Postscript toAMental Representationf

1. Thelanguage of thought hypothesis. | now take more serioudy than when | wrote this paper
the idea that explanations of the behavior of cats and dogs viather bdiefs and desres might be a
Asacond gradel kind of explangtion in Quiness sense: aAdramatic idion not to be taken serioudy. If S0,
there is no reason to take aAlanguege of thought@ hypothesi's serioudly in the case of catsand dogs We
do of course nesd a serious psychologicd modd of cats and dogs, but it isnat implausible that some
kind of connectionis modd could be given, one that doesr¥t sarve Smply to implement alanguage of
thought modd or any other literdly represantationd modd but worksin awhally different way. The
usua objection to connectionist models that areryt Smply means of implementing representationa
moddsisthat they carrt account for cartain systematiaities in thought (Fodor and Pylyshyn 1988); but in
the case of catsand dogs, it isby no means evident that the sysematicities are there. Representationd
modds ds0 seem dmodt ineviteble for creatures who show dear evidence of being adle to evauate
their own reasoning processes; but again, thiswouldrit seem to gpply to catsand dogs. Inthe
terminology used in the paper, what I:m now saying isthet | wastoo quick to dismissindrumentdism
about belief- and desre- attributions for such cregtures

In the case of adult humans, on the ather hand, indrumentaliam ssams virtudly inconcavable |
know perfectly well thet | believe that the Earth isnat flat, by introgpection. My introspective
confidence that thisis o very likdly arises from an awareness of accepting the sentence>the Earthis not
flat. Doulbtless we can introgpect bdiefs and desres with finer contents than we know how to express
in our language, but the kinds of beliefs and desires that ssem indubitably more than indrumentd devices
arethose that dorrt go too far beyond the expressve power of our language. If thisisright, itisdl the
more reason for supposng (es| tentatively did in Sections 1V and V1) that an adult humarys Alanguege
of thought( is best viewed asjugt an extenson of hisor her public language.

| didret redly mean to rule out thet there is representation of anonlinguigtic kind, eg. pictorid
representation; indead, such representation would suit the ends of the peper, for it lendsitsdf to a
naturdigtic (and more or less compogtiond) account of how the internd representations represent the
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world. Linguidtic representation seems primafadie a bit harder to explain naturdidticaly; that was the
main reason for focus oniit. 1t would not have dtered my overdl view much to have hed that for lower

animdas menta representation might be exdusivdy pictorid.

(The posshility of representationd sysemsthat are nather linguigtic nor pictorid is discussed in
the next chapter: see the (somewhat jocular) Alight bulb moddi. Such a purdy Booleen modd ssams
dealy inadeguate to explain the behavior of adult humans for reasons there given, though | suppose
something like it could conceivably work asthe bassfor anon-ingrumentd theory of intentiondlity for

some lower animds,)

2. Brentano=s Problem (1). | fird formulate Brentano-s problem as the problem of meking
naturdisic ssnse of beidf, desire, and o forth, given that they are rdations between organisms and
intentiond entities like propostions. In correspondence about this Chepter in the late 1970's David
Lewis suggested comparing Brentano=s problem to the following problem about numbers AMany
seemingly physica properties gopeear to rdae physca thingsto non-physcd entities caled number s.
What kind of physcd reaion can a seven-gram stone bear to anon-phydca aodract entity: the
number sven?) The same comparison has been urged by many others, eg. Churchland 1979, Dennett
1982, Stanaker 1984. | bdieve the comparison to have some, though rather limited, use.

One solution in the number caseisthe nomindigtic one literdly goesking there are no numbers,
and o literdly spesking there are no rlations between physical objects and numbers. (See Fidd 1980;
Yablo unpublished.) Thisdlowstak of numbers, and rdaions between gones and numbers, as useful
fictions, but if they are S0 regarded then there is no presaure to solve the andog of Brentano=s problem.
Smilaly, we might regard propositions as ussful fictions (or maybe even not-very-useful fictions). In
that case thereis no pressure to solve Brentano-sproblem as | stated it, i.e interms of propostions
But thiswouldrvt dissolve questions about how menta dates can sand in referentia rdationsto the
world. Thispoints up an important disanaogy between the two problems: there is more to Brentano=s
problem than the use of abdract entities. | will return to this

Lewisof course did not have the nomindist solution in mind, and thereisno need to resort to it
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in deding with the numericd andlog of Brentano:=s problem: asolution to the problem has been found by
mathematicd work in the Atheory of messurement(l. (SeeKrantz et d, 1971.) Theideaistha whet is
explanatorily badc is not rdationslike x has mass-in-kg r between physca objects and numbers
rather, what is explanatorily basc is certain Aintringc rdaionsi holding among physica ojects
themsdves eg. the mass of x is the sum of the masses of y and z. Thisideais made precise by
laying down axioms governing these intringc rdaions that make no mention of numbers, and proving a
Arepresentation theorend) that shows that whenever these axioms are stidfied there isamagpping of
objectsinto the red numbersthat Apreserves sructuref. Conssquently, assigning red numbersto
physicd objects can be viewed asjust a convenient way of discussing the intrindc mass-rdationsthat
those ojectshave. The numerica andog of Brentano=s problem is then solved: this physical object
bears to the number seven the rdaion of being mepped into it by the unique Sructure-presarving
mapping that accords with the convention laid down to determine the scde (i.e. the convention thet
determines the sandard gram).

