of individuals.

For the semantic andysis of generic one | will make use of a primitive nation of
identification @Qarelation between an agent and another individud with which the agent
(dentifiesGor whomthe agent simulates (or projects himself onto). Thebasic ideais tha
geneic one does notjud rangeover individuds, but individuds as entities therelevant agent
identifies with.

4.2.2. The formal analysis
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Let us start with the paraphrase of (26a), repeated below as (45a) as in (45b):

(45) a. One can see the picture from the entrance.
b. For any one x x as someone with whom the speaker identifies can see the picture from

the entrance.

Generic one ranges not over individuals as such, but individuals as having a certain property,
namely the property of being someone the speaker identifies with (or ‘simulates’). There are
different ways of construing such entities under a perspective. I will adopt the view that an
entity x as having a property P is indeed a different entity than x: it is a qua object in the sense
of Fine (1982), namely it is the object x qua being someone the agent identifies with.

On Fine’s characterization, qua objects are objects obtained from an individual d and a

property P (the ‘gloss’) such that the following conditions hold:

(46) For a property P and an individual d,
1. dqua P exists in a world w at a time t iff P holds of d in w at t.
2. dquaP isidentical to a qua object d’ qua P’ justin case d =d’ and P =P".

3. dqua P has a property Q just in case d has Q at the time it is P.

The right notion of a qua object is not quite correctly captured by the third condition given
by Fine’s characterization: an individual x qua being someone the agent identifies with should
have only those properties for whose application the identification provides an epistemic
ground or is otherwise relevant, not just any properties that hold of x at the time in question.
This corresponds to the actual qua-locution in ordinary language: John qua being a teacher, or
more naturally John as a teacher, cannot have a property like being 35 years old, but as such
he may know how children behave, be entitled to a salary, or be competent: properties for
which his being a teacher is in some way relevant. The as-phrases in (47a) and (47b) provide

the epistemic ground for why the predicate holds of the subject:

(47) a. John as a father knows how children behave.

b. Jean as a true Frenchman knows about wine.

According to (47a), John’s being a father is the reason why John knows how children behave
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and according to (47b) Jean’s being a true Frenchman why Jean knows about wine.

In (47a, b), omitting the as-phrase would not make any difference to the truth conditions of
the sentence: the as-phrase just gives a reason for the holding of the predicate. The
proposition expressed by (47a) is quite simply that John knows how children behave and in
(47b) that Jean knows about wine. Similarly, in generic one-sentence the gloss only serves to
provide an epistemic basis for the application of the predicate; it does not affect the truth
conditions of the sentence. Moreover, the gloss does not restrict the range of entities generic
one ranges over. Rather the entities are restricted by both vague conditions on what is
considered normal and a contextual restriction, just like the range of any other generic
quantifier. The gloss will somewhat influence the domain of quantification, though: the
domain will consist of entities the speaker identifies with. As a consequence it is likely to
include the speaker as well as the addressee.

With this modification in the definition of a qua object, the restriction to predicates
expressing possible experiences or actions follows: the gloss asks for an application of the
predicate on a first-person basis even when the predicate is predicated of individuals other
than the speaker or relevant agent.

Generic one thus introduces a complex variable of the sort ‘qua(x, ! y[l y Z])OThecrudal
modification of theandysis of ordinary generic sentences such as (29%) consstsin replacing
GQby thetwo-place fundiond term @Quax, ! y[I y z])Qwhere the variable @0is to stand for
therelevant agent. While, intuitively, the ‘ordinary’ variable concerns the truth conditions of a
one-sentence, the gloss 'y[l y Z] gives the ‘mode of presentation’ that is to govern the
applicability of predicates, providing the epistemic basis (or, as we will see, the practical
purpose) for applying the predicate. The variable ‘z’” will be bound by a lambda operator
defining the meaning of a generic-one sentence such as one can see the picture from the

entrance as a property, as in the logical form below:

(48) Az[Gn x can see the picture from the entrance(qua(x, Ay[l y z]))]

That is, it expresses the property of being a z such that for any contextually relevant x, x qua
being identified with by y can see the picture from the entrance.

Qua-objects are needed not only for the semantics of generic sentences with the pronoun
one. There are motivations for using qua objects also for other generic sentences. It has been

observed in the linguistic literature that singular generic sentences must be ‘definitional’ in
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nature. Thus (49a) is acceptable because being polyphonic partly defines a madrigal; but not

being popular as in (49b) (cf. Krifka et al. 1995, Greenberg 2007):

(49) a. A madrigal is polyphonic.
b. # A madrigal is popular.

This constraint does not hold for generic sentences with plurals such as (49¢), which may

express inductive generalizations:

(49) c. Madrigals are popular.

