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I. The Relational View of Attitude Reports and The Measure Theory of Mind 

 
1. The Relational View of Attitude Reports  

a. The logical form of (some) propositional attitude reports: ┌Rab┐ 
b. ┌a┐ names a thinker, ┌b┐ names a proposition, ┌R┐ expresses a propositional 

attitude relation, like the relation of believing  
2. Semantic questions about The Relational View of Attitude Reports 

a. Evidence for relational logical form 
b. Evidence for ‘that’-clauses as names 

3. Metaphysical questions about The Relational View of Attitude Reports 
a. What are propositions? 
b. What is the nature of the various attitudes that propositional attitude reports 

seem to report thinkers as bearing to propositions? 
c. What is the nature of the cognitive relation that thinkers stand in to a 

proposition such that thinkers may bear any of the various attitudes that 
propositional attitude reports seem to report thinkers as bearing to 
propositions? 

i. Entertaining/grasping/thinking with a proposition  
4. The Measure Theory of Mind  

a. Measurements reports are quantitative specifications of the physical 
properties of an object or objects  

b. ‘John’s mass is 50kg’ is a quantitative specification of John’s mass  
c. The quantitative specification relates John to the number 50 on the kg scale  
d. Measure theory of mind: propositional attitude reports should be modeled 

on measurements reports  
i. Measurement reports relate objects to numbers in quantitative 

specifications. Propositional attitude reports relate thinkers to 
propositions in a kind of logical specification.  

ii. Having the physical property that is quantitatively specified – the 
“physical magnitude”, does not consist in standing in a substantive 
physical relation to a number  

1. John’s having the physical property the quantitative 
specification of which is that of having mass 50 kg does not 
consist in John’s being related to a number. 

iii. So maybe: having the psychological property that is logically specified 
in no way consists in standing in a substantive psychological or 
cognitive relation to a proposition  

iv. Dennett (cited by Matthews 2011):  
“[h]aving the mass that it does is an intrinsic (monadic) property of the object; relating the object to some 
particular number is just a way of specifying the property in question.” 



e. A significant promise of the Measure Theory of Mind: The Relational View 
of Attitude Reports without a The Relational View of Attitudes (themselves) 

f. Propositions are essential to making sense of our talk of propositional 
attitudes, but they are merely instrumental for making sense of the attitudes 
themselves.  

g. The Measure Theory of Mind in this way dissolves one of the most difficult 
metaphysical questions that faces The Relational View of Attitude Reports 

5. My view: this promise of the measure theory cannot be realized. Two arguments: 
a. From the normativity of the mental.  
b. From the perspectival nature of intentional explanation.  
c. Both arguments lead to the conclusion that measuring minds with 

propositions is partially constituted by a cognitively real relation to a 
proposition.  

d. What follows from the arguments is either that the measure theory should be 
given up or the measure theory should be developed in a realist, rather than 
instrumentalist, spirit. In this paper, I do not pursue the conclusion further. 

 
II. Basic Ideas of Measure Theory and the Measure Theory of Mind 

 
1. What is measurement theory? 

a. the theory that tries to explain how our measuring practices are possible, and 
what the empirical content of our measurement claims is – not by explaining the 
intrinsic nature of the properties measured, but by explaining what those 
properties must be like if they are to be measurable as they are in our 
measurement practices. (cf. Mattthews 2007: 10-11) 

“Numerical measurement is the systematic assignment of real numbers to objects in order to represent those of 
the object’s properties that are capable of instantiation in different degrees, properties which we call ‘physical 
magnitudes’. Such numerical assignments are possible, because the physical magnitudes to be measured satisfy 
certain well-defined empirical conditions that guarantee the existence of a numerical assignment on the real 
numbers that ‘respects’ the relevant empirical relations among quantities of a given magnitude…Having made 
such an assignment, we can then attribute a particular quantity of some magnitude to an object simply by 
attributing to that object the relevant magnitude-type specifying relation to the numerical representative of that 
quantity (e.g., having a mass of 5 kilos).” (Matthews 2011: 830-831) 