Itisinitidly plausble to suppose thet Brentano-s problem should be solved somewhat
andogoudy. But two points need to be made.

Thelessimportant isthet taking the andlogy serioudy ssamsto involve acommitment to strong
assumptions about the internd structure of mentd gates. The obvious andlog to the podulate of arich
aray of intringc rdations among physcd objectsin the number caseisto podtulae arich aray of
intringc rdaions among internd Satesingde the beiever in the psychologica case: the rdations among
these sates must be Aintrindc in the sense thet they are to be describable independent of propositions.
Theintringc rdaions and the assumptions about them must be powerful enough to provea
representation theorem that showss that whenever the assumptions are satisfied there is amapping of
internd detesinto propostionsthat preservesthe kind of Sructure thet isimportant to propogtions.
Thisindudes a least Booleen dructure, and very likdy something more sententid.  So the andogy
seemsto require us to astribe psychologicd redlity to a leest the Boolean sructure of propogtionsif
not the sententid, and to think that this psychologicaly red sructure can be described independent of
propogtions. Such anintringc sructure, rdated to the system of propositions viaa sructure-preserving
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mapping, would seem to be enough to constitute asystem of interndl representation.” (It is compatible
with this argument that the intrindc dructure be only the sort of Boolean structure exemplified in the
Alight bulb modd in the next chepter. However, for reasons given in thet chapter, that kind of
psychologica sructure seems far too impoverished to describe the psychology of creatureswith a

languege)

But thereis amuch more important point (rdated to the one made in connection with the
nomindigic view). Itisthat not just any mgpping of internd representations to propositions thet
preserves Boolean or sententid structure will serve the explanatory purposes to which we put
propostions: for it iseasy to see that we could presarve Boolean or sententid sructure while assgning
the propogtion that grassis green to the Sate associated with >Show iswhite. For propositions, unlike
for numbers, dructure is not enough (unless>dructure istaken in an extreordinarily sretched sense, i.e.
asinvalving akind of encoding of the physca world not present in the numerica casg). Thissuggedts
that asgnificant complication of the drategy used in the numerica case will berequired. The andogy of
propasitions to numbers turns out to be rather limited. 1f the only point of the andogy isto show thet
there is nothing mysterious about entities playing ardein explanaions other then causal role, it
succeads (though nothing in the Chapter suggested that the acausdl rale of propositions was myderious
initsdf). Butif it istaken as subgantidly illuminating the way that propodtionsplay ardein
explandions it fals therole of propogtionsisimportantly differernt.

3. Brentano=s problem (2). Horwich 1998 suggests amore dragtic way of dismissng Brentano-s
problem. Horwich (unlike the passibly mythica proponent of the Aorthographic accident() view) grants
thet termslike>means: and >bdieves sand for genuine rdaions between people and propostions, but
he damsthat there is no reason to suppose that aphydcdidic account of meaning or bdieving (an
account of Awhet condtitutes) meening something or bdieving something) would presarve this rlationd
daus. Indeed, heintroducesthe labd Athe Condtitution Fallacyl for the supposition that an account of
what condtitutes rdaiond facts mudt itsdf berdaiond. So Horwidrsideaistha one can givean
acoount of what conditutes believing that by finding one monadic physicd property thet conditutes
believing that snow is white, ancther that conditutes believing that Pope Pius X was the
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brother of Malcolm X, ancther that condtitutes believing that Michel Foucault invented the
pendul um, and so on; these ditinct moneadic properties need have nothing to do with each other, and
they cartainly dorvt nead to invalve acommon physcd reation.

Horwidrsdamsaein sarvice of adeflationist goproach to the theory of meaning with which |
am now highly sympathetic;, my own verson of such atheory isgiven in Chapters4 and 5. Bt trying to
achieve deflationism by the means just sketched seamsto me extremdly ill-advised: | see nothing
fdlacious about Athe Condtitution Fallacy@l, and think that Horwichrs requirements on a physcdigtic
acoount are far too wesk. Condder ordinary physca rddions, like>hasthe same temperaure as.
Surdy we wouldrt count it as an acceptable answer to the question of what condtitutes sameness of
temperaure to say that having the same temperature as b is condituted by one monadic property
in the case of one object by, adifferent monadic property for adifferent object b, (of different
temperaure), athird monadic property for b, etc., where these monadic properties have nothing in
common. If the bdief rdation between people and propositions does¥t require a physcdidic account
thet medts the same sandards as we would impose in the case of other rdations, one must say why.

