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ŖIW is good WhaW \oX Wook Xp philosoph\Ŗ, I sa\. Am I asserWing some facW Wo be Whe
case; or e[pressing, non-asserWoricall\, m\ aSSURYal of Whe facW WhaW \oX Wook Xp
philosoph\? AccoXnWs of Whe laWWer kind haYe seemed aWWracWiYe Wo man\
philosophers, in eWhics and elseZhere. SenWenWial operaWors sXch as ŕIW is WrXe WhaW ...Ŗ,
ŕIW is knoZn WhaW ...Ŗ and ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ haYe been claimed Wo reqXire
analogoXs WreaWmenW.

In Fregean Werms, ZhaW is in qXesWion in each of Whese cases is ZheWher Whe disWincWiYe
feaWXre of Whe meaning of senWences formed b\ Whe Xse of one Whese operaWors is Wo be
consWrXed as a feaWXre of VeQVe, or as one of fRUce. Here I shall be discXssing a general
objecWion Wo Whe laWWer ansZer, dXe in parW Wo Frege, and e[Wended b\ Geach and b\
Searle. If sXccessfXl, Whe objecWion ZoXld greaWl\ resWricW Whe possible Xse of
disWincWions of force in a Wheor\ of meaning. BXW I shall argXe WhaW Whe argXmenW is b\
no means conclXsiYe; and hence WhaW iW is possible WhaW force, or someWhing like iW,
coXld pla\ a far more imporWanW parW in an adeqXaWe accoXnW of meaning Whan has
XsXall\ been WhoXghW.

I

The argXmenW begins b\ obserYing WhaW accoXnWs of Whe dispXWed W\pe
characWerisWicall\ propose an inWerpreWaWion of jXsW Whose (caQRQical) senWences or
XWWerances in Zhich consWrXcWions of Whe releYanW W\pe ş ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ, ŕIW is
good WhaW ...Ŗ, ŕIW is WrXe WhaW ...Ŗ, or ZhaWeYer ş are noW parW of an\ claXse oWher Whan a
compleWe senWence. IW is noWed WhaW Where are man\ oWher (VXbVidiaU\) occXrrences of
sXch consWrXcWions, and argXed WhaW Whe proposed accoXnWs are Xnable Wo deal ZiWh aW
leasW some of Whe: neZ cases, WhoXgh obliged Wo do so. As Geach sa\s, ŕWheories of
non-descripWiYe performances regXlarl\ Wake inWo accoXnW onl\ Whe Xse of a Werm ŗPŘ
Wo call someWhing ŗPŘ; Whe corroboraWion Wheor\ of WrXWh, for e[ample, considers onl\
Whe Xse of ŕWrXeŖ Wo call a sWaWemenW WrXe, and Whe condemnaWion Wheor\ of ŗbadŘ

1 This piece Zas ZriWWen ciUca 1982ş83, draZing in parW on maWerial from m\ PhD Whesis (The
PURblem Rf Whe SiQgle CaVe, Cambridge, 1981). In Whe Whesis I proposed ZhaW ZoXld noZ be
called an e[pressiYisW accoXnW of jXdgemenWs of Whe form ŕIW is probable WhaW SŖ. One chapWer,
on Zhich Whis paper bXilds, Wried Wo defend Whe YieZ againsW Whe Frege-Geach argXmenW. This
piece earned a reYise and resXbmiW from PhilRVRShical ReYieZ, bXW Zas neYer resXbmiWWed.
ParWs of iW made Wheir Za\ inWo m\ ŕSemanWic Minimalism and Whe Frege PoinWŖ, in
TsohaW]idis, S.L.(ed.), FRXQdaWiRQV Rf SSeech AcW TheRU\: PhilRVRShical aQd LiQgXiVWic PeUVSecWiYeV,
RoXWledge, 1994, pp. 132ş55 (reprinWed in NaWXUaliVm ZiWhRXW MiUURUV, O[ford, 2011, ch. 3) ş
WhoXgh WhaW paper faYoXrs a diĳerenW approach Wo Whe Frege-Geach argXmenW, leaning more
heaYil\ on semanWic minimalism. IŖm pXWWing Whis piece online Wo faciliWaWe self-ciWaWion.
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considers onl\ Whe Za\ iW is Xsed Wo call someWhing bad; predicaWions of ŗWrXeŘ and
ŗbadŘ in if or WheQ claXses, or in Whe claXses of a disjXncWion, are jXsW ignored.Ŗ ŕOne
coXld noW ZriWe oĳ sXch Xses of Whe WermsŖ, Geach conWinXes, ŕas calling for a diĳerenW
e[planaWion from Wheir Xse Wo can Whings WrXe or bad  for WhaW ZoXld mean WhaW
argXmenWs of Whe paWWern ŗif [ is WrXe (if Z is bad), When S; bXW [ is WrXe (Z is bad); eUgR
SŘ conWained a fallac\ of eqXiYocaWion, Zhereas in facW Whe\ are clearl\ Yalid.Ŗ [1]

SearleŖs Yersion of Whe argXmenW is someZhaW diĳerenW, in WhaW he admiWs a possibiliW\
Zhich GeachŖs appeal Wo Whe YalidiW\ of mRdXV SRQeQV ZoXld appear Wo e[clXde.
Searle is objecWing Wo ZhaW he calls Whe VSeech acW aQal\Vis of Zords sXch as  ŕgoodŖ ,
ŕWrXeŖ,  ŕknoZŖ and  ŕprobabl\Ŗ; Whe general form of Zhich he Wakes Wo be: ŕThe Zord W
is Xsed Wo perform Whe speech acW A.Ŗ Searle sa\s WhaW ŕan\ anal\sis of Whe meaning of
a Zord (or morpheme) mXsW be consisWenW ZiWh Whe facW WhaW Whe same Zord (or
morpheme) can mean Whe same Whing in all Whe grammaWicall\ diĳerenW kinds of
senWences in Zhich iW can occXr.Ŗ For e[ample, ŕWhe Zord ŗWrXeŘ means or can mean
Whe same Whing in inWerrogaWiYes, indicaWiYe condiWionals, negaWions, disjXncWions,
opWaWiYes, eWc.Ŗ [2]

HoZeYer, Searle recognises WhaW in order Wo meeW Whis ŕcondiWion of adeqXac\Ŗ, speech
acW anal\sWs are ŕnoW commiWWed Wo Whe YieZ WhaW eYer\ liWeral XWWerance of W is a
performance of A, bXW raWher [ma\ claim] WhaW XWWerances Zhich are noW performances
of Whe acW haYe Wo be e[plained in Werms of XWWerances Zhich are.Ŗ [3] Searle WhXs
appears Wo acknoZledge WhaW iW need noW be said WhaW Whe conWribXWion Whe claXse
makes Wo Whe meaning of a condiWional in Zhich iW occXrs as anWecedenW is ideQWical Wo
Whe meaning iW has Zhen Xsed canonicall\; bXW onl\ WhaW Whe former conWribXWion
depends in a rXle-goYerned Za\ (Whe rXle associaWed ZiWh Whe condiWional form) on
Whe meaning Whe claXse has in Whe laWWer case. If GeachŖs appeal Wo YalidiW\ Zere
sXccessfXl, Whis YieZ ZoXld seem XnWenable. The YalidiW\ of mRdXV SRQeQV ZoXld
depend on Whe meaning of sXch a claXse being inYarianW beWZeen Whe WZo conWe[Ws.