This indicates that in (49a) or (49b) the predicate applies not to entities x that are madrigals,
but rather to qua objects, entities x qua madrigal. Polyphonic, expressing an essential property
of madrigals, can be true of such a qua object, but not popular.'®

Thus, it is a plausible generalization that singular generic sentences, not just those with
generic one, quantify over qua objects. The gloss of the qua objects in the case of generic one
comes from the meaning of generic one, in the other cases it comes from the restriction of the
generic NP. (The effect of the gloss in the case of generic one is to guarantee a first-person
application of the predicate and thus the basis for the applicability of the predicate will be
empirical. As a consequence generic one-sentences can express inductive generalizations,
whereas in other singular generic sentences, the basis for the application of the predicate can
only be inferential.)

How is faultless disagreement possible with generic one-sentences? A generic one-sentence
requires there to be first-personal grounds for asserting or entertaining its content. If one agent
has first-personal grounds for asserting the sentence and another for denying it, then both
have reasons for their claim (and in this sense neither is at fault), but at most one of them is
right in extending the first personal grounds to anyone in the contextually relevant domain.
When speaker and addressee agree or disagree about the truth of a generic one-sentence, they
disagree about a sentence with agent-independent truth conditions; it is only the epistemic
component that generic-one-sentences carry that will be fixed differently with one agent and
with the other. Also the domain of quantification of the generic quantifier should be the same
(though as with all generic sentences the domain restriction is essentially vague, and the

interlocutors may not have settled what exactly the domain is or indeed how to settle it). The
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disagreement about generic one-sentences arises in a completely standard way: it is
disagreement about a sentence whose content, if asserted, has the same truth conditions for
each interlocutor, truth conditions which are not relative, but absolute.

The intuition of faultlessness of disagreement about a generic one-sentence arises
because the sentence requires the predicate to be applied in a first personal way, ‘as if to
oneself’, to every individual in the domain. Whether the content of a generic one-sentence is
accepted, rejected, just entertained or merely understood, this requires the same first-personal
access for any agent, that is, an application of the predicate to the individuals in the domain as
if to oneself. Formally, the condition that the content of a generic one-sentenced can be
accessed only in a first-personal way consists in a self-attribution of the property expressed by
the generic one-sentence.

To summarize, a generic one-sentence needs to relate to an agent, but not because the truth
value of the sentence is relative to an agent, but because the sentence content can be grasped
only in a first-personal way. In a case of faultless disagreement, the two agents are not both
right in the sense of saying something true. Rather, once the domain of quantification is
clarified only one of them or none of them can be right.

Not just the content of a generic one-sentence, but also the corresponding attitudinal
objects can be grasped only in a first-personal way. If John accepts Mary’s assertion that one
can see the picture from the entrance, John needs to self-apply the content ‘that one can see
the picture from the entrance’, and if John and Mary share the belief that one can see the
picture from the entrance, then that is on the basis of both John and Mary self-applying the
content ‘one can see the picture from the entrance’. The role of the property expressed by a
generic one-sentences in an attitudinal object is different from the role of the property
expressed by a sentences with a de se interpreted pronoun or other type 2 expression. In the
latter case, attributing the property to the agent of the attitudinal object gives the truth
conditions of what is believed. In the case of generic one, the property must be self-ascribed
by whoever grasps the attitudinal object (or its content).

Moreover, in the case of generic one, two attitudinal objects with the same property as
content are identified even if they involve different agents. Thus, if both John and Mary
believe that one can see the picture from the entrance, they can only believe the same thing,
not different things, or in other words they can only share the same belief, not have different
beliefs (one being John’s belief that one can see the picture from the entrance, the other

Mary’s belief that one can see the picture from the entrance). This is why type 1 expressions
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exhibit obligatory sharing.

4.3. A second use of generic one

The gloss of the qua objects generic one quantifies over not only provides epistemic grounds
for the application of the predicate, it may also serve a practical purpose, allowing for an
immediate self-application of an independently established generalization (author 2006). This
generalization when using generic one, crucially, is presented with the intention of being at
least potentially applied in a first-person way by the speaker or, more likely, the addressee, or

both. This is the case in particular in deontic sentences:

(50) a. One is not allowed to enter the room.

b. The tailor knows what PROgrp to wear.

Whereas with thefirst-person-based use of generic one, the speakersCown experience leadsto
the generaization expressed by the one-sentence, in these cases the speaker presents an
interndized, but aready established generalization, alaw, general requirement, or genera
recommendaion. The generalization expressed in (50a), for example, is generally meant to
play arolein the addressee@ reasoning, so that if the addressee accepts the sentence, this will
prevent him from entering theroom Deontic one-sentences are suited for playing a future
role as premises in the addressee® practical reasoning because they involve generalizing self-
reference: generic one-sentences alow for an immediate first-person application by anyone
who accepts them.