It wouldrrt help Horwich to point out thet the Sandards of reduction (or congtitution)
gopropriate to reations between purdy physicd items cart be supposed to goply when one of the
itemsinvolved isabdract. For inthefirg place, the measurement-theoretic solution of the numericd
andog of Brentano=s problem provides a genuine account of rdations between objects and numbers;
obvioudy it differsin important ways from atypicd reduction of ardation between purdy physicd
items, but nonethdessit does preserve the rdaiond character. (Aswesve seen, this solution does not
cary over to intentiond rdaions. But unless we can give grounds for adopting lower dandardson a
physcdidic acoount in theintentiona case than the numericd, thet doesrt show thet thereis no need of
agenuindy rdaiond account in theintentiond case, it only showsthet the job is harder there) Inthe
seoond place, some of the mentd rdations for which Horwich wants to avaid giving ardaiond account
hold between physcd entities eg. >x has abdief about person . To repedt, | am indined to think thet
Horwich isright thet the present Chapter tregts such mentd rdations as Atoo much like ordinary
physicd rdations, but we need an dternative modd of whet they arelike (onethat | try to supply in
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Chapters4 and 5). One shouldrit Imply labd asfdlacious the problem of trying to provide such a
modd.

4. Non-intentional explanations. Thetwo man topics of the pgper are

(i) What explanatory purpose (if any) is served by ascribing truth conditions to our inner
representations?

(i) How (if a& dl) cantherddion r has the truth conditions that p (wherer ranges over
inner representetions) be naturdigticaly explained?

On (i) (which is essertidly Brentano=s problem), | argue thet by taking inner representations as having
sententid ructure, we can adapt the theory of truth in Chapter 1 to inner representations; dso, | meke
explidt that such an goproach naturdidicaly explains not just truth but truth- conditions (thet is, the
truth condiition rdaion mentioned in (ii)). As succeeding chapters will make deer, | have become quite
doubtful of the need for such an gpproach.

Asfor (i), agood hit of my discusson was directed toward showing thet it is not entirdly essy to
find an explanatory role for truth conditions: for once one has the sysem of internd representations, one
can do much of oness explaining Smply in terms of it, with no reference to the truth-conditions thet are
assgned to the representations. | made adidinction between what | would now cdl intentional
explanations, that make goped to the truth conditions of dates (or to rated semantic features of the
components of dates, such astheir referents), and non-intentional explangtionsthet do not involve
any such thing but Smply rdy on the causal lavs governing those dates. (By >laws: | dorrt meen
anything very heavy duty: just macrosoopic regulaitiesthat hold, within limits, for the sysem.)

Unfortunady, | used theterm >narrows for >non-intentionak: and >broadk for >intentionak: thiswes
unfortunate because shortly afterwards, Fodor 1980 popularized the use of Smilar termsfor avery
different digtinction from mine, and many people faled to redize thet the two diginctionswere not &t dl
the same. Fodor was concerned with the distinction between Awide explanations() that make gpped to
things outsde the agent and Anarrow explanaions)) that do not; mine (to repeat) was between
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intentional explanations that make gpped to the truth conditions of Sates (and to the referents of
components of dates) and non-intentional explanaionstha do not. The narrow-wide distinction
and the intentiond-nonintentiond distinctions cut across eech other. An explanaion thet gopedsto
externd causes of our internd representations will be wide, evenif the causesit gopeds to have nothing
to do with the truth condiitions of the representations. Conversdly, an explanation in which gpped is
mede to an internd symbal obeying the truth+table for digunction isan intentiond explandtion evenif the
assgnment of thistruth-table to the symbol doesFt depend on factors externd to the agent. In my view,
theintentiond v. non+intentiond didinction isfar more important then the distinction of wide v. narrow.

| dorrt think the pgper makes dear enough how broad the scope of nontintentiond explanations

is Inthefirg place, | should have made dear thet we can theorize about an agent & many different
levels of detail and idedlization, and that apped to interna representations (described without mention of
wheat they represent) can gppeer in theories a many different levds. At ahighly idedized levd, thereis
Bayesan decison theory condrued as apsychologicd theory, usng degrees of bdief* and desre* (i.e
Adttitudes towardi sentences ingteed of toward propogtions); or rether, Bayesian decision theory
supplemented with laws governing how sensory dimulations affect observation sentences and how
decisons lead to motor outputs. We can introduce more and more complications, to get more redidtic.
If we give draightforward causd laws of how bdiefs and desires and other representationd dates
evolve over time (influenced by sensory simulations and the like), their representationa properties (truth
conditions; reference c.) will play no ralein thelawvs smilarly, such propertieswill play no rolein any
laws of how such internd dates leed to motor outputs. 1=m nat redricting my daim hereto determinigtic
theories it ssemsto me that exoept in the crudest of idedizations the psychologica lavs will modly be
indeterminigtic, but it is il hard to see how representationd properties like reference or truth conditions
could play ardeinthelaws

