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Introduction

Peter Hanks and Scott Soames have recently devkekipglar views of propositional attitudes
on which they consist at least partly of being dggdl to perform mental acts (Hanks 2007,
2011, 2013, Soames 2010, 2012, 2013). Both thiaktthbelieve a proposition is at least partly
to be disposed to perform tpemitive propositional act: one the performance of whicpag of
the performance of any other propositional act. Awdh think that to perform the primitive
propositional act is to perform sub-propositionatsalike thinking of something, predicating,
negating, conjoining, disjoining etdinally, both also think that the primitive projtanal acts
explain what ties together the constituents ofcstmed propositions into a representational
whole because propositions just are types of sotsf a

However, they differ over the details. Soames tdkesprimitive propositional act to be
the forcelesentertaining and takes entertainings to consist of acts ofkthg of and acts of
predicating, which he thinks of asn-committal property ascription (Soames 2010, 2012, 2013).

He then identifies the non-primitive propositiorsat of judging with entertaining + affirming,

! For an interesting precursor to views like this Searle 1969.

2 I'm inclined to think that there’s a part of theipproach to propositions that is essential tarifj a part that is
negotiable. The essential part is the idea theifivienpropositional acts tie together the constitgeof at leassome
structured propositions. The negotiable part isdhén that propositions just are types of sucls.a€br a view that
retains the essential part while doing away with tlegotiable one by identifying propositions witates of affairs
see Reiland MS(b).



believing with being disposed to judge, and propositionshvéhtertaining-types. In contrast,
Hanks takes the primitive propositional act to be forcefuljudging and takes judgments to
consist of acts of referring and acts of prediggtwhich he thinks of asommittal property
ascription (Hanks 2011: 13-14). He then identitieBeving with being disposed to judge and
propositions with judgment-typés.
My aim in this paper is to argue that Soames’scétess” approach has an advantage

over Hanks’s “forceful” approach which faces a @asi problem. | will proceed as follows. I'll
start by showing how Soames’s approach handleaicezbmplex primitive propositional acts
and how they pose a prima facie problem for Hankggroach (Section 1). I'll then look at
Hanks’s purported solution and argue that it ddesiwrk, showing how serious the problem

really is (Section 2).

% Unlike Soames, Hanks doesn't think that the notibforcelesentertaining and the related notion of predication
asnon-committal property ascription make sense:

I cannot understand what it would be to predicapeagerty of an object without committing yoursklf
the object’s having that property. | do not see hbig possible to apply or attribute a propertyato
object and yet remain neutral about whether theatltjas that property. (Hanks 2013)

This is why he takes the primitive propositional ecbhe the forcefujudging. However, he nevertheless seems to
think that an analogous notion does make sense:

On my account, to judge thatis F is to predicate, in a non-neutral sense, the ptp@é F of a. If we
like, we can say that sometimes this act of preings preceded by the subject’s contemplatiothef
act of predicating= of a. That kind of contemplation would be the analog,my account of neutral
predication or of entertaining a proposition. (H2013)

Unfortunately he doesn't tell us anything furthbeoat this analogous notion and how to think abbin terms of
his proposal that the primitive propositional athe forcefuljudging. | will therefore not discuss it further here.
For general discussion of why we can't get by withitne notion of forceless entertaining and thatiehs between
entertaining and judging and judging and belie\seg Kriegel 2013, Reiland MS(a).



1. Complex Propositional Acts

Soames takes the primitive propositional act totHee forcelessentertaining. On his view to
entertain the proposition that Bertrand is Britishto perform the following sub-propositional
acts: think of Bertrand, think of the property aimg British, and predicate or non-committally
ascribe the property of being British to Bertrahdrgafter predicate#), where the latter is what
ties Bertrand and being British together in theppsition that Bertrand is British and makes it
represent Bertrand as being British. Similarlyeittertain the proposition that Gottlob is German
is to think of Gottlob, think of the property ofihg German, and predicate# being German of
Gottlob. I will represent this with the followingotation (where | represents entertaining,

...supyWhat is the subject of predication, angrepsWhat is predicated#):

(1) entertaining the proposition that Bertrand is Bhti=| <Bertrandygj being Britislreps

(2) entertaining the proposition that Gottlob is Germein:GottlomUBJ, being Germaskeps

In contrast, Hanks takes the primitive propostioact to be the forcefyidging. On his
view to judge that Bertrand is British is to perfothe following sub-propositional acts: refer to
Bertrand and to predicate aommittally ascribe being British to him (hereafter predicate*
where the latter is again what ties Bertrand andgo8ritish together in the proposition that
Bertrand is British and makes it represent Bertramitbeing British. | will represent this with the

following notation (where |'— represents judgingnd ..prep+ What is predicated®):

