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Abstract,
w

n

The:concept bf Intgnt1bnality is developed with particular émphasié‘
on Intentional Modes. On the evidenéa of introspection and ordinary -
language, Intentionality is attributable not"dnly to 'cognitiy or
belief-l1ike states, but also to a variety of others rangang from

' quasi;cognitjve states 1ike supposing and wondering thru emotional
states like hoping and fearing to the complex System of speech-acts
like advising, asking, or promising. On this interpretation, cognitive
states aré only one special case of. mental states. An empirical
illustration -of this position was provided by scaling prosodic féat-
‘ureﬁ of the English utterance 'On Sunday'. The positioniis pot gener-
a]]y actepted in contemporary psycho]ogy and 11nquist1cs More often
there is a restrict1on of Intent1onality to cognitive states op a
priori grounds Thé imp11cat10ns of this restriction were,developed
.theoretica11y. and in two empirical studies, one on the formation of

attitudes and the other on attitudinal behavior.
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6hapter 1. 'Introduction.
‘ r : R

The d1ssertat10n to follow will be concerned with mental states.

More precisely.,it will be concerned with certain features of mental

\

states, to be introduced in a moment as the1r 1ntentiona1 modes

First, however, it will be useful to‘dlscuss the prior categories of

menta]' and 'non-mental®.

AAs far as common sense'fs~concerned, mental states are‘those which /
1nvo]ve,1dgg§, And for common sense purposes, the term ‘idea' 1s well
enough understood to make the deﬂtnition work . Peoojeds fears and
hopes have something to do with t\eas and are therefore menta]'
peop]es he1ghts and weights have thhinq to do w1th ideas and are
therefore non-mental Rough dfstinctions between psychological con-

cepts can also be made on this basiS° 'attitudes and cognitions

\

are sure]y mental in a sense which does not app]y to 'habit-stréngths' R

e or reflexes' Within cognitive psychology. however, the‘ﬂ”FiﬁTtion

| quickly fatls, since many of the most frequently en’buntered\\erms |
are far too c]osely related to the’ concept 'idea’ to be usefully
classified by means of 1t. If one asks whether 'rules’ ‘or associat- S
jons' invo1ve ideas, the md%tolikely answer is that it all depends

on what is meant by 'ideas’.

pr
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" Philosophy of mind has a partial rremedy for this. Instead of asking.”"
" which states are mental? it asks, Which descriptions of states are .

. mental? if there is some agreement on the answer to the second ques-

tion, then one ‘is in a better position to answer the firslff since

it is likely that the peculiarities of mental descriptions will haVel‘

correSponding peculiarities in the states 50 described The philos-

ophers have not, of .course, come up with a straight answer to the .

| second question. Nevertheless, in the course of the discussion, gramm- -

atic sentences in the form
,'S"dsthatp' R (i)*

have emerged as the’ protogypes of mental descriptions ‘for the following

main reasons..

It
)l

(a) By substituting a subjectiterm for 'S', a verb for &y and a
proposition for 'p‘f one ~always gets a sentence which fits the .
usual intuitions about what a mental sentence should be. Form (1)
is the only one‘of,this generathy for which this is true. Ihe‘
lsubject-verb-object' torm, for instance.‘gives 'dqhn lifts‘Mary'
as easily as 'John loves Mary'. |

,\.W\‘

‘(b) A large selection of desEp*ptions uhich7are not in form (l)

and which we wish to retain as mental, turn .out to have paraphrases -

which include sentences in form (l) For example.

'S;thinks a‘lot' o w.' : ()

. 'S studies Latin' ; T T - ~(2b).

S ,’S'knows'hatrix Algebra' . | o (2c)

-



| be found to fit many of them Again. " f' |

‘I- a11 of which are

" ‘was made. L AT R "g-' .
l

1 ,,(c) The possibi &y. or impossibility, of partiailing out 2 compon-‘z

. )
vl. ' ’ |
AN - '

. i ) /

depart from (Q) only. because they are g]oba] mental descriptions

If the component mental states were spelled out, form (1) wou]d
/ , b

/

,

| / | - S
i fS is buyjng a car’ L . (3a)
. ) 'S s writing a letter r :_ t\ - 7 (3b)
)T T - o :
o '% 'S is u;icomin the guests T ; o (3C)
oo v 9 ‘

N .
! : ! . /

intuitiveiy menta] - ana]yse into a variety of .

molecular be]ief » statements, intentions etc.. for which form (1)

is appropriat p]us additional information about some of their
f
non-menta] concomitants. Similarly, perceptual descriptions like

i !

// v Sees

/e | feels : | - ) L
L s | hears | - x ) X - (4)
// T ¢ ’ etc. " . ! l !

can/be anaiysed into a'mental component in the form
Lol C ' T
A 'S jddges tha$ an X is present' | } o (8)

: l - . P O

r

"rplus additional information about the . means by which the judgment

N
!

F

vl

: ,,vent in form (l)ﬂpﬁovides a ruIe of thumb which comes.- very close to

f‘%{inappropriateness of a description in.the form jf"

‘:pour intuitions aqut which states make it iﬁto the category of

‘_nentai' and which‘do not. For exampie. the appropriateness or

s it @
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distinguishes nicely between the memory which we fee] to be méhta]
and a variety of non mental phenomena which are studied under the\ V)
same 1abe1 (c £, Rozeboom, 1965) As another examp]e the imposs-"

;ibiiity of detaching a component in’ form (1) from most sentences
“:\er : | ‘ .

0

: o swim | » o
'S knows how to | dance| ' = ! (7)

o ‘ "e- ete., | L
- = + ! .

confirms our suSpicions that they are oniy apparenti/ mentai As

a final example. f

'S says that p; o | | oo :, . (8) N o
will be found to separate cleanly the sayings that. We'feel are. '
“mental from other sayings that we wou]d prefer to call vocai-

"‘ iZations or recitations . No matter how articuiate our parrot

~1s; we wili not describe it as saying that Poiiy is pretty.,
Ail of this is no ‘more than to say that many of our intuitions about\ e

E

=fthe mental are preserved in the rule that ali and on]y}menta] states Zi~éi. o

'take descriptions in form (il There is no shortage of exceptions éo f?

ﬁithe rule. There are senses of 'fears' enjoys"are 'dis]ikes for which_ '\i7

AP

1S fears heights' B ‘(9&)-,”
'S enjoys music' B R R () .
"S dislikes Trudeau Afjtjer('ff";ti'” s'ff(QE)patf

wi11 not support a propositiona] expansion of the terms 'heights . "5 ’

s 'music and 'Trudeau » respectiveiy. And there is aiways the case of L |




of (l) among mental descriptions.. NARTE

. ‘\" ' 9 ", ;“ " oo k t \l
R iS"knoWS‘X' N \‘F IR (10)
' ' . .\ 4 ’ ‘ \ ' ! :l ’ ‘
where knows means 'is familiar’hith' and doesn t necessarily reduce
¥

‘ to a set’ of‘beliefs Cases like (9c) will be discussed further in
Chapter 4 on the tOpic of attitudes The others will ‘have to be L

admitted as exceptions which still do not take away the special std!hs

with (l) as\the paradigm case; it istclear that a nental déscriptibn .

as. a whole can be true even when the embedded clause ‘p' is false. '

. It. can be true that I believe that P» while 1t is not the case that ' p.

e

: 1965) to give a formal characterization of mental descriptions - or,

' ’

This feature, and others have been used, by philosophers (e g. Chisholm.g -

A\l

Na

as they prefer to call them, 'Intentional Sentences .. The use of ‘the

'M‘,term 'intentional' here is a. reference back to some: scholastic phil-

r‘,". ‘VF‘; B

':‘defininq nental' than talking about 'jdeas' However, the older term T

osophers who were concerned with the same problem, and for whom the
A A
'intentio would have meant siﬁmly. fidea .‘In itself therefore.

g talking about 'intentional' states an? descriptions is no nearer to

.-has some overtones which the scholastics and their recent revivers

i'something at’ something else. An idea“

'have used to make a theoretical point CorreSponding to the noun "i*‘“-i‘ﬁ

, l'intentio there is the verb 'intehdere whiéﬂ means 'to aim or point' 5}“‘

¢

itself and thereby gives it a potential target in the world of objects,}ls,f*"

If an. idea is the aim of a mental state. there arises a sharp dist—

\
\ ‘ ek

' s r . . ]

herefore becomes that some- g s

i
. (’ )

ke thing-or-oth;rwwhich Hirects a psychological state at something outsidel.if373l"§
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fnction' between the content and the ggiggi of 'that state: the tontent
of a mental state 4s its own internal ar£1culét10n fn virtue of which
tﬁat state would, uﬁdér certain circumstances, hit a target or be
about ,.something in the world of objects. Thus, the psycho]ogist can
accept descriptions in form (1) even when 1t is clear that the prop-

osition ‘p' refers tb nothing in the real world.

The ‘intentfonality' of psychological #tates. and the derivatiQe
f1ntentfona]1ty‘ éf their descriptionsi refers, therefore, to the faQt
xhat.they have contents. In descriptions of form 1) the content fs
the ;;bstitution for 'p'; in the stgte itself, the content is a theor-
_etical, psychological pr0perty - to be further g1scussed i{n Chapter 3.
In current ph110$0phy“of mizgk '1ntent10na11ty' is considered to be
the definitfve property of mental states, and from now on in this

' dissertation. the terms mental' an; 'intentional’ will be used synon-
omous1y. There 1s no essential relationship between '1ntent10na] in

" this sensé and 'intqntionul' in the ordinary sense of 'deliberate’.
But tﬁere is’ an acctdental relationship between the terms, since
deliberate sta;es,of mind have contents and are th?refore a special
case of 1ptentiona1 states. As we wi1l use the term '1ntentiona1'

the verb ‘inmtends' is 1ntent10na1 but no more so than 'belfeves' or

il

‘hopes' or 'fears'. L o '

* . . N,

£ I \

LY * . A
LY ‘ , \
AN e, -

If ‘intends’'?and similar-verbs have no spec1al status among intentional
verbs. neither does any other group. This {s the case at least, {f-we

are to go on the evidence of ordinany usage and 1ntrospection. One

-
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f1nds ’tequests‘. '1s annoyed*, threatens', etc. for '¢' as well as,,

‘believes' or suys .and nobody feels thqt 1t s any more difficu]t o

to specify 'p' in one case than in the other. To the extent, that

x|
for' (1) 1s paradigmatic of mental descriptions, this means that
threats. requests and annoyances are no Wess 1ntenttona] than be11efs
or statements. One may go beyond this ev1dence of: course and find

reasons in theoretical psychology or elsewhere. to_give special status

to the fntentionality o of certain verb-groups-and their cofresponding -

»

mental acts. This has long been the nrpctice in psychology, where the

‘cognitive' group is consdered pré-eminént to the point that the term

. 1s often used synonomously with 'mental'. This usage will not be

S
'

:followed here. In keeping with its etymology (‘cognosecere' for 'to

‘frknow ) the term cognitive will be used to describe the subset of

~ group consisting of 'is glad', 'is sorry', 'is angry' and the like.

]

mental states which potentially yield 'knowledge . Memor1es be]!efs ‘

and percepts are therefore ‘cognitive‘. while hopes and fears are not.
. ) ¢

This brings us, fipally, to the matter of intentional 'modes‘. The

pofnt has just been made that ordinary usage does not single out any

time, there are some obvious groups among the common verbs - the

cognitive group.'for eXample. and, by way of contrast, the emotional .

Since we are deciding to stay with the evidence of ordinary usage,

mental groups like these will be called 'intentional modes' (c.f.

Rozeboom. 1972 p38). The expression is appropriate because it empha-
sizés the primacy of the concept of 1ntentiona11ty ina general treat-

-cés? e
)t of mental states. anda the indi fterence of the concept to many of

[}
PO

LI

group of mental states as more intentional than any other, At the same
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.~ the more visible distinctions of contemborary psychology, suchfas‘that

between afferent and efferent processes, or between cognitive, affective
~

“and conative states, Since, as we will later arque, the attribution of

intentionality is not prejudiced by many such .classifications, from
. '

our point of view ‘cognitfons', ‘emotions', 'conations', ‘perceptions’,

~and the many categories of ordinary langquage, are appropriately thought

of as so many ‘modes' {n which intentionality fs realized.

¢

A more urgent reason for choosing the expression ‘intentional modes’

fs that the more familiar names for the main groups of mental states

‘ihyariobly have the kind of presuppositions about intentionality which

o

L4 ‘ R
: th:;_dissertation is trying to avoid. As an example, consider agafn

the two groups, ‘emotions’ and ‘cognitfons’. A i:o:6}f the psychology
of emotion shows that while the intentionality o gnitions is consid-

Zed to be unprob]ematic, the intentionality is outrightly denfed and

treated in a]most every case as a special instance of the intention— ~

ality of a cognition. It seems as if there is a theoretica] dogma in

‘ effect. which says that only cognitions can be intentional - the dogma s

of,the singie mode. From William James (1884) down to Schacter (1964)
this artic]e of faith has scarcely been challenged The refutations
and modifications of the original idea (that having an emotion is feel-

ing somevorganié change in oneself) all follow the same argument that

* since emotioos are about something, then they must be cognitions or

beliefs of some sort, which leaves belfefs about»the.emotion itself
as the only blaqsible candidates. And so the controversy has been re-
stricted to a dispute about the;precise nature of the cognitive mode in

which emotions are detected. James himself debated whether one senses

¥

LI
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or feels the organic change, or whether one rather becomes acquainted

with it - which Re took to be something quite different (c.f. Natsoulas,

+ 1973). Along similar lines, Meyers (1969) argues that {t is not the
R , 3 .
mere awareness of somatic disturbances but how they feel which constit-

utes emotion'. And Schacter's point 1s that emotfonal awareness is not ' .

Just noticing, or sensing one's changed condition but more 1ike 1nter—

preting or labelling it (i.e. theoretically inferring it). In any case,

it has rarely been doubted that emotional awareness {s a*cogn1t10n\of

. soﬁe~sort, and that its content refers to a condition of* the subject.

.~

But one may well doubt that this is the case. There is exper1ent1al
evidence thatAmany emotions are not like cognitions-of __xlvariety ’

and' that their contents refer for the most part, to conditions in, the

4

world not in the subJect The fact zhat an emotion may be based on a

*;cognition or be 1ts object (and vice versa for“that matter) is beside
o e L oe ~"

-the point here. T ] ‘ ‘; : -

N

‘ . oL
I4 . . N . 0

. Certainly, it 1s a1ways possible to beécome aware of emotton as a ,
- fact of consciousness, as when we say: I"am angry, I am afraid, /
etc... But the fear does not begin as constiouspess of being afraid,,
‘any more than the perception of this book is conscjousness of per- /

ceiving it.... It is obvious indeed that.the man who is:frightened -

is afraid of something. And without .doubt, all the psychologists {;; S
‘have noted that emotion is' touched off by some: perception... But -

for them, as 1t appears, emotion then parts company with the object '

to become absorbed in itself. Little reflection is needed to disy o
cover that on the contrary, emotion returns to the object time after .
time and feeds upon 1t. (Sartre. 1962 p56) S 6o .

It 1s absurd to describe a cognition. such as perceiving this page' jj, I!jé:~ﬁ

as perceiving a percept of ‘this page when the COncepts °f{'Pefception' L
: 0 . :

and .this page' are already SUfficfent to describe the s tuation. Sartre |

1s arguing that there is a sinﬂlar error in describing 'being annoyed

. a " v
oo ‘ ) /‘
. N



that p* or ‘being glad that q' as perceptions of internal states con-
cerning p and q. To assume that the paraphrase is exp]énatory in the
second case but not in the first is to subscribe to tﬁezdogma of the

"y

single mode.

There is no need to go into the relative merits of phenomenology and
empiricism. In real1ty; the present instance of the dogmé'is the result
not of an overs1ght so much.as a decision to study emotion for better
or worse, in terms of physiology and self- grcept1on. Phenomenology,
for its part foregoes the advantages of the empirical method in order
to doijust1cé to the subtle changes in mental contents a§ the world 1is
alternately ‘seen as'adramatic or prosaic, ;acréd or‘profane, personal

or impersonal. For the purposes of the present dissertation, phenohen~

ology is no more suitable than the reductive empiricism which-1s respon-.

sible for the dogma of the single mode, since the phenomenologists, too,
have been preoccupied with the perceptua1 mode. The point of bringing
up these contrasting methodologies was to show that the topic of

- {ntentional modes forces one to share some of the concerns of both
“sides. Like the phenomenologist one has to assume that fearing and
hoping are.different ‘from perceiving.orlfeéfing‘and that there is no
possibi]fty of paraphrasing one in terms of the: other. Méig in the
hspirit of empiricism, contents will be considered 1nvariant across

modes , thus cutting ?hort ‘the phenomenologist's. idea that different

modes of awareness cqnstitute different 'worlds’' Wh1ch.cannot be

r
-

detachedqfrom their respective modes. .

10
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The v ictical consequences of this method will becgiic clearer in the
empirical studies of.the nextnéhapter. It does not involve any novel
insights, however, since*it is already 1mp]ic1t in. ‘the ordiqary usage
‘of mode-verbs followed by'éonfents which are ;upposed to be independ-
ent df them and are grammatically indicated as‘éuch. Thg purpose, of
the chapter will be to avail of .the discriminations in the common -
usage of mode-verbs S0 as to extract from them thé principal dimen;~
)

ions of modal entertaipment. ~ =~

‘o

(X ]



Chapter 2. Intentional modes in ordinary language. . |

! . l

|

In the previous chapter 1t was c]a1med that ordinary usage does not
reduce modes in general to cognitions. If this is the case, then’ 1t
should be possible to construct from the 11ngu1st1c and perceptual
sensitivities of th,naive subject, a general model of mode-Space.
This is ‘the main objective of the present chapter and, in particuiar,

-

" of the two studies reportedﬁin it.