HaYing admiWWed Whis possibiliW\, hoZeYer, Searle fails Wo Wake adYanWage of iW.
HaYing said WhaW ŕWhe speech acW anal\sWs ... need Wo shoZ ... onl\ ... WhaW liWeral
XWWerances Zhich are noW performances of acW A sWand in a relaWion Wo performances of
A in a Za\ Zhich is pXrel\ a fXncWion of Whe Za\ Whe senWences XWWered sWand in
relaWion Wo Whe sWandard indicaWiYe senWences, in Whe XWWerance of Zhich Whe acW
performedŖ, Searle Wakes Whis Wo mean WhaW if sXch senWences ŕare in Whe pasW Wense,
When Whe acW is reporWed in Whe pasW; if Whe\ are h\poWheWical When Whe acW is
h\poWhesi]ed, eWc. .[4] He conclXdes, correcWl\, WhaW ŕWhe speech acW anal\sis of Whe ...
Zords: ŗgoodŘ, ŗWrXeŘ, ŗprobableŘ, eWc. does noW saWisf\ Whis condiWion. ŕIf Whis is
good, When Ze oXghW Wo bX\ iWŖ, is noW eqXiYalenW Wo ŕIf I commend Whis, When Ze oXghW
Wo bX\ iW.Ŗ  ŕThis Xsed Wo be goodŖ is noW eqXiYalenW Wo ŕI Xsed Wo commend WhisŖ;Ŗ and
so on. Searle himself does noW canYas oWher Za\s in Zhich Whe meaning of claXses
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sXch as ŕIW is good WhaW SŖ in YarioXs conWe[Ws ma\ be s\sWemaWicall\ relaWed Wo Wheir
meaning Zhen Whe\ sWand alone. BXW iW is clear WhaW if Whe general objecWion is Wo be
ansZered, Whe solXWion Zill lie in Whis direcWion. The argXmenW from mRdXV SRQeQV is
claimed Wo bar Whe Za\. LeW Xs WesW iWs sWrengWh.

II

As Geach noWes, Whis argXmenW is dXe originall\ Wo Frege, Zho Xses iW in argXing WhaW
a senWenWial negaWion operaWor cannoW be consWrXed as a sign of force; as an indicaWion
WhaW a senWence, Zhen XWWered, has Whe force of a deQial. FregeŖs argXmenW is in WZo
parWs: (i) he noWes WhaW a negaWed senWence ma\ occXr as Whe anWecedenW of a
condiWional, Zhere iW does noW amoXnW Wo a denial, and conclXdes WhaW in sXch a case
Whe negaWion conWribXWes Wo Whe sense of (or WhoXghW e[pressed b\) Whe anWecedenW;
and (ii) he sa\s WhaW if Ze ZanW Wo alloZ WhaW a case of modXs ponens inYolYing sXch
a condiWional is Yalid, Ze shall haYe Wo alloZ WhaW Whe negaWion does noW mark a
denial, eYen Zhen Whe negaWed senWence concerned sWands alone. [5]

In (ii), Whe argXmenW is presXmabl\ noW WhaW Whe YalidiW\ of mRdXV SRQeQV depends on
Whe meaning of Whe anWecedenW claXse in Whe ırsW premiss being e[acWl\ Whe same as iW
is Zhen Whe claXse occXrs alone (as in Whe second premiss). TrXe, iW ZoXld folloZ WhaW
becaXse Whe negaWiYe claXse is noW a denial in Whe former conWe[W, iW is noW a denial in
Whe laWWer. BXW Whe same argXmenW ZoXld shoZ WhaW Zhen Whe claXse sWands alone iW
does noW haYe Whe force of an asserWion; for iW lacks Whis force Zhen Xsed as an
anWecedenW.

RaWher, Whe argXmenW appears Wo depend on Whe claim WhaW Whe inference

(1) If noW-S When T; noW-S; Wherefore T

is Yalid onl\ if Whe second premiss has Whe same sense (or e[presses Whe same
WhoXghW) as Whe anWecedenW of condiWional forming Whe ırsW premiss. If so, When
becaXse (according Wo (i)) Whe negaWion operaWor in Whe ırsW premiss conWribXWes Wo Whe
sense of Whe sense of Whe anWecedenW, iWs role in deWermining Whe meaning of Whe
second premiss mXsW also be Wo modif\ sense, raWher Whan Wo indicaWe force. So eYen in
canonical cases, Whe negaWion operaWor cannoW be held Wo modif\ force.

In oWher Zords, Whe pXrpose of Whe appeal Wo mRdXV SRQeQV is Wo e[Wend Whe conclXsion
of (i) Wo canonical Xses of Whe negaWion operaWor (and similarl\ for oWher operaWors, in
GeachŖs case). BXW hoZ is Whe reqXiremenW of idenWiW\ of sense Wo be jXsWiıed? NoW, on
Whe face of iW, b\ GeachŖs remark WhaW oWherZise Whe inference ZoXld conWain a fallac\
of eqXiYocaWion. For iW is no more clear WhaW sXch a fallac\ Zill necessaril\ resXlW from
a diĳerence of sense Whan WhaW iW Zill resXlW from Whe acknoZledged diĳerence of
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force (i.e., from Whe facW WhaW onl\ in Whe second premiss does Whe claXse haYe
asserWoric force).

Frege and Geach do haYe anoWher argXmenW for reqXiring sXch idenWiW\ of sense in
inference (1): Wo noWe WhaW Ze eYidenWl\ do haYe iW in

(2) If S When T; S; Wherefore T

(Zhere S is noW negaWed); and Wo reason WhaW if (1) is Wo e[emplif\ Whe same form of
inference, Ze mXsW haYe iW Where also. NoZ, Whis is an appeal noW Wo a necessar\
condiWion for YalidiW\, bXW Wo Whe desirabiliW\ of a Xniform e[planaWion of Whe YalidiW\
of a class of inferences haYing a sWrXcWXral properW\ in common. MoreoYer, alWhoXgh
sXch a goal is indeed desirable, iW doesn'W folloZ ş as Geach and Frege eYidenWl\
conclXde ş WhaW (1) need be WreaWed as a special case of (2). (1) and (2) mighW be
consWrXed as disWincW sXbW\pes of a single more general form of inference. IW is noW
obYioXs WhaW in WhaW case Whe general criWerion YalidiW\ ZoXld inclXde Whe reqXired
idenWiW\ of sense. There mighW raWher be some more general condiWion Zhich redXced
Wo idenWiW\ of sense in Whe special case of (2).

