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Introduction 
n  Formal semantics and formal pragmatics as they have developed 

over the last 50 years have been shaped by fruitful interdisciplinary 
collaboration among linguists, philosophers, and logicians, among 
others, affecting and affected by developments in linguistics, 
philosophy, cognitive science, and computational linguistics. 

n  My talk today will take off from my 1979 paper "Semantics - 
Mathematics or Psychology?”.  

n  As part of a larger project on the history of formal semantics, I'll 
revisit the central issues in a historical context, as a clash between 
two traditions, Fregean and Chomskyan, relating those issues to 
Chomsky's later "I-language" / "E-language" distinction.  

n  I’ll offer a formal semanticist's perspective on the question of the 
extent to which those foundational questions affect, or should affect, 
the work of a working semanticist, as opposed to a philosopher of 
language, who presumably can't avoid them. 
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“Semantics” can mean many different things 
n  “Semantics” traditionally meant quite different things to 

linguists, philosophers, and psychologists, not 
surprisingly, since different fields have different central 
concerns.   
q  Philosophers have long been concerned with truth and reference, 

with logic, with compositionality, with how meanings are 
connected with objects of attitudes, and with the semantic 
analysis of philosophically important terms. 

q  Linguists influenced by Chomsky care about what’s “in the 
head” of a speaker of a language, and how it’s acquired. 

q  Psychologists experimentally study concept discrimination, 
concept acquisition, with emphasis on the lexical level. 

q  And here I’m really only speaking of ‘analytic philosophy’, 
‘formal linguistics’, ‘cognitive psychology’, which are relatively 
compatible.  
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“Semantics: mathematics or psychology?” 
n  Where do these two views come from?  
n  The view that semantics is a branch of psychology is a 

part of the Chomskyan view that linguistics as a whole is 
a branch of psychology.  

n  This view, which is shared by many linguists, derives 
from taking the central goal of linguistic theory to be an 
account of what the native speaker of a language knows 
when he or she knows a language, and of how such 
knowledge is acquired.  

n  It is taken for granted by most linguists that people know 
their language; that in fact it is what is in people’s heads 
that determines what their language is.  
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“Semantics: mathematics or psychology?” 
n  The contrasting view is ascribed to Montague (and 

endorsed) by Thomason in his introduction to (Montague 
1974):  

n  “Many linguists may not realize at first glance how 
fundamentally Montague’s approach differs from current 
linguistic conceptions. … According to Montague the 
syntax, semantics, and [formal] pragmatics of natural 
language are branches of mathematics, not of 
psychology” (p.2)  

n  (Thomason holds that lexicography is an empirical 
science that demands considerable knowledge of the 
world, but is not part of semantics proper. That 
distinction may turn out to be crucial.)  
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“Semantics: mathematics or psychology?” 
n  Who discusses the issue? Philosophers more than 

linguists, and not so very much overall.  
n  Heim and Kratzer’s textbook closes with a quotation 

from Partee 1996:  

Many of the most fundamental foundational issues in formal 
semantics (and in semantics as a whole) remain open questions, 
and there may be even less work going on on them now than there 
was in the seventies; perhaps this is because there is more work by 
linguists and less by philosophers, so the empirical linguistic 
questions get most of the attention now.  

n  They add: “The empirical linguistic questions have 
certainly been our main concern in this book.”  

6 
Semantics in the History of  Generative 

Grammar June 13, 2013 

“Semantics: mathematics or psychology?” 
n  But although this question or family of questions has not 

been salient throughout the history of formal semantics, I 
think it has remained an important puzzle, and in my 
current project on the history of formal semantics, I think 
it should have a chapter. 

n  The question is connected with debates about just  what 
semantics “is”, and what a semantic theory should do. 

n  So today I want to look at certain episodes in the history 
of formal semantics where the question has been overtly 
or covertly at issue.  

n  I’ll include an abbreviated sketch of parts of the history 
of formal semantics so as to put these episodes in 
context. 
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The principal sources of formal semantics  
Formal semantics has roots in 
several disciplines, most importantly 
logic, philosophy, and linguistics.  