As| argudl in (Moltmann 2006) thetwo uses of generic one do notconditute an
ambiguity, butrather correspondto two different strategies of fulfilling oneand the same
semantic conditionimposed by generic one, namely that of the gloss generic one imposes on
the objects quantified over.

5. Generalizing the analysis to other type 1 expressions

First-person genericity, | have tried to show, explainstheintuitionsof relative truth displayed
by generic one-sentences. | would now like to show that the same andysis can and should be
carried over to sentences with predicates of persondl taste. First of all, we will see evidence
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that sentences with predicates of taste do in fact involve first-person-based genericity. Second,
we see tha there are also variouslinguistic links between generic one-sentences and sentences
with predicates of persond taste, which independently require carrying theandysis of theone
over to theother.

5.1. First-person-based genericity and predicates of personal taste

Thestandad relativist accounttakes sentences with predicates of persond taste to express a
propostion whos truth value dependson the person evaluaing the sentence. An assertion of
such a sentence ultimately has a purely subjective content: an agent making the assertion
should notaim for more than tha the sentence betruerelative to him.

We have aready seen tha this makesit hard to explain disagreement in cases of faultless
disagreement. | now want to show tha onthe standard relativist account, the content of a
truth-directed act or state involving a sentence with a predicate of taste is as such
misdiagnosed: the content is not a GubjectiveCone involving only the agent in question for an
evauaion of tha content astrue rather it is generic, in fact quantificationd (of course with
certain restrictionson thedomain of quantification).

Thefirst piece of evidence for genericity isthe behavior of sentences with predicates of
taste in knowedgereports. In genera, simple taste statements like frog legs taste good and
the corresponding first-person knowedgerepart 1 know that frog legs taste good should be
equivaent. First, onedirection, theinferencein (51), isvalid given therather plausble second

premise:

(51) Froglegstaste good (uttered by A)
Whenever something tastes goodto me, | know that. (uttered by A)
| know tha frog legstaste good.(uttered by A)

Moreover, the othe direction, theinference bdow, should bevalid anyway:

(52 | knowtha froglegstaste good (uttered by A)
Frog legstaste good.(uttered by A)

Therelevant observation nowis tha theintuition of faultlessness disappears when a
simple taste statement is replaced by a know edgestatement:
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(53) A: | knowtha froglegstaste good.
B: | knowtha froglegsdo nottaste good

Theintuitionabout(53) istha it is at most either A or B that isright, butnotboth. Both A
and B may have groundsfor maintaining the content of their knowledgeclaims, butat least
oneof them is at fault. On the present account, this follows: the content of A® reported
knowledgeisin contradictionto B reported knowledge Unlike with simple taste statements,
the GaultCof AG and B@ assertionsin (53) can only concern wha is asserted, their
knowledge notwhat is presuppo®d, the content of their knowledge Thus na the same
intuition of faultlessness can arise.

On thestandad relativist account by contrast, both A and B should beright They are not
expected to disagree, though since their knowledge statements differ in propostiond content.

Thestandad accountmight appeal to thefactivity of know to explain the absence of
faultlessnessin (53). In order for aknowledgestatement to betrue, the embedded propostion
must betruerelative to the evaluaor (Lasersohn2007), and A and B3 statements require
tha the evaluaor have contradictory taste evaluaions The problem with such as an
explanation, though istha jug the same would had for nonembedded taste statements
which do giverise to faultless disagreement: they also have to beevaluaed by asingle
evaluaor.

What distinguishes A® and B3 statements in (53) from simple taste statementsiis, it
appears, that the content of the former is not jug subjective, but objective. Even if based ona
first-person experience, it isageneraization: tha frog legstaste goodisto betruewith
respect to anyoneof therelevant sort (indudng the interlocutors). Thus embedded unde a
verb of knowedge a statement of taste expresses as generalization, jud like ageneric one-
sentence.

That statements of taste have the same kind of content as generic one-sentences can also be
seen from thefact tha statementslike (54a) are (more or less) equivalent to statements like
(54b), rather than statements like (54c):

(54) a | know tha chomlate tastes good.
b. | knowtha onelikes thetaste of chomlate.
c. | knowtha | likethetaste of chomlate.
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The content of a statement of taste embedded unde know is generic. Thoughthisis not
the case with all attitudeverbs namely notfor verbsexpressing purely subjective attitudes. In
English theverb consider is particularly interesting in tha respect: consider requires a
predicate of taste in its complement (Lasersohn 2007). But it yieldsa subjective, nota generic
reading.

(55) John consdersfroglegstasty.

Also theverb find, ononereading, and even think can have tha interpretation, asin John find
that frog legs taste good or John thinks that frog legs taste good (Stephenson 2007) What is
important is tha two statements of taste with consider (as well as find and think onthe
relevant reading) do not give rise to disagreement at all:

(56) A: | consde froglegstasty.
B: | congder froglegsnat tasty.