In an\ case, Whe Xse Frege and Geach make of Whe reqXiremenW of idenWiW\ of sense
depends on Wheir claim WhaW in Whe anWecedenW of a condiWional a negaWion operaWor (or
one of oWher operaWors consick b\ Geach) does modif\ sense. This Whe\ infer from Whe
obserYaWion WhaW in sXch a conWe[W sXch an operaWor does noW acW as a force indicaWor,
in Whe Za\ proposed ZiWh respecW Wo canonical conWe[Ws. As Ze shall see, Whis is a
nonseqXiWXr. IW assXmes WhaW Where is no Za\ Wo make sense of an occXrrence of a
force-indicaWor in a sXbsidiar\ conWe[W; Zhereas iW is far from clear WhaW Whis is so. In
order Wo make sense of sXch an occXrrence, iW is noW necessar\ Wo sa\ WhaW sXbsidiar\
Xses of claXses of Whe form ŕNoW-SŖ (Wo Wake FregeŖs e[ample) are liWerall\ denials. IW is
enoXgh WhaW Wheir conWribXWion Wo Whe meaning of Whe enWire senWence in Zhich Whe\
occXr depends on Whe facW WhaW sXch a claXse does amoXnW Wo a denial, Zhen Xsed
canonicall\. For When Where is a clear reason for inclXding a force-indicaWor for denial
in Whe sXbsidiar\ posiWions concerned: in order Wo shoZ WhaW Whe claXse ZoXld haYe
Whis force, if XWWered alone.

In Whe ne[W secWion I shall oXWline an accoXnW of Whis kind. IW WXrns oXW WhaW iW does
\ield idenWiW\ of sense beWZeen Whe WZo occXrrences of ŕNoW-SŖ in (1). BXW Whis is no
help Wo Frege and Geach, for Whe accoXnW eYades Whe ırsW parW of Wheir argXmenW, on
Zhich, as Ze haYe seen, Whe conclXsion of Wheir appeal Wo mRdXV SRQeQV depends.
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III

I shall largel\ presenW Whe accoXnW in Werms of probabilisWic senWenWial operaWors, sXch
as ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ (in Zhich class I haYe a special inWeresW, haYing argXed
elseZhere WhaW XWWerances sXch ŕIW is probable WhaW SŖ are noW asserWions [6]). The
proposal begins ZiWh Whe claim WhaW an XWWerance of Whe form PT, Zhere P is sXch an
operaWor and T an appropriaWe senWence, is ZhaW ma\ be called a SaUWial aVVeUWiRQ.
ParWial asserWion is held Wo be a caWegor\ of force, of Zhich asserWion as XsXall\
conceiYed (ŖfXll asserWionŖ) ma\ be a limiWing case. The general caWegor\ is
characWerised b\ Whe sWipXlaWion WhaW parWial asserWions are Whose XWWerances Zhich
sWand Wo parWial beliefs, or degrees of conıdence, as fXll asserWions sWand Wo fXll
beliefs. [7] A fXll asserWion WhaW T characWerisWicall\ e[presses iWs speakerŖs fXll belief
WhaW T (and in sXiWable circXmsWances Zill lead a hearer Wo adopW a fXll belief WhaW T).
AnalogoXsl\, a parWial belief WhaW T characWerisWicall\ e[presses iWs speakerŖs parWial
belief (of some degree) WhaW T (and in sXiWable circXmsWances Zill lead a hearer Wo
adopW Whe same parWial belief WhaW T).

WhaW concerns Xs here is noW ZheWher Whis is an adeqXaWe approach Wo Whe meaning of
Whe probabilisWic Werms of naWXral langXage, bXW Whe facW WhaW b\ characWerising force in
Werms of an associaWed W\pe of proposiWional aWWiWXde, iW can escape Whe Frege
objecWion. The sWraWeg\ reqXires WhaW indicaWiYe condiWionals WhemselYes be WreaWed
non-asserWoricall\. A sincere XWWerance of ŕIf S When TŖ is said Wo indicaWe WhaW a speaker
possesses ZhaW ma\ be called an inferenWial disposiWion: a menWal sWaWe sXch WhaW Whe\
Zere Wo adopW Whe menWal aWWiWXde associaWed ZiWh Whe XWWerance ŕSŖ, Whe\ ZoXld be
led Wo adopW Whe menWal aWWiWXde associaWed ZiWh ŕTŖ. For e[ample, ŕIf iW is probable
WhaW iW is going Wo snoZ, When Boris Zill be learning Wo skiŖ, e[presses a disposiWion Wo
infer from a sWrong parWial belief WhaW iW is going Wo snoZ, Wo a fXll belief WhaW Boris is
learning Wo ski.

This sXggesWion proYides a clear sense in Zhich Whe e[pression ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ
makes Whe same conWribXWion Wo a canonical XWWerance, as Wo a condiWional XWWerance in
Zhich iW occXrs in Whe anWecedenW or conseqXenW. In each case iW marks Whe associaWion
of Whe meaning of Whe Zhole XWWerance ZiWh a cerWain kind of menWal aWWiWXde: namel\
a sWrong parWial belief. OWher feaWXres of Whe occXrrence of Whe e[pression in each case,
deWermine ırsW Zhich parWicXlar sWrong parWial belief is inYolYed (i.e., iWs conWenW); and
secondl\, hoZ Whis parWial belief sWands in relaWion Wo Whe menWal sWaWe associaWed ZiWh
Whe XWWerance as a Zhole. In Whe canonical case Whe facW WhaW ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ is
Whe oXWermosW operaWor indicaWes WhaW Whe laWWer menWal sWaWe is jXsW Whe parWial belief
iWself. While in Whe condiWional case, Whe occXrrence of Whe e[pression in (sa\) Whe
anWecedenW posiWion indicaWes WhaW possession of Whe parWial belief in qXesWion is Whe
anWecedenW condiWion of Whe inferenWial disposiWion associaWed ZiWh Whe condiWional.

5



(This process of deWerminaWion ma\ be iWeraWed, if Whe condiWional iWself occXrs as a
componenW of some larger XWWerance.)

