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What We Know About Numbers and How We Know It 

The paper sketches a metaphysics of natural numbers as plural 
properties known initially through perception and elementary 
applications of Hume’s Principle. It then sketches a theory of 
propositions as purely representational cognitive acts or operations, 
and argues that this is the metaphysics of we need to solve long-
standing foundational problems our epistemic relations to 
propositions, empirical problems about propositional attitudes, and 
theoretical problems about linguistic meaning and language use. 
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Gottlob Frege on Compositionality of Language and the Context Principle 

The Principle of Compositionality is the principle that the meaning of an expression is a 
function of (and only of) the meanings of its parts together with the method by which 
those parts arecombined (Szabo 2010, Pelletier 1994). According to The Context 
Principle, the relation of meaning/reference should be explained not in isolation, but 
rather in the context of complete sentences (Sluga 1980, Linnebo 2008). 

Gottlob Frege never explicitly stated the Priniciple of Compositionality in writings 
published during his lifetime. Nevertheless, the principle appears in his posthumous 
works as an explanation of creativity and productivity of language (Janssen 2001, 
Pelletier 2001). It can be found in a Letter to Jourdain and the paper Compound Thoughts 
that were written by Frege around 1914. These works belong to the very late period of 
Frege’s activity. The Context Principle was stated by Frege in The Foundations of 
Arithmetic (1884).. It plays crucial role in Frege’s view of how reference to abstract 
object is possible and is thereby essential part of Frege’s logicist programme. 
Surprisingly, it is common to assume that Frege never reiterated the principle after 1891 
when he introduced the distinction between meaning (Sinn) and reference (Bedeutung) of 
an expression (Dummet 1995, Janssen 2001). 

In my talk I argue that: i) Frege believed in the Context Prinicple as well as the 
Compositionality of Language; ii) the Context Prinicple is consistent with treating 
language in a compositional way; iii) It is possible to find a new version of the Context 
Principle in §§28-31 of The Basic Laws of Arithmetic. 

The intended solution goes as follows. The Context Prinicple concerns (primarily) the 
reference (Bedeutung) of an expression. On the other hand, the Principle of 
Compositionality is (primarily) about determination of the meaning (Sinn) of a sentence 
on the basis of its constituents and the syntactic structure. The New Context Principle 
plays essentially the same role as the old one in The Foundations of Arithmetic: It is 
supposed to show how reference to natural numbers is possible. All names in The Basic 
Laws of Arithmetic are explained directly by means of stipulation with only one 
exception, namely the value-range name. Instead of saying outright what value ranges 
are, Frege attempts to explain the meaning of any larger context containing value-range 



names. The existence of value-ranges cannot be taken as given, but requires justification, 
which will depend upon a form of the context principle.  

In order to explain Frege’s view of compositionality, we are forced to distinguish three 
stages. At the first stage, that of ordinary language, only sentence as a whole expresses a 
thought and because of the imperfection of natural languages, it impossible to assign 
meanings to less complex units. The second stage is that of the construction of a logically 
perfect language. The construction of a logical language must proceed from the basis of 
natural language, therefore we must see how the meanings of sentences are to be analyzed 
in order to account for the inference relations to be expressed in the logical language. It is 
here that the analysis of thoughts has to be carried out. At this stage, we are able to 
distinguish meanings and references of parts of sentences.When the logically perfect 
language is constructed, the third epistemic stage is reached Then we can conceive of new 
combinations of the elements that we have attained by analysis and can understand how 
an infinity of new thoughts can be expressed in the language. The explanation of 
compositionality of language is reached. 
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The Role of Subject in “Understanding” Meaning: A Debate between Realism and Anti-
realism 

Meaning, as it is traditionally understood by philosophers, has its reference in the 
triangular relationship of mind, language and the world. This relationship can be 
explained best by bringing in two contrasting schools of thoughts, i.e., realism and anti-
realism. The realists and the early analytic philosophers have emphasised on the 
relationship between language and the world where they believe that language hooks on 
to the world either directly, (where we have direct reference to the object) or it can be an 
indirect relation, (like we find in Frege’s theory of sense). However, in both the cases 
world seems to be taken for granted. But, the later analytic philosophers, by changing the 
mode of asking question about meaning from “what is meaning of a sentence?” to “what 
do we understand when we understand the meaning of a sentence?” brings into focus the 
subject who uses language to speak about the world. In this paper, I aim to examine how 
in later analytic philosophy, both the realist, such as Davidson and the anti-realist such as 
Dummett would deal with the question of meaning by giving primacy to the role of the 
subject.  



If there are sentences in our language which lack the reference to an object in the external 
world, or a statement about the future, or a scientific theory, e.g., theory of gravity?, how 
do we understand the meaning of such sentences? What is the nature of anti-realism 
which is able to deal with such sentences? Do the anti-realists hold any particular position 
with regard to our understanding of language and our knowledge about the external 
world? Does an anti-realist prescribe any unique role of the knowing subject? How would 
an anti-realist distinguish herself from a realist?  

As Dummett prefers to hold an anti-realist position regarding meaning of a sentence, the 
question arises as to why he prefers an anti-realistic account of meaning? What are the 
additional concepts that an anti-realist would bring in order to understand the meaning of 
a sentence which the realists lack? What is the implication of such an anti- realistic 
account of meaning? 
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Propositions as/and Classificatory Dispositions 

Propositions are indispensable to philosophy of language and mind, but what is a 
proposition really? According to Frege, propositions are abstract objects. According to 
Lewis, propositions are sets of possible worlds. Scott Soames, and others, think that these 
traditional conceptions of propositions are problematic and that an alternative account is 
needed. Soames argues that “propositions are theoretical devices for tracking acts of 
predications by agents” (Soames 2010: 99) and offers different ways of developing this 
idea, e.g., along the lines of either a deflationary view or a cognitivist-realist view. The 
primary aim of this talk is to outline and examine a view of proposition that in many ways 
is sympathetic and inspired by Soames. The basic idea is that a proposition is a kind of 
classificatory disposition that is a function from the concepts that it is constituted by. A 
secondary aim is to examine the nature of normative propositions.  

In order to develop this view, the first thing that needs to be examined is concepts. The 
idea developed is that we should think of concepts as classificatory dispositions, i.e., 
dispositions to sort things together on the basis of certain features. To have mastered a 
concept is to have acquired a disposition to sort things together on basis on certain 



features. A concept can roughly be understood as corresponding to the underlying 
dispositional state.  

Concepts can be combined in different ways. The idea developed is that propositions are 
functions from the concepts that they are constituted by. GRASS IS GREEN is a function 
from GRASS and GREEN and the “is” of predication. The “is” of predication functions 
to link two different concepts together in a particular way: roughly to say that x belongs 
to the class of y-things. To understand “Grass is green” is for certain concepts to become 
occurrent in a certain way. The proposition that grass is green can thus be thought of as 
the underlying dispositional state to classify grass as green. We can also think of 
propositions as complete thoughts in the sense that they can be the objects of 
propositional attitudes. They are also the kind of things that a sentence functions to 
express and thus something that we can use to shed light on sentence meaning. Moreover, 
propositions, like concepts, should be understood as abstractions from individual uses. A 
proposition, like meaning, is in this sense conventional and dependent upon use (much 
like how Grice thought that word meaning is determined by speaker meaning).  