The first indication that ordinary'usage does not subscribe to the
dogma of the single mode is the large range of verb-phrases which can
substitute for '¢' in sentences of the form

'S gs that p'. o N D

.

According to the dogma, all sentences in this form which do not a]ready‘ ,
refer to a belief or a sensation, have a paraphrase in the form

finds o

feels

Jjudges . .
'S | beljeves | that he is g-ful that p'. - (2)

ete . T

But while 1t was granted that this nr __phrasing sets up interesting &

questions: concern1ng the awareness of phy51olog1cal changes. it is

o

doubtful if it is rea]]y a paraphrase. . | -+

N

12
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Up to now, the‘on1y evidence presented for this was the shift.we seem .
to experience in going from states-described 1n’form (1) to states
described in form (2). Now that the matter has been put in terms of
ordjnar} 1anguage éxpressions. there is stronger evidence. There are
, many ;erbs like ‘promises’ or 'advises' or requesfg which fit easily |
| 1nto form (1) but have no plaus1b1e paraphrase in form (2). In fact,. .
the usefu1ness of form (2) appears limited to ‘emotjonal" verbs. One
‘can,make a case for rewriting 'is angry that' as 'be11eVes that he is
angﬂ; that', or 'is glad that' as 'believes that he is glad that',
since anger and gladness may be partialiy defihed by non—mental descj‘
ript1ons and the correspond1ng modes part1a11y exp]a1ned in terms of
se]f—perception.‘But the emotlonal' mode verbs form on]y a small group
of the verbs capable of substituting for '¢* in (1). If ‘promises’ is
'rewriften as 'beliéves that he is promising‘ nothing 1sigained since
a physio]og{cal or an experiential’identification'of the state ofi
promising}js out of the question and the peroeption of such a»seete-
on cues of this kind is a fiction.

‘;'More te]]ing still, even 1f it 1s conceded, for the sake of argument,
that all sentences in form (1) may be paraphrased 1n form (2), one may
ﬁ dispute the dogma all over again by asRing whether. as we]l as findifg,
fee]ing. judging, etc. that one is ¢ ful that\p. one may not also bel
glad. or amused, or worried that,th1s is the case. On the evidence of
introspection, the answer is 'Yes'.‘since meie-modesvof_;his variety,
“are considered. commonplace. I may be worried that I am uhconcerned about

wars, or amused that I djsiike ceremonies. In fact, the phiiosopher'

. : [
Korner (1972) considers that)ref]exive mental acts like these make up

A}

13
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the bulk of what is ordinarily meant by the term 'morality’.

So, whatever the advantages of rephrasing from (1) to (2) there is no
evidence for any such practice in naive mentalism. Modal differentiotiqn

/.
is not only tolerated but has been used to build up a system of mental-

.act verbs of astonishing richness and cémp]enity. Austin (]962) has

estimated that the 1inquistic modeaverbs/aione ('says', 'orders®,
'sneers‘._ chuck]es', etc ) number about ] 000. Moreover, the use of

these verbs is highly sensitive to coi]aterai information about ‘the

~ actions they deScribe For instance, descriptions in the form 'S says

that p' will not be used of taperecorders or people d01ng speech exer-

cises. But this simpie restriction involves other beliefs about the .

kinds of systems which can be said to understand something, beljeve it,
A

utser 1t with tne intention of being beligved, and so on. This has

important imp]ications for the interpretation of modes as psychological

constructs and will be the topic of chapter 3. In the present discussion

it makes the point that ordinary language has the equivalent of a theo:x
of MOde-verbs, since their usage is controlled for the most part by
contextual information and only very little by inmediate observation.

Thus 'says that p' nny be inappropriate for some.cases of speech, even

when the articulation is perfect; and it may be appropriate for a piece®’

of handwaving or a computer printout, even when there is no speech ai,.

S

o

The theory behind naive nental descriptions has not gone unnoticed It

A»is the preoccupation of philosophy of mind, which fiies partly to desc-

+

B



e

| , . A o Sy
ribe it and partly to improve on it by inferring what it must be, given

{ts surface-features. Thus the rules governing the prEdicate 'knows

that p' gave rise to the standard philosophical definition of 'knouE

‘ledge' as ‘justifiéd, true belief‘. The definition'is important in

subsequent philosophical discussion'of‘modeaverbs. Gordon (1969) claims
that emotional modeaverbs_can be divided into those.which entail 'knows
that p‘ and those which entail its'negation.~lhe first category would
include 'is glad', 'is amused' 'is annoyed‘.sand the second‘categoﬁy‘

*hopes ', 'fears', and worries Unger (1972) developed thiS idea.

'pointing out the interesting gramnatical fact that when a mental verb’

entails the negation of its content (e.gq. prevents ’ refutes ) some
‘extra wordage' is generally required to make the 'S p s that p form :
grammatical You cahnot say 'S prevented that p' or 'S refuted that p'

but only something like 'S prevented it from beinggthe case that p' or

'S refuted the claim that p'. | | o

} B ‘ ' Y AR

While philosophers of mind have uncovered many of the sub@TEfies d? -

- W,
naivey ; alism, their more general statements about mental states'ahd

4«
modes tend to rely too exclusively on linguistic evidence.’at the

thef?
expense of psychological plausibility. In contrast, the two studies to

‘follow are concerned primarily with psychological plausibility and have o

L3

as their objective a description of the main dimensions underlying

.the naive predication of modes. This raises a problem since the point

has just been made that naive mental predications are 'theory-laden

and suggest the sort of reconstruction which the philosophers have

| given "them. To avoid this. naive predications 3ere studied~in a highly

.\ réstricted setting: Ss were allowed to make only judgments of similarity
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e

of generating such ciaims.

ica]ly one can produce an abstract theory which is at worst as good as

or di fference between modes on a single scale. Consequently, a similar

' restriction applies to.the interpretation of‘models'of\such judgments.

§
TR

‘There is ro a priori reason to think that stateménts about intentiogal

nodes are going to be any truer or more useful jf they are grounded in
emptrical descriptions of this sort. The, reason ‘for this is that all
comprehensive statements about mental states are so highly undetermined
by all possible data that, other things being equal,, it is of littie
importamge‘that one . is derived quantitatively and another {s not. An

instance of a non-quantitative conclusion on intentional modes is -

RoZeboom s (1972 p88) claim that the important dimenSions of proposit-

‘,f'ionai entertainment are (1) degree of belief—commitment (2) valuation-/?

al tone. (3) intensity of arousal or ‘awareness, and (4) a passivity/ \
activity dimension which might be calied engagement' or 'salience’...

In its formal structure the statement is exactiy of the kind which we

wish to extract from the studies to foliow. On the other hand, ‘the

studies are in no sense a- 'test' of . this claim but Simpiy another way
ok

!

TNevertheless there is ‘a strong argument for generating ciains in this

) way. It is ca11ed the principie of . weak dominance (Edwards Lindman

and Phii]ips. 1965) and it says that if one course of action promises |

‘tto turn out. at worst. no worse than the aiternative. and at.best.
.better. then. one ought to choose it. So. if phiiosophers (as I be]ieve)

do not increase or decrease ‘the plausibility of their statements by

L

16
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"deriving them in a scrupulousiy unempirica] manner. by proceeding empir- ‘j.v



Studies 1 andmafwere undertaken with this in mind. They jointiy

attempt to iﬂ%htify the principal dimensions underlying naive judg—
/1’

ments of" hddal simiiarity;‘ o ; S
i"- ' : ‘ . ~a

L

Study 1..\ S ‘ - .

iw
‘ 4'.'
‘A trained Speaker recorded the phrase ‘On Sunday in as many tones of

voice aﬂ possib]e. From an original pool of sone 100 utterances the

o speakeriand the experimenter created a sample of 17 by adding only |

7

! those itkms which sounded quite different from a1l of those already in
) the sample“These were then transcribed ‘on a separate tape and presented.
Ii X i N u ’

‘" to 15 Ss.,The\stimuli were repeated at wi]] and Ss described each one

.ﬁ' by neans d}\a checklist of 24 modai descriptions of the Speaker. The

] ‘\\‘ \)‘
p o iist wa% S, g A : .
\::‘ ‘ v ‘l' ) \"\;\é ‘.\‘ | P a . '
Yo 0. 'Xi , She recommends:(that it be on Sunday)
R i ';,’ : She s interested (that it 1s on Sunday)
(ﬂﬁr_ R . She wants it to be (on Sunday) o
| ’\) o \‘*\ ‘ ‘She bq}ieves (that it is on Sunday)
T '
N " She hopes (that it is on Sunday) .
'l' “j“ : ' . :\:.".‘ ‘
: i ;)\( . ‘She s amused (that it is on Sunday) 1 \
i) .A' "}f"‘,) .j - ; »’ } ) Y. <
2 f¢jg¥ij ‘ She $ glad (that it is on Sunday)-,
S E She' s asking (if'it is .on Sunday) S ‘;;f:j."

’

It bugs her (that it is on Sunday) ©o

k=T e g Dot = %

(SO
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v

- She hnows (that it is on Sunday)\
'She's:excited (thatqitiﬁson\Sunday)“Ji
.She doubts (thdt it 1s on‘Sunday)‘v
She's WOrried.(that‘it-is onfSunday) L o ‘ <
She can't be]ievef(that it is‘on Sunday) | | |
She requests (that it be:on‘SundaY)‘
She's sure (that it'is on Sunday).
She orders (that it be onfSund?y)*‘
Shedsuspects (that it 1s on Sunday)
l"V'She thinks (that[it-isron Sunday)

o

She}s concerned (that it is on Sunday)
giShe wonders (if it is on Sunday)
She fears (that it is on ‘Sunday) | ';f ¢ |
Shefe*pects (that<§§;is on Sunday) -
She's surprised (that itlis on Sunday)

The‘selection of mode-verbs was arrived at partly from the'results of
f pi]ot studies (see Appendix 1. p83 ) and partly from the inventories
found in. phi]osophical works such as Searie (1970) :0n"hearing an- ‘
utterance (‘On Sunday ) Ss rated each of the verbal deszriptions of the
';5peaker for appropﬂiateness on a 7-point scaie (see: Appendix 1. p83) ¥
; The data was/;cored fﬁbm 6 (highly apprOpriate) to 0 (highly 1napprop-»5‘ |
riate) yieiding a 24x17x15 matrix of proximities. The apprOpriatehessi ;-ﬂ
,: of each description for each stimu1us was then summjd across the 15 Ss ll‘ 
B and a correiation matrix for the descriptions wWas 0 tained from this |

. 24x17 matrix. (See Figure l) ,1""fu_; ;ﬂfetﬂ'v; ‘o ;Yf,;flw |




20 Table ]

o

The varimax factors of Stu‘vgif'.' ,

S . B ' N
\ | ‘ ‘yr' .,,L“; | | ‘19\{
"Subjects 1 2 | cep 18 '
St 123,017 123...17 . 123...17
Descriptions ;‘ , . S , ’ 1'
| 3 . SRV
* ' 24 i K
Fig%re i.'Matrix of raw data for Study 1.
. b ‘ ; .
£ . . A“ ! | !
‘- S L
; | R -
GO }I RO 06 S AN A _
.85 . She recommends =14 8517 -25 (~09 | e
95 She's interested 32 76 -31 38, 15 .o\
" - 99 She wants it to be -02'" 89 ":30 -17 .-27" ' %\
S 96 She believes -97 02 02 -03 -13 |
/ 97 She hopes . 09 , 92 .-31 -06 -14
84 . She's amused -01' 25 -87 17 01
99 - She's glad -21 ' 58 -73 27 ‘ .
95 - She's asking 93 -16 03 20 Y o
. - 95 . It bugs her -22, -73 59 -@2 .
92 . ~ She knows - -91 -27 -13" 01 o
92 She s excited =03 51 -16 =17
95 . - She doubts - 96  -16 04 - ,
‘ 193 ', She's.worried 17 -56 213 13 e
: 89 “ She can't believe 18 | . 88 05" ;3%;
+. 93 She requests .67 01, -44 -13 ~ vF
' - 98 She's sure =98 06 =10 01 ;
. 81 _ She ‘orders - - 40 =27 -62 '
rnia -89 She suspects - A6 01 18 -22 77
Q8 91, ‘She. thinks /235 =22 20 .. 24 .80
e .+ 90 -".She s concernef. 16129 86 .14 .15
. 99 . 'She wondeys -~ 94 06 09 - 12 . 27 .
9 .. She fegrs: 05,.-70. .57 .22 .19 ;
79 . . -She expedts -87 01 -04 -02 19 :
95 She s surprﬂs‘d 1--20, 05 93 18
g,k‘ E of tota'l variange |31 2416 13 09 :
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ﬁf‘ l@} This corre1at10n matrix was then factor analysed by the Principal

“ﬁ#»
&
.
\ﬁ : y
Wy o1 (reflected) ‘
1N o ‘
v. 7 She's sure 98

She believes 97

She 'doubts ~96 -

She wonders -~94

She's asking -93 ¢
She iexpects 87,
She ts 67

She knows ° 91' ~ - She requests 53

.
Ve PR

‘e The f1ve fagtors obtafned are presented 1n?Tab1e 1

]

Components method and rotated "to an orthogona] (Varimax) solution.

..

¢
!’Z;-.‘_\?)“’
o

‘ II
She, hopes 92/ i
She wants 1t to be -89 aShe s concerned 86
She recommends 85 /' She's worr1eq 75
‘She's interested 76 . She's glad -73
It bugs.her ~73 | It bugs her 59
: She fears ~70 * * She fears 57

~ "She's glad 58

199

She's amused ~87

She*g enfiteﬂ 81 |

{ il . .
- - - IV . ; 11 ..‘u‘\qut v
. . SRR '/
. She's surprised 93 * Sheithinks 80 .
She can't believe 88 + She suspects I1Z 4 ‘

)

!

' $he’s excited 78 . She orders -62

Table 2, Loadings of 50 and greater on the factors of Study 1.

CRS |

* With the help of Table 2, the factors are tentat1ve1y 1nterpreted as

t'CREDENGE, OPTION, SALIENCE, AROUSAL and WEAK B‘b)rap They arel in close

agreement with factors found in pilot studies (sé; Append{x 2 p8s5 )

and some of the 1nterpretat10ns were made w1th this in mind. As in all

™

previous analyses, there are two be]iqf—factors. the first ( Factor I

sees » 'remembers’,

and the second (Factor v above) by"thinks . suspects , 'feels', and

‘guesses'. The 1nterpretation of these factors wfl] be discussed further

RPIS
RSO

in the next paragraph. In ‘the present study there dre additional load-

ings on ‘the factors:

‘requests’ and ‘&sks on“‘ﬁ_ofﬁcs and ‘orders' on

.n

: HEAK BELIEF This fs to be expected stnte re’uests' and 'asks' both
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presuppose ‘doesn't know'. According to Searle (1970, p66) the same
is truelof ‘orders’, though our analysis suggests %hat it my be less
so since . orders' loads on WEAK BELIEF. The factor interpreted as
OPTION combines pos1t1ve evaluatfon and commitment to action.' In .pilot
studies verbs such as 'intends' and '{s determined‘ 1oaded on 1t
These were not fncluded fn the present ]1st because they are re]evant
to few 1f any recognizab]e tones of voice. AROUSAL and SALIENCE were |
also encountered before. SALIENCE s distinguished from OPTION by
markers 11ke *{s concerned which lack 'the 'optative' character of
Factor II.

, r '
The fact that CREDENCE and WEAK BELIEF are separate factors is contrary
to our intuitfon of a single belief-dimension witﬁ CREDENCE-verbs at
the extremes and WEAK-BELIEF-verbs in between. This fs the {ntuition

which leads us to think, for example, that 'knows' 1s a special’ case

- of 'bélie&es'. The intuition may 'be abandoned, of’course. in deference

to the present evidence which shows two.jorthbgonal belief-factors.
Moreover, the move cou}d‘be suppOrted by{c1t1n;\some ordinary usages

which are also at | odds with the 1dea -of a single dimensfon. For °

1nstance, ‘knows ' Ts sonetines used as an 1mp11c1t deqial of 'believes’.
{ .

4 N

On the otfler hand, the present findings are not necessarily in conflict
with the fntuition of a sing]g§6e11ef-d1mensfon. With a different, and
perhaps more plausible. model of the Ss! ratings, the two manifest’

factors in linear factoruspace can still be reduced o one. According

. to the model assumed so far, given a dimension F, a verb-phrase v,

-

21



- 1s given by ‘ig;;?'

Y )

where by 1s the loading of the verd on the dimensfon, and Fs {s the

- locatfon of the stimulus on it. Instead, however, apbropriateness may

be' considered as a function, not of s's location on F but of its

distance from an {deal location, Cy on F. Appropriateness is now
a . R

S v \ ‘
Avs = by(Fs-Cv)2 - ' (4)
, ‘ , )

A

o/

. where the distance has been squared merely to eliminate directions.

-

There should be another parameter in the equation\to.represent how
steeply appropriateness falls off from the fdeal point. But this is
the same as the salience of F for v and may be absorbed in by. For

the case of k dimensfons, and assuming conjunctive judgments
, K |
Avs = 1 byk(Fsk-Cyk)?
. .

B

t (bykF2sk ~ 2CykbykFsk + CZykbyk)
k : K | K

. ' , = T bkazsk - L chkbkask t 1z szkbvk» | ~(5)f’

. ‘g-',

Since the last term is constant for a given vaiue of v, appropriateness
is now given by two terms which are, respectively. quadratic and linear
composites of the same variable, Fy « Thus, whiie these terms are
perfectly predictable from each other, they are not lineqriy so.