IW is imporWanW Wo disWingXish Whis sXggesWion from Whe claim WhaW a condiWional UeSRUWV
a speakerŖs possession of sXch an inferenWial disposiWion. For if WhaW Zere so, a
condiWional XWWerance ZoXld be an asserWion abRXW iWs speakerŖs sWaWe of mind, and
ZoXld be false if and onl\ if Whe speaker concerned did noW haYe sXch an inferenWial
disposiWion. BXW Whe proposal is sXpposed Wo inWerpreW Whe indicaWiYe condiWionals of
naWXral langXage; and in pracWice ZhaW speakers indicaWe b\ sa\ing ŕThaWŖs falseŖ in
response Wo sXch XWWerance is noW WhaW Whe\ don'W belieYe Whe original speaker has Whe
sWaWe of mind in qXesWion, bXW WhaW (eYen haYing heard Whe XWWerance) Whe\ don'W haYe
iW WhemselYes. Similarl\ Whe response ŕThaWŖs WrXeŖ indicaWes WhaW a hearer has Whe
inferenWial disposiWion in qXesWion, and noW WhaW Whe\ Wake Whe speaker Wo do so. So Wo
claim WhaW a condiWional reporWs iWs speakerŖs possession of sXch a disposiWion, is Wo be
forced Wo acknoZledge WhaW Whe Werms ŕWrXeŖ and ŕfalseŖ are applied Wo sXch XWWerances
in a non-sWandard Za\; eYen WhoXgh Wo make Whis claim is Wo WreaW Whese XWWerances as
asserWions.

For Whe same reason iW is imporWanW noW Wo inWerpreW Whe condiWional ŕIf iW is probable
WhaW S, When TŖ as ŕIf I Zere Wo parWiall\ asserW (sWrongl\) WhaW S, When I ZoXld asserW WhaW
T.Ŗ This seems Wo be ZhaW a sXggesWion of DXmmeWWŖs (in response Wo GeachŖs
argXmenW) ZoXld amoXnW Wo, for Whe probabiliW\ case [8]. NoWe WhaW Wo rejecW Whis
reading is noW Wo den\ WhaW someone Zho has Whe disposiWion Wo infer from a sWrong
parWial belief WhaW S Wo a fXll belief WhaW T, ZoXld, if Whe\ Zere Wo parWiall\ asserW
(sincerel\, and Wo a sXiWabl\ high degree) WhaW S, be aW leasW Zilling Wo asserW WhaW T; bXW
simpl\ Wo sa\ WhaW ŕIf iW is probable WhaW S, When TŖ is noW a sWaWemenW WhaW Whis is Whe
case.

L. J. Cohen has poinWed oXW WhaW if DXmmeWWŖs reading is Wo appl\ Whe probabiliW\
case, Where shoXld be a Xse for a consWrXcWion

meaning ŕIf I Zere Wo asserW (agree) gXardedl\ WhaW A, When I shoXld asserW
(agree) WhaW BŖ. BXW Whis ZoXld noW be a Xse paraphrasable b\ ŕIf iW is probable
WhaW A, When BŖ. For WhoXgh iW happens Wo be WrXe WhaW if I Zere Wo asserW (agree)
gXardedl\ WhaW iW Zill be cloXd\ Whis afWernoon I shoXld also asserW (agree) WhaW
I am e[cessiYel\ caXWioXs in m\ ZeaWher predicWions, iW is noW WrXe WhaW if
cloXds are probable When I am e[cessiYel\ caXWioXs. [9]

On Whe presenW YieZ, hoZeYer, Whe condiWional ŕIf I Zere Wo asserW gXardedl\ WhaW A,
When I shoXld asserW WhaW BŖ is associaWed ZiWh a disposiWion Wo infer from a belief WhaW
one has asserWed gXardedl\ WhaW A Wo a belief WhaW one has asserWed (or Zill asserW)
WhaW B. There is noWhing Wo preYenW someone from holding Whis disposiWion, bXW noW a
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disposiWion Wo infer from a high degree of parWial belief WhaW A Wo a belief WhaW B; and iW
is Whis laWWer disposiWion Zhich Whis YieZ associaWes ZiWh Whe condiWional ŕIf iW is
probable WhaW A, When B.Ŗ [10]

IV

In Whe proposed accoXnW, ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ does noW modif\ sense, eYen Zhen
Xsed as Whe anWecedenW of a condiWional. So boWh occXrrences of Whe probabilisWic
claXse in

(3) If iW is probable WhaW T When S; iW is probable WhaW T; Wherefore S

haYe Whe same sense: WhaW of ŕTŖ iWself. The claim on Zhich Frege and GeachŖs appeal
Wo mRdXV SRQeQV Zas seen Wo depend is WhXs YalidaWed; bXW noW in sXch a Za\ as Wo
licence Wheir conclXsion (Zhich depended on Whe claim WhaW in Whe sXbsidiar\ posiWion
Whe operaWor does modif\ sense).

HoZeYer, sXch force-modiıer accoXnWs do haYe a problem ZiWh YalidiW\, in WhaW Whe\
seem incompaWible ZiWh Whe sWandard WreaWmenW of Whis noWion. The XsXal accoXnW of
YalidiW\ relies on Whe noWion of WrXWh; Zhereas in rXling WhaW YarioXs W\pes of
XWWerances are noW asserWions, a force-modiıer accoXnW appears commiWWed Wo sa\ing
WhaW Whese XWWerances are neiWher WrXe nor false, aW leasW in Whe reqXired sense. In Whis
secWion, concenWraWing on FregeŖs e[ample, I ZanW Wo menWion an approach Wo YalidiW\
Zhich does seem compaWible ZiWh a force-modiıer accoXnW.

Ideall\, Whe approach ZoXld rel\ on Whe folloZing claims: Whe menWal sWaWe Whe aboYe
accoXnW Wakes Wo be associaWed ZiWh a correcW and sincere XWWerance of Whe ırsW
premiss of Whe inference (2) is sXch WhaW an\one possessing boWh Whis menWal sWaWe and
WhaW associaWed ZiWh a correcW and sincere XWWerance of Whe second premiss, Zill come
Wo adopW Whe menWal sWaWe associaWed ZiWh Whe conclXsion. The adopWion of Whe laWWer
menWal sWaWe Zill noW be a maWWer of choice for Whe person concerned, bXW raWher Whe
resXlW of Whe realisaWion of Whe anWecedenW condiWions of a disposiWion. The inference
form is Wherefore Yalid in YirWXe of a relaWion aW Whe menWal leYel, beWZeen Whe sWaWe of
mind associaWed ZiWh iWs premisses and WhaW associaWed ZiWh iWs conclXsion.

