1. THE PROBLEM

Propositions, understood as representational structures, have
truth-conditions and serve as the contents of propositional
attitudes conceived as mental states. How is that possible? What
1s responsible for the unity of the proposition?

Dominant solution
ASSERTORIC FORCE & DECOUPLING

Propositions are unified by assertoric force.
In non-positing contexts, such as embedded sentences, the
force 1s somehow cancelled or decoupled.
Objection:
Cancelling assertoric force
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2. THE NEO-HUSSERLIAN ACCOUNT

Inspiration: Husserl’s Logical Investigations

Propositions express primitive propositional intentional acts,
distinguished both from nominal acts and from assertoric acts

Problem: lack of a positive account of the cognitive
commitments involved in propositional acts

Proposed solution:

Propositions are neither forceless nor assertive; rather, they
involve a primitive, sui generis propositional force.

This force 1s understood as the simulation of positive states
of affairs corresponding to positive atomic propositions.

To entertain a compound proposition is to simulate all
relevant constituent positive states of affairs and to represent
them within a quasi-Boolean structure determined by the
logical connectives, thereby reflecting the compound
conditions of satisfaction.

On this account, entertaining a negated proposition involves
the same commitment as entertaining the corresponding
positive proposition: the commitment to representing the
same positive state of affairs. This commitment is never
cancelled or “decoupled”, whether under negation or within
complex embeddings. It always remains in play and serves
as input for higher-level procedures of assertion or rejection.

Phil-Cog Interface: The neo-Husserlian account should differ
from decoupling-based theories along a cognitively significant
dimension. Is this difference empirically testable?

3. THE EXPERIMENT: OVERVIEW, MATERIALS & METHODS

Participants & Procedure

Experimental assistance: Filip Kolasa, Bartosz Mtotkowski, Olga
Talasiewicz

Recruited via Testable Minds, 111 participants total, 51 women, 60
men, aged 18-67

Online study on Testable; optimized for computers/

8 target trials (2 per condition) + 4 training trials

Stimuli: Sentence alone 1s, then sentence + picture for 1,5s

Pilot testing used to calibrate stimulus duration: shorter exposure
improved concentration and clarified PT<PF pattern, but very short
exposure increased errors

Incorrect responses, RT<500 ms, and RT>5000 ms excluded

Final PT-PF comparison n=108, final NT-NF comparison n=100

Code Sentence Picture Truth

PT There is a

, True
yellow circle

There is a
PF yellow circle ‘/ . / False

There is no
NT yellow circle . / - / True

4 FOUR EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS: )

(PT) a positive sentence verified by the stimulus
(PF) a positive sentence falsified by the stimulus
(NT) a negative sentence verified by the stimulus
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\(NF) a negative sentence falsified by the stimulus )

4 DECOUPLING ACCOUNT: I

Rejection will always be slower than acceptance since
it requires an additional decoupling step: the initial
assertion must be cancelled.

\ Prediction: PT<PF and NT<NF j

NEO-HUSSERLIAN ACCOUNT:

/Asserting a positive proposition involves recognizD

a match between the world and previously generated
representation. Rejecting a positive proposition
requires detecting a deviation from that
representation— cognitively more demanding.

Asserting a negative proposition involves
recognizing a deviation from previously generated
representation. Rejecting a negative proposition
merely requires recognizing that the world matches
the positive representation associated with the

e proposition.
NF ellow circle False QNG
yellow ci Prediction: PT<PF but NT>NF
4. RESULTS
PT vs PF NT vs NF
2500 PT meanRT: 1436.88 | NT meanRT: 1977.09 2500
5000 PF meanRT: 1627.38 | NF meanRT: 1806.34 2000 1977.09 s
1627.38 :
1436.88
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Mean NT-NF: 170.75
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Size: d=0.41 (medium) | Size: d=0.27 (small)

reaction time (ms)

500

T-test: p=0.000039

T-test: p=0.0086
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S. CONCLUSIONS

PT<PF as predicted on all accounts.
Medium sized, significant effect.

NT>NF as predicted by the neo-
Husserlian account.
Small but significant effect.

The results favour the neo-Husserlian
account over decoupling accounts.

"Yoda" by PhillipWest is licensed under CC BY 2.0.

MAY THE FORCE BE WITH THE PROPOSITION!
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