(3) judging that Bertrand is British |E< Bertrandygy being Britiskrep~>



Now, Soames’s “forceless” approach can easily larmirtain complex primitive
propositional acts like the entertaining of thepgmsition that it is false that Bertrand is German
or the entertaining of the proposition that th#éhesi Bertrand is British or Gottlob is German. To
entertain the proposition that it is false that tBerd is British is to think of the relevant
proposition, think of the property of being falsedgpredicate# the property of being false of the
proposition. Similarly, to entertain the propogitithat either Bertrand is British or Gottlob is
German is to think of the two propositions afigoin# them? What is required for us to think of
propositions in these cases? Soames thinks that to explain trd@satogether the constituents of
structured propositions into a representational levlnee need to think that our entertainings of
propositions are metaphysically prior to the prajpmss themselves. The idea is that what it is to
perform such acts can be analyzed without referémqeopositions whereas propositions can
just be identified with types of those acts. Howewm such a view there is no other way of
thinking of our direct cognitive access to proposis than in terms of performing a token of the
act-type that is the proposition. Thus, since as way of thinking we can’t make sense of our
cognitive access to propositions independentlyhefdrimitive propositional acts, it follows that
we must perform the relevant token of the act-tyyae is the proposition. And this means that on

Soames’s approach to think of a proposition inehesses one has to entertain This leads to

* Soames prefers to think of disjoining as a priveitact which doesn’t presuppose grip on the prygmdrbeing true
(Soames 2010: 120-122). An alternative way is ioktlof it as predication of the property of beinigjdintly true
where two propositions are disjointly true iff onethe other is true or one or more of them is,ttug not both
(Hanks 2011: 20). Since both ways of thinking abdisjoining are compatible with both Soames’s ftess and
Hanks’s forceful approach, | won’'t mention thisther.

® Not all cases where something is predicated# opgsitions are like this. In the case of the abowmplex
propositional acts the relevant propositions aceigint of in arevealing manner odirectly. However, we can think
of propositions without entertaining them when vesgess names of them. For example, if we namertipogition
that Bertrand is German Jones and pass the nartesmmeone, then they can perhaps think of it anter&in the
proposition that Jones is false. However, hereptiogosition is thought of in an unrevealing manbecause one
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the following view of the makeup of the entertagsnof the propositions that it is false that

Bertrand is German and that either Bertrand ig€rior Gottlob is German:

(4) entertaining the proposition that it is false tBattrand is German =

| <|<Bertrandue; being Germaskep=>suss being falsgrep+>

(5) entertaining the proposition that either Bertram@iitish or Gottlob is German =
| <| <Bertrandug; being Britishrep>suss | < Gottloksus; being Germaskep=>suss

DISP>

And this is unproblematic. It's clear that when yentertain the proposition that it is false that
Bertrand is German you also entertain the promwsithat Bertrand is German and when you
entertain the proposition that either Bertrand iigigh or Gottlob is German you entertain both
the proposition that Bertrand is British and thegmsition that Bertrand is German.

However, compare now how Hanks’'s “forceful” appioaseems forced to handle
complex primitive propositional acts like judgingat it is false that Bertrand is German or
judging that either Bertrand is British or GottlisbhGerman. To judge that it is false that Bertrand
is British is to refer to the proposition that Bartd is British and predicate* being false of it.
Similarly, to judge that either Bertrand is Britisin Gottlob is German is to refer to the two
propositions andligoin* them. What is required for us to refer fioopositions in these cases?

Like Soames, Hanks thinks that to explain what tmgether the constituents of structured

doesn’t have to know which proposition it is. Sianiy, we can perhaps “think of” propositiom&lirectly by using a
description. For example, if we describe the prdjmosthat Bertrand is German as the propositioohsthat to
entertain it one must subject Bertrand and preelicheing British of it then we can think of it likeis and entertain
the proposition that it is false. However, here pheposition is “thought of” in an indirect mannes whatever it is
that satisfies the description.



propositions into a representational whole we reetthink that our judgings of propositions to
be the case are metaphysically prior to the projposi themselves. The idea here is that what it
is to perform such acts can be analyzed withowdreaice to propositions whereas propositions
can just be identified with types of those actswideer, on such a view there is no other way of
thinking of our direct cognitive access to proposis than in terms of performing a token of the
act-type that is the proposition. Thus, since as Way of thinking we can’'t make sense of our
cognitive access to propositions independentlyhefgdrimitive propositional acts, it follows that
we must perform the relevant token of the act-tyyae is the proposition. And this means that on
Hanks’s approach to refer to a proposition in thesges one has to judge it to be the case.
However, this leads to the following view of the kaap of the judgments that it is false that

Bertrand is German and that either Bertrand ig®rior Gottlob is German:

(6) judging that it is false that Bertrand is German =

| < (} <Bertrandys; being Germasken=>sus), being falsgrep->

(7) judging that either Bertrand is British or GottlisbGerman =
I < (}F <Bertrandys; being Britishrep>sus), (| < Gottloksyss being

Germamgrep=>sus), bis?

And this is of course absurd. It can’t be that wiyen judge that it is false that Bertrand is
German you also judge that Bertrand is German @rwou judge that either Bertrand is British

or Gottlob is German you judge both that BertranBritish and Bertrand is German.