Moreover, for extreme values.of C (when the verb's jdeal point'is‘at'

(3)

22
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the end of the djmension) the variance attributable to;thé'fjfgﬁ;

v component will be negligable; while for values of C, c1659 to the

“mean, the same will happen to the second Component. Thus‘éhé obtdined

factor structure is not fncompatible'with the original idea that -
CREDENCE and WEAK BELIEF are regions of a single dimension.

Accepting the interpretation of the factors for the,momént, a moré

fundamental objection to the model is that the re]ation between intent- .

fonal modes is too complex to be‘accountéd'féfuin any distance-model.
The objection wogld have tb grant that §gmg of the.distinct1Veness of,
say."warns'-or 'advises' or ‘promises' can be Captured by their
projectfons on CREDENCE, OPTION, and so o;. On the other hand, there
is 14ttle doubt that the meaning of many mode-verbs derives from a
complex of situational features in a manner that can hardly be repres-
ented in a spatial mode]. 'Requésts'. for example, implies that what
s requested is an actfon of a person, that the action is wantedvby ‘
the berson requesting, that he believes the requested party 1; able to
do 1t, but normally-would not without fBeAintervenfion of the request,
and so on. (C.f. Searle, 1970).

1}

This point has to be conceded. The s no possibility of recovering

Can thé nuances of ordinéry language mode-verbs from a representation
in which\Qst appear only as points in space. But the nuances of mode-

verbs taken\singly is not as important to the present dissertatfon as

are some iheoretical claims about the nature of modes in general. In
: | , . 4 ' ' ‘
particular, there is the claim that with respect to the prior concept’

of intentionality, modes form a homogeneous group and. ;

23



members may be identified. And there is the accompanying claim that
qontemporary psychology is"reductionistiq‘jn this regard since it
tries, where possible, to dea] with modes of awareness other than
“beltefs by projectinq them as contents within the be]ief—mode The
spatial model makes a suftable backdrop to these clafms, emphasiz1ng

as {t does, the homogeneous nature of the mode-group as a whole, and
de—emphas121hg the cognitive sub-group. Conversely, these claims tend
to be blurred if the details of single mode-verb are spe11ed out as

a set of proposit1ona1 contents within the belief—mode Thus the models
of Searle (1970) and Schank (1973) are compatible with the dogma of the
single hbdg.(ln‘SehrTeE analyses one admittedly encounters the occasion~ 4
ialv'whnts'; in Schanck a1l. mode-verbs aréysystematica1]y translated in

terms of three act-verbs which are explicitly cognitive.)

The 1imitations of the‘m%de]. therefore, are accepted in the hope
that its theoretical implications will be clearer. These implications
wfl] be discussed in the next chapter, and in Chapter 4 they'wifl be
given some empirical applications. At this pointvallfthat is being

" claimed s that there are five, and possibly more dimensions under-
f&iﬁg naive modal descriptions. Since these dimensions were inferred
" from the correlatjon of‘verbal desqiiptions‘over a‘samp]e of inton-
ations, 1t‘mqy be asked if the same structure can be recovered from
ypefceptua] judgments made on the same material without overt use of
verbal descriptions. This was the question to which Study 2 was

addressed.

24
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Study 2. -

{

‘The same seventeen utterances from Study 1 were transcribed in all
possible 136 unordered pa1rs A second tape was made of the same |
pairs w1th the order of each pair reversed, The material was then
presented to 15 Ss (different: from those in Study 1), 8 of them

‘receiving the first order, and 7 the second, " They were instructed to.
compare the speaker's fframe of mind" from one utterance to the next,
and to rate the pair for similarity in this respect. (For further
details, see Appendix 3.'p93). The ratings were made on.a 7-point
scale 1abe1ed. from left to right, very similar, s1mi1ar, somewhat
similar, can't decide, different, very different, opposite. The date
was, scored from 6 (very simifar) to 0 (opposite), yielding a 15x136

p

matrix of proximities. (See Figure 2). i

SubJects 12345 .....15 .

St1mu]us pair 1
2
3

136

'Figure72. Matrix of raw data for Study 2.

The proximities were then summed across Ss for each sQéﬂhlus pair,‘and
the 25 stimulus points were located in a spatial configurat1bn using

‘Kruskal's method (Kruska] 1964a, 1964b). This method fits the points
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to the requirement that
S dgg > By Sy o

where dh1 is the distance between stimuli h and { 1n the spat1a]
configuration, and bpq s the rated proxlmity of h and i, summed
across Ss. The fltted distances may be computed by any distance

function. For tlie present data, the c1ty~block metric was used s1nce

L W -

it has the 1eastrgssumpt10ns about the nature of the judgments giving

" the bpj. Deviation from monotenicity 1s given as

: n
2 (dij - diy)?
13

Stress =

where the 8}3 are 'pseudo distances', monotonic wfth the 813 and a
least squares fit to the djj. Thus, without the square root and thg |
:scéling factof r d2 » Stress is a residual sum of squares. As for
evaluating the Stress of a solution, Kruskal suggests that 'a minimum
stress coqfiguration‘whose strgss is above 20% is unfike]y to be of
interest; above 15% we must still be cautious; from 10% to 15% we wish
it were better; from 5% to}10% is satisfactory; below 5% is impfesste'.
(Kruskal, 1964b, p119). | “

For the'presént data, Figure 3»gi§es Stress as a function of:the

number g% dimensions used. The solution in five;dihensipnsvwas'selecped,

i

It is presented in Table 3 and plotted in Figures 4, 5 and 6.



Stress .

.162 ‘ -
.10 |

Number of

Dimensfons 1
| -

)

Figure 3. Stress

" Axes o]
Intonations 1 0.052
2 -~0.392

3 -1.075

4 0.194

5 ..0.098

6 0.160

7 0.168

8 °-0.284

9 -0.477
10 -0.053

1 1.125

12 -0.068
13 -0.052
14 -0.139

15 0.039

16 0.607
0.096

‘Table 3. Loadings of intonations on the Kruskal axes of Study 2.

2

-1.218
0.386
0.096

-0.109

-0.005

0.009
0.103
-0.174
-0.461
-0.305
0.160

1.072

0.051
0.027
0.009
0.295
,0.385

3

511
.102
.118
119
.039
.035
.558
.031
.268
.229
.031

1.070
-0.222
-0.033

0.161

0.341

4

-0.206
-0.012
0.136
-0.972
-0.979
-0.147
0.007
0.438
-0.205
-0.007
-0.062
0.132
1.069
04621
0.205
0.491

as a function df number of dimensions in Study 2.

5

.038 0.054 -0.044

-0.131
0.045
0.071

-0.014
0.002

-1.102

-0.490

-0.214
0.588

-0.148

-0.064

~0,080

-0.177
1.175
0,155
0.279
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‘Idea11y, the obtained axee‘whould‘be 1nterpreted directly:from the
. stimulus material which gave rise.toithem.-with acoustic material,
however;‘this becomes impossible. Ohe'cannot remember the 1ntoh6tipns
1ong enough to ‘tell what they have 1; common, Listening to the inton-
ations ranging from high to Tow on the Kruska] axes, or 1n any other
~ grouping, creates a very confused 1mpression in which only the contrast
’ between'positive and negative affect‘stahds out. Since'the Krushal L
configuration seems to require at least five dimensions, it is evident
‘that d1fference Judgments made on pairs of 1ntonations produce a more

complex structure than can be arrived at bx‘attempted groupings. But’

the problem of-ihterpreting thefmqréﬁcomplex structure still remains,



To solve the problem, it is pecessary. to translate\the fntonations"‘~
into some medium in whith they-can be examineo simultaneously. Only
then wfll it be poss1b1e to detect higher-order features Th1s is

| easy to do in the present case), s1nce verba] desctiptions of the
intonations are already aval]able from Study 1. One could, for instance,
replace each intonation by its most common description and then inter-
pret. the axes from the projections of the. descript]ons on them - exact]y
as the factors of Study 1 were 1nterpreted This however would raise

. again some quest1ons about the dimensionality of the descriptions. And
since these quest1ons have been tentatlvely answered in ‘Study 1, the -
1ntonations were replaced not by their most common description but )

- by their locatfons in the factor space for descttptions; i.e. by their
factor scores on CREDENCE, OPTION, SALIENCE. AROU§AL and WEAK BELIEF, |
‘ ~ The 10c§t1on of the intonathns on the Kruska] axes.yas thgh'regressed'

. linearly on these factor scores. The results are presented in Table 4.

/

|

Dependent Independent variables: Factors
variables: s i ,
t)omom v v R

B (cr) “(0p) (sa) (Ar) (wB)
Kruskal axes 1| .06 -.14 ,26** .14 -.08 . .75

2| .13 .01 -18* .22* -.05 .69

09 .21% .20 03 .08 LT

o

3
4| ~25% 02 -2 .08 -.28%% .86
5]-.08 -4 -0 a4 22 72

AN

* pg.05; ** p<..01 '

TabIe 4, Beta coefficients and mu1t1p1e correlations for the regression
- of locations in the Kruskal configuration on factor scores. |

4 . » r
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[ﬁrUSkal

Before interpreting the resuits it should be reca]]ed that t?

1configuration was “obtained fromoproximity judgments made direotiy on <
the intonations’themselves 'Ss were simpiy to say how closeiy the
speaker s framelof mind in one utterance matched that in another. ihere |
was no obViouslintervention of verbai 1abe1s for the intonations on. .
the other hand the mode~ factors reflect nothing more than the .CO- variat-
" fon of verba] 1abels across a sampie of intonations In addition, no
effort was made to rotate the axes of the two configurations into a

o
position of makimum congruence.
. | B . A

'In spite of this, the results of the regression anaiysis Show a reason-
able identification of the Kruskal axes in terms of the factor Space for
| descriptions The. first Kruska] axis is identified by SALIENCE. and the
third joint]y by SALIENCE and OPTION. The fourth axis is probably the
asking-vs te]ling dimension. already we]i researched in linr\istics

(e. g. Fries. 1964 Hadding-Koch and Studdert-Kennedy, 1965)~v}t is of

“ interest that’ the axis no 1onger preserves the distinction between A

‘ CREDENCE and wEAK BELIEF since it is predicted by both together. This

is probabiy due to the”djfferent tasks facing Ss in Studies 1 and 2. |
_ In Study-1, the S compTéting a checkiist of mode-ver s may well reSpond
»to 'theoreticai' distinctions lodged in the usage of such verbs - such
~as the we]i known opposition between 'knows ‘and ‘thi ks'. This distin-

‘ction is.uniikeiy to inf]uence judgments in Study 2y since the intonations

’on their own tend to emphasize the more pragmatic and exciu51veed1stiggt-'

- ion between asking and teliing. The: second axis aligns with AROUSAL and .
“-‘aiso with VSALIENCE the fifth mainiy with WEAK BELIEF ;

N

i
'



verbal descriptions

‘Acues and (b) to the

-any.that can be obtained by othervmeans.e'

lfaciai expressions or the semantic feat

“' 1 . ! '
) A : B t
] : n

In brief. therefore, Study 1 shows that there are ftye, and possib]y

. more, dimen31ons underlying naive modal judgments based on 1ntonationa1 o

cues,.and Study 2 confirms that a similar structure can be obtained

from judgments made direct]y on the intonations without the use of

1+

. : ‘ \ , } . .
, R . : - _
' iy ) ) t ' » .

There are several difficuities with’ these conciusions. Aiready, the

question of " the appropriateneSS‘of spatia] modeis was raised, But eveni
if the. objections in this regard are OVercome. there are questions
about the Specificity of the obtained configuration (a) to intonational

pe of content on which they were imposed here.

It will.not be possibi to answer‘these objections fuiiy. since the

answer is ]argeiy a ma r for further empirical study.“There‘are.

"nonetheless. reasons for thinking that the kinds of cues and content .

used here will yfeld a mode- structure which is at ieast as generai as

h \ '
. \ l
/ ‘
i ! * .
/ B

As far as modai cues are concerned one could of c0urse, . 'use

o~

s of a seiection of mode—verbs.‘

|

It, can be seen from the piiot studies n Appendithhat the iatter

method produces a factor structure very simiiar to that obtained in

‘ \.~. .
' Study i But. even if there were no simiiarity at a11 the. results
: '?,of the pilot studies would argue that the intonationai structure shouid B

f be preferred This is because Of the probiéh of unstabie content when

L semantic judgments are made on mode-verbs. (For moreidetaiis, see

/'

nuAppendix 2. ) This probiem is uniqueiy overcome by intonationai

'rcues since they are necessariiy accompanied by the segmentai sounds

v
B i i.‘» v
D SR AN |



\Which convey content. The problem of unstabie content aiso arises with '

facial expressions since the expression itself cannot convey what it

is about. In addition. it is doubtfu1 if the ranqe of modes conveyable .

‘in this manner is more than a subset of those conveyed either by mode-:“
verbs or by intond&ions. N - 'f' S t“ . &

. " ‘, “ | 1 ll‘ |
A simiiar argument can be made in favor of the type of content used in
.Gtudies 1 and 2. Of a]] conceivab]e contents. it is the variety most

71ike1y to yield a mode-structure that is not content specific. To make'

L this claim it is necessary first to point out’ an important methodo]og—:“

ical difference between Studies 1 and 2 and 51m11ar studies in ]inguist-:

ics and the psycho]ogy Tof language. The difference comes , on our part,
from*the theoretica] perSpective of the dissertation and, on ‘the part
of most other studies, fr0m the dogma of the single node - which now ‘

becomes the dogma of the singie mode of utterance. Linguists genera]ly
‘ construe material such as ours .in "the form

}

- happy Y

'S says that p;ﬁand his.voice.indicates“that he is | annoyed f i (G)fjf ‘

1sad
- Lo . : ; V. etc
1" o ' . ‘ , l ‘ ‘l ' ' L o - / ' K

v '

In fact, research in‘this"area win"'most- 1ikely come under a h‘ea'ding?\,

-such as’ 'the emotional content of speech' (Lieoexman. 1962) But, on. .

33

'ﬂﬂthe Iinguists' own evidence (never mentioned in his\context) sentence- o

. form (6), wili have to be expanded to inc]ude more than emotions.oln

. P
-

‘“"y%particuiar v it wi]l have o cover ‘the strange case of

“0. o
, ‘L!

f“ 'S says that p, and his tone indicates that he is azing that p (7)f”v»;:

L ‘0t

: .\" » ' . I t ' ]
R : . K . . A



34

‘Saying', that is, -as opposed to 'doubting’, “a§k1ng‘. or even ‘'denying’.
This leads to the concluston’ adopted earlfer concerning the relation of
‘bgHieves' to modes 1n general. Mades, whether in genéra} or in the
snecial cas?’of speech acts, form a group apd thére is nd obvious

sense 1n which one s basyc and the others derivative. The anomaly of

£

' (7) 1s removed by writing
t ! ! ' . . L " . .
'S utters 'P'; and his voice indicates that he gs that p* (8)

vhere 'utters' is non-mental (1ike 'vocalizes' or 'enunf{ates thg
words') and the inferred mode ¢ may be ‘'says‘', 'is happy', ‘orders’,

or any of thone ment1ongd Sq‘far. The {important point #s that fsa}s'

and {ts equivalents {nvolve a modal 1nferencg no less than 'is nappy'
“or 'is sad', I ' : -
The point has nn‘important bearing on the selectfion of mater1a1§"fpr \
studies on prosodic phenomena. From our perspective, a cryptic sentence
such as 'On Sundny has a lot of advantages, since its minimal syntax
puts 1ittle or no constraint on the modal differentiationv éﬁ%b can be
achieved by 1ntonat10n. The senténce can easily be uttered as a command,
or an assertion or a question This is not the case with more fully
.specified contents, since they w?il inevitably have syntactic features
which make. them more appropr1ate to one mode than another. It 1s
ﬁ%?ossible to say 'This fs the third time he's been-ﬂn to see me this
week' or, ' i&ere 's' that 1ittle black dog in the garden again' (Quirk
and Crystal, 1969) as a cormand or a wish.'lt is even dif;:cult to

: , . , , Yo
utter gnsm as-questions. Consequently, these authors (and others) are

- € '
N . . * ,
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’ _ syniax Qas selected to allow the content the widest possible'range of

studying prosodic phenomena with highly constrictive materials and the

| ,only modes which they are likely to. find are sub-modes of the declar-

ative mode. This is because {t was assumed that declaration {s basic
to all speech acts, whereas fn fact 1t 1s only one group of speech
acts. S , R
The overs1ght might have been cdrrected had there been any‘édntact

between ]1ngu15t1cs and philosophy of ]anguage For the concepts of

‘1llocut1onary act' (Austin 1962) and 'speech act' (Searle, 1970) are

!

close to the idea of a ‘moded utterance and also have the effect of
returning declarat1on§ to the fami]y of speech-modes from\wh1ch they
have been estranged. As fhe,philosopher§ do1nt out, the correct usage
of 'dsserts'z 'CTaims'."dec1ares' and ‘says’ (1n this sense) no less
than ‘begs’' or 'threatens’, ‘is sens1t1ve to a variety of &1 tuational

cues. These involve, for 1nstangg. the intention of the speaker to

represent a state of affairs lwnich he be'Heves to be true and which is }

‘not already obvious. (C.f. Searle, 1970, p66).

\ ] .
The methodhlog1ca1 problem in Studies 1 and 2 and the pilot studies
which proceeded them, was to preserve as many of these cues as possible

while holding content constant ahd allowing it to take on as wide a

. . .range of mode-values as possible, Intonational cues were selected to

’ _overcome the problem of‘shifting contents. -An expression of minimal

L 3

mode-values, Nhileiit is very likeTy. therefofe. thdt mode-spaces
based on different cues and contents with formally different canténts

will differ from that obtained here, 1t fs unlikely that they will be

35
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more general than it.