Here both interlocutors can beright, withoutdisagreeing.

Unlike sentences with predicates of persond taste, generic-one-sentences do not display
any difference in content with verbs expressing truth-directed and with verbs expressing
purely subjective attitudes and speech acts:

(57) a Johnclaims/ bdieves tha onecan see thepicture from the entrance.
b. Johnthinks/ findstha onecan see the picture from the entrance.

The content of theembeddeal sentencein (57b) is as generic astha in (57a).

This suppots theview tha sentences with sentences with predicates of persond taste are
ambiguous depending on thekind of attitudeverb unde which they are embedded, whereas,
geneic one-sentences are unanbiguousy generic.

The same contrast between truth-directed attitude verbs and verbs expressing purely
subjective attitudes holdsfor speech acts. expressive speech acts (in the sense of Searle 1972

do not giverise to faultless disagreement, only truth-directed ones, such as assertions do:

(58) a ? Johnexclaimed tha thewinetastes good.Mary disagreed with him.
b. Johnclaimed tha white chomlate tastes good.Mary disagreed with him.
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In fact, a smple taste statement like the wine tastes good could be either a (truth-directed)
assertion or an expressive speech act. Only in theformer notin thelatter case would
disagreement arise.

Thedifference between thetwo kindsof propogtiond attitudes andillocutionay act
types has to do with thefact that attitudes like @onsiderOas well as expressive speech acts do
notaim at truth (an aim tha can be achieved or fail to be achieved), butconsst in the
presentation of inherently subjective contents, a content that cannotfail to betrue (at least as
long as the speech act is sincere). Attitudes and speech acts that aim at truth are incompaible
with such purely subjective contents. Thetwo kinds of attitudeor speech act verbs even if
they select the same clausal complements, take in fact different kindsof contents as
arguments. That is, the @urely subjective contentsQof attitudes like @ongderGor GindGare of
adifferent sort fromthe contents that are required by truth-directed speech act and attitude
verbs Thelatter arein fact first-person-based generic propostions Consider (in therelevant
sense) semantically selects only complements with an evaludive predicate. Evaludive
predicates can be condrued as two-place relationd predicates with oneargument postion (the
judgeargument postion) being @e seQto be self-ascribed in the attitudeof evaluaion
(Section 5.2.). Know, like dmog all other attitudeverbs, does not select predicates of
evaluaionwith oneargument postion to be self-ascribed. Indead it generates a generic
reading of clausal complements with a predicate of evaludion, which meansthejudge
argument postionisfilled by a variable boundby the generic opeaator.

Know of course also alows for evaludive contents in which the Qudgeds made explicit:

(59) | bdieve/ claim tha frog legstaste goodto me.

Frog legs taste good to me i1s nota subjective, butan objective content, an objective content
abouta subjective evaluaion.

A different sort of evidence agang the standad relativist account of predicates of taste
and in favour of onein terms of first-person-based genericity comes from factivity in general.
Consde a sentence with a predicate of taste embedded unde afactive verb such as (60):

(60) Johnrealized tha frog legstaste goad.
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Thestandad relativist accounttakes factivity to congst in the requirement tha the embedded
sentence betruenotonly relative to the described agent, but also relative to the assessor, such
asthe speaker himsalf (Lasersohn2007). However, there are cases where factivity does not
seem to require the statement to betruerelative to the speaker. Suppo® the speaker does not
have any taste sensations (61) would still have to betruerelative to tha speaker, whichis not

possible:

(61) Bill hasfound out that froglegstaste good.

Factivity should in fact bethe condition that the embedded sentence betruefor anyonefaling
unde therelevant contextud restriction (relevant and normal individuds), which may
excludethe speaker or whoever the assessor may be

Y et further evidence tha sentences with predicates of taste involve the same sort of
geneicity as generic one-sentences is that sentences of the onesort can be used for inferences
to sentences of the other sort:

(62) Chowmlate tastes good
Oneshould eat what tastes good
Oneshould eat chomlate.

While rastes good in the second premise may have thejudgevariable be boundby thegeneric
quantifier explicitly introduced by one, thisisnotso for thefirst premise. The validity of the
inference indicates that thefirst premise isitself generic, involving the same generic
gquantifier as generic one. Note also tha with an explicit judge asin (63a), or a statement of
subjective evauation, asin (63b), the same inference would not go through:

(63) a. Chowmlate taste goodto me.
b. | congder chomlate tasty.

Thegenegalizationthusis that in truth-directed contexts, sentences with predicates of taste
have afirst-person-based generic interpretation, the kind of interpretation that is obligatory
for generic one-sentences in any context. Truth-directed propostiond attitudes and speech
acts go alongwith ageneic interpretation of predicates of persond taste, whereas
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propostiond attitudes and speech acts of individual judgment will go aongwith asubjective
interpretation.