2. The Measure Theory of Mind 
a. Construe attitude reporting as a measurement practice – a practice of 

measuring minds  
b. Propositions as representatives, not representations 

“Propositional attitude attributions succeed in attributing an attitude to an individual by relating that individual 
to an abstract object that is the ‘representative’ of the attitude in roughly the way that attributions of physical 
magnitudes such as mass and temperature succeed in attributing such a magnitude to an object by relating that 
object to a number on a scale that is the representative of that magnitude” (Matthews 2007: 8-9) 

i. the number on a scale that measures some physical magnitude is the 
representative of that magnitude on the scale. 

ii. the proposition in some attitudinal mode that measures some mental 
state is the representative of that mental state in that attitudinal mode 

c. So propositional attitude reports report a relation between a thinker and a 
proposition that is not entertained, grasped or thought with, but that is a 
representative of the mental state being reported, a mental state which itself 
need not be relational, let alone such as to involve a cognitive relation to the 
proposition. 



III. Against The Measure Theory of Mind  
 

1. One way of showing The Measure Theory of Mind to be mistaken would be to argue 
that 

(Attributee)  In a (true) report of an attitude to a thinker, the attributee must bear some cognitive relation 
to the proposition mentioned in the report.  

2. But another way to show that such a view must be mistaken is to argue that 
(Attributor)  In the report of an attitude to a thinker, the attributor must bear some cognitive relation to 

the proposition mentioned in the report 
3. Against (Attributor), Davidson writes: 

“Someone who attributes a thought to another must, I have argued, relate that other to some object, and so the 
attributor must of course identify an appropriate object either by pointing to it or by describing it. But there is 
no reason why the attributer must stand in any special relation to the identifying object; all he has to do is to 
refer to it in the way that he refers to anything else.” (Davidson 1991: 203)   

4. Davidson two ideas 
a. “no reason why the attributer must stand in any special relation to the 

identifying object” 
b. “all he has to do is to refer to it in the way that he refers to anything else”  

5. I will argue for (Attributor) and against Davidson. My arguments emphasize two 
significant ways that measurement reports differ from propositional attitude reports.  

a. Unlike the domain of physical magnitudes measured by standard 
measurement reports (like reports of the mass and temperature of objects), 
the measurement of mind is a measurement of a normative domain.  

b. Although both standard measurement reports and propositional attitude 
reports may be surrogative in nature (allowing for reasoning about one 
domain by reasoning about another domain), propositional attitude reports 
are surrogative in a way that standard measurement reports do not seem to 
be.  

c. Both the normativity of the mental and the perspectival nature of intentional 
explanation point to a cognitively realistic commitment to propositions.   

6. Connection to Soames (2010, forthcoming) 
a. Cognitive realism versus instrumentalism  

i. “An agent entertains the proposition that o is red iff the agent 
entertains (4D)” where (4D) is the tree structure which the 
proposition that o is red is identified 

ii. Applied to the entertaining of logically complex propositions: 
1. An agent entertains the proposition that it is not the case that 

o is red iff the agent entertains (4D*), where (4D*) is a tree 
structure one node of which has a proposition as its value  

2. In that case the instrumentalist interpretation or propositions 
would presuppose a realist interpretation in the account of 
entertaining logically complex propositions 

3. In these cases, the thinker herself has to negate and relate not 
only ordinary objects, but propositions. But then how can 
propositions be theoretical fictions? 

iii. Presumably the same thing could be said about understanding any 
proposition that itself makes reference to propositions – like attitude 
reports 



iv. Soames argument is meant to show that the instrumentalist is 
committed to the existence of proposition, and thus that they are not 
just convenient fictions 

1. Soames goes on to propose a cognitive realist account – a 
kind of act-theoretic conception of propositions – on which 
propositions are not only real, but are such that we bear 
cognitively relations to them. 

v. The arguments that I give below attempt to establish not only the 
reality of propositions, but also their cognitive reality, all at once.   
 