These claims are acWXall\ Woo sWrong. In so far as Whe\ are correcW, hoZeYer, iW is
irreleYanW ZheWher S and T are fXll asserWions (associaWed ZiWh fXll beliefs) or parWial
asserWions (associaWed ZiWh parWial beliefs); or, indeed, ZheWher S and T belong Wo an\
caWegor\ of force deıned in Whe same general Za\, so long as Whe associaWed W\pe of
menWal aWWiWXde can form Whe anWecedenW or conseqXenW condiWion an inferenWial
disposiWion. (This appears Wo be a Yer\ broad class indeed.) Hence Whe accoXnW
proYides a Xniform e[planaWion of Whe YalidiW\ of mRdXV SRQeQV, applicable eqXall\ Wo
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cases in Zhich Whe second premiss is asserWoric in force, and cases in Zhich iW is noW.
In FregeŖs case iW enables Xs Wo WreaW ŕNoW-SŖ as a deQial WhaW S (associaWed ZiWh a
disbelief WhaW S), ZiWhoXW commiWWing Xs Wo a diĳerenW e[planaWion of Whe WZo
inferences (1) and (2). InsWances of mRdXV SRQeQV inYolYing a negaWiYe second premiss
fall Xnder Xniform principle eqXall\ applicable Wo Whe posiWiYe (or asserWoric) case.

To describe Whis Xniform principle, hoZeYer, Ze reqXire a disWincWion noW admiWWed b\
Frege, beWZeen acWiYe and SaVViYe occXrrences of a force indicaWor (in canonical and
sXbsidiar\ conWe[Ws, respecWiYel\). The general reqXiremenW for Whe YalidiW\ of an
inference pXrporWing Wo be an insWance of mRdXV SRQeQV is When WhaW Whe anWecedenW of
Whe condiWional premiss shoXld haYe boWh Whe same sense and Whe same force as Whe
non-condiWional premiss; WhoXgh ZhaWeYer force Whis is Zill be Xsed passiYel\ in Whe
ırsW case and acWiYel\ in Whe second. For Whose insWances of mRdXV SRQeQV in Zhich Whe
second premiss and Whe conclXsion haYe asserWoric force, Whis condiWion redXces, in
eĳecW, Wo WhaW of idenWiW\ of sense; i.e., Wo Whe condiWion endorsed b\ Geach and Frege.
From Whe presenW poinW of YieZ, Wheir misWake consisWs in Waking Whis class Wo be
XniYersal, Zhereas in facW iW is a special case.

TZo qXaliıcaWions: ırsW, a loW more needs Wo be said before Whe accoXnW giYen here of
Whe correcWness of mRdXV SRQeQV can be broXghW Xnder a general Wheor\ of Yalid
inference. The general projecW ZoXld mosW plaXsibl\ Wake Whe form of a rXle-b\-rXle
jXsWiıcaWion of a sXiWable naWXral dedXcWion s\sWem. For each rXle, Whe aim ZoXld be
Wo proYide a jXsWiıcaWion analogoXs Wo WhaW here oĳered for mRdXV SRQeQV; i.e., ideall\,
an accoXnW Zhich demonsWraWes WhaW a person Zho has Whe menWal sWaWes or aWWiWXdes
Waken Wo be associaWed ZiWh Whe premisses of Whe rXle in qXesWion, Zill also haYe WhaW
associaWed ZiWh iWs conclXsion. The naWXre of Whe demonsWraWion ma\ diĳer from rXle
Wo rXle. The simplesW case Zill perhaps be WhaW of ConjXncWion EliminaWion: Whe rXle
Zhich jXsWiıes Whe inference

(4) S and T; Wherefore S.

Here Whe menWal sWaWe associaWed ZiWh Whe premiss Zill simpl\ be Whe combinaWion of
Whose associaWed ZiWh iWs conjXncWs; and possession of Whis combinaWion gXaranWees a
personŖs possession of boWh of iWs componenWs indiYidXall\ (and hence of Whe former
componenW, in parWicXlar). NoWe, hoZeYer, WhaW in Whis case ŕgXaranWeeŖ has a sense
signiıcanWl\ diĳerenW from WhaW in Zhich Whe possession of Whe menWal sWaWe
associaWed ZiWh Whe premisses of modXs ponens Zas said Wo gXaranWee WhaW
associaWed ZiWh iWs conclXsion. I don'W Whink WhaW Whis is an objecWion Wo Whe approach,
for Where seems Wo be no reason Wo insisW WhaW all dedXcWions rXles be jXsWiıed in
e[acWl\ Whe same Za\. (On Whe conWrar\, Whe facW WhaW Where has been mXch dispXWe
aboXW Whe accepWabiliW\ of some sXch rXles bXW noW oWhers, sXggesWs WhaW Where are
diĳerences in Whe groXnds on Zhich Whe\ rel\.) HoZeYer iW does call aWWenWion Wo a
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major oYersimpliıcaWion in Whe aboYe accoXnW, and WhXs Wo Whe need for a second
qXaliıcaWion.

IW is clear WhaW speakers do noW draZ all Whe logical conseqXences of Wheir YarioXs
beliefs. A realisWic accoXnW Zill Wherefore haYe Wo admiW WhaW Whe sXggesWed ŕgXaranWeeŖ
is an idealisaWion. A person Zho XWWers a condiWional ma\, knoZingl\ or oWherZise,
noW acWXall\ haYe Whe ŕassociaWedŖ inferenWial disposiWion. This aside, Whe disposiWions
Wo inference WhaW people haYe are Yer\ imperfecW. Their eĳecWiYeness seems Wo depend
parWicXlarl\ on Whe e[WenW Wo Zhich Whe disposiWion and iWs anWecedenW menWal aWWiWXde
are boWh conscioXsl\ held, aW Whe same Wime. This admission raises seYeral problems.
(WhaW is for sXch a menWal sWaWe Wo be conscioXsl\ held, for e[ample?) BXW iW is
doXbWfXl ZheWher Whese YiWiaWe Whe approach. AfWer all, mXch of Whe XsefXlness of
sXch respecWable noWions as belief and parWial belief in e[planaWor\ models of
lingXisWic and non-lingXisWic behaYioXr, depends on similar simpliıcaWions. In Whe
presenW case, iW ma\ WhXs be claimed WhaW Whe diĳerence beWZeen YalidiW\ and
inYalidiW\, WhoXgh noW accXraWel\ marked in Whe WhoXghW processes of an\ acWXal
person, is reYealed in Whe Za\ sXggesWed in an ideal model; Wo Zhich oXr acWXal
WhoXghW processes do in imporWanW Za\s appro[imaWe.