Note tha as with generic-one-sentences, a single first-person experience suffices to make
the generaization expressed by a sentence with a predicate of persond taste in atruth-
directed context:

(64) Johnjud foundouttha chomlate tastes good.

The content of the epistemic attitudedescribed in (64) is a generdization even thoughwha
groundsit ismog likely asingle first-person experience,

Anothe important similarity between generic one-sentences and sentences with predicates
of tasteistha bath allow for quasi-first-person-based genericity.

The problem with therelativist approach in general istha it isunaleto distinguish the
content of atruth-directed propostiond attitudeor speech act from a merely subjective
content (such as tha of theattitudeexpressed by consider or find). If a speaker utters
chocolate tastes good then, knowing the truth-relative semantics of the sentence, the speaker
should know that the content of his truth-directed attitudeor act would betruejud relative to
his own context. From his point of view, no consderationsneed to be madethat the content
of his utterance also target the context of the addressee. Of course, the speaker may know that
the addressee will evalude the utterance at his context. But why should he be bothered about
tha and why should it lead to possible disagreement? The addressee, in turn, given his
knowledgeof therelativist semantics of the sentence uttered should know tha too. It thus
remainsamystery why the situaion should give rise to disagreement. Thesituaion appears
entirely undistinguishable from the onewhere the speaker expresses or uphols his own
subjective opinion withouttargeting the addressee® parameters of evauaion in any way, that
is, thesituation made explicit by attitudereportslike I consider chocolate tasty.

5.2. Semantic connections between evaluative predicates and generic one

Given tha predicates of personal taste have either a subjective or afirst-person-based generic
interpretation and that obvioudy thelatter is based ontheformer, the question needsto be
addressed: how should the subjective interpretation be represented formally? There are two
optionsfor therole of the agent tha isinvolved. First, thejudgecould berepresented by a
boundvariable; secondhe may congitute a shiftable contextud parameter. While some
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authors such as Lasersohn (2005 treat thejudgeas a shiftable contextud parameter, there are
two important reasonsto treat him as a value of a boundvariable. First thiswould allow for a
straightforward accountof the possibility of the variable being bound by a quantified NP, as

in (65):
(65) Everyoneconsders chowmlate tasty.

Thevariable could either be part of an implicit for-phrase or occupy an argument postion of
the predicate of persond taste. Thelatter option has advantages in accouning for the semantic
selection of predicates of taste by verbslike consider: Consider would select certain two-
place predicates with oneargument postion for aQudged L et usthusadoptthis option. The
meaning of chocolate (is) tasty in the context of (66a) would then beasin (66b), whereasin
the context of (67a) it would beasin (67b):

(66) a. Johnconsders chowmlate tasty.
b. consder(John,! x[tasty(c, X)])
(67) a | claim tha chomlate is tasty.
b. Ix[Gny tastes goodg, quay, ! Z[I z X]))]

Sentences with predicates of persond taste in truth-directed contexts (and withoutan overt
subject being specified) always express first-person-based genericity, generalizingfroma
first-persond subjective experience to anyonemeeting the contextudly given restriction.

The secondreason for posting a Qudgedvariable for predicates of taste is the possibility of
alink between generic one and predicates of taste. In fact, this possibility iswha gives
significant plaugbility for theandysisin (47) in thefirst place. These are two relevant

examples:

(68) a Itisnice when oneiswalking in thepark.
b. It isnice PROgrp to walk in the park.

In (68a, b), theundestoodjudgeof nice isthe same as, or rather covaries with, the referent of
geneic one and arbitrary PRO. This meanstha bath generic one or arbitrary PRO and wha is
undestood as the dmplicit judgelof nice introdue variables tha would have to be boundby

asingle generic quantifier, asin theandysis of (68a) bdow:
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(69) ' X[GNn z nice("walk in the park(quaz, 'y[l y X]), quaz, 'y[l y X]))]

Also in the contexts bd ow theimplicit judgeof predicates of persond taste is undestood as
covarying with arbitrary PRO or else generic one:

(70) a It is sometimes more pleasant when onewaks home than when onedrives.
b. One should walk home because it is so pleasant.
¢. When onedrinksthis with milk, it isddicious

d. When oneisyoung rollerbladingis|ots of fun.

Thepossibility of asingle opeaator binding both the QudgeOvariable and the variable
introducd by generic one or arbitrary PRO meanstha the genericity involved in predicates
of persond taste cannotbe a matter of thelexica meaning of those predicates (or of one of
ther lexical meanings). Indead it mug betied to the presence of a generic quantifier in the
semantic structure of the sentence which is able to bind other elements as well.