From now on, the factors CREDENCE, OPTION, SALIENCE, AROUSAL and WEAK
BELIEF (and possible others) will be the referent of the expression
‘intentional modes®. This is not to give any airs of finality to the

two studies just reported, but merely to provide a'more concrete context

for the discussion\fo follow.

The next chapter will deal with the status of intentfonal modes fin

a theory of behavior.



\ : .
Chapter 3. Intentional modes in psychological theory.

In En acceptable use of a sentence in the form

\

L 'sgs thatp o )

\ - | .
the substitute for '8' {s what we will call a 'mode-verb', and its |
referegt 35 Fhe mode of an aetual mental state. A minfature theory of
" {ntentiohal modes has just been presented. It is a theory only»in the
sense of a tentative enumeration, and it says that mental state§f1n
general dfffer with respect to mode on ffve~ma1n-dimension5' CREDENCE,,
OPTION, SALIENCE AROUSAL and WEAK BELIEF. The question to be asked now
fs, what fe%tures of a behavior-system do mode-verbs refer to?

o\

But there {is a‘pr1or question. name]y. what kind of system‘merifs ':
descr1ptions in' form (1) 1n the first place. One answer is that all adﬁ‘
only those Ss we% have minds can have descriptions in form (1) For
some, this is a dqfensible opening provided ‘mind’ is introduced not as
a primitive term but -as thag st111-to-be-defined property of S respon-
. sible for {ts descr pt1ons in form (1); and provided further specific-
ations are forthcoming. For others, the answer is_the end of the road
for 'mind' and its pe e1far descriptions. They claim that‘sentenceé.in
form (1) can never be cceptable scientific statements and that

'‘mind', by virtue of 1 association with them, can hever be a scien-

tific term.

37
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The trouble with (1) 1s that {t has the character of an indirect quot-~
ation. What is meant by 'indjrect' here may be seen by contrasting

/

'S says (the sentence) ‘pe ! | (2)
w1\ th @R
'S sayé that p* (3)

| By allowing the phyé1o]ogist to define 'says' and the phonet1c1an to
specify the sentence 'P', (2) becomes as tight a description as. one
wishes. Not so‘ggth (3), since 'says’ in this sense is contaminated

" with 'believes’, '1ntenas' and the 1ike. It is because of this that
Adescr1pt10ns in form (2) are flexible about the exact words to be

- substituted for 'p'. As long ‘as the words sti]i capture the gist of
what was meant, the sentence still ‘counts asftrue, There fs.a'ﬁrtce to

" be paid for this freedom, howeve;. since the transition from (2) to:(3)
swells one's ontology from organisms and sounds to organisms, sounds

and meanings or propositions.

What is bothersome abou;‘this is fhat meanings and prbposit1ons are
-hard to specify. The}meaning of an expression 'P' seems to change ?rom
one.context to the next,.thus blurring its relationship with the more
~ stable category of sentences. y

Commonly the dggree of allowable deviation depends on why we are
quoting. It is a question of what traits of the quoted .speaker's
remarks we want to make something of; those are the traits that
must be kept straight if our indirect quotation is to count as

" true. (Quine, 1960, p128) .o

LY

This; however, is only a symptom of the real problem. It seems that
indifect quotation is more a ﬁatter of ‘conjecture than description no

'imgttér how the standards are set.. B : , | ;



In indirect quotation we project ourselves into what, from his ‘
remarks and other indications, we imagine the speaker's state of
mind to have beep, and then say what, in our lanquage, is patural
and relevant for us fn the state thus feigned. An indirect quot-
atfon we can usually expect to rate only as better or worse, more
or less faithful, and we cannqt even hope for a strict standard

of more and less; what {s involved is evaluation relative to
special purposes of an essentially dramatic act. (Quine, 1960,p219)

If things are bad in the case of speech-acts, they are far worse with
other mental acts. In the linquistic case there is always the original.
"text' and, in principle, one cgn'a]wa}s go‘Béck and check the indirect
versions against it. When it comes’ to.fears, hopes, intentions and the.
like, not to mentfon the mental states of organisms which cannot speak
for themselves, the text too is a produzt of artistic ability; [t is a
sentence which yg‘fihd approprfate as we act out the state of h1nd
tmagined for our subject. |
Quine's conclusfon 1s that the production of sentenées in form (1)
‘contrasts strikingly with the spirit of science at its most represent-
ative'. Others have pointed out the same contrast in order to argue the
limitations of ‘scifence at its most representative' and the need forﬂ
an autonomous 'séience of the menta]'f To Quine, all it demonstrates {is
the 'emptiness of a science of the intentional' ’ t
If we are 1imning the true and ultimate structure of reality, the
canonical scheme for ys is the austere scheme that knows no quot-
ation but direct quotation and no propositional attitudes but only

the ghysical constitution and behavior of organisms. (Quine, 1960,
p221 ' ‘ .

This {s the essence of Quine's,iong;standing objection to minds and
meanings in science. It is important not just because. of Quine's stature,

but also because it is implicit in many behavfbristpgritiques of mentalism,

39
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In the context of our own theoretical position, the 1ssue about direct

vs indirect quotation can be better appreciated by comparing

. . “‘53‘”
'John says(the sentepce) 'This is coffee' ' . (4)
and ° | | ' |

*John says that this {s coffee.' ' " ' . (5)

Sentence (4) simply attributes a response to a subject. It is like
saying, 'Rat #44 pressed the bar'. In particular,‘1t-does nothing to
determine whether John was asking us Qb telliqg u$ aboutlthe coffee,
having doubts about it, or even hinting that he'didn't 1ike 1t very
much. Or whether he wasAdoinq'none of these and ﬁerely praceising his
English. Whatever we make of these add1tiona] interpretat1ons, it seems o
that there is one of them in (5) since 1t makes it t]ear that John 1is |
:é111ng us about the coffee: not asking us, or‘dlsapproving of it, or
anything else. On the other hand, whether John actua]]}‘said"Th1s-1s
coffee', or 'Here's the coffee', or merely nodded in the direction of 2
the pot 1s now undetermlned, since (5) is compatib]e with any of these.

{

!

Our problem is to acknow]edge the 1ndeterminacy 1n all 1nd1rect quot-

ation without having to admit that. descr1pt1on has been abandoned in

favor of fahgasy. To do this, it s’ f1rs; necessary to assume that
describttonslin the,form 'S ¢gs that p' ré}en to features of S whiéh are .

‘deeper', 'more mqlar'. etc. than anything suggested by the wbrding

subst1tuted for 'p'. If one can then show what these features might

be and how, even 1n princip]e they could be descrwbed directly. then

form (1) becomes, at worst, a harmless paraphrase.

‘l.
o

) z A » , ,



But it is not easy to envisage features of a system which will support o

it

the predication of modes ‘and contepts while also having‘& complete

description in'non-mental terms. Consider the problem facing 5 theorét~ ‘

| '

ical neurologist 1f he should try\io explain mental conteats in terms

" of the arousal of such and such neural pathways.

We can, to be sure, record the response of a single cortical cell
“which ... has been found to correlate with the presentation of a
specific stimulus-class - e.g. frequency of auditory tone rising. .
But we cannot give a neurophysiological idehtification or descrip-
tion of the cerebral cells characteristically active ... when some-
one sees, thinks.of, fears or searches for a purple cat ... (Boden,
. 1970, p206) " . : .~ - -

i

Instead, what_thé neurologist will do 1s 'postu]aﬁe such models oﬁ
behaviqral grounds and hypothesize that they correspond to actual

neurophysiological mechanisms' (Boden, 1970).

In this respect, the behavipr theorist should have been in a mucﬁ strong4
er position,‘sincé his coﬁstruéts afe already of the variety which

~ draw mostly on behavioral evidence and make litt]é—or no commitment to

. one physiological mechanism rather than another. But in practice he has

. been hamstrung by his reluctance fo givelthese.constructs the sort of
internal structure which thgy.must have if they are to cope with the
,'composffiona] complexity' of mental states, 1.e.‘the'struc£ure reflectr
"ed in the syntax:'of substitutidns for 'p' in séntgnces of form (1).
(C.f. Rozeboom, 1972, p37) |
In the meantime, mental structure bgcame;tﬁé speciality of: psycholing-

uistics gnd'computer,simuIation; Precise destriptions‘of primitive ' 'V

' ) . ' .
.
. ) : R
\ ’
i Loy
. . ‘ B
: ‘e
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behavior systems became avajlable and provided the 1ncent1ve'for asking,
‘How comp]icated does a system have to be before it can be described
\,1n~menta1 terms?’ or, What k1nd of systems can have modes and contents? ‘
Fo]1ow1ng Boden (1970) this question w111 be approached with the he]p

of an imaginary robot, equ1pped with a fu]ly 1ntegrated battery of
perceptual, prob]em-solv1ng and linguistic abilities such that '{t 1s
“able to distinguish between the elements fin a simp1e environment of say,

‘ big and sma]l b1ocks, pyramids and cubes, and to perform simple Oper~

atfons on them. Now if responding, verbal and othennise is indeed :WO‘

cued to features of the environment (the big block, the small. pyram1d),

then there is no need to know anything about the program. much less the

circuitry. 1n order to make the claim that they involve a representation
" of these features. Here, the term 'representatton' has no overtones of
mental ‘imagery or interal pictures. It is a functional description
of that portion of the machine s interior which makes it respond to one
feature‘1n the environment to the exclysion of likely competitors.
| A T

v : ‘ !
Indeed if one is 1nterested in behavior as opposed to machine-const-
| ruct1on. a micro-description of a particular representation {s beside
| the point. Usually the same. contro1 system could be programmed and 1mp1e-
mented in any number of ways. Thus a descr1pt10n of hardware will fail
as a descr1ption of a control system. since 1t gives no clue as to the
. alternative mechanisms which would produce the same: end result It
fails to do this because the most relevant features of a control system
are, in a sense, not in the machine at a11 but outside 1t. in the envir-

onment. It is not the 1nterna1 mechanics of a state which most apprOp-'.

riately describevits function in a control system; but'the environmental

a2
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. | . ) '
- feature which it can be said to be about.-This feature is the object of

that portion of the system, ant the corresponding content is whatever
features of the machine make this relation possib]e.

It is when mechanisms are described 1n tenms of their contents that

descriptions in form (1) arise. If we wish to say that the system hmﬁf
a oncept of 'biock (as opposed to pyramid' or cube ) the 1east we"

mean is that it can perform operations describable ‘as

judges ’

'S | believes|
| infers |-
,etc SN

that X.is an instance of ‘'block' (6)

'
H o
v

Ix M
\

This&is a description with ail the undesireab]e characteristics pointed ,

out above. Now. however, they can be traced to entire]y unremarkab]e
.features of a behavior system and our 1imited concern with describing

them in detai] every time we refer to them Sentence (6) has referential

opacity because At is. in part, a report on the feature detectors which a

contro] the machines discriminations. and not every term co-extensive

with 'b]ock' wi]i accurate]y represent these. Again, one cannot quant-

A

N

- ify into

'S is Searching for a‘biock' T _,(7)1 ;; .

& B s
L3N] N

“*in the usua] manner. The reason is: easy to find however. 'Block' again

o serves to denote the detectors control]ing the search. It denotes. a

'content and the’ existence of a corresponding object is not 1mpiied

+" At the same time theregis a,prob]em about the selection of the terms

Lo

gt

o

43



'biock' 'pyramid’, "cube','and so on. what is the justification for
choosing these terms rather than say, ‘object classes 1, 2 and 3'?
This is the source of the indirectness discussed earlier. The best one

can do 1is to select" a term suitabie for one 's own purposes in describing

S's operations and which. at the same time, does pot. misrepresent the ’

- discriminations being used during these operations. 'B]ock' will be

acceptabie if the aiternatives are what we uid call ‘pyramids and

‘cubes' and if the features used to detect them are r0ugh1y those we

,use ourseives in deciding whether something is appropriately caiied a

biock' or not 'Box' would probably be acceptable too; but the indeter-

- -

minacy here is of no cpnsequence provided one can furnish when necessary,

the detaiis of the ﬁﬁycriminatory process.

Representations in‘general therefore, are inferred from behavior, and

4

their specific content is assigned to them as part of the same inference.
However, not every consistent pairing of a response class with a stim-

ulus class warrants the‘inference. One is reluctant to say that the

' computer 'remembers' or*'knows' everything that it reiiabiy outputs on

_cue. Frijda (1972) mentions 'flexibiiity of retrieval' as one of the

conditions for genuine remembering. Similarly, Wilson (1972) reserves -

' .the term 'know'ledge' for 'ingrmation which is.stored in a form which

‘permits retrievai in a variety 3f different contexts . This is another

way ‘'of stressing the-essentiai indirectness of 1ntentional verbs.
'Knows and remembers‘ are inappropriate 1f they’ are not fol]owed byt

a genuineiy indirect’ quotation with the inherent f]exibiiity Spoken

- about above; They ought not to be” used for states adequateiy describabief‘:

»
v

by direct quotation. o e
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'The same point {s often madetby distinguishing‘betWeen two senses of the

' term 'information Roughly put, there is a difference between the -

!

information which 1s 1n a system for the system s user and the infor- . i

i

mation which is for the system jtself. It is only in‘the latter case

~ that the system warrants ful]y menta] descriptions Now. however, the .
" concept of using information has been introduced which 1eads to the -
. conciusion that the concept of 'information' in 1ts fully menta] sense

is closely‘ “related to the concept of need' or 'goal'. As Dennett

(1969 p46) puts it, 'for information to be for a system. the system

must have some use for it. and hence the system must have needs',

N a0

The same conc]usion can be reached by questioning the adequacy of behav-

oral evidence. on its own. to-determine a systems contents. For the

behavior w111 be evidence for varjous contents as the assumptions about

| the systems prior needs are shifted' around

.

A man's standing under a tree 1s a behavioral indicator of his
belief that it is raining, but only on the assumption that . he..
desires to stay dry, and if we then look for the evidence that .
he'wants to stay dry, his standing under the tree will do, but
.only on the assumption that he believes the tree will shelter himg
~if we ask him if he believes the ‘tree will shelter him, his positive .
-responsé is confirming evidence only on the assumption that he - '
desires ‘to. te]l us the truth, and SO forth ad infinitum. (Dennett.

" . . .l" R ' -

PR

It turns out therefore. that if contents cannot be assigned subject to

the qua]ification that some are- Wants and some are beiiefs. then contents
cannot be assigned at all. o ”f"lm'd. o fl’ AA”'j'v‘\;.

STy L . : . . . ’ ) LR
[ o T o Lo i . ) ")‘i



‘ givens ,
,appear'at such tﬁeoretical heights in. a theory of behavior, nanely as
prior conditions to the assignment of contents For naive nentalism. |

modes are simply 'ways of- feeling about something, to be attributed

of oneself by . intrOSpective obsenvation and. of others by nmdest induct— K

—

ions. of the same order as inductions about intelligence or good- humor
" On the present analysis the, attribution of modes is determined by

observations (1nternal and external) only through the mediation of ‘an

N

from the possibility of empirical c nfirmathn or disconfirmation that

‘ \

. they must be part of the 'a priori content of naive psyehology (Heider.

\ . - ,/ ,-. ‘

é?958' p130) , ilv‘ L \
| What Heider meaﬁf“By‘this~expression“may be - illustiated by his own

A example, the belief that people have that \wanting that pland 'p! lead

inevitably to enjoying (the fact that) p (H\ider, 1938. plZQQ For, ‘

elaborafe network of theoretical aizumptions many of them S0 remote ‘,"

A

. ’ . \ ‘ 'i\f
~ the; contrary evidence (which is plentiful) is alﬂggs diverted away from o

"the implication to its components. Instinctively N expldﬂns the o

| . counter-exanples away by

Faying that the want was no\{;nger bresent

i when 'p' was realized or that the reélization wasn 't up to expectations,

| or that the person in question probably didn t know exactly what he f,
wanted in the first place, and ‘S0 on.'¢§t the plausibility of these )

Vexplanations derives. not from any facts but because they are*{n SUpport

~"Jf of the original a priori implication. The implication therefore..,

h :"F" 1 '
i'survives all contrary evidence because it is already written into the

-1definitions of 'wants' and enjoys . V'The connection between wish-,

v S

'
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”when it seems to be contradicted 'the perception-of.the events;changes.

the observational support that common sense assumes. Even in the case of'~

~ facts® of internal arousal which will determine ‘the mode s identity

"p99ff).. Much less can differences in the strength of beliefs be traced

‘fulfilment and pleasure belongs to the a prigri content of naive psych-

: ology and cannot be contradicted by experience . (Heider. 1958 p130)

!

" not thelrelationn‘(pll3); A | o ' L

Pl

‘There are many other reasons for~doubting that modal predications have

Y

. less. intense modes. and in particular with the cognitive modes -a theory

M‘l

of internal observation becomes most implausible. One has only to read,
‘for instance. Hume*s attempted distinction between beliefs and fantasies [

: in terms of solidity , vividness 'y 'firmness and the like. to suspect

that the entire enterprise is mis taken in its assumptions (Hume 1738.

“to an internal sense. More likely - they are, as Newman (l870) claimed.

' the projections inward of soctal norms.about the accepdggility of :

;»different kinds of evidence. ; ev.r ‘<‘,f* S %Egﬁ; g‘

: ‘Along the same lines. contemporary phil050phers have argued that%eliefo

'I

enotional 1modes it has long been established that there are no plain .