The secondary aim is to explore the nature of normative propositions. The proposition 
that stealing is wrong, by contrast to grass is green, isn’t primarily descriptive, but 
normative. The idea that is explored is a normative proposition, e.g., that stealing is 
wrong, is a function from STEALING and WRONG. However, WRONG is not a mere 
classificatory disposition. Rather, the main function of WRONG is to regulate emotions – 
it functions to somatically mark that which it is predicated about, i.e., to create a link 
between an object or event and an emotion (Damasio 1994). To understand that stealing is 
wrong is for the constituent concepts to become occurrent. Stealing will thus acquire a 
particular kind of significance, i.e., as something that puts pressure on choice and action – 
note that this is not to endorse the proposition, but merely to understand it. The 
proposition that stealing is wrong can thus be thought of as the underlying dispositional 
state to somatically mark stealing in a particular way. This promises to provide a way of 
understanding propositions suitable for, e.g., expressivists.  
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Mental Acts as Objects of Thought? 

There are two main accounts of what attitudes are: the representational account, 
according to which to have an attitude is to stand in a relation to a representational object, 
i.e. to possess what Prior would have called a genuine object of thought or a proposition; 
and the dispositional account, according to which to have an attitude is to have a certain 
dispositional profile. 

If one buys into the representational account, she then needs to explain what propositions 
are and after a long period in which propositions were taken to be, on the model of 
Fregean thoughts, as abstract, mind- and language-independent entities, recently some 
urged that we need to take propositions back to the activity of the mind. In particular, 
Soames (2010; 2013; 2014a; 2014b; 2015; 2019) and Hanks (2011; 2015) have suggested 
that propositions are events types or token of some mental operations. Are these accounts 
fundamentally representational or dispositional? 

According to the account as developed by Soames, Olga believes that Rome is beautiful 
iff she is disposed to perform the mental act which is mentally predicating being beautiful 
of Rome whilst simultaneously forming or activating the relative cognitive and 
behavioural dispositions to act. On Hanks’s account, instead, Olga believes that Rome is 
beautiful iff she is disposed to behave as though she has such dispositions. According to 
the cognitive accounts, then, belief is to be spelled out in terms of dispositions and 
behaviour. Thus, at first, it looks like the accounts are dispositional, i.e. attitudes are not 
fundamentally relational. Still, Soames and Hanks maintain otherwise: exactly in having 
such dispositions, subjects enter into substantial relations to propositions (Soames 2014a. 
See also Hanks 2011). 

But why do we want to posit such a substantial relation on top of the dispositions of the 
subject? As the defenders of cognitive accounts themselves noted, their accounts are not 
completely novel, and some of the core ideas in fact go back to Ockham. In his most 
mature stage, Ockham, while putting forward his act account urges that such an account is 
to be combined with a rejection of the relational view of attitudes: 

about acts and habits of believing, I claim that one should say that, literally 



speaking, nothing is believed by such an act (1991, 198). 

The purpose of my talk is to show that, following Ockham, act theoretic accounts should 
abandon the relational view of attitudes: if propositions are as cognitive realists tell us 
they are, then, contra them, there are no objects of thought. 
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Act-based Propositions and First Person Communication 

Scott Soames (2015) and Peter Hanks (2015) have recently developed a novel account of 
propositional content according to which propositions are types of actions, cognitive 
actions and acts of predication, respectively. These two proposals also involve new 
arguments on how to achieve successful communication in first-person cognition cases. 
In this paper I will argue that both views, despite the differences between them, are better 
positioned than most other available explanations for this phenomenon due to the nature 
of content they entail. First, I will analyze these other available alternatives (and their 
conceptions about content) which I will classify under what I will call the tranmission 
model of communication, which main thesis is that communication consists in the 
transmission or replication of propositions. Finally, I will compare the views offered by 
Soames and Hanks, which I will consider as impliying a classificatory model of 



communication, and show their advantages over the transmission model of 
communication.  

There are different versions of the transmission model. On the one hand, we have 
solutions in which a transformation recentering process is carried out and in which no 
content is required to be shared by the speaker and the hearer (Gibbard 2012, Weber 
2013). On the other hand, there are those of a Fregean substitutive spirit, according to 
which what is communicated is an ersatz proposition shareable between the speaker and 
the hearer (Kölbel 2013, Torre 2010). I will argue that the reason why all the variants of 
the transmission model of communication are forced to carry out a process of 
modification of the utterance performed by the speaker is that they all have in common a 
feature of the Fregean conception of content: the idea that there is only one concrete 
proposition that can be considered correct as the content of a utterance.  

Regarding the classificatory model of communication, the model does not need any 
adjustment (substitutive, tranforming or recentering process) to explain how successful 
communication is achieved in such cases which simply fit smoothly into the model. In 
both cases, although the hearer is not capable of entertain, according to Soames, or 
perform, acording to Hanks, the proposition at issue, she is capable of identifying it and 
using it, respectively, to succesfully classify the speaker ́s utterance. In Soames' case, the 
hearer is required to have the concept of identifying oneself in first- person way and to 
identify that the speaker's assertion reports a cognition of this kind. For Hanks, the 
requirement is that the hearer classifies the utterance under a first-person semantic 
reference type.  

Suppose a speaker says "I am extremely tired”. On the classificatory model the speaker 
has performed a type of action that only she can perform. In that sense, the content of her 
utterance is of limited accessibility. However, there is no barrier to a hearer classifying 
this utterance under that type, even if the hearer is not capable herself of performing a 
token of that type. In this way, indexical utterances can be easily integrated into the 
classificatory model of communication.  
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The Real Problem with Kripkean Rigidity 

(RIGIDITY) A term is a rigid designator iff it designates the same entity in every 
possible world in which this entity exists. 

The picture Kripke draws around this definition includes (i.a.) the following elements 
(1980): 

(1) While introduced with reference to singular terms, (RIGIDITY) is also 
applicable to general terms. For both kinds of terms, it provides a non-trivial and 
explanatory valuable classification. 

(2) The paradigms of rigidity are directly referential terms. They are rigid de jure. 
But there are also some descriptive terms that meet the definiens of (RIGIDITY). 
This is the case whenever a descriptive term designates its designatum via one of 
its essential properties. Such terms are rigid de facto. From a (meta)semantical 
point of view, de facto rigidity is of little interest. Hence, it is not what 
(RIGIDITY) is primarily meant to capture. 

Today, the original Kripkean picture has only few adherents (see e.g. LaPorte 2013). I 
agree with the critics that the picture is unsustainable. I deny, however, that the reasons 
they offer for this conclusion are the right ones. Their objections are largely restricted to 
(1); and all problems they raise with respect to (1) concern the application of (RIGIDITY) 
to general terms. Its applicability to singular terms is not even put into question. (2), on 
the other hand, does not only remain unchallenged, it also serves as the basis of the attack 
on (1). It is argued that the main problems for the application of (RIGIDITY) to general 
terms have their source in the fact that, by their having predicational uses, these terms are, 
so to speak, ‘infected’ by descriptivity (see Soames 2002). I shall argue that this line of 
criticism misses the real problem with Kripke’s picture. The crucial mistake lies in the 
acceptance of (2). On the most natural (i.e. semantic) interpretation of (RIGIDITY), 
descriptivity is not an obstacle to rigidity, but a precondition of it. That is, far from being 



paradigms of rigidity, directly referential terms are insusceptible to the application of 
(RIGIDITY). Consequently, it is neither the case that the predicational character of 
general terms poses any problems for the application of (RIGIDITY) to these terms nor 
that the deficiencies in Kripke’s picture are limited to his views on general terms. 