The most important figure in its 
history was undoubtedly Richard 
Montague (1930-1971), whose 
seminal works date from the late 
1960's and beginning of the 1970’s.  

There were of course many other 
important contributors; not all will be 
mentioned today.  

-- But let me fill in some pre-history. 
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Semantics in linguistics 
 
n  Before Syntactic Structures (1957) -- 
n  In the 19th century linguistics existed within philology in Europe and 

in large part within anthropology in the U.S. 
n  In the 20th century, like so many other fields, linguistics emerged as 

a science. Part of the Chomskyan revolution was to view linguistics 
as a branch of psychology (cognitive science). 

n  There were negative attitudes to semantics in American linguistics in 
the 20th century, partly influenced by logical positivism and by 
behaviorism in psychology. Neglect of semantics in early American 
linguistics also because of fieldwork tradition: start with phonetics, 
then phonology, then morphology, then perhaps a little syntax … 

n  Semantics in logic and philosophy of language: much progress, but 
relatively unknown to most linguists. 
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Semantics in linguistics, cont’d. 

n  OMIT THIS ONE?? 

n  1954: Yehoshua Bar-Hillel wrote an article in Language inviting 
cooperation between linguists and logicians, arguing that 
advances in both fields would seem to make the time ripe for an 
attempt to combine forces to work on syntax and semantics 
together. 

n  1955: Chomsky, then a Ph.D. student, wrote a reply in Language 
arguing that the artificial languages invented by logicians were so 
unlike natural languages that the methods of logicians had no 
chance of being of any use for linguistic theory. (Chomsky and 
Bar-Hillel remained friends.) 
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Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures (1957) 
n  Chomsky concentrated on the native speaker’s 

ability to produce and understand a potentially 
infinite class of sentences.  

n  His conclusion: linguistic competence must 
involve some finite description of an infinite class 
of sentences.  

n  Chomsky has been ambivalent about semantics.  
n  He has been skeptical about the possibility of 

including semantics in a formal grammar, and 
has insisted on the “autonomy of syntax”. 

n  But he has held that one test of a syntactic theory 
is that it should provide a basis for a good 
semantics (if only we had any idea how to study 
semantics).  
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Chomsky and semantics 

n  Chomsky argued early on that deep structure reveals semantically 
relevant structure that is obscured in surface structure. 

(1) a.  John is easy to please  (surface structure) 

b.  (for someone) to please John is easy  (deep structure) 
 

n  Syntactic Structures:  
Sometimes transformations change meaning: The following 
active-passive pair have different meanings, with the first 
quantifier having wider scope in each case: 
 

(2)  a.  Everyone in this room speaks two languages. 
   b. Two languages are spoken by everyone in this room. 
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Chomsky and semantics, cont’d 

n  Chomsky’s LSLT (1955/1975) includes extended arguments about 
why grammar shouldn’t be based on meaning (as Quine had argued 
it would need to be), using the Colorless green ideas sleep furiously 
example, and making analogies to speaker intuitions of possible but 
non-actual phonetic forms of English.  

n  He emphasizes here, as in Syntactic Structures, that that doesn’t 
mean that semantics isn’t a serious thing, to be pursued as well but 
separately.  

n  “But it is important to distinguish sharply between the appeal to 
meaning and the study of meaning. The latter is an essential task for 
linguistics. It is certainly important to find some way of describing 
language in use. But this is not the study of grammatical structure. 
When these parallel studies are sufficiently advanced, it will be 
possible to explore the many indisputable connections between 
them.” (my emphasis – BHP) 
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Chomsky and semantics, cont’d 

n  From Syntactic Structures, p.87:  … To understand a sentence, 
then, it is first necessary to reconstruct its analysis on each linguistic 
level; and we can test the adequacy of a given set of abstract 
linguistic levels by asking whether or not grammars formulated in 
terms of these levels enable us to provide a satisfactory analysis of 
the notion of “understanding.”  

