


To what extent, if at all, is language involved in thinking? Do we think in
natural language? Or is language simply an input and output module for
central cognition? Peter Carruthers here makes a fresh and provocative
contribution to an ancient debate, and claims, in contrast to much
recent work in philosophy and cognitive science, that the independence
of thought from language is by no means clear-cut. He argues against
the communicative conception of language put forward by thinkers such
as Fodor and Pinker, and espouses the cognitive conception of language
proposed by, for example, Wittgenstein and Dennett; but he refuses to
take on board the Whorfian linguistic relativism so often seen as a
natural corollary of this position. Instead he argues persuasively for the
view that the cognitive conception of language can be deployed in com-
bination with a modularist and nativist view of language and mind. The
book defends a new theory of consciousness which is put to work in the
final chapter to argue for the necessary involvement of natural language
in human conscious thinking.

Language, thought and consciousness will be essential reading for all
those interested in the nature and significance of natural language,
whether they come from philosophy, psychology, or linguistics.
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xii Preface

What is philosophy? The main character and direction of my project are
described in some detail in the Introduction and the opening chapter, and
so do not need to be reiterated here. But I should like to say something
very briefly about the way in which I understand the nature and methods
of philosophy. Besides having some intrinsic interest, these remarks may
help to orient the reader with respect to the arguments that follow.

It is often commented that there are two very different species of phi-
losophy widely practised within the English-speaking world. (I ignore the
small minority who attempt to do philosophy in Continental mode - they
will not, in any case, be reading this.) One of these conceives of philoso-
phy as broadly continuous with science, takes the goal of philosophy to be
truth about a wide variety of subject-matters, and is prepared to make use
of a posteriori inferences to the best explanation in pursuit of this goal. In
contrast, the other species of philosophy sees itself as sharply distinct
from science, takes the distinctive goal of philosophy to be conceptual
truth, and insists that the methods of philosophy must be a priori concep-
tual analysis or argument. Let us label these the substantive and the analyt-
ical conceptions of philosophy respectively.

Substantive philosophy is more common in America, and appears to be
heavily indebted to Quine, particularly his (1951) denial of the analytic/
synthetic distinction. Analytical philosophy is more common in Britain,
stemming partly from the influence ofWittgenstein (1953), who believed
that the sole business of the philosopher is to gain a clear view of the inter-
relations amongst our concepts. It might then seem that the kernel of the
disagreement between the two conceptions concerns the legitimacy of a
category of analytic truth. For substantive philosophy, in denying that
there is any such category, must deny that there is any sharp distinction
between philosophical and scientific truth. Whereas analytical philo-
sophy, in accepting that category, can insist that the class of analytic
truths constitutes the proper domain of the philosopher as opposed to
the scientist. This way of viewing the disagreement between the two
conceptions is mistaken, however, as I shall now try to explain.

The crucial point is that there is nothing to force a philosopher who
accepts the existence of concepts and conceptual connections to believe
that philosophy should be concerned only with such connections.
Someone can accept the category of analytic truth, and so find a place for
a priori conceptual analysis and discovery within philosophy, while main-
taining that philosophers can also be concerned with substantive issues of
fact, and can legitimately employ a posteriori inferences to the best expla-
nation in attempting to resolve those issues. Indeed, I hold just such a
combination of views myself. As will be seen in Chapter 4,1 believe that
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the reasons for rejecting the existence of concepts and conceptual truths
are not very powerful. But I also believe that philosophy can, and should,
be substantive.

I think we can distinguish between two distinct strands within analyti-
cal philosophy, corresponding to two distinct sources of motivation. For
what really pushes people towards a narrowly analytical conception of
philosophy, I believe, is not merely the acceptance of the analytic/
synthetic distinction, but either, or both, of the following: a certain kind of
paranoia about the extent of the domain of philosophy, and a foundation-
alist position in the theory of knowledge. Let me take each of these
sources of motivation in turn.

In the beginning, of course, philosophy was simply the pursuit of
knowledge, and no distinction was drawn between philosophy and
science. But with the passage of time the various special sciences -
physics, chemistry, biology, and, now, psychology - grew up and became
independent of their parent, leaving the subject-matter remaining to phi-
losophy correspondingly diminished. This naturally gave rise to an
anxiety, in the minds of some, that the domain of philosophy might one
day shrink to zero, as science progressed still further. And it then seemed
imperative to define a subject-matter proper to philosophy that would be
forever safe from the encroachment of science. This was to be the domain
of analytic, as opposed to synthetic, truth.

But in fact this anxiety was misplaced. For it should have been plain
that there will always be substantive questions for philosophers to answer
that are not scientific ones. This must be so, if only because those ques-
tions are about science, such as whether science is successful in obtaining
real knowledge for us. Moreover there are, arguably, many domains of
belief which are not, and do not purport to be, scientific, but which
nevertheless give rise to philosophical problems. These include ethics,
aesthetics, common-sense physics, and many others. One such body of
beliefs, in my view, is that of common-sense beliefs about the mind (so
called folk-psychology), as will be seen in the chapters that follow. And it
should always have been obvious that the question of the relationship
between these beliefs and those of science cannot itself be a scientific
one.

The second reason why many have been tempted by a narrowly analyt-
ical conception of philosophy relates not so much to the latter's distinctive
subject-matter, as to its methods. The line of thought goes something like
this. We begin with the idea that the business of philosophy is to obtain for
us genuine knowledge (or perhaps, on some conceptions of knowledge, to
obtain the knowledge that we have such knowledge; see my 1992a, ch. 5).
We then add to this a foundationalist conception of the architecture of
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knowledge, according to which all knowledge must be grounded in beliefs
that are certainly true by means of principles of inference that are also
certain. And then it follows that only deduction can be legitimate in
primary philosophy. If other methods of inference - including inference
to the best explanation - are to be employed at all, then they must first be
vindicated by means of deductive argument from premises that are cer-
tainly true.

But the mistake in this argument, in my view, lies in the foundationalist
premise. Rather, the best account of the architecture of our knowledge is
coherentist. According to this view, a belief comes to be justified by
forming part of an explanatory network of such beliefs, which collectively
provide the simplest, most coherent, explanation for the course of our
experience. From such a perspective, inference to the best explanation
can play just as fundamental a role in the construction of appropriately
coherent sets of belief as does deduction. There is then no reason why
philosophers should not, at least tentatively, avail themselves of such
modes of inference in advance of attempting to vindicate them. Indeed,
there is some reason to think, contrariwise, that even deduction must rely,
tacitly, upon an inference to the best explanation - if only on an inference
from the fact that an argument seems valid to us to the conclusion that it is
so - in which case there is no philosophy which can be done without
employing explanatory inferences.

In the chapters that follow, then, I shall be concerned with questions
that are substantive as well as with those that are more narrowly analytic.
Indeed, many of these questions might equally be raised, from a some-
what different perspective, by scientific psychologists. There is a good
reason for this. For it is particularly common in periods of scientific revo-
lution (in Kuhn's sense; see his 1962) that scientists should need to con-
sider the sorts of larger 'framework' questions distinctively raised by
philosophers. (For example, Einstein engaged in extensive reflection on
the nature of space and time, in the period when he was developing the
theory of relativity, which might have seemed familiar to Locke, or to
Leibniz, or to Kant.)

Arguably, psychology is in just such a state of revolution and self-
analysis. For the basic nature and direction of psychological inquiry are
currently topics of intense psychological debate; and one of the strands
in this debate is - or should be - the role to be accorded to natural lan-
guage in our best model of human cognition. Moreover, since the resolu-
tion of this latter issue is currently empirically undetermined (as I shall
argue in Chapter 2), it is crucial to stake out and explore the implications
of the different frameworks within which more detailed investigations
may take place. That is what I have tried to do in this book, in connection
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with the presently unfashionable hypothesis that much of human
thought is conducted in natural language. So my hope is that the ideas
defended here will be of interest to psychologists and other cognitive
scientists, just as much as to philosophers. But this must be for them to
judge.





Introduction

The topic of this book is the subject of an ancient debate - whether
thought is independent of language, or whether our thinking, on the con-
trary, necessarily requires or involves natural language. I shall be arguing
for a version of the latter thesis. My view is that much of human conscious
thinking is, necessarily (given the way in which human cognition is struc-
tured), conducted in the medium of natural-language sentences.

I do not make any claim to demonstrate the truth of this view beyond
all reasonable doubt. For the arguments that I provide in its support are
broadly empirical ones, involving inferences to the best explanation of a
range of phenomena. They are therefore vulnerable to counter-attack
from those who can provide further recalcitrant data, and may reasonably
be rejected by anyone who can provide a better explanation of the phe-
nomena in question. I do hope to show, however, that the case for the
independence of thought from language is by no means as clear-cut as
many philosophers and cognitive scientists have assumed. And I there-
fore hope to provide encouragement for further work to be conducted in
the alternative, language-involving, paradigm. Roughly speaking, the
overall message of the book has the form, 'Hey! Let's have a look over
here! There's a view which hasn't been taken as seriously as it should be
lately.'

One question at issue in this debate is our understanding of the nature
and function of natural language. If thought is independent of such lan-
guage, then language itself becomes only a medium for the communica-
tion of thoughts. I shall refer to this theory of the role and significance of
natural language as the communicative conception of language. According
to the communicative conception, the function and purpose of natural
language is to facilitate communication and not (except indirectly, by
enabling the acquisition of new beliefs) to facilitate thinking. Language
thus functions wholly in the public - interpersonal - domain, rather than
in the domain of individual cognition. Language will still have to be repre-
sented and processed within the cognition of each individual, of course.
But such processing will exist only to support the public functions of
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language - namely, the exchange of information and the interpersonal
co-ordination of action - rather than having a direct executive role in the
thinking and practical reasoning of the individual subject.

The communicative conception of language has been widely endorsed
in the history of philosophy, by figures such as John Locke (1690),
Bertrand Russell (1921), Paul Grice (1957 and 1969) and David Lewis
(1969). It is also the standard model for those now working in cognitive
science, who view language as an isolable, and largely isolated, module of
the mind, which is both innately structured and specialised for the inter-
pretation and construction of natural-language sentences. See, for
example, Jerry Fodor (1978, 1983, and 1987), Noam Chomsky (1988),
Willem Levelt (1989), and Steven Pinker (1994).

If, on the other hand, natural language is constitutively involved in our
conscious thinkings (as I shall argue), then language is itself the primary
medium of such thought, and much such thinking is essentially linguistic.
I shall refer to this as the cognitive conception of language, since it accords a
central place to natural language within our cognition. On this account
we often think in language, and the trains of reasoning which lead up to
many of our decisions and actions will consist in sequences of natural-
language sentences. Language thus has an fnrra-personal cognitive func-
tion, as well as having its obvious interpersonal uses. Here the picture of
communication through language is quite different. When a speaker
utters a sentence, on this view, their utterance expresses a thought by con-
stituting it, not by encoding or signalling it. A hearer who is a competent
user of the same language will then understand that utterance in virtue of
it constitutively expressing, for them, the very same (or a sufficiently
similar) thought.

The cognitive conception of language has been endorsed by such dis-
parate figures as Ludwig Wittgenstein (1921 and 1953), LevVygotsky
(1934), Benjamin Lee Whorf (1956), Daniel Dennett (1991), and also
sometimes Noam Chomsky (1976 - at least, that is how I interpret
Chapter 2 of that work; but Chomsky has since disavowed any such view
in personal correspondence). Most often (but not in Chomsky's case) it
has been associated with a radical empiricism about the mind, according
to which many human concepts and ways of thinking, and indeed much
of the very structure of the human mind itself, are acquired by the young
child from adults when the child learns its native language - these con-
cepts and structures differing widely depending upon the structure and
conceptual resources of the natural language in question. This mind-
structuring and social-relativist view of language is still dominant in the
social sciences, following the writings early in this century of the amateur
linguist Benjamin Lee Whorf (many of whose papers have been collected
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together in his 1956) - indeed, Steven Pinker (1994) refers to it disparag-
ingly as 'the Standard Social Science Model'.

My own diagnosis of what has happened in the cognitive sciences in
recent decades is this. Researchers have become increasingly convinced,
by neuropsychological and other evidence, that the mind is more or less
modular in structure, built up out of isolable, and largely isolated, compo-
nents (see Fodor, 1983, Sachs, 1985, and Shallice, 1988).They have also
become convinced that the structure and contents of the mind are sub-
stantially innate (see Fodor, 1981 and 1983, and Carey, 1985), and that
language is one such isolable and largely innate module (see Fodor, 1983,
and Chomsky, 1988). There has then been, amongst cognitive scientists, a
near-universal reaction against the cognitive conception of language, by
running it together with the Whorfian hypothesis. Most researchers have
assumed, without argument, that if they were to accept any form of cogni-
tive conception of language, then that would commit them to Whorfian
linguistic relativism and radical empiricism, and would hence be incon-
sistent with their well-founded beliefs in modularity and nativism (see
Pinker, 1994).

It is important to see, however, that someone endorsing the cognitive
conception of language does not have to regard language and the mind as
cultural constructs, either socially determined or culturally relative. In
fact, the cognitive conception of language can equally well be deployed
along with a modularist and nativist view of language and mind - or so, at
least, it will be one of the main burdens of this book to argue. A large part
of my task is to show that there is a position intermediate between the
communicative conception of language on the one hand, and Whorfian
relativism (the Standard Social Science Model) on the other, which
deserves the attention of philosophers and cognitive scientists alike. I
hope to show that there is a real possibility here which should be investi-
gated further - one which is nativist as opposed to empiricist about lan-
guage and much of the structure of the mind, but which nevertheless
holds that language is constitutively employed in many of our conscious
thoughts. More than this, of course, I hope to convince the reader that
this combination of views is not only possible, but plausible.

In fact the issues before us are ones which have profound methodologi-
cal implications for both philosophy and psychology, as we shall see in
more detail in section 1.2 below. If thought is independent of language,
then the philosophy of language has no right to claim the sort of founda-
tional position within philosophy as a whole which it has been accorded
through much of the twentieth century. On the contrary, it should be the
philosophy of mind - more narrowly, the philosophy of thought - which is
more basic. It will also follow that the study of the cognitive mechanisms
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involved in the acquisition and use of natural language should be
accorded no more central position within psychology than the study of
any other mental faculty, such as vision or memory. If thought requires or
involves natural language, on the other hand, then many philosophical
questions will be expressed most appropriately in linguistic mode, and it
will follow that psychologists engaged in the study of natural language are
examining one of the basic mechanisms of human cognition. It should
hardly need saying, therefore, that our main question is an important one.

Much of this book has the form of an extended debate with Jerry Fodor.
While I share many of my premises with him, as will be seen from the latter
half of Chapter 1,1 disagree in my conclusions, particularly in relation to
the role of natural language in cognition. Fodor's view is that language is
but an input and output module to central cognition (though perhaps
drawing on a centrally stored lexicon and database), not implicated in the
central processes of thinking and reasoning themselves (see his 1978 and
1983).These latter processes are held to involve sentence-like structures,
to be sure, but these are not sentences of any natural language, but rather of
an innate, universal, symbolic system, which Fodor calls 'Mentalese'. I
shall begin to discuss Fodor's arguments for this view in the later sections
of Chapter 2.Their further elaboration and critique is then distributed over
many of the remaining chapters. I shall be arguing that the case for the
communicative conception of language is not proven, and that one can
share Fodor's nativism while endorsing the cognitive conception instead.

Plainly, the issues before us are ones that must straddle both the philos-
ophy of mind and the philosophy of language. For one part of what is in
question is the best account that can be given of the nature of thought,
another being the best account that can be given of the character and
semantics of natural language. If some version of the communicative con-
ception of language is correct, then it must be possible to provide a
semantics for the expressions of natural language in terms of prior
notions of thought and intention. It must also be possible to provide a
semantics for thought, in turn, without reintroducing natural language
into the story. These possibilities will be considered in Chapter 3, where
difficulties will be discovered for each.

If, on the other hand, any version of the cognitive conception of lan-
guage is to be defensible, then it must either be possible to provide a
semantics for language without presupposing thought, or it must at least
be possible to provide a semantics for language which would leave lan-
guage and thought on a par, without either being prior to the other. This
will be investigated in Chapter 4, where two distinct options will be can-
vassed. I should emphasise that my main aim in these two chapters is not
to establish any definite conclusions, but only to argue that options are
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left open. Their purpose is to show that no conclusive case has yet been
made out, in the domain of semantic theory, for the independence of
thought from language.

Almost the whole of the second half of this book is concerned, in one
way or another, with the nature of consciousness. This may seem surpris-
ing in a book about the relations between language and thought, and
requires some elucidation. In fact one of the main messages of the book is
that questions to do with the interrelations of language and thought are,
somewhat unexpectedly, closely interwoven with questions about the
nature of human consciousness. Part of the explanation of the connection
is that, for reasons which will begin to emerge in Chapter 1, my thesis is
especially that it is our conscious thoughts which involve natural language,
rather than that they all do. If any such thesis is to be made out, then
enough has to be said about the nature of consciousness to make it seem
plausible. But in the current climate, in order to say enough about con-
sciousness one has to say quite a lot.

Chapters 5 through 7 are devoted to arguing for a particular version of
higher-order thought theory, which I call 'the reflexive thinking theory' of
consciousness, contrasting it with relevant alternatives. (Higher-order
thoughts are thoughts which are about other mental states. For example,
the thought that I have just been thinking about Avignon is a higher-order
one.) This theory is then put to work, in Chapter 8, in the form of a pro-
posed architecture for human cognition which links together conscious
thinking with the deployment of natural-language sentences. The reflex-
ive thinking theory also has, as one of its more surprising and controver-
sial consequences, that the thoughts and experiences of most non-human
animals and (probably) of human infants are non-conscious ones. But
this is no mere accidental spin-off from the theory. On the contrary, it is a
crucial component of the argument against Fodor, as will begin to emerge
in the opening chapter.

Another reason for the extensive discussion of consciousness in the
latter half of this book, is that the case for saying that conscious thinking
involves natural language is partly grounded in introspection, as I explain
in the early sections of Chapter 2. This introspective data will need to be
explained, or explained away, by anyone who wishes to insist that all
thinking takes place in Mentalese. To assess the prospects for providing
such an explanation, some plausible candidates for the nature of intro-
spective knowledge have to be laid on the table, as I do in Chapters 6 and
7. In fact, I shall go on to argue in Chapter 8 that it is a deep pre-
supposition of our belief that we do sometimes entertain (propositional,
as opposed to imagistic) thoughts which are conscious, that natural-
language sentences are constitutive of those thoughts.
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The minimal (because a-modal) thesis that I want to defend in Chapter
8, relates only to some token thoughts of ours (that is, to thoughts as par-
ticular occurrences, or mental events, such as me thinking to myself right
now that grass is green), rather than to any of our thoughts considered as
types (such as the thought that grass is green, which may be entertained on
many different occasions, and by different people). The thesis is, that
many human thought-tokens (specifically, those conscious human
thoughts which are, in fact, tokened in the form of inner speech) are con-
stituted by natural-language sentences. So there are at least some token
thoughts of ours (specifically, conscious verbalised thoughts) which do, as
a matter of fact, constitutively involve natural language. This is already
enough to vindicate the cognitive conception of language, and to falsify
the communicative conception.

Building on this, the stronger thesis to be defended in Chapter 8 is that
there are some thought-types of ours (specifically, those thought-types
tokens of which are, as a matter of fact, constituted by language in inner
speech) which can only be tokened consciously, in us, in language. (This is
the thesis I shall call 'NNw' - a weak form of natural necessity thesis,
establishing a modal version of the cognitive conception of language.)
According to this thesis, many thought-types are such that their conscious
tokenings in us are necessarily language-involving, even if thoughts of
those types can also be tokened now-consciously without language. So
human beings who lacked a language would be incapable of thinking
thoughts of these types consciously.

The strongest thesis I will defend in Chapter 8, is then that many
(though perhaps not all) of these conscious verbalised thoughts belong to
types which can only be entertained at all, by us, (whether consciously or
non-consciously) in virtue of their expression in language. So there are
some thought-types which, for us at least, constitutively involve natural
language. (This is the thesis I shall call 'NNs' - a strong form of natural
necessity thesis, establishing a version of the cognitive conception of
language which is modal in relation to certain thought-types.) On this
view, then, there would be many thought-types which could not be enter-
tained at allby human beings who lacked a natural language.

In fact this last thesis will be left crucially vague, since I shall make little
attempt to specify exactly which kinds of thought-types constitutively
involve natural language, and which do not. Such vagueness is unavoid-
able, however, since I have neither the space nor the expertise to review
and gather the vast extent of empirical data necessary to make it more
precise. This would include a range of developmental evidence relating to
the acquisition of language and the increasing sophistication of children's
thought, including the evidence from a variety of language-related
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developmental disorders such as Williams' syndrome and autism. It
would also include the evidence of thought of various kinds in the case of
people who are profoundly deaf, but have not yet learned to sign properly.
And, of course, there is also the evidence from cases of global aphasia fol-
lowing brain damage, relating to the kinds of thought which may still be
possible for those who have lost their capacity to use and to understand
language.

Note that a vague conclusion can still be an interesting one, however. If
I tell you that the British prime minister will resign sometime next year,
for example, then this is certainly vague in relation to the precise date on
which a letter of resignation will be handed to the monarch; but it may
still be well worth knowing. And often a vaguely formulated item of
knowledge can be a crucial step in the search for a precise solution to a
problem. It would be highly relevant to the police engaged in a murder-
hunt to learn that the murderer resides in a particular town, or a particu-
lar street, for example. Similarly, then, in respect of thesis NNS: if I am
right, then cognitive scientists should now begin investigating a particular
- vaguely circumscribed - region of logical space, hitherto largely
ignored.

Although I am constitutionally inclined towards megalomania, I have
tried to resist the impulse to announce that I have solved all of the out-
standing problems of cognitive science in the space of just one book. In
fact, all that I can really claim to have done is to have provided some non-
conclusive reasons for taking seriously a particular, vaguely formulated,
view of the relations that obtain between natural language, human
thought, and human consciousness. But that, surely, is enough.





1 The geography of the issues

In this first chapter I shall outline the nature of my project, discuss its
potential significance for both philosophy and psychology, and set out
my background assumptions. Some of these assumptions I shall briefly
defend, others I shall merely explain.

I.I Conceptual versus natural modality

As philosophers so often do, I shall begin by making some distinctions.
These are necessary to distinguish the project of this book from others
which might travel under the same name. For if it is claimed that there
can, or cannot, be thought without language, then much may depend
upon the way in which the terms 'can' and 'cannot' are interpreted here.
In fact, three distinct versions of independence and involvement thesis
can be distinguished, corresponding to the distinctions philosophers have
drawn between three different kinds of modality.

In the first place, a statement can be conceptually necessary, which
means that it is true in virtue only of relations amongst the concepts
involved in it. An example might be, 'Anything red is coloured.' A state-
ment is conceptually necessary if its content cannot be conceived to be
false without altering that content - it is a truth about all possible worlds
in virtue only of what we mean by the terms involved. Taken in this con-
ceptual sense, then, the claim that thought necessarily involves language
can be true only if the concept of language is implicated in the concept of
thought.

In the second place, as Saul Rripke (1980) has taught us, there are
truths which are necessary, in the sense of being true about all possible
worlds, without depending only on relations amongst our concepts. Such
truths, which are logically necessary without being conceptually so, are
said to be metaphysically necessary. The primary examples are true iden-
tity statements, such as, 'Ruth Rendell (the detective writer) is Barbara
Vine (the author of psychological thrillers)', or true statements of the
constitution of a natural kind, such as, 'Water is H2o.'These express truths
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about all possible worlds, since there is no world in which Ruth Rendell
fails to be Barbara Vine, or in which Rendell dies but Vine does not, or in
which water - that very substance which we presently drink - has some
other chemical constitution, and so on. But these necessary truths cannot
be discovered to be so by thought alone, nor do they merely reflect
connections amongst our concepts. Rather, they are necessary in virtue of
the intentions with which we use the terms involved (for example, to refer
to the real internal constitution of the substance in our rivers and oceans
whatever it may be) together with the facts (for example, that water is com-
posed of H2o).

Finally, a statement can be naturally necessary, which means that it
expresses a condition holding in virtue of the laws of nature. An example
might be, 'All massive bodies attract.' This statement expresses a truth
about all possible worlds in which the laws of nature obtain as they are. It
is important to see, however, that true statements of natural modality are
often premised upon some of the presumed actual initial conditions of the
relevant law. That is to say, such statements are often confined to worlds in
which the contingent initial conditions of some restricted sub-set of the
laws of nature obtain.

Consider, for example, the statement, 'Bodies on earth must fall with
an acceleration of 32 feet per second per second.'This restricted version
of the law of gravity only obtains in virtue of the given mass of the earth,
which could have been other than it is. The statement is a genuinely
modal one for all that. It tells us what has to be the case given that the laws
of nature are as they are, and also given some contingent fact embraced by
those laws, in virtue of the obtaining of which a particular stable sub-
system of laws holds. The claim to be defended in Chapter 8 - namely,
that human conscious thinking necessarily involves natural language - is
similar, in that it only obtains in virtue of the given architecture of human
cognition, which could have evolved in ways other than it did.

In accordance with these distinctions, either one of thought or language
might be said to be conceptually, or metaphysically, or naturally independent
of, or involved in, the other. Most of the discussions amongst philosophers
have related to an alleged conceptual independence or involvement.Thus,
defenders of the independence of thought from language have generally
claimed that it is possible to conceive of a creature with thoughts but no
language, and that it is possible to state the identity conditions for thoughts
without mention of language. Defenders of the involvement of language in
thought have generally claimed, contrariwise, that it is inconceivable that
languageless creatures should entertain thoughts, in the fullest sense, and
that the very notion of'thought' needs to be explained by recourse to con-
cepts embedded in discourse about natural language.
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In contrast with this tradition, I shall concentrate on the questions of
natural independence and involvement in this book, for reasons which I
shall shortly explain. I propose to argue, in fact, that it is naturally neces-
sary that much of human conscious thinking should involve natural lan-
guage. While this conclusion is weaker than more standard conceptual
involvement claims, it has much the same significance for philosophical
and psychological practice, as I shall argue in the next section. Then, in
sections 1.3,1.4, and 1.5,1 shall argue against any conceptually necessary
involvement of language in thought.

If we suppose, as I shall argue briefly in section 1.3, that some thoughts
are actually independent of language (specifically, the thoughts of
animals and infants), then it cannot be necessary (either conceptually,
metaphysically, or naturally) that all thought should require or involve
natural language. But it will remain open that some thoughts should nec-
essarily involve such language. And if, as I shall argue briefly in section
1.4, all thoughts are conceptually independent of language, then it cannot
be conceptually necessary that any thought should involve natural lan-
guage. But it would remain open that it may be either naturally or meta-
physically necessary that some thoughts should involve such language.

In particular, it would remain open that it may be naturally or meta-
physically necessary that conscious thoughts should require or involve
public language. So if we were prepared to endorse an account of
consciousness which entails that neither the thoughts of animals nor
infants are conscious ones, then we would be free to claim that, of natural
or metaphysical necessity, all conscious thinking involves language - or,
perhaps weaker again, that all human conscious thought involves lan-
guage.

A thesis of natural necessity of just this kind would be established if it
could be shown that the status of a thought as conscious somehow
requires that the thinker be a language-user (this would give us a require-
ment-thesis), or if it could be shown that the given underlying architec-
ture of human consciousness somehow requires thoughts to be
linguistically expressed if they are to be conscious (this would give us an
involvement-thesis; see section 1.3 below for more on the distinction
between requirement and involvement). I shall set out arguments for the
latter position in the final chapter of this book. Here I shall briefly discuss
what more might be needed to establish a thesis of metaphysical neces-
sity. Then in the next section I shall address the question of the signifi-
cance of either form of thesis, if it could be established.

Metaphysical necessities, in general, result from true identities
expressed by terms which are rigid designators - that is, terms which des-
ignate the same items in all possible worlds in which they exist. Thus,
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'Ruth Rendell is Barbara Vine' is metaphysically necessary because we
use the names 'Ruth Rendell' and 'Barbara Vine' with the intention of
referring to the person who is their actual referent in all hypothetical and
counterfactual circumstances. Then, since Ruth Rendell is, actually,
Barbara Vine, any world which lacks Ruth Rendell must also lack Barbara
Vine, and vice versa. Similarly, 'Water is H2o' is metaphysically necessary
because (and only because) we use the term 'water' with the intention of
designating a particular natural kind - that is, because we use it with the
intention of referring, rigidly, to the actual internal constitution of most
of the stuff in our lakes and rivers, whatever it may turn out to be.

It follows, then, that if we are to show that it is metaphysically necessary
that human conscious thinking involves language, it is not enough merely
to claim that linguistic thinking is what conscious thinking is, for us, given
the way in which our cognition is structured. We can only turn this
conclusion into a statement of metaphysical necessity if we can show that
we use the phrase 'human conscious thinking' with the intention of desig-
nating a natural kind - that is, with the intention of designating the inner
functional structure of our conscious thinking, whatever it may turn out
to be. For then (and only then) the statement that human conscious
thinking involves natural language may turn out to be precisely analogous
to the statement that water is H2O - both may be metaphysically necessary
in virtue of the inner structure of the kinds in question.

In fact, I doubt very much whether we do use the phrase 'human con-
scious thinking' with the intention of designating a natural kind. Although
I am a realist about the mental, and hence believe that a good many of our
folk-psychological words and phrases succeed in designating what are, in
fact, natural kinds, I do not think they are used with that intention. Folk-
psychology is not intended as scientific theory, even though it may actually
be one, or forms an adequate basis for one. For it is not constructed by
means of an inference to the best explanation, as scientific theories
characteristically are, but is rather, in my view, innate, forming one of the
given, and basic, components of human cognition. (See my 1992a, ch. 8,
and section 1.7 below.)

All the same, there is nothing to stop someone turning the phrase
'human conscious thinking' into a natural kind term by fiat, simply by
deciding to govern their use of the phrase by an intention to designate the
real internal structure of the activity, whatever it may turn out to be. And
so, for them, if it is naturally necessary that human conscious thinking
involves language then it will also be metaphysically necessary. In general,
wherever there are natural necessities to be found, there are also potential
metaphysical necessities waiting in the wings. But it remains to be seen
whether anything of any deep significance turns on this. Although claims
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of metaphysical necessity are stronger than claims of natural necessity, it
may be that nothing much of extra philosophical or psychological signifi-
cance will follow from the claim that it is metaphysically necessary that
conscious thought involves language, which does not already follow from
the parallel claim of natural necessity. To these questions I shall now turn.

1.2 Implications for philosophy and psychology

Supposing it were to turn out to be naturally necessary (and only natu-
rally necessary) that human conscious thought involves language, what
would be the significance of this fact? Part of the answer is immediately
apparent: it would have profound effects on both theory and practice
within contemporary cognitive psychology. For it is not just philosophers
who are interested in the nature of the connections between language and
thought. Indeed, one can distinguish between two broad research-pro-
grammes that are current within scientific psychology. One of these,
whose most articulate spokesman is Jerry Fodor, regards language as
nothing more than an input- and output-module for central cognition
(albeit one that is of vital importance, and one which may have access to a
centrally stored lexicon and database). On this view, the scientific study of
language, like the study of vision, is an investigation into the structure of
one of the peripheral modules of the mind, not an investigation into the
nature of thought itself.