This result, if it can be established, is of high relevance for any attempt to improve or 
replace Kripke’s notion of rigidity (see Devitt 2005, Haukioja 2012, Nimtz 2019), for any 
such attempt should start from a clear understanding of what it is in Kripke’s picture that 
requires improvement or replacement. Here is an outline of the considerations I take to 
support it: The occurrence of the phrase “designates [...] in every possible world” in the 
definiens of (RIGIDITY) indicates that, in order to meet this definiens, a term need to 
have associated with it a function from possible worlds to designata. A term’s rigidity is, 
then, determined as the constancy of this function. (RIGIDITY) alone, however, leaves 
the theoretical roles to these functions undetermined. They can be understood as 
representing ... 

... the term’s meaning (i.e. its intension) (semantic interpretation). 

... the variance or invariance of the term’s meaning depending on the possible 
world to 
which it is applied (metasemantic interpretation). 
... the entity designated by the term (a kind or property or even an object (see 
Grandy 1975) 
(metaphysical interpretation). 

It should be clear that there is little to be said for the metasemantic and the metaphysical 
interpretation. According to the former, rigidity is nothing but meaning-constancy 
(Schwartz 2002), and the latter is too obviously not what Kripke had in mind. So, the 
semantic interpretation is the interpretation of choice. Nonetheless, the other 
interpretations should be kept in mind. It will turn out that it is all too easy to slip 
unintentional into one of them. The crucial point about the semantic interpretation is this: 
That fact that the meaning of a term can be represented via a function from possible 
worlds to designata shows something important about this term. It shows that the term 
designates ‘satisfactionally’ (Bach 1987, 12). For only if a term’s meaning consists in 
specific conditions such that the designatum of the term is whatever satisfies these 
conditions, it can be properly represented by a function from worlds to designata. If the 
function is constant, this has no tendency to change this fact. It just means that the 
conditions happen to be satisfied by the same entity in every possible world. Now, 
descriptive terms designate satisfactionally while directly referential terms do not. Hence, 
on the semantic interpretation, only descriptive terms, but not directly referential terms, 



fulfill a presupposition of the application of (RIGIDITY); and this result concerns all 
directly referential terms, including the singular terms that Kripke regarded as paradigms 
of rigidity (proper names, indexicals).  

The above sheds new light on the failure of so many attempts to apply (RIGIDITY) to 
natural kind terms. For such an attempt to be successful, these terms would have to have 
intensions that are properly represented by constant functions; and, indeed, contrary to 
e.g. proper names, natural kind terms do express something that can be represented via a 
function; a function from possible worlds to extensions. It is tempting to identify this 
function with the (representation of) the required intension, in which case a natural kind 
term were rigid if it had the same extension in every possible world. But this is not the 
case. Even if, contrary to fact, a natural kind term had the same extension in every 
possible world, this would not make it rigid, for the relevant function would not represent 
the term’s intension. Natural kind terms are directly referential terms. They do not have 
intensions that are representable via such functions – be they constant or not. What the 
relevant function represents is, rather, the natural kind to which the term refers. So, the 
attempt to apply (RIGIDITY) to natural kind terms on the basis of this function is an 
example of one’s slipping into the metaphysical interpretation. Other authors introduce a 
second-order function that is meant to represent the term’s intension and claim it to be 
constant (see e.g. LaPorte 2013). If this represented the semantics of natural kind terms 
correctly, these terms would indeed be rigid. But it does not. Assuming that natural kind 
term have such intensions is assuming that they are descriptive, which they are not. 
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Actuality and Modality 

It is standardly accepted that 

Necessity of Actuality: For all p, if actually p then necessarily actually p. 

But philosophers have always had misgivings about this principle. Adams (1974, pp. 
221-2) putsthe point this way: ‘Presumably the nonactual possible worlds could have 
been actual and are possibly actual.’ If this were denied, ‘we would have to conclude that 
the actual world, in all its infinite detail, is the only possible world that could have been 
actual.’ There is therefore some reason to accept 

Contingency of Actuality: For some p, it is contingently the case that actually p. 

But how can this be true given Necessity of Actuality? 

Philosophers have given a number of answers. Some have taken Contingency of 
Actuality to be true only for a merely rhetorical use of ‘actually’ (Lewis 1970). 
Philosophers working in the two-dimensionalist tradition, by contrast, have conceded that 
the principle is true for the logical use of ‘actually’ but have insisted that it involves a 
merely epistemic or semantic form of contingency. 

But neither answer resolves the conflict between the two principles, for there is a strong 
argument that Contingency of Actuality is true for the logical use of ‘actually’ and when 
understood to involve metaphysical contingency. Let us employ the logical use to observe 
(truly) that although Madonna is actually famous, she used to be actually obscure. Or in 
‘tense logic-ese’: it was the case that actually Madonna is obscure. Now it is a very 
plausible principle that whatever was the case is metaphysically possibly the case (Dorr 
and Goodman forthcoming). This entails that it is metaphysically possible that actually 
Madonna is obscure. 

I suggest we instead resolve the conflict between the two principles by recognizing, in 
addition to the standard conception of metaphysical modality, a nonstandard conception 
of metaphysical modality that is constitutively tied to the actual world. The standard 



conception obeys Necessity of Actuality. The nonstandard conception obeys Contingency 
of Actuality. In recognizing two forms of metaphysical modality in this way, this view 
may be seen as a purely metaphysical version of two-dimensionalism. 

The standard/nonstandard distinction can help to resolve some puzzles about the 
necessary a posteriori and the contingent a priori, at least when it comes to statements 
involving actuality. First, if p is a posteriori, then ‘actually p’ is (in the standard sense) 
necessary a posteriori. But Soames (2007) asks, ‘If there are no possible world-states at 
which [a necessary a posteriori] proposition is false, why is empirical evidence required 
to know it?’ On the view I defend, there are such possible world-states: nonstandardly 
possible ones. 

Second, ‘p iff actually p’ is a priori, even though it can be contingent (in the standard 
sense). But Soames (2007) asks, ‘If the universe could have had [some metaphysically 
possible world-state w], then there can’t be anything incoherent, or a priori inconsistent, 
in supposing that it does have w.’ But ‘p iff actually p’ is in the nonstandard sense 
necessary, and so there may well be something incoherent in supposing that it is false. 
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What are Names? On the Metaphysics of Words and Identity Puzzles 

What kind of entity is a name? This question, although fundamental for many issues in 
contemporary philosophy of language, has been widely neglected until the publication of 
David Kaplan’s Words (1990) in which he challenges the traditional, Platonic type-token 
view of word metaphysics (implicit e.g. in the works of Ramsey 1923, Quine 1982) and 
proposes his own naturalistic framework basing on the notion of intentional repetition. In 
our talk we want to argue for the usefulness of Kaplan’s metaphysical framework in 
respect of providing an answer to the puzzles concerning name-containing identity 
statements, focusing on the cases of Kripke’s Paderewski Puzzle (Kripke 1979) and 
Frege’s Puzzle.  