n  p.93: In proposing that syntactic structure can provide a certain 
insight into problems of meaning and understanding we have 
entered onto dangerous ground. There is no aspect of linguistic 
study more subject to confusion and more in need of clear and 
careful formulation than that which deals with the points of 
connection between syntax and semantics. The real question that 
should be asked is: “How are the syntactic devices available in a 
given language put to work in the actual use of this language?”  
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Semantics in early generative grammar: Katz& Fodor  
 n  Katz and Fodor (early 60’s) added a semantic component to generative 

grammar. They addressed the Projection Problem, i.e. compositionality: 
how to get the meaning of a sentence from meanings of its parts. 

n  At that time, “Negation” and “Question Formation” were transformations of 
declaratives: prime examples of meaning-changing transformations. 

n  So meaning depends on the entire transformational history. Katz and 
Fodor’s idea of computing the meaning on the basis of the whole T-marker 
can be seen as aiming in the same direction as Montague’s derivation trees.  

n  But their semantics was very primitive. Katz and Fodor worked with 
“semantic features”, and their semantic representations were “bundles of 
features” – suitable at best for decompositions of one-place predicates. 

n  Quine (1970):“Logic chases truth up the tree of grammar”; Katz and 
Fodor’s position might be similarly characterized: “Semantic projection 
rules chase semantic features up the tree of grammar.”  

n  What they were trying to capture had nothing to do with truth-conditions, but 
rather properties like ambiguity, synonymy, anomaly, analyticity, 
characterized in terms of ‘how many readings’ a sentence has, whether two 
sentences ‘share a reading’, etc. 
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Philosophers’ reactions to linguists’ “semantic 
representations” 

David Lewis (1970, p.1): 
n  “But we can know the Markerese 

translation of an English sentence without 
knowing the first thing about the meaning 
of the English sentence: namely, the 
conditions under which it would be true. 
Semantics with no treatment of truth 
conditions is not semantics.”  

n  “Translation into Markerese is at best a 
substitute for real semantics, relying either 
on our tacit competence (at some future 
date) as speakers of Markerese or on our 
ability to do real semantics at least for the 
one language Markerese.” 

Semantics in the History of  Generative 
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Philosophers’ reactions to linguists’ “semantic 
representations”, cont’d. 

n  But linguists did presuppose tacit competence in Markerese; they 
took it – or some kind of representation language -- to be universal 
and innate, and many still do (e.g. Jackendoff; also Jerry Fodor).  

n  To philosophers and logicians doing formal semantics, the language 
of Markerese looked empty, since it was uninterpreted. 

n  To linguists in 1970, concern with truth looked puzzling. Linguists 
were trying to figure out mental representations that would underlie 
linguistic competence. “Actual truth” was (correctly) considered 
irrelevant, and truth conditions were not really understood.  

n  When the linguistic relevance of truth conditions finally penetrated 
(later), the very nature of linguistic semantics changed – not just in 
terms of the tools used, but also in the questions asked and the 
criteria of adequacy for semantic analyses. 

n  Skipping a pile of linguistic history, let’s move to logic & philosophy. 
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Frege 

n  The greatest foundational figure for formal 
semantics is Gottlob Frege (1848-1925).  

n  Frege is credited with the Principle of 
Compositionality:  The meaning of a 
complex expression is a function of the 
meanings of its parts and of the way they 
are syntactically combined.  

n  His crucial ideas include the idea that 
function-argument structure is the key to 
semantic compositionality.  

n  He did not see himself as offering an 
analysis of natural language, but a tool to 
augment it, as the microscope augments 
the eye. 
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Mill: Logic is a branch of Psychology 

n  So far as it is a science at all, [Logic] is a 
part, or branch, of Psychology; differing 
from it, on the one hand as the part differs 
from the whole, and on the other, as an Art 
differs from a Science. Its theoretical 
grounds are wholly borrowed from 
Psychology, and include as much of that 
science as is required to justify its rules of 
art (Mill, Logic, 1865, 359). 