V

ClaXses of sXch forms as ŕNoW-SŖ and ŕIW is probable WhaW TŖ haYe man\ sXbsidiar\
occXrrences in  naWXral langXage, aparW from Whose in Zhich Whe\ form Whe anWecedenW
or conseqXenW of a condiWional. If Whe approach sXggesWed here is Wo form Whe basis of
an adeqXaWe Wheor\ of meaning for naWXral langXage, iW Zill be reqXired Wo oĳer Whe
same kind of e[planaWion for each of Whese sXbsidiar\ conWe[Ws as iW does for Whe
condiWional case. These e[planaWions are boXnd Wo be a case-b\-case aĳair. Here I
shall indicaWe hoZ Whe accoXnW mighW go in ZhaW is perhaps Whe mosW imporWanW case
ş WhaW of negaWion ş and ınish ZiWh son remarks aboXW Whe WreaWmenW of oWher
proposiWional connecWiYes. IW ZoXld be sXrprising if Whis discXssion Zere Wo conYince
a scepWical reader of Whe YiabiliW\ of Whe force-modiıer approach; bXW I hope iW Zill
demonsWraWe WhaW iW is far from clear WhaW addiWional cases Zill proYide an
insXrmoXnWable obsWacle.

The WreaWmenW of senWenWial negaWion in a force-modiıer accoXnW is boWh diĴcXlW and
crXcial: crXcial, becaXse negaWion is sXch a cenWral logical operaWion. And diĴcXlW,
becaXse in rejecWing FregeŖs argXmenW Wo Whe eĳecW WhaW Whe negaWion operaWor
modiıes sense, Ze haYe lefW open Whe qXesWion as Wo ZheWher, in general, Whe negaWion
operaWor is Wo be consWrXed as a sign of deQial (or ZheWher iW does, afWer all, modif\
sense). The force-modiıer WreaWmenW is less plaXsible for negaWion Whan for some
oWher operaWors, becaXse iW is argXable WhaW Whe Yer\ admission WhaW Where is sXch an
acWiYiW\ as denial, opposed Wo asserWion, proYides a naWXral accoXnW of Whe sense
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modiıcaWion eĳecWed b\ a negaWion. BrieĲ\, Whe argXmenW is WhaW once denial is
recognised as an acWiYiW\ disWincW from asserWion, When iW is open Wo Xs Wo Wake asserWion
condiWions and denial condiWions WogeWher Wo ı[ Whe sense of an asserWoric XWWerance.
IW is When possible Wo Wake Whe sense of ŕNoW-SŖ Wo be relaWed Wo WhaW of ŕSŖ b\ Whe
conYenWion WhaW Wheir asserWion and denial condiWions are reYersed. [11] This accoXnW
depends on ZhaW ma\ be called Whe cRmSlemeQWaUiW\ Rf aVVeUWiRQ: Whe facW WhaW in
den\ing, or disagreeing ZiWh, an asserWion made b\ anoWher speaker, one eĳecWiYel\
makes an asserWion oneself. This is far from being a WriYial properW\ of asserWion. [12]
To e[plain iW in Werms compaWible ZiWh Whe proposed force-modiıer accoXnW, iW is
necessar\ Wo ask ZhaW giYes an XWWerance asserWoric force.

On Whe accoXnW sXggesWed aboYe, diĳerences of force are linked Wo diĳerences in Whe
W\pes of menWal aWWiWXde ZiWh Zhich XWWerances are characWerisWicall\ associaWed.
AsserWions are said Wo be disWingXished b\ being characWerisWicall\ Whe e[pressions of
(eĳecWiYel\) fXll beliefs. NoZ sXppose a fXll belief WhaW T is consWrXed, iQWeU alia, as a
behaYioXral disposiWion: roXghl\, as Whe disposiWion Wo assXme WhaW T in deciding hoZ
Wo acW (in calcXlaWing e[pecWed XWiliWies). This amoXnWs Wo a propensiW\ Wo ignore
possible oXWcomes of oneŖs acWions, e[cepW Whose Zhich depend on iWs being Whe case
WhaW T (ZheneYer one Wakes iW Wo make a diĳerence Wo Whe oXWcome of some acWion
ZheWher T). This kind of behaYioXral disposiWion has a naWXral complemenW: Whe
disposiWion Wo ignore Whe complemenWar\ class of possibiliWies (in WhaW class of cases in
Zhich iW is held Wo be releYanW ZheWher T). The complemenW is iWself a fXll belief.
HoZeYer, is iW Whe righW fXll belief Wo be associaWed ZiWh an asserWion of Whe negaWion
of Whe asserWoric senWence ŕTŖ?

The facW WhaW a fXll belief, behaYioXrall\ consWrXed, has a naWXral complemenW, does
noW e[plain Zh\ Whe deQial of an e[pression of sXch a belief shoXld amoXnW Wo Whe
e[pression of Whe complemenWar\ belief. IW Zon'W do Wo sa\ WhaW Whis is jXsW ZhaW a
denial of an asserWion is, if aW Whe same Wime Ze Zish Wo make Xse of Whe noWion of
denial as a parWial deWerminanW of sense. For Zh\ shoXld ZhaW parWiall\ deWermines
sense be Whe condiWions for e[pression of Whe complemenWar\ belief?

In order Wo ansZer Whis, noWe WhaW in naWXral langXage Where is a disWincWion beWZeen
decliQiQg WR agUee ZiWh, and diVagUeeiQg ZiWh, an XWWerance made b\ anoWher speaker.
The former is appropriaWe Zhen one does noW accepW WhaW Whe asserWion condiWions of
Whe XWWerance in qXesWion hold; Whe laWWer, roXghl\, Zhen one Whinks WhaW condiWions
are realised Zhich are iQcRmSaWible ZiWh accepWance of Whe asserWion in qXesWion. The
laWWer form of disagreemenW is Whe one marked b\ Whe Xse of Whe repl\ ŕThaWŖs falseŖ, in
response Wo a preYioXs asserWion. IW seems Wo me WhaW iW is Whis form of dissenW Zhich
permiWs Xs Wo draZ disWincWion beWZeen making an asserWion ZheQ cerWain condiWions
hold, and making an asserWion WhaW Whe\ hold. For Whe WZo asserWions ŕTŖ and ŕIW is
asserWible WhaW TŖ haYe essenWiall\ Whe same asserWion condiWions bXW diĳer sharpl\ in
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Wheir denial condiWions. One ma\ legiWimaWel\ disagree (in Whe sWrong sense) WhaW iW
asserWible WhaW T, ZiWhoXW disagreeing WhaW T; bXW in declining Wo agree WhaW iW is
asserWible WhaW T, one eĳecWiYel\ commiWs oneself Wo declining Wo agree ZiWh an
asserWion WhaW T. So if a langXage Zere Wo lack Whe faciliW\ for indicaWing disagreemenWs
of Whe sWrong kind, iWs asserWions ZoXld noW be disWingXishable from simple
indicaWions WhaW speakers Wook cerWain condiWions Wo hold. There ZoXld When be no
apparenW Xse for a noWion of sense disWincW from WhaW of asserWion condiWions (and no
reason, I Whink, Wo disWingXish WrXWh from asserWibiliW\). [13]