We will use Kaplan’s distinction between Generic and Common Currency Names (GN 
and CCN respectively). A CCN is an actual name of an individual, whereas GN is a kind 
of CCN. E.g. David Kaplan’s given name is different from David Beckham’s given name, 
since they refer to different individuals and have distinct intentional history of uses. 



Beside these names there also exists a GN „David” from which they both are derived. 
GNs are used e.g. in books like „100 Most Popular Names” and do not refer to any 
individual. According to Kaplan, words, and hence names, should be individuated in 
virtue of their intentional and historical properties and not by their orthographic shapes. 
On his view, two word-tokens are tokens of the same word w iff they are both produced 
with the intention to use w. Word-types are spatio-temporal objects composed of their 
tokens.  

This theory gives us an intuitive solution to the Paderewski Puzzle. Peter, who 
consciously assents to a proposition of the form „A=/=A”, is not irrational, but has a false 
belief about individuation of words. He mistakenly takes two tokens of the same CCN 
„Paderewski” as tokens of two distinct name-types. By using those two tokens or 
lexically interpreting a heard sentence, he intends to adhere to two different (non-existent) 
name-using practices. Hence, since the speaker’s assent to an identity statement is not 
based on a proper lexical interpretation, we cannot apply the disquotation principle and 
cannot ascribe him contradictory beliefs.  

Moreover, contrary to the classical Fregean view, the speaker in this case does not come 
to awareness of identity of the given object via two modes of presentation, but via the 
type identity of two name-tokens. Such interpretation of understanding identity 
statements brings us closely to the abandoned, meta-linguistic account of meaning of 
identity statements proposed by Frege in his Begriffsschrift. We will argue that Kaplan’s 
metaphysical stance on names is parallel to the more fine-grained interpretation of Frege’s 
early view of names (as proposed by Bar-Elli 2006), but escapes arguments raised by 
Frege in Sinn und Bedeutung against his own theory. We will show that accepting 
Kaplan’s views on word metaphysics supports meta-linguistic account of meaning of 
name-containing identity statements which provides a solution for Frege’s Puzzle 
consistent with direct reference theory. 
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Booleanism and Belief 

It seems obvious that believing a conjunction requires believing each conjunct. Whenever 
one believes that it is Monday and it is morning, one thereby believes that it is Monday 
and believes that it is morning. The principle, which I’ll call Distribution, that it is 
metaphysically necessary that one believes a conjunction only if one believes the 
conjuncts of that conjunction, is widely regarded as a truism.  

It is also widely held that belief is not closed under entailment. Only idealized agents in 
distant possibilities believe all the consequences of what they believe. For agents like us, 
failing to draw an inference is commonplace. Call the thesis that it is metaphysically 
necessary that one believes any proposition entailed by a proposition one believes Closure 
and its negation NoClosure.  

It is somewhat surprising that Distribution, NoClosure and the thesis that propositions 
form a Boolean algebra under the operations of conjunction and negation, which I’ll call 
Booleanism, are mutually inconsistent—all the more so given the widespread acceptance 
of Booleanism in both philosophy and linguistics.  

Scott Soames (1987) takes this inconsistency to refute Booleanism and uses Distribution 
and NoClosure as premises in a powerful argument for the structured view of 



propositions. A visible minority opts instead to accept Closure having been won over by 
the simplicity and strength of the Boolean vision and the purported obviousness of 
Distribution (See in particular Stalnaker 1984, pp. 71-99). Few philosophers reject 
Distribution (I know of no explicit defenses of its rejection in print). This paper is a 
defense of the third way out—that of maintaining Booleanism and denying Distribution.  

I’ll argue that Distribution places implausible constraints on a theory of propositional 
fineness of grain. I’ll first show that Distribution is not only implausible from a Boolean 
perspective on propositional fineness of grain, but is in addition implausible given a 
whole host of theories of propositional fineness of grain, many of which build in aspects 
of the structured view. Additionally, there are strong, simple, and independently plausible 
theses about propositional fineness of grain that, when combined with Distribution, make 
implausible predictions. Finally, I’ll argue that Distribution all on its own predicts that 
belief satisfies other closure properties that are prima facie less plausible.  

There are a various argument in the literature for Distribution. I’ll end by showing that the 
Boolean can provide plausible responses to these arguments by formulating replacements 
for Distribution that capture a good deal of the pre-theoretic data that is usually taken to 
support Distribution but can be smoothly combined with Booleanism without collateral 
damage.  

While a full defense of Booleanism is beyond the scope of this paper, given its simplicity 
and strength, together with the various problems with Distribution to be outlined, the 
position that accepts Booleanism but denies Distribution should be taken very seriously.  
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Neutral Predication 

Some philosophers think that propositions are to be identified with types of act. One 
advantage of this view is that it offers an explanation of the intentionality of propositions: 
this is a property they derive from the intentionality of the token acts. Hanks and Soames 
are leading proponents of such a view (Hanks 2015; Soames 2015). 

Both Hanks and Soames reject a traditional view of propositions which locates 
intentionality in a certain sort of abstract object. Both also amend the traditional content–
force distinction in different ways. Using Hanks’ terminology, there are two versions of 
this distinction. The taxonomic content–force distinction is the view that one kind of 
proposition is the core content of acts of assertion, questioning, and commanding. The 
constitutive content–force distinction is the view that ‘there is nothing inherently assertive 
about the propositional contents of assertions’ (Hanks 2015, 9). If propositions are act 
types, this is a thesis about the nature of act types. This is where Hanks and Soames 
disagree: Hanks rejects the constitutive distinction, while Soames accepts it. 

Hanks focuses on this disagreement in his discussion of Soames’ view. Hanks argues that 
this feature of Soames’ view entails that Soames’ view is incoherent. So, if we are 
attracted to the idea that propositions are act types, we should accept Hanks’ version of 
that view. 

I will focus on Hanks’ argument for the claim that Soames’ view is incoherent. I will 
argue that this argument cannot be used to establish that conclusion.  

Hanks presents the following argument (Hanks 2015, 39): 

1. S inaccurately represented a as F. 
2. S made a mistake. 
3. S must have taken a position about whether a is F. 
4. S’s act of predication was not neutral. 

A defender of neutral predication will want to deny that premise 2 follows from premise 
1. Their view is that the agent performs an act which unifies a and F but that it does not 



follow that they made a mistake if a is not F; it would only be a mistake if they also 
judged that a is F. Hanks’ view is that the move from premise 1 to premise 2 can be 
justified on the basis that an act sufficient to unify an assertoric proposition must be such 
that performing it when a is not F counts as a mistake. 

The problem for Hanks’ argument is that, in order to maintain his denial of the taxonomic 
content force distinction, he must hold that there are acts which do unify propositions, 
i.e., questions and commands, which are not committal in this way. These acts are 
sufficient to generate answerhood and satisfaction conditions, but these acts are also 
neutral in the sense at issue. So, Hanks must accept that there are acts which do unify 
propositions which are not committal. If the act performed as part of an assertion is one of 
them, then premise 2 does not follow from premise 1. Hanks’ view is that the act is in fact 
committal, but he cannot appeal to that in making this argument. This is because the 
argument is supposed to conclude that the alternative view is incoherent, and use that to 
argue for the claim that the act which unifies assertoric propositions is committal. 