5.3. Explaining relative truth intuitions

Theexplanaion of relative truth intuitionswith predicates of taste is essentially the same as
with generic one. Sentences with taste predicates in truth-directed contexts have the same
kind of generic content as generic one-sentences, a content which as such has agent-
indgpendent truth conditions But jug as with geneiic one-sentences, such a content can only
begrasped in afirst-persond way: undestanding, maintaining, or evaluating such a content
involves a simulating first-person application of the predicate of taste @siif to oneselfO
Different speakerswill naurally have different groundsfor applying or not applying a
predicate of taste to other individuds @s if to themselvesO But whether an individud x is
consdeed asif it wasy or asif it was z will beirrelevant for a predicate of taste C to bein
fact true of an object o andx. Asin thecase of generic one-sentences, disagreement arises
because of conflicting general claims beng made (each with agent-independent truth
conditiong, and theimpression of faultlessness arises because of thefirst-persond modeof
presenting those claims.

This accountbased onfirst-person-based genericity also avoidsthe othe problemsthat at
least some standad relativist theories face. First of all, it avoidsthe meaning-intention
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problem: no additiond parameters such as standads of taste are podulated. The account
simply makes use of afirst-person attribution of evaluative propeties. It moreover makes the
right prediction as to which agent serves as the Qudged In indgpendent contexts, the andysis
predicts that thejudgeis the speaker or whoever the speaker may identify with. In attitude
contexts, theandysis predicts that thejudgeis thedescribed agent or whoever the described
agent may identify with. Findly, in independent and modd contexts, thejudgewill bethe
speaker or whomever the spesker may identify with."”

Thede se problem isaccounied for because a first-person-based generic sentence
expresses a propety that is self-ascribed in the speech act or propostiond attitudein
question. Thus thejudgeinvolved in predicates of evaludionis self-identified by the relevant
agent self-ascribing the property expressed by thesentence in question. Thisiswha givesthe
judge(tha agent) ade se (rather than ade re) status.

To summarize, to accept, entertain, undestand, or evaluate the content of a sentence like
Frog legs taste good can only mean self-applying the propaty in question. But this self-
ascription conaernsonly the epistemic basis of the claim being made notitstruth. Thetruth
conditionsof the claim are agent-indgpendent, thoughthe content of theclaim can be grasped
only in afirst-persond way.

Evaluaive predicates raise a paticular question conaerning ther first-person-orientation.
There are two distina ways of applying apredicate to an individud x: applyingit by
smulating x (thusa quasi-first-person application) or applying it on the groundsof a Gheory®
aboutx (athird-person application). Thelatter is available for the application of evaluaive
predicates when taking a prepostiond phrase tha specifies thejudge(tastes good to John).
Withouta prepostiond phrase, an evaludive predicate obvioudy mug apply either in ade se
way or, in generic sentences, in a quasi-de se way, by applying the predicate @s if to onesalfO
The second method of applying the predicate, athird-person application, is, it appears,
unavailable with asimple evaluative predicate. Simple evaludive predicates obligatorily
require a self-application or a simulating self-application, in regard to the judgecomponent.
For smple evaluaive predicates afirst-person application is the only option, whereas both
optionsare available for evauaive predicates with prepostiond phrase.™®

6. Other type 1 expressions
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Until now | have focused onintuitionsof relative truth with first-person-oriented pronouns
and predicates of persond taste, making use of thenotion of first-person-oriented genericity.
In wha way and to what extent can theaccountbe carried over to other expressionsor
condructionstha have been arguel involve anotion of relative truth?

First of al, other evaluaive predicates generally exhibit theintuitionsof relative truth, that
is, moral predicates, aesthetic predicates, and relative adjectives such as fall or rich.” Though
it isless obviousin which sense those predicates express genericity based on afirst-person
attribution though Any GubjectiveQapplication of an aesthetic or moral predicate obvioudy
involves consdeationsof universal applicability. Thus such a predicate may involve first-
persontbased genericity as part of itslexical meaning (unlike predicates of pesond taste). At
the same time, especialy with aesthetic predicates, first-person aspects of meaning (such as
triggaing emotiong are obvioudy essential as well. With moral predicates, both emotiond
aspects of meaning and practical orientation (guidance of actiong require an essential first-
person ascription. Perhapsthe meaning of predicates of aesthetic or mora evaludioninvaves
first-person attributionsof possibly different sorts as part of their more complex meaning.
This mightalso besaid for relative adjective in an evaludive use as discussed by Richard
(2004)

In such a(still to beclarified) sense, first-person-oriented genericity would beinvolved in
the semantics of evaludive predicates in general. Note tha moral predicates also display the
interaction with first-person-oriented pronouns

(72) a ItisgoodPROgrp to treat others with respect.

b. PROgrp to take the exam is obligatory.