n  Find picture of Mill to put in here! 
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Frege’s anti-psychologism in logic. 

n  One of Frege's main theses is that mathematics and logic are not 
part of psychology, and that the objects and laws of mathematics 
and psychology are not defined, illuminated, proven true, or 
explained by psychological observations and results. One of Frege's 
central arguments for this thesis is the consideration that whereas 
mathematics is the most exact of all sciences, psychology is 
imprecise and vague (1884, 38). (Kusch 2011) 

n  Frege claims that in the realm of logic we find both descriptive and 
prescriptive laws, with the former being the foundation for the latter.  
q  ...every law that states what is can be apprehended as 

prescribing that one ought to think in accordance with it ... This 
holds of geometrical and physical laws no less than logical laws 
(Frege 1893, XV). 

n  Frege's main criticism of psychological logic is that it 
conflates ‘true’ and ‘being-taken-to-be-true’.  
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Montague’s work 
n  Montague’s syntax-semantic interface:  Syntax is an algebra, 

semantics is an algebra, and compositionality is the requirement that 
there be a homomorphism mapping the former into the latter. 

n  The differences between Montague’s higher-order typed Intensional 
Logic and first-order predicate logic made a crucial difference for the 
possibility of giving a compositional semantics based on a relatively 
“conservative” syntax for English.  

n  Once Montague had shown what could be done with the use of 
model-theoretic techniques for compositional semantic 
interpretation, and with a higher-order intensional logic, both the 
linguistic wars and the philosophy of language wars could be 
peacefully resolved by removing their presuppositions. 

n  Details of Montague’s own analyses of the semantics of English 
have in many cases been superseded, but in overall impact, PTQ 
was as profound for semantics as Chomsky’s Syntactic Structures 
was for syntax.  
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Montague’s work, cont’d. 

n  Truth‑conditions and entailment relations are basic. 
n  These are minimal data that have to be accounted for to reach 

“observational adequacy”. That principle, inherited from the 
traditions of logic and model theory, is at the heart of Montague's 
semantics and is one of the defining principles of formal semantics.  

n  The adoption of truth conditions and entailment relations as basic 
semantic data is not innocuous from a foundational perspective. 
Among philosophers the main concern is that truth conditions are 
not enough. But the advent of truth conditions and the tools of model 
theory made semantics an incomparably more powerful discipline 
than it had been before.  

n  It may be hard to remember or realize how surprising and 
controversial an idea it was to linguists in the early 1970’s that we 
should think about truth conditions rather than just ambiguity, 
semantic anomaly, and synonymy. 
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Joint work by linguists and philosophers: Montague 
Grammar and the development of formal semantics  

n  Montague was doing his work on natural language at the height of 
the "linguistic wars" between generative and interpretive semantics, 
though Montague and the semanticists in linguistics had no 
awareness of one another.  

n  The earliest introduction of Montague's work to linguists came via 
Partee (papers on “Montague Grammar” starting in 1973) and 
Thomason (who published Montague’s collected works with a long 
introductory chapter in 1974). 

n  Partee and Thomason argued that Montague's work might allow the 
syntactic structures generated to be relatively conservative 
("syntactically motivated") and with relatively minimal departure from 
direct generation of surface structure, while offering a principled way 
to address many of the semantic concerns that motivated some of 
the best work in generative semantics.  
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Chomsky’s skepticism about all this. 

n  It turned out that Chomsky was deeply skeptical of formal semantics and of 
the idea of compositionality in any form.  

n  I have never been able to satisfactorily explain his skepticism; it has 
seemed to me that it was partly a reaction to a perceived attack on the 
autonomy of syntax, even though syntax is descriptively autonomous in 
Montague grammar.  

n  But syntax is not “explanatorily autonomous” in Montague grammar, or in 
any formal semantics, and I do not see any rational basis for believing that it 
should be.  

n  Maybe also because of puzzles about the nature of our knowledge of 
semantics (raised in my 1979 “Semantics: mathematics or psychology?”). 