Thus, although Soames’s approach can easily haodigain complex primitive
propositional acts, they pose a prima facie prodientHanks’s approach. In the next section Ill
look at Hanks’s purported solution and argue thatoesn’t work, showing how serious the

problem is.

2. Cancellation

Here’s Hanks'’s purported solution:

We can start with ‘George is clever or Karla isligld. When a speaker assertively utters this
sentence she neither asserts that George is aewvethat Karla is foolish, and she neither
predicates cleverness of George nor foolishnes&df. Frege took this to show that there is
no assertive element in the contents of ‘Georgéeiger’ and ‘Karla is foolish’, but it would be
just as reasonable to conclude that the assertereeat in these contents is cancelled or
overridden by the presence of ‘or’. This is theaidewant to pursue here. | maintain that by
uttering these sentences inside a disjunction akepecancels the predicative acts she would
have performed had she uttered them as stand-akmtences. ... Although a speaker asserts
neither disjunct by uttering ‘George is clever arla is foolish’, she still performs an assertion
and hence an act of predication. The speaker agbat George is clever or Karla is foolish.
How should we understand the act of predicatiortainad in this assertion? Let p and q be
propositions expressed by declarative sentencasjshtypes of predicative actions. To assert
that p or q is to predicate a disjunctive relatiexpressed by ‘or’, of p and q. Two propositions
p and g bear this disjunctive relation just in cagber p is true or q is true. As types of
predicative acts, the propositions p and g aredrdalse and hence can stand in this disjunctive

relation. ... In predicating disjunction of p andtmwever, one does not perform tokens of p
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and g themselves. In an utterance of ‘p or g’ atts of predication one would otherwise find in

tokens of p and g are cancelled by the use of(l&nks 2011: 20, see also Hanks 2007: 153)

What Hanks seems to say is that when you judgeithsitfalse that Bertrand is German you
predicate being German of Bertrand, but thamcel this predication when you further predicate
being false of the propositidhSimilarly, when you judge that either BertrandBstish or

Gottlob is German you predicate being British oftBand and being German of Gottlob, but
then cancel these predications when you disjoin them. We apreasent this idea with the

following notation (whereancrepresents cancellation):

(8) judging that it is false that Bertrand is German =

F < (canc | <Bertrandys; being Germaskep>sus), being falsgrep->
(9) judging that either Bertrand is British or GottlisbGerman =
I' < (CANCl' <Bertrandygy being BritiSh:RED*>SUBJ), (CANCl' < Gottlolxyg; being

Germamgrep~>sus), pis (compare Hanks 2011: 21)

In order to see whether this purported solutionksave need to know more about cancellation.

® One might be taken aback by Hanks’s remark abteatefin predicating disjunction of p and g, however, one
does not perform tokens of p and g themselves.$ $aems to suggest that Hanks doesn't thinkwhat
can’'t make sense of our cognitive access to praposiindependently of the primitive propositiomaats and that to
refer to a proposition in these cases one hasdigejit to be the case. However, this is not how tbimark is to be
read. Rather, Hanks’s idea is that you do perfdrenatct, but then cancel a part of it so you domit ep performing
the full act. If Hanks wouldn’t think that to refer a proposition one has to judge it to be the ¢then the problem |
described in the previous section wouldn't arisewiver, since he thinks that the problem arisesgm@s on to
provide a solution he must think that to refer tpraposition in the above cases one has to judgel the case.
Furthermore, he has confirmed that he does indeeH this (p. c.).



Although Hanks doesn’t really say much about cdatieh, it seems to me that there are
only two possible ways of thinking about it. Firate could think that it completely obliterates
the contribution of the previous act. Thus, it nekethe case that it ias if the previous act
hadn’t taken place. The problem with this is thent we lose what is supposed to tie together
Bertrand and being German in the proposition thigtfalse that Bertrand is German. After all, a
core part of Hanks’s view is that those two couostits are tied together by the act of
predicating* being German of Bertrand. HoweveGahcellation is complete obliteration of the
contribution of the previous act, then we lose .tAd&ius, it seems that Hanks can't really adopt
this way of thinking about cancellatidn.

The second way to think about cancellation is fakthihat it obliterates gart of the
contribution of the previous act. For example, oaeld think that the cancellation of predication
obliterates the forceful part and leaves intactghg that does the tying . The problem with this
is that it requires us to think of predication avihg these separate parts. And then it seems that
one of the parts, the one that does the tying,ddible predicating# or non-committal property
ascription. However, once we accept this we lokseasise in which judgments are the primitive
propositional acts because now it seems that tlongsist partly of entertainings. This is
Soames’s approach. Thus, it seems that Hanks oaally adopt this way of thinking about
cancellation either. And since it seems that themen’'t any other ways of thinking about
cancellation, we can conclude that Hanks’s purpodelution doesn’t work, showing how

serious the problem really is.

" See also Hom & Schwartz MS for this point.
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