The sWrong form of disagreemenW is WhaW associaWed ZiWh Whe negaWion operaWor: Whe
asserWion condiWions of ŕNoW-TŖ are Whe condiWions for disagreemenW (in Whe sWrong
sense) ZiWh an asserWion WhaW T (and Yice YeUVa). BXW ZhaW is Whe incompaWibiliW\ on
Zhich sWrong disagreemenW depends? IW seems Wo me WhaW iW is precisel\ WhaW beWZeen
a fXll belief and iWs complemenW; beWZeen assXming WhaW T, and rXling oXW Whe
possibiliW\ WhaW T, in assessing Whe oXWcomes of oneŖs possible acWions. If so, When Where
is a clear basis for Whe associaWion of Whe negaWiYe parW of ZhaW Whe presenW accoXnW
Wakes Wo deWermine sense (i.e., dissenW condiWions) ZiWh Whe naWXral complemenW of an
asserWion. For in order WhaW Whe holding of Whese dissenW condiWions shoXld be Waken Wo
be iQcRmSaWible ZiWh an accepWance of Whe asserWion concerned, Whe belief Zhich Whe\
lead a speaker has Wo be WhaW associaWed ZiWh Whe complemenW of WhaW asserWion; in
oWher Zords Whe complemenW of Whe belief of Zhich Whe original asserWion is
characWerisWicall\ Whe e[pression.

This discXssion arose from oXr recogniWion of Whe need for a force-modiıer approach
Wo meaning Wo proYide an accoXnW of Whe negaWion of asserWoric senWences, capable on
Whe one hand of being generalised Wo XWWerances of non-asserWoric force; and on Whe
oWher of doing jXsWice Wo Whe inWXiWion WhaW a negaWed asserWion is iWself an asserWion.
We haYe conclXded WhaW Whe laWWer inWXiWion is Zell-foXnded, resWing on Whe facW WhaW
an asserWion has a naWXral complemenW. And Ze haYe indicaWed a plaXsible
jXsWiıcaWion for Whe idenWiıcaWion of Whe denial of an asserWoric senWence ZiWh Whe
asserWion of Whe complemenW of WhaW senWence, and hence e[plained hoZ in Whe
asserWoric case a force-modif\ing negaWion operaWor can haYe an eĳecW on meaning
idenWical Wo a change in sense.

VI

HoZ does Whis accoXnW generalise Wo XWWerances oWher Whan asserWions? Here I shall
consider onl\ Whe case of parWial asserWions: XWWerances qXaliıed b\ a probabilisWic
senWenWial operaWor, sXch as ŕIW is probable WhaW ...Ŗ. NoZ an XWWerance sXch as ŕIW is noW
probable WhaW TŖ, or Whe response ŕNoŖ Wo Whe qXesWion ŕIs iW probable WhaW TŖ, is XsXall\
eqXiYalenW Wo Whe sWaWemenW ŕIW is improbable WhaW TŖ; i.e., Wo ŕIW is probable WhaW noW-TŖ.
In sXch cases Whe negaWion occXrs ZiWhin Whe scope of Whe probabilisWic force modiıer,
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and so doesn'W presenW an\ neZ problem. NeYerWheless, Where are cases in Zhich a
denial applies Wo a parWial asserWion. Consider Whe e[change: ŕIW is Yer\ probable WhaW
Boris has learned Wo skiŖ; ŕNo iW isn'W; in facW iW is raWher Xnlikel\ WhaW he has done soŖ.
Can Whe parWial asserWion accoXnW e[plain Whe conWribXWion of Whe (impliciW) claXse ŕIW
is Yer\ probable WhaW Boris has learned Wo skiŖ Wo Whe meaning of Whe ırsW parW of Whe
repl\ (Whe parW in Zhich Whis claXse is modiıed b\ a negaWion operaWor)? And in so
doing, can iW generalise Whe aboYe accoXnW of Whe denial of an asserWoric senWence?

ŕThe simplesW approach is Wo sa\ WhaW Whe denial of a parWial asserWion e[presses a
speakerŖs recogniWion WhaW he or she possesses an aWWiWXde incompaWible ZiWh Whe
parWial belief e[pressed b\ WhaW parWial asserWion. HoZeYer, Whe noWion of
incompaWibiliW\ needed here is noW qXiWe ZhaW Ze haYe seen Wo be inYolYed in Whe fXll
asserWion case. For Where are man\ parWial beliefs incompaWible ZiWh an\ giYen one:
an\ parWial belief ZiWh Whe same conWenW bXW diĳerenW degree, in facW. The sXggesWion
is WhaW Whe applicaWion of a senWenWial negaWion operaWor Wo a parWial asserWion ŕSŖ is
characWerisWicall\ a means of indicaWing WhaW one holds some one of Whis range of
parWial beliefs, incompaWible ZiWh WhaW Zhich ZoXld ordinaril\ be e[pressed b\ ŕSŖ
iWself. BXW since ŕNoW-SŖ does noW e[press an\ parWicXlar parWial belief, iW is noW in iWself
a parWial asserWion. In Whe case of fXll asserWions, in conWrasW, Whe Xse of a negaWed
senWence ŕNoW-TŖ characWerisWicall\ signiıes WhaW a speaker has a parWicXlar fXll belief,
incompaWible ZiWh WhaW Zhich Whe XnnegaWed XWWerance ŕTŖ ZoXld ordinaril\ e[press:
i.e., Whe complemenW of Whe belief e[pressed b\ ŕTŖ.