L
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"1and content by a simple act of observation (C f. Schacter. l964) With EE

1s a mode of consciousness which may be picked out only in terms of ghat i

” 'which may . be ‘true or false. which in turn can only be identified by

';we really believe something. and how strongly,,the operations we go

' N
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,1*jj publicly intelligible standards of evidence and an actual tendency to. ;gn_,,~7~1

.. use them* (Griffiths. l967, pies) Thus, if we wish to. determine whether o



through seem to hav!“more to do w1th public standards of credibility
‘than with 1nterna1 perceptions It 1s of 1nterest to note that the most
- important ps!cholog1ca1 research on be]ief-strengths has a similarly
normative appreach. 'Subjective probability' is mosg}frequent]y a
theoretical quantity 1nferred from betting behqv1or and a model of |
Lrat1ona]’decision-maktng; (c.f. EQwards, 1954). Un11ke Newman, who woeld

have considered such inferences a contamination of the belfef-mode,

A A
Griffiths and others assume that they are part of 1ts normal functioning.

Just as Schacter (]964i suggests that beliefs about how one might be, or
ought to be feeling are important determinants of how ane doesm;eel.

so are the values of a content on the belief-mode determined by a com-
p]ex of other mental acts, such as one's willingness to act on the

belief or one's confidence of being able to defend it.

It;tbe predication of nodes is complex, it 1§toqbe~exnecte that theJ
referent of nges in the behavior system ftself fs elso elusfve..For |
1nstance. to call them ‘states of arousal’' would be, again, to under-
estjmate the cowpos1tional complexity of the moded content. In the case
of be11efs and their varyfng-;trengths. Breﬁtono feeetfous]y'orgued
that interpreting belief—strengths as degrees o?“erousa1 would Jead one
to predict bra1n-damage among mathemat1c1ans from overexposure to .
certainties (Brentano. 1889. p56) The common sense 1nterpre)ation of
modes” as 'moods or 'feeIings' is no better off. It has a vague plaus-
1b111ty for the dimensions of INTEREST and AROUSAL; for the others,

it fails to acknowledge the §ystem of internal controls operating

. between modes and contents which makes a shift in a contents mde-vector

* quite unlike a ‘change of mood’.

A

f8



" The conclusion of this section, therefore, 1s that modes are theoret-
{ca] constructs in the nomological net of a behavior theory. The logic

* of the concept shows that it {s high‘up fn the theoretical reaches of
the net, with the‘resu]t that it 1s unlikely, and unnecess ry; that
ft should have any identification with the contents of na‘(F 1ntrospec-

tion or the mechanisms of physiology or learning theory.

,’/ﬁ;;Jng derived a description of fntentional modes from the modal pred‘c-

atfons of nafve mentalism, and clarified the nature of the concept ftself,

the next chapter will rederive some of the empfrical implications of

[ 4

‘intentfonal modes on the topic of attitudes.

4

-
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Chapter 4. ' Intentionél‘modes and attitude theory.

One sense of the pagﬁ ‘attitude' 1s easfly introduced, since the -
philosophers' ekpfession ‘propositional att{tude' is synonomous with
our ‘intentional mode'. In this sense of the term, attitudes are modes.
This 1s a very génera] sense of 'attitude', however, with a restricted
use even in philosophy. It is usually encountered.in the courSe of an
admission that affirmations, negations and\predications belong ip’thé

same group as fears, hopes and wishes as far as linguistic oddities and

philosophic suppositions are concerned. The {dea behind the expression,.

therefore, 1s that affi}ming and denying 1nyo]ve definite 'ways of
attending to' or 'ways of feeling about' the world. And the name given
to all such attendings and feelings is 'propositionai attitudes"'.

!
|

If the term ‘attitude' 1s restricted%to ways of attending which are
somehow 'evaluative'. one comes closer to the usage 6f psychology and
common sense..ln this sense of the term;‘thergiis a sharp contfast
between attitudes; on the one hand, and fh;.non-évaluative modes on the
other. 'Evaluation' is being used here in a loose, 1ntg1ti;evsense. In
the presenﬁ'djscussion it will be defihed to mean any ﬁentél state

" with non-zero loadings on the dimensions of OPTION and/or SALIENCE. In

other words, any mental state describable in the form

50



hopes.
| recommends . '
'S |1s glad that p.' | (1)
- 1 1s concemed . \
etc.

b

wﬁere the mode-verb has a h1gh loading on-efther OPTION or SALIENCE or
both. (Since 'is glad' has substantial loadings on both dimensions, 1t
wf]] be taken as fepresentative of this group from now on.)

Whilé (1) makes a suitable definition for attitudes énd eva1uatioﬁs
within the framework of this disserta§1on, the more usué1 péacticé in
attitude theory is to define 'attitude' as this plus everything else
which 1s either influenced by or predictive of the values it takes for
a given content. This in turn leads to to,discussfons on the ' compon-
vents of attitude’ (to which we now turp) in which 'attitude' as we
“have def1ned'thé term, {6 either broken down into lesser entitfes or
else alieged to be only one part of 'att1tudé‘ in some broader sense.

[

Parenthetically, the analysis of contents belongs in principle 1n‘
psycho-semantics and has become part bf attitu&e-theory only because
of an’empirical relationship. This 1s the fact that content-patterns
in the belief-mode‘may\be‘pecﬁ11ar fo that content's loading on the
attituainal dimensions. For instance, Abelson (1967) showed that a set
of proposftions‘on Disarmament\yielded dist1ncf1vé synonomy-spaces
depending on whether the'semahtic-judghents were made by subjects

who were opposed to the idea or. subjécts.who were 1n:favor-of it. It '
is very 1ikely, too, that thgéf%ductive and déductive rules- by wﬁjch

content is e;panded are 91§£iﬁot1Va for contents of high valuation .
. { .

OO
at ’

s
~

- . . ‘ P
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.‘Hot' cognition (Abelson, 1958, 1963) follows its bwn variety of '
','psycho-1ogic'. Special cases of these phenomena, such as the depend-
, ence of belfefs about people on 1ike or dislike for them, are well~ .

known to common sense and constitute centraltopics in person pérception_

LN

.and the study of prejudice and stereotypes.

In studies of'thfs sort, however, content is analysed (at least implic-

‘jt1y) as a functioﬁ of its entertainment on the evaluative dimensions.

‘But content-analys1s in general has no such slant and, consequently,

no relevance for attitude theory. 'If it turns out, for example,‘that‘

in a random population, posit;ons on the Negro question decompose into
’ ‘posittons on Gradualism and Integratfqn‘(wdodmahsee and Cook, 1967)

the latter are clearly components of the topic, not of its entertain-

ment. Yet factors of this sort are often presented as if they bore on

1

distinction such as the classic one between cognitive, affective and |

- behavioral components of attitude.

\

It is easy to ®how that this durable distinction is not concerned prim-

arily with differentiation within the attitude-topic but rather with
Idifferentfation in the modes, of the topic's entertainment. This will
be¢ome ob§1ous later in the discussion. For the present, let the affect-
~ fve compoheht be 1dent1fied-w1th mental states in form (1), and let‘
the cognitive component be identified with mental states in the form
is sure ‘ | .
) 'S| believes that p' | (2)

_knows
etc

where the mode-verbs are draﬁﬁ>from the_CREDENCE dimension. Th1s‘1eave§

.
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as the most obvious candidate for conjoined affective and’cognitive

components, mental states in the form

'S belfeves and is glad that p'. (3).
\

“And while this is not what s usually meant when there {s talk of aff-

ective and cogn(t1ve components,"an 1mp0rtant class of studies 1in
attitude theory is concerned with conjunct modes of prec1se1yxth1s form.
'Wishful thinking' as studied by McGuife (1960a, 1960b) refers to a
positive correlation between the modes in mental states in form (2).
Jones and Davis (1955) are dealing with the same category of mental

\
acts when they arrange for an experimental group to be annoyed by what

. they witness and find that the bi11efs they form are different as a

result of the annoyance. And the Bresence of a conjunct mode in form
(2) 1s assumed in Fishbein and Raven's(1962) distinction between the

A and B scales.

In spite of all this, however, discussions of cognitive and affective
components are more often concerned with the situation describab]e‘as

- gbod |
'S believes that X is A, B, C, ... and |bad | : (4)

The act of believing is usually recorded in a rating of somé sort.

, o, |
Since a bq]ief that something is good or bad is still, on the face of

it, a belief, it is surprising'to find a concensus that mental states

: Win the form ‘ | .

_ good |
'S belfeves that X is | bad ! : (5)
are somehow not beliefs at all but something else, variously called

ﬁ
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eva]uations, evaluative be]iefs, or s1mp1y attitudes. To my knowledge,

only Wyer and Goldberg (1970, p102) have objected to this practice.

i
i

“¥,... the attribute statement 'Negroes are bad' concerns the relation-

.,. 'ship between members of the two categories 'Negro' and 'bad'. The
-'w-11kl1hood that the relationship exists may vary in much the same
'+ manner as the 1ikelihood of the statement 'Neqroes are intelligent'

or 'Negroes are supporters of civil rights'., While the dynamics
underlying change in these types of statements may conceivably
differ empirically, there is no a priori reason to assume that this
i{s the case..

In practice, 1$¥t1e harm is done by this reclassification of beliefs

in form (5) since it 1s a sound empirical assumption that they will

be accompanied by mental states in the form.

'S {s glad that X s A, B, C, ... ' o (6)

or, ‘ ' : .
- | 1ikes : ‘ ’
'S | dislikes] X" | - (7)

.

both of which are justifiably treated as different from beliefs.

There 1s an important difference between (6) and (7). Form (6) 1s fully
. & . .

mental and implies.that the state so described has the same internal

structure as a,be]1ef to the same effect, namely the proposition.p.

Form (7), on the other hand, has a plausible pg{gphraée

'S reacts to X with a like/dislike reaction of strength ' (8)

‘which is a non-mental description. Thus it, in turn has possible para-

phrases in which the '1ike/dislike reaction' may be eliminated in favor
of a mediation résponse. or an autonomic reaction or even with an

association of the type that verbal Tearning theory deals with., - /



" . \, ' 0 ' i
In my Opinion, such identifications are not acceptable. No doubt desc-

r1ptiohs in form (8) are appropriate to a large class of phenomena
1nc1ud1ng many non rational tastes and ~more obviously still, patho]~
ogical attachments and aversions It is 1n these cases only that the

paraphrase from (6) to (8) is plausible; and the explanation of the

state {tself in terms of the mechanisms just mentioned is also plausibl

for these cases. But these are not the phenomena which the attitude
theorist wishes to explain. Lfvthere is any attitude typical of those.
studied in attitude research it is the political opinfon, which fis }
certainly not igg__a response cued to the presence of some po]itician |
or his picture or his name, but an art1cu1ate 11ke or dislike for what
‘he 1s and does. In other nords. the political opinfon is a mental state
presupposing just as rich a semanticfsystem as do beliefs about the
po]itician in question, and related to the latter in some complicated
and sensitive fashion.

However, the 1deas implicit in the general thrust of attitude theory
are often denfed in its explicit statements Our examp]e here will be

the well- deveIOped theory of Fishbe1n (1963, 1967a, 1967b) in which

attitude s treated as an affective respohse conditioned to single terms -

and transferred to others via beliefs that one is true of the other.
More’ precise]y, if a1 is the affective response conditioned to. predicate
1, and by is the strength with which 1 is be]ieved to be true of object
0, then attitude. towards 0 (Ao ) is given by Iajbj . ‘ .
\ : . g

In spite of impressive empirical support, this account of attitude-

55

7/



seems highly unlikely from the perspective of this dissertation, What
e1s most un]jke]y‘about it {s thevclaih that,affective responsee to
sinole terms and their referents play .an important part in the formation
of attitudes of the variety studied by Fishbein (e.g. racial and polit-.
ical op1n1ons, Tike anéidislike for people, opinions on 'hoeb-tOptcs, l
and the 1ike). It w111\be claimed here that, on the contrary,ﬂattitudeSf
1ike theee grow; for the most part,by our being seccessively anpoyed
or pleased that the attitude object is or does such and such.IThe unit
~ of attitude s not a reactfon to a stiimulus but a propositional content

moded on the OPTION and SALIENCE dimensions. Not oﬁ]y is this closer

. to the intuitions of naive mentalism, it is also the way many®social

psychologists think about attitude-tormation in practice. To take only
two examp]es, the sequential evaluations which‘are knoWn to effect
terminal judgments of attract1veness (Mettee 3971 Aronson and Linder,
1955) and the 'perceived valences' of Rosenberg s theory (Rogenberg,
.‘]965) are 1ntroduced«as fully pr0positiona1'evaluations (in form‘(T))
and it wou]d take a very far-fetched account to construe them otherwise.
In other words, they are options for or against a certa1n state of aff-

airs, not reactions to a Jtimulus. ot

Why, then, has Fishbein been able to predict A, from Lagby if the ay’
really play no 1mportant’part in the formation of‘Aé 5: The answer, I
believe. is that while the: ai .as theoretically described are irrelevant
~in attitude-format1on thé quantibies substituted ‘for themirlFishbein s
research are highly re1evant For the operational def1n1t1on of a; is

the loading of the predicate i on the Evaluative d1mension of the Seman-
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tic Differentiai, which records much more than the associations or
‘affective mediation responses wh1Ch its’ inventors modestly claim for
it (Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum. 1957, ch. l) This wi]] be discussed in
_detail in the second part of this ‘chapter. Here it is necessary to
anticipate oneof the conc]usions df this discussion. which is that the
Evaluaﬁlve scales of the Semantic’ Differentiai record gg]lgjg_ They are,
moreover, pe]iefs in form (5) above ( S believes that X is good/bad')
and are therefore cioseiy reiated empirica]ly to menta] states in form
(6) ('s is giad that X is A, B, C ...") which are attitudes towards X,
“on our interpretation. It is these latter elementary, propositionai ‘
(evaiuations which are most closely .related to the giobai ]ike or dis]ike
' reflected in the measure of Ao taken, again, from the E dimension of the
Semantic Differential. | B | .
e .
Study 3‘was designed to test this empirically. The rationale was. as
foilows. If'an attitude object, o, is specitied by a set of properties,
the overall attractiveness of, 0, Ag ; may be immediately analysed into

the pr0positiona1 evaiuations of the fact that o has these properties

In fact, in this situation. AQ {tself, as measured on a like/dislike
sca]e or a good/bad scale should be nothing more than a summary, or
composite of such evaiuations On the other hand beliefs that the
l'prOperties themselves are good or bad are related to Ag in 2 less
“direct fashion and. most likely, through the mediation ‘of the propos-
itiona1 evaluations just mentioned This is represented in Figure 7,
and 1f itis correct then Aq should correlate more highly with the

summed propositional evaluations( & PE;) than with I-ajbq.



il

S believes that o is i, and that 1 is good/bad. (b4, aj)
! ' | \" ' . \ '

'S is/1s not glad that o is 1. (PE{) ! "

. \4 : ‘ .l . | ¢
S likes/dislikes o. C(B) f

\

Figure 7. Schemet1c representation of attitude-formation.
‘ I

Study 3. | o | |

Fifty Ss completed a series of ratings, all on 7-point scaIes (for

further detaIIs see appendix 4.) First they rated 12 predicate terms

on good/bad scaTes. The terms were, WEARS GLASSES, GOING BALD HEALTHY , “]‘ﬁ‘
FRENCH-SPEAKING WITTY, ARROGANT, FLASHY DRESSER INTELLIGENT, MARRIED
ATHLETIC GOOD-LOOKING MIDDLE AGED. Responses were scored from +3 to

-3, and the sum of these scores across predicates was.. the first,var-
'I1ab1e. zaj.foreachS. K “‘vfpwl~r" ! .
Next, they rated how bothered/glad they would be to find that\their |
prospective STUDY-PARTNER for a‘semester wasdeech'of these thjngs. These -
responses were also scored from +3 to -3 and summed to give IPEy . The
‘th1rd variable was liking for the STUDY-PARTNER (Asp) and this was rec-
orded on a single scaTe. The: expectation was that Asp woqu be better -

-prédicted from £ PEj than from Iajby (which is equal to P a4 in,the
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"‘ rgsent case since belief—strength is unity for all predicates, i.e.

9Ss*were instructed to take all predications as comp'letely true)
';\"" '." Vo o ' . . i ‘

' A“ / ‘Al ‘I ' o ’
t‘ s , -

The second half of the exper1ment ‘was designed to 1nvo1ve differential

bj., used to compute the fourth var-

{‘I i 1%1b1e. £a1b1 . Sin’ce however, there is Tittle agreement in the Hter-
o "p‘ ‘}' 1 (c.f. Hackman and Anderson 1968 p64) whether the lower half | ‘
f a belief—sca]e 1nd1cates weak be'Hef or disbelief, two sets of
"'I“‘,‘ \J,eights were computed In(the f1rst the 7 point scale was scored from

b Ws
b 4‘3 to -3 1n the second it w}s scored from 1 00 thru 8 .6 .5 ‘.,4

Lok J
f‘ f‘ “2 to 0.0 . (For computational simp'licity, the 1atter sca]e dev1ates
I

and ):aibzi .

—_—aT

1led, reSpectively, ‘Lajbly

- =
e S

¢ / ..

‘-’R-‘\i_

kiw‘ y
'n‘/
x'f/f ’\from a single sca]e,

y "‘ 0 that this variable m‘l] corre'late more high]y with = PE; than with

.’}g 0

scored from +3 to -3. Again the expectation is

either zaibh or zaibzi.«' U

_‘ :

The »resuits are presentedv; i‘nﬁ”Tahle 5.

j]ight]y from Hnear‘lty with the- orig1na1) The two weighted sums are
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{ ‘«}{ S 1 n the case of the STUDY-PARTNER, the PEf ‘are obtained by having Ss
§' J’;'}‘ e ate how bothered/g]ad they are that TRUDEAU is, or 1s not these things.
i i
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; The final variable 1s er or diser for TRUDEAU, At . and is obtained
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_of the elements entering into the process. "ﬁ

Tap Dagly a2y  ZPEj

‘Table 5. Correlations between Asp and A, and prior. measures.