The alternative programme (much underrepresented in the cognitive
sciences at present, but drawing its inspiration from some of the writings
of Noam Chomsky) regards language as crucially implicated in the
central functions of the mind, constituting one of the basic media in
which our thoughts are formulated and expressed. On this view, it would
be a gross exaggeration, but not radically mistaken, to say that the study of
language is the study of the mind. Admittedly, Chomsky, too, believes that
there is a distinct and innately structured language module, but the
notion of modularity involved here is quite different from Fodor's (see
Segal, 1996). Chomsky believes that there is an organised and largely
innate body of knowledge which underlies our linguistic competence. But
he has also sometimes subscribed to what I have called the cognitive
conception of language (see his 1976 ch. 2), believing that natural lan-
guage is used for thinking as well as for communicating. It is plain that the
thesis of natural necessity sketched above would, if established, amount to
a decisive vindication of this Chomskian position.

It may be granted as obvious that a thesis of natural necessity would
have significance for empirical science. But what of its philosophical
importance? Is there anything to be gained for philosophy if such a thesis
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could be established? These questions embody an assumption which I do
not share - namely, that philosophy is an exclusively a priori and concep-
tual discipline. As I indicated in the Preface, I believe that philosophy can,
and should, deal with issues which are substantive, and that there are
many questions on which philosophers and scientists can seek a common
understanding, albeit approached from different starting-points using
somewhat different methodologies.

So I think that the question whether our cognition is so structured that
we have to use language as our vehicle for thought is one which is of
philosophical interest in its own right. Moreover, it is in fact not even clear
that a thesis of natural necessity cannot have significance for more nar-
rowly conceptual aspects of philosophy - indeed, perhaps much the same
significance that a claim of the conceptually necessary involvement of lan-
guage in thought would have had. But in order to see this we need to set
out, first, what that significance was supposed to have been.

As I have already indicated (and will argue briefly in sections 1.4 and
1.5 below), I doubt whether it is conceptually necessary that thought
should involve language. But if it had been so, then this would have justi-
fied the sort of foundational position which has been accorded to the phi-
losophy of language throughout much of the twentieth century - the
so-called 'linguistic turn' taken by analytic philosophy. On this view,
exemplified, in particular, in the work of Michael Dummett (see his 1973
and 1991), many traditional philosophical questions concerning the
nature of thought, the extent of knowledge, or the nature of truth and
reality are best recast as semantic questions in the philosophy of language,
and analyses of problematic concepts can proceed through an account of
their linguistic expression.

Now, there are important distinctions which need to be drawn here. It
is surely correct that if it had been conceptually necessary that all thought
(or all conscious and sophisticated thought) involved language, then an
account of the concept of thought itself could have focused on its linguis-
tic expression, and similarly accounts of the component concepts
involved in our thoughts, too, could have proceeded via an analysis of
their mode of public expression. But what of the more radical claim,
made by Dummett, that the philosophy of language would also have been
shown to be prior to metaphysics and the theory of knowledge? This
conclusion would have required a good deal of additional argument - and
it is doubtful, in fact, whether it was ever really warranted. On the con-
trary, it is arguable that Dummett's case for his preferred style of anti-
realist semantics for natural language itself makes epistemological
assumptions (see Grayling, 1992). Moreover, most of those who have
taken the 'linguistic turn' have not, in fact, endorsed anything so strong.
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So the points to concentrate on, for our purposes, are the analysis of the
notion of thought, and the analysis of particular philosophically problem-
atic concepts.

Once it is granted that thought is conceptually independent of lan-
guage, then it can no longer be guaranteed that an analysis of the concept
of thought via an analysis of language will prove fruitful. Rather, that
analysis will probably have to be direct, in terms that do not mention or
presuppose natural language - for example, in terms of distinctive func-
tional role (see Block, 1986, and section 4.7 below), or in terms of canon-
ical acceptance conditions (see Peacocke, 1986 and 1992, and section 4.8
below). This conclusion would remain unaffected, moreover, by any
demonstration that language is, of natural necessity, implicated in our
thoughts. But the same is not the case with respect to the analysis of partic-
ular concepts.

Consider, for example, the class of moral concepts, such as virtue, duty,
right, and so on. If thought is conceptually independent of language then
it is conceivable that someone should entertain such thoughts without
language, and the analysis of moral concepts cannot require mention of
language. But if it is naturally necessary that our conscious thoughts
should involve language, then it must be legitimate for us to analyse such
thought-contents by analysing their characteristic mode of linguistic
expression. For on this view there can be no significant difference
between public and private thinking. Whether we think privately, to our-
selves, or publicly, using spoken or written sentences, our thoughts will
equally consist of deployments of natural-language words and sentences
(perhaps supplemented by images) in accordance with certain rules or
intentions.

Of course, we should have to be careful, in analysing public speech or
writing, to distinguish between those properties of an utterance that it
possesses in virtue of expressing a particular thought, and those proper-
ties that it might have in virtue of being an act, or potential act, of
communication - such as the various conversational implicatures of the
utterance. For it is only the former which would be relevant to the analysis
of the particular concepts involved. But this is a distinction which we
would need to have been careful to respect in any case, even had we been
convinced of the conceptual necessity of language being involved in
thought. So nothing need have changed in this respect.

It is plain, moreover, that the conclusions just defended would remain
exactly the same, even if it were to turn out to be metaphysically, and not
just naturally, necessary that language should be involved in thought.
First, it is obvious that a thesis of metaphysical necessity would still not be
strong enough to warrant the claim that the analysis of the concept of
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thought, itself, should proceed via analysis of language. Only a thesis of
conceptual necessity would provide a sufficient guarantee of this. But
second, a thesis of natural necessity is surely sufficient, by itself, to
warrant the claim that the analysis of particular problematic concepts can
legitimately proceed via an analysis of their linguistic expression. Since
nothing more of philosophical significance would be entailed by a thesis
of metaphysical necessity, it follows that we only need to focus on argu-
ments for the weaker thesis of natural necessity.

I conclude that a demonstration of the naturally necessary involvement
of language in thought would have much the same methodological signif-
icance for philosophy as could have been derived from a parallel
demonstration of conceptually necessary involvement. While there would
no longer be any guarantee that an analysis of the concept of thought, as
such, could proceed via an analysis of language, analyses of all other
philosophically problematic concepts could still proceed via considera-
tion of their linguistic expression. So, given that there is little prospect of
demonstrating any conceptual necessity, as I shall shortly begin to argue,
much may depend on the question whether it is possible for us to estab-
lish the weaker thesis of natural necessity. That will be the main task of
this book.

1.3 Of wolves and wolf-children

The most direct way of demonstrating that thought is independent of lan-
guage (both naturally and conceptually) would be to show convincingly
that there are creatures who have thoughts but lack any language. And it
certainly does seem that there are such creatures. Most of us are inclined
to believe that dogs, cats, wolves, and seals, as well as apes and pre-lin-
guistic human infants, are capable of entertaining simple thoughts about
their environment. Then, since none of these creatures has the use of a
public language, it must follow that their thoughts are independent of
such language. Of course, these claims about the thoughts of animals and
infants are not entirely uncontroversial, and many have denied them. In
my view the arguments for such denials are weak - though I shall not
attempt to demonstrate this here (see my 1992c, ch. 6).

It is worth noticing, however, that those arguments all make, crucially,
some anti-realist assumption about the nature of mental states. In partic-
ular, they move from difficulties in attributing determinate thoughts to
animals and infants, or in knowing what those thoughts may be, to the
conclusion that there can be no such thoughts in existence. It will follow,
then, that anyone with broadly realist sympathies, such as myself, will lack
any motive for denying that some thoughts, at least, can exist inde-
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pendently of any natural or public language. I shall briefly criticise anti-
realist conceptions of the mental, and defend a contrasting realism, in
sections 1.5 and 1.6 below. One conclusion, then, will be that no one who
believes in realism about the mental has any good grounds for endorsing
the conceptually necessary involvement of language in thought.

If I am proposing to allow that animals and infants have thoughts inde-
pendently of language, then plainly I cannot, at the same time, insist that
all thoughts require or involve public language. I shall then have to restrict
myself to the weaker claim that some thoughts involve such language. This
certainly fits with the common-sense intuition which many of us have,
that it is hard to imagine a languageless creature entertaining thoughts
about the sub-atomic particles of physics, say. But if such a position is to
be tenable, then some non-arbitrary way of delimiting the relevant class of
thoughts must be found.

One might, for example, mark the difference in terms of degree of con-
ceptual sophistication. For it is surely true that the thoughts available to
animals and pre-linguistic infants will be relatively simple ones - perhaps
confined to perceptible aspects of the creature's immediate spatial and
temporal environment. It might be possible to claim, then, that language
is necessary for thoughts about remote times or places, about abstract
objects, or more generally about objects that are imperceptible. This may
be part of the truth. But another hypothesis is that it is conscious thoughts
which require or involve natural language. This is the hypothesis that I
shall pursue in some detail, at least when restricted further to the class of
human conscious (and conceptually sophisticated) thoughts.

This is one reason why three of the eight chapters of this book -
namely, Chapters 5 to 7 - are devoted to developing a theory of
consciousness. I shall need to provide an account of consciousness which
does two things: first, when instantiated in a plausible model of human
cognitive architecture, it should deliver the conclusion that human con-
scious thought involves language; and second, it should underpin the
claim that the thoughts of animals and pre-linguistic infants are nor plau-
sibly construed as conscious ones.

Now, if the claim to be considered in this book is only that some kinds of
human thought involve language, then we may be tempted to appeal in
justification to the immense cognitive deficits which can be observed in
those rare cases where children grow up without exposure to natural lan-
guage. Consider, for example, the cases of so-called 'wolf-children', who
have survived in the wild in the company of animals, or of children some-
times kept by their parents locked away out of all human contact (see
Malson, 1972, and Curtiss, 1977). Consider, also, the cognitive limita-
tions of profoundly deaf children born of hearing parents, who have not
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yet learned to sign. (For some graphically described accounts, see Sachs,
1989, and Schaller, 1991.) These examples appear to show that human
cognition is constructed in such a way as to require the presence of
natural language if it is to function properly.

Now, it is obvious that these cases cannot be taken to show that lan-
guage is necessary for thought as such, without begging questions.
Granted that the cognitive deficits exhibited by the children in question
were considerable. Yet their behaviour was still interpretable as displaying
thought, in the same way and at least to the same degree that the behav-
iour of animals may be taken as displaying thought. So, unless we assume
that animals cannot entertain genuine beliefs and desires, we cannot draw
a parallel conclusion in the case of wolf-children or of pre-signing deaf
children either. In fact, the very most that can legitimately be concluded
from the data, is again that language may be involved in certain types or
levels of thought, not that language is necessary for thinking as such.

Even this conclusion is too strong if left unqualified. For we can dis-
tinguish between two different senses in which it might be held that lan-
guage is necessary for thought. In the first (stronger) sense, it may be
claimed that language is actually implicated in the processes and mecha-
nisms of thought, in such a way that thinking is conducted in natural lan-
guage, or involves natural language (or, at least, that this is so for certain
kinds of thinking). In the second (weaker) sense, it may be claimed only
that language is a necessary precondition for entertaining certain kinds or
levels of thought. Only the first of these senses entails that language is
itself the medium of thought, or that we actually think in natural language.

It is the first, stronger, sense that mostly interests us. For it is only if lan-
guage is implicated in the processes of thought itself that the study of lan-
guage will, at the same time, be the study of an important aspect of
general cognition. In fact it is plain that it would not be enough, in order
to get us the conclusions that are of interest for psychology and philoso-
phy, to establish that language is required for (as opposed to involved in)
conscious thinking. For only if language is constitutively involved in the
processes of thought itself will the cognitive conception of language be
vindicated over the competing communicative picture. And, in the same
way, only if language is constitutively involved in our thoughts will it be
guaranteed that we can analyse philosophically problematic concepts by
focusing on their mode of expression in language. For only then will our
thoughts themselves use language for their very formulation.

Yet it is only the weaker thesis that appears, on the face of it, to be sup-
ported by the examples of wolf-children and pre-signing deaf children (I
shall return to this question in section 2.1, and again in section 8.8). For it
is plain that these children were deprived of the vast proportion of normal
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adult belief, since they were cut off from all normal channels of learning
and communication. Their resulting cognitive deficits may then be easily
explicable from within the standpoint of the communicative conception
of language. It may be held that, through being deprived of natural lan-
guage, they were deprived of the most important channel of human
communication. And having been cut off from such communication, they
were, in consequence, deprived of the belief-systems within which many
fundamental human concepts are embedded.

In fact the important point to notice for our purposes is that someone
who endorses the communicative conception of language, and who
believes that thought itself is independent of language, can still allow -
indeed, insist - that language is a vitally important channel for the
acquisition of beliefs, at least in the case of human beings. Since humans
are highly social creatures of limited lifespan and intelligence, they rely
heavily on communication and testimony in constructing their belief-
systems. In which case, any human incapable of understanding language
will inevitably be deprived of the vast proportion of normal adult beliefs,
including, of course, those relating to developed sciences like physics.
This is immediately sufficient to explain many of the cognitive deficits
experienced by children deprived of language, without having to allow
that language is in any way implicated in the processes of thinking itself.

Indeed, since many adult and scientific concepts presuppose a rich
background of theoretical belief, anyone deprived of those beliefs will be
incapable of entertaining the corresponding thoughts, because lacking
the component concepts. We can thus explain the common-sense intui-
tion that anyone deprived of natural language would be incapable of
thoughts about subatomic particles and suchlike, without having to allow
that language is itself constitutively involved in those thoughts. What
emerges, again, (to emphasise the point) is that we need to distinguish
between the claim that natural language is required for - is a necessary
condition of- thought, or some types of thought, and the claim that lan-
guage is constitutively involved in those thoughts. (Note, however, that I
shall, in fact, eventually argue that language is involved in all those types of
thought for which it is also required; see section 8.8 below.)

There are two main points to emerge from the discussion of this
section. First: if we allow that animals and pre-linguistic humans have
thoughts, then any claim that language is essentially implicated in
thought will have to be restricted to some particular kind of thought. My
hypothesis is that the kind in question is conscious thought, which is one
reason why so much of this book is devoted to the question of conscious-
ness. Second: it should be clear that if we wish to argue that language is
essentially implicated in some kinds of thinking, then it is not enough to
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show - what surely everyone will now grant - that language is important for
cognition and thought (at least in humans). For this is consistent with the
thesis that language itself is merely an input- and output-channel for
central cognition. The thesis of naturally necessary involvement of lan-
guage in (human conscious) thought will therefore have to be approached
somewhat differently.

1.4 Stalnaker's intelligent Martians

As indicated above, I believe, and will assume throughout most of the dis-
cussion of this book, that all thought is conceptually independent of lan-
guage (with the exception, trivially, of thoughts which are about
language). In this and the following two sections I shall, very briefly,
provide some defence for this stance. I begin with the question whether
there are any powerful intuitive grounds for believing in a conceptual
independence. And there do, indeed, seem to be such grounds. One way
to develop the point would be to appeal to the common-sense belief that
many non-linguistic animals - for example, most higher mammals - must
be capable of thought, since they have beliefs and desires. Then, since they
have thoughts but no language, it must be the case that thought is concep-
tually independent of language.

Such an argument is unlikely to carry much conviction in the present
context, however, since those who maintain that language is conceptually
involved in thought will claim that common sense is deluded on this
matter, and that our attribution of beliefs and desires to non-linguistic
animals is mere anthropomorphism. Moreover, this is not a line of argu-
ment that I can pursue myself, either, since in Chapter 71 shall be devel-
oping a theory of the distinction between conscious and non-conscious
mental states, according to which the beliefs and desires of most animals
will turn out to be non-conscious ones. It would then remain an option
for someone to concede that non-linguistic creatures can have non-con-
scious thoughts, but to insist that language is, nevertheless, conceptually
necessary for conscious thought.

A more convincing way to develop the intuitive case that all thought -
whether conscious or non-conscious - is conceptually independent of
language is by imaginary example. (Since it is only a conceptual inde-
pendence which is to be demonstrated, it does not matter that the
example is only an imaginary one. Provided that we can successfully con-
ceive of a case of sophisticated and conscious thought without language,
then this will be sufficient to show that it cannot be conceptually necessary
that any thought should involve language.) The following is a develop-
ment of an example given by Robert Stalnaker (1984), which was itself
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anticipated more than fifteen years earlier in an example constructed by
Robert Kirk (1967).

Suppose we arrive on Mars to discover that the planet is inhabited by a
species of highly intelligent, but non-language-using, creature. These
animals are extremely long-lived, having a lifespan of, say, one thousand
years.They live in an environment that is by no means harsh, so each indi-
vidual can, without difficulty, gather for itself the means necessary for
subsistence. In these circumstances the species has evolved an a-social
lifestyle, and consequently lacks any form of public language. We can
suppose that the individual members of the species only meet once every
few decades to mate, otherwise taking little interest in one another.
Nevertheless, they seem to be a species of scientists and inventors. We can
observe these creatures engaging in what look like scientific experiments,
the results of which are that individuals are able to develop, in the course
of their thousand-year lifespan, a number of items of sophisticated tech-
nology. Perhaps we find one creature building and using a microscope,
another building and making successive improvements to a motor car
(petroleum is a naturally occurring substance on Mars), and so on.

In the circumstances envisaged, it would surely be irresistible to
suppose that the Martian creatures were engaging in conscious thinking.
This is not to say that it would be easy, or indeed possible, to tell what they
were thinking on any given occasion. But we would surely have the
strongest possible grounds for saying that they must be thinking some-
thing, and something highly sophisticated.

I suppose it may be objected that ants and weaver-birds, too, engage in
behaviours of remarkable complexity, without us being tempted to
ascribe to them sophisticated (let alone conscious) thoughts. So why
should these Martians be regarded any differently? Well for one thing, I
am supposing that the behaviour which we observe in any given Martian
(such as the construction of a microscope) is unique, not repeated in any
other individual of the species. This is immediately sufficient to rule out
an explanation in terms of instinct or habit. For another thing, the creativ-
ity and extreme sophistication of the Martian behaviours would suggest
that they are capable, not only of thinking, but of thinking about their own
previous thoughts and patterns of thinking - and this is sufficient for
those thoughts to count as conscious ones, if the reflexive thinking
account to be developed in Chapter 7 is correct. For the development of a
Martian item of science or technology might parallel exactly what one
would find in the case of human scientists, suggesting a complex
combination of false starts, lucky guesses, rigorous testing, self-reflection,
and creative insights.

It appears that we have been successful in conceiving of a case of
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(sophisticated and conscious) thinking without language, and it must
follow that language is not conceptually necessary for any form of thought
(with the exception, trivially, of thoughts about language). This is then one
reason why I only propose to pursue, in this book, the question whether it
is naturally necessary that language is involved in thought. Although a
thesis of conceptually necessary involvement is, in my view, highly
implausible, it seems well worth considering whether some (suitably
restricted) thesis of naturally necessary involvement can be successfully
defended.

1.5 Anti-realist arguments

The method of imaginary example is, of course, fallible. It is possible that
it should seem to us that we have successfully conceived of a case of (con-
scious and sophisticated) thought without language, when in reality we
have not. In a full discussion of this issue, then, we should also have to
examine in detail the arguments for claiming that language is, despite
appearances to the contrary, conceptually necessary for thought. But
there is another reason why I do not propose to pursue the question of the
conceptually necessary involvement of language in thought any further in
this book, besides the intuitive implausibility of that thesis. It is, that all
the arguments which I know of for supposing that language is conceptu-
ally necessary for thought involve a commitment to some kind of anti-
realism, either in general, or about mental states and properties
specifically. I shall mention arguments due to Wittgenstein (1953),
Davidson (1975 and 1982), and Dummett (1981 and 1991).

Wittgenstein

Ludwig Wittgenstein is generally credited with having proposed a criterial
theory of meaning in general, and of mental kind terms in particular (see
Wright 1987, chs. 7 and 8, together with the references therein). On this
view, certain types of behaviour are criteria for ascribing a given mental
state, in the sense that they constitute, as a matter of conceptual necessity,
defeasibly good evidence for the ascription of that state. It will thus be
claimed that pain behaviour, such as screaming and grimacing, for
example, is a criterion of pain, meaning that it is part of the concept of
pain that such behaviour usually manifests pain. So it is supposed to be a
conceptual truth that a grimace will warrant an ascription of pain,
although such ascriptions may be defeated by further behavioural evi-
dence (such as the person later saying, 'I was only pretending').

Now the important point to note is that there is, on this account,
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nothing more to possession of a given mental state than the undefeated
satisfaction of its behavioural criteria. This sort of view may then be
characterised as quasi-behaviourist. For although no attempt is made to
analyse each mental kind term into a set of behavioural descriptions nec-
essary and sufficient for its correct ascription, still it is behavioural evi-
dence, and only behavioural evidence, which is held to be constitutive of
their meaning.

Applied to the special case of ascriptions of thought, the criterial view
will prioritise evidence which is linguistic. Saying, 'It will rain tomorrow',
will be a criterion for possessing the belief that it will rain tomorrow, and
saying, 'I want an apple', will be a criterion for having the desire to eat an
apple. Although other sorts of (non-linguistic) behaviour may figure
amongst the criteria for ascribing relatively simple thoughts, in the major-
ity of cases linguistic behaviour will be the only criterion available. Thus,
whatever one might think about the examples just given, it seems plain
that there is nothing that could specifically manifest the belief that life may
be discovered on Mars in ten or twelve years time apart from some appropri-
ate written or spoken utterance.The claim will then be that it is conceptu-
ally impossible for a non-language-using creature to entertain any but the
very simplest thoughts (and perhaps not even those), since language-
behaviour is a centrally important (in many cases, the only) criterion for
the ascription of thoughts.

This criterial view has little to recommend it, however. It is much more
plausible to maintain that our concepts of the mental get their life and
meaning from their role within a substantive theory of the mind, often
referred to as 'folk-psychology', as I shall argue briefly in sections 1.6 and
1.7 below. Such an account preserves for us our common-sense realism
about the mental, enabling us to maintain that mental states and events,
such as thoughts and pains, are real internal states of the agent, which inter-
act causally with one another in characteristic ways to produce behaviour.

On this theory-theory view, to understand a mental concept is to know
(at least implicitly) sufficiently much of the corpus of folk-psychology,
and to grasp the role of the concept within that theory. Also on this view,
to ascribe a particular mental state to another person is an inference to
the best explanation of theirobserved behaviour, warranted by the princi-
ples and implicit generalisations of folk-psychology. (And to ascribe a
particular mental state to oneself, moreover, is generally to recognise that
state as an item receiving a particular theoretical characterisation within
folk-psychological theory; see my 1996a.) From this perspective, while we
may have difficulty in ascribing precise thoughts to those who exhibit no
linguistic behaviour, there will be no difficulty in the supposition that
there are such thoughts, and there may be plenty of examples (such as is
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provided by the case of animals, or of the Stalnaker Martians) in which
the best explanation is that there are some thoughts in play, although we
do not know which.

Davidson

Donald Davidson has offered a variety of arguments for supposing that
language is conceptually necessary for thought (see my 1992c, ch. 6, for
some brief discussion). But the heart of his position may be characterised
as interpretationalist. The very ideas of thought, and of belief and desire,
are held to be constituted by the activity of interpretation. Faced with a
subject's behaviour, we are to arrive at the best interpretation of it that we
can, operating within certain general constraints, such as the principle of
charity ('Try to make most of the subject's beliefs come out true') and the
principle of rationality ('Assume that the subject will act so as to maxi-
mise expected utility'). In contrast with the criterial theory, the fit
between behaviour and thought is by no means many-to-one, but is
inevitably and totally holistic. It is the total set of thoughts ascribed which
has to find a best fit with the subject's total behaviour.

Crucially, for Davidson, there is nothing more to possessing any given
belief or desire than being interpretable in the light of a holistic scheme of
thoughts containing it. It is a consequence of this, Davidson argues, that
non-language-using creatures cannot possess fine-grained thoughts,
since there is not, and cannot be, the requisite scheme of thoughts to
ascribe to them on the basis of non-linguistic behaviour alone.

This view, too, although perhaps more plausible than Wittgenstein's in
its recognition of the totally holistic character of interpretation, has little
to recommend it. For epistemology is one thing, metaphysics is another.
That our best evidence of thought should be holistic, is one thing, the
conditions for thought identity may be quite another. That we lack suffi-
cient evidence to ascribe any particular fine-grained beliefs and desires in
the absence of linguistic behaviour is one thing, whether thought itself
can exist in the absence of language may be quite another. Indeed, on the
folk-theoretical view of the mental that I regard as most plausible, there
will be just these sorts of gaps between the states ascribed by the theory,
which are assumed to have real existence and real causal interactions of
their own, and the evidence on which those ascriptions are based.

Dummett

Michael Dummett, too, is an anti-realist, though his views are driven by a
global anti-realism, rather than by any considerations relating to the
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mental in particular. In Dummett's view, all truth is governed by relations
of epistemic accessibility - crudely, there is no truth except verifiable
truth. Then it cannot be that a creature possesses any given fine-grained
thought, in particular, in the absence of any possible behavioural evidence
of that thought. And in the absence of language, such evidence must be
lacking. The arguments of Dummett and others (see also Wright, 1987) in
support of global anti-realism cannot be considered in any detail here.
For the most part, I shall simply help myself to the contrary realist
assumption that some of our statements may have truth-conditions which
transcend the possibility of verification. (For defence of semantic realism,
see Appiah, 1986, Devitt, 1984, and my 1990, ch. 15.)

It is worth remarking, however, that at least one of the main arguments
for global anti-realism - the so-called manifestation argument - itself pre-
supposes some form of anti-realism about the mental. For the argument
is, that anyone who grasps a concept (in this case the concept of verifica-
tion-transcendent truth) must be capable of fully manifesting that under-
standing in their behaviour, specifically in their linguistic behaviour. This
seems to involve a commitment to just the sort of quasi-behaviourism
which is itself in need of support. For on any realist view of the mental,
there may be mental states which cannot be directly and decisively mani-
fested in behaviour.

1.6 Realism in mind

Having indicated what I take to be some of the weaknesses of anti-realist
conceptions of the mental, in this section I shall sketch arguments in
support of two different forms of contrasting realism, one stronger than
the other.

Realism of intention about the mental

All three of the above authors seem committed to endorsing the Turing
Test (see Turing, 1950). They must claim that if a computer could be
successfully programmed to simulate normal human conversation, then
it would have to count as possessing genuine intelligence and thought,
irrespective of the details of its internal organisation. For such a com-
puter would be interpfetable as possessing thoughts, and it is held that
there is nothing more to being a subject of thought than to be so inter-
pretable. Yet this position is, I think, hugely counter-intuitive for most
people. Most of us would maintain that evidence about the internal
structure and functioning of the computer - for example, that it oper-
ates by consulting a vast look-up table - could be sufficient to establish
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that it is not a genuine thinker, irrespective of our success in so inter-
preting it.

Some people have claimed that the Turing Test has actually been
passed, by computer-programs like Eliza and Parry, for example. But this
is not so. In fact it is easy to ask questions of these programs which will
trip them up, since they are based on fairly simple pattern-matching rou-
tines. But reflection on these examples leads Jack Copeland (1993, ch. 3)
to construct the following imaginary example of a computer that does pass
the Turing Test by pattern-matching. There are a finite number of possible
English conversations consisting of less than, say, 10,000 sentences, each
of which consists of less than 200 words. Then imagine a computer in
which all of these conversations are listed in a look-up table. The com-
puter operates by matching a given input against its lists, and selecting
one possible continuation at random. Call this computer (which may well
be dependent upon computer technology far in advance of ours!)
Superparry. It seems plain that Superparry would pass the Turing Test in
connection with any experimenter who does not actually know or suspect
the details of its program. For we may suppose that no normal human
conversation consists of more than 10,000 sentences, and that no normal
human sentence consists of more than 200 words. But it is plain, is it not,
that we would withhold mentality from Superparry as soon as we do learn
that it operates by pattern-matching?

In fact, our reaction to the Turing Test is indicative of a belief that a
computer should only be counted as a genuine thinker if sufficiently
much of our common-sense psychology is actually true of it. Only if it is
internally organised in ways sufficiently similar to ourselves - with real
distinctions drawn between perception, memory, belief, and desire, for
example, and with typically human patterns of causal interaction between
them - would we be prepared to countenance the view that it has
thoughts. In ascribing thoughts to a creature we are thus committing our-
selves to a certain pattern of internal organisation.

Reactions to John Searle's famous Chinese Room example (1980) push
in the same (realist) direction, I believe. Searle imagined a room contain-
ing a mono-lingual English operator, a stock of Chinese characters, and a
rule-book correlating patterns of such characters. Sequences of Chinese
characters are delivered into the room via a letter-box, on receipt of which
the operator consults the rule-book and constructs the appropriate
sequence of characters to be returned through the letter-box in reply.
Unknown to the operator, the rule-book is so constructed that he is in fact
engaging some native Chinese speakers outside the room in normal intel-
ligent conversation. But we would not want to credit either the operator,
or the room as a whole, with an understanding of Chinese, Searle thinks.
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Most people share this reaction, without necessarily sharing Searle's
diagnosis, that what is missing from the room is something with the biolog-
ical properties of a Chinese-speaking human brain. I believe the correct
diagnosis of the reaction is that there is nothing in the room correspond-
ing to the functional structure of the human mind - that is, of distinctively
human interactions between perception, belief, desire, intention, and
action (to name but a few of the more salient mental categories). Indeed,
I believe that the normal reactions to this example support the folk-psy-
chological account of mental state terms. Such terms are embedded in a
theory of the structure and functioning of the human mind, and only if a
system instantiates that structure (as, manifestly, the Chinese Room does
not) will we be prepared to ascribe mental states to it.

The moral of the Turing Test, and of the Chinese Room, is that posses-
sion of beliefs and desires is not constituted by the fact that the subject is
interpretable as acting out of beliefs and desires. We also believe that the
subject must possess a suitable real internal structure of interacting mental
states and events. Evidence that this internal structure is lacking (as in the
case of Superparry) undermines the claim that we are dealing with a
genuine thinker. If this is correct, then we have established what I call
realism of intention about mental states. The thesis is, that in ascribing
thoughts to a creature we intend that our ascriptions will be true in virtue
of a certain sort of inner structure, and are committed to the view that
they will only be true given just such a pattern of organisation. In ascribing
thoughts we intend to pick out real internal, causally effective, states of the
agent, which might exist in the absence of behavioural evidence, or be
absent in the presence of such evidence.

It may be objected that if the thesis of realism of intention were really
correct, then we should be forced to withdraw attributions of thought to
ourselves, if it were to turn out that we lack the requisite pattern of internal
organisation. Suppose that it were demonstrated by some future scientific
psychology that we ourselves are driven by some vast computational look-
up table - a naturally occurring biological form of Superparry. Would we
then withdraw our claims to be genuine subjects of thought? Intuition
suggests not. In which case the thesis of realism of intention appears to be
threatened.

There are two possible replies to this objection, I believe; both good
ones. The first is simply that our habits of ascribing thoughts and other
mental states to ourselves are too deeply entrenched - and, indeed, that
the principles and generalisations grounding those ascriptions are too
obviously true - for us to be able to set them aside in any mere thought-
experiment. The second reply is that our common-sense psychology is
very likely innate to the human species, as I shall argue briefly in the next
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section. So we may have no option but to think of ourselves as thinkers,
just as we have no option (if we are native English speakers) but to hear an
English sentence as imbued with meaning. If this is right, then the thesis
of realism of intention can only be tested by our reactions to examples like
Superparry, in respect of systems other than ourselves.