Wh\ shoXld Whe Zeaker noWion of incompaWibiliW\, associaWed ZiWh parWial asserWions,
noW also be Xsed in Whe fXll asserWion case? Isn'W a Zeak parWial belief (sa\) WhaW T jXsW
as incompaWible ZiWh a fXll belief WhaW T as ZiWh a sWrong parWial belief WhaW T? IW seems
Wo me WhaW Whe ansZer depends on a diĳerence beWZeen fXll and parWial asserWions Wo
Zhich I haYe draZn aWWenWion elseZhere  [14]: an eĳecWiYel\ fXll asserWion has Whe
eĳecW of ŕdeclaring closedŖ Whe lisW of eYidence on Zhich iW, or iWs rejecWion, mighW be
based. To asserW WhaW T is Wo asserW, in eĳecW, WhaW no neZ eYidence Zill reYeal WhaW
noW-T. BXW a parWial asserWion is alZa\ relaWiYe Wo eYidence, in Whe sense WhaW iW is
sXbjecW Wo ZiWhdraZal ŕZiWhoXW faXlWŖ, shoXld neZ eYidence come Wo hand. This
means WhaW Wo indicaWe WhaW one has some degree (oWher Whan 0 or 1) of parWial belief
WhaW T in response Wo an asserWion WhaW T, is Wo indicaWe WhaW one doesn'W Whink WhaW Whe
eYidence jXsWiıes Whe asserWion WhaW T. ThaW is, Whis response amoXnWs Wo decliQiQg WR
agUee (WhaW Whe asserWion condiWions of ŕTŖ hold), raWher Whan Wo diVagUeeiQg (WhaW T).
Hence if fXll asserWions are Wo aWWracW a form of dissenW disWincW from WhaW based solel\
on assessmenW of asserWion condiWions (as I sXggesWed aboYe is reqXired for Whe
disWincWions beWZeen asserWing ZheQ and asserWing WhaW, and beWZeen WrXWh and
asserWibiliW\), Whis form of dissenW mXsW be groXnded on incompaWibiliW\ of Whe sWrong
kind. (ConYersel\, iW doesn'W maWWer from Whe poinW of YieZ of deWerminaWion of sense,
WhaW applied Wo a parWial asserWion a denial is an indicaWion of diĳerence of opinion
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ZiWh respecW Wo asserWion condiWions alone; for Whe sense of ŕIW is probable WhaW TŖ can
be said Wo be WhaW of ŕTŖ iWself.)

The diĳerences beWZeen Whese WZo noWions of incompaWibiliW\ shoXld noW obscXre
Wheir similariW\ ş boWh resW on Whe impossibiliW\ of a personŖs holding parWicXlar pairs
of menWal aWWiWXdes aW Whe same Wime. This similariW\ proYides Whe basis of a XniYersal
rXle, associaWed ZiWh Whe senWenWial negaWion operaWor Zhereb\ Whe meaning of a
senWence conWaining sXch an operaWor depends on Whe meaning of Whe claXse Wo Zhich
iW is applied ş and Whis is all WhaW Whe proposed accoXnW reqXires.

I shall noW aWWempW here Wo deal ZiWh Whe YarioXs logical connecWiYes ş disjXncWion,
conjXncWion, and so on ş in Whe same deWail as I haYe in Whe case of negaWion. BXW iW
seems reasonable Wo hope for similar accoXnWs: in Whe case of disjXncWion, for
e[ample, for an accoXnW Zhich in WreaWing disjXncWion as a force-modif\ing senWenWial
fXncWion, neYerWheless e[plains Zh\ Zhen Whis fXncWion is applied Wo a pair of
asserWions, Whe resXlW can iWself be considered an asserWion (so WhaW in Whis special case,
Whe fXncWion can I consWrXed as modif\ing sense). The Za\ in Zhich sXch an accoXnW
mighW go is illXsWraWed b\ Whe case of (indicaWiYe) condiWionals. We haYe Waken Whe
condiWional ŕIf S When TŖ, Zhere ŕSŖ and ŕTŖ are fXll asserWions, Wo be associaWed ZiWh a
disposiWion Wo infer from a fXll belief WhaW S Wo a fXll belief WhaW T. The proposed
accoXnW ZoXld argXe WhaW Wo hold Whis disposiWion is eqXiYalenW Wo holding a cerWain
belief: namel\ WhaW belief Zhose behaYioXral conseqXences amoXnW Wo a disposiWion
Wo ignore Whe possibiliW\ WhaW boWh S and noW-T, in assessing oneŖs possible coXrse of
acWion. (In sa\ing Whis, Ze can make Xse of Whe facW WhaW Ze haYe been able Wo
consWrXe Whe eĳecW of negaWing an asserWoric senWence as a modiıcaWion of sense; and
Zill presXmabl\ rel\ on a similar facW aboXW conjXncWion.)

VII

The possibiliWies for rXle-goYerned relaWions of meaning beWZeen sXbsidiar\ and
canonical Xses of claXses sXch as ŕIW is probable WhaW TŖ are WhXs far from e[haXsWed b\
Whose enYisaged b\ Frege, Geach and Searle. IW is obYioXs WhaW Wo claim Wo be
conYincing, a force-modiıer accoXnW of Whe meaning of sXch claXses ZoXld haYe Wo
go far be\ond an\Whing oĳered here; bXW in shoZing WhaW iW is possible Wo make a
sWarW, Ze haYe shoZn WhaW Whe Frege argXmenW is far from conclXsiYe.

IW mighW Zell be asked, ZhaW Zill remain of Whe noWion of (fXll) asserWion, in Whe
absence of Whe criWerion Zhich Whe Frege argXmenW ZoXld proYide? WhaW Zill When
preYenW aQ\ disWincWion of meaning being rXled a disWincWion of force? One possible
ansZer is impliciW aboYe: disWincWions of force are based on disWincWions in associaWed
menWal aWWiWXdes, so WhaW fXll asserWions are Whose XWWerances Zhich characWerisWicall\
e[press (eĳecWiYel\) fXll beliefs. If Whis is Wo proYide a XsefXl criWerion, iW Zill be
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necessar\ Wo e[plain hoZ fXll beliefs are Wo be disWingXished from oWher aWWiWXdes
(ZiWhoXW, of coXrse, sa\ing WhaW Whe\ giYe rise Wo fXll asserWions). IW is noW clear
ZheWher behaYioXral criWeria alone can do Whe Wrick. AnoWher approach ş
complemenWar\, I Whink ş is Wo appeal Wo Whe paWWerns of assenW and dissenW Wo Zhich
XWWerance-W\pes are sXbjecW. ElseZhere I haYe sXggesWed WhaW fXll asserWions are besW
regarded as Whose XWWerances Zhich do noW giYe rise Wo Whe kind of ŕno-faXlWŖ
disagreemenW Zhich arises (for e[ample)  beWZeen speakers Zho, haYing diĳerenW
eYidence, reach diĳerenW conclXsions as Wo Whe probabiliW\ of some proposiWion. [16] IW
seems Wo me WhaW if Whe Fregean disWincWion beWZeen sense and force Zere Wo sXrYiYe
aW all Whe adopWion of Wheor\ of meaning of Whe kind sXggesWed here, iW ZoXld be in
YirWXe of being groXnded on some sXch basis.
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conseqXences of being Zrong. BXW a belief ma\ be eĳecWiYel\ fXll, relaWiYe Wo some
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14



9. The PURbable aQd Whe PURYabIe (O[ford,1977), p. 29, n. 19.

10. Cohen makes Whe fXrWher poinW WhaW on DXmmeWWŖs reading Where ZoXld be no
obYioXs Xse for ŕIf iW is probable WhaW A, When I shoXld prefer noW Wo asserW gXardedl\
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