Recall tha generic one had two uses, oneonwhich thefirst-person-connection relates to
the epistemic groundsfor applying the predicate, the other onwhich thefirst-person
connection gives the practical purpo< for applying the predicate. These two kindsof first-
person connections the epistemic and the practical one are also at play with evaluaive
predicates. With predicates of moral evaluaion thepractical connection will clearly be
involved, whereas with predicates of taste, the epistemic connection will generaly bethe
relevant one At the same time these generalizationsare not strict: predicates of moral
evauaioninvolve notonly hypotetica practical reasoning, but also emotionsof various sort
(I am outraged to have doneX / tha you have dore X). Similarly, predicates of emotiond
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evauaionwill notjud involve an inference fromafirst-person emotiond state, butalso are
to goven future practical reasoning. Even for predicates of persond taste, this may bethe
case, as Blackbum (1998,Chap. 1) emphasizes. Evaluative predicates thusinvolve two
directions inference from thefirst person (geneaizing first-person mental states or acts) and
inference to thefirst person (anticipaing potential practical reasoning).

Thenoton of first-person-based genericity is applicable naurally to epistemic modds as
well. First, we observe tha epistemic modds alow theknower to be made explicit, asin (72):

(72) For al | know, Johnmay bein Paris,

Withouta specification of the knower, asin (73a), we seem to have an equivalent to a
sentence specifying the knower as @ned such as (73v):

(73) a Johnmay bein Paris.
b. For all oneknows, Johnmay bein Paris.

Both (739 and (73b) giverise to faultless disagreement.

Theandysis of epistemic modds tha suggests itself would be oneaccording to which
John may be in Paris could be paraphrased as Ot is compaible with my epistemic state, asfar
asit is generalizable to anyoneof relevance, tha Johnisin ParisO

With epistemic modds, agan the question arises of how to represent the dependence on an
agent. Here as well we note tha the subject (onwhich thefirst-persond content will depend)
may be quantificationd:

(74) Everyonethinkstha Johnmay bein Paris.

It istherefore reasonable to assume tha epistemic modds involve an implicit argument
postion which can be occupied by avariable bourd by a generic quantifier. Agan usng qua
objects of the sort & quabeing someonetherelevant agent identifies withQ the content of an
epistemic modd sentence can berepresented asin (75), where M represents the epistemic

modd in question:

(79 'x[Gny (M(quay, ! Z[I zX]), p))]
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Faultless disagreement can now be explained as before: it is disagreement aboutwhat from
the point of view of thetwo agentsis the common epistemic state. Agan thecrudal notonis
first-person-based genericity, which in this case meansgenericity based on one@ own
epistemic state inofar asit isgeneralizable.

7. Retraction

Thereis another intuition of relative truth tha has been discussed in theliterature in particular
in relationto epistemic modds and future contingents. Thisisretraction (McFarlane 2005b)
Retraction isthe possibility of retracting a propostion, once truthfully asserted or bdieved, at
some later pointin time. With retraction, it appears oneand the same propostiond content
will give different truth values when evaluated at different pointsin time. Thus the content of
an utterance of John may be in France, correctly asserted at some pointin time, may later be
withdrawn in view of evidence tha excludes John®bengin France. Retraction obvioudy
also holdsfor future contingents.

As Stephenson (2008 points out, retraction does not seem to hold for sentences with
predicates of taste, nordoesit hold for type2 expressions Thus if Johna minute ago
bdieved tha thetree isto theleft, hewill notwithdraw his bdief onee heturnsaround,
maintaining now that thetree isto therightand rejecting his former bdief. Rather hisformer
bdief content isindividuaed partly by John@former spatia postion, and thusthe bdief
remainstrue Retraction thusappearsto bea specific form of time relativity arisng with
modads (epistemic modds, future contingents). Retraction, as expected, is possible aso with
generic one-sentences containingamodd asin (76).

(76) It is not the case anymore that one can see the picture from the entrance.

But it is equally possible when generic one in such a sentence is replaced by an ordinary

referential NP, as in (77):

(77) It is not the case anymore that John can see the picture from the entrance.

Obviously, first-person-based genericity is not what is involved in the time-relativity of

modals.



40

8. Conclusion

First-person-oriented genericity isaform of genegdization tha is assodated mog explicitly in
English with generic one. Themain point of this paper was tha thekind of detached
genedizing self-reference expressed by generic one is more generaly assodated with arange
of expressionsgiving rise to intuitionsof relative truth. Theandysis of those expressions
based on first-person-based genericity shedsavery different lightonrelative truth intuitions
themselves: it is not thetruth value of the propostiond content tha mug berelativized to an
agent, butrather it isthepropostiond content that mus be grasped in afirst-persond way to
beevaluable astrueor false. Such a content once grasped tha way has agent-independent
truth conditionsand thuspresents an object of agreement or disagreement of an entirely
standad sort.