Realism of fact about the mental

I have been arguing that the best way of construing mental state concepts
is realist, rather than interpretationalist or quasi-behaviourist. However
this is, so far, only to argue that we are committed to realism of intention
about mental states. It is it not yet to argue that we are successful in refer-
ring to such states - it is not yet to defend what I call realism of fact about
mental states. Realism of fact has been denied by some (for example,
Churchland, 1981, and Stich, 1983). But it has been defended most elo-
quently by Jerry Fodor (see his 1987, ch. 1; see also Horgan and
Woodward, 1985).

Fodor's main argument is premised upon the immense success of folk-
psychology (as well as its depth and indispensability, which I shall not
discuss here). There are two elements of this success, one pertaining to
success in explanation, and one to success in prediction. In respect of
explanation, notice that there is almost no human behaviour which
cannot be rendered intelligible by suitable attributions of belief and
desire, except perhaps behaviour resulting from extreme forms of mental
illness. In fact, we are intelligible to one another in a way that nothing else
in the natural world is intelligible to us. To see the extent of our predictive
success, reflect on the degree of successful co-operation and communica-
tion in human societies, even those that are as complex and technolog-
ically sophisticated as those of the West. For this is all underpinned by the
predictions provided by common-sense psychology. In fact our predictive
success is so ubiquitous that we may hardly notice it; and certainly our
occasional failures have far greater salience for us.

How are we to explain this success, unless we suppose that the folk-psy-
chological theory which generates it is largely true} It would seem to be a
miracle that human beings should be so readily intelligible to one
another, and that they should be capable of predicting each other's
actions with such a high degree of accuracy (given enough accurate
information relating to initial conditions, of course), unless the theory of
the human mind through which they operate is a broadly correct one.The
argument here is of exactly the same form as the argument for realism of
fact about any scientific domain - namely, that the best explanation of
substantive predictive and explanatory success is that the theory which
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generates it is very likely true, or close to the truth. Such an argument
seems to me to be powerful enough to make the conclusion - realism of
fact about the mental - a very plausible one indeed; at any rate, just as
plausible as any other scientific realism. And it is a view that I propose to
take for granted throughout the remainder of this book.

1.7 Innateness and theory of mind

In this section I shall briefly argue for the view that knowledge of folk-psy-
chology is innate, making its appearance in young children as a result of
cognitive maturation, rather than through any process of learning. (For
more detailed development, see my 1992a, ch. 8, and Segal, 1996; see also
Morton, 1979, and Fodor, 1992.) While this thesis is not strictly necessary
to the main argument of the book, it does make it easier to develop an
evolutionary perspective on consciousness, as we shall see in Chapters 7
and 8. And at various points it will serve as a useful ancillary premise - as
it did in my response to an objection to realism of intention about the
mental in the previous section, for example.

The basic argument for the innateness of folk-psychology parallels
Chomsky's well-known argument for an innately structured language-
faculty (see his 1988). In both cases the innateness hypothesis is reached
by an inference to the best explanation, in response to what Chomsky
calls 'Plato's Problem' (so-named after the slave-boy example in Plato's
Meno). Plato's Problem, in any given domain, is this: how does the child
manage to learn so much, so fast, and on the basis of such meagre data? In the
case of natural language, children manage to master their native tongue
within less than half-a-dozen years, attaining knowledge of an immense
body of grammatical rules whose complexity is still such as to elude com-
plete description by linguists. And they do this on the basis of only posi-
tive data (no one tells them what can't be said in their language, yet this is
something they end up knowing), without any explicit teaching or train-
ing.

In my view the case for the parallel claim in connection with folk-psy-
chology is impressive. Recent evidence from developmental psychology
suggests that children have a good grasp of the basic principles of folk-
psychology by the age of four or even younger (see, for example, Wellman,
1990). By this age they have developed a complex, deep, and highly
sophisticated theory of the operation of the human mind, which they use
to explain and predict the behaviour of themselves and others. Yet they are
not taught that theory, and it is very hard to see how they could discover it
for themselves.

In fact, there are only two real alternatives to the innateness hypothesis
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to explain our acquisition of common-sense psychology. One is the child-
as-little-scientist view, developed for example by Gopnik and Wellman
(1992), in which it is supposed that children do indeed reach adult folk-
psychology just as a scientist might, by means of inference to the best
explanation of the available data - though perhaps kick-started in this
process by an innate capacity for imitation (see Gopnik and Melzoff,
1993). Yet it surely beggars belief that all children (save only those who are
autistic - see below) should hit upon the same theory at the same age,
irrespective of very wide differences in experience and general intelli-
gence. We certainly would not expect this to happen in connection with
any similarly diverse group of adult scientists!

The only other alternative (which is consistent with realism about the
mental, at least) is to deny that children have to acquire a theory of the
operation of the human mind at all. Rather, they just need to learn to use
their knowledge of their own mental states as a model for the other,
achieving knowledge of the mental states of other people through a
process of simulation. (See Goldman, 1989, 1992, and 1993, and Harris,
1989.) But this view requires us to return to a quasi-Cartesian account of
our knowledge of the mental, supposing that we have immediate non-
theory-laden access to our own mental states. It is much more plausible to
suppose that self-knowledge, like other-knowledge, is mediated by our
implicit grasp of the theoretical principles of folk-psychology. (See my
1996a for further development of these arguments.) But these are points
which we shall return to in the chapters that follow.

In addition to the argument from Plato's Problem sketched above,
human beings would appear to exhibit exactly the pattern of biologically
caused breakdown - namely, autism - which one would expect if folk-psy-
chology were innate. (See Baron-Cohen, 1990, and my 1996b. Autistic
subjects have great difficulty in interacting socially and emotionally with
others, and also in reading the minds of other people; they are also inept
at the pragmatic aspects of discourse, which require them to infer the
intentions and expectations of their interlocutors.) Moreover, it would
certainly make a good deal of sense that folk-psychology (like natural lan-
guage, as almost every cognitive scientist now believes) should be largely
innate, given its crucial position within the life of our species. For it is
folk-psychology that underlies, in one way or another, almost all human
communication and co-operative activity.

It is worth noting that Fodor uses the likely innateness of folk-psychol-
ogy to provide a second, independent, argument for realism of fact about
the mental, maintaining that the best explanation of this innateness is that
the theory of mental functioning embodied in common-sense psychology
is largely true (see his 1987, epilogue; see also my 1992a, ch. 8). The
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crucial claim in need of defence here is that, if folk-psychology is innate,
then its basic principles are, very likely, true ones, or at least close to the
truth. The case for believing that this is so is partly an induction, since
wherever nature has conferred belief-forming mechanisms on complex
practical-reasoning creatures such as ourselves it appears to have selected
ones that are generally reliable (consider visual perception, for example).
But it is also partly an inference to the best explanation, since the best
explanation of the advantage that an innate belief in the principles of folk-
psychology would confer on us, given the highly plastic and complex
nature of human social life, requires that those principles should be
broadly correct.

I do not pretend to have established an innateness-claim for folk-psy-
chology here, of course; nor, indeed, to have established realism of fact
about the mental. My intention has merely been to explain, and to give
some of the background for, the realistic and nativistic assumptions
within whose framework my investigations will be conducted. Those who
disagree with those assumptions should read what follows as having the
form of a conditional.

i.S Thinking: images or sentences?

Given that thoughts are real internal states of the agent, which interact
causally with one another to produce further thoughts and to produce
behaviour, it is natural to ask how those thoughts are carried, and by what
mechanisms they interact. In this section I shall discuss both imagist and
sententialist proposals, before saying something more to distinguish the
two hypotheses from one another, and to mark out the main topic of this
book.

Imagism

One sort of answer to the questions just raised, is that thoughts consist
entirely of mental (mostly visual) images, and that thoughts interact by
means of associations (mostly learned) between those images. This view
has been held very frequently throughout the history of philosophy, at
least until quite recently, particularly amongst empiricists (see Locke,
1690, Hume, 1739, and Russell, 1921). Those who hold such a view will
then endorse the communicative conception of language. They will argue
that thought is independent of language on the grounds that possession
and manipulation of mental images need not in any way involve or pre-
suppose natural language.

In fact the imagist account is that all thinking consists in the manipula-
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tion of mental images, and that thoughts inherit their semantic properties
from the representative powers of the images that constitute them. There
may be something importantly correct in the first part of this claim, as I
shall argue in the chapter that follows. It may be that all of our conscious
thinking presupposes imagination, and that mental images are, in one
way or another, implicated in all of our conscious thoughts. But the
second - semantic - part of the claim is definitely incorrect, as I shall now
briefly argue.

Images, of themselves, unsupplemented by much prior knowledge
(and hence thought) on the part of the thinker, are confined to repre-
sentations of appearance. To have a visual mental image is to represent to
oneself how something would look; to have an auditory mental image is to
represent to oneself how something would sound; and so on. This gives
rise to an immediate problem for the imagist theory of thought, since
many of our words and concepts do not stand for the kinds of thing that
have an appearance. For example, and more or less at random, consider
logical concepts like and, or, not; temporal concepts like tomorrow, yester-
day, year; concepts for abstract properties like inflation (of money), prime
(of numbers); and number-terms like sixteen, or sixty-four. In none of
these cases is there any mental image that seems even remotely appropri-
ate to express what we mean.

Moreover, we have many concepts which represent things that do have
an appearance, but which do not represent them in virtue of their appear-
ance. Consider, for example, the concept bus-stop. Bus-stops do, of
course, have a characteristic appearance (though different in different
parts of the country, let alone in different parts of the globe). But if I steal
a bus-stop sign and erect it in my garden as an ornament, that does not
turn my garden into a bus-stop. Rather, a bus-stop is a place where buses are
supposed to stop. How is this to be expressed in an image? Even if my image
is of a bus stopping at a bus-stop sign, with people getting on and off, this
does not attain to the generality of the idea of a place where buses (in
general) stop; nor does it touch the normativity implicit in the idea sup-
posed to stop.

In the light of points such as these, it seems plain that no image, or
sequence of images, can, of itself, carry the content of even a simple
thought such as [that all grass is green], let alone of a complex proposition
such as [that life may be discovered on Mars in the next ten or twelve
years]. Yet it may be replied that there can be nothing to stop someone
using images as signs to express their thoughts, somewhat as words are
used. However, it will not, then, be the representational content of the
image, as such, which determines the content of the thought. Of course it
is true that someone may employ images of objects with conventionally
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determined conditions of application, somewhat like a hieroglyphic or
ideographic script. But then this is not really distinct from the claim that
thought involves natural language, since such an image-language would
presumably mirror the rules and conventions of spoken natural language,
if it is to approximate to the latter's expressive power, and would presum-
ably need to be learned through the use of the latter.

There is a further argument against imagism which will serve to intro-
duce some of the ideas I shall be developing in the following chapter, as
well as driving one further nail into the coffin of the theory. This is the
argument, due to Wittgenstein (1953, section 332), that one cannot, in
most cases of normal meaningful speech, 'peel away' the utterance to
leave the process of meaning exposed and intact. For example, say aloud,
and mean, 'It is windy today1, just as you would in a normal conversation.
Then do what you did again, only just with the meaning remaining,
without effecting any utterance. If the meaning attaching to the utterance
(the thought expressed) were an image or sequence of images, then this
certainly ought to be possible. But plainly, in most cases, it is not. Even if
we sometimes have private thoughts and images illustrative of what we
mean by a public utterance, this is not at all essential. In many real cases
of public speech, if you imagine away the act of saying, retaining every-
thing else as it was, then at the same time you have imagined away the
thinking as well.

Sententialism

How, then, are thoughts to be carried in cognition, if not by mental
images? Recall that the realist's view is that propositional attitudes -
beliefs, desires, and the like - interact with one another causally to
produce behaviour in ways which respect their semantic contents. The
belief that it will shortly rain combines with the desire to stay dry, not ran-
domly, but in such a way as to produce the intention to find some form of
shelter. This in turn may combine with the belief that an umbrella is easily
available, so as to cause me to carry an umbrella with me when I go out.
How is this possible? How can propositional attitudes have causal powers
which reflect their relatedness to the world, as well as their logical relations
with one another, that are distinctive of their possessing a semantic
content? There are really three different, but closely related, problems in
need of solution here.

First, propositional attitudes are systematic, having contents that are
systematically related to one another, in such a way that anyone capable
of believing (or otherwise thinking) a given content must be capable of
believing or thinking a number of closely related contents. Anyone
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capable of believing that Jane loves John must also be capable of the
thought that John loves Jane. Why should this be so? How is this fact about
propositional attitudes to be explained?

Second, propositional attitudes are productive, in the sense that anyone
capable of thinking at all must be capable of entertaining unlimitedly
many thoughts. If you can think that Jane has a mother, then you can
think that Jane's mother has a mother, and that Jane's mother's mother
has a mother, and so on (subject, of course, to limitations of memory and
other cognitive space).There is no end to the new thoughts that thinkers
must be capable of entertaining. This fact, too, is in need of explanation.

Third, propositional attitudes interact causally with one another in ways
which respect their semantic contents. This was the point which was
closest to the surface in my initial statement of the problem three para-
graphs back. Beliefs and desires interact to cause intentions, and beliefs
interact with other beliefs to generate new beliefs, in ways which are
closely responsive to the contents of those states, and by means of transi-
tions which are generally rational ones. How can this happen? How can
patterns of causality respect semantic relations of entailment and eviden-
tial support?

The most plausible solution to these three problems is that beliefs are,
not images, but relations to internal sentences, as Fodor argues in his
1978 (see also Field, 1978; for further powerful arguments in support of a
sententialist position, see Davies, 1991). For sentences have contents that
are systematically determined from the contents of their component
words, together with rules of combination. If you understand the words,
and know the rules of syntax, then you must be capable of understanding
new combinations of those words, never before encountered. And by the
same token, of course, sentences are productive, in virtue of the fact that
rules of syntax are recursive. So the sententialist hypothesis provides us
with solutions to the problems of systematicity and productivity.

Moreover (and providing us with a solution to the third problem also)
sentence tokens can have causal powers, by virtue of being physical par-
ticulars. If beliefs and desires consist of sentences, or sentence-like struc-
tures, encoded in some distinctive way in the brain, then there will be no
difficulty in explaining how beliefs and desires can be causes. (By way of
analogy, think of the manner in which sentences can be stored in mag-
netic patterns on an audio-tape. These sentence tokens then cause the
sound-waves which result when the tape is played.) And if we suppose, in
addition, that the mind is arranged so as to effect computations on these
sentences in ways which respect their syntax, then the causal roles of the
sentences will respect their semantic properties. For semantics is, in part,
a reflection of syntax. And then we shall have explained successfully how
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beliefs and desires can have causal roles which depend upon their seman-
tic contents.

Looking back, now, to the problems which arose for the imagist theory of
thinking, it is easy to see how this sententialist position may fare a great deal
better. For a logical concept like and or not can be carried by a lexical item
of some sort, distinguished by its capacity to enter into certain character-
istic patterns of inference. Roughly, '&' means and provided that the
computational system within which it belongs ensures that it is governed
by the following forms of inference: (P & Q) -* P, (P & Q) -» Q; and P, Q -»
(P&Q). And the concept bus-stop, too, can be constituted by some lexical
item ('bus-stop', as it might be) characterised both by its causal connec-
tions with worldly objects (bus-stops), and by the way in which it figures in
distinctive patterns of inference (such as bus-stop -» buses should stop)
involving yet other lexical items from other parts of the language.

I propose to take this sententialist position for granted in what follows.
It provides easily the most plausible picture of how realism about the
mental can possibly be true. In fact the only real alternative to sentential-
ism (since imagism is plainly not a viable option), is that propositional
attitudes are relations to propositions, in each case the one picked out by
the that-clause used in the description of the attitude. (The alternative
provided by so called 'connectionist' approaches to cognition, while
promising as an account of some sub-personal mental processes, is not, I
think, viable as an account of propositional-attitude psychology, with the
features outlined above. In this I follow Fodor, 1987, Appendix, Fodor
and Pylyshyn, 1988, and Davies, 1991. For some further discussion see
section 2.8 below.) But propositions are abstract entities, concerning
which it is possible to take one of two contrasting metaphysical views.

The Platonist position on abstract entities is that they are objective,
existing necessarily, and independently of the human mind. But then it is
very hard indeed to see how the human mind or brain could be related to
a proposition. What would an unmediated relation to a necessarily exist-
ing abstract object be like? The alternative, constructivist, position on
abstract entities is that they have mind-dependent existence, supervening
on, and abstracted out of similarities between, patterns of mental activity.
(Compare the way in which directions supervene on, and can be
abstracted out of, relations of parallelism between lines. For further dis-
cussion, see my 1992a, chs. 2 and 3.) Either way, the relationship to an
abstract entity is most plausibly seen as a mediated one, and the only plau-
sible candidate for a mediating relation to a proposition is to reintroduce
sentences. This is Field's (1978) proposal: Person A believes that P = A
believes some sentence S & S means that P.

It might seem that in accepting sententialism we have already done
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enough to establish that thought, in us at least, essentially involves some
natural or public language. For what would these sentences be, whose
inscription in the brain constitutes possession of a particular proposi-
tional attitude, but sentences from the native language of the subject
whose attitudes they are? But this assumption, though easy, would be too
swift. For as Fodor (1978) forcefully argues, the sentences may belong,
not to a natural language, but to an innate, universal, language of thought,
which he calls Mentalese. This language would consist of an innate
lexicon, or vocabulary, and an innate set of combinatorial rules for the
production of completed sentences, held in common by all human
beings, and perhaps by all creatures sharing the basic features of our psy-
chology. Fodor's arguments for these views will be considered and crit-
icised at some length in Chapters 2 to 4.

Two kinds of thinking

Despite the points made above, I certainly do not want to claim that
mental images can never play a part in anything which might properly be
called 'thinking'. Sometimes, surely, our thoughts can consist in a mixture
of sentences and mental images. Thus, when reasoning about some prac-
tical problem, I might entertain a mixed thought like the following: 'If I
put this stool on the table like so [insert image], then by climbing on top of
it I shall be able to reach up like that [insert image].' (Note that I do not
mean to beg any questions here about the language in which such a
thought is partly entertained. The non-imagistic components of the
thought might very well be expressed in Mentalese, for all that I mean to
imply here.)

Moreover, sometimes our conscious thoughts can consist entirely of
images of objects (and not of images used as conventional symbols). The
thoughts of composers may sometimes consist entirely of auditory
images, as they manipulate images of melodies and chord patterns, trying
out different possibilities until hitting upon something which satisfies
them. The thoughts of an engineer, or of someone trying to pack a set of
suitcases into the luggage compartment of a car, may consist entirely of
visual images of arrangements of objects. And my thoughts as I try to find
my way round a room in the dark might consist simply in an image of its
layout in egocentric space.

If the thesis to be pursued in this book is that conscious thinking is con-
ducted in natural language, then something had better be done to demar-
cate the kind of thinking in question. For it seems obvious that some kinds
of thinking are not conducted in language. (This point is independent of
the dispute within psychology between pictorial and descriptivist theories
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of the nature of mental images, by the way - see Tye, 1991. For that
dispute is about the cognitive, sub-personal underpinnings of imagery,
not the person-level phenomena themselves. Even the descriptivist does
not intend to deny the difference between mental images and sententially
based thoughts.) I suggest that the kind in question is: propositioned think-
ing - the kind of thought whose content may properly and correctly be
described by means of a propositional that-clause. I therefore need to
argue that no imagistic thought can have such a content.

I think many of us feel intuitively that our imagistic thoughts are not
properly described in the that-clauses which we are forced to use if we
want to express them in language. For example, if I have been planning
my route from my home to the railway station by mapping it out in my
head, using an image of the layout of the city, then I would feel pretty lame
to have to describe that thought by saying, 'I was thinking that I should
start towards the city centre, and then turn right.' For this does not begin
to approximate to the richness of what I had actually thought. But it is
possible to do better than just appeal to intuition here.

I have already made the point that there are many propositional
thoughts whose contents cannot be expressed imagistically. Some of
these may be relatively simple ones, such as the thought, [that all grass is
green]. So wherever such a thought is tokened in a sentence, we can at
least conclude that a thought of that type could not be entertained in an
image alone. Now the same point can be made, I believe, in connection
with thoughts whose contents do not go beyond what can be perceptually
manifest, where one might think that there was a strong case for their
content to be thinkable in the form of an image.

Consider the thought, [that a cat is sitting on a mat]. Suppose that this
thought is tokened in the form of the English sentence, 'A cat is sitting on
a mat.' According to the view to be defended in this book, this token of
that thought is then constituted by the sentence in question. But might
one not also entertain a token of that very thought in the form of a visual
image of a cat sitting on a mat? And would this not then be an alternative
manner in which the thought could be entertained? I believe the answer
to these questions is, 'No'. In entertaining such an image one would not
really be entertaining a thought of the very same type, even though it
might concern the same subject matter, and might on occasion play a
somewhat similar role in cognition.

As I shall be arguing in Chapter 4, thought-contents are likely to be
individuated, in part, in terms of their functional or conceptual role. One
thought will be distinct from another provided that the two are apt to
enter into different patterns of inferences, or provided that they are apt to
interact with yet other thoughts in characteristically distinct ways, even if
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those thoughts otherwise share the same worldly truth-conditions.
Applying this condition then suggests that imagistic and sentential
thoughts (whether the latter are expressed in public language or in
Mentalese) must always be distinct. For surely the way in which my sen-
tential thought, 'A cat is on a mat', might give rise to the further thought
that a mammal is on a mat, will differ from the manner in which an image
of a cat on a mat might give rise to the same further thought.

The way to bring out this point is to notice that an image will always
carry with it excess content, beyond mere entailment relations. The sen-
tence, 'A cat is on a mat' carries no more, and no less, content than the
proposition, [that a cat is on a mat]. So it will contain the content, [that a
mammal is on a mat], since this is entailed; but it will not contain the
content, [that a tabby cat is on a mat], nor the content, [that a cat is sitting
on a mat]. Not so with an image. Although an image can be in various
respects indeterminate or vague, it must always be more determinate than
a proposition. My image of a cat on a mat must always be an image of
some particular kind of cat (fluffy or short-haired, tabby or black) in some
particular position (sitting or standing, facing or turned away) on some
particular sort of mat. This certainly suggests that the process by which an
image might give rise to a given effect in cognition will be highly context-
sensitive, and will certainly differ from the manner in which a proposition
(tokened by a sentence of some sort) might give rise to the same effect.

The topic of this book, then, is the nature of propositional thinking,
rather than the nature of thought in general (yet further qualifications will
be noted in section 2.3). I shall be assuming that propositional thinking
consists in the tokening and mental manipulation of sentences of some
kind, and will be developing the case for saying that these sentences are
those of natural language, rather than sentences of Mentalese.

It is important to note, however, that for some purposes thought-con-
tents may be individuated purely by subject-matter, or by worldly truth-
conditions, rather than by conceptual or functional role. If we individuate
their contents in this way, then we can ask which types of thought (if any)
involve natural language, meaning: thoughts about which kinds of subject-
matter involve language? We have already seen good reason, above, for
saying that the range of subject-matters that we can think about purely
imagistically is highly restricted. Employing visual images alone, we prob-
ably cannot think about anything other than the spatial distributions and
layouts of perceptible objects. So if we could show that all propositional
(non-imagistic) thoughts must involve natural language, it would follow
that such language is implicated in our thoughts about any but the very
simplest subject-matters. I shall not be able to demonstrate anything this
strong, in fact. But the question of the range of subject-matters which
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might require us to employ natural language in order to think about them,
is the one that is ultimately of greatest interest. I shall return to it again in
the next chapter, and then again in the latter half of Chapter 8.

Summary

In this opening chapter I have explained the nature of my project, which is
to investigate whether or not it is naturally necessary that human con-
scious thinking should constitutively involve public language. I have
argued that this result, if established, would have much the same impor-
tance as could have been derived from more traditional philosophical
claims of conceptually necessary involvement. Since all the arguments in
support of such conceptually necessary involvement depend in one way
or another upon anti-realism about the mental, I have pointed out that
those who embrace a contrasting realism would be well-advised to con-
centrate on the weaker thesis of natural necessity. I have also set out the
realist and nativist assumptions about the mind against whose back-
ground the investigations in this book will be carried out.

In the remainder of this book, then, I shall assume that there are such
things as beliefs, desires, and other mental states, which have real exis-
tence and real causal roles which can be independent of our best evidence
of them. I shall also assume that beliefs and desires, in particular, are best
understood as relations to internal sentences. The main focus for debate
will concern which sentences are constitutive of our (conscious proposi-
tional) thoughts - those of Mentalese, or those of natural language. I shall
be arguing for the latter, beginning in the chapter that follows.
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I have accepted Fodor's view that prepositional attitudes (beliefs, desires,
and so on) are best understood as relations to sentences. The question
then is: which sentences? In this chapter, after first considering the evi-
dence from psychology (which is equivocal), I shall present an intuitive,
introspection-based, argument for the view that human conscious think-
ing involves sentences of natural language. This is an initial presentation
of the view that I shall wish to defend in this book. I shall then begin to
consider Fodor's arguments for claiming that the sentences in question
belong to an innate, universal, language of thought (Mentalese). Some of
these arguments are easily responded to, but some will require extensive
discussion in later chapters.

2.1 The evidence from scientific psychology

What does cognitive psychology tell us about the relationship between
language and thought? I shall consider the developmental evidence first,
and then briefly present and discuss the evidence from neuropsychology,
particularly aphasia. I shall argue, in summary, that the scientific evidence
is inconclusive, remaining open to a variety of interpretations.

The evidence from normal development

It is an oft-remarked fact that the linguistic and cognitive abilities of
young children will normally develop together. If a child's language is
advanced, then so will be its abilities across a range of tasks; and if a
child's language is delayed, then so will be its cognitive abilities. To cite
just one item from a wealth of empirical evidence: Janet Astington (1996)
reports finding a high correlation between language-ability and children's
capacity to pass false-belief tasks, whose solution requires them to attrib-
ute, and reason from, the false belief of another person. (A standard false-
belief task has the form: Maxi places some chocolate in a cupboard and
leaves the room; in his absence we move the chocolate to another
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location; question: where will Maxi look for the chocolate when he
returns? Most three-year-old and autistic children fail this task, saying
that Maxi will go to where the chocolate actually is. Almost all four-year-
olds pass, saying that Maxi will look in the cupboard; see Wellman, 1990,
and Perner, 1991.) Does this and similar data show that language is con-
stitutively involved in children's thinking? By no means.

As we pointed out in section 1.3, the most that such data can reveal is
that language is a necessary condition for certain kinds of thinking, not
that it is constitutively involved in those kinds. And this is easily explicable
from the standpoint of someone who endorses the communicative - as
opposed to the cognitive - conception of language. For language, in
human beings, is a necessary condition of normal enculturation. Without
language, there are many things that the child cannot learn; and with
delayed language, there are many things that the child will only learn
later. It is only to be expected, then, that cognitive and linguistic develop-
ment should proceed in parallel. It does not follow that language is itself
actually used in the child's cognition.

But what of the fact that a child's language-development will often lag
behind its conceptual and cognitive development? Does this serve to show,
on the contrary, that thought is independent of language? For example,
when observed (and video-taped) in context, a two-year-old who can only
use two-word sentences like, 'Mummy shoes', may sometimes mean,
'Those are Mummy's shoes', (a possessive statement), and may some-
times mean, 'Mummy, put my shoes on', (a request to an actor to perform
an action on an object - see Gregory, 1987, p. 427).Then since the child's
capacities for thought go beyond what it is capable of expressing in lan-
guage, does this show that thought is independent of language? In fact
not, for two distinct reasons.

First, the argument would move too swiftly from the child's deficiency
in language production to the more general conclusion that it is deficient in
language-ability. But this inference is not warranted. For it may be that
the language faculty divides into two distinct sub-systems, one concerned
with production and one concerned with comprehension. (Indeed, the
evidence from aphasia suggests that this is the case. Some aphasics are
very poor at producing intelligible discourse themselves, but have quite
good comprehension abilities.) And if language is implicated in thought,
then it may be that it is (or can be) the comprehension system which is so
implicated. So if the child is capable of understanding the difference
between the two utterances, 'Those are Mummy's shoes', and 'Mummy,
put my shoes on' (said by a sibling, say), then it may be that it thinks to
itself, 'Those are Mummy's shoes', in circumstances in which it only has
the ability to say aloud, 'Mummy shoes'.
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Second (and even if the above point is waived), it does not follow from
the data that language is not directly implicated in the child's thought.
From die fact that the child makes use of one-and-the-same (two-word)
sentence, now to mean, 'Those are Mummy's shoes', and now to mean,
'Mummy, put my shoes on', it does not follow that it can think those
thoughts independently of the use of that (or an equivalent) sentence. It is
possible that the child's ability to make use of signs outstrips its ability to
mark those different uses by different signs - but that its thoughts are
partly constituted by the signs so used.

The evidence from abnormal development

If the evidence from normal development is equivocal, then what of the
evidence from cases where language development is wholly absent, such
as the examples of 'wolf-children', or pre-signing deaf children? When
these were discussed in section 1.3, it appeared that they, too, presented
no real evidence either way. For we may grant that the cognitive develop-
ment of these children is severely impaired; but this datum is consistent
with either the cognitive or communicative conceptions of language.
From the standpoint of the cognitive conception, the reason why their
cognition is so impaired is because more complex forms of human think-
ing actually involve the use of language; so where language is absent, so
must these forms of thinking be. But from the standpoint of the commu-
nicative conception of language, the reason why these children are cogni-
tively impaired is that they lack many normal human concepts and
beliefs, which can only be acquired through enculturation and linguistic
communication.

But what of the fact that the isolated child Genie, when she was first
discovered at age 13, had a mental age of between 1 and 2 - despite then
going on to display intelligence in the normal range when she later
acquired language? (see Curtiss, 1977). Is this immense cognitive deficit
wholly explicable in terms of the absence of communication, and so in
terms of Genie's lack of enculturated beliefs? Perhaps not. But then there
are many other features of Genie's case which might explain the differen-
tial, consistent with the communicative conception of language. For it
was not just communication that she was deprived of.

Genie was also deprived of all normal emotional contact with others,
and of opportunities to explore her environment (which was in any case
very impoverished). Almost her only contact with other people, between
the ages of 1 and 13, were occasional visits from her father and brother,
neither of whom spoke to her, the former of whom beat her regularly
(especially if she made any sound), and both of whom tormented her and
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barked at her like a dog. She was also kept immobile for much of her life,
almost all of which was spent in a dim, largely unfurnished room, either
strapped to a commode, or zipped into a specially adapted sleeping bag,
which effectively functioned as a strait-jacket. It would hardly be surpris-
ing if, in the circumstances, Genie's cognitive development was very
severely delayed, way beyond what one might predict from her lack of
opportunities to receive information from others. And, indeed, the pre-
signing deaf man described by Schaller (1991) displayed deficits which
were not nearly so severe.