| have described the psychology Anarrowly), i.e. astaking asinputs sensory simulations rather
then externd conditions, and andlogoudy a the output end. But nothing hangs on this usng Awided
inputs and outputs, i.e. inputs and outputs described in externd terms, is not enough to make the laws
intentiond. This should be obvious no talk of reference or truth conditionsisinvolved. Indeed, an input
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law thet saysthat coming to bdieve>Thereisarabhit in front of me: istypicaly caused by the presence
of rabbits can be Afactoredi into two components, one saying thet coming to beieve the sentence is
typicdly causad by sensory simulaionsin acertain dass and the other saying thet sensory dimulations
inthat dassaretypicaly caused by rabbits. (*Factor- may not be quite the right word: it suggests thet
the two resulting laws taken together are fully equivaent to the origind law, but actudly they introduce a
dight improvement of it) A Awidel input law isin effect just an exigentid quantification over
conjunctionsof Anarrowdl input laws and laws about what causes sensory dimulaions. (Exigentid
quantification is needed Smply because we may not know exactly which dass of sensory dimulationsiit
isthat is caused by the presence of rabbits and causes the belief in >Thereis arabhit in front of me=.)?

Thekind of non-intentiond theories of an agent thet I-ve been congdering might be called
computetiond theories, in abroad sensethat dlows features of the externd world to gopear in the
computationd theory if they regularly cause sensory simulations or are regularly affected by motor
outputs Thee are the kind of theories of an agent that are usad in functiondist modds. One of the
things | was arguing in the peper wasthét it is hard to see how we could ever give afunctiondist
account of belief and desireinthe usud sensg, i.e bdief and desireas relations to propositions:
discussons of how to do thistypicaly treet each bdief and desire as a sgparate Sate, without getting the
Interconnections among (the potentid infinity of) such datesright. What we can hopeto givea
functiondlist account of is of the rdaions bdief* and desre*, which arerdationsto inner
representations. The account of the rdaion of the inner representations to the propositions (or of the
Adngular term components) of inner representations to objects and the Agenerd term componentsf) of
Inner representation to sats or properties) hasto be given separady from the functiond gory. Thisis
part of what isargued in Section |1 of the Chepter. (Thereisabroad sensein which therdaion
between inner representations and propasitions might be functiond: it might be a second order rdation,
therdaion of standing in some first order relation or other that meets conditionY .

Indeed, in the paper | usethe term >functionat: in this broad sense, aterminologica choice | now regret.
But my paint now isthet the condiition Y worrt bethe kind of Abroadly computationald conditiond thet
we arefamiliar with from sandard functiond theories The question of what other kind of condition it
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might be is one way to put the quegtion of finding an explanatory role for propositiond content or truth
condiitions))

A sdl paint: in explaning how there can be afunctiond theory of bdief* and desirer, | offer a
functiondigt account of what it isto be an inner representation, and of the syntactic fegtures of inner
represantations. Thisisdill my preferred way of thinking of inner representations, but thereisan
dternaive: we could think of the inner representations as abstract syntactic objects, and use them more
or less aswe might use numbersin formulaing the computationd theory. For aodract syntactic objects,
the andogy to numbers suggested by Lewis, Churchland and others (mentioned in Section 2 of this
postscript) would be quite agood one: by removing the representationd agpect of the aodract objects,
we have removed what mekes the andogy problematic®

| have sad that computationd theories (even in the broad sense that dlow reference to externd

causss and effects of internd representations) dorrt employ representationd properties like reference
and truth condiitions. | haverrt sad that they dort employ semanti ¢ properties, for in abroad sense of
>samantic= there may be semantic properties for which something having the property isconstituted by
its having a certain computetiond role. For ingtance, the paper argues that the right mord to draw from
Fregers Hesperus-Phosphorus problem isthat yes, these coreferentid names differ in some semantic
property loosdy congtrued, but (contrary to Frege) the difference is only that the names have different
computationd rolesfor mog of us oneis more directly connected to bdiefsinvolving the term >moming
and the ather to bdiefsinvalving theterm >evening:. If this computationd differenceis counted as
samatic, then obvioudy semantic fegtures of representations are not eft out of the computationd dory.

But it isthe other agpects of samantics, going beyond computationd role even in the broad sense, that
areleft out.