IV. First Argument: From the Normativity of the Mental 
 

1. Consider Burge on the kind of self-understanding that is required of thinkers that 
are capable of critical reasoning about their “perspective”: 

“…self-understanding must be specific—from the inside. To ground norms of morality and critical reason, the 
self-understanding must specify psychological states in ways that preserve the point of view to be evaluated. 
The specifications must enable one to know what the point of view is on its own terms. Since the norms 
concern the perspective of the individual, an understanding that did not preserve the mode and content of 
the evaluated psychological elements would be too detached to render the norms applicable. (2011: 
336) 

2. The first argument hinges on a conception of mind as a normative domain.  
a. Minds are self-consciously normative: they are not only normatively evaluable, 

they are normatively evaluable for the quality of their self evaluations 
b. This self-conscious normativity requires a special kind of representation of 

mind itself, a special kind of metarepresentation in reporting one’s own 
attitudes to oneself. 

c. In self-evaluation, minds are metarepresented in way that “preserves the 
mode and content of the evaluated psychological elements”.  

d. Preservative metarepresentation is essential to the self-evaluation of minds 
because it allows the mind to evaluate itself “on its own terms”.  

e. Without preservative metarepresentation norms of critical reason would 
not be applicable.  

3. Here is the argument against The Measure Theory of Mind 
P1.  Measuring minds with propositions is measurement of a self-consciously normative domain. 
P2. Self-conscious normativity constitutively requires a special kind of representation, preservative 

metarepresentation. 
P3. Preservative metarepresentation is representation of a proposition that is partially constituted 

by understanding the proposition that is being represented.  
P4.  Here, understanding a proposition is a cognitively real relation to a proposition. 
C.  Measuring minds with propositions is partially constituted by a cognitively real relation to a 

proposition 
4. Davidson goes wrong at P2. Preservative metarepresentations allows one to refer 

to a thought but not “to refer to it in the way that [one] refers to anything else”.  
a. In fact the way one refers to it is one in which one could not refer to 

anything else 
 
 
 
 
 



V. Second Argument: From the Perspectival Nature of Psychological 
Explanation  

 
1. Consider Field on some consequences of the view that meaning and attitude 

reports relate thinkers to sentences that the attributor understands (“the linguistic 
view”). 

“A rather more interesting set of issues to raise about the linguistic view is its implications about 
explanation: in particular, the fact that if we explain what a person does in terms of her belief that p, the 
linguistic construal has it that we are in a sense bringing ourselves into the explanation…in order to use 
Rebecca’s beliefs in any normal explanation of her behavior you must be able to supply a sentence you 
understand (whether in public language or Mentalese) that expresses her belief: you must be able to say ‘she 
believes that p’, where ‘p’ is a sentence you understand. Being able to designate the proposition Rebecca 
believes in some other way (e.g. via a sentence you don’t understand, or a list of possible worlds, or a name 
like Horace) would be of no use to us in our normal explanatory practice. (Objection: ‘That’s because these 
wouldn’t tell me which proposition it is.’ Response: Maybe, but if so, that’s because our standard for knowing which 
proposition it is that the belief expresses is being able to supply a sentence we understand that expresses the proposition…)”[2001: 
162-163] 

 
2. Now Field makes this point in the course of defending his linguistic view, but the 

point is independent of the linguistic versus propositionalist debate about meaning 
and attitude reports.  

a. The point can be captured in a propositionalist framework by saying that in 
attributing a propositional attitude, one relates a thinker not to a 
proposition specified just any way, as though the proposition were any old 
object, but in a way that draws on the understanding of the attributor of 
the very proposition to which the thinker is being related.  

b. The real point is not about the distinction between sententialist and 
propositionalist accounts of meaning and attitude reports, but about how 
in intentional explanations “we are in a sense bringing ourselves into the 
explanation”.  