Schaller describes the case of a profoundly deaf man, Ildefonso, who
reached the age of 27 without acquiring any conventional language. He
had been brought up in a community of migrant labourers, without any
schooling, and without any contact with natural sign languages. He was
balanced, alert, and normally affectionate, and capable of using and
understanding simple gestures and uses of mime. He was capable of per-
forming everyday tasks, and of earning a wage as a labourer. When intro-
duced to ASL (American Sign Language) he learned it extremely fast,
sucking in each new word hungrily. Schaller herself describes Ildefonso's
predicament as one in which the absence of language had deprived him of
a great deal of information, thus committing herself to the communicative
conception of language. But actually, hardly any formal testing of
Ildefonso's cognitive abilities was undertaken, either before and after lan-
guage acquisition.

Moreover, it is doubtful whether Ildefonso was genuinely languageless.
Evidence from elsewhere suggests that he would have developed for
himself a gesture system having all of the properties of a simple language.
(Indeed, this interpretation seems confirmed by Schaller's description of
him engaging in animated 'conversations' with other non-signing deaf
adults, using what she describes as a rich repertoire of gesture and mime.)
Susan Goldin-Meadow and colleagues have studied deaf children born of
hearing parents over a number of years, whose parents then took a deci-
sion that the children should not be taught any form of Sign (see Goldin-
Meadow and Mylander, 1990, Butcher et al, 1991, and Goldin-Meadow
et ah, 1994). They found that without exception the children spontane-
ously developed a gesture language, initially taking over the gestures of
their parents, but then systematising and regularising them into a genuine
language, with all the properties of morphology and syntax which one
would expect of simple three-year-old language. So it seems that it may
actually be impossible to find any genuinely languageless humans, unless,
like Genie, they are deprived of human contact altogether!

Does the fact that congenitally deaf children spontaneously develop a
gesture language show that they are already capable (in advance of
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possessing any language) of entertaining complex thoughts? For certainly
the invention of an entire language (albeit a simple one) can be no simple
matter! But this is almost certainly not the right way to understand what
takes place. For in fact the languages of these children pass through
exactly the stages of development and spontaneous restructuring as do
those of children acquiring ASL; and surely no one wants to say that in
the normal case children have to invent their own language! (But see
section 2.8 below.) Rather, it seems that the human language-forming
faculty not only contains a powerful set of innate constraints (as Chomsky
and others have argued; see Chomsky, 1988, Curtiss, 1989, and Pinker,
1994)3 but that it requires only minimal linguistic exposure to be triggered
into growth and activity. This same interpretation is also strongly sug-
gested by the way in which children brought up of pidgin-speaking
parents will spontaneously elaborate them into Creoles in the space of a
single generation (see Holm, 1988). So there is no real reason to believe
that young children are capable of complex thought prior to the develop-
ment of natural language - for languages are, in fact, grown rather than
learned or invented.

Of course, the fact that Ildefonso probably already had some language
does not show that he had nothing more to learn. And interestingly,
Schaller reports that when she began to teach him to sign, he had particu-
lar problems in understanding and learning to use signs for temporal con-
cepts. It took months of intensive training for him to begin to use tenses,
for example. This certainly suggests that the process of learning to sign
was not merely a matter of acquiring labels for a set of pre-existing con-
cepts. Yet it is difficult to see, either, how temporal concepts might pre-
suppose a set of beliefs which can only be acquired through the use of
language after extensive enculturation. Acquiring the capacity to think
about the past and the future is not a matter of acquiring a whole body of
beliefs about the past and future, within which temporal concepts are
embedded. On the contrary, it is, surely, inseparable from acquiring com-
petence with some system of temporal markers, or symbols.

So does it then follow that temporal concepts, and the thoughts con-
taining them, constitutively involve the use of public signs? Not necessar-
ily, in fact. For it may be that there are concepts which can only be
acquired through the use of language, but where the concepts so acquired
are thereafter independent of language. That is, it may be that Ildefonso's
initial temporal thoughts (considered as tokens, not types) were insepara-
ble from the natural language signs which constitutively expressed them.
But it may be that, once competence was acquired, he was thereafter
capable of thinking thoughts of the same type without the use of those
public signs. For example, competence in the use of public-language
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temporal signs, once attained, may be mapped across on to an equivalent
system of Mentalese symbols, enabling temporal thoughts to be enter-
tained independently of public language thereafter. So once again there is
nothing in the data to force us to embrace the cognitive conception of lan-
guage (at least in its strongest form). It would appear that the evidence
from abnormal, as from normal, development is equivocal.

The crucial evidence which would seem to be needed here is this. What
happens to a congenitally deaf child who is developmentally ready to
acquire full-blown language (at age 5 or 6, say), but who has had no previ-
ous exposure to conventional sign-language, if they are then immersed in
a signing community? One would predict that they would learn to sign
extremely fast. If they were immediately to display evidence of dramatic
changes in the creativity and flexibility of their thinking, across a range of
cognitive domains, then this would count strongly in favour of the cogni-
tive conception of language. For it would surely be implausible that at this
stage the children could have had the opportunity to acquire many new
beliefs through enculturation. Indeed, much of the early use of language
involves comment upon items that are already perceptually present to
both adult and child, and so the child cannot be acquiring any new (non-
meta-linguistic) beliefs. The best explanation would be that these items of
vocabulary, and the linguistic system of which they form part, would
make it possible for the child to engage in a new kind of thinking - namely
(as I shall argue), conscious thinking.

The only evidence bearing on the above proposal that I know of, arose
out of the experiment conducted by Luria and Yudovich (1956). They
took a pair of five-year-old twins who had, through neglect and lack of
motivation resulting from the self-sufficiency of the 'twin situation',
acquired barely any language. They separated the twins and placed them
in environments where they would have the motivation to learn to com-
municate, and, in addition, subjected just one of them to a course of lan-
guage-training. They reported marked improvements in cognitive ability
with the beginnings of acquisition of language (after just three months, in
fact). When first discovered, the twins appeared incapable of even rudi-
mentary forms of play. They would move objects about and line them up,
say, but would make no attempts at construction or planning, let alone at
symbolic play. They also appeared incapable of classifying heterogeneous
collections of objects into kinds. But as their language improved, so their
play became more ordered, thoughtful, and creative; and similarly their
classification abilities became more normal.

The results of this experiment are extremely suggestive for the thesis
that some kinds of thinking actually involve natural language, but by no
means conclusive. One initial source of worry is that the experiment was
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conducted within a theoretical framework which assumes the involvement
of language in thought (following Vygotsky, 1934). Luria andYudovich's
interest was not so much in testing this framework, as in elaborating some
of its details. This meant that alternative explanations of their data were
neither proposed nor tested. It is therefore hard, now (especially at this
distance in time), to have full confidence in the reliability of their results.
And so far as I am aware the experiment has never been repeated.

It might also be objected that the twins' acquisition of language was not
the only factor which may have increased the sophistication of their play.
For their separation meant that they were no longer self-sufficient, and
had to seek to interact with, and join in the play of, the other children in
the kindergarten. Their improved play-performance may then be attribut-
able to observational learning from the play of normal children, rather
than to increased language ability. But this objection can be met, in fact,
by appealing to the differential performance of the two twins after their
initial separation. After three months, the language-abilities of the twin
who had undergone special training were markedly better than that of his
sibling, as were both the creativity of his play and his classification abil-
ities. And this differential cannot be put down to increased opportunities
for observational learning, of course.

There remains, however, the possible rejoinder which parallels the one
we recently made in the case of Ildefonso - namely, that language may be
necessary for the acquisition of certain concepts and modes of thinking,
without necessarily thereafter being implicated in those thinkings. This
proposal is hard to refute from the developmental evidence alone. For
almost everyone accepts that language-acquisition is instrumental in the
child's acquisition of new concepts (the notable exception being Fodor,
1981, who maintains that all concepts are innate). But it is quite another
matter to maintain that the concepts so acquired are thereafter tied to the
deployment of language.

So, much of the twins' dramatic cognitive development could be put
down to their acquiring new conceptual structures resulting from their
acquisition of language, without us necessarily having to allow that
natural language was actually implicated in the use thereafter made of
those conceptual structures - that is to say, in their thinking. It could be,
in particular, that the twins' growing competence in the use of natural-
language logical operators (particularly the conditional) was responsible
for their increased creativity and improved planning abilities. In which
case natural language may have been constitutively involved in their early
token conditional thoughts. But it is another matter to claim that it
remained constitutive of those thoughts as a type. It may be that once
competence was attained it was transferred to some Mentalese equivalent
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of the conditional, enabling the twins to entertain conditional thoughts
thereafter in the absence of natural language.

The evidence from aphasia

I turn, now, to consider the evidence from aphasia. This is a condition in
which people who were previously normal have lost their capacity for lan-
guage, resulting either from a head injury or from a stroke.The first point
to be made is that there are many different forms of aphasia, each of
which may admit of various degrees of severity. There are aphasias which
only affect speech output, either removing it altogether, or reducing it to
strings of meaningless jargon. There are aphasias which affect
comprehension, aphasias which affect word-recall, aphasias which affect
grammatical ability, and so on. The most interesting population for our
purposes consists of so-called 'global aphasics', in whom both production
and comprehension are severely affected.

Unfortunately, many investigations of intelligence in aphasia have been
population-studies making little attempt to distinguish different types of
aphasia (see Zangwill, 1964, and Wyke, 1988, for reviews). Moreover,
severity of aphasia has often been measured by degree of impairment of
language output, rather than by impairment of comprehension. Such
aphasics are, for obvious reasons, more convenient test subjects, since
they can understand and respond to instructions. And many researchers
may still have been influenced by the account of inner speech due to the
behaviourist John Watson, who analysed it in terms ofaction inhibition (see
ch. 10 of his 1924, reproduced in Lycan, 1990). For on this account, any
disruption in the capacity to generate speech would at the same time
disrupt inner speech, hence also disrupting thought, on the hypothesis
that thinking is conducted in language. But there seems no good theoret-
ical reason for assuming that inner speech cannot be conducted in audi-
tory imagination; and, indeed, there is a good deal of empirical evidence
that it actually is (see Gathercole and Baddeley, 1993). Even Steven
Pinker (who should know better) is to be found arguing from the spared
cognitive abilities of a patient with production-aphasia, to the conclusion
that thought is independent of language (see his 1994, ch. 2). Needless to
say, no such conclusion is warranted.

It must therefore be cases of severe global aphasia which are of most
direct relevance to the question of the involvement of language in
thought. Unfortunately, however, it is by no means easy to devise non-lin-
guistic tests of cognitive ability. (Witness the difficulties experienced by
primatologists in devising a non-linguistic version of the false-belief tasks;
see Gomez, 1996.) However, Raven's Matrices, some of which are rather
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like jigsaw puzzles, have been widely used. Andrew Kertesz (1988)
summarises the data by remarking that aphasic performance in these and
other non-verbal tasks is generally impaired, with the degree of impair-
ment correlating significantly with the degree of comprehension deficit.
But he also notes the existence of severe global aphasics in whom a variety
of non-verbal abilities are quite well preserved.

Even if there is some cognitive ability which is never found to be left
intact in cases of global aphasia, however, it would not necessarily follow
that the normal operation of that ability actually involves the use of lan-
guage. For it may be that the basis of the ability in question is sited in the
same region of the brain as the language system, without either of them
being functionally implicated in the operation of the other. It might then
be that any brain-injury which damages the one will necessarily damage
the other, without the one actually involving the other.

For example, many studies report some form of disorder of conceptual
thinking associated with aphasia - that is, disorders which involve failures
to classify objects appropriately, or to notice semantic connections
between pictures, say (for reviews see Lebrun and Hoops, 1974, and
Wyke, 1988). Does this support the view that deployment of concepts is
tied to the use of lexical items of natural language? Not necessarily, for the
reason just given. It would certainly make sense, after all, that conceptual
structures (of Mentalese, by hypothesis) should be stored and processed
in an area of the brain very close, at least, to the language centres, given
that so much of their normal deployment is through language, by engage-
ment in language production or language comprehension. If the essential
function of natural language is the communication of thought, as the
communicative conception of language maintains, then it is perhaps only
to be expected that language should be represented in the brain very close
to the thought-components (concepts, lexical items of Mentalese) which
it has the function of communicating.

Conversely, even if there are clear cases of dissociation between global
aphasia and some cognitive ability (such as spatial reasoning abilities), it
does not follow that the ability in question is not language-involving. For it
may well be that the language faculty consists of three distinct sub-
systems, and not just two. (This is Chomsky's view; see his 1995. He
believes that in addition to the production and comprehension systems,
there is a distinct knowledge-base which underpins both.) It may well
therefore be that, besides a production system and a comprehension
system, there is also what might be called a linguistic inference system. This
would have the function of manipulating sentences, inferring other sen-
tences from them, and so on. And it may be that this - thinking - system
can be left intact when both production and comprehension systems are
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destroyed. (Note that Chomsky appears to commit himself to the
possibility of such an inference system, when he postulates a level of
representation in the language faculty which operates upon logical form,
independently of phonological encoding; see Chomsky, 1995, and May,
1985.)

The issue of the extent of the involvement of language in thought has
been much debated amongst aphasiologists, with expert opinion on the
question being divided. (The terminology employed is striking: those
who maintain that language is involved in thinking are known as 'sensual-
ists', while those who maintain the independence of thought from lan-
guage are 'spiritualists'. It pleases me that the thesis being defended in
this book makes me a sensualist who is opposed to spiritualism!) As I
understand it there is, even now, no emerging consensus on the issue,
with many aphasiologists turning to investigate other, more tractable,
matters.

While evidence from scientific psychology may eventually prove deci-
sive in resolving the question of the involvement of natural language in
thought, and would certainly be necessary to plot out in any detail pre-
cisely which kinds of thinking constitutively involve such language (as we
shall see in Chapter 8), it is too early, as yet, for any firm conclusions to be
drawn from the available scientific data. I shall therefore turn to consider
whether we might fare better by contemplating a very different set of data,
namely that delivered by ordinary introspection. It may be that, in looking
to the evidence from science, we have been conducting our search too far
from home, and that the case for the involvement of language in thought
is actually right under our noses, available to consciousness.

2.2 The evidence of introspection - images and imaged
sentences

If introspection is to be used to support the involvement of language in
thought, then it is important that the question we direct to ourselves
should be properly framed. Otherwise it can easily seem that introspec-
tion lends support to the sort of imagist theory of thinking which we dis-
credited in section 1.8. For if the question I ask myself is, 'What do I mean
by the word "car"?' (for example), and if I then say the word to myself
while I introspect, what I find, almost inevitably, is that I have formed a
visual image of a car. But the mistake here consists in asking for the
meaning of a word in isolation - as Gottlob Frege pointed out long ago
(see his 1884). Rather, the meaning of a word consists in its contribution
to the meanings of whole sentences containing it, and a word only prop-
erly has its meaning within the context of a sentence.
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So what one needs to do is, firstly, to introspect while (or shortly after)
using some sentence of natural language in the course of one's daily life;
and secondly, while (or shortly after) one has been entertaining privately
some completed thought, or sequence of such thoughts. In the first sort of
case what one discovers (as I have already indicated in the points made in
section 1.8 above, following Wittgenstein) is that there is often no separa-
ble mental process accompanying the utterance of the sentence itself; or,
at least, not one that is available to consciousness. In the second sort of
case what one discovers, I believe, is that our private thoughts consist
chiefly of deployments of natural language sentences in imagination -
inner thinking is mostly done in inner speech.

In this second sort of case there is a limited body of systematically gath-
ered introspective evidence available. Russ Hurlburt has devised a
method for sampling people's inner experience (see Hurlburt, 1990 and
*993)- Subjects wear headphones during the course of the day, through
which they hear, at various intervals, a randomly generated series of
bleeps. When they hear a bleep, they are instructed to immediately
'freeze', then record and elaborate, what was passing through their
consciousness at the time. Although frequency varies widely, all normal
subjects report experiencing inner speech on some occasions (widi the
minimum being 7% of occasions sampled, and the maximum being 80%;
most subjects reported inner speech on more than half of the occasions
sampled). Most subjects also sometimes report the occurrence of visual
images, and the occurrence of emotional feelings (between 0% and 50%
of occasions sampled in each case). (Moreover, most people also report
entertaining some wordless, or purely propositional, thoughts. This is a
finding I shall return to in section 2.4 below, and then again at some
length in section 8.3.)

Introspection informs us, in fact, that many of our thoughts are
expressed entirely in natural language - for example, my thoughts as I
write this, and, no doubt, yours as you read it. When I sit and draft a
letter to someone in my head, for example, what figures in my
consciousness is a sequence of English sentences in auditory (and
perhaps kinaesthetic) imagination, rather as if I were dictating that letter
aloud. Or, if this is considered too easy for me (since the task is itself a
linguistic one), take as an example any case where I sit and try to think
through some abstract problem - comparing competing explanations of
autism, say. In such cases I find that my thoughts will consist almost
entirely of inner dialogue. Consider another point, too - learners of a
second language will characteristically report that there is a watershed in
the learning process at which they begin to be able to think in (and even
dream in!) the language under study. Then such people, at least, must be
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under the impression that they do their thinking in one natural language
or another.

Many others of our thoughts consist of combinations of natural-lan-
guage sentences and mental images. For example, while driving home I
might be considering how to re-arrange the furniture in my office, and I
might think to myself, 'I shall put the desk there', where there relates to a
visual image of a particular location by the window. Even in those rarer
cases where the only introspective vehicle of thought is a mental image, it
seems that there is, almost always, an implicit sentential embedding to
endow the image with a determinate content. For example, when faced
with a particular practical problem, such as how to reach an object on top
of a tall wardrobe, the solution may come to me simply in the form of a
visual image, such as myself standing on top of a stool. In such a case the
image may get its significance from my disposition to entertain in thought a
sentence such as, 'If I place the stool like that, then I shall be able to
reach.'

Introspection informs us of a good deal more than all this, indeed.
Some people report that their thoughts occur to them in the form of
images of different heard voices, as if a number of different people were
speaking to them, or as if they were hearing themselves speak (see
Hurlburt, 1990 and 1993). For example, without prior teaching or
prompting I asked my son Isaac (then aged 4V2) how he did his thinking.
He replied, 'I think in English.' I asked him how he knew this, and he
replied, 'I can hear myself think.' As for myself, I can report that most of
my thoughts occur in the form of imaged conversations, in which I
imagine myself saying things, often, though by no means always, to a
determinate audience.

In fact this is the grain of truth, it seems to me, in the imagist theory of
thinking. It is images of natural language sentences which are the primary
vehicles of our conscious thoughts, and we think and reason primarily by
manipulating such images. So, while it may be true that we could not
think consciously at all unless we had imagination, studying the nature of
mental imagery will be a good deal less useful in investigating the nature
of thought than will studying the nature of natural language. For it is not
the image, as such, which carries the content of the thought, but rather
what is imaged - namely, a natural-language sentence.

We often do our thinking aloud, or on paper. (Indeed, this fact causes
particular problems for the communicative conception of language, with
its special emphasis on the role of natural language in communication, as
we shall see in Chapter 3.) It is common for young children to accompany
their games and activities with spoken monologues, and many adults, too,
will chat to themselves when alone, or to their babies and pets. Even more
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frequently, those of us whose work involves the written word - whether
academics, or bureaucrats, or business executives - will do much of our
thinking on paper, or at the keyboard. In many such cases one does not
first entertain a private thought and then write it down; rather, the think-
ing is the writing.

Even many overtly communicative uses of language can equally be
characterised as a kind of public thinking. For example, consider cases
where one reasons with someone, trying to convince them of the truth of
some proposition, or of something that they should do. Here, again, the
activities of thinking and speaking seem inseparable. All this is provided,
of course, that introspection is correct in telling us that we think in the
public medium, rather than that we translate our prior thought into that
medium.

According to introspection, then, private and public thought are alike
in that they both involve sentences of natural language. Just as a good deal
of private thinking consists in the imaging of spoken or heard sentences,
and in the manipulation of such images; so, too, many overt uses of lan-
guage would seem to constitute a sort of public thinking. And both sorts of
thinking operate in an essentially similar manner - namely, in the one case
in the imaging of, and in the other case in the utterance or writing of,
sequences of natural language sentences.

These similarities may be further confirmed by our impression of what
happens when we make the transition from private thought to public
utterance, or vice versa. For example, I may be thinking, privately, about
where to go on holiday next year, entertaining such thoughts as, 'It would
be nice to go somewhere hot.'Then, realising that my wife has entered the
room, I may say aloud, 'We could go to Avignon this time.' In such cases
there is no introspective impression of hiatus, or of transition between
radically distinct symbolic systems. It is quite unlike even those cases
where one makes a spoken transition between different natural languages
- as when, while in France, I negotiate a purchase for my son, and have to
switch backwards and forwards between English and French. Indeed, it
seems much more like those instances which often occur when I lecture,
where I utter one sentence aloud and then write the next on the black-
board. In both cases the sentences follow one another smoothly, as part of
the same unbroken chain of thought.

2.3 The scope and strength of the introspective thesis

The arguments sketched above seem to show that at least some human
thought does in fact involve natural language - though I shall shortly
begin to consider some possible replies from the lovers of Mentalese. But
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the scope of the thesis is, so far, quite severely restricted. In the first place,
of course, the thesis defended above extends only to thoughts that are con-
scious, since it was based on the deliverances of introspection. If there are
thoughts that are non-conscious, as I shall suggest in Chapter 5 that there
are, then nothing has as yet been said to suggest that they, too, will involve
natural language. Perhaps less obviously, but more importantly, the intro-
spective thesis so far defended only extends to occurrent, or episodic, acts
of thinking, not to thoughts that are standing states, as are most beliefs,
desires, and intentions.

There is a general distinction to be drawn amongst mental states
between those that are episodic events - occurring at particular times
with particular, if not exactly measurable, durations - and those that are
not. In the former category will fall bodily sensations, emotions, percep-
tions, imaginings, and after-images, as well as acts of thinking, wondering
whether, supposing, deciding, remembering, and so on. When I feel a stab
of pain in my ankle while running, or see a rabbit jump from my path into
the bushes, or wonder whether it is time to turn for home, these are all
mental events that occur at particular times in my life.

In the category of standing states, in contrast, will fall beliefs, desires,
hopes, intentions, and memories, as well as character traits such as
generosity and credulity. My belief that Sheffield is in England, and my
memory of my fifth birthday-party, are states that I will retain throughout
most of my life. The general term 'thought', in philosophical use, includes
events and states from both categories, covering all those that take
propositional objects, being canonically described by means of a that-
clause. So perceptions, propositional thinkings, imaginings, and acts of
remembering, as well as long-term beliefs, desires, and intentions (but
not sensations or character traits) are all of them thoughts, in this sense.

Now it is only episodic thoughts that can be characterised as events in
consciousness, or that are immediately available to introspection. For one
can, for example, easily forget what one believes, or desires, or intends.
Since we cannot directly introspect our beliefs, desires, or intentions, it
has not yet been shown that they, too, involve natural language. So the
most that has been established by the introspective argument given
above, is that our episodic acts of thinking involve natural language, not
that all thoughts do.

Even this is too strong, indeed. For in philosopher's usage, not only
would acts of judging-that, wondering whether, and such like, be
described as '(occurrent) thoughts', so too would perceptual states of
seeing-that, hearing-that, and so on, as also would states of imagining-
that.Yet it is hardly very plausible to claim that we see in natural language,
or entertain visual or auditory images in natural language! When I notice
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a car approaching while I am crossing a road, and quicken my pace
accordingly, it does not seem plausible to claim that my perception of the
car is expressed in English, or constitutively involves any English sen-
tence. Of course I may think consciously to myself, 'I had better get out of
the way of that car'; but then I may not - 1 may just act appropriately, on
the basis of my conscious perception. Equally, as we noted in section 1.8,
when I entertain a visual image of the street-layout of the city of Sheffield,
it is plain that I need not be entertaining any English description.

So the most that I should wish to claim on the basis of introspection, is
that it is episodic, properly propositional, thinkings (in the narrow sense,
to include acts of judging-that, wondering whether, supposing-that, and
so on, but not including perceptual or quasi-perceptual states of seeing-
that, or hearing-that, or imagining-that) which constitutively involve
natural language. It is one thing to notice a car approaching, or to imagine
the wind on my face, and another thing to think to myself that there is a car
coming, or that it is windy today. And it is only the latter events which are
language-involving, if introspection is to be believed - although, as we
shall see in Chapters 7 and 8, it may well be the case that conscious per-
ceivings and imaginings only achieve their status as conscious by virtue of
being made available to a kind of thinking which does involve natural lan-
guage.

I have suggested that the scope of the introspective thesis should be
restricted to occurrent propositional thinkings. However, there may be a
way in which it could be extended to include standing-state propositional
attitudes as well. For we can draw a further distinction between beliefs
and desires which are dormant and those which are active. Most of our
beliefs and desires lie dormant for most of the time, continuing to exist,
but without having any effect on current mental processes. My belief that
Sheffield is in England is something that I retain throughout my life, but
only rarely does it make any difference to what I think or do. Sometimes,
however, those beliefs and desires become active, as when one forms new
beliefs on the basis of old, or acts so as to satisfy a desire.

Now, it is highly plausible that one way in which a standing state can
become active is by emerging as, or causing, an appropriately related epi-
sodic event. Thus, one way for my belief that roses are powerfully scented
to become activated, is for it to cause me to think, in assertoric mode,
'Roses are powerfully scented.' And one way for my desire for fame to
become activated, is for me to think to myself, 'Would that I were
famous!', or something sufficiently similar. (These points will prove to be
of some importance in Chapter 6.) Then if these latter episodic events
involve natural language, as the argument from introspection suggests, it
will follow that the standing states must also involve such language, at
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least to this extent - that they are partly constituted by their disposition to
give rise to episodic events which involve natural language.

(It does not yet follow, of course, that one's beliefs and desires are stored
as, or in the form of, natural-language sentences. But considerations of
simplicity would certainly suggest it. If a large part of the way in which
beliefs and desires function actively in cognition is through natural lan-
guage, then it would certainly make sense that they should also be stored
in that form.)

It begins to seem plausible that a good deal of conscious human think-
ing, at least, might involve natural language. But this claim is still rela-
tively weak, for our purposes. For no modal conclusions are yet
warranted. That our conscious thinkings do occur in, or involve, natural
language does not yet show that they must, not even out of mere natural
necessity. It will be the task of Chapter 8 to try to establish this stronger
conclusion. But what does already follow from the considerations above -
at least if they stand unchallenged - is that our conscious thinkings do not
occur in Mentalese.

If my conscious thinkings take place in English, as I have claimed on
the basis of introspection that they do, then of course they do not take
place in any other natural language, let alone in a supposedly innate, uni-
versal, symbolic system such as Mentalese. So if the argument from intro-
spection is allowed to stand, we have already done enough to show that
Fodor and others are wrong to claim that all thoughts are expressed in
Mentalese. It may turn out to be the case that now-conscious episodic
thinkings occur in Mentalese, and it might remain possible, though
unlikely, that standing state thoughts should be stored in that form. But
conscious episodic thinkings would definitely seem, at this point, to
involve natural language. I shall return to consider Fodor's possible
avenues of reply in section 2.5 below.

2.4 Objections and elucidations

The introspective thesis that we do much of our conscious thinking in
natural language sentences faces a number of intuitive objections. In this
section I shall address as many of them as I can, taken in no particular
order. Some of these objections will be returned to in much more detail in
later chapters.

(1) 'A thought can surely occur to us in a flash, fully-formed and appar-
ently determinate in content, without there being time for any sentence
expressing that thought to be formulated, and without any such sentence
being introspectively accessible.'

But the reply to this is relatively easy, and is the one given by
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Wittgenstein (1953, sections 318-20). Lightning-like thought can occur
in the same way and for the same reason that it is possible to make a note
of a thought in a few pencilled dashes - namely, what makes those dashes
into the expression of a complete thought is my ability to expand them
into such a thought, together with my present disposition to make use of
them as if they already expressed such a thought. The phenomenon of
lightning-like thought is one which is, in fact, equally characteristic of
public speech or writing as of private thinking, and so cannot serve to
undermine the claim that we think in natural-language sentences.

(2) 'But surely we are often aware of a thought, or of entertaining a con-
scious thought, without any sentence figuring amongst the data available
to introspection. For example, when choosing amongst a number of gar-
ments from a display I can surely judge that the right-hand one has the
more attractive colour without the form of words, 'The right-hand one
has the nicest colour', - or indeed any form of words - figuring in my
consciousness. And this is confirmed in the experience-sampling data
gathered by Hurlburt (1990 and 1993), since many subjects reported
having wordless, purely propositional, thoughts on occasion.'

My response to this point is to grant that we often have thoughts which
may not involve images, either of objects or of public-language sentences,
but to deny that those thoughts are conscious ones. In part this reply will
have to wait on the discussion of consciousness in later chapters. But very
roughly, what I mean by a conscious thought is one that we are aware of
ourselves having, when we have it, non-inferentially (in a way which is
different from our awareness of the thoughts of other people). But what
happens in cases of languageless (and imageless) apparently conscious
thinking, in my view, is that the thought is, in fact, not so available. Rather,
it is self-ascribed on the basis of a swift retrospective self-interpretation,
much as it might be ascribed to a third party. I shall return to defend this
way of looking at the issue in section 7.3, and then again more fully in
section 8.3.

(3) 'But what of various forms of tip-of-the-tongue phenomena? It is a
familiar occurrence that people find themselves knowing (or at least
believing that they know) what they want to say, but being unable, for the
moment, to find quite the right words to express it - often with the sense
that there is a word or phrase which exactly fits what they mean, if only
they could recall it. Here, it seems, there is a thought which is both con-
scious and determinate prior to any natural-language sentence being
found for its expression, which would suggest that the thought itself is
independent of such language.'

But there are a variety of different kinds of phenomena involved here, in
fact (as Wittgenstein again points out, 1953, section 335), none of which
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raises a real problem for the introspective thesis defended above. One sort
of case is where there is, indeed, a determinate thought present, which is
expressed, at least in part, in some other form of representation. Asked for
directions to the City Hall I may find myself floundering, trying to express
my determinate (imagistic) knowledge in terms of names of streets, and
right and left turns. But since I have already allowed that some thinking -
particularly spatial thinking - can involve visual and other images, there is
no particular problem here.

In other sorts of case I believe it can plausibly be denied that there is
any determinate thought in existence prior to its linguistic formulation.
Rather, what happens is that I know (or believe) that there is thought
there to be had, and am confident that I would recognise it if I found it. In
fact, I am struggling to find- or to have - a thought of a certain sort, not
struggling to express a thought which I have already entertained. The
situation is rather like one in which, looking at some sort of visual puzzle
or maze, I can be entirely confident that the puzzle does have a solution,
and a solution of a certain sort, prior to the actual discovery of that solu-
tion. Evidence supporting this reading of the phenomena come from
those not-infrequent cases where, on pressing further for the thought
which I took to be there, I find that I was really just confused, and that
there exists no thought of the kind that I wanted.

(4) 'Consider examples where one makes a choice between alternative
words in expressing a thought. Does this not show that the thought itself
must already exist in consciousness independently of the words used to
express it?'

In fact not. And once again, there are really two sorts of case here. One
of them parallels the phenomenon just discussed. Sometimes choosing
between alternative words is choosing between alternative, slightly differ-
ent, thoughts - one of which may be more appropriate to the context, or
each of which may be appropriate in different ways.