Discussion.

The resu]ts presented in Tab]e 5 are in agreement w1th prior expect-

ations. Both measures of attitude are more hiqhiy correlated with z PEi

'than with I a1b, . Intuitive]y, one might expect. this, since-the PEi :

ratings’ are made *in the context of' a STUDY PARTNER and TRUDEAU whereas

the aj ratings are made on the, 12 properties before there is any indic- ‘

ation whose properties they are. . The: resu]ts might therefore be,

attributed to a context effect' In the fb]lowing discu551on several
A

'senses of 'context' which can be app]ied to the present resu]ts will

be e]aborated. in the belief that some c]arification of the idea can

| be achieved and that far from beinq a nuisance variable s it is a '

centra1 concept in any account ‘of. mental phenomena. So much so that a-

theory of attitude-formation which cannot absonb the more obvious

“"”senses of the term may we]] be fundanenta]ly mistaken about the nature

&
: [
' oW !

) L]
-
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8 mechanism which transfers to a given concept the’ affect units of all

'Ss were told to take the descriptions of the STUDY PARTNER as complete

“‘'senses of context. .

N

cued to a stimuius group representabie by the name to be substituted

l

for 'X' in descriptions of the form, 'S likeS/dis]iked X', The beiief—

system (aiways fully pr0positionai in Fishbein) is then thouqht of as

““‘those believed true of it, weighting each by the strength of the beiief

’The context' of . attitude formation may first of ail be thought 6f as.

the' beiiefs active in the process and in this sense it is adequateiy

taken account of in Fishbein s equation. In, the first»part of the study |

[l
i

nd accurate in ‘the second part actuai beiief—strengths were recorded

™
and incorporated into the predictive quation. One cannot do any more

’i
’than this to acconndate context' in this senseI The resuits in Tab]e 5

however, show that the. prediction of A from z:a]b isoiower than

frmn 2PE1 . Evidentiy the 1atter quantity is sensitive to stii] further

-~

“

L

Another interpretation of context' is in tprms of sa]ience . The

) vuinerabi]ity of Fishbein s theory in this respect may be seen in the

«foilow1ng exampie. Suppose one describes six different study-partners

‘with a view to predicting iiking between them from z aib, and g PEi°’
Since’ there are many predicates (such as BREATHES, or wILL DIE) Which ip,»»m

have extreme scores on a simp]e good/bad scaie without being sa?ient" o

to the topic of study partners, the descriptionscan bearranged to make

q i ~~',Z?

| ‘x a1b1 arbitrarily iarge or smaii w1thout chahging the likeableness of
'?the person so described Of course, many of the descriptions are now

| 'irrelevant' or non-sa]ient‘ Nevertheiess. the point has been made e

. Cpt

"
1

.

r



1

L]

that Fishbein's Ao = £ ayby is plausible bnly‘1f the relevance and
salience of the ay are matched for attitgge—oﬂjccts. Fishbejn does this

in various ways, for instance by getting Ss to select the six best

descriptfons of an attitude-object (Fishbein, 1963); but nothing within

”

the theory»1tse1f s sensitive to salience. In the prediction of 1iking
between study partners, 1t 'is very 11k01y that L PE4y would be re]atively

1nvu]nerab1e to non-salient descript1ons. sincn a bothered/qlad scale

shou1d adjust‘itself appropriate]y Iﬂis is ngéyto say that any great
N

' DY

Hht would thereby be shed on tne,qnaﬁiﬁon*‘m;sal1ence But at the

.uu R‘\E Nt

of the theory. , #13)

In the data for the present study, salience may bekident1%1ed with
whatever {is répresented‘byqthe regression coefficients in the multiple
regression of Ay upon predicates. These are preéented fn thd columns

of Table 6, together with the associated multgple correlations. The 1
latter cannot be any lower than the previously réported simple correlat-
fons between A, and the sums : aj , I agbly , r-agb2y , since the
simple correlation with a sum my be taken as a multiple correlation

fn the Special case vhere the coefficients are all set at uniég The
miltiple correlation between Asp and a4 s .68, which 1s a substantial
1ncrgase over the simple correlatior of .27.‘andialso over the corre-
latfon, of .46 between Ag, and I PE,.. The multiple correlation of A,
with I ?jb?i and I ajb2y show similar increases over the corresponding
simple correlations (.52 to .72 and .36 to .56). However this fs no
improvement on the simple.correlation of Y1 between Ay and 1 PEy.

This supports the claim made above that propositional evaluations

présentation within the terms . .

\

‘62, .
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Regression of Ag, Ay At
on &y ably a4b24
f WEARS GLASSES .19 .06 -~.077 &

GOING BALD  ~.32 -1 . ~.070  b-coefficients
HEALTHY — -.38 .05 . . -.012 . o

FRENCH SPEAKING .47 .03 -.058 _.
WITTY 487 19 .032
ARROGANT 10"~ .07 012 , .
FLASHY DRESSER .06 .10 .032 o | '\\\‘ :
INTELLIGENT .30 .12 045 T -
MARRIED .28  -.03 .02 ® )
ATHLETIC .17 -.21  ~.078
GOOD, LOOKING ~ -.57 .18 005
'MIDOLE AGED  -.03 .1 .048
.68 .72 .66 R

Table 6. Regression coefficients and multiple correlations for the
regressfon of Agy on ﬁ1t and Ay on agbly and ajb2y.

/
V

absorb part of what is meant bf ‘salience’.

" a i o v
. <
'

A final explication of the noéion of ‘context' 1s implied in the possible
objection that the good/bad Hnt1ng§ should have been made"1n the cnntext
of' prospective study partners and Prime Ministers respectively. In other
words, Ss should have been Lsked to rate STUDY PARTNER WHO WEARS GLASSES.
STUDY PARTNER WHO IS GOING;LALD. and so on, But this objection cannot be
suitained without making the same point that this study was designeq to
make, It will not do to talk about icomposite stimuli' if soqething less
than propositions is meant; and 1t will not do to talk about affective
responsét' associatén with' the entertainment of these’ propositions if

scmething less than the manner'or mone of entertainment is meant. In this

‘form the objection becomes the same as our main point: that the immediate



3

constituents<of attitude are mental states in the form 'S 1s/is not glad

that p'. ‘ ) ‘ .

o,

The question of the relation between qood/bad scales and propositional

evaluations was touched on briefly above. It was suggested that there {is

1aﬁ least a strong emp1r1cel relationship between mental states in the
form 'S believes that X 1s good/bad' and. those in the form 'S 1s/is not
gleﬂ that X is A, B C....'. In other words, peop]e are generally able

qgg”kbllow up claims that something 1s good or bad w\th claims about ‘\
the things that are good or bad about 1t. The rema1n1$g section of thds
chapter will be concerned Spec1f1ca11y with this re]ationship and its
bearing on actual behavior for or against the attitude object. The m91n(;
point to be made 1s that attitudinal behavior, 1ike expressions of 1ike
or dislike, are most closeiy related to propositional evaluations of the
attitude object, and that other moded contents 1nf1uence behavior only
through the mediation of propos1t10na1 evaluations. Thus wn11e any mental
state has potent1a1 for influencing behavior, it may nat be able to do
SO’ without generating pr0posit10na1 evaluations. Among be]iefs, it has
just been claimed that those in the form 'X is good/bad’ are expecially
germane to such evaluations, so much so that it may be the case that
othér beliefs can yie]d evaluat1ons only through the mediation of goodl
bad predications 4his is the situation. outlined in Figure 8, It 1s in
conflict with a claim made 1n Osgood et al (1957, p198) that beliefs in
the forms 'X is a tive/passive and 'X is powerfu]/weak' control behavior

independently of beliefs “that X is good/bad In order to explore this
o
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S be11eveé that X is A, B, C, ...

n
.
- . : N

S believes that X 15 good/bad d

' . l ' h]
" . .
s . »

S 1s/1s not glad that X 1s A,' B, C, ...

' ) L ~
v D o v

S opts for X »

-

Figure 8. Schématic representation of attitudinal behavior.

-

»

conflict, however, it is neceﬁsary first to review the theo;etica1 fmplic~"
. ations of the Semantic Differential 1tself. In the fo]]ow1ng paragraphs

it will be argued (1) that the Semantic Differentia] (SD) deals exclusiv-
ely ‘with beliefs, (2) that E, P and A have to be interppeted primarily

as dimensions of contént within the be11ef-mode. (3) that they have none-
theless been 1nterpreted as dimensions of mode-space and.as non-mental v
| mediation responses, and (4) that while this has some 6ﬁausib111ty for

the E dimension, it has none for P and Al

(1) The occurence of mode-free terms like 'meaning’ and ‘connotation'.
non-mental terms like rassociation’ and 'mediation reSpohse;, and a'var-‘
fety of terms suggesting 'affective' and ‘emotional’ modes_-'aIl of this -
obscures the fact that the SD deals'w1th mental states in the belief-

modé only. These are the S's answers to questions such as, 'Is X hard

or soft?', 'Is X big of small’, and so on. The {hstructions make it clear

that S is expected to make only thoée predications which he believes to

-
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,
be true, as opposed to those he finds amusing, or dreadful, or 1ntenest-
ing or whatever. Where there is no defensib]e sense in which he can assert
that X {s hard;or soft, big or small, he is supposed to mark the nentral
spot. Ideallxxlthere should be as few as possib]e of such ‘1rre1evant'

scales (0sgood et al. 1957, p78)

(2) From this 1t fol]ows that the least controversial 1nterpretat10n of

E; P and A 1s as three cateqories into which people tend to ‘put ‘things

.1n their‘descriptions of the world. Osgood (1969) says that this 1s exact~
ly what he intends by £, P‘and A, and that his use of the term ‘affective’ '
to qua]ify the dimensions was merely to suggest that Goodness, Actxvity

and Potency are somehow 'affect-1ike' properties of things. It was not .
‘1ntended to imply that there was something affective about the manner

of apprehending these properties In other words. he takes the invariance
of E, ;§an A to 1nd1cate that people have a tendency 'to represent the
good‘versus the bad implications of things, the strong versus the weak

of things, and the quick versus the slow of things' (Osgood, 1969).

(3) But in other contexts, E, P and A have at least two prominent inter-

pretations along different 1lines, (a) as mode-like pr0pert1es of menta]

-

L)

states "and {b) as non-mental mediation variables.

N [N

(a) Osgood . (1969) has high praise for Kuusinen's (1969) descr1ption
of E, P and'A as affective-firters which somehow !recode’ the -
contents of the'more objective or affect-free belief dimension.
This suggests a single basic content undergoinq certain trans form-

ations according as it {s processed differently, and whether or not

Ny
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the 'filters’ are to be equated with our 'modes of .entertainment',
they are certainly more than just expansions Qf content.

A
]

(b) An ongoing concern of Osgood's“is'to provide a theory of intent-

1ona11ty‘1tselfa_He wants to show how, in the terms of learning t ~

theory,” an encounter’between a subject and a sign of X can be about
X, or, have X as its content. His answer is that the encounter

is about X if 1t consists in the production (via the sign) of dist-~
inctive fractions of an encounter with X jtself. The sign is about

X by mediating the process. 0sgood usually skips the detafils about
these fract1ona1 reSpon;es -~ what they are, how the d1st1nct1ve

ones .are selected, what pr1nc1p]es of redintegration mlght operate,
and so on. One suggestion he makes, however, is that the multiple

rm conta1ns E, P and A responses among others, typica]ly ocurring
nith different patterns of fntensity. What these intensities are

. for a given S and a given sign can be inferréd from his factor -

scores for that sign on the SD. .

The interpretation of E, P and A as tfilters! wi]]‘not be pursiued here
any further since it is more a metaphor than a precise statement. The -
non-mental 1nterpretation of E, P and ‘A raises interestingpoints hoWever;
It is clear that E"' and A as components of a mediation re
indeed non-mental, since to,construe them otherwise would make the ‘
surrounding theory of‘intentionality vacuous. It'ds at.least the beginn-
‘jngs of a theory of aboutness to say that a reSponse is about X if it

is der1ved in such and such a fashion from responses to X. There is no
c0ntr1bution at all to an understanding of aboutness in saying that a

/

#
7
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response is about X 1f it is a be]1eT about. 1t or a concept of 1it, In
this context, therefore £, P and A are nefther contents nor modes nor
moded contents byt mediation responses in the learning theory tradition,

proposed as a partial explanation of the very idea of content'.itself.

At the §ame time, the existence of such non- mental rGSponses and thejrv*

‘ 1qten31t1es, are indirectly revea]ed in the avowedly -mental rat1ngs of

the SD. .

A problem arises with respect to the pred1ct10n of behavior from the SD.i

If one thinks in terms of a multiple med1at1on response, then the more

of its components that are known, the better the mediated behavior can

| be predicted. This is what Oégooaqhas in . mind when he contrasts ‘meaning’

and 'attitude'. By 'meaning' he means the total comp\ex of internal
responses cued to a given term; by rattitude' he means the E reSponse
onjy. He then claims that the pred1ct10n of behavior is better done from
'meanings' than from ‘attitudes'.
... the attitudinal d15pos1t1on itself accounts for only part of
the intervening state .which mediates between situations and behav-
jors, albeit perhaps the dominant part. The meaning of NEGRO to
the individual subject is richer by far than what 1s revealed by
his attitude score. Within the framevork of the theoretical model
underlying our own research, attitude is one - but only one - of
the dimensions of meaning, and hence provides only part of the
1nformat1on necessary for predictions. (Osgood et al. 1957, p198)
In support of th1s, he cites a study in which ratings on the ‘Bogardus
Social Distance Sca]e were regressed on ‘the E. P and A scores for the -
same attitude objects, with the result that multip]e corre]ations incr-
~ eased cons1derab1y (e.g. from .22 to . 78) when P and A scores were added

to E scores in the regresswn equation.: | A ‘
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What s p]ausib]e abodt this c1a1m is the idea that every component'in .

a mediation. response should control the resu]tant behavior to some
extent. It is when values are assigned to three such components from
SD data that the argument runs into troub]e and the 1somorphism between |

-ithe E, P and A of mediat1on theory and the E, P and A of the 3D breaks
down. The reason is that in the fully mental rat1ngs of the-SD; the

- very mean1ng of 'good' and 'bad' makes1t 11kely that this scale will
pick up, not just most of the 1nf]uence of mental states on behavior
but all of it. Thus when the size or weight or whatever of a certain 0
~object are 1mportant considerations in our behavior for or against it,
these properties a]so‘come under the}categoriés of 'good' and 'bad;.

'%his is because of the a priori mean1ng of 'good’ and 'bad' in ordtnary
usage, which a]]ows\the terms to refer to any property of an‘object that
disposes us favorably or unfavorably towards 1t. It this 1s‘the case,
then by definition of the good/bad 'scale, all .potential for 1nfluencing
behavior will have been part1a11ed out of the, P and A dimensions and

/ﬁodged exc]usive]y fn the E component Th1s makes it'1mpossib1e to subst-ﬁ
1tute E, P and A scores as values of the theoretical mediation responses
of the same names , since by definition«these act as relat1ve1y independ-

AN

ent e]ements and control behavior jointly.

Thus, while any predication may 1nf1uence‘hehav1or. it will be synonom-
~ous with ‘good’ or 'bad’ in that context and will therefore 10ad on the
E dimension. Conversely. P and A W111 record only those senses of potency |

and activity which do not overlap with eva]uation. This leads to the

pred1ct1on that, contrany to the c]aim of OSgood et al. , adding P and

f

A to E in the regressiongof att1tud1na1 behavior on SD factors wi]] not.



increase the multip]e‘correlation‘appreciably.lThis was the prediction

which Study 4 was désigned to test.

N | i ‘ t , |
Study 4.

f

e

also) Fifty Ss were told that they were taking part in ‘

a survey of student op1n1on about psychology exper1ments. They d1d abst~
&

(See Appendix.S

" racts from three different exper1ments, a memory~task with audioavisual

presentat1on, a;§%51t1cal attitudes questionnaire, and the experiment on
attitudé formation just described above. As soon as they finished an

experiment, they rqted 1p\on the following 13 scales:

¢‘act1ve -passive N, e
soft hard A
unpleasant pleasant |
.~repetitive varied -
r,~’ powerful powerless
o y interesting boring r
static dynamic :
large small
e ~ good bad
slow fast
strong weak
meaningful meaningless.
light heavy

f

; These were selected from Osgood te al. (1957) to mark the dimensfons

E,. P.and A (4 scales each) while being as germane as' possible to the
topic of‘experiments. The repetitive/varied scale was added because of

its apparent relevance.

| - - t
r L " . r'g

1 '

| After the thﬁrd rating, Ss Stated their first, second énd thjrd pfefer- :

ence -among the experiments. This was the first dependent measure. Then
‘ - - . ¢

"they wékeyg%ked to-do some more of the ﬁolitical attitudes questionnaire,

70
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kand then to rate it again - to give an estimate of the re]1ab1f1ty of -
the sca]es they were told They were free to do as many of the 300 items
as they wished and were assured that the data wou1d be apprec1ated The
\number of 1tems comp]eted voluntarily was the second’ dependent variable,
The expectation fis that»in the regression of these two variables on the |

appropriate E, P and A scores, only E will have predictive power.

iR
3

"

‘To obtain E P and A scores for the three experiments, a separate factor
ana]ysis was done. For the purpose of corre]at1ng the sca]es, the ratings
" of the three exper1ments and the re-rating of experiment #2 ‘were consid-

ered as replications. This gives a 13x50x4 matrix of ratings (Figure 9)

o

\

Experiments 1 o2 3 2(repeated)
" subjects 1 2"3 . 50123...50123"... 50123 ... 50

. - arrmess o e tre bt i 5 ¢ e WAt B e % adre ot Bhinan, | p A e maps el v 3 Sy A - —t
v

Scales 1
2 L2
3

"1‘ ]3

2
i\ | } |
|
figure 9. Matrix of raw data for Study 4.
The corré]ation matrix for sca]es was computed across all 200 observations.
Th1s matrix was then factored by the Principa] Components method and
'rotated to a Varimax solution. Facto"\g was arbitrarﬂy stopped after
, L Y
- three factors had been extracted, which coinc1ded with the usual cutoff
at e1genva1ues 1ess than un1ty. The factors‘%re presentezpin 1hb1e 7
Fhiagr scores were theﬁ.tomputed, giving each S 12 scores in all, _one

~

* PO I -
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on each of the three factors .for the four experiments he rated.