And to raterate, the kind of computationd role thet the functiondist sory dlowsfor indudes
what has been cdled Along-armed conceptud rolefl (Harman 1982), which indudes causd connections
to the environment. It may be part of the conceptud role of >Thet isarabbit: to be typicaly caused by
nearby rabhits. Equdly, it may have been part of the conceptud role of >Phlogiston is disgppearing from
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thet flask: to have been typicaly causad by oxygen entering theflask. Thislater example mekes dear, |
hope, thet to bring in long amed conceptud rolesis not to bring in representationd properties.
(Admittedly, thereis aheavy overlgp between the causd connections to the environment thet would be
used in wide input laws and those that an advocate of acausal theory of representation would want to
build into the truth condiition reation for obsarvation sentences. The explanation is obvious mogt of
those who bdieve in asubgtantive theory of truth conditions want it to be a conseguence of ther theory
that obsarvationd bdiefstend to be true, and to guarantee this they suppose that by and large the
factorsinvalved in the causd input law are invalved in condituting truth conditions But this obvioudy
does nothing to show that causd input laws are themsdves intentiond; and casesswhereit isneturd to
say that our obsarvation reports are laden with afdse theory makesthis especidly evident.)

Thefact thet representationd properties areleft out of the causa story should be even dearer in
the case of other kinds of words. Congder proper names of long-dead people like Aridatle: the factors
usudly thought rdevant to reference indude causal chains extending through the past back to Aridiatle,
but it is a gretch to say thet these are involved in the conceptud or functiond role of the word
>Aridatler. (Causa connectionsto certain portraits might be part of the functiond role of >Aridatler,
but thisis 0 even if the portraits turn out to have someone dse asthear causd source) And condder,
once agan, logicd connectiveslike>nat=. A represantationa semantics will take this as sanding for the
truth function that maps truth to fasehood and vice versa. Or if you dort like talk of >standing for truth
fundions,, the paint can be put differently: the representationd semantics will say thet when atached to
atrue sentence, >not= yidds afdse sentence, and when dtached to afdseyiddsatrue But thisigt a
fact about the conceptud or functiond role of >not=. The conceptud role of >not= isrdaively essy to
spedify: itisgivenin large part by the rules of deductive inference that we take to govern theterm. But
spedifying the conceptud rolein thisway doesyt seem to say anything about truth functions.

Perhgpsthe lagt few paragrgphs need aqudification. When | said that computationd theories
(evenin the broad sense) dort employ representationd properties like reference and truth conditions,
maybe dl | was entitled to say isthat they dorrt employ representationa concepts? Maybe conceptud
role concepts and representationd concepts are digtinct concepts for the same property? | dorrt think
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thisisaplausble view even in caseslike the logicd connective case whereit is plausble that thereis
some kind of supervenience of the representationd property on the conceptua role property. (For one
thing, the representationd property seemsto have ardationd dement that is¥t part of the conceptud
role property.) And in other cases, like the case of names of long-deed people, there doesrt even
seem to be such supervenience; in which case the properties certainly carvt beidentical. But inany
case, it wouldret much matter to my paint if we did qudify the previous paragraphsin the way
suggested. For theimportant point isthat agreet ded of psychologicd theorizing can be done without
representationa concepts. And the question is, what additiond advantages do we get by employing
representationa concepts?

5. Theexplanatory role of intentional properties(1). How then do representationa
concepts enter into psychologica explanations? | will be espedidly concerned with explanations of
phenomena described without representational concepts. Obvioudy we frequently use
representationa conoepts (eg. bdiefs and dedires) in explaining other beliefs and desires, or in
explaining behavior described in an intentiond way (murdered hiswifer) thet presupposes
representationa conoepts; but it ssemsto me that an illuminating account of the explanatory role of
representational conoepts should focusfirg and foremodt on their usein explaining facts not so
described. ((Why did her am movein that way?; >Why did she end up in San Frandsco) Once we
have mativated the use of representational conoepts, it is no surprise that we want to explain facts
described in terms of them in addition to facts described without them; but an illuminating account of the
explanatory rale of the practice reguires that we show how it would be explanatorily ussful for someone
who didr¥t dready have the practice to introduceit.

A naturd view istha when we use representationa concepts or propeartiesto explain facts
described in non-representationd terms, the representationa concepts or properties just code for
conceptud or functiond role properties: we spedify the functiond role property by specifying the
representationd proparty. Thisis cartanly very plausible, if we dort take it as committed to there being
any very uniform acoount of what conceptud role properties a representationd property codes for, and
if we dort suppose that even on agiven occasion thereisavery preci se conceptua role property thet
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iscoded for. But (asit Sands anyway) it leaves unansvered the question of why it isuseful to code
conceptud role properties by representationd properties (or by representationa concepts).
Additiondly, eveniif it is granted thet one function of representationd properties or conceptsisto code
for conceptud role properties, the question arises whether there might be other functionsin addition.

One obvious fact that needs emphagsisthat typicaly when one offers an explanation in terms of
bdiefs and desires, oneis not in a pogtion to offer acomplete explanation in computationd terms. In
itsdf this does¥t show much, for the same haldsin explaining anything; if we explain the center=s god by
ating thewingss perfectly placed pass, we cartainly arervt in apogtion to dte precise laws of physcs
(or regularities of hockey, or of the sysem conggting of this particular center and this particular godie)
which would determine probehilities for the god under the conditions present with and without the
perfectly placed pass. What we cdl Aexplanationsil are only explanation sketches (indeed, only
sketches of partial explanations): sometimes vary incomplete sketches that congst of nothing more
than mentioning adient part of the overd| cause. No reason o far for supposing the need of any
theory in psychology beyond the computationd.