3. In a slogan, understanding others is relating them to something that one oneself 
understands. 

4. Comparison to Matthews on “surrogative” role of representatives 
“The great virtue of various measurement schemes for the numerical representation of physical magnitudes 
is that they enable us to reason ‘surrogatively,’ as Swoyer (1987) puts it, about the empirical relations 
among the measured quantities of some magnitude by reasoning directly about the numerical relations that 
hold among their representatives (concluding, e.g., that a mass represented by the number 5 on the 
kilogram scale is greater than a mass represented by the number 4 on that same scale because 5 > 4, that a 
mass represented by the number 2 on this scale is identical in mass to the combined mass of two masses 
each represented by 1 on this scale, because 1 + 1 = 2, and so on).” (Matthews 2011: 831) 

5. If this is right, then although intentional explanation is surrogative, it is not 
surrogative in the right way:   

a. Measurement-theoretic explanation is surrogative in the sense that one 
explains facts about the domain of physical magnitudes by talking about 
their measurement-theoretic representatives, i.e., numbers on a scale  

b. But intentional explanation is surrogative in the sense that that one 
explains facts about other minds by relating them to propositions that one 
oneself understands. 

c. This is a distinct, and more cognitively committed, sense of surrogative 
explanation.   



6. Here is the argument against The Measure Theory of Mind 
P1.  Measuring minds with propositions allows for surrogative explanations of facts about 

minds 
P2. Measurement theoretic explanation is surrogative in the sense that one explains facts 

about minds by talking about their measurements-theoretic representatives, 
propositions. 

P3.  But intentional explanation is surrogative in the sense that one explains facts about 
other minds by relating them to propositions that one oneself understands. 

P2. Here, understanding a proposition is a cognitively real relation to a proposition. 
C.  Measuring minds with propositions is partially constituted by a cognitively real 

relation to a proposition. 
7. Davidson goes wrong at P2. Davidson is wrong about there being “no reason why 

the attributer must stand in any special relation to” a proposition.  
a. The thinker must stand in the special relation of understanding the 

proposition.  
b. Upon reflection, this was a very odd thing for Davidson to say given his 

paratactic analysis of meaning and attitude reports 
 
VI. Conclusion 

 
1. The promise of The Measure Theory of Mind 
2. Argument from the normativity of the mental  
3. Argument from the nature of psychological explanation 
4. The arguments suggest a more general challenge 

a. Minds differ in significant ways from physical magnitudes 
i. Minds are normative, physical magnitudes are not 
ii. Minds are perspectival, physical magnitudes are not 
iii. Minds are conscious, physical magnitudes are not  

5. Do the normative, perspectival, or conscious, aspects of mind somehow prevent the 
application of measurement theory to the mind? 

6. Matthews on reference to propositions 
“numerical magnitude predicates exploit the relational structure of the real numbers that are the representatives 
of quantities of magnitudes… By exploiting this structure we are able not simply to specify particular quantities 
of a magnitude by reference to their real number representatives, in the way that the members of a baseball 
team might be identified by the numbers on their jerseys; we are also able to draw conclusions about the 
relative quantities so specified, e.g., that one is greater than another but less than a third, that one is equal to the 
sum of two lesser ones, and so on. The numbers that are the representatives of specific quantities of 
some magnitude thus function as more than proper names of these quantities; they are quant i ta t iv e  
specifications of them that reflect the empirical relational structure within which specific physical 
magnitudes find their place.” 

a. Analogue for propositions? 
The propositions that are the representatives of attitudes thus function as more than proper names of these 
attitudes; they are logical specifications of them that reflect the normative, perspectival, and conscious structure 
within which specific attitudes find their place. 

7. Maybe The Measure Theory of Mind is appropriate for a deflated conception of 
the attitudes in which they are not normative, not perspectival, not conscious (and 
not semantically evaluable, not inferentially involved, not productive, not 
systematic etc.) 

 
 



 
 