n  More on that issue in a second. 
n  In any case, formal semantics spread and became “mainstream semantics” 

in the US and Europe in spite of Chomsky’s skepticism, and MIT hired its 
first formal semanticist, Irene Heim, in 1989, and its second, Kai von Fintel, 
in 1994, and (ironically) quickly became one of the leading programs in 
formal semantics as well as syntax.  
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More on Chomsky and semantics 

n  Chomsky (1986) Knowledge of Language: 
n  The three basic questions that arise, then, are these: 

(1) (i) What constitutes knowledge of language? 
 (ii) How is knowledge of language acquired? 
 (iii) How is knowledge of language put to use? 

n  The answer to the first question is given by a particular generative 
grammar, a theory concerned with the state of the mind/brain of the 
person who knows a particular language. …(p.3) 

n  p.44: The scope of the shift to a mentalistic interpretation … is 
broader than has sometimes been appreciated. … I think it also 
includes much of what is misleadingly called “the semantics of 
natural language” – I say “misleadingly” because much of this work 
is not semantics at all, if by “semantics” we mean the relation 
between language and the world – in particular, the study of truth 
and reference. 
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More on Chomsky and semantics, cont’d. 

n  continuing: “Rather, this work deals with certain postulated levels of 
mental representation, including representations of syntactic and 
lexical form and others called “models” or “pictures” or “discourse 
representations” or “situations” or the like. But the relation of these 
latter systems to the world of objects with properties and relations, 
or to the worlds as it is believed to be, is often intricate and remote, 
far more so than one might be led to believe on the basis of simple 
examples.”(p.44) 

n  Chomsky gives examples where the antecedent of a pronoun is the 
average man, and since there is no such entity as the average man, 
we can’t in general be talking about what the pronoun refers to.  

n  He also uses sentences with phrases like ‘take chances’ ‘give a 
look’ and finds problems with the notion of the ‘referent’ of 
chances or look in them.  

n  Mental representations fine, but embedding them into models that 
include the actual world, dubious.  

 26 
Semantics in the History of  Generative 

Grammar June 13, 2013 

Early attacks on truth-conditions as meaning, 
and responses 

n  The logical equivalence problem: if the meaning of a 
sentence is its truth conditions, then all logically 
equivalent sentences should have the same meaning. 

n  For many, evidently the logical equivalence problem was 
sufficient reason not to take formal semantics seriously 
at all, right from the beginning.  

n  Three kinds of responses: 
q  Accept that consequence and argue that it’s not a bad one (most 

famously Stalnaker). 
q  Look for enriched semantic content, “truth-conditions PLUS …” 
q  Soldier on making progress on what we CAN do while looking for 

(or waiting for philosophers to find) solutions to the problem. 
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Attacks on truth-conditions, and responses, cont’d. 

n  Stalnaker, ‘biting the bullet’: recognizing that it’s a deep 
and hard problem, suggesting ways to explain what else 
goes on in communication and thought, while keeping 
propositions as truth conditions. Attention to pragmatics, 
and the problem for the speaker-hearer of individuating 
the propositions expressed by given sentences.  

n  Speakers or hearers may not recognize that two 
sentences express the same proposition. That can be a 
fact about language use rather than about semantic 
content.  

n  For linguists like me: hold on to that hope, but if there’s 
independent linguistic evidence for more fine-grained 
semantic values, that wouldn’t be unwelcome. 
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Attacks on truth-conditions > structured meanings 

n  Many philosophers (and a few linguists) have pursued 
the search for a richer notion of semantic content. 

n  Lewis (1970), building on Carnap’s “Intensional 
isomorphism”, proposed that since meanings need to be 
more fine-grained than intensions, proposed identifying 
meanings with “semantically interpreted phrase markers 
minus their terminal nodes: finite ordered trees having at 
each node a category and an appropriate intension.” 