First-person-based genericity can explain why certain kindsof context-dependent
expressionsdisplay intuitionsof relative truth and only those expressions namely precisely
the expressonswhose application conditionsinvolve an essential first-person attribution of a
propaty. It isthusno accident tha some context-dependent expressionsdo notgive riseto a
relative notion of truth and tha convesely evaluaive predicates and epistemic modds do not
allow for a contextudist or implicit-argument account.

Notes

' Theuse of believe in (59 suggests tha the agent does not himself have theexperience. To
get thenon-subjective first-person-based reading, know would be theright verb:

(1) Johnknows tha white chomlate tastes good.
But then faultless disagreement is actudly hard to get, see Section 5.

*It appears tha also certain presuppostion trigge's allow for sharing, for example expressions
like another time, a second time, Or again:

(1) Johnbdievestha hewonin 2006.

Mary bdievestha shewonin 2005

Johnand Mary hopeto win another time/ a secondtime/ agan.
(2) a Johnand Mary hopefor the same thing.

b. Johnand Mary have the same hope
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Such presuppostiond expressionsare geneally hdd to beangphoric to some elementin a
preceding textua or mental representation. But obvioudy, theidentity of the antecedent
element does not bear ontheidentity of the content. The present pgper will nottry to offer an
accountof the phenomenon

*Egan (2007) discusses the same distinction with a sentence like my pants are on fire and
sentences with epistemic modals. He argues that my pants are on fire cannot be asserted when
expressing a self-locating proposition and gives a pragmatic account of why this is so. It is
fairly clear, however, that the distinction is not a pragmatic one but resides strictly in the
formal distinction between type 1 and type 2 expressions (expressions like pronouns
interpreted de se as opposed to expressions giving rise to relative truth).

*On MacFarlane® (20053 b) account, the context of assessment is uniqudy determined by
whoever assesses thetruth value of the propostion. This obvioudy would nat predict an
identity of theintended meaning of white chocolate tastes good and white chocolate tastes
good to d (for d bangtherelevant agent).

> Stephenson (2008 attributes the disagreement in faultless disagreement to the aim of (some)
assertionsto establish a sort of single shared judgeas pat of the common groundin the
context of convesation. The problem of such a discourse-related explanation of faultless
disagreementistha it could not becarried over to faultless disagreement tha arises with
bdiefs.

®MacFarlane (2003)actudly takes theintuitionsof relative truth to require a modification of
thenotion of assertion, truth notbengtheam of assertion anymore.

’ For observationsand a proposil conaerning de se statusin the case of epistemic modds see
Stephenson (2008, fn 15.

8 See Stephenson (2008)for an equivalent account

? For the examples of because-clauses see Egan/Hawthome/Weatherson (2005) for the
example with questionssee Lasersohn (2005. Of course for those authors the examples
suppot somewha different accounts.

' Stalnaker (1981) takes the behaviour of sentences with de se interpreted pronouns to be
grounds for rejecting Lewis’ account of such sentences as expressing properties. Stalnaker
instead takes them to express propositions like any other sentences.

""In author (2003a), I argue that attitudinal objects should be considered prior to propositions
and to be the primary bearers of truth values.

' For a linguistically much more detailed discussion of what follows see author (2006).

" There are contexts, however, in which generic one imposes no restriction on the predicate
whatsoever, namely when occurring as a bound variable, as in (1) and in conditionals as in

(2):

(1) a Sometimes oneforgestha one hasano=.
b. Onecan doubttha one has a soul.
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(2) a. If one lives in a big city, one lives in a city.
b. If one has a nose, one can breathe.

See Moltmann (2009 for discussion.

'* Note tha therelative truth intuition aboutgeneric one-sentences could not be dueto the
presence of themodd. There is no such intuition about(1a b) bdow:

(1) a Everyonecan seep onthis sofa
b. Everyonecannotsleep on this sofa.

Also, relative truth intuitionsarise with generic one-sentences withouta modd:

(2) a Oneoften meets celebritiesin this cafZ 3
b. Onedoes not often meet celebritiesin thiscafZ

> Gordor@ notion of simulation differs somewha from tha of Goldman (1989 1995), which
would not be suitable for theandysis of generic one, as discussed in author (2009.

'* Greenberg (2007) gives a more refined analysis of singular generics in that spirit, without
using qua objects. On her account, singular generics involve an ‘in virtue property’, a
property that follows from the restriction of the singular generic and that ‘causes’ the
predicate to hold.

"7 See Kodbd (2002 for discussion and Richard (2004)in paticular for relative adjectives
such asrich.

** An accountin the same directionis suggested by Kodbel (2003) who proposs tha
chocolate tastes good berelativised to a QerspectiveQquite simply because the conditions on
the possession of the conaept fastes good involve afirst-person application, which meansthe
content of chocolate tastes good could not be grasped otherwise than by a self-application.
However, agan, unless a perspective is something other than as a centred world, it is not
obvioushow the content of chocolate tastes good could be conaeived differently ona
standad relativist account
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