. Preference between the three unordered~bq1rs of éxperimenfs‘was treated
kasla'single binary variable (;1 or -1) and regressed on fﬁg factor sco}és
for the appropriate experiments. The entries in the‘tells of Table 8‘”

indicate wﬁich of the nine or1g1ngj factor scores areﬁenfered in the's{x:
independent Qariéb]es of the regressjon éguation. In effect,.therefore. .'
the dgpendenf variable fs 'preference betweén any pair of experiménts‘
and the independent var1a§1es‘ére"tﬁe relevant E, p and A scorgs for
the experiments 1n'que§q16n'. The results of this regression}aré‘in‘

" Table 9. The fincrease in the multiple correlation as P and A are added -

to E is plotted in Figure 10.,

W2 v E .P A

quabie‘7:’Var1mak fagtors,fof*§tudy14.

e

-

61 active 3 52 -46

65 soft 05 -80  J0

69 unpleasant ' -76 26 21

37 repetitive -58 02 18

72 powerful 65 50 -22

74 interesting 81 00 -28

53 static .. 58 -41 16

74 large 42 56 49

64 . good 79 07 -05

69 slow ~ -3, -01 75

Al strong 62 48 -31

65 meaningful 75 27 12

69 light 07 81 -17

% of common variance = 52 32 17
% of total variance . é% 21 .10

[
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Experiments 1 o2 4' 3
Factor' ‘ . .
Scores on B P A E P A E P A
Independent iwrmélrjﬁ" 4 5 !‘6 ! : ‘ f
Variab]es . . PO, ‘, .. p‘ :!. ...'L
1 2 3 4.5 6
o .1,2/3,4 5 6

Dependent

. Variable:

Preference between

~ Experiments

(1) (<)
1and2

or 1 and 3

or 2 -and 3 S / ‘

2

Table 8. The assignment of the nine original variabjes to the six indep-

- "endent variables of the regression equation..

Independent variable 1 2. 3. 4 5 6
e P A E P A,

-.40 - 37

~.40 -.01 .37 -.03

M. N -0

L

=032 -.08 -3
T80 .00 .10 .35-.01 2,09

e

.53
.19
I53
. .55 |

“, 3;20

1" 055

Table. 9 Beta coeffwcients for the. regression of pre?erences on factor ‘

scores K blank cell denotes tﬁe de]etioh of a var1ab]e from

. the4regress1on equation. . .0

.

"

. /'
{
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.30

.20

[

19

.00 i ‘
Number of factors 1 » 2 | . 3.

'Figure 10 ‘The 1ncrease inthe multiple correlation as factors are added
" to the regression equation. I e

Discussion

The first factor is interpreted.as‘Eyaluationﬁand the second as Potency;

(For interpretatiVe purposes, loadings of 40 and gfeater‘are nresented’

below n Tab]e 10 ) The third factor is underdetermined but Wil be inter— .

| .pheﬁpd as Activity since it is consistent with this interpretation The

“7; ?ﬁ., o C ‘ ‘ .
interesting 81. '1ight* 81 .\”siow ”75 /
S good. 79 =~ soft -80° large 49 o :
o unpleasant -76  large: 56 active -46 - .
N meaningful 75 powerful S0 - . .. , o
PO powerfu] 5 "active 52 oo s
e - strong’ 62 - strong 48 A :
A« .. - static 58 static -41 . ‘ . SRR
x 1;¢ ' ‘ large 2 . e C
e oo o . Sl :

Table 10. Loadings of 40 and greater on the three $factors of Stgdy 4.

K
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fact’that the act1Ve/passive scale ioads eisewhere 1s not in itseif a:
serious objection. A 1ook at the various studies in Osgood et a] (1957)
1shows that few if any scaies are re]iabie markers of the P and A dimens-
ions This is ngt the case for the £ dimension, which is invariabiy

marked byithe good/bad scale. In these studies however, the Potency and

)
be i

Activity interpretations of.obtained factors are a]ways a posteriori RIS

p]ausible even. if putative markers go astray It was for this reason

that a separate factor analysis was done in the ‘present sﬂidy. It is

\.

not difficu]t to think.of items ~ say voicanoes or ulcers - for which
the active/passive dimension will shift to the evaluatiye dimension.'
Nith the top1c of psychoiogy experiment' it ﬁi'aiso debatab]e if the

ciassic markers will be reiiabie and so it was decided to’ make no assum-
.-,A ptions. N . ' ‘u N . I; ( y‘.t'»' ‘;‘ , ..f.. ' o

! %‘ '

s

"o In retrOSpect the, factors areimuch as OSgoodbwould have expected The

resu]ts of the regression ana]ysis. however, dis nfirm his claim about
{

the reiation of P and A scores to behavior since there is only a neqiig—

i

ib]e 1mprovement in tﬁg mu;)ipie correlation as they are added to A
scores:. The resuits support the idea that pogpntiai for influencing

behavior is partiaiied out of P and A predications in the factor analysis
" and s exciusiveiy the property of the E dimension. ' '\f_.

'* o : ‘/’, o L
X C ;{.“' @ ' o s ' - B R
It was possible to usefsome of the data coiiected to check another ciaim

made eariier. that E ‘P and’ A are to be taken as. predicates of the belief-

L : mode and not the products of an affective or metaphoric mode Since

the literai interpretation of Factor III is 'big and siow ’: and since En
the poiitical attitudes questionnaire was seiected to be precisely this.

!
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| ) S . . [ )
this experiment should score high off the factor relative to the two other

experiments, It was possible to check this by looking at the mean scores

on £, P and A for the three experiments. These are presented in Flgurell,

55 A } .. |
' h ' v -
) AN R ,"A
- oF{ishbein , ,Quost1oﬁna1re ‘
e L] a ‘ ‘
50t , eQuestionnaire!
' ®Memory ® memory
eQuestionnaire . .
. ®rishbein |
) \ . :
LY : - sMemory
¢ N ' . .F‘Shbe1n
. . N ! N
©E p : A
4

. .
Figure 1. Mean factor scores for the three experiments on EP and A.

° - '\\/
The expectation concerning the Questionnaire 1s confirmed. No prior

11teral] meanings could be found for *he adjectives loadjpg on the P;
as : R3O

Mo

: } .
factor and so‘no expectat1ons were formed on which experiments would score

highest on {t. In retrospect. potenéyl in.the sense of 'seriousness’

-

seems\to be the obvibus 1nterpretat10n since the expar1ment on F1shbe1n s
f 5
*tieory scores :lowest and was considered amusing by all Ss, g

Ld

|

»

In conc]usion. 1t is 1rbn1c that\we should have taken 1ssue with @5go0d
_as a means of prOposing our model of mode space. Many of his {deds are.
cpmpatible with our position. The‘thgught that.there,are several dimen-

sions of ;meining'. each relevant té the entertainment which a content

\X
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receives, {s similar to the fdea of a multi-dimensional mode-space. in
particular, the idea that belfefs may be 'affcctive]j recoded' {s along
the qeneral lines g?'this‘dissertat1on. In the ]oog run, however, Osgood
fs committed to the dooﬁofofkﬁhe single mode by his empirical methods.
The semantic differentia{ records only belfefs, This s the soucco of

\
the conflict we have been exploring.

By way of summar}, the‘§1m113c1ty of our objections to both Fishbein and
Osqood may be pointed out. Fishbein recognizes 'a belfef—mode and an
affective or evaluative mode, Indeed, he has operationalized them more

. clearly than any other' psychologist in ﬁis A and B scales (Fishbein and
Raven, 1962). In other conto*ts:‘however. he denfes propositional contents
to the evaluative mode and clafms ﬁﬁat only‘contents representable'by a
s1nqlo term may be entertained onsfhis dimonsfon. Study 3 showed that a
more acceptable account of attitude formation can be aiven by construing
vthe contents of both modos as‘b}opositional. !

| ° .

i It 1is evldent from Fishbein s writinqs that the 1ncent1ve to disallow
propositional contents in the affective mode comes from his 1nterest in
*;giv1ng a traditional learninq theory réeduction of this mode. anqle term
contents are much more ameﬁable fo'ghﬁﬁ a, reduction than propositions.
Sim{?irlx.__j_ts Osgood's 1nterest{io a<ﬁgn3h¢nta1 1nterpretat10n of E

P éhd A which leads h1m to overlook the propositional materials which

qive rise to these factors. lmperceptib]y the be11efs which the SD records

become associations and the predicate-factors become mediation responses.

77
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Study 4 questioned this transitionﬁby pointing out thaf‘evaluative»beliefs :

:have certain peculiar1t1e5~wh1ch give them.a moropoly om\ the prediction of

3
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attftudinal behavior,.which Evaluation as a component of a medfation

response cannpt have,

In the 1ntroduct1on it was said that {ntentional modes cequirEd a treat-
ment that was closer in some ways to phenomenology than to the reductive
émp1r1ct?m of coptemporary psychology.,In effect, 1t is the reductionism
of Fishbein's and Osgood's theorfies which has been the main source of
contention in this chapter. The earlier chapters of the dissertation\
gave and empirical and theoretica] vindication of thquas1c concept of

a multi-dimensional space of ways to entertain a proposition. I th1s
final chapter. Fishbein and Osqood were given as examples of theor1sts .
who have oversim 11f1Qd this p1cture in the interests of reductionism

The studies presented make the point that the simplification {is "achieved

‘P at the expense of the prediction'of behavior.

N .
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Appendix 1. ‘

Procedure for Study 1. B \

'In an informal discussion, $s were introduced to the geperal topic of
"tones of vo1ce‘ and their. role 1n ordinary language. They were told
that while under norma] circumstances tone of voice' conveys consider-
ab]e 1nformat10n about g speaker's frame of mind, in thetpresenf exper~
‘fmental ‘task 1t wou]d difficult to p1ck th1s up since they wou]d hear
only the vo1ce 1tse1f and have no 1dea of the facial expression s and

- other gestures accompany1n9 it, or the context in which the express1on

was uttered. Some examples were p]ayed for them. They were encouraged

[4

83

to be 1maginat1ve in f1111ng"ut the details of the scene/;aklng place, “

but were asked to mark YES's and: NO S on]y when they cogld hear the

' state of mind in the actual voice itse]f If the voice gave no evidence :

for or qgainst the frame of m1nd in the descript1on, they were to use
Vithe zero position on the sca]e never mind how often. There was no
prob]em about time or the order in which they ticked off the desript-

‘fons; and they could hear any tone of voice as oftenlas they wished.

A
. [
-
£

‘ Then they were asked to begin As each tone of voice was pr sented

B



She recommenés

L She's 1nterested
She wants it to be

\ | ‘ she/Believes
i ' She hopes
\ §he‘syamused
She's glad
g . She's ‘asking
| It bugs her
*“'She knows

She's excited

She doubts

- ' She's worried
She can't believe

She requesfs

She' s sure

She orderS'

She’ suspects
She thihks

She's concerned .

o She wonders
She fears
She expects

- She's surprised -

e , 'y

. YES

\
32

32
32
32
32
32
32

.32

32
32
32
32

32

32
3 2
3 2
32
32
32
32
32

32

3.2
32

-—l_)——)—l—i—l—)-l
W W W W

o0 0 0 0 0 o o ©

—
o O O

g

1
T 01
101
101
101
17012
10172
1012
, /r —

NEITHER or

4f?@
—

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

- that

. that

\that

tﬁat it be
that it 1is

- on Sunday

that it is

that it is
that it is
that it is

on
on

Sunday
Sunday
A\

Sunday
Sunday
§uhday
Sanday

if it is on Sunday:

it
it
it
it
At
it
it
it
it
it
it
it

that

that is
that
that
that
that
that
that
that

is
‘be
}is
be
is
is
is

on
As gh
s -
on

on

on

on:

on
on
on

on:

is 'on Sunday.
.is ‘on Sunday

Sunday
Sunday .

‘Sunday

Sunday
Sunday
Sunday .|

Sunday

Sunday
Sunday
Sunday

if it is on Sunday
_that it is on Sunday

that it will be on Sunday
- that it is on Sunday

\

o .

-~ .

POSSIBLY (but it doesn t, show)
\

“’Q

\

-

“
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Pilot studies, A, B, C, D.

. a 11ttle, 50-50, not rea]ly, definite]y not and, meaningless. Inan - - 7

'are presented in Table 11 o ‘ “J‘ i AN

B tudz B was 1déntfca1 except that content was maintained constant while '

the mode-verbs were successively prefixed It can be seen from Table 12

\85
Appendix 2. o

T
] t s .

v A v
o
A P

These differ from Studies 1 and 2 ma1n1y with respect to st1mu]us mater-
1a1s In Studies A and B, sentences in the form ' ¢ that p' were uSed
Ss rated these for appropriateness in their own case for a Spec1fied

content 'p'. The scale fon appropriateness had 6 po1nts: very~much S0, ..o

the pilot studies the method of factorhg;was Pninc1pa1 Components

‘fo1lowed by Var1max (orthogonal) and Promax (obltque) rotations.. fi

‘

L)

Study A. For a constand mode- verb ‘¢, Ss substituted 5 contents suce-

ess1ve1y The mode-verbs appear- in Table 11 "The five contents wene:ﬂ/
N\ . ' ‘ ‘ ' " . . .r’

o . . !
o

;that I could.be in a‘car’crash A -
that Canada is a young country - .}4;‘3’5:'«
 that the 1nst'ruct10ns were..on the First page .~ '
* that hedgehogs mak?f love cautiously - | B .

?"f! . !
q x.,' [A f w,% ’{I‘,t ' !
L R 5 " l ,& . ‘

L thatd wm ?n};h s, 9gwfm5' experiment. o

"Thus, for 20 Ss and 20 mdde4?erbs,“the comp?dte matnnx of ratings 15 L
g 20x20x5 The matrix of corre]ations between mode-verbs was computed ,if”

across all 100 observations. The 1oadings/of the 5 factdrs obtained : -‘7,_¢

l’;f‘ .“
.1‘ \ f " ’,- . fﬁ} : f/;

v . . . - N - . e - - A

. - N vl _‘:' ]

- . - . “ .
¢ ' ! R 14 ' T )



N e
I'mglad 74 -54
1. believe 70
I'm amazed 54 -
I'm scared 75 - 83
I'm determined 84
1 guéss . 69
i ' . I wonder | 60
) N\\ I regret 63 * 77
[ intend 83
| I doubt 59 .
. I'm concerned .58 69 .
3 1resent 47). 60 -
‘ 'L suspéct 76 
"I remember. §6W
fIt bugs me, 69 . 83
vl'm.amused 43 -38
; ].see 76 °
I'm impressed n
I feel ~ 60
I'ﬁ proud 59
Z-ofjtotqj;variance i 18
- .o
Table 11."

L ST

0 - .

11

40
64

~36

~68

111
49

.34

82

Ca30
3N

83

'jﬁ,ll

Factor 1oad1ngs for P11ot study A %
(The loadings are taken from the pattern on primany axes
On1y load1ngs of 30 and greater are shown )

IV V.
34‘ : 35
52
85

'/
85

"
P

.

86



b %éblé 12. /iattor load1ngs for Pilot- study B. .
GThe 1oad1ngs are taken from pattern on primany axes
| Only 1oad1ngs of 30 and gri ate# are shown )

.\

f
A i

- 76 ..

78

v & ;
| ' .
g
- T
A
. I'mglad 68" -4l
oo Ibeligve 74
' ' o IM'm amazed‘ 42
o I'm scared 69 80
* I'm determined WAk
'* I guess *71
T I onder 62 30
. Iregret 69 8
[ intend " 7]
I doubt 49 .
o I'm concerned = 60 . 70
L "I resent 61
."I'SUSpect ” 66
" I remember 67
It bugs me 75
I'm amused 58,
, 1 seé | 67
- ~ I'm impressed' 67 -
0 I-feel 667
I'm proud = . 67 * o
L '% of totai'vafiance’f 17

1§ S § § v
%0 33 56
58 .54
'.: < :' 82
82 :

| -33 50

31 77

v 43 50

30
C |
g0
-80

31
39 ¢ 62

75 B

82
1412 0 12

”

61

70

79 .

37

87 .
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’ that’the faCtors of Study A have been rep]icated.
‘ In tugx the. ]1st of mode-verbs was 1ncreased by f]ve The 13 verbs
under]lned in Tab]e 13 were added and 8 from the or1gina] list were
deleted since they were considered to be unpecessary for recovering
the same factor structure. Ss. were asked to p ek a content for wh1ch

——“

- a given mode verb def1n1te1y applied to thémse]ves, 1 eA something

they wou]d def1n1te]y be g1ad amused concerned etc. -gbout (1f it

were the case) Then they were asked to record the extent'to which ,,,,,, o
oA . ‘ W,

'_ﬁthe other mode verbs were apprOpr1ate 1n this same s1tuation, for this -

\c
same content Each S did this for 5 mode verbs There were ]4 Ss and

thus the total matrix of rat1ngs 1s 14x25x5 as 111u§trated in F1gure 12.
6 - 5 . L , ‘

i ‘A

Mode verb l ‘ Mode‘verblé DU MOde yerb 5 o
S$123...1 123 ...14 ... “123¢l. 14

1 s .
* -~ ( ‘ . ‘ |
i LI t ! v
1 T ‘ . . .o '
. . e 8 S

B Mode verb

2 ) ‘ ! , e
i | ' .
. . . : !
. o ? : . ‘ v, ' l ' ' f f
* ¥ . ' N N N
(R SO G ' Lo ! ! ,
Co . . » t » o . L r
¥ " . _ : . v
25 . ’ y L\

g - , '
! ‘ B * i ‘ v

Figure 12.  Matrix of raw data for Pilot -study C. -

The matrlx of corre]at1ons between vgrbs was calcu]ated across - all .