I conclude that, whatever we should say about propositions, Hanks cannot motivate his 
rejection of Soames’ view in the way that he has attempted to do. 
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A Causal Mentalist Theory of Propositions  

In order to fulfil their essential roles as the bearers of truth and the relata of logical 
relations, propositions must be public and shareable. That requirement has favored 
Platonist and other non- mental views of them, despite the well-known problems of these 
theories in general. Views that propositions are mental entities have correspondingly 
fallen out of favor, as they have difficulty in explaining how propositions could have 



shareable, objective properties. We revive a mentalist view of propositions, inspired by 
Artificial Intelligence work on perceptual algorithms, which shows how perception 
causes persistent mental entities with shareable properties that allow them to fulfil the 
traditional roles of (one core kind of) propositions. The clustering algorithms 
implemented in perception produce outputs which are (implicit) atomic propositions in 
different minds. Coordination of them across minds proceeds by game-theoretic processes 
of communication. The account does not rely on any unexplained notions such as mental 
content, representation, or correspondence. Finally, we contrast this theory with other 
mentalist views, such as Soames’, and argue why our account is more viable than them. 
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Composition as Counterpart Identity 

In [omitted], we developed and extended counterpart theory to include spatiotemporal 
counterparts. In this article, we go further, extending the underlying metaphysical picture 
of counterpart theory to cover composition as identity, where composition as identity is 
the view according to which composite objects are (in some sense) the pluralities of their 
parts. Although appealing, this view is prima facie paradoxical. Take a composite object 
O and its parts, the os. It seems inescapable that O and the os are numerically distinct, for 
to paraphrase David Lewis: the os are many, while O is one (Lewis, Parts of Classes). 
And yet, there nevertheless seems to be an important sense in which the one and the many 
are the same F (where ‘F’ is a schematic variable that can be replaced by either singular or 
plural variables). That the one and the many are the same F carries at least some prima 
facie intuitive weight, and also has been argued to have certain theoretical advantages 
(e.g. addressing certain problems having to do with composition). To resolve this 
paradox, the counterpart theorist can respond in a similar way as with the problem of the 
many: the many Fs are numerically distinct, yet counterpart-related; since they are 
counterparts, there is thus a legitimate sense in which they are the same F. The Fs are 
counterpart identical.  

Here is the strategy in more detail. Counterpart theory is a theory about language; it 
provides a linguistic tool that ensures that sentences such as ( 

S) O and the os are the same F  



have the correct truth values. On this proposal, (S) is given a counterpart-theoretic 
analysis, such that (S) is true iff O and the os are counterparts. (Just as modal counterpart 
theory allows for one entity to have a plurality of otherworldly counterparts, so too the 
relevant counterpart relation in this case allows for plural arguments.)  

The counterpart relation is a similarity relation. Nevertheless, the conditions under which 
x and y are sufficiently similar so as to count as counterparts (where ⌜x and y⌝ are 
schematic variables that can be replaced by either singular or plural variables) depend on 
the metaphysics that underlie our language. For anti-realists, the matter is purely 
conventional; for realists, not. We briefly explore some different approaches and discuss 
advantages and disadvantages of both. (For example, following an argument from Phillip 
Bricker, perhaps those committed both to realism and to composition as identity must 
ultimately reject that reality is, at the metaphysical level, irreducibly plural (Cf. Bricker, 
‘Composition as a Kind of Identity’, and ‘Composition as Identity, Leibniz’s Law, and 
Slice-sensitive Emergent Properties’)). Fortunately, we need not take sides here, for the 
problems that we raise are problems for counterpart theory generally, and are not special 
problems for the view currently proposed.  

Ultimately, we find that composition as identity and counterpart theory are a natural 
pairing; each mutually supports and explains the other. Thus, not only does the 
counterpart theorist have significant reason to accept the proposed view, but it also 
supports the counterpart- theoretic picture. We expect that the view will be seen as an 
attractive one, especially for those already already inclined towards counterpart theory. As 
a bonus historical point, we suggest that the proposed view was that onto which Lewis 
was originally latching. 
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Many, but One 

In various actual cases of ordinary objects, it seems that there is only one ordinary object 
present at a region, such as a human or a lake. Upon reflection, however, there are good 
reasons to countenance many objects, even though we ordinarily suppose that that there is 
only one. Thus, in such cases, it (paradoxically) seems that there is both only one object 



present, and not only one object present. David Lewis famously wrestled with this 
paradox, the problem of the many.  

We present a new solution to the paradox using Lewis’s preferred solution as a foil. 
Lewis’s preferred solution has two parts (Lewis, ‘Many, but (Almost) One). First, there 
are many Fs, but the Fs are almost-identical. For Lewis, numerical identity is a limiting 
case of overlap. And, according to Lewis, in certain contexts it is correct to count by 
relations other than numerical identity (This plays an important role in his defense of 
perdurantism; cf. Lewis, ‘Survival and Identity’, pp. 27-28. For a reply to Lewis, cf. 
Sider, ‘All the World’s a Stage’, §3 and Sider, Four Dimensionalism: An Ontology of 
Persistence and Time, ch. 5, §8). Second, the Fs are given a supervaluationist treatment, 
according to which ‘F’ is vague, and since on any admissible precisification of ‘F’ exactly 
one of the candidate objects falls under its extension, it is true that  

(S) There is exactly one F.  

Unfortunately, both parts of Lewis’s solution (both individually and collectively) face 
significant worries. We argue that there is a better solution available: a counterpart-
theoretic one. According to this new solution, the many Fs are counterpart-interrelated in 
relevant ways, and in virtue of sharing the relevant counterpart relation, we get the correct 
number of Fs (The counterpart relation is a similarity relation: x has y as a counterpart iff 
y is relevantly similar to x).  

Here is the strategy in more detail. We first show how (diachronic) temporal counterpart 
theory may be extended to include synchronic (and other) spatiotemporal counterparts 
(We have in mind versions of temporal counterpart theory according to which ordinary 
material objects are stages. Cf. Sider, Four Dimensionalism, and Hawley, How Things 
Persist. Sider’s and Hawley’s accounts differ in interesting ways). Our argument appeals 
in part to the metaphysical possibility of certain time-travel scenarios. We then argue that 
modal counterpart theory could be extended to, but also implies, spatiotemporal 
counterpart theory (We have in mind versions of modal counterpart theory according to 
which ordinary material objects are world- bound. Cf. Lewis, On the Plurality of Worlds). 
To this end, we appeal to several sorts of considerations; reference, theoretical unity, and 
specific examples (e.g., concrete fictions and works of music; and gappy existence). We 
thus have significant reasons to move from modal, to temporal, to spatiotemporal 
counterpart theory. (Interestingly, we appeal to reasons Lewis himself would find 
attractive.)  