The other sort of case just requires - what I have anyway allowed - that
some of our wow-conscious thoughts may fail to involve natural language.
In cases where I choose between alternative ways of expressing a thought,
I am prepared to allow that there is, sometimes, a thought already there to
be expressed; but I deny that it is a conscious thought. Similar points apply
to the processes which constrain and guide the way in which we fit
together words and phrases to form sentences - either aloud or in
imagination. I can allow that such processes are thoughtful, but deny that
the thoughts in question are conscious ones. My hypothesis - to be
pursued in later chapters - is that thoughts only become conscious when
they emerge into episodic imagings, either of public sentences alone, or of
mixtures of sentences and of objects or places.
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(5) 'But many sentences of natural language are ambiguous. To take a
hackneyed example, the sentence, "John is at the bank", can mean either
"bank-of-a-river" or "banking-institution". Yet my thoughts are, surely,
not similarly ambiguous. When I think, "I shall go to the bank in the
lunch-hour", there is normally no indeterminacy in my meaning. In
which case my thoughts cannot be identified with the sentences used to
express them.'

I have two replies. One is that it may not be the sentence, as such, which
constitutes a given thought, according to the introspective thesis; it is,
rather, the sentence in use. An occurrent thought will consist in an imaged
sentence taken together with my dispositions to reason and act on that sentence
in one set of ways rather than another. So it is not just the imaged sentence, 'I
shall go to the bank', which constitutes my decision to attend a banking-
institution; it is that together with a background of dispositions and abil-
ities. (On the idea of'the background' to thought, see Searle, 1983, ch. 5.)
And it may well be the case that these in turn do not similarly involve
natural language. But then neither are they conscious. So the thesis that it
is our conscious thinkings which consist in deployments of imaged natural
language sentences can remain intact.

The second reply is that an imaged sentence is not, in any case, a
merely phonological representation; rather, the content is represented in
the image too. The imaged sentence, 'I shall go to the bank', carries with it
one or other possible interpretation, just as the heard sentence would do.
When we hear people speak, we do not just hear phonology, and then
have to figure out an interpretation. Rather, what we hear is already inter-
preted. If someone says to me, 'I shall go to the bank', then I will immedi-
ately hear this as meaning one thing or another (depending on the
context) - though I may have to think again if the meaning I hear is suffi-
ciently incongruous. So it is, too, with inner speech. Ambiguous sen-
tences always carry with them some particular interpretation when
imaged. Putting the point in terms of the reply of the previous paragraph:
the background dispositions which constitute my meaning the sentence
in one way or the other may be realised in some sort of representational
structure (of Chomsky's logical form, or LF, as it might be) which is
already attached to the phonological representation. So the image is actu-
ally an interpreted object - it is not ambiguous.

(6) 'But do not creative thinkers like Einstein often insist that their think-
ing is done without words, but rather through fleeting images and feelings
which seem to bear no relation to words? (see Ghiselin, 1952). And do not
the solutions to problems often just come to us, already formulated? In
such cases one must have been thinking, in order to have reached a solu-
tion; but the thinking was not done in introspectively accessible words.'
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These points are good ones. But to say that creative thinking is done
wordlessly may only mean that it is done non-consciously. Not for
nothing have poets traditionally prayed to the Muses for inspiration; for
we often have no idea where our genuinely novel ideas come from, nor is
there much that we can do intentionally in order to get them. Sometimes
a relaxing environment can help - a hot bath, a daydream, or a good
night's sleep. But when ideas do come, they seem to us to come of their
own accord, often with no discernible history.

As has often been remarked, indeed, it may be that intelligence divides
into two separate components - a creative, non-discursive, non-conscious
idea-generator on the one hand, and a judgemental, logical, discursive,
conscious planner and idea-assessor on the other. In which case, it may
very well be the case that when engaged in creative thinking, all that will
pass through my consciousness may be irrelevant and fleeting images and
feelings. For the thinking itself is non-conscious. This is perfectly consis-
tent with the claim to be defended in this book, that conscious thinking
involves language. (It is also consistent with the claim, note, that the non-
conscious creative thinking is also language-involving. It is hard to see any
reason why language could only figure in thought in conscious mode. I
shall return to this point in section 8.7.)

(7) 'But what are you to say about conversational implicatures, and
about pragmatics? Consider metaphor, for example. Suppose that an irri-
tated teacher remarks of a pupil, "That fat slug is just waiting for his
lunch". Here what is meant - the thought expressed - is something like:
that the pupil is fat and slow and indolent, and thinks about food instead
of working. But what is said is something quite different - something
which either fails to refer at all, since there is no appropriately salient slug,
or which says, absurdly, that the pupil in question is a slug. Then, since
there is a mismatch between what is thought and what is literally said,
must not the two be wholly separate? The thought might be formulated in
one way - in Mentalese, as it may be - but then given its public expression
quite differently.'

This way of looking at the matter is by no means mandatory, however.
The fact that a particular sentence-token of natural language only obtains
its intended content, in a particular context, when taken together with a
good many surrounding beliefs and intentions, does not mean that the
occurrence of that content is independent of the sentence-token in ques-
tion. Rather, we can say that this token occurrence of that thought is
inseparably bound up with its (non-literal) linguistic expression, but also
depends for its existence on a variety of other thoughts which make it the
case that the latter is constitutive of the former.
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2.5 Fallible introspection and Fodor

Recall from section 1.8 that I am accepting, with Fodor, that thoughts are
sentences which are tokened, stored, and processed in characteristic
ways. And recall, too, that Fodor's claim is that all thought is conducted in
sentences of Mentalese. But now the introspection-based argument
developed above maintains that our conscious thoughts (at least when
episodic and properly propositional) are sentences of natural language. So
there is an inconsistency: one or other of this trio of claims must be false.
How should Fodor respond?

One way in which he could respond, would be by denying that intro-
spection is reliable on such matters. If Fodor is to maintain that all
thoughts, including conscious episodic ones, are expressed in Mentalese,
in the face of an argument from introspection to the contrary, then he
could try to find some way of rejecting the deliverances of introspection.
This need not necessarily be as difficult as it sounds. For hardly anyone,
nowadays, maintains that introspection is strictly infallible, in true
Cartesian tradition. Most hold that there is scope for error in our aware-
ness of our own mental states, just as there is in our awareness of objects
outside us. So if Fodor claims that introspection misleads us into thinking
that our conscious thoughts involve natural language when they do not,
this cannot plausibly be refuted by an appeal to introspective infallibility.

However, most people today also think that introspection, like external
perception, is generally reliable.True enough, there are some people who
deny that mental states really exist at all (see Churchland, 1981). In which
case introspective awareness could hardly be claimed to deliver us with
truths about our mental lives. But almost everyone who believes that
there are truths about mental states available to be had - whether realists,
like myself and Fodor, or interpretationalists, like Davidson and
Dummett - maintains that introspection will generally be reliable in
getting us those truths. If I think that I feel pain, then I generally do; if I
think that I am thirsty, then I generally am; if I think that I am fantasising,
or reasoning, or deciding, then that is generally what I am doing; and so
on. It is, therefore, not enough for Fodor merely to appeal to the possibil-
ity of introspective error. Some reason needs to be given why the error
should be systematic and persistent. For if Fodor is correct, then we are
all of us systematically misled into believing, on the basis of introspection,
that we think in natural language.

But Fodor does not need to deny the phenomenon of inner speech as
such, in fact, nor the reliability of introspection in relation to it. That is, he
need not reject the introspective datum that images of natural language
sentences figure prominently in consciousness when we think. But what



2.5 Fallible introspection and Fodor 61

he must deny is that such sentences constitute our thoughts. My claim is
that when, in the course of trying to solve a practical problem, I am aware
of imaging the sentence, 'I will get it by climbing on the box', then what I
am aware of is the thought. My claim is that it is the imaged sentence
itself, in context, which is the occurrent intention, and which then sets in
train the motor routines which cause my body to climb up on the box.
And this is the way in which I would naturally report my introspection - 1
was aware of deciding to climb on the box (and not just aware of something
caused by my decision), and it is because I so decided that I did it. Our
common-sense construal of the introspective datum, is that the imaged
sentences which we are aware of occupy the causal roles in our cognition
distinctive of thinking.

Fodor must claim that both I, and common sense, are mistaken. What I
am aware of here is not the occurrent intention itself (which is, he will say,
expressed in Mentalese), but some mere concomitant of it. My dispute
with Fodor can thus concern the causal roles of imaged natural-language
sentences, rather than their existence. The dispute can be about whether
natural-language sentences occupy the causal roles within our cognition
of thinkings, decidings, and wonderings whether; not about whether such
sentences figure in cognition at all. My claim is that it is the imaged sen-
tence itself - 'I shall get it by climbing on the box' - which occupies the
causal role of the thought (the thought, namely, that I will get it by climbing
on the box). Fodor's claim must rather be that the thought itself, expressed
in Mentalese, somehow causes the imaging of the natural-language sen-
tence (as well as causing me to climb on the box).

If Fodor's views on the nature of thinking are to be vindicated, then
what he needs is either a full-blown theory of consciousness (a theory of
introspective self-awareness), or at least a plausible account of the role of
inner verbalisation within our cognition (if that role is not the one dis-
tinctive of thinking). He therefore needs at least enough of an account of
introspection which will not only be plausible and convincing in its own
right, but will at the same time explain how we come to be under the
systematic illusion that our conscious thoughts involve natural language.
This is not something that he actually provides anywhere in his writings.
So we shall need to consider what can be done on his behalf.

We shall need to canvass a variety of theories of consciousness, and a
variety of accounts of the causal role of inner speech, to see whether a
thesis of systematic illusion can be made out. If the most plausible of
these theories turns out to have the consequence that Fodor requires,
then he will face no problem from the introspective argument presented
in this chapter. He can reply that our best theory of consciousness, and/or
our best account of inner speech, implies that we shall all easily become
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deluded on this matter. So here is one reason why the question of the
extent to which thought involves natural language should lead us to inves-
tigate theories of consciousness, as we shall do in Chapters 5 to 7.
(Another reason will be given shortly, in section 2.7.)

Suppose, however, (and as I shall argue, in fact) that our best available
theory of consciousness, and our best account of the function of inner
speech, do wot provide us with any grounds for believing that we might be
systematically deluded about the nature of conscious thinking. Would this
mean that Fodor's position - that all thinking is conducted in Mentalese -
could not be rationally believed? Not necessarily. That would depend
upon the strength of his arguments in support of his thesis. For suppose
that those arguments were very powerful. Then provided that there were
some theory of consciousness, or some theory of the function of inner
speech, which would support the idea of systematic introspective illusion,
then the most rational course might be to endorse that theory, even
though it is, on other grounds, somewhat weaker. Indeed, even if none of
the available theories were to support the idea of systematic illusion, this
need not mean that Fodor's position could not be rationally believed. For
if his arguments are strong enough, the best course might be to insist that
introspection must be mistaken on this issue, and to maintain, in conse-
quence, that no one has yet managed to propose an acceptable theory of
introspective awareness, or an acceptable account of the role of inner
speech.

This means that we shall have to spend some time considering the
strength of Fodor's arguments for the thesis that all thought occurs in
Mentalese. This task will be begun in the next section, and will occupy us
through to Chapter 4. In the present chapter I shall confine myself to
three of Fodor's more explicit arguments, as developed in his 1978 (see
also his 1987, Appendix).

2.6 Individuating propositional attitudes

The first of Fodor's arguments that I shall consider here, proceeds by
attacking the contrary claim that beliefs and desires are relations to sen-
tences in the natural language which is native to the believer or desirer in
question. The argument is, that claiming propositional attitudes to be
relations to natural language sentences will slice them too thin. That is, if
beliefs and desires are individuated in terms of the natural-language sen-
tences which are claimed to constitute them, then the resulting identity
conditions will lead us to distinguish beliefs and desires which are, in
reality, the same.

It will then turn out, for example, that the belief that the dog bit the man
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is distinct from the belief that the man was bitten by the dog, because the
natural-language sentences, 'The dog bit the man', and, 'The man was
bitten by the dog', are different from one another. Whereas we would
surely want to claim that those beliefs were one and the same. Similarly, it
will turn out that Oedipus' desire to marry Jocasta is distinct from his
desire that Jocasta be his wife, since the sentences, 'I am married to
Jocasta', and, 'Jocasta is my wife', are different. But again, we would surely
want to insist that these desires are identical.

The principle of propositional-attirude individuation appealed to here
derives from Frege (1892), and is often known as the intuitive criterion of
difference. On this account, thoughts are distinct in content if, and only if,
it is possible for a thinker to take differing epistemic attitudes towards
them at one and the same time. So the belief that Venus has set is distinct
from the belief that the evening star has set, since it is possible for someone,
not knowing that Venus and the evening star are one and the same, to
believe that Venus has set while doubting that the evening star has. By the
same token, Oedipus' desire to marry Jocasta is distinct from any desire to
marry his mother, since it is plainly possible to have the one desire but not
die other - as, in fact, he did. In contrast, it does not seem possible that
someone should believe that the dog bit the man while doubting whether
the man was bitten by the dog, except out of momentary confusion or
madness. Nor does it seem intelligible that Oedipus should want to marry
Jocasta while having an aversion to the thought that Jocasta should be his
wife.

It is worth noting that while the intuitive criterion of difference slices
thicker than natural-language sentences, it still cuts propositional atti-
tudes pretty finely - in particular, more finely than logical equivalence.
Thus, by the criterion, the belief that there are 9 planets will come out as
distinct from the belief that the number of planets is two larger than the small-
est prime number larger than 5. This is so for two distinct reasons. First, it
seems plain that someone could believe the first while being inclined to
doubt the second, because of errors in calculating the result. Second, the
latter belief contains concepts - for example, the concept prime number -
not contained in the former. So someone could believe the former while
failing to believe the latter because they lacked the concept of a prime
number.

Fodor's claim, then, is that once we have accepted that propositional
attitudes are relations to sentences, the only theory consistent with the
principle of individuation contained in the intuitive criterion of difference
is diat the sentences in question are sentences of Mentalese.The hypoth-
esis can then be, that the sentences, 'The dog bit the man', and, 'The man
was bitten by the dog', will both translate into the very same sentence of
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Mentalese, as will each of the sentences, 'I am married to Jocasta', and,
'Jocasta is my wife.' So the reason why someone must assent to each of
these pairs of sentences if they assent to either, is that they are both
equally acceptable public translations of the Mentalese sentence which
really constitutes their propositional attitude.

In reply to this argument, it is only necessary to introduce the distinc-
tion between core and dispositional propositional attitudes, deployed by
Field, 1978, following Dennett, 1975. A core belief, for example, is one
which has been explicitly computed and stored in memory - in the form
of some sort of sentence, if the sentential account of propositional atti-
tudes is correct. A dispositional belief, in contrast, will be any obvious con-
sequence of a core belief, apt to be explicitly computed as soon as
circumstances demand. Now, before I put this distinction to work in
answering Fodor's argument, I shall show how it is independently moti-
vated - that is, I shall show how the distinction is one which needs to be
drawn anyway, whether we believe that propositional attitudes are rela-
tions to sentences of natural language, or of Mentalese.

The distinction between core and dispositional beliefs is required to
explain how we may correctly attribute an unlimited set of beliefs to crea-
tures, such as ourselves, with finite cognitive space. I surely say something
true of you when I say that you believe that 61 is larger than 60; that 62 is
larger than 61; that 63 is larger than 62; that 64 is larger than 6 3 ; . . . that
73,000,001 is larger than 73,000,000; and so on without limit. Equally (to
use Dennett's more colourful example), I surely say something true of
you when I say that you believe that zebras in the wild do not wear over-
coats; that they do not hold barbecues; that they do not read Shakespeare;
and so on, again without limit. But it is highly implausible to suggest that
each of these beliefs corresponds to a distinct state of your brain (a stored
sentence). For there are, to put it mildly, too many of them. Rather, each
is an obvious consequence of some body of explicitly stored beliefs, in
such a way that you will, for example, immediately answer 'Yes' if asked
whether 73,000,001 is larger than 73,000,000. And note that something
like this will need to be said whether beliefs are stored in natural language,
or Mentalese, or some other system of representation altogether.

Now, with the distinction between core and dispositional beliefs in
place, we can say that the belief that Pis none other than (is the very same
as) the belief that Q whenever the sentence 'P ' is obviously equivalent to the
sentence 'Q' . For then it will not matter, for purposes of psychological
explanation, which sentence we use to characterise the subject's belief.
For if either belief is core, then the other will be dispositional. No matter
whether it is the sentence 'P ' or the sentence 'Q ' which is stored in
memory, the person will be disposed immediately to compute the other
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sentence if required. So if they assent to the question, 'Do you believe that
P?', then they will also assent to the question, 'Do you believe that Q?',
and vice versa.

We can now reply to Fodor's argument against the thesis that beliefs are
relations to sentences of natural language, by saying that, more strictly,
beliefs are relations to sets of obviously equivalent natural-language sen-
tences; and that a core belief will consist in the storage of any one of a set
of obviously equivalent natural-language sentences. Indeed, it is an addi-
tional virtue of the natural-language account that it can provide a sub-
stantive explanation of the condition for thought-identity captured in the
intuitive criterion of difference. It is because it makes no apparent psycho-
logical difference whether it is the sentence 'P' or the sentence 'Q' which
is stored, if'P' and 'Q' are obviously equivalent, that it will make no differ-
ence whether the thinker is described as believing that P or as believing
that Q.

('Obvious equivalence to whom?', you might ask. Obvious to the
subject to whom the beliefs are being attributed, in the first instance. It is
because the subject in question will immediately assent to 'P' if they are
already inclined to assent to 'Q', and will similarly assent to 'Q' if they are
already inclined to assent to 'P', that it makes no significant difference
whether we describe them, in either case, as believing that P or as believ-
ing that Q. But it is, on the present hypothesis, a presupposition of our
practice of ascribing beliefs in accordance with the intuitive criterion of
difference, that such patterns of obviousness should be widely shared. I
rely on the fact that / find 'P' and 'Q' to be obviously equivalent when I
judge that these two sentences should be counted as expressing the same
belief. And generally such judgements are borne out in psychological
practice.)

2.7 Animals and infants

Another of Fodor's major arguments for the thesis that the language in
which we think is Mentalese, is that animals and pre-linguistic human
infants have thoughts - beliefs, desires, intentions, and the rest - but no
natural language. In which case the sentences constitutive of their
thoughts cannot be natural-language ones. Now, it is not very plausible to
deny the premise of this argument. While some have denied that animals
and infants have beliefs and desires, their grounds for doing so have either
been weak, or have depended upon some anti-realist conception of the
mind. At any rate, their position is not one that I propose to take seriously
in this book. (For further discussion, see my 1992c, ch. 6.) It is much
more plausible to respond by denying that the conclusion follows from
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the premise - not even non-demonstratively, by means of an inference to
the best explanation.

In the first place, the most that follows from the claim that non-human
animals have propositional attitudes, of course, is that they entertain their
thoughts in some form of Mentalese, whose sentences perhaps have the
same meanings as some of the simpler sentences of human natural lan-
guage. There seems no particular reason to believe, as yet, that human
thoughts will employ the very same medium of representation, especially
given the manifest differences that exist between human and animal
modes of cognition.

The case of pre-linguistic human infants might seem more problem-
atic, however. For if we concede that their thoughts occur in Mentalese,
then the simplest hypothesis would appear to be that all human thoughts
are similarly expressed. For it is simpler to suppose that human cognition
employs just one system of representation rather than two. Not that this
conclusion is by any means forced on us. For there remains the counter-
suggestion put forward by Field (1978), that natural-language proposi-
tional attitudes get grafted onto a more primitive system of Mentalese
employed by pre-linguistic children. Indeed, when put together with the
evidence from introspection, presented earlier in this chapter, this might
seem to be the most plausible proposal overall.

Field's counter-suggestion can be strengthened still further, however -
even to the point of being able to stand independently of the evidence of
introspection - if we can identify some major functional difference
between the thoughts of adults and those of pre-linguistic infants and
animals. For otherwise, why should it be supposed that there are two
quite different systems of representation in operation, especially within
the cognition of a single organism? This will occupy us extensively in the
latter half of this book, where I shall argue that the difference in question
corresponds to the distinction between conscious and wow-conscious
propositional attitudes. In fact this argument of Fodor's will only finally
be answered in section 7.8, at the conclusion of my discussion of the
nature of consciousness. I shall then go on to claim that conscious think-
ings are relations to natural-language sentences, whereas non-conscious
ones are - or may be - relations to sentences of Mentalese.

(In fact I shall remain agnostic on the question whether the non-con-
scious thoughts of animals and pre-linguistic infants are best understood
on the sentential model, or whether they should be thought of as imagis-
tic, or whether, indeed, they might be better approached from the stand-
point of so-called connectionist cognitive architectures. I shall also remain
agnostic about whether or not the central-process propositional attitudes
of animals and pre-linguistic infants employ the same systems of repre-
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sentation as figure in the various sub-personal mental modules to be dis-
cussed in the second part of the next section.)

2.8 Language-learning and sub-personal thought

Yet another of Fodor's main arguments for the thesis that propositional
attitudes are relations to sentences of Mentalese, turns on the question of
how natural languages are learned. I shall first present and criticise this
argument, before introducing some relevant considerations to do with the
modularity of the mind.

The argument

Fodor claims that the only theory of learning which we have, is that learn-
ing always involves an inference to the best explanation. On this view,
learning, of whatever kind, always involves the stages familiar to students
of scientific method, of data-collection, hypothesis formation, testing,
and confirmation. So when an infant learns the meaning of the word 'cat',
for example, it must first gather some data about adult usage, then formu-
late a hypothesis, such as that 'cat' means 'furry animal', and then confirm
or refute (and subsequently modify) that hypothesis in the light of further
observation.

All of this presupposes, of course, that the infant has some symbolic
system in which it can describe and record the initial data, and in which it
can express and modify its hypotheses. It is hard to see how anything
could serve, here, except an articulate language - indeed, a language with
the full expressive power of human natural language. But, plainly, this
symbolic system cannot be a natural language, on pain of vicious circular-
ity. Since the symbolic system in question is the medium of representation
through which natural languages are supposed to be learned, it must be a
universal, presumably innate, language of thought - that is to say,
Mentalese.

There is an obvious initial reply to this argument, which appears to
have at least some independent motivation. It is, that knowledge of
natural language is not so much a matter of knowledge that - that is, of
propositional knowledge - as of knowledge how, the kind of knowledge
which is involved in possessing a skill, or practical capacity. On this view,
learning your first natural language is not like learning a body of facts,
such as quantum physics, but is more like acquiring a practical skill, such
as the ability to ride a bicycle. For we do say that the child is learning how
to speak, and knowledge of the meaning of a word is quite naturally
assimilated to an ability to use it correctly. And presumably no one thinks
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that, in order to learn to ride a bicycle, the child must formulate and test
hypotheses about such matters as the correct angle at which to lean into a
corner that is taken with a given angular velocity. So why should we think
that the child learning its first language must be formulating hypotheses
about the meanings of words, either?

Fodor has available to him a twofold rejoinder. First, he can point out
that if knowledge of a natural language is a practical capacity, it must be a
special sort of capacity, whose categorical basis in the brain somehow
reflects the semantic and syntactic structures of the language in question.
For no one who is not a behaviourist thinks that learning a natural lan-
guage is a mere matter of behavioural training, or of developing the right
conditioned responses. This is because of the unlimited creativity of lan-
guage. Anyone who masters a natural language has the capacity to under-
stand, to use, and to recognise the well-formedness of unlimitedly many
distinct sentences.The basis of their capacity must, then, at least be struc-
tured into distinct recombinable components, rather as sentences are
composed of distinct recombinable words. It is another matter, however,
to claim that the basis of the capacity to use a natural language is properly
characterised in terms of propositional knowledge, as Fodor does. In fact,
we can continue to maintain against him that knowledge of a natural lan-
guage is a practical capacity, albeit one whose categorical basis is
appropriately structured. (For further discussion of this issue, see my
1992a, ch. 6.)

The second rejoinder available to Fodor, and the one he actually
pursues (at least implicitly), is more radical. It is to claim that knowledge
how is, at a deeper level, to be assimilated to knowledge that. For he claims
that all cognitive processing, at all levels of cognition, involves computa-
tions on language-like representations. His argument for this is an argu-
ment from the presuppositions of much cognitive science, of which David
Marr's 1982 might serve as a suitable example. Marr and others in the
study of sub-personal systems of vision, language-acquisition, face
recognition, and so on, postulate rich hierarchies of computation and
inference between the incoming data and the output of those systems. So
it may turn out, it appears, that even learning how to ride a bicycle is to be
explained in terms of postulated processes of hypothesis formation and
testing in some non-conscious, sub-personal, symbolic system. In which
case, the claim that language-learning is a matter of learning how will have
gained us nothing against Fodor.

How convincing should we find Fodor's second rejoinder? That
depends on how plausible we find the alternative - connectionist -
approach to cognitive science. Those working within this alternative
tradition have attempted to construct models of cognitive processes
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(including various forms of learning) which involve, not computations
on sentence-like representations, but rather distributed activations
between connected neuron-like units (see, for example, Rumelhart and
McClelland, 1986; see also Clark, 1989).

Now, it is not necessary that we should commit ourselves whole-
heartedly to connectionist approaches to cognition in order to be able to
reply to Fodor's second rejoinder. It is possible to be convinced, as I am,
by Fodor's arguments in support of more traditional representational the-
ories of mind (see his 1987, Appendix, and Fodor and Pylyshyn, 1988),
but only in so far as they apply to central processes of thinking and reason-
ing. We could therefore continue to insist that beliefs, desires, and other
propositional attitudes involve relations to sentences, while allowing that
connectionist approaches may be able to account for many sub-personal
cognitive processes, including those involved in language-acquisition.
And even if language-acquisition, in general, is not adequately accounted
for in connectionist terms (as Steven Pinker agues, 1988), it may be that
vocabulary acquisition is different. It may well be that those aspects of
language which are very definitely learned and not innate, such as vocab-
ulary, can be adequately accounted for using connectionist models,
leaving rule-based systems, of the sort postulated by Chomsky's innate
universal grammar, to explain the rest. At any rate, this possibility has not
yet been ruled out.

There is available, however, a much simpler and swifter response to
Fodor's argument from language-learning. For we could allow that lan-
guage-learning requires thought, but deny that the thoughts in question
are conscious ones. Since the thesis to be pursued in this book is only that
conscious thinking involves language, I need not be troubled by an argu-
ment whose only real upshot is that conscious thinking presupposes
various forms of non-conscious thought. For such a claim is inde-
pendently very plausible.

Yet in order for this reply to be convincing, enough needs to be said
about the nature of consciousness for it to be apparent that the kinds of
thought entered into by pre-linguistic, language-learning, children would
be of the non-conscious variety. That, obviously, must be a task for later
chapters. But, very roughly, I shall claim that conscious thoughts are
those that are reflexively available for the subject to think about in turn -
see sections 7.1 and 7.3 below. What makes an occurrent thought of mine
conscious, on this account, is that it occurs in such a way that I can then
go on to think, not only about what I have just thought, but also about the
fact that I have just thought it. And I do believe that it is immensely
implausible that pre-linguistic children should be capable of such think-
ing - see section 7.8.
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Modularity of mind

The argument from language-learning appears less than convincing,
then. We can, in addition, turn Fodor against himself, appealing to the
thesis of modular mental organisation which he has himself defended
elsewhere (see his 1983 and 1989). Fodor argues that the mind is organ-
ised into input and output systems - or modules - on the one hand, and
central processes on the other. Modules would include vision, audition,
language processing, and motor control. Central processes would include
belief, desire, and practical reasoning. The distinctive features of mental
modules are that they are isolated, innately specified, and fast. I shall say a
few words about each of these features in turn.

Mental modules are held to be isolated from the rest of cognition, being
largely impervious to changes in central belief. Thus, for example, people
continue to be subject to the Mueller-Lyer illusion, continuing to see the
arrow-tailed line as longer than the arrow-headed one, even when they
know that the lines are of equal length. At some level of perception what
you see will depend upon background belief, of course - thus, whether
you see something as a car, or as a cup, will depend upon a whole battery
of beliefs about cars and cups. But whether you see a particular three-
dimensional solid shape against an immobile background is not similarly
a function of belief, and will arguably remain the same no matter how
your beliefs may change.

Mental modules have this isolation because they are dedicated pro-
cessors, assigned a specialised role in cognition, much of whose operation
is innately specified, or 'hard wired'. As a result of this specialisation,
mental modules are extremely fast in relation to central processes. For
example, subjects are capable of shadowing speech with a latency of 250
microseconds, thus allowing about 125 microseconds - or one eighth of a
second - for the analysis of speech input. Since the speed of neural trans-
mission is only 10 microseconds, this means that analysis of a heard sen-
tence (or, indeed, of a visual scene) takes place within the space of 12
neural firings. This is, by any measure, fast.

Now, given the isolation of input systems from the rest of cognition,
there is no particular reason to think that they function in the same way as
central processes of thought, or that they employ the same system of
representations. They merely have to deliver their results to central pro-
cesses, or, in the case of output systems, take input from those processes.
Moreover, given the speed of input and output systems in relation to con-
scious thought, there is some reason to think that mental modules do not
operate in the same way, or employ the same system of representation.

These points seem to me to undermine the unity of the language of
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thought, leaving us free to maintain that propositional attitudes are rela-
tions to natural-language sentences, whereas input and output modules
operate in some other medium - sentences of Mentalese, or connectionist
nets, as it may be. So, granted that the mechanisms for language-acquisi-
tion may employ some sub-personal system of representation, it does not
follow that personal thoughts must also employ that same system of
representation. Indeed, as we saw earlier in this chapter, there is some
reason to think that they do not.

It is worth noting, moreover, that although the states attributed by cog-
nitive scientists to sub-personal systems dealing with vision or language
can sound like propositional attitudes - for example, formulating a hypothe-
sis, or addressing a question to a sub-processor- they do not have the essential
functional characteristics of genuine propositional attitudes. In particu-
lar, these states play no role in anything genuinely analogous to practical
reasoning. Thus, real (central process) hypotheses function in the fixation
of beliefs, which in turn interact with desires in characteristic patterns of
inference to produce intentions, which interact further with other beliefs
and perceptions so as to produce actions. In sub-personal cognitive
systems, in contrast, it does not seem plausible that there is any real place
for desire, for intention, or for action. So the moral is, again, that there is
no particular reason to think that sub-personal modules will employ
representations of the same general kind as central thinking processes.

Suppose that the thesis of modular mental organisation is correct; and,
in particular, that there is a dedicated language module which is isolated
from central processes of thought and belief. This might then seem to
cause a problem for the claim to be defended in this book, that human
conscious thought involves natural language. For how can natural lan-
guage be implicated in thought, if the language module is isolated from
thought? The answer is that isolation need not be reciprocal. While the
functioning of the language module may be largely isolated from changes
in background belief, it may be that thought and belief can have access to
some of the structures and information inherent in the language module.

This point will be expanded upon in Chapter 8, where I shall postulate
the mechanisms subserving human consciousness. Here I merely note
that just such an asymmetric relation seems to obtain between the visual
system and central processes involving imagination, for example.There is
evidence that while the visual module may be isolated (up to a certain
level of visual output) from central belief, visual imagination itself
accesses and employs some of the cognitive resources involved in visual
perception. Thus, a task requiring visual imagery, such as counting the
right-hand corners in an imaged F, will be interfered with if the responses
have to be given visually (for example, by pointing to 'Yes' and 'No'
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buttons), but not if they may be spoken. In contrast, a task requiring audi-
tory imagination, such as counting the nouns in a recently heard sen-
tence, will be interfered with by a spoken, but not by a visual response (see
Fodor, 1975, andTye, 1991). It seems that imagination requires, and has
access to, some of the cognitive resources of the appropriate sense modal-
ity.