.-70 observations The factors obtalned are presented in Table 13.

:\‘ ;
o .

For S tudx D 25 draw1ngs were prepared showing some person 1n a sit-

: . § o
}hat1on for whi h a capt1on 1n the form 'He #s, that p was appropr1ate.,-.'

an h of 16 Ss re\eived 5 of these draw1ngs and rated the apprOpriate-

l
?
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. o
‘iﬁf'

—— e

' l' K
>
}

~

o couldn t care less

‘

2

1 wish w1sh 79

o

% of totai?vahieneéie',ﬁy
H i b‘ ‘. . N

It bugs me 79;.
|.1'm glad 82"

70

1 demand 73
I m concerned 68
I'm determ1ned 77
"I wonder 68

"bI promise 57

. I'm amused 78
I'm, impressed 75.

1 suspect 75.
" 1'm proud ‘754

I be]ieVé‘ 72

v I'm surpr1sed n

I'm bothered 80"

‘ 1 ‘threaten 67
I'm well aware 831“

I feel

“I'm apo]ogetic 62

. f',

1 intend 76

79

. I'm sure 74 .-

“I'm annozed 82:

I m excited 64 o

I m emphat1c 66 ’

.~

-

“I

b
i .

. )

Table 13 Factor load1ngs for P110t-study C

e

0n1y 1oadings of 30 and greater are sh

"
t [+

<‘.

vi "' :

-

R

an )

EEEN
. 'J‘""a"‘

},li

, .
.I V
8 .

& PR
-33 - 80 .
e i)
B L

s 5 62:
CEP Y U < T .

.86 130 45 -
88 Bl
-38. 65 34 |
D -

L S 82
e300 83 3 |
B S 65, 39

'}‘; . 59 :‘;;J‘ -52
&y 77 ST

w o les /', .
g5 4 w0 o[

AR K
) -

- 30 -

02 -3
L6536

© .85 64
s

13,~11?/ 1710

AR N

(The 10ad1ngs are taken from pattern on pr1many axes. ,




I'm sure

['m annoyed

s I wish
I couldn't care less
" I demand
[ 'm-concerned .

I'm determined

I wonder

It bugs me
I'm glad.

1 promise

I suspect

I'm proud

I believe

I'm amused

['m impregsed

['m surprised.

" I'm bothered
I feel

I threaten

" T'm wel awars
. I'm apotogetic
I intend
- I'm excited’

I'm emphatic

he-
74

86
62

75
75

n

73

77
88

91

76

72

81

77 -

64
80
78
85

7
66

84

90

68
76

.49

2 of total vafiance

"Taﬁle 1. Factor loadings for Pilot-study Dr |
(The loadingS'are taken from pattern on primany axes.:Only

62

1 1l
76 -38
81
(=38
a0 63
73 -86
85 35
a6
84
730
79
-60
78 -3
30
78
74
72
22 18

I

30

36

57 .

83 -

45

75

10

v

86

loadings of 30 and greater are shown.) -

\Y

-63

3
59

VI

. 43

38

90

VII
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ness of the other mode verbs as substituteq for ‘¢ in tbe shme caption

In this casey the matrix of ratings is 16x25x5 as in Figure 13

\ ” 'Y ~\ '\"’ ‘ N '
vDraWing 1 Drawing 2 : f..‘ Drawing 5“' o, h v

-

Ssif?'s‘...is 123..%16. ... 123...16 oy § |

, e - _.__L.______....--..;.M.f

mode ve\rbl

] ' I T R -
) sl . | X IR
25 |

e« -

‘Figure 13. Matrix of raw data for Pilot-study D.

.. , | . ‘
‘The matrix of correlations between mode verbs was calculated atnpss,#

| 80 observations and the faptoré obtained from it are presentéd in

N 4
\ ;
. -
. - 1 »
. N - - . » .
. -
R A - - .
. N N B - »
- .

The modifications in‘studies A thru D were attenpts to é;peﬁwith" AN

Table 14. A R

one over-riding problem: the tendency of Ss* to change tne content . -
 with the mode. For example in Study D, a charactér i§ deoi;;éd as' ,\‘ ' )
wishing thathestnyed at home' (because the party is a bore) At the ._:;;~, |
same time he is consistently rated as 'beingfbugged' But this cannot - L
be being bugged that he stayed at home\jnn::ather 'being bugged that

" he did did not stay at home*. similarly, a character who s 'demanding | ’téfi“'
‘ that he (win) get an explanation is rated as 'threatening »though \'

this predication cannot sensibly be made without shifting the content

| 'VWhat is threateNed is something or other if the character in question

,does-not get his explanation. This is interesting in its own right

“Asince it indicates that Ss nbre readiiy iocate a moded content ina g

LF [
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A

_netwapkd of others!acrqés diffe}éﬁt contents, aﬁdeind it difficd1t tp |
J read off the valqes Qfa-fixed'cgﬁtent on modes taken abstractly. =
This is the'p%bb1em Which‘was finally }ésolved by using linguistic

1

materfal.
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‘Appendix 3.

Procedure for Study 2.

Ssvrated 136 pairs of intonations for simiiarity or;differenée of the,‘
speaker"s 'frame of m1nd on'scéles similar t& those presented below.
Each l1ne of numbers is for a. separate pa1r Ss were to]d to u§: the
DIFFERENT and CAN'T DECIDE categories if they felt there was no real
;comparison between” the tones of voice. They were asked to give extreme .
.responses on1y when they felt sure that the speaker must be feeling |
very similar or very different 1n the two. utterances An informalj¥ | A\

’ discussion of tones of voice was 1nterspersed between the Judgmen .

to break the monotony.‘

VERY CSOMEWHAT CAN'T -, °  VERY
SINILAR smeAR SIMILAR DECIDE DIFFERENT DIFFERENT  OPPOSITE

3

- 3 2 0 1v.o2 3
AR TR R | I R SN
Lo SIMILAR 3 2. 3 OPROSITE.
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e 'l‘ "A‘,.‘ ‘ . v
. " p & : ) ;:; . 1 - \c . l'g‘g
A end‘x 4. L . 4 | N = ! ' ' . f’ ' ‘%ét ' :' 1:
,p\p ! . ) ' ’ . . . ’. t ' N ‘ . ' . ‘}3\ h Y, R ‘ . ‘;ié
. 4 . i } oy o ) LY \ \ . 1\
R . ' ' ’ . e Y A A'\- ' . ‘
14 ! . - . - \. - ..\. ',"5
\ . . : ' . s * R V! B
Procedure for Study 3 (on Fishbein's attitude theory). o, o
~ ! . . . '.gé
Ss were presented with a page- similar to that overleaf and were then ' ;‘-‘t‘
& 1nstructed as fo]lows' o L e | PR

Lo o

On the left of this page here is a list of characteristics whjch
a. person might or might not have. In the column. of numbers Jimfediat- 3
ely following, I want you to record whether you consider these }o S
be good things or bad things for a person to have. In other words, - “\Feg‘
whether these are things that. turn you on or turn you off .about - :
people. The, zero means it doesn't bother you one way or tﬁh other.
~ And the 1, 2 and 3 are for increasing goodness or badness. So, 4f g
. you wiN, workryour way down through the first block of numbers, g v
and then I'N tell you' what to do with the next b1ock.... o ‘

e

&-ox

For the next block of numbers I wang.you to’ imagine ‘that you have S
been dssigned a -STUDY PARTNER for somé course you are taking. You -

are going to be -studk with the qut for the rest of the Jterm, whether .

you like it or not, Now, you haven't met him yet, but you know for -,
-sure that he WEARS. GLASSES, 'is GOING BALD, is  HEALTHY, and so ohi. -

This 1s"all you know-about him; amd .it's .definifely true. So, in

this block of numbers I want you- to- record how bothered or. how 'zn+' A
- happy. you would be to find out that your prospective STUDY PARTNER

is going to be éach of these things. ‘ o

. Ss then complete the second block of numbers. As soon as. they are

gt

. '; h " N o . ‘ iu . FR v- ;‘_ 1 L . N . .
Underneath, where 1t says HI/LO T want you to rate the chances that R
- 'the.guy will be ok, ih your opinion, Is there a high:chance, ora .- . _
* low thance that you are gofng to get on with him. Or 1is it still Lo
jUSt 50/50-..o"> ' E : g ,.’ 1  s . - . o

L
.

o Things take an unexpected turn 1n the third column. Here, I want
-~ you'to say how trie or how false it is, in your opinion, -that our. Al'ﬂ
'PRIME MINISTER, PIERRE ELIOT: TRUDEAU, is each bf these things. .- .. °
. 'Trudeau viears glasses': true or false. 'Trudeau’is going bald'y - .
"o . rtrue or false. And so on-for the others. The Zero can mean either
- 'half: ‘true, half false' or, ‘don t know' So- fill out this column
- Nt tfif;you will. .»1,;fv},__ﬂvq o
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Ae

WEARS:, GLASSES -
 GOING BALD

- >

FRENCH-SPEAKING

WITTY

- ARROGANT

FLASHY DRESSER

o ‘,3»xxmmu

-

maocnrooxnzm
;3Hccrmn>mmc

 HEALTHY

[

§00D

BAD
3210123
3210
3210
3210
3240
'3210,23
3210123
qumrrHszﬂ.wﬂJm-mua,b.J.N 3

123
fM%
123
T Nm

wwdeNw

ww¢?+N9
3210123°

ATHLETIC '3-2 ew_wmw“

 BOTHERED . HAPPY

3210123

.3210123°

3210123
3210123
32101723

wmdodmw
;umdodmw

3210123

3210123

8210123

3210123

32101237 37210 1 N«w

ﬂmcm

s

m>rmm

32 a c 123

.w‘N ahomﬂ an,

.

-

Lo

w m d o d m\w
w.& 10 d 2 w

32710123
wmwodmw
uwdo_mw
wmdqdmw
3210123
w-%qu
umdo_ww

. 4.\ -
- -
& . Y

-

N

mcﬂmmxmc
w m d 0 d N w
w N d o d m w
w N d o d 2 w
w m 1 o u N w
~w,N u o d 2 w
w N d ) A.N w

. T
w 2 d 01 M.w

a. L

w 2 d 012 w
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" When Ss finished, the;eXper1menber:EontihUed: .

LS
¢

. In the‘iast column, just 1ike the second one, I.want you tolréqofd

.. Whether it bothers.you -or makes you happy that TRUBEAU is or 'is not

+ each of these things. Is it a source of satisfaction “ta you that
he is - say, intelligent (if you already said he.was); or does it .
bug you instead. The zero means ‘it doesn't bother you one way or »

- the other.... .. L - .
' .And‘underneéth. your\overalléopihion'éf TRUDEAU;' Do ybd,ﬁaVedh°
high opinion of him, or a ldw‘one, or none. ;

[ . r..
’

‘-'This‘éoncldded-the experfment, Ss were.told briefly about the analysis .

that would be done on fhg'ﬁata. and what the expectations were.vf
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Appendix 5, - . L ,
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' ‘ i ' ) ! . LY . ' s b R ! . D -

i .;,h\'Prdceadre for Sfudy 4 (on Oséqod's Semahtié'Difﬁéfgntfaf)l_vf;:
> N S ST .

+n . . - . T

-+ The data was ‘tollected at varfous poings in the' course of a multiple *

)

experiment.-§$ were told that their opinions weré;beinb sought on j“?w ;(i“
psychology experiments in general. Their task was ifitroduced as }

4

. “ P
L 4 _ , ’ L
| i - . o ' ' .
. follows: A T L
. T . e AT T "'fn o . . ~/‘ . . x"\ S FA .
' b r: ' ' "‘»' b he »y N . " '-o \\ ' N l.-;_;" T

4

You could call ‘this ‘an experiment about experiments. What'it is,

is extracts from three different. experiments which I am actually -~

doing at the same tife’as this one, I'11°get you to go through: - .

' these extracts, and:afterwards your data-wi]l be returned 'to the =
o : experfments/xhémsejves.-But what'[.am more {nterested in is your
2, 4 7 'general reaction tg the extracts; whether you find them boring =
« . .orinteresting, which you prefér, and so on. So, after ygu have. .. ° '
../ . been exposed to each and got.the feel of it, I will get you to '
. rate it on'one of the pages of this booklet' heres* ... -

(A rating sheet is repro;hfed overleaf.)” &
oo . ‘ ."q“‘;,,j', ‘ [ l ’ . . ‘ '\ : S J‘ g N “ " :
. .+ Now,.some of the things you have lto rate: the experiments f r,
- sound strange. There's no problem about INTERESTING: vs' BORING, .

.. or GOOD vs: BAD, But what about SOFT vs HARD, or LARGE vs SMALL?e = . -
v Well, this is where you have to use your imagination and become -,

- s]ightly poetic. For ipstance, take the word LULLABY, Strictly * ™. -

-~ 'speaking you cannot ra e.is as either HARB- or, SOFT since it ~ .. = .

« isn't really either. But most.people would pick SOFT to describe . el

A"‘

T ‘it,ﬁrathetfthan~HARD.,I;wantiyou;tp;try_;o‘do,tﬁexsameaso?p,of, e
-« - thing these 'seales here when you try: to describe the variois =~ - R
£ .~ experiments with them. And if the worst comes to' the worst-and - .
v you think there is no'possible serse of, says HARD or SOFT, .,
.., that applies to the experiment you have just done; ‘then mark . .- g -
- the zero, which meang, NEITHER - though it can also mean.'half .~~~ . =
oot R

- Mt s point. the-First extract fron an expérinent was introtuced, | "

O

LAY

. Tt'wes d fnory. task with audie-visial p

of

Ual presentation. The details are.

N0 importance here. The task was moderately’ difficult and took -
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. Irate this experiment = . . . ol ; e
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i ‘ﬁ‘ 1 Al 1l
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.fl;iﬂ ¢;ﬁMr . active 3 2 T 0. '_2:' 3 passive 'k" -
gt s 3 21 g 1 g 3:. hard .
o N : : : S P IR

TR N unpleasant 3 2' 10 LY 23 pleasant :
B S o B ;
/ repetitive 3.2 1 07 1 -2 3  varled
i e -~ , ‘ ’ ' . . . . » [ o o
. © powerful 3 - 221 0 "1 23 ~ powerless
'Tjnte¥estiqg;uvw3k7:‘2 1o 12 3 bo}iﬁgj : "-f
: § | St:la:t‘IAc‘t 3.2 aq L 0 : 1 2- "3 ?l’ayn'amii:"A -
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. slow

ffirlstrong‘
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about threg minutes to comple\% When Ss had finished the experim—
| enter continued~ ';_ N I ‘:‘I ? ‘fj

' e o 0o

' Now, if you were doing the actuai eﬁueriment from which this
. extract was taken, ‘we would go on amd on, repeating things tiii
you got them a1l right then swapping ‘them-round , and 'so on.
. Right now, however, al}] I am interested in 1s 'your general react-
jon to this type of experiment. So I want you ‘to turn-to this
- rating bookiet here and say what you think about this memory
. ., task. : LI

-,
o, ‘ W

L -~ When Ss finished their ratings the second extract was introduced d

. j,This was a 300 item poiiticai¢attitudes questionnaire, seiected for , :

PR
RN

e its great iength and monotony. After some introductory remarks about

i

the nature of the questionnaire the experimenter went on: . . s m>7

. .
v = SR : T
SN ce s .
° ' . - 0 - B S . : * M ° p
. B . - \ v ', . . . W e ““‘ N
* ' l vt ?
. . L 4
v
.

./.But aii I am interested in right now is what. you think of this as,
" .. .an experdment you might be ‘asked to take part in. And to'get a.
"' feel for what it is' 1ike, all'you need to.do.is the first page.
-+ Later on, if there is time, I'may ask you to do some.more, because °
. "the.moré ‘data we have on' this ‘the better. But for now, just do ~ﬂ~a-~
~the first page, ‘4 you will, and then turn to the rating bookietfrk
. here and say what you think of it, just as ygy did for the last o
‘ expermient.'lﬁ-;,. R ‘ TR CPAE T

The third extract was the\previously reported Study 3 As soon as they

had finished. Ss were again asked to rate it on the SD scales.TA ~fﬁf§ »“,;féi
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*'\.‘.,The second measuhe of atti ud1na1 behavior was to be the number of o

[ ed This measure was

down the Roman numerdls I, II an p III to stand for the three U
‘experiments. Roman’ numeral I stands for the memory task with

" Ruth, Kate, GaiT and, their. friends Roman numeral: Il stands for X
- the political attitudes quest)onnaire- -and Roman' numeral IIT" ' . . -
. stands for the experiment.you’ have just completed about Trudeau‘ IR
and your. study-partner. Put an ordinary 15\ 2 or 3 underneath™ " - .
~ the Roman numerals to indicate your: prefeance, in othér words’ LT

¥ your first,ghoice, your/;e ond choice and your: third choice._.‘f R

. I i
\ ,-! n_» > K

1tems of the poIitical j}titudes questionnaire which Ss would be | Ly
ui'W1111"9 tq completelv:}untarily. after the main experiment was finish-n'gv;ffr

fact taken. But, as mentioned 1n the dissert—

Sw '