After exploring various ways in which to characterize the spatiotemporal counterpart 
relation, we then consider some objections to the solution and offer replies. Ultimately, 
we find the spatiotemporal component to be a powerful new addition to counterpart 
theory, one that offers an elegant and unified solution to a famous paradox. We expect 
many will see this as a further reason to accept counterpart theory. And as an added 
historical bonus, we find along the way that Lewis has pressing reasons to be friendly 
toward our proposal. Not only does it cohere well with some of his most prized intuitions 
and the rest of his broader metaphysical system, it also allows him to, in a more satisfying 
way, get closer to his original, stated aim of having a view that “concedes that the many 
are [Fs] but seeks to deny that the [Fs] are really many” (Lewis, ‘Many, but (Almost) 
One’, p. 175.) 
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Frege’s Puzzle & Act-Base Propositions 

I will argue that without giving up the commitment to Millian view of names Frege’s 
Puzzle cannot be solved using the act-based account of proposition put forward by Scott 
Soames (2015).  

A well-known problem for those who hold the Millian view of names is to explain why 
sentences which use different names for the same object (henceforth: sentence-pairs) may 
differ from each other in a further respect. While most formulations of this puzzle (known 
as Frege’s Puzzle) recognize that such sentence-pairs differ from each other, there has 
been more than one opinion regarding what this difference consists in. I identify two 
ways in which the difference between sentences has been characterized, resulting in two 
different puzzles. The first puzzle is one of explaining why sentence-pairs can have 
different cognitive effects on different people and second puzzle one of explaining why 
sentence-pairs play different roles in transfer of knowledge in communication.  

Soames’ solution to the first puzzle uses a distinction between ‘Cognitive Act’ and 
‘Representational Act’. I object to this solution on the ground that it conflicts with the 
Millian account of names. I will then argue that overcoming this objection will require 
adopting the view that any difference between representationally identical Cognitive Acts 
must be linguistically insignificant. But adopting this view seems to defeat an important 
motivation behind act-based approaches i.e. they permit fine-graining of propositions by 
appeal to the representational capacities of agents. More importantly however, I will 
argue that if the linguistic insignificance of Cognitive Acts is assumed, then on the act-
based account it will be impossible to solve the second puzzle. 
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On the Identity Relations of Propositions 

Propositions, if they exist at all, are claimed to be both the fundamental bearers of truth 
values and the objects of certain mental attitudes. However, the two roles propositions 
play are not the same and neither role can easily be reduced to the other. If we identify 
propositions primarily as being the objects of mental attitudes, then questions/problems 
arise about propositions outside of our epistemic reach. One such problem, I will argue, is 
the Church-Fitch paradox about knowability. On the other hand, if we identify 
propositions primarily as being the fundamental bearers of truth values, then another set 
of problems – e.g., the problem of hyper- intensionality,of the meaning of fully 
unknowable propositions, as well as some of the semantic paradoxes – will arise.  

This dual character of the concept(s) of propositions is the focus of this essay. A Moderate 
Anti-Realist (MAR) theory of truth and meaning, built on the twin anti-realist principles 
that neither truth nor meaning can outstrip knowability, will serve as the theoretical 
framework for our investigations. Our MAR theory will define the concept of truth by 
introducing an epistemically constrained truth operator that incorporates the concept of 
knowability and differentiates between truths and facts. This approach to truth and 
factuality allows us to modify the standard approach to propositional meaning: instead of 
identifying the meaning of propositions with the possible worlds in which they are true/
factual, they will be identified with the world in which they are known as well. This 
approach avoids identifying propositions simply with their truth/factuality conditions, as 
restricting the scope of worlds to the epistemically restricted subset provides 
representational content for the given propositions. 

The truth/fact distinction allows us to further differentiate between two identity relations 
on the (same) set of propositions, each representing one of the roles propositions play and 
thus offering a solution to our central problem. I will argue in the first part of the essay 
that the two technical devices (the truth operator and the epistemically restricted set of 
worlds for the content of propositions) are interconnected, give significant support for one 
another, and together offer solutions for some of the above-listed problems.  

Our MAR framework doesn’t just replace the metaphysical concept of truth with an 
epistemic one – it requires both concepts. Doubling the concept of truth has its doubling 



effects on such fundamental logical concepts as consistency and validity. I will introduce 
and compare the relevant concepts of consistency, validity, and soundness in the second 
part of the essay and argue for the right choices among these concepts.  

I will briefly illustrate the advantages of our approach on one example – the Knower 
Paradox. The choice is not accidental: of the semantic paradoxes (as e.g. the Liar, 
Truthteller, Curry’s, etc.) it is the Knower where the key sentence (“this sentence is 
unknown”) represents a proposition where both roles are relevant and their tension is 
arguably the source of the paradoxical outcome. I will argue that our MAR approach not 
only dissolves the paradox, but also offers an interpretation of its origin and character. 
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Frege, Content Pluralism, and Millian Descriptivism  

In trying to solve his famous puzzle of identity, Frege aimed to satisfy three constraints 
with his theory of content: the informativeness constraint, the subject matter constraint, 
and the proper knowledge constraint. Frege introduced his theory of sense and reference 
precisely because his earlier metalinguistic solution to the puzzle failed to satisfy these 
three constraints at the same time. However, Eros Corazza and Kepa Korta recently 
argued that, had Frege seen that identity statements express not one, but multiple 
propositions, he would not need his later theory of sense and reference. His earlier 
metalinguistic account, properly supplemented, would be enough. In short, Corazza and 
Korta’s view is that an utterance of ‘Hesperus is Phosphorus’, for example, has or 
expresses at least three propositions: (1) that ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’ co-refer; (2) 
that Venus is self-identical; and (3) that Venus bears ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’. The 
first would satisfy the informativeness constraint, the second the subject matter constraint, 
and the third the proper knowledge and the subject matter constraints.  

This paper has three purposes: (a) to show that, despite appearances, this sort of content 
pluralism cannot satisfy the three constraints at the same time; (b) to cast new light on 
Frege’s motivations for the theory of sense and reference, thus showing why they remain 
unscathed by Corazza and Korta’s arguments; and (c) to show why Frege might be (sort 
of) happy with Millian Descriptivism. To do that, I offer two objections: the de jure co-
reference objection and the Paderewski objection. The first objection shows that, even if 



an identity statement expresses (1) and (3), these propositions are not what accounts for 
informativeness and proper knowledge. If this is right, then the fact that an object bears 
two names is irrelevant for explaining informativeness and proper knowledge. I also 
argue that Frege was well aware of this fact. I claim that it was precisely this sort of de 
jure scenario that motivated him to abandon his earlier metalinguistic account in favor of 
the theory of sense and reference. The Paderewski objection shows that this sort of 
multipropositional content cannot explain how utterances of ‘Paderewski is Paderewski’, 
in which the same name occurs twice, can be informative and express proper knowledge 
about the subject matter. I conclude by suggesting that the sort of reflexive-referential 
theory Corazza and Korta advance seems essentially unable to satisfy the proper 
knowledge constraint, even if it satisfies the informativeness and the subject matter 
constraints. The reason is that the sort of information that constitutes proper knowledge in 
Frege’s sense is not the sort of information reflexive-referential theorists can appeal to in 
their accounts. A better alternative, I propose, is Millian Descriptivism. Millian 
descriptivists claim that identity statements pragmatically convey descriptively enriched 
singular propositions. By making room for descriptive material in identity statements, 
Millian Descriptivism is able to satisfy the three constraints Frege was concerned with. 
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Russellian Propositions, Proper Names, and Translation 

In accordance with neo-Russelliansim, Soames (1987, 2002) argues that the semantic 
content of an assertive utterance of ‘Venus is a planet’ is the Russellian proposition that 
has as acomponent Venus itself. Soames then maintains that co-referring proper names 
are intercheangable salva veritate and salva significatione. In this paper, I reply to an 
objection recently raised by Felappi and Santambrogio (F&S) (2019). 