Summary

In this chapter I have raised the question whether it is natural language, or
rather Mentalese, which is constiturively involved in our thinking. I began
by considering the evidence from developmental psychology, and from
aphasia, which was found to be equivocal. I then presented an intuitive,
introspection-based, argument for the view that human conscious think-
ing constitutively involves natural language. But this conclusion has, at
best, the status of a bare matter of fact, with no necessity of any sort
attached. And in any case, it could easily be overturned by a sufficiently
powerful argument for the thesis that all thinking occurs in Mentalese. I
have also discussed three of Fodor's arguments for this latter thesis (the
arguments from propositional-attitude individuation, from the thoughts
of animals and infants, and from language-learning) which were shown to
be definitely unsound. But there remain a variety of further arguments to
be discussed over the next two chapters, many of which have to do,
roughly speaking, with questions of semantics.
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If Fodor is to maintain that the language of all thinking is Mentalese, then
he must do two things. First, he must give some account of the way in
which the semantics of natural language is inherited from the semantic
properties of our thoughts. Then second, he must provide a semantic
theory for the expressions of Mentalese in turn. In this chapter I shall
begin by considering another of Fodor's arguments for the view that we
think in Mentalese.This will lead us into discussion of the plausibility of
Gricean attempts to provide a semantics for natural language in terms of
a prior notion of thought, to some version of which Fodor is committed. I
shall then consider Fodor's proposed causal co-variance semantics for the
terms of Mentalese.

3.1 The argument from foreign believers

One of Fodor's more challenging arguments for the claim that the lan-
guage of all thinking is Mentalese, starts from the obvious fact that speak-
ers of many different natural languages can entertain one and the same
thought. In particular, many who are incapable of speaking English can
believe that grass is green. In which case, plainly, their belief cannot
consist in a relation to the English sentence, 'Grass is green.' Rather, if
beliefs are relations to natural-language sentences, then each person's
belief must be encoded in some sentence of their own language, which
bears a suitable similarity-relation to the sentence, 'Grass is green.' The
relation in question is presumably that of meaning the same. Our view
must be that anyone who believes that grass is green will entertain some
sentence from their native language which means the same as, or which
has the same content as, the sentence /use to express my belief that grass
is green - that is, the English-language sentence, 'Grass is green.'

But now the troubles start. For what account are we to give of the rela-
tion, means the same} Fodor claims that two natural-language sentences
will mean the same, in general, when they are standardly used to commu-
nicate the same beliefs. That is, for the English sentence, 'Snow is white',
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to mean the same as the German sentence, 'Schnee ist weiss', is for those
sentences to be standardly used, by English and German speakers respec-
tively, to communicate one and the same belief - the belief, namely, that
snow is white. But now we cannot, without circularity, maintain that the
belief that snow is white will consist in a relation to some natural-lan-
guage sentence. For on the above account, the only way of picking out
which natural-language sentences are in question, is by saying that they
are those sentences which are alike in expressing the belief that snow is
white.

The only option, Fodor thinks, is to drop the claim that beliefs are rela-
tions to natural-language sentences, and to accept that they are relations
to sentences of Mentalese instead. In that case, what is common to the
English and German speakers who believe that snow is white, will be a
relation to the very same sentence of Mentalese, which the one set of
believers are disposed to express in public by using the sentence, 'Snow is
white', and which the other set of believers are disposed to express by
using the sentence, 'Schnee ist weiss.'

Fodor here presupposes a Gricean approach to natural-language
semantics, according to which sentence-meaning is to be explained in
terms of the communication of belief (see Grice, 1957 and 1969).
Roughly, on this account, to utter the sentence, 'Grass is green', and
mean it, is to intend your audience to acquire the belief that grass is green
as a result of recognising your intention in speaking. It is obvious that this
approach takes thought to be prior to, and independent of, natural lan-
guage. It takes the notions of belief and intention for granted, and uses
them in explaining the idea of natural-language meaning. In which case
we cannot, of course, maintain that beliefs and intentions are relations to
natural-language sentences. Gricean semantics for natural language, and
the idea that propositional attitudes are relations to sentences of
Mentalese, would seem to be made for one another.

In fact, the argument from foreign believers is something of a red
herring. The real work is being done by an argument premised simply on
the adequacy of some or other version of Gricean semantics. The argu-
ment goes like this:

1. Gricean semantics explains the semantic properties of
natural-language expressions in terms of the prior thoughts
(beliefs and intentions) of language-users.

2. But thoughts in turn are relations to sentences or sentence-
like structures.

3. Given the correctness of the Gricean approach we cannot,
without circularity, maintain that these inner sentences, too,
are natural language ones.
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4. So the language of thought is not a natural-language, but
rather some form of Mentalese.

I have already agreed with premise 2 of this argument, in section 1.8
above. And the remainder of the argument seems to me to be sound. (See
section 4.6 below, however, for a possible restriction on its scope). So the
only option, if the conclusion is to be avoided, is to reject the Gricean
approach to natural language semantics.

It is worth noting that Gricean semantics is, in fact, but one form of
what I have called the communicative conception of language, which
embraces a spectrum of views. At one extreme lies what is sometimes
called the code-breaking conception of language, familiar from the classical
empiricists (for example, Locke, 1690). What happens in normal speech,
on this view, is that a speaker encodes their thought into the medium of a
public utterance, and a hearer then has to decode that utterance into a
thought of their own - the exchange proving successful if the thoughts at
either end of this process are the same or sufficiently similar. At the other
extreme are inferential conceptions of language, of the sort pioneered by
Paul Grice. On these accounts, what a speaker does is produce a signal
(which may be more or less arbitrary) from which the hearer must figure
out, together with assumptions about the context and the speaker's
beliefs, what the latter is attempting to communicate. In between these
two there are various mixed accounts, such as the theory of relevance
developed by Dan Sperber and Deirdre Wilson (1986). According to this
conception there are, standardly, elements of both decoding and infer-
ence in the understanding of speech.

The problems with code-breaking conceptions are now well known.
One is that the account of the nature of thought generally offered by those
who endorse such conceptions - namely, mental images - is hopelessly
inadequate, as we saw in section 1.8. Another problem is to explain how
individual subjects come to know one another's codes, given that they
have no access to one another's mental processes. It is obvious, in fact,
that inference must play some role in all forms of communicative concep-
tion of language. For inference to someone's beliefs and intentions in
effecting an utterance would be a crucial step in learning their code, at the
very least. I shall therefore concentrate on inferential conceptions in their
pure form in what follows. For the criticisms levelled at such accounts
would in fact prove equally devastating of any decoding/inference hybrid.

We shall consequently need to spend some time, over this chapter and
the chapter that follows, investigating the strengths and weaknesses of
Gricean approaches to natural-language semantics, and contrasting them
with relevant alternatives. For if it should turn out that some version of
the Gricean approach is overwhelmingly the most plausible, then Fodor
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will have a powerful argument that the medium of thought is Mentalese -
perhaps powerful enough to overcome the argument from introspection,
even in the absence of an explanation of our systematic introspective illu-
sion. If, on the other hand, there are alternative approaches to natural-
language semantics which are equally plausible, then there will be
nothing to stop us embracing one of them instead, and the Gricean argu-
ment for Mentalese will fail to get a grip on us. Moreover, we shall be able
to deploy one of those theories to provide an alternative account of the
means the same relation, and the argument from foreign believers will also
have been undermined.

We shall need to consider, too, what account should be given of the
semantics of Mentalese itself. For there is no real gain in explaining the
meanings of natural-language sentences in terms of those of Mentalese,
unless we are prepared to say what confers meaning on the latter in turn.
If it should emerge that we can construct a plausible semantics for
Mentalese, then Fodor's position would be strengthened still further -
especially if there are general arguments for the conclusion that the
semantics in question is of a kind that any adequate semantic theory, of
whatever sort, should adopt. These will not, however, be my conclusions.
I shall argue that Gricean approaches to the meaning of natural language
face internal problems, as well as stiff competition from viable rivals. And
I shall argue that there are powerful objections to Fodor's proposed
semantics for Mentalese, and that the argument he offers for claiming
that something along those lines must be correct is unsound.

3.2 Grice's thought-based semantics

Paul Grice (1957 and 1969) attempts to explain what it is for a speaker to
mean something by an action or utterance in terms of the speaker's com-
municative intentions - more specifically, the intention to induce a belief
in an audience. He starts by analysing the notion of one-off meaning,
where an action is performed with meaning, but where the meaning does
not result from any prior agreement or convention. For example, while
walking in a forest, having got some way ahead of the rest of my party, I
might draw an arrow, thus: ft, at a fork in the path, meaning that those
who are following should go straight on. A first attempt at characterising
what gives my action its meaning, would be to say that it is intended to
induce the belief that those following me should go straight ahead.
Generalising, we could define the notion of meaning as follows:

Person A, by doing x, means that P = A intends x to induce the
belief that P. (This is what Blackburn, 1984, calls 'an Action
Intended to Induce a Belief, or AIIB for short.)
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But it quickly emerges that this account is inadequate.
Suppose that while walking in front I had come upon some quicksand,

and, knowing that the others were following behind, I had thrown in a log
with the intention that they should see it sinking, and know not to go
there. My action of throwing in the log is intended to induce them to
believe that there is quicksand, but it is not, intuitively, an act of meaning:,
or telling that, there is quicksand. But there is an obvious way of emending
the account, as Grice points out. For consider what would be likely to
happen in the case where I draw an arrow on the path. Those following
me would see the arrow, and wonder why I had drawn it. They would then
realise that I had intended them to go straight on, and so would arrive at
their belief about what to do as a result of recognising my intention.
Generalising, we can give our account of meaning as follows:

Person A, by doing x, means that P = A intends x to induce the
audience to believe that P as a result of their recognition of A's
intention. (This is what Blackburn calls 'a Gricean Action
Intended to Induce a Belief, or GAIIB.)

Since Grice wrote, there has been a rich literature of counter-examples to
this account (particularly relating to cases of deception), and of higher-
order complexities introduced by Griceans to accommodate them.
Blackburn helpfully suggests that we can cut through much of this
complexity by introducing the idea of an open GAIIB, adding to the
account just sketched the phrase, and A wants that all their intentions in
doing x should be recognised.

The above account is intended to capture the notion of one-off meaning.
So, applied to the case of language, it can also be regarded as an account of
speaker's meaning-of what a speaker means by a sentence on a particular
occasion of utterance. But what of regular, or conventional, meaning, such
as is possessed by the sentence-types of a natural language? This is the idea
of sentence meaning- of what a sentence means, quite apart from the ques-
tion of what anyone may mean by uttering it on a particular occasion. Grice
suggests that this latter notion is a matter of meaningful actions becoming
fossilised- that is, of their being used regularly, or habitually, to induce the
same belief .We can then say the following:

x is an act of a type which means that P = x is a fossilised open
GAIIB.

However, as Blackburn points out, once we have habits or conventions in
the picture, then we no longer need the structure of intention and
recognition of intention. Rather, we can say the following:

x is an act of a type which means that P = x may conventionally be
regarded as an attempt to induce the belief that P. (Call this a
CAIIB.)
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The notion of a convention can then be analysed, following David Lewis
(1969), in terms of beliefs and desires. Roughly, an act is governed by a
convention provided that most people obey it, most expect the others to
obey it, and most prefer to obey it provided that the others do too.

It is important to note, however, that the idea of convention, and of a
CAIIB, cannot do all the work needed of a theory of meaning - so we
cannot simply drop the notion of an open GAIIB altogether. For consider
someone who often confuses the names for their right and their left
hands. Such a person may say, 'The book is in the right-hand drawer',
meaning that it is in the left. They can, of course, conventionally be
regarded as having tried to induce the belief that the book is on the right,
which is why we may remonstrate with them when it turns out that they
knew it to be on the left. ('But you said that it was on the right!') Yet in
order to capture the idea of what they meant (of speaker's meaning) we
need to appeal to the belief that the speaker intended to induce (namely,
that the book is on the left).

3.3 Two objections

So far, all this looks promising. We have sketched accounts of both
speaker's meaning and sentence meaning in terms of prior notions of
belief, desire, and intention. If these accounts were successful, then they
would amount to a forceful defence of the priority of thought over natural
language. Rather than quibble about details, or raise technical difficulties,
I shall present two powerful objections to the whole approach.

The objection from theory of mind

One difficulty for Grice concerns the complexity of the intentions attrib-
uted to speakers (especially young speakers) on his account. More specif-
ically, it is presupposed that any speaker who can effect a meaningful
utterance must have mastered the concepts of belief and intention, since
these are embedded in the content of the intention which is supposed to
confer meaning on that utterance. So Grice must claim that one- and
two-year-olds who are just beginning to use language communicatively
must already have mastered enough common-sense psychology to be
capable of the right sorts of meaning-conferring intentions. But, in fact,
developmental psychologists are agreed that children do not acquire the
concept of belief, in particular, until some time in their fourth year (see
Wellman, 1990, and Perner, 1991).

It can be replied that, while this objection might possibly be effective
against Grice himself, it cannot touch Fodor, if the latter chooses to make
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use of Gricean ideas. For Fodor is a nativist about common-sense psy-
chology - and not just in the sense of maintaining that the core of
common-sense psychology is not learned but genetically determined,
making its appearance in the individual as a result of normal biological
maturation (which I accept: see section 1.7 above). Fodor maintains, in
addition, that the core principles of common-sense psychology will
already be present in the child at birth, or shortly thereafter; and the
young child's failures in various sorts of theory-of-mind task are put
down to constraints on processing, rather than to the absence of any core
psychological concept (see Fodor, 1992).

But whether or not the objection can be effective against Fodor
himself, the point remains that those of us who do not believe that
common-sense psychology is present at birth (or at any rate matures
within the first year of life) have a powerful reason for rejecting Grice's
account. And in any case, Fodor would still owe us some explanation of
why processing constraints should prevent a two-year-old from passing
the false-belief task, for example, if they do not prevent the same child
from forming and processing intentions of Gricean complexity, within
which the notion of belief is embedded.

The objection from thinking aloud

The second objection to Grice's semantics that I shall consider was, to my
knowledge, first developed by Noam Chomsky. (See his 1976, pp. 55-77.
It is worth noting that these passages also provide my ground for the
claim that Chomsky was once committed to the cognitive conception of
language. Similar objections may be found in Sperber and Wilson, 1986,
and in Schiffer, 1987. See also my 1989, ch. 10, which was written inde-
pendently.) It will be worth our while to spell out the objection in some
detail.

The Gricean focus is entirely on the use of language to communicate.
But surely we also use natural language in thinking and reasoning? Now,
we do not need to beg any questions here about the medium in which
private thinking takes place, since we can appeal to the phenomenon
noted in Chapter 2, of thinking aloud. When I think aloud, or on paper,
there may surely be no intention to induce a belief in another person,
since I may know that there is no audience, or be indifferent to the pres-
ence of an audience. Thus I may comment aloud, while sitting alone
watching a television programme about the Herault region of France, 'It
would be nice to go there for a holiday this summer.' And Chomsky
reports having once spent two years writing a manuscript purely for his
own purposes, to work out his own thoughts, with no intention that it
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should ever be read by another person. In these cases there is, plainly, no
intention to induce a belief in an audience. Yet such public performances
are surely not intended to induce beliefs in oneself, either, since they
involve the expression of beliefs which one already has.

Some people might be tempted to try to discount the significance of the
phenomenon of thinking aloud, by peripheralising it. But there are two
things that this might mean. First, it might mean that it is rare, or statisti-
cally unusual. But it is hard to see how this can be to the point. For the
fact that a phenomenon is relatively rare need not prevent it from being of
central theoretical importance. Consider, for example, the fact that
reading aloud to oneself is rare among adults, and yet that we all learned
to read in precisely that way. Indeed, for just this reason we would expect
that silent reading should be cognitively very similar to reading aloud -
that they should be the same sorts of activity, conducted in different
modes. In the same way, then, it may be that silent thinking is a kind of
internalised thinking aloud, and that the public phenomenon is central to
understanding the private. And certainly it is true that young children will
commonly accompany their activities with spoken monologues, just as
they will do their early reading out loud. But in any case, it is doubtful
whether thinking aloud is really so very rare, even among adults.

As I noted in section 2.2, many of us talk to our pets and babies, where
there is no real intention to induce belief. Rather, an affectionate audi-
ence provides us with a convenient focus for the expression of thought.
And thinking on paper (or, nowadays, at the computer key-board) is
really very common indeed. Moreover, as Chomsky emphasises, once the
grip of the Gricean model has been broken, it becomes obvious that much
normal conversation does not consist of attempts to induce belief. Many
ordinary assertoric utterances are better seen as intended to pass the
time, or as mere friendly exchanges, or as attempts to keep a conversation
going, and so on.

The second thing which might be meant by claiming that the phenom-
enon of thinking aloud is peripheral, is that the phenomenon can be
explained in terms of central cases to which the Gricean analysis applies
directly. This is in fact the strategy adopted by Grice in his 1969, and
seems also to be the one canvassed by Bennett in his 1991. But this must
mean, either explaining the phenomenon of thinking aloud in terms of
speaker's meaning, or in terms of sentence meaning. I shall shortly discuss
how Grice himself attempts to do the former, arguing that it is unsuccess-
ful. And it is obvious, surely, that we cannot do the latter.

It is evident that we cannot use the fact that an utterance may conven-
tionally be taken by one's speech community as an action intended to
induce a particular belief, in order to explain how a speaker may use that
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very same utterance in quite another way in the expression of thought, as
often occurs when language is used in soliloquy. For example, the person
who regularly transposes their 'left' and 'right' might say, in the course of
thinking aloud about the furniture in their office, 'The desk is too big to
go on the left of the window', meaning that it is too big to go on the right. It
is just irrelevant to this that their utterance of this sentence may conven-
tionally be taken as meaning that the desk is too big to go on the left. Yet
they are, of course, not trying to induce a belief in anybody, either.

Inducing beliefs in a hypothetical audience

Grice himself claims, in his 1969, that when I think aloud my utterances
are really made with the intention of inducing beliefs in a hypothetical
audience. So when I say aloud, while alone, 'It would be nice to go to
France for a holiday this summer', my intention is supposed to be that if
an audience were to be present, then they should come to believe that I
would like to go to France for my holiday as a result of recognising my
intention to get them to believe just that. But there are two major prob-
lems with this account.

The first is that I certainly do not seem to have any such intention when
thinking aloud. When I think aloud I frequently do not have in mind any
particular audience, and if asked about it I should be inclined to claim
that the question of an audience was irrelevant. So Grice must at least
maintain that the intentions involved are somehow, and for some reason,
not accessible to consciousness. Then it needs explaining why this should
be so. And in the absence of such an explanation, it will be more reason-
able to accept that many uses of language are not even conditionally com-
municative.

The second problem for Grice's account concerns the question of how
the hypothetical audience is to be specified. For, plainly, my intention
cannot be that if literally anyone (including monolingual speakers of
Russian, or of Serbo-Croat?) were to be present, then they would form
the belief that I wish to go to France for my holiday. I can think of only
three possible suggestions, as follows.

First, it might be said that the hypothetical audience is the set of people
who actually live around me. But this plainly will not do. For I may, while
staying in France, do my thinking aloud in English. And then my inten-
tion obviously cannot be that the French people around me should form
any particular belief if they were to be present.

Second, it might be said that the hypothetical audience consists of
anyone who speaks my language or dialect. But this, too, obviously will not
do. For I may, in soliloquy, use words in ways that I know to be wholly
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idiosyncratic, in the full knowledge that speakers of my language would
not form the appropriate beliefs if they were to overhear me. Consider,
again, the person who is regularly inclined to transpose their 'left' and
'right', and who knows that they have a tendency to do so. When commu-
nicating with other English speakers, this person will have to take care to
use the correct word. But in soliloquy they do not have to bother. They
can say aloud, 'I shall put my desk on the right of the window', meaning,
and knowing that they mean, that they will put it on the left, without of
course intending that if any English speaker were to hear them they
should form the belief that the desk will be placed on the left.

Third, (and finally), it might possibly be suggested that the hypothetical
audience should be anyone who uses words as I do. But the problem, now, is
to cash this out in a way consistent with the Gricean programme in
semantics. For the phrase, 'using words as I do', cannot here mean, 'using
them with the same intention to induce a belief in an actual audience',
since I have no such intention. And yet we plainly cannot resort to the
idea of a hypothetical audience, at this point, without blatant circularity.
But then, on the other hand, if using words in the same way that I do is
cashed out in terms of using words to express the same thoughts, we no
longer have a semantic theory which explains the meanings of utterances
in terms of intentions to induce belief.

In fact, I suggest, the basic flaw in Grice's approach to the semantics of
natural language is that he takes the fundamental purpose and use of lan-
guage to be communication, rather than thought. Certainly we do seem
to use language for thinking as well as for communicating. And even if it
were true that our natural language faculty had, as a matter of fact, been
selected for in evolution because of its survival-value in facilitating
communication, this need not mean that communication is, funda-
mentally, what language is for. Provided that the language faculty is also
used for thinking, and that it is true that it would have been selected for
because of its usefulness in thinking (for example, in circumstances in
which there would have been no advantage in communication), then
thought can equally be what language is for.

In reality, I claim, the key feature of language lies in its use in the
expression of thought, which may be for many different purposes - as part
of practical or theoretical reasoning, as part of casual social intercourse,
as well as to induce beliefs in an audience. However, this does not yet
mean that thought is essentially linguistic, or necessarily involves natural
language, as we shall see in the next section.
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3.4 Searle's version of thought-based semantics

John Searle once used to be an orthodox Gricean (see his 1969). But,
seemingly as a result of Chomsky's criticisms, he now accepts that lan-
guage may be used for many purposes besides communication (see his
1983). Yet he continues to insist that the mind imposes meaning on lan-
guage, via the intention to do just that. Roughly, his claim is this:

Person A, by doing x, means that P = x is an act which A intends
to express the belief that P.

Now this is, obviously, too simple as it stands. For I may meaningfully say
that P without possessing, myself, any belief that P, as when I am telling a
lie. Moreover, it would surely be implausible to claim that whenever I
make an assertion I refer to some actual or possible belief of mine, as the
above account would imply. In order to explain how Searle's actual theory
can overcome these problems I shall have to introduce and explain some
of his technical terminology.

Intention in action - by this Searle means the intention which causes and
controls an intentional action that is not caused by a prior intention; it is
the intention which governs and controls a spontaneous and undeliber-
ated action. For example, anyone playing baseball or cricket, who is
swinging a bat at a ball flying towards them, may make their movements
intentionally, but without prior intention. The intention in the action is to
swing the bat just so, hitting the ball over there.

Direction of fit - this is the manner in which a match between mind and
world is supposed to be achieved. Assertions and beliefs are supposed to
match the world, and so have mind-to-world direction of fit. If they fail to
match the world, it is the mind that has gone wrong, not the world.
Imperatives and desires, on the other hand, are supposed to get the world
to match them, and so have world-to-mind direction of fit. If they fail to
match the world, it is the world that is wrong, not the mind of the agent.

Conditions of satisfaction - this is roughly the idea corresponding to that
of truth-conditions for assertions and beliefs, only generalised to cover all
forms of contentful linguistic act and mental state. It is the condition of
the world which is represented by a contentful act or mental state. The
condition of satisfaction for the belief that the door is open, the desire that
the door should be open, and the hope or wish that the door should be
open, are all that the door is open.

Now, with these notions explained, Searle's theory of meaning can be
stated. Suppose that in the course of deliberating about France as a venue
for a summer holiday I say the words, 'Avignon is hot in August.' On
Searle's account, this performance acquires its meaning from the follow-
ing intention:
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/ intend: that this intention in action causes me to say, 'Avignon is
hot in August', and that the utterance, 'Avignon is hot in August',
has as conditions of satisfaction with the mind-to-world direc-
tion of fit that Avignon is hot in August.

This need not presuppose, of course, that I do actually believe that
Avignon is hot in August (I may be lying), and nor does it make reference
to any such belief. But for all that, the meaning of the utterance is still
inherited from the content of the intention with which that utterance is
made, just as on Grice's account. Communicative speech can then be
explained as a special case of meaningful utterance, by adding to the
above account the following clause:

And I intend: that my audience should recognise, both that I have
uttered, 'Avignon is hot in August', and that my utterance has
just those conditions of satisfaction and direction of fit.

Problems for Searle

The theory outlined above may seem to have all of the virtues and not
many of the vices of Grice's account of meaning. For, while communica-
tive uses of language are no longer prioritised, it is still the intentions of
language-users which ultimately confer meaning on their utterances. And
for Searle, in contrast with Grice, the intentions which confer meaning on
our utterances (even our communicative ones) do not have to have the
concept of belief already embedded in their contents. So there is no objec-
tion, here, from theory-of-mind.

But how plausible is it to maintain, all the same, that such complex and
sophisticated thought-contents can be entertained independently of
natural language? Is it really believable that someone could have an inten-
tion part of whose content should be that Avignon is hot in August (let
alone whose content should include such concepts as condition of satisfac-
tion and direction of fit) independently of some linguistic means of express-
ing it? And is it really believable that a two-year-old child should be
capable of having intentions of this complexity?

Surprisingly, Searle seems to concede that these things are not believ-
able, and maintains, indeed, that most adult forms of intentionality are
essentially linguistic (see his 1991, p. 94). Yet he still maintains that the
meaning of language can be explained in terms of the intentionality of the
mind, because the intentionality of the mind is broader — for example,
there are kinds of intentionality present in the minds of animals and
young children that do not presuppose natural language.

What we are offered, in fact, is a kind of boot-strapping story, which
begins with simple forms of mental content not involving language,
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moves on, on that basis, to simple forms of language, to more complex
mental states, to more complex forms of language, and so on. Now it is
certainly very plausible that many concepts and beliefs can only be
acquired on the basis of some prior linguistic competence, as this story
suggests. Indeed, we conceded as much in the discussion of the 'wolf-chil-
dren' cases in section 1.3. And yet this is, so far, entirely consistent with
the view of thought as independent of natural language, exemplified in
Gricean approaches to semantics. For language is, as we noted in 1.3, an
important avenue for the acquisition of new beliefs and concepts, on any
account of the matter.

But this is not really to the point, however. Rather, we need to ask how
plausible it is that any given thought-content (such as, that Avignon is hot
in August) can exist in the absence of some linguistic means for its expres-
sion. And a powerful case can be made for saying that it cannot. For how
are we to explain our ability to entertain unlimitedly many new thought-
contents of this sort except generatively, in terms of the construction of
new linguistic means for the expression of those thoughts, by putting
together old parts in new ways? As we saw in section 1.8, the best theory
that we have for explaining the unlimited creativity of thought, is that
such creativity is inherited from the generative powers of language.

Searle appears to concede exactly this point, in fact, allowing that refer-
ence to appropriate natural-language expressions should be included in
an account of the content of any given adult thought. For example, he
insists that reference to the German word 'Schnee' ('snow') should prop-
erly be included in a full account of the content of the belief of a German
native speaker who believes that snow is white (see his 1991, p. 230). But
now the whole attempt to maintain that the mind imposes its prior inten-
tional contents on linguistic expressions must collapse. For we cannot
characterise the content of the German sentence, 'Schnee ist weiss', in
terms of a prior given notion of intention, if an account of the content of
the latter must involve reference to those very words. At this point the
Gricean programme of semantics appears to have run out into the sand.

3.5 A marriage of Searle and Fodor?

There is just one way forward remaining to Searle. He can allow that
some language-like means of expression is essential if one is to entertain
thoughts with any degree of complexity, and he can allow that it is the
generative structure of such expressions which allows us to entertain
unlimitedly many thought-contents. But he can insist that these expres-
sions should belong, not to any natural language, but to an innate lan-
guage of thought - namely, Mentalese. This would allow him to insist
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without circularity that the meanings of natural-language utterances are
inherited from speaker's intentions, while also allowing that those inten-
tions presuppose some language-like means for their expression.

In fact, Searle himself is emphatic in rejecting the very idea of
Mentalese, and the whole computational model of the mind that goes
with it (see his 1980). Many of us believe that his reasons for doing so are
not good ones. But in any case it would be possible to marry Searle's
approach to the semantics of natural-language sentences with Fodor's
view that beliefs and desires are relations to sentences of Mentalese. Then
we can say, both that the meanings of natural-language utterances will be
inherited from the prior contents of a speaker's intentions, and that the
contents of those intentions, in turn, reflect the meanings of the sentences
of Mentalese through which they are primarily, and constitutively,
expressed. This may not be Searle's view, but it is a possible view, and it is
one that is certainly available to Fodor. Moreover, it appears to be just the
sort of view which might make it plausible to maintain that propositional
attitudes are relations to sentences of Mentalese, if the account appeared
successful in other respects.

There is no easy refutation of the above marriage of Searle's approach
to the semantics of natural language with Fodor's thesis that the language
in which our thoughts are expressed is Mentalese. But notice that the
intentions in question, which are appealed to in accounting for the mean-
ings of natural-language utterances, had better be non-conscious ones.
For when I think aloud spontaneously I am surely not aware that my
intention is both, to utter a sentence under a certain description, and to
impose a particular meaning on it.When I say in soliloquy, 'Avignon is hot
in August', I am certainly not conscious of intending that my intention in
action should cause me to utter the words, 'Avignon is hot in August', and
that those words should have as conditions of satisfaction with mind-to-
world direction of fit that Avignon is hot in August. It is, then, something of
a puzzle for this account, as it was for Grice's, why the intentions which
are supposed to confer meaning on our utterances should not be access-
ible to consciousness.

More importantly, the above approach means giving up on the
common-sense belief that I think aloud in natural language. For on this
account it is not the sentence, 'Avignon is hot in August', as such, which
constitutively expresses my thought. Rather, it would have to be claimed
that the thinking is actually done in Mentalese, and what is called 'think-
ing aloud' is really just a use of natural language to give public expression
to a private thought, providing some sort of public record of that thought.
This may be done for a number of different purposes - perhaps as an aid
to memory, or perhaps as an aid to criticism by oneself or others.
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Now, I have no way of demonstrating that common sense is correct in
this regard. That is, I have no way of proving that the correct description of
what happens when I do what we call 'thinking aloud', and utter the sen-
tence, 'Avignon is hot in August', is that this sentence is constitutive of the
act of thinking. The natural-language sentence may be, rather, a mere
public expression of a thought which was antecedently, and non-con-
sciously, expressed in a sentence of Mentalese, and from which it inherits
its content. For we can at least begin to understand why we might go in
for such activities, nevertheless, since it is in many ways useful for
thoughts to receive formulation in a public medium - it may then be
easier to remember them, for example, and it will certainly be easier to
criticise and evaluate them.