Siill, this point does¥t ssem to be enough to account for the fact thet in the intentiond cese, the
ideology that we usein our explanation sketchesis 0 far removed from the ideology of the
computationd theories that provide the only kinds of lavs we have so far found hope of finding. If there
arert even vary rough laws a theintentiond levd (and from which the intentiondity ¥t eeslly
diminable), why isit thet the palicy of explaning in intentiond termsis o ussful?*

Oneanswver that | briefly condder (and deem inaufficient) in Section V isthat intentiondl
explanations of another persores behavior are Aprojectivef, in thet they invalve reference to the
explaners language even though thet is nat causdly rdevant to the behavior. When explaining a
persorrs behavior (say therasng of hisgun) interms of hisbdief that there is arabbit nearby, what | am
in effect doing is explaining the behavior interms of hisbdieving* arepresentation thet playsardein his
psychology rather smilar to the role thet > There are rabbits nearby: (or the mentd representation
asndaed with it) playsinmine. (This has some smilaity to the Asecond gradel explanations
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mentioned in section 1 of this postscript, but unlike those, this takes the computationd belief-desire
psychology serioudy.) Such an explanation isdill bascdly norHintentiond: truth conditions play no red
explanaory role. Of course, thereisasensein which my sentence >There are rabbits playsan
explanatory role here: ovioudy not as a causd factor in the explangion, but asadevicewe usein
picking out the agent:=sinternd representation (which is acausd factor). Moreover, my sentence, to
which his sentence is compared, has truth conditions, and | know what these truth conditionsare. But it
iIsmy sentence, not itstruth conditions, thet is playing the direct role in picking out the agent=sinternd
representation. Moreover, even my sentenceis playing avery indirect role in explaining the agent:s
behavior: the agent=sinternd representation iswhet is centraly involved inthat. So truth condiitions are
playing adoubly indirect ralein the explanation. (And note thet it isthe assgnment of truth conditions
to my sentence that is playing this doubly indirect role. If, as| assumed in the paper, the assgnment of
truth conditions to the agent=s representations is assumed autonomous, i.e. not condtituted by their
trandatability into a sentence of mine with thase truth conditions, then the assgnment of truth condiitions
to the agent=s Sates does¥t even play an indirect rolein the explanation.)

We dill have no example where truth condiitions play a serious explanatory role. And & this
paint we might well wonder whether there are such examples. If nat, the mativetion for a serious
theory of the truth conditions of internd representations may be cdled into question: the assgnment of
truth conditions to the representations seems explanatorily idle

6. The explanatory role of intentional properties(2). Atthispointin SectionV, |
introduced an idea from Chapter 1. that we assgn truth conditions to the Sates of athers asameansto
usethar gatesto find out about the world. Given that they accept >lt=sraining here or a sentence thet
would normdly be trandated thet way, we have reason to think thet it israining there. (I should have
added the converse: given that it israining there, and that they are outdoors etc., we have reeson to
think thet they accept It israining here: or a corresponding sentence in their languege) | sad that in
meking uch inferences we impliatly employ aArdiahility theoryl of agents, and thet this should be
viewed as an extension of our nor-intentiond psychalogy of the agents®
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Stephen Stich (1983, pp. 200-204) argues againg the idea of such ardiahility theory. Hefirg
notes that we would need different rdiability theories for different people, Snce we useidiosyncracies of
different people in predicting and explaning their behavior. (I have to admit thet the end of Section'V
uggested the contrary; thiswas aslly midake) Hethen saysit isimplausble thet we could carry
around so many different rdiahility theoriesin our heed. But of course thereis an obvious gory to tell
here, namdy that we carry around alot of genera assumptions about what things people tend to be
reliable about, and thet for people we know we carry around informeation about how the generd
assumptions are to be expanded and/or modified in their case. (Not just for individud people actudly:
we a0 have generd assumptions about certain categories of people, like doctors and preachers and
paliticdans) Of course, the generd views about people, as well as the assumptions about specific
individuas and spedific categories, can evolve over time. Looked & thisway, the ideaitha we have
reigbility theories thet vary from person to person doesn't seem as preposterous as Stich triesto make it
sound. And since our computationd theories would presumably vary from person to person
adsoBeven vary idedized computationd theories such as Bayesan theories (Where various Acaution
parameters) and other agpects of inductive procedures would surdly vary from one parson to the
next)Bit's hard to see why Stich thinksthat there isa spedid problem about rdiability theories