Here is F&S’s objection. Suppose we want to translate Frege’s Über Sinn und Bedeutung. 
According to neo-Russellians, it should make no difference whether we translate 
‘Morgenstern’ and ‘Abendstern’ using two names (‘the morning star’ and ‘the evening 
star’), or just one. But it does seem to make the difference, or so F&S argue. 

Neo-Russellians can react by claiming that actual translations are not (merely) a matter of 
semantics, but also preserve pragmatic features of the original linguistic material. F&S 
reply that the distinction between semantic and pragmatic translations is controversial. To 



argue for this, they draw on Hanks’s (2015) observations on the translation of proper 
names. I reply by providing some examples showing that conventions among translators 
are not necessarily relevant when it comes to semantic considerations.  

F&S formulate another version of the translation objection. Consider this passage from 
Salmon (1983: 84):  

(S) However inappropriate it may be to say so, Lois Lane is aware that Clark Kent 
is Superman. We do not speak this way, [...] it is customary to say the opposite. 

According to neo-Russellians, (S) is true and expresses the same proposition as (S*):  

(S*) However inappropriate it may be to say so, Lois Lane is aware that Clark 
Kent is Clark Kent. We do not speak this way, [...] it is customary to say the 
opposite.  

But (S*) is clearly false. Moreover, any consideration pertaining to pragmatics is 
irrelevant, since (S*) is a semantic, intra-linguistic translation of (S). 

Neo-Russellians can explain the different truth-values of (S) and (S*) if they take ‘so’ and 
‘this way’ in (S) to refer to a piece of language occurring in (S), namely, the sentence 
‘Lois Lane is aware that Clark Kent is Superman’. But one might contend that this 
metalinguistic analysis of ‘so’ and ‘this way’ has no justification, apart from saving neo-
Russellianism. I provide two counter-replies. 

Firstly, I argue that the metalinguistic analysis treats ‘so’ and ‘this way’ as if they 
abbreviated reports of direct speech. I show the semantic differences between direct and 
indirect reports, and contend that we get the intended interpretation of (S) only if we 
analyze it as including a hidden direct report; hence, we should adopt the metalinguistic 
analysis.  

Secondly, I draw a comparison between (S) and Quine’s (1953) sentence ‘Giorgione was 
so-called because of his size’. I defend a metalinguistic analysis of it, and argue that the 
occurrences of ‘so’ and ‘this way’ in (S) are characterized by the same kind of context-
sensitivity as the occurrence of ‘so’ in Quine’s sentence (as opposed to occurrences of ‘so’ 
in sentences like ‘You should pronounce this word like so’). This speaks in favour of 
analyzing (S) metalinguistically.  



I conclude that neo-Russellians can successfully reply to F&S’s translation objection. 
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Singular Propositions and Necessary Existence 

Necessitists claim that, necessarily, whatever exists exists necessarily. This claim may at 
first seem difficult to swallow. But, according to Timothy Williamson, necessitism 
follows from a proper understanding of the nature of propositions and of their relationship 
to modality. In this paper, I evaluate Williamson’s argument with respect to what I take to 
be the leading (and most plausible) views of the nature of propositions. I argue that, on 
any such view, the argument fails.  

The Argument for Necessitism consists of three premises. First, for an individual A not to 
exist, the singular proposition that A does not exist must be true. Second, for this singular 
proposition to be true, it must exist. Third, since this proposition is a singular proposition, 
its existence depends on the existence of whatever it is directly about – in this case, the 
individual A. It follows from these three premises that it is impossible for the individual A 
to fail to exist. In other words, it follows that the individual A exists necessarily. And, if 



this argument is successful in establishing the necessary existence of this arbitrary 
individual, then we ought to accept the more general conclusion that everything that 
exists exists necessarily and take this conclusion to hold of necessity. We can call 
Williamson’s argument, then, “the Argument for Necessitism.”  

One of the ways that Williamson motivates his third premise is to appeal to what is 
perhaps the most popular view of singular propositions – namely, Russellianism about 
singular propositions. On this view, singular propositions are structured entities that have 
what they are directly about as constituents. I argue that, if Russellianism about singular 
propositions is true, then – while the third premise of the Argument for Necessity may in 
fact be true – the proponent of this argument nonetheless faces an insurmountable 
dilemma: she is committed either to denying the first premise – the claim that, for an 
individual A not to exist, the singular proposition that A does not exist must be true – or, 
instead, to rejecting necessitism itself. Consequently, if Russellianism about singular 
propositions is true, the Argument for Necessitism fails.  

After demonstrating that the Argument for Necessitism fails given Russellianism about 
singular propositions, I consider what proponents of other views of propositions (both 
singular and general) should say about Williamson’s argument. I argue that, on most of 
these views, there are straightforward reasons to reject the Argument for Necessitism. The 
one view of propositions that is least problematic, given Williamson’s argument, is the 
view of propositions for which Scott Soames argues, recently, in his Rethinking 
Language, Mind, and Meaning (Princeton University Press, 2015). I argue, however, that 
even on this view of propositions there are compelling, overriding reasons to reject 
Williamson’s argument. I conclude that the Argument for Necessitism fails. 

*** 
Beatriz Santos 

University of Oxford 
m.beatriz.correia.santos@gmail.com 

A Bridge from Semantic to Assertoric Content 

The Rigidity Thesis (RT) states that no rigid term has the same content as a non-rigid one. 
This thesis underlies Kripke’s (1980) modal objection against the descriptive theory of 
names. Stanley (1997a, 1997b, 2002) defends the descriptive theory by rejecting (RT), 
arguing that it relies on the illicit Identification of semantic content and assertoric content. 
Drawing on Lewis’ (1980) “operator argument”, Stanley rejects Identification. Stojni ́c 
(2017b) argues that if one rejects Identification, one must nevertheless bridge semantic 



and assertoric contents, and that Stanley, unlike Lewis, cannot in principle do so. I argue 
that Stojni ́c’s argument falsely assumes that there is only one way for a denier of (RT) to 
extract assertoric content from semantic content in Lewis-fashion. I identify a second 
option, suggested by the account of truth-conditions adopted by deniers of (RT). I then 
show that this bridge is compatible with the data from a denial of (RT). I conclude that 
Stojni ́c’s argument, as it stands, is no ground for rejecting a Stanley-like defence of the 
descriptive theory of names. 

*** 
Michael Schmitz  

University of Vienna  
michael.Schmitz@univie.ac.at 

Entertaining Commitments  
Soames vs. Hanks on the Nature of Propositions 

Recently some philosophers have started to naturalize propositions by reconceptualizing 
them in act-theoretic terms. The works of Scott Soames and Peter Hanks represent two 
fundamentally opposed ways of going about this.  