n  Cresswell (1985) took “structured meanings” to be 
ordered tuples of intensions, and took them to be the 
semantic values of that-clauses. 
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Attacks on truth-conditions > structured meanings, 
cont’d. 

n  Independent motivation for structured meanings comes 
from work on topic-focus structure and the question-
answer relation. (Cresswell & von Stechow, ) 

n  Propositional attitude sentences are the main place 
(perhaps the only serious place) where the logical 
equivalence problem seems to present a problem for 
compositionality. 

n  But the idea that meanings are more fine-grained than 
intensions, including that sentence meanings are more 
fine-grained than their truth conditions, is rooted in 
intuitions of synonymy as well as in the demands of 
compositionality. 
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Tectogrammatical Structure 
n  The “tectogrammatical” level of 

the Prague school is similar to 
Lewis’s structured meanings, and 
linguistically motivated.  

n  The distinction between 
tectogrammatical and 
phenogrammatical structure 
comes from Haskill Curry (1961). 

n  Tectogrammatical structure is 
analogous to Montague’s 
derivation trees; it reflects how a 
sentence is built up, abstracting 
away from language-particular 
realization. 
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Tectogrammatical Structure, cont’d. 
n  David Dowty (1982) advocated linguistic 

recognition of the tectogrammatical  -
phenogrammatical distinction, using a 
modified version of Montague’s analysis 
trees, eliminating the language-particular 
expressions at the nodes. 

n  Montague’s distinction between syntactic 
rules (such as transitive verb-plus-object 
combination) and syntactic operations 
(such as concatenation and assignment of 
accusative case) corresponds to the 
tecto-/pheno- distinction.  

n  Dowty suggested that the rules, and 
hence the tectogrammatical structures, 
may well be universal. What varies are the 
morpho-syntactic operations that are 
used in the rules. 
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Tectogrammatical Structure, cont’d. 

n  Reinhard Muskens offers a version which 
gives a core tectogrammatical structure for 
each sentence, and then with explicit 
mapping rules maps that common structure 
homomorphically both onto a 
morphosyntactic structure (and a terminal 
string) and a semantic interpretation.  

n  This structure in effect shows the common 
algebraic structure of semantics and syntax 
for a language, and is compatible with many 
different theories of what meanings are and 
of morpho-syntactic structure.  

n  As in Montague: syntax is an algebra, 
semantics is an algebra, and there should 
be a homomorphism between them. This is 
the same idea in cleaner and clearer form. 
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More on structured meanings, cont’d. 
n  Peter Pagin (2003) uses a version of 

structured meanings to argue for the 
importance of considering communication in 
arguing for strong compositionality.  

n  If we equate meanings with sets of possible 
worlds, it’s hard to imagine a model of the 
speaker. With structured meanings, the 
speaker as well as the hearer can have an 
efficient algorithm. 

n  Pagin even he suggests reconciling 
structured meanings with ‘Language of 
Thought’.  

n  His current work combines structured 
meanings with p-w propositions. 

n  I think his ideas should be compatible with 
Muskens’ Tectogrammatical approach. 
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Formal semanticists and psychologism: Dowty 

n  Janssen in SEP: An extensive discussion of the relation between 
Montague semantics and psychology is given in the last chapter in 
Dowty (1979). He starts his chapter with a description of the 
situation.  

n  ‘Contemporary linguists, unlike many philosophers of language, 
almost invariably profess to be concerned with the “psychological 
reality” of the theoretical concepts they postulate in semantics 
analysis’.  

n  He works out this point and then describes his own position.  
n  ‘To get the point right away, let me confess that I believe that the 

model theoretic intension of a word has in principle nothing 
whatsoever to do with what goes on in a person's head when he 
uses a word.’ 
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Formal semanticists and psychologism: Dowty, cont’d 

n  Nevertheless, he tries to show that the notion of intension is a 
fundamental and indispensable concept from the point of view of 
‘psychological semantics’.  

n  There are three reasons.  
n  The first is that semantics provides a theory that explains entailment 

(and synonymity, validity contradiction etc.’), all notions that must 
somehow be part of a theory of language understanding.  