But how plausible would these explanations of public soliloquy be? Can
they explain the range of cases in which people talk to themselves, or do
what we call 'thinking aloud'? Arguably not. For if the purpose of public
soliloquy were to aid memory (like when one writes shopping-lists or
notes to oneself), then one would only expect it to occur when there is a
particular problem of memory. Equally, if the purpose of 'thinking aloud'
were to objectify one's thoughts with a view to assessing them more easily
for truth and plausibility, then one would only expect public soliloquy to
occur when the subject-matter of one's speech was serious, or where one
was especially aiming for truth or plausibility. But these predictions do
not appear to match up with the evidence (albeit anecdotal). People
(especially children) chat to themselves about the most trivial matters,
sometimes keeping up a running commentary which appears to serve no
real purpose, of memory or otherwise.This gives us some reason to accept
the common-sense position, maintaining that the public commentary is
their thinking. For everyone accepts, of course, that thinking can be trivial
and apparently purposeless.

In fact the common-sense account of thinking aloud is closely con-
nected to the introspective argument of section 2.2 (that many of our con-
scious private thinkings involve natural language) - to the point where
one might expect them to stand or fall together. For if our private think-
ings do constitutively involve natural language sentences, then our
common-sense belief that we often think aloud with such sentences can
obviously be allowed to stand. Conversely, any explanation of the phe-
nomenon we call 'thinking aloud' which is offered by a defender of the
Fodor/Searle account can probably be equally well extended to explain
the introspective phenomenon of inner speech. This question will be
returned to in more detail in section 8.3, when the introspective argument
is finally re-evaluated in the light of our discussion of theories of
consciousness. In that section one of my arguments will be that the
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Fodor/Searle account cannot explain the range or frequency of inner
speech, just as I have here sketched an argument that it cannot explain the
range of public soliloquy.

In any case, however, it is plain that the Fodor/Searle approach does
cost us an ingredient of common-sense belief, which is certainly not neg-
ligible. And it should be recalled that the very realism about the mind
within whose framework Fodor and I are both operating was adopted in
order to vindicate common sense. Any proposed view, like this one, which
requires us to give up a component of common-sense belief should then
be regarded with a measure of suspicion. At any rate, other approaches
will surely be preferable if they allow us to construct semantic theories
which are at least as plausible, while avoiding the cost of this one. In the
next chapter I shall show that there are, indeed, such approaches to the
semantics of natural language.

3.6 Causal co-variance theories

We have just seen how those who believe that the language of all thinking
is Mentalese, and not a natural language, may be able to give an account
of the semantics of natural language by appropriating Searle's intention-
based theory. Indeed, to the extent that the resulting semantic theory is
plausible, to that extent we have an additional argument for the view that
the language of all thought is Mentalese. But this was not, in fact, what I
have concluded. I have claimed, on the contrary, that while the
Searle/Fodor view cannot be definitely refuted, it does face problems, and
forces us to give up an important ingredient of common-sense belief -
namely, that we often think aloud in natural language.

I shall now take up the question of the semantics of Mentalese. For if
propositional attitudes are relations to sentences of Mentalese, and if the
semantics of natural language is to be given in terms of those attitudes,
then it must be possible to provide a semantics for Mentalese expressions
without presupposing or mentioning natural language. (I shall also take
up the question whether the best available account of the semantic
content of thought, in general, provides yet further support for the theory
that the language in which thoughts are expressed is Mentalese. In
Chapter 4 this question will be pursued in more detail.)

Fodor sets the search for a semantics for thought within a number of
general constraints. (See his 1987, chs. 3 and 4, his 1990, chs. 3 and 4, and
his 1994.) The first derives from his realism about propositional attitudes,
which I discussed, and endorsed, in the opening chapter. This gives rise to
a constraint of naturalism. Since one of the main reasons for scepticism
about the reality of propositional attitudes consists in a worry about the
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place of intentionality - of mental content - in the natural order, realists
should be able to say, in naturalistically acceptable terms, what it is for a
belief or intention to have a particular content or meaning. The second
constraint is that of atomism. Fodor maintains (roughly speaking - see
below) that we should be able to give an account of the meaning of each
Mentalese term without mentioning any other mental state.The account
should thus be atomistic, as opposed to holistic, delivering the meanings
of mental terms one by one. Fodor believes that this constraint, too, is
entailed by his realism. I shall consider his argument for this belief in
Chapter 4.

Fodor maintains - correctly, I believe - that the only semantic theory
which stands any chance of satisfying his constraints must be some or
other version of informational or causal theory (see Stampe, 1977, Dretske,
1981 and 1988, as well as the works by Fodor cited above). Such theories
claim that meaning is carried by the causal connections between the mind
and the world. In fact, Fodor attempts to provide such a semantics via a
species of causal co-variance theory, claiming that for a Mentalese term
'S' to mean S, is for tokenings of'S' to causally co-vary with Ss - that is,
Ss, and only Ss, cause tokenings of'S'. Roughly, the idea is that for the
Mentalese equivalent of 'mouse' (which I shall henceforward write as
MOUSE) to mean mouse, is for tokenings of the term MOUSE in belief to be
reliably caused by the presence of mice, and only by the presence of mice.
I shall discuss the adequacy of this theory in a moment. First, I shall say
something about its bearing on the question of the language that we think
with.

I shall argue that there are various problems with Fodor's account. But
supposing that it, or some variant of it, were successful, would the result-
ing theory of mental semantics support Mentalese as against natural lan-
guage as the language of thought? The answer, I think, is that it would. For
causal co-variance would be wildly implausible as an account of the
semantics of spoken or written language -1 will often see a mouse without
saying 'mouse', and will often say, 'There is a mouse', without a mouse
being present. I sometimes make mistakes, claiming that there is a mouse
when it is really a shrew, or failing to notice a mouse when one is present.
I also sometimes tell lies, asserting that there is a mouse when there is not.
And in any case, of course, there are many aspects of my environment
which I simply do not choose to remark upon. Even if I notice the pres-
ence of a mouse I may say nothing about it, if I take the event to be suffi-
ciently unremarkable. So my utterances of 'mouse' certainly do not
reliably co-vary with the presence of mice.

In reply, it might be said that the causal co-variance account could be
adopted for natural language as it figures in private thinking, in the first
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instance. Perhaps a token of the English predicate 'mouse' gets inserted
into my faculty of occurrent belief when, and only when, there is a mouse
in the immediate vicinity, exactly as Fodor claims for tokens of the
Mentalese predicate MOUSE. I may not say the word 'mouse' whenever I
see a mouse, but perhaps I nevertheless think it.

Anyone who is seriously attracted by the idea that propositional atti-
tudes are relations to natural-language sentences, however, would surely
want their semantics for the expressions of natural language to apply to
those expressions equally whether they figure in private thinking or in
public speech. For, as we saw in section 2.2, a large part of the attraction
of the claim that we think in natural language, is that we can then treat
public language and private thinking on a par, claiming that essentially
the same sort of activity is undertaken whether one thinks aloud or in
private. We ought, then, to resist any suggestion that the semantics for
public (spoken or written) tokens of natural-language expressions should
have to be routed through their private counterparts, as on the proposal
above.

If it were to turn out, then, that some form of causal co-variance
semantics provides much the best account of intentional content, then
this would provide yet further reason for believing that the language in
which we think is Mentalese. For such a semantic theory could not be
applied equally to public and private uses of natural language. In which
case, one of the crucial premises supporting the view that we think in
natural language - the premise, namely, that public and private thinkings
are on a par, being essentially similar activities - would have been under-
mined.

Now, the causal co-variance theory maintains that for a Mentalese
term'S' to mean S, is for Ss, and only Ss, to cause tokenings of'S'.There
are two obvious problems for such an account. One arises from the claim
that Si cause tokenings of'S'. For this cannot mean that all Ss do, since no
one will be in causal contact with every member of the extension of the
predicate. Since I shall never be in the vicinity of all mice, it can hardly be
true of me that every mouse causes in me a token of MOUSE. This is the all
Ss problem, discussion of which I shall postpone to the final section of this
chapter. The other major difficulty arises from the claim that only Ss cause
tokenings of'S'. Since I sometimes make mistakes, classifying as 'S' things
that are not, this clause plainly needs some emendation. For example, I
may often, mistakenly, classify shrews as mice. But then why, on the co-
variance account, do I have a ww-representation of a mouse when this
occurs, rather than a correct representation of shrew-or-mouse} For
shrews, too, cause tokenings of MOUSE. This is the misrepresentation
problem, which I shall discuss in the section that follows.
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Note that even if it should turn out that the above problems for causal
co-variance semantics cannot be overcome, this will not amount to any
sort of refutation of the view that the language of all thought is Mentalese.
It will just mean that we lose any semantically based argument for
Mentalese. For if we are forced to move on to adopt some alternative
approach to the semantics of thought, then this may well turn out to be
one which could equally be applied to natural-language sentences as to
sentences of Mentalese, and so would be an approach which is consistent
with the view that some of our thoughts, at any rate, are constituted by
natural-language sentences. Indeed, there are at least two such alterna-
tives (functional-role semantics, and the theory of canonical acceptance
conditions) for which this is demonstrably the case - see sections 4.7 and
4.8 below.

3.7 Misrepresentation, and asymmetric causal dependence

One obvious option, in attempting to solve the misrepresentation
problem, would be to appeal to causal co-variance in ideal circumstances.
We might try claiming, that is, that tokens of the term MOUSE mean mouse,
and not shrew-or-mouse, because only mice will, in ideal circumstances,
cause a token of the Mentalese symbol MOUSE to be inserted into the
faculty of belief. The cases in which I mistakenly identify a shrew as a
mouse are then ones in which the circumstances are not ideal. Fodor
rejects this suggestion for a number of different reasons - see his 1990, ch.
3. But one that is worth noticing and developing here, is that such an
account would involve a degree of semantic holism. The suggestion would
then be inconsistent with Fodor's commitment to semantic atomism. I
shall first discuss, and dismiss, two ways in which an appeal to ideal cir-
cumstances might appear to entail a commitment to holism, before pre-
senting what I take to be the real objection.

It is now commonly accepted, since Hilary Putnam's 1975, that many
terms of natural language are governed by principles of linguistic division
of labour. Many of us make meaningful use of predicates, such as
'mouse', while having only the haziest idea of their application-condi-
tions. Rather, in our use of those predicates we hold ourselves responsible
to some body of experts, whose judgement on such matters we undertake
to accept. While I cannot, personally, tell many types of mice from many
types of shrew, I can still use 'mouse' to mean mouse because I defer to the
word of experts who can tell the difference. Something similar will pre-
sumably hold for terms of Mentalese. For it is not just what I say, but also
what I believe or think, which can successfully refer to mice while I lack
the capacity to reliably discriminate mice from shrews. And then the point
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would be this: that if we explain how I succeed in referring to mice (and
not to shrews-or-mice) in terms of ideal conditions for judgement, then
we shall need to mention the mental states - specifically, the beliefs and
theories - of some body of rodent experts. And this would appear to
violate Fodor's atomism requirement.

In fact, however, the phenomenon of linguistic division of labour is
entirely consistent with Fodor's atomism, in the sense in which he intends
it. As we shall see more fully in the next section, and again in the next
chapter, Fodor is not committed to the view that any given mental state or
predicate must be able to exist, and possess its semantic properties, inde-
pendently of the existence and semantic properties of literally any other
mental term. Rather, what matters is that no other mental states of the
agent should need to be mentioned in the course of individuating the
semantic properties of the term in question (for yet further qualifications,
see below). So the fact that we might have to mention some of the mental
states of other agents {viz. the beliefs of the rodent experts) in the course
of stating the semantics of my Mentalese term MOUSE (as linguistic divi-
sion of labour implies) raises no particular problem for Fodor.

The second way in which an appeal to ideal circumstances might be
thought to introduce an element of holism into the account is this. All
current cognitive theories of perception, at least since David Marr's 1982,
maintain that our perceptual mechanisms make default assumptions
about the objects of perception. For example, it appears to be an assump-
tion embodied in our visual faculty that most moving bodies are rigid, and
that most changes in the visual field result from the motions of rigid
bodies. These assumptions help to keep the computations which have to
be performed by our perceptual faculties within manageable bounds, and
so are crucial in ensuring that they operate speedily. They are also crucial
to the explanation of perceptual illusions. Then the important point for
our purposes would be that any specification of the ideal circumstances
for a particular perceptual judgement - such as MOUSE - would have to
contain mention of other contentful mental states. Specifically, it would
have to mention the governing assumptions of our perceptual mecha-
nisms, and so would appear, again, to fail Fodor's atomism requirement.

But here, as before, there is no real conflict with Fodor's atomism, in
the sense in which he intends it. As we shall see in the next chapter, what
particularly worries Fodor is that if holism is true, then the individuation-
conditions for any given mental state might vary from person to person (or
within an individual over time). So the fact that we may have to mention
other contentful states in providing the semantics for the Mentalese term
MOUSE is no problem, provided that they are states which all thinkers may
be presumed to share. And since the computational assumptions made by
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the visual faculty are presumably universal (because innate), there is then
no real problem in mentioning them in course of stating the semantics of
MOUSE.

The real difficulty about appealing to ideal circumstances in order to
solve the misrepresentation problem is as follows, in fact. As Fodor (1983)
notes, the outputs from that part of the visual faculty which is innate and
universal (the visual module, as he calls it) are shallow. What is invariant in
perception is only that we are presented with a 3-D world of moveable
objects and shapes. The rest is down to what you know or believe.
Whether you see something as a bird, or an aeroplane, or as a chariot of
the gods, will depend upon much else that you believe about the world.
And this will vary from person to person, and within any given person
over time.That perception is, to some extent (in its deeper, more theoretical
aspects) imbued with belief, is not just a truism: it is actually true. In
which case it is obvious, both that a statement of the ideal circumstances
for any given perceptual judgement will have to specify a great deal of
what the observer should know, and also that there will inevitably be wide
variations in these background beliefs between and within individuals.
And then this really would introduce holism, in a sense which Fodor must
find unacceptable.

I suppose it might be replied that these wide variations in background
belief are an irrelevance. For the proposal is not, that in saying what it is
for my tokens of MOUSE to refer to mice and not to shrews-or-mice, we
should have to mention my background beliefs. Rather, it is that we
should mention those background beliefs which, if I were to possess them,
would lead me not to judge MOUSE in the presence of any shrew. But the
trouble, now, is that this may be true of anyone - even someone who does
mean shrew-or-mouse by MOUSE. If we allow ourselves to depart too far
from the actual background beliefs of the thinker, that is, then we shall
lose all power to discriminate between error and deviant meaning. For it
will equally be true of the person who does in fact mean shrew-or-mouse,
that they would fail to think MOUSE in the presence of a shrew ?/they had
all the background beliefs of the ideal recogniser of mice.

Asymmetric causal dependence

Fodor's actual preferred solution to the misrepresentation problem, is to
formulate his theory in terms of asymmetric causal dependence. That is,
he claims that a Mentalese term'S' will refer to Ss, and only Ss, provided
that the causal connections between 'S' and any other (non-S) objects
which may happen to cause tokenings of'S' are asymmetrically causally
dependent upon the causal connection between tokenings of'S' and Ss.
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So if any other types of object besides Ss cause tokenings of 'S' , they will
only do so because Ss cause tokenings of'S'. On this account, then, MOUSE
will mean mouse (and so shrews will be mw-represented by MOUSE) if:

(i) mice cause tokenings of MOUSE,

(ii) if mice had not caused tokenings of MOUSE, shrews would
not have, and

(iii) if shrews had not caused tokenings of MOUSE, mice still
would have.

Thus the fact that shrews cause tokenings of MOUSE is asymmetrically
causally dependent upon the fact that mice cause tokenings of MOUSE.

Already this account has spawned a very considerable secondary litera-
ture. For example, Cummins (1989) discusses the theory at length,
raising a number of objections; and many of the papers in Loewer and
Rey (1991) are devoted to the issue, raising a whole variety of different
problems, followed by Fodor's vigorous (and mostly successful) replies. I
have no intention of trying to engage with the details of these debates.
Instead, I shall raise a very general, but inconclusive, worry about the
attractiveness of the asymmetric-dependence account of misrepresenta-
tion. Remember that my purpose here is not to refute, definitively,
Fodor's account of the semantics of thought, but only to show that there
are no good reasons for preferring it to viable (natural language based)
alternatives.

The intuitive worry is this: how plausible is it that our judgements of
representation, or of misrepresentation, are actually guided by thoughts
about asymmetric causal dependence? When someone says 'Mouse' in
the presence of a shrew (by hypothesis expressing, in English, a tokening
of the Mentalese term MOUSE), how plausible is it that my judgements
about what they mean will be driven by considerations of causal asymme-
try? Certainly these do not appear to enter into my conscious practice at
all. (Here I set aside worries about the possibility of linguistic division of
labour - which would otherwise just cloud the issue - by supposing it as
known that the person in question does not particularly intend their terms
to refer to whatever is referred to by others in the linguistic community.)

If the suggestion is made that by MOUSE this person may mean shrew-or-
mouse rather than mouse (and hence that they may have said something
true rather than false), then what steps would I take to resolve die issue? I
would not ask whether their tokens of MOUSE would still have been caused
by shrews like that one, if tokens of it had not also been caused by mice;
nor conversely whether tokens of MOUSE would still have been caused by
mice if they had not also been caused by shrews like this one. (That is, I
would not ask whether clauses (i) to (iii) above are satisfied.) Rather, what
I would want to know is whether the person in question also believes that
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any mouse can interbreed with any other mouse of the opposite sex. If
not, then by MOUSE they may well mean shrew-or-mouse, for they will then
not be intending MOUSE to refer to any particular single species. If so, then
presumably they also believe, falsely, that this (shrew) can interbreed with
any mouse (and so will give up their belief that it is a mouse when shown
that it cannot interbreed); and then by MOUSE they do not mean shrew-or-
mouse.

Consider another example to make the same point. It is sometimes easy
to mistake some types of acid for water, since both can be clear colourless
liquids. Then consider someone who thinks WATER in the presence of a
beaker of hydrochloric acid. And suppose the question is raised whether
by WATER they mean water or rather water-or-acid. How would I go about
resolving the issue? Again, I would not ask whether their tokens of WATER
would still have been caused by acids if such tokens had not also been
caused by water; nor would I ask whether, if tokens of WATER in this
person had not been caused by water, they would still have thought WATER
in the presence of this acid. Rather, I would want to know whether they
also believe that water slakes thirst, is good for plants, boils at ioo°C, and
is good for doing your washing in. If not, then by WATER they may well
mean water-or-acid (that will be a matter for further investigation). If so,
then they presumably believe, falsely, that it would be good to drink the
stuff in the beaker in front of them, and that their dirty socks will become
clean (rather than disintegrating) if rubbed in it. And then they will pre-
sumably give up the judgement WATER when these false consequences are
pointed out to them, and by WATER they do not mean water-or-acid.

Our actual practice in making judgements of meaning support some or
other form of functional or conceptual role semantics, I think (of the sort
to be considered in the next chapter), as against Fodor's asymmetric
causal dependence condition. What we actually do is look at various of the
subject's other judgements, and ask questions about what they would
think or say if they were to be convinced of the truth of various other
claims, and what further inferences they would be prepared to draw. We
don't consider whether this present type of judgement would still have
been caused by its actual worldly causes if certain other thoughts of the
same type had not also been caused by other sorts of object, and vice
versa.

This is not to say that Fodor can have no reply to the objection, of
course. He can claim, in particular, that our actual practice in making
judgements about meaning are but a poor reflection of the property we
are making judgements about (namely meaning). And he can claim that his
theory is a theory of the latter. But this does mean, I think, that the burden
of proof is on him, to motivate his own account. For it is surely a
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constraint on an adequate theory of meaning - other things being equal -
that it should have as a consequence that our ordinary judgements about,
and practices in establishing, meanings are appropriate to the phenome-
non they concern: namely, meaning.

3.8 The all Ss problem

The other main problem with causal co-variance accounts of intentional
content is that, of course, not all Ss cause tokenings of'S'. So it looks as if
we shall have to specify the circumstances in which any S would cause a
tokening of'S' (naturalistically and atomistically, for Fodor). For other-
wise we shall have to say that'S' represents just that subset of Ss which
actually cause tokenings of'S'. And, plainly, this would be absurd. When I
think MOUSE, I am surely thinking about mice, and not just the subset of
mice that I actually encounter.

Now the trouble, for Fodor, is this. He seems to have to say, in natural-
istically acceptable and atomistic terms, under what circumstances the
presence of a mouse would cause me to think MOUSE. But whether or not I
think MOUSE in the presence of a mouse seems plainly dependent upon
both my desires and my other beliefs. For what I notice in my environ-
ment may depend upon my interests (and hence desires) at the time. And
if, for example, I somehow come to believe that mice are extinct, then I
shall only be disposed to think THAT SEEMS LIKE A MOUSE in the presence
of a mouse, not THAT IS A MOUSE. But this now violates Fodor's require-
ment of atomism. For in order to explain, in causal terms, how MOUSE
means mouse he would have had to specify the circumstances under which
the presence of any mouse would cause him to think MOUSE; but in order
to do this, he would have had to mention, not just other contentful mental
states, but states which can vary from individual to individual. Now
Fodor has, in fact, proposed two quite different solutions to the all Ss
problem in different publications. I shall outline and criticise them each
in turn.

Fodor1987

Fodor thinks (or once thought) that we can at least give psycho-physical
(genuinely atomistic) specifications of the conditions under which the
presence of a sensory stimulus will guarantee the tokening of a sensory
concept - for example, the Mentalese concept SEEMS RED (see his 1987,
ch. 4). For the presence of red light impinging on the retina guarantees (in
certain physically specifiable circumstances) the belief that something
seems red. Such a stimulus will 'stuff a token of SEEMS RED into one's



3.8 The all Ss problem 97

belief-box', as Fodor graphically puts it. But, plainly, this will only help us
to provide a naturalistic account of mental representation in general if we
can reduce - by definition - all other concepts to such purely sensory
ones.

This was precisely the reductive programme of phenomenalism. But
Fodor argues (and I agree) that this programme cannot possibly succeed.
In fact, no remotely plausible phenomenalist analysis has ever been pro-
vided, even for relatively simple statements dealing with middle-sized
perceptible objects like tables and chairs, let alone for statements con-
cerning theoretical entities such as electrons and neutrinos. So the
attempt to provide a causal co-variance solution to the all Ss problem
lands Fodor with a dilemma - either to become committed to phenomen-
alism, or to abandon semantic atomism.

When he wrote his 1987, Fodor thought that he could slip through the
horns of this dilemma, without commitment to any pernicious form of
semantic holism, by claiming the following:

A Mentalese term 'S' represents Ss if there are circumstances in
which any S would cause psycho-physical traces which in fact
guarantee, by some mechanism, a tokening of the term'S'.

So the Mentalese term MOUSE will mean mouse, not if all mice cause me to
think MOUSE (this is the all Ss problem), but rather, provided that there are
circumstances in which the presence of any given mouse in my line of
vision would cause psycho-physical traces which guarantee, by some
mechanism, that I think MOUSE. Fodor grants that the mechanisms in
question will in fact involve inferences and computations on beliefs and
other representational states. But he claims that this does not matter, pro-
vided that he has not mentioned such states in giving his account - and he
has not. Since nothing besides physical causal connections needs to be
explicitly mentioned, the resulting account can be both atomistic and nat-
uralistically acceptable, Fodor thinks.

Robert Cummins objects that this attempted solution to the all Ss
problem is a cheat, and it certainly appears, on the face of it, to be one (see
Cummins, 1989, ch. 5). For the problem of providing an atomistic and
naturalistically acceptable account of what it is for a Mentalese expression
to have meaning is not just the problem of saying in natural and atomistic
terms what it is for'S' to mean S. The problem is rather to show that the
phenomenon of meaning itself is both natural and atomic. This must be
so, because the anti-realist, and sceptical, argument to which Fodor is
responding is not a conceptual one.

The problem is not to show that our concept of meaning can be expli-
cated in a way that is both naturalistically and atomistically acceptable. It
is, rather, to show that the property of meaning is itself both natural and
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atomic. In fact, the problem is about whether intentional properties
themselves really do exist as part of the natural order. And this worry is
not responded to merely by saying what intentional properties are in
wholly natural and atomistic terms. Rather, it has to be shown that the
properties themselves are both natural and atomic. And not only has
Fodor failed to do this, but he has apparently conceded that it cannot be
done. For he has conceded that tokenings of any given non-sensory
concept will require - metaphysically, if not conceptually - the presence
of other mental contents. His response to the all Ss problem (however sat-
isfactory it may seem at a conceptual level), concedes that intentional,
representational, properties are metaphysically holistic. And this appears
sufficient to undermine the account from his own point of view.

In fact, however, these objections can pass Fodor by. Here, as in the
previous section, it proves to be important to keep in mind the reasons
why he finds holism unacceptable. (These will be explicated in the next
chapter.) For they can be taken as defining, implicitly, the sense of
'atomism' which is in question. Indeed, Fodor can set his opponents a
dilemma here. For either the mechanisms which mediate between the
psycho-physical traces of Ss and the judgement 'S ' can vary, involving
different beliefs for different people on different occasions, or they
cannot. If the first, then there zvouldbe a problem for atomism if we had to
mention those states; but we don't. If the second, then there is no conflict
with atomism in the sense that matters. Let me elaborate.

Suppose, first, that there are a variety of distinct cognitive pathways
which can mediate between Ss and'S ' . Since these mechanisms can vary,
no particular such mechanism (and so no particular mental states) are
necessary to individuate a tokening of 'S ' . If there is variation in causal
pathways, in fact, then no particular pathway need be part of the identity
of the state in question. (And note that the identity, here, is metaphysical,
and not merely conceptual.) Fodor is quite right that atomistic individua-
tion-conditions need not be compromised by inferentially based beliefs,
provided that those inferences are various.

Suppose, second, that there are some beliefs which always figure in the
transition from psycho-physical traces of Ss to 'S ' . In that case we would
need to mention those beliefs in individuating the semantic properties of
the latter. But then this would not give rise to any holism which Fodor
need find objectionable, since it would not introduce variation between
people. For example, suppose that the inference from SEEMS F to IS F is
always mediated (in us, at least) by the belief PERCEPTUAL CONDITIONS ARE
NORMAL FOR JUDGING WHETHER F.Then the latter is one of the individua-
tion-conditions for the judgement is F. But the consequent weakening of
the atomism of the latter is not one which need concern Fodor (as we
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shall see in due course) provided that the situation is the same for all
normal human thinkers.

The real problem with Fodor's 1987 account, is just that it commits
him to a set of subjunctive and counterfactual conditionals with impossi-
ble antecedents. For in order to explain how any particular mouse gets to
be in the extension of my Mentalese term MOUSE - say, a mouse scurrying
beneath the table of Julius Caesar in 55 BC; call this mouse 'Jules' - then he
has to say this: that if Jules were to be present to my sense-organs in the
right kind of circumstances, then he would cause psycho-physical traces
which would cause me to think MOUSE. But on most accounts of organ-
ism-identity, the antecedent, here, is impossible. That is, on most
accounts of the matter, it is essential to Jules, as the individual mouse that
he is, that he should exist when he does, and probably, also, that he should
be born of the parents that he was. This is the doctrine of essentiality of
origin (see Kripke, 1980). So it is actually impossible for Jules to cause
psycho-physical traces which cause me to think MOUSE. The closest we
can get, in fact, is to talk about what would happen if a mouse exactly like
Jules were to be presented to my sense-organs. But once we are in the
business of appealing to similarities between mice in explaining the seman-
tics of MOUSE, then we no longer need to appeal to exact similarity. Rather,
we can appeal to all those things which are alike in sharing the property
mousehood. And this is, in effect, the way in which Fodor now attempts to
circumvent the problem, as we shall see.

Fodor1990

Fodor has proposed quite a different way of dealing with the all Ss
problem in later writing, perhaps in response to some of the difficulties
raised above. (See his 1990, ch. 4.) He now attempts to circumvent the
problem by saying the following:

MOUSE refers to that property in the world, some instances of
which cause tokenings of MOUSE in a way that is not asymmetri-
cally dependent upon any other property-to-predicate connec-
tion.

Very roughly, his idea is that the world itself is already divided up into prop-
erties, independently of our systems of classification, and that I can then
refer to all instances of a given property provided that I have identified some
of its instances correctly. So when I think MOUSE, I am thinking about mice
(that is, all mice) because all mice are instances of the appropriate worldly
property. And in particular, Jules gets to be in the extension of MOUSE
because he is relevantly similar to (by sharing the property of mousehood
with) some mice which do cause me to think MOUSE.
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My view is that this suggestion cannot possibly work, in general - in
fact it founders on the metaphysics of properties. Now, I do not mean to
object to the existence of worldly properties altogether. On the contrary, I
believe that the sort of case made out by David Armstrong (1978) for
recognising the real, mind-independent, existence of what he calls 'imma-
nent universals', is a powerful one. But according to such accounts, the
only properties that there really are in the world, independently of our
systems of classification, are those which would be picked out by the
predicate terms in a completed science. So Fodor's new solution to the all
Ss problem might possibly succeed for natural kind terms, like MOUSE,
where there is, plausibly, some mind-independent worldly property to
which the term refers. But it cannot possibly work for the majority of our
terms, which neither purport to refer to any unitary worldly property, nor
succeed in so doing.

Terms like SPICE and SPORT do not attempt to refer to any particular
worldly property, but rather class things together in a way which suits
various of our human purposes. So we cannot, then, insist that SPORT will
refer to sports, and not just to the subset of sports that I actually
encounter, on the grounds that the latter are all instances of the same
worldly property - namely, sports. For SPORT-THAT-I-ENCOUNTER is no less
of a legitimate predicate than SPORT, and there is no more or less reason to
think that either of them succeeds in referring to a worldly property.

In reply it may be said that all terms must at least refer to some disjunc-
tion (perhaps very complex) of worldly properties. Then provided that
tokens of the Mentalese term in question have been caused (without
being asymmetrically dependent upon any other property-to-term
connection) by at least one instance of each of the properties in the dis-
junction, it will turn out that the term refers to the set of all items satisfy-
ing any one of the disjunctive properties - and hence SPORT, for example,
will after all refer to sports.

I foresee a number of problems with this proposal. One relatively tech-
nical difficulty concerns the application of the asymmetric-dependence
condition to disjunctive properties. If instances of each of the properties
in the disjunction are to fall within the extension of the predicate, then the
causation of the predicate by each of those properties will have to be,
either symmetrically dependent on, or symmetrically independent of, the
others. Otherwise the term will come out as mis-representing one of the
properties in question, by application of the causal asymmetric-depen-
dence account of misrepresentation. Now symmetric independence looks
highly implausible, if the properties in question are linked together by
their relation to the structure of human sense-organs, or by their relation
to some human interest or purpose. For in such cases it will almost cer-
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tainly fail to be true that, if any of the properties had failed to cause
instances of the term then the others still would have, and vice versa.

So Fodor will have to claim that causation of the term by any one prop-
erty in the disjunction is symmetrically dependent on its causation by each
of the others. He will have to say that if any one of the properties had not
caused tokenings of the term in belief, then nor would the others, and vice
versa. But this now looks highly problematic for terms which have mar-
ginal cases. If one of the properties in the disjunction does fall within the
extension of the term, but only because it is just similar enough to the
others to meet the human purpose which lies behind the use of that
concept, then it is unlikely that any dependence will be symmetric. On the
contrary, it looks likely that the marginal-property-to-term connection
could be broken without breaking the others, but not vice versa.