Soames’s proposal preserves the traditional dichotomy of force and propositional content, 
as he suggests we can predicate a property of an object by merely entertaining a 
proposition, for example, in imagination or hypothesis, without committing to its truth. 
This would be a further step we would take in asserting its truth or otherwise 
acknowledging or endorsing it. Hanks has criticized this proposal and argued that only 
something that is forceful and committal and takes a position with regard to whether an 
object actually has the property predicated of it can be a truth value bearer. The traditional 
separation of propositions as truth value bearers from force is therefore untenable. A 
proposition can only be a unified truth value bearer through the forceful act of a subject. 
He further claims that if an act of predication has represented inaccurately, its subject 
must have made a mistake.  

I believe that Hanks is right that a truth value bearer must take a position with regard to 
whether things hang together as it represents them. Otherwise it does not make sense to 
say that it is true, that is, that it has represented things succesfully, as they are. At the 
same time it seems that Soames is right that there are contexts such as those of imagining 
or doubting, those created by conditionals or disjunctions, or fictional contexts created by 
acts of pretense, in which the subject is not committed to things being as they are 



represented, and in which it would also be wrong to say that the subject has made a 
mistake. For example, in a conditional the subject is not committed to the truth of the 
antecedent and therefore has not made a mistake if it turns out to be false.  

In my contribution I will argue that there is a way to reconcile these seemingly conflicting 
claims. We should think of imagining, doubting or questioning, but also of 
conditionalizing or pretending as higher-level acts, which operate on forceful acts such as 
assertions or directives themselves rather than on something supposedly distinct from 
them such as propositions. Propositions just are assertions as put forward for 
consideration by higher-level acts. The first crucial step here is a distinction between 
commitment in and commitment to an act. An assertion is a commitment to the reality of 
a state of affairs (SOA) from a theoretical position, a directive from a practical position. 
Through e.g. questioning, conditionalizing or other higher-level acts we present an 
assertion (or directive) while suspending commitment to it. Put differently, we entertain a 
commitment, but suspend commitment to it. But how is it possible for an act to contain a 
commitment if its subject is not committed? The second crucial step is a representational 
account of force indicators as presenting the subject’s position vis-à-vis the relevant SOA. 
The act can contain a commitment in the sense that it represents a committal position, 
even thought the subject is not commited to this position because it has performed a 
higher level act such as questioning or conditionalizing which suspends commitment to 
the act of which this representation is a part. 

*** 
Francesco Spada  

University of Modena and Reggio Emilia 
francescospada87@gmail.com 

Does the Cognitive-Linguistic Paradigm of Propositions Rest on Stable Foundations? 

This talk is a critical discussion of the cognitive-linguistic paradigm of propositions. As 
recently forged by King, Soames, Hanks, and their disciples, the cognitive-linguistic 
paradigm is a collection of partially resembling approaches converging in the tenet that 
the existence, identity and unity of a proposition are rooted in the cognitive or the 
linguistic sphere. The target of the promoters of such a mind-language-centered 
approach is the top-down model of the relation among proposition, language and mind 
advocated by early analytic philosophers. On the traditional top-down picture, 
propositions come first; they are objective entities existing beyond space and time, 
regardless of mind and language. Sentences express propositions via subtle mechanisms 



of semantic composition that a semantic theory is supposed to account for (The meanings 
undergoing semantic composition are constituents of a proposition. They too are abstract 
and objective entities – they are by no means created by language). Cognitive agents 
grasp propositions via opaque psychological processes of entertaining at work 
when they bear propositional attitudes, perform illocutionary acts, understand the 
meaning of sentences, etc. In contrast to this traditional view, the cognitive-linguistic 
theorists propose to overturn the picture. In lieu of taking propositions first, they wish to 
invoke a bottom-up framework in which mind and language lie at the bottom. Above 
all, they wish to hold that the intentionality of propositions and sentences is grounded in 
the prior intentionality of the mind, not the other way round. 

The question I want to raise and confront in this talk is: Does the cognitive-linguistic 
paradigm of propositions rest on firm, stable foundations? The answer I am going to offer 
is: So long as we focus on the work of its promoters, no – the cognitive-linguistic 
paradigm does not rest on solid foundations. 

The reason why I come to think that the cognitive-linguistic paradigm does not rest 
on solid foundations bears on omissions and mistakes that I see encompassing the work of 
its proponents. At bottom, the faults boil down to two big shortcomings. The 
cognitive-linguistic theorists: 

(i) fail to fully appreciate the distinction between componential and structural 
approaches to propositional unity; 
(ii) fail to realize that a structural approach, which they apparently wish to 
conform to, is compatible only with a nominalist conception of predication. 

The issues raised in (i) and (ii) are subtle and, to my knowledge, hardly discussed in the 
recent revival of propositional unity. Therefore, I shall carefully elucidate the concepts 
before engaging in argumentation. 

The distinction between componential and structural approaches to propositional unity 
can be traced back to the work of the three noble fathers of the philosophy of language: 
Frege, Russell, and Wittgenstein. It is one of the most important lessons we can learn 
from their work on propositional unity. The difference amounts to this: on a componential 
approach, the proposition, which is one, is analyzable into, or reducible to, its 
constituents, which are many. The analysis destroys the unity of the proposition, thus 
raising the question of how to restore it. This is the problem of the unity of the 
proposition as it comes out of Russell’s Principles. Frege’s distinction between saturated 



and unsaturated propositional components is a controversial attempt to solve it. By 
contrast, on a structural approach, the proposition is not analyzable into its many 
constituents. The proposition is essentially one and cannot be split into several entities, 
even though a number of entities are in it. The view is advocated in Wittgenstein’s 
Tractatus, where it takes the form of a fact-centered approach: the proposition is 
identified with a fact, and facts are judged to be the fundamental constituents of the 
world. The goal is to provide a dis-solution, rather than a solution, to the unity problem. 

Once the distinction between componential and structural conceptions is exposed, it can 
be shown that King, Soames, and Hanks seem to adhere to (some version of) the 
structural approach. However, King’s proposal turns out to be an unpleasant mixture of 
elements from both the componential and the structural approach, which make it 
ultimately inconsistent. Soames and Hanks do not fall into the same trap. They embrace 
the structural approach (albeit they do not mention it) and point to token-acts of 
predication as the primitive unities which lie at the bottom of their theory. However, they 
fail to note that the structural conception is compatible only with a nominalist conception 
of predication. 

Roughly, nominalism about predication is the view that predication occurs without any 
relation with extra-linguistic entities corresponding to predicates (i.e. universals, classes, 
etc.) being involved in it. This view, as I will show, carries an object-centered 
metaphysical picture which is incompatible with the token-acts-of-predication-centered 
framework of Soames and Hanks. The object-centered picture, I will argue, enables us to 
raise the unity problem again. Hence, Soames and Hanks cannot be judged to solve the 
unity problem, after all. 

In conclusion, I will ponder about where the conclusions reached in this talk lead us to as 
for the understanding of the nature of propositions and their relation to mind 
and language: I will sketch the elements – and no more than the elements – of a 
cognitive-linguistic view of propositions which rests on the nominalist conception of 
predication and the object-centered metaphysical picture it carries. 
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