n  Secondly, the theory of truth and reference must be a bottom line in 
any general account of ‘meaning’ in natural language.  

n  And thirdly, when certain ways of compositionally deriving the 
meanings from their parts can be shown to be necessary in a theory 
of truth and reference, then it may be concluded that the same 
compositional analysis is necessary in a theory of language 
understanding. 
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Formal semantics and psychologism, cont’d 
 

n  Disagreements about the “I-language” vs. “E-language” issue. 
n  Jackendoff May 2013 talk on Conceptual Semantics: “Conceptual 

semantics is a branch of Cognitive Science!  
q  Thoroughly mentalistic: theory of information in language user’s 

mind/brain involved in understanding utterances, connecting 
them to perceptual evidence, and making inferences. 

q  Standard issues of truth and reference have to be recast in terms 
of language user’s conceptualization of the world. Does speaker 
judge this sentence true?” 

n  Missing: What does a speaker commit herself to when she makes 
an assertion? How can a speaker ever be wrong on a ‘thoroughly 
mentalist’ view?  

n  Clarification during discussion: Jackendoff is not a “solipsistic” 
internalist. And I’m not (and formal semanticists are not) “pure 
externalists”. Intersubjectivity issues are important for all of us.  

37 
Semantics in the History of  Generative 

Grammar June 13, 2013 

Formal semantics and psychologism, cont’d 

n  As long as I thought of meanings as purely model-theoretic objects 
like sets of possible worlds, I saw no good ideas about how any 
meanings could be in the head, let alone meanings in Putnam’s 
head for beech and elm.  

n  The structured meanings ideas, especially in their elegant 
“tectogrammatical” versions which add well-motivated structure 
without giving up truth-conditional meaning, seem very hopeful. 

n  It has always been clear that for some parts of the language, the 
semantics IS directly determined by the intentions of the language 
users, and they are acquainted with the corresponding semantic 
rules. (Likely examples include words like ‘and’ and ‘rectangle’, 
and all or most of the compositional combining rules.)  
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Formal semantics and psychologism, cont’d 
n  A “broad psychology” view for many other parts: The semantics is 

jointly determined by the intentions of the language users and the 
way the world is. Language users in some cases may know 
something about a meaning but what they are‘acquainted’ with 
may greatly underdetermine it; insofar as the meaning IS fixed it is 
more by virtue of causal history. Some such parts may fail to have 
intensions if the way the world is fails to fit some presuppositions of 
users’ intentions. (Examples include proper names and natural kind 
terms; failures include ‘witch’, ‘phlogiston’.) 

n  Optimistic conclusion: Don’t need to make an either-or choice about 
psychologism. “Truth-conditions PLUS”. I sense much greater 
consensus now that we need something with at least the logical 
power of truth-conditional semantics. About the “Plus” side, there is 
a wide spectrum including agnosticism, varieties of structured 
meanings or tectogrammatical structure, a more powerful 
pragmatics, and more – a lively and once again very interdisciplinary 
research domain.  
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Selected references 

More material and fuller references can be found in several papers, 
versions of which are downloadable from my site, 
http://people.umass.edu/partee/ . Fuller references for things I 
referred to in this talk available on request. 

 

n  Partee, Barbara H. with Herman L.W. Hendriks. 1997. Montague 
grammar. In Handbook of Logic and Language, eds. van Benthem 
and ter Meulen, 5-91. Amst./Cambridge, MA: Elsevier/MIT Press.  

n  Partee, Barbara H. 2005. Reflections of a formal semanticist as of 
Feb 2005. 
http://people.umass.edu/partee/docs/BHP_Essay_Feb05.pdf  

n  Partee, Barbara H. 2011. Formal semantics: Origins, issues, early 
impact. In Formal Semantics and Pragmatics. Discourse, Context, 
and Models., eds. Partee, Glanzberg and Skilters, 1-52. 
http://thebalticyearbook.org/journals/baltic/article/view/1580/1228 . 
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