Stictrs objection is¥t Imply to the question of whether our rdiahility assumptionsare
suffidently systematic to deserve to be cdled aAtheonyll; he disagrees with the very ideatha we use the
notion of truth in learning from athers. But as he admits, he has no serious dternative account of how
we |learn from others on offer, and | carvt imagine how there could be an dternative sory that does¥t
involve anation of truth. But Stickrs larger point was to defend his"syntactic theory of the mind”, and it
now seemsto methat the defense of this does nat require hisradicd line that truth playsno ralein
learning from others. For it ishard to see why, in an account of how we learn from others anything
more than a purdy disquotationd truth predicateis neaded. (Thiswill be discussad in Section 11 of
Chapter 4.) Finding an explanatory rolefor the assgnment of truth conditionsto mentd dates might
give reason for believing in the sort of heavy duty account of  truth condiitions thet the paper suggests,
but saying that we need to mention truth or truth conditions in an account of how we learn from others
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it to give truth conditions an explanatory role.

But a this point there isanew wrinkle to consder: Stephen Schiffer (1981) argues that the kind
of rdiability assumptionsthet we use in learning from others dso play arolein explanations. If wewere
in apadtion to give afull computationd explanation of an agent=s behavior, we wouldrt need to use
truth-conditions, but of course we are never redly in apodtion to do that; and (hedams) in
explangtions given in ignorance of such ddtalls truth conditions serve a more central role than

they have according to the projectivist story of the previous Section.

To ssewhat Schiffer had in mind, congder an example (avaidion on his.. Smithisin afarly
large nearby room, into which | carvt sse Oscar runs by with gun in hand, ydling Al=ll kill that bestard
Smith), seeming deedly serious, and he goesinto the room that Smithisin; | hear ashat. Now, | dorrt
know wherein the room Smithis | just have abroad probability digribution. 1 dso have no ideawhere
in the room Oscar isaming hisgun: | just have abroad probability disribution for thet too. If thesetwo
probability didtributions were independent, | wouldrrt attribute avery high probability to Smithys having
been shot. But of course they are not independent: | think thet Oscar islikely to have pointed the gunin
Smithrsdirection. And it ssemsthet the judtification for the corrdation in the probabilitiesisthet | think
that Oscar islikdly to have hed the correct bdief aout wherein theroom Smithis
CorrectnessBtruthBis playing an explanatory role.

Of course there are other cases where we will introduce correaions between beief gates and
externd dates of affairs not based on truth. (I read Patrick Buchanarrs latest rantings, and know thet
the very same sentences will gopeer inmy undess belief box. | see a6-4f person in front of my maother,
and know she will bdieve the sentence AHe is a leest 670. | seethelightning in front of aZeus
worshipper, and know he will bdieve>Zeusis throwing thunderbdlts.) Still, we might have ahard time
describing the corrdations in the Oscar case without using anotion of truth.

Actudly thisisnot entirdy dear: after dl, we havethe causd input lavs Doeg it follow from
the causd input laws that (with high probebility) Oscar will bdieve a sentence of the form 'Smith isa
anglea from me iff Smithisa anglea from him? If 0, thereis no need of the nation of truth here.
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Thisisof course ardiahility law of sorts, but thet is because dl causd input lavs are in effect rdiability
laws of sorts; the point isthat this sort of rdiability lav does¥t go beyond the broad computationd

theory.

Sill, once one gopreciaes the idea.of usng rdiahility assumptionsin explanation, thereisno
obvious reason to confine them to the causdl input laws. By our earlier discusson, we have rather
wide-ranging bdiefs about the rdiability of different people, and different sorts of people, on particular
issues we expedt, for ingance, that the adults around us will have true bdiefs about who is Presdent
and what dity they arein and whether they are homdess and whet they nesd to do if they want amed in
aredaurant. (Thet is we expect that they will bdieve* asentencethat is gppropriateto trandaeasa
true sentence of theform >x is Presdent=; etc.) Thereisno reason that these rdiability assumptions cart
be usad in explanaions, and these do go beyond computationd psychology even in the broad sense
explaned earlier. Thisisasarious use of truth in explanations going beyond computationd psychology.
(1 will have more to say about thisBin particular, about the rdation between usng truth in thisway and
Aprojective explanationsiBnear the end of the Pogtscript to Chepter 4.)

But thisuse of the notion of truth in explanationsis not enough to mativate the assumptions
about the nead for a subdtantive theory of truth thet | medein this Chapter. (Inthis| agree with Schiffer:
sethefind section of hispaper.) Asl seeit, thecrudd point isthat in the Ardiability lavsi and
Ardiahility assumptions(, truth is sarving Smply asadevice of genegrdization. For each given anglea,
we can explan, from Smithrs being a& angle a, from Oscar and Oscar=sbdieving >Smithisa angleao
from me=, how the shoating took place. Therole of truth is Smply to generdize on these explandions.
(Similarly for explanations invalving rdiability assumptionsthat go beyond the causd input lawvs) And
as noted in the Pogstript to the previous chapter, the use of truth as adevice of generdization is not
enough to mativate the kind of heavy duty truth theory thet this Chapter and the previous one assume.

Doeswhat I=ve just said depend essantidly on supposing that Oscar goeeks my language? At
one point | seem to have thought o, but now | dorvt seethat it does. If Oscar spesks adifferent
languege, the Stuation isthet for each given angle a o, we know how to explan, from Smithrsbeing a
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angea, from Oscar and Oscar=s bdieving asantence that we translate as>Smithisa angleay
from me=, how the shoating took place. Truth under this translation scheme can then sarveasa
device of generdizationinthiscase. We dort even nead to assume that the trandation scheme has any
privileged rdein rdaing hislanguage to ours we might employ different trandation schemesin different
contexts, for different kinds of generdization that proved useful to us. If thereisan argument for a
heavy duty nation of truth or truth conditions, we have yet to find it.
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Notesto Postscript

1. | put thistentaivey, in part because of the vegueness of >system of internd representations and in part
because one might demand only a dightly weeker representation theorem. Dennett 1982 (note 2)
obsarvesin effect that there is an dternate verson of the representation theorem, where numbers are
assigned not to physica objects directly but to monadic mass properties, propearties of having a
paticular mass and thet the andog of thisin theintentiona caseinvokes not objects or inner
occurrences with aBoolean or sententid Sructure but proper ties with such adructure. Doesthis
give away to commit oursdvesto lessinner sructure? If we fallow the numericd andogy dosdy, by
upposing thet the propertiesin question are ones that a given object can have @& mog one of a agiven
time, then the ansver isdearly >no=: we would need a system of inner objects or inner occurrences to
indantiate the properties. But maybe what Dennett had in mind isthet the properties are ones thet gpply
to organisms asawhale, and which the organiam can have alarge number of Smultaneoudy. Inthet
case, we need only intringc sructurd rdaions of the sort gppropriate to propodtions among the
simultaneous states of the organism as a whol e; and this may not be what mog people havein
mind when they soeek of aAsystemn of inner representation.

2. Inthis paragreph I-ve dated the sample input law very vegudy and cruddy, but | bdieve thet the
basic point could be made with more precise and redidic lavs.

3. Whichever route one prefers, apoint made in the Chapter (note 32) bears repedting: thereisno
evident nead in the functiond theory for theidea of two Ainternal word-tokensf) or Ainterna sentence-
tokensi employed by different thinker s being indances of the same word or the same sentence; an
intraper sonal notion of type-identity issufficent. | believe that Stich 1983 gets hisAsyntactic theory
of themind into needesstrouble by failing to redize this for indance, in his Chapter 4. (If anyone
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thinksthat the use of dodtract syntactic objects requiresinterpersond identifications, see the discusson
of locd abdract objectsin Chapter 5, near the end of Section 6.) Of course, disdlowing talk of
interpersond sameness of Ainternd words) doesrt rule out semantic comparisons one might say that a
word in you and aword in me both refer to Aristatle without regarding as meaningful the question of
whether they are the sameword. Also, when speskers (by behaviord criteria) share apublic language
in which acertain word is usad with no intrgpersond ambiguity, this sets up anatura way to corrdate
those of ther internd symboalsthet are causdlly associated with the word.

4. Sephen Schiffer (in conversation) has raised a second question about the explanation sketch view: if
dl we are doing in ordinary explandion is mentioning a cause of the behavior, why indst on causes of
the form 'He believes (or desres etc.) some sentence that roughly trandates as'p™? Why not other
causes or cause-desription, g 'such & such aneuron wasfiring? Maybe you could rule out thet
particular dternative cause-description, perhgos abit ad hocly, by demanding thet the causes described
be onesthat serve asthe agent-sreasons aswell. But even o, that wouldn't seem to handle>Heisin
some bdief gatetha hed expressby S (S asentence of hislanguage that we don't understand); thet
may give hisreason (as he would expressit), but we wouldnt find it terribly hdpful to us

| think that the answer to Schiffer=s question involves a connection between explanaion and
prediction. One of the main reasons that explaining the behavior of individuasisimportant to usisthet it
adsusin predicting their benavior on other occasons. (Being agood explainer of one person dso
improves our ability to predict other people) And prediction goes better if we can relate the
state of the agent in question to one of our sentences than to one of his (or to thefiring
of one of his neurons). Thereason for that isacombination of two factors. Probably the more
important isthat thereis something right in the Smulationist account of prediction (Gordon 1986),
according to which wetypicdly predict the sate of others by imagining thet we acogpt and desire what
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they do and making an Aoff-line decison oursaves: we nead to have beliefs and desresdescribed in
our language in order to do this The other isthe role of Ardighility assumptionsil in explanation: this
component (first dearly brought to my atention by Schiffer 1981) is discussed below.

5. I think what 1 hed in mind was not Smply atheory about when the agents are rdiable but dso how
their rdiability contributes to their success; but the indusion of the later was cartainly not expliait.
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