Much more fundamental, however, is the problem that there will often
be no way of closing off the disjunction of properties falling within the
extension of a term except by reference to variable human needs and pur-
poses - which would violate Fodor's atomicity requirement. New sports
are being invented all the time, for example. And what determines
whether or not a new item gets to be in the extension of the predicate
SPORT is not whether it possesses one of a pre-specified list of properties in
a disjunction, but rather whether it comes close enough to meeting the
kind of interest that we take in sports to be classified alongside the others.
(Here I follow Wittgenstein, 1953, sections 66-75 a n d 562-70.)

To put what is essentially the same point slightly differently: someone
may correctly be said to be referring to sports in their tokenings of the term
SPORT, at a stage when they have not yet encountered items from all the
properties in the disjunction. Then the only way of explaining how it is
that they do indeed refer to all sports, and not just to the subset of types of
sport that they have actually encountered, is to mention the background
interests in virtue of which it is true that they will apply the term SPORT to
the other cases too. (Remember, I am leaving linguistic division of labour
to one side, here, as an irrelevance.) And then this would violate atomic-
ity.

So I conclude that neither Fodor's 1987 nor his 1990 attempts to over-
come the all Ss problem for co-variance semantics (while remaining true
to his naturalism and atomism) are successful. At the very least, there are
major problems with each. One possible option to explore, then, might be
that of giving up the constraint of atomism, and embracing some (weak)
form of semantic holism instead. (Naturalism is non-negotiable, for a
realist; and anyway, it wasn't the naturalism in particular which gave rise
to the problems above.) Indeed, this is just what I shall urge in the chapter
that follows. If adopted, this proposal would enable us to find a place for
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causal co-variance within semantic theory, but embedded in a form of
account (functional-role semantics, in fact) which no longer favours
Mentalese over natural language as the language of thought.

Summary

In this chapter I have discussed the plausibility of a number of Gricean,
thought-based, approaches to the semantics of natural language. Grice's
own theory, with its exclusive concentration on the use of natural lan-
guage to communicate, is definitely incorrect. But there remains the
possibility of marrying Searle's theory of natural-language semantics to
Fodor's thesis that the language of thinking is Mentalese. I have also out-
lined Fodor's proposed causal co-variance semantics for the terms of
Mentalese, and have argued that it faces a number of severe difficulties. At
any rate, the resulting theory of mental semantics can hardly claim to be
sufficiently plausible to provide us with an additional argument for the
view that the language of all thought is Mentalese.



Holism and language

In this chapter I shall consider, and criticise, Fodor's argument from
realism about the status of propositional attitude psychology to the
conclusion that some version of causal co-variance semantics must be
correct, and so to the conclusion that the language of thinking is
Mentalese. I shall also consider how plausible it would be to develop a
semantics for natural language directly, not via a prior account of the
semantics of thought. It is important that some form of language-based
semantics should be defensible, I shall argue, if it is to be possible to
defend any robust version of the thesis that public language is implicated
in conscious thinking.

4.1 From mental realism to Mentalese

In the last chapter I outlined a number of criticisms of Fodor's form of
causal co-variance semantics. It is hard to be confident, however, that
Fodor can have no adequate reply to those objections. It is even harder to
be confident that there can be no other version of causal co-variance
theory which might avoid the objections. So there is no sense in which
Fodor's approach to the semantics of thought can be regarded as having
been definitively refuted. Moreover, Fodor has available to him, in addi-
tion, a general argument for claiming that some version of causal co-vari-
ance semantics must be right, since it is the only kind of semantic theory
which stands any chance of being genuinely atomistic (see his 1994, ch.
i).That is, it is the only theory which might provide a semantic value for
each expression, one by one, without mention of the semantic values of
the others. So a convincing argument for semantic atomism would at the
same time be a convincing argument that the language of thought is
Mentalese, since the theory of causal co-variance can only be successful
for the latter.

In fact, Fodor has a seemingly powerful argument for the conclusion
that the language with which we think must be Mentalese, and not a
natural language, which starts from realism about the existence of
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propositional attitudes as its major premise. This argument is implicit in
his 1987. It runs as follows:

1. The states and properties postulated by common-sense psy-
chology (particularly beliefs, desires, and intentions) really do
exist, and enter into real causal interactions.

2. If (1) is true, then our talk of propositional attitudes like belief
and desire will need to be vindicated by a future scientific psy-
chology.

3. But scientific psychology will not employ any notion of
content which is holistic.

4. So (from 1, 2, and 3) we should reject semantic holism.
5. So (from 4) we should accept some form of semantic atomism

in accounting for the intentional content of propositional atti-
tudes.

6. Causal co-variance semantics is the only form of semantic
theory which stands any chance of being genuinely atomistic.

7. So (from 5 and 6) we should accept some form of causal co-
variance semantics.

8. So (from 7) we should accept that the language with which we
think is Mentalese, and not a natural language.

There are a number of comments to be made about this argument. The
first is that I fully accept the opening premise. So it is not open to me to
block the whole argument at the outset, by opting for some form of anti-
realism about the mental. If I am to avoid the conclusion in (8), then, I
shall have to find some other weakness in the argument.

Now I have already indicated, in section 3.6 above, that I believe
premise (6) to be true. That is, I have accepted that no other form of
semantic theory besides causal co-variance is likely to be able to deliver a
semantic value for each thought-component independently of the others.
I have also indicated, in the same section, that the step from (7) to (8) is
sound, since it would be highly implausible to attempt to apply causal co-
variance theory directly to the expressions of natural language. If that
theory is correct, then the basic items to which it applies will have to be
lexical items of Mentalese. It is plain, moreover, that the step from (5) and
(6) to (7) is valid.

So from my perspective, any weakness in the argument must lie some-
where between premises (2) and (5). I shall argue, in fact, that the step
from (4) to (5) is crucially invalid. But first, I shall spend some time com-
menting on the truth or falsity of premises (2) and (3). (The move to (4) is
plainly sound, in the absence of ambiguity.)

Why should the supposed need for vindication of common-sense psy-
chology by scientific psychology lead us to reject semantic holism, as
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premises (2) and (3) imply? The short answer, is that common-sense psy-
chology will only be vindicated, in the intended sense, if the basic entities
with which it deals (particularly the various propositional attitude types)
will also figure in the theories of a completed scientific psychology; and
yet there is reason to think that such a scientific psychology would not find
a use for the notion of intentional content if the latter should turn out to
be holistic. This answer will take some explaining, however; in part
because the notions of vindication and of holism require some comment.

4.2 The demand for scientific vindication

To what extent is it true that realism about common-sense psychology
requires a commitment to scientific vindication? The intended sense of
premise (2) is very strong. It entails this: that realism about the entities
postulated by any folk-theory requires that those entities will continue to
be postulated by future scientific theory. According to premise (2), (or
rather its generalisation) to be realistic about a folk-theory, T, is to believe
that the basic terms and theoretical commitments of T will be incorpo-
rated into the future theories of a successful science. So to be realistic
about folk-psychology is to believe that future scientific psychology will
continue to find a place for notions such as belief and desire, in particular.

This may well be what is intended by premise (2), but is it actually the
case that realism about common-sense psychology entails its eventual
incorporation into a content-based scientific psychology? Surely, it may
be objected, there are more real things in the world than would find
mention in scientific laws. We continue to believe that there are tables and
chairs, shrubs and hedges, and spices and sports, despite the fact that
none of the terms for any of these things will figure in the laws of any sci-
entific theory. It would surely be scientism of the most crass sort to insist
that only those items which figure in scientific laws have real existence.

There are issues here which require careful handling, however, return-
ing us to some of the questions touched upon in section 3.8 above, to do
with the metaphysics of properties. It is true that we have many concepts -
such as those of table, chair, shrub, hedge, spice, and sport - which are not
scientific ones, and which have been constructed to subserve other
human purposes besides that of scientific explanation. These concepts
find their place in human practical activities, or in human social life. (For
general discussion of the relationship between human concepts and
human purposes, see my 1987.) Such concepts can have determinate
conditions of application, nevertheless, and so can figure in truths which
are genuinely objective. It is, in fact, true of me that I am sitting at a table
as I write this, and that there are six chairs in my office. So individual
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tables and chairs certainly exist, as do the states of affairs which might
make it the case that propositions such as, [that I am sitting at a table], are
true.

It is arguable, then, that the real existence of individuals, and of states
of affairs, does not require their eventual vindication by science. But the
metaphysic of properties which is probably the most plausible (see
Armstrong, 1978) maintains that the only real properties that there are in
the world - the real 'divisions in nature', in Plato's famous phrase - are
those which would find a place in a completed science. For suppose we
ask whether every meaningful human concept - including concepts like
table, chair, shrub, hedge, spice, and sport - picks out, or refers to, some real
property in the world. If we say, 'Yes', then we face an embarrassing pro-
liferation of properties, since there is literally no limit to the number of
possible human concepts. It is better to say, 'No', allowing that many
human concepts impose divisions upon nature that are artificial, which
find no reflection in the mechanisms and principles by which nature itself
operates.

The real divisions in nature are the business of science to discover. The
only real properties that there are, are those which would figure in the
laws of a completed science. So while individual tables really exist, and
while there are true propositions involving the concept table, the difference
between tables and other sorts of thing is not objectively there in the world,
independently of the human mind. It is, rather, a human social construc-
tion. And similarly, while it is determinately true that there are no hedges
in my garden, and while the particular hedge in my neighbour's garden
really exists, the difference between hedges and other things is a humanly
imposed distinction.

What emerges is this. If the truth of semantic holism were to mean that
our concepts of belief, desire, and intention (among others) would be
unlikely to figure in the laws and explanatory generalisations of a com-
pleted science of psychology, then it would not necessarily follow that
there are no individual (token) propositional attitudes. Nor would it
follow that there exist no states of affairs to make it true that I believe this
or desire that. So to this extent realism about common-sense psychology
requires no vindication from science. However, what would follow, is that
there exist no real properties picked out by such terms as 'belief that P'
and 'desire that Q'. It would follow that common-sense classifications fail
to pick out real divisions in nature, just as the common-sense distinctions
between 'table' and 'chair', or between 'bush' and 'shrub', fail to - failing,
in this case, to pick out real divisions amongst states of the human mind.

Premise (2) of Fodor's argument is thus only strictly true if the realism
expressed in premise (1) is a realism about properties. It that were waived,
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and the realism of (1) were weakened in such a way as to claim only that
token attitudes, and the states of affairs in which they figure, have real exis-
tence and causal roles, then all that would be required is that common-
sense psychology should not actually be inconsistent with a future scientific
psychology. But there is little comfort to be derived from this, by any
genuine realist about the mental, such as myself. For many of the
considerations used in support of a realist view of propositional-attitude
psychology - as against quasi-behaviourism, or interpretationalism - will
also support the idea that the terms of such a psychology should pick out
real properties of the human mind. In fact, the sort of realism which we
defended briefly in Chapter 1 was a realism about mental properties.

The argument which arose out of our discussions of the Turing Test and
the Chinese Room in section 1.6, for example, was that we are committed
to a certain general - and hence property-involving - structure and organ-
isation of the mind. In the same way, we argued in section 1.7 that the
explanatory and predictive success of common-sense psychology gives us
reason to think that the central core, at least, of its principles and general-
isations is very likely to be true or close to the truth. But then this is an
argument for saying that common-sense psychology should constitute a
secure basis for science - which means that its basic terms should succeed
in picking out what are, in fact, natural kinds (real properties). So the
considerations which we advanced in Chapter 1 make me want to endorse
premise (1) of the argument above in its strongest (property-involving)
sense. In which case I am obliged to look for some other weakness in
Fodor's argument for atomistic semantics if I can.

4.3 The problem of holism

Let me now turn to consider premise (3) of Fodor's argument, which
claims that scientific psychology can have no use for a holistic notion of
content. This requires us to elucidate the concept of holism. According to
Fodor, content holism may be defined in terms of the notion of an epis-
temic liaison, as follows (see his 1987, ch. 3; see also Fodor and Lepore,
1992):

(1) Content holism = the doctrine that the content of any partic-
ular belief is determined by the totality of its epistemic liai-
sons.

(2) An epistemic liaison of a belief that P = any belief which the
thinker takes to be relevant to deciding whether or not it is
true that P.

For example, suppose I believe that the Guardian is generally reliable on
politics and current affairs, whereas I believe that The New York Times is
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not. Then, 'the Guardian said so', will be, for me, an epistemic liaison of
any of my beliefs on such matters; whereas, 'The NewYork Times said so',
will not be an epistemic liaison of those beliefs. Note that the notion of an
epistemic liaison is relative to a thinker and a time. It is the beliefs which /
take to be relevant to the evaluation of others which determine their epis-
temic liaisons, for me; and if my assessments of such relevance change
over time, then so do the epistemic liaisons.

Now the thesis of content holism implies that my belief in the reliability
of the Guardian will be partly determinative of the contents of all of my
beliefs on current affairs, since it is an epistemic liaison of each one of
them. So if, for example, the experience of being interviewed by a
Guardian reporter were to cause me to lose my trust in the paper's reli-
ability, then the contents of every one of those beliefs would change. In
which case, the belief that I would express by saying, before my loss of
faith, 'Mrs Thatcher was the longest serving UK Prime Minister of the
twentieth century', and the belief that I would express by those words
afterwards, are not really one and the same. Similarly, it will be impossible
for any two people who differ over the Guardian's reliability to entertain
the very same belief on any topic of current affairs.

This is an extremely strong version of content holism, and probably
entails that no two people ever entertain beliefs with the very same
content. For there will always be enough differences of belief between any
two people to ramify through the whole network of their beliefs determin-
ing, according to the holistic thesis, differences of content. That is, for any
candidate belief P, supposedly held in common by each of person A and
person B, it will almost always turn out that P differs in some of its epis-
temic liaisons between A and B, and so will not be the same belief after all.

What would be wrong with that? One apparent problem turns out to be
a red herring, although it has attracted a good deal of attention. It is, that
if no two people ever entertain thoughts with the same content, then it is
impossible for them ever to communicate, and equally impossible that
they should ever genuinely disagree. When I attempt to communicate a
belief to you by asserting the sentence, 'Communism is dead', then even if
you accept what I have said, what you end up believing is not what I
asserted, if holism is true. Equally, if you assert, 'Racism is ineliminable',
and I deny it, asserting, 'No, racism is eliminable', then we are not really
contradicting one another, because the content asserted by you is not the
same as the contenr denied by me.

This difficulty for holism can be dealt with quite easily by dis-
tinguishing between two different notions of content, subserving distinct
theoretical purposes. The notion of content we need in order to describe
and explain communication and disagreement between people is semantic
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content, individuated by worldly truth-condition. Provided that the sen-
tence, 'Racism is ineliminable', in each of our mouths, concerns the same
worldly referents, and picks out the same putative state of affairs, then we
can communicate or disagree with one another in its use, irrespective of
our other differences of belief. For what matters in communication are
(generally) the states of affairs (the states of the world) which our
thoughts concern, not the manner in which we conceptualise or think
about them.

The notion of content for which holism arises as an issue, in contrast, is
cognitive content, the sort of content which we appeal to in psychological
explanation. In general it will be crucial, if we are to explain the precise
way in which someone acts or thinks as they do, to individuate their
thoughts in a manner that respects their own mode of conceptualisation
of the worldly states of affairs which their thoughts concern. It makes all
the difference in explaining Oedipus' behaviour, for example, whether we
describe him as believing that he is married tojocasta or as believing that he
is married to his mother. Now, it is only in connection with cognitive
content that there is any suggestion that content should be individuated
holistically. Holism about cognitive content would leave the notion of
semantic (or 'communicative') content untouched, leaving us well able to
explain how people can communicate or disagree.

(In the light of the above distinction, it is important that we should
speak of 'content holism' rather than 'semantic holism', since the latter
suggests that holism might arise for notions of content individuated for
purposes of inter-personal semantics. The distinction between semantic
content and cognitive content is developed at some length in my 1989. It
also forms a central plank in Block's 1993 defence of functional-role
semantics against Fodor's allegation of holism. But the way in which
Block develops his defence does not touch Fodor's main argument, set
out below.)

The real problem

In fact the real problem arising from the implication of content-
holism noted above - that no two people will ever entertain beliefs with
the same content - is that the notion of belief content would then be
useless for the purposes of scientific psychology, as Fodor points out. For
science, in general, seeks explanatory laws relating states of one kind to
states of another kind. And the terms used in the expression of the laws
have to be applicable across the whole domain of the science. So a scien-
tific content-based psychology would seek to find laws and generalisa-
tions applicable to everyone, describing the causal roles of the various
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propositional-attitude contents. But if no two people ever entertain the
same content, as holism implies, then there will be no psychological laws
applicable to more than one individual thinker.

If holism were true then there would, at best, be some rough, approxi-
mate, generalisations involving the notion of content. For holism can
allow that belief-contents can more or less resemble one another. But there
will be no way of making these generalisations precise while retaining the
notion of content. It would follow, indeed, if holism were true, that scien-
tific psychology should head off in some new direction, not involving
propositional attitudes with their holistic principles of individuation. And
it would follow that our common-sense psychology is not a secure or
appropriate basis for science.

It might be objected that this conclusion is, at least, too strong - on the
grounds that many psychological generalisations quantify over content, in
a way which does not require it to be true that any two thinkers ever enter-
tain the same content (see Senor, 1992).Thus the practical reasoning syl-
logism tells us that anyone who desires that Q, and who believes that if P
then Q, and who believes that P is within their power, will (other things
being equal) try to bring it about that P. This generalisation can remain
true, and can retain its predictive and explanatory power, even if no two
thinkers ever instantiate the same instance of it (with particular contents
substituted for P and for Q).

There is little comfort to be derived here, however, if it is true (as it
surely is) that a great many psychological generalisations relate to particu-
lar contents or types of content. Consider the claim that there exist
various kinds of incest taboo, for example. If I say that people have an
aversion to the thought of intercourse between mother and son, then I
have expressed a generalisation in relation to a thought which no one else
but myself can share, if holism is true. Since no one else can have an aver-
sion to that thought (a thought individuated by the totality of the epis-
temic liaisons which it has, for me), then my attempted generalisation
fails. And it would seem that, whatever (non-content-involving) direction
it is that scientific psychology should head in, in order to be able to state
and explain the existence of such phenomena as the incest taboo, would
almost certainly obviate the need for psychological generalisations over
contents as well.

So I conclude that premise (3) of Fodor's argument from realism about
propositional attitudes to the thesis that the language of thought is
Mentalese is very plausibly true: scientific psychology will not employ a
notion of (cognitive) content which is holistic (in Fodor's strong sense of
'holism', at least). Moreover, as noted above, the step from the first three
premises to the conclusion in (4) - that content-holism should be rejected
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- is almost certainly sound. If realism about the attitudes means believing
that common sense will need to be vindicated by future scientific psychol-
ogy - as premise (2) maintains - then we had better also believe that
content can be specified non-holistically.

4.4 Between holism and atomism

So far no real weaknesses in Fodor's argument have emerged. But in fact
such a weakness is not far to seek. What Fodor overlooks is that there may
be non-atomistic forms of semantics which would, nevertheless, fail to
entail holism in his strong version of it. For example, functional-role
semantics maintains that propositional attitudes are individuated in
terms of their potential causal interactions with one another (see Block,
1986; see also Stich, 1983).These potential causal interactions can remain
the same across subjects whose actual propositional attitudes may differ.
So different thinkers, despite their differences of belief, and despite the
differences in the epistemic liaisons of any given belief, may nevertheless
entertain many of the same beliefs. For the same conditionals can be true
of them.

For example, it can be true of me both before and after my formative
experience with the reporter from the Guardian, that I believe Mrs
Thatcher to be the longest serving UK prime minister of the twentieth
century. For although the epistemic liaisons of that belief have changed, it
will be true of me on both occasions that if I believe the Guardian to be
reliable, then I shall regard, 'the Guardian says so', as a reason for holding
my belief about Mrs Thatcher. And, presumably, all the other conditional
truths about the role of that belief within my cognition would remain
unaltered also. In which case, if content is individuated by functional role,
then the content of my belief will be the same in each case.

Something similar will be true of the two people, one of whom believes
the Guardian to be reliable whereas the other does not. While the actual
causal antecedents and consequences of their belief in the length of Mrs
Thatcher's term of office may differ from one another, the causal role of
that belief can be the very same, if causal role is individuated by condi-
tional truths about causal antecedents and consequences. It can be
equally true of each of them, for example, that they would reply, 'So
what?' in response to the claim, 'the Guardian says so', if they were to
believe that the Guardian is not really reliable.

Notice that functional-role semantics is still, in a sense, holistic — but
not in a way which fits Fodor's definition. For an account of the func-
tional role of any given belief may require mention of many other content-
ful mental states (so the account is certainly not atomistic). But the states
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mentioned will not necessarily be other actual beliefs and desires of the
agent, as in the form of account which specifies content in terms of the
notion of an epistemic liaison. Rather, it is the way in which a given
thought-content would interact with other hypothetical beliefs and desires
which determines its content, on this account.

It may be objected that some of the actual epistemic liaisons of a belief,
at any rate, must be determinative of its content. For some beliefs are apt
to give rise to, or to be caused by, others immediately, not mediated by
any further premise. And it seems essential to their content that they
should so cause or be caused. Indeed, it might plausibly be maintained
that all of the unmediated epistemic liaisons of a belief are partially deter-
minative of its content. In particular, it seems clear that any immediate and
obvious implications of a given belief will be partly determinative of the
latter's content. This much, at any rate, seems to follow from the intuitive
criterion of difference as a condition of thought-identity- see section 2.6
above.

Thus, if one is prepared to infer from, 'It is a whale', to, 'It is a
mammal', without relying on any further premise (not even the premise,
'All whales are mammals'), then this epistemic liaison is partially deter-
minative of the content of the former. (In contrast, in the example above I
was only prepared to infer from, 'the Guardian says so', to, 'It is so', in
conjunction with the further premiss, 'the Guardian is reliable.') Then
someone's concept of a whale will change when they learn, for the first
time, that whales are mammals and not fish, thus acquiring a new
unmediated epistemic liaison. Similarly, two people who are inclined to
assent to the sentence, 'Whales are endangered', will express different
beliefs by that sentence if one of them is inclined to accept the inference,
'whale —» mammal'', while the other still accepts, 'whale —*fish'.These con-
sequences seem intuitively correct.

But now we have a problem. For if the identity of a belief P is partly
determined by the beliefs with which it is immediately inferentially con-
nected; and those beliefs, in turn, have their contents partly determined
by the beliefs with which they are immediately connected; then it could
turn out, after all (by the transitivity of identity), that the content of any
given belief is partly determined by a great many of the person's other
beliefs.

Suppose, for example, that person A accepts the unmediated inferences
P-* Q,Q-> R, and R -* S. Person B, on the other hand, only accepts P -»
Q and Q -» R (perhaps because they lack some of the concepts necessary
to grasp the thought that S). Then the functional role of R, for A and for
B, must be different. But then the functional role of Q, too, must be differ-
ent (because it is connected, in each case, to states which differ in
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functional role); and also, by the same token, the functional role of P must
be different. So it turns out that A and B do not share the same belief
when each accepts the sentence 'P', after all.

This is, in fact, a version of Fodor's Ur-argument from his 1987 (p. 60) -
some epistemic liaisons are determinative of belief; and there is no princi-
pled way of distinguishing between those epistemic liaisons which are
determinative of content and those which are not; so all epistemic liaisons
are determinative of belief. Now, the main point to be made about this
argument is that it is not a problem specific to functional-role semantics,
but arises for functional individuation quite generally. So unless there is
no scientifically respectable notion of a functional state (which is absurd),
there must be something amiss with the argument against the sort of
weakly holistic individuation of belief which is distinctive of functional-
role semantics.

For example, the function of the heart is to pump blood around the
body. And the function of the blood is to collect nutrients from the diges-
tive system, and oxygen from the lungs, distributing them to the various
organs and tissues. Now consider the change which took place with the
atrophy of the second stomach to form what is now the human appendix.
This was a change in the functioning of the digestive system. Was it also a
change in the function of the heart? Surely not. The function of the heart
remained the same throughout.Yet it is possible to construct an argument
exactly parallel to the one given above for belief, thus: since the func-
tioning of the elements of the digestive system was different, the function
of the blood must have been different; and if the function of the blood was
different, the function of the heart must also have been different.

One possible suggestion is that, where functional identity is partly
determined by immediate - one-step - interactions with surrounding
states, the latter are to be individuated by role-bearers, not by role (pro-
vided the overall powers of the system remain roughly the same). Then
the function of the heart is to pump blood, where the latter is individuated
by its intrinsic characteristics (red, haemoglobin-containing), rather than
by its functional role (oxygen-carrying, nutrient-transmitting). Applied to
the case of belief, we could then say that provided the sentence 'R'
expresses some belief for both A and B, and a belief with the same worldly
truth-condition, then the belief that Q is individuated by its connection
with the sentence 'R' (that is, by its causal role in interacting with the sur-
rounding role-bearers), even though the causal role of that state may be
different.

Roughly speaking, the idea is that, provided an element of a functional
system continues to interact with its surroundings in the same way (where
those surroundings are not themselves individuated functionally), then it
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can continue to retain the same function. But, whether or not this partic-
ular solution works, the main point is that this is a problem for functional
individuation generally, not a problem for functional-role semantics in particu-
lar. So, unless we were prepared to accept that there really exist no func-
tionally individuated entities, we have as yet been given no reason for
rejecting functional individuation of thoughts, either.

I conclude, then, that the step from premise (4) to premise (5) of
Fodor's argument outlined in section 4.1 above is unsound. We can grant
that we ought to reject holistic accounts of content, in Fodor's strong
sense of 'holism', if we believe that common-sense psychology should
provide a secure basis for a scientific, content-based, psychology. Yet it
does not follow from this - nor is it particularly plausible to claim on the
basis of this - that we should then embrace some atomistic account of
intentional content instead. For there remains the possibility of endorsing
what I shall call a weakly holistic account of meaning, such as would be
provided by functional-role semantics.

4.5 Arguments for holism

It is astonishing that Fodor should have missed such an obvious possibil-
ity. Perhaps I have somehow misinterpreted him? The best way to show
that I have not, and also the best way to drive home his error, is to con-
sider the various arguments which are supposed to support holistic
accounts of intentional content. These are considered in some detail in
Fodor, 1987, ch. 3 (see also Fodor and Lepore, 1992). In each case I shall
show, either that the argument contains a simple fallacy, or else that it
does not support holism in Fodor's strong sense, but only in its weaker
form.

Confirmation holism

There are a pair of arguments for content holism (in its strong form) from
what might be called confirmation holism - though Fodor himself only
considers one of them explicitly in his 1987. But both are equally, and
obviously, invalid. The first takes as its premise confirmation holism with
respect to our beliefs about the world (see Fodor, 1987, pp. 62-7). It is said
to be the total set of our beliefs about the world which faces the tribunal of
experience together, and that we cannot verify those beliefs on an individ-
ual basis. From this it is deduced that our beliefs do not have their con-
tents on an individual basis, either.

Now the premise of this argument may well be true, but the conclusion
only follows, plainly, if we accept some kind of verificationism about
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meaning. But why should we? For the weaknesses of verificationist the-
ories of meaning have long been manifest. Rather, while accepting
confirmation holism, we can, for example, conjoin a referential (causal
co-variance) account of meaning with in-the-head functional role to get a
theory which will be both realist and only weakly holistic. (Note that once
weak holism is allowed as a possibility, we shall be free to offer solutions to
the misrepresentation and all Ss problems which differ from Fodor's prob-
lematic proposals discussed in the last chapter.)

The second argument from a form of confirmation holism takes its
start from the fact that any theory of an individual thinker's psychology
must be holistically related to the evidence - that is, to the thinker's cir-
cumstances and behaviour. (See Fodor and Lepore, 1992, ch. 3.) For
there is no way of directly verifying ascriptions of beliefs and desires to an
individual. Rather, ascribing to someone any given belief must depend
upon all the other beliefs and desires we are prepared to attribute to them.
What we have to do, in fact, is try to find the best overall explanation of
their behaviour. (This is the element of truth in Davidson's interpreta-
tionalism; see section 1.5 above.) From this it is deduced that the individ-
ual states we ascribe depend, holistically, upon all the other intentional
states of the thinker.

But again the reply to this argument is obvious. It is, that how we verify
ascriptions of content to any given individual is one thing, how we
individuate the states so ascribed may be quite another. Indeed, there is
surely no reason to think that 'believes that P' is a theoretical predicate
peculiar to our theory of the individual in question. In order for strong
content-holism to be plausible, our answer to the question, 'What is the
belief that P, ascribed to A on the basis of total evidence?', would have to
be, 'It is the state which is apt to interact with A's other states in such a
way that...'. But why should we give such an answer? Why should not our
answer, rather, delete all references to the person A, giving, in effect, an
answer which commits us only to functional-role semantics?

Functional-role semantics

This now brings us to the other main pair of arguments which are sup-
posed, by Fodor, to support content holism.These are arguments for, and
from, functional-role semantics. In each case I shall claim that the argu-
ments support only a conditionalised and restricted form of functional
role, which would then be only weakly holistic. The first is an argument
from functionalism about mental states in general (see Fodor, 1987, pp.
67-71).

The majority of philosophers now think that the way to avoid Cartesian
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dualism about the mental, and to understand the relationship between
mind and brain, is by accepting that mental states are individuated by
their causal role, conceptualised at some level of abstraction from the
physical mechanisms in the brain which instantiate those roles. The argu-
ment is then, that when we extend this approach to states like the belief that
Pwe get functional-role semantics, and so holism. Fodor's own response
is that we should accept functionalist accounts of general categories of
state such as belief, desire, and intention, while rejecting them for states with
particular contents, such as the belief that P &n& the desire that Q.

Fodor's position may be a possible one. But it is obvious that he does
not need to take any such line. For it is plain that the argument does not, in
any case, support semantic holism in Fodor's strong sense of it. To see
this, notice that functionalism about the mind claims to individuate
mental states in terms of their potential causal interactions with bodily
stimuli, with other mental states, and with behaviour. Causal relations
with other actual states of the subject do not always play a defining role.
For example, no functionalist would claim that my pain must be a distinct
kind of mental state from yours, merely because I happen to have a desire
to appear brave whereas you do not. On the contrary, functionalists will
insist that our states are the same, provided that they would have the same
effects i/all our other mental states were similar.

In the same way, although functionalists should accept that some causal
connections with other actual mental states (namely, the unmediated
connections) play a denning role in individuating some types of mental
state, they should deny that mental state identity is transitive across
chains of such connections. Surely no functionalist would want to deny
that blind people have desires, for example (that is, action-determining
states of the same type that sighted people have), merely because of the
differences in the remote causal connections of those states! (Standing-
state desires tend to be activated by the belief that the thing desired is now
available, and such beliefs are often caused, in the normal case, by visual
experience of the desired object.)

When the argument is extended to the belief that P, then, it is obvious
that it will not be all of the causal connections between that state and the
agent's other actual beliefs and desires which individuate it, but rather the
potential connections. It will not be the epistemic liaisons of a belief
which constitute its content, but rather the set of conditionals about what
the subject would think or do in the presence of various other - hypothet-
ical - beliefs and desires. Then since these hypotheticals can remain true
of a variety of individuals, with various different actual beliefs and desires,
there is no threat, here, to a content-based science of psychology. And
although some of the (immediate) causal connections between the belief



4.5 Arguments for holism 117

that P and other actual beliefs or desires may be partly individuative of it,
there is no reason to think that the individuation conditions will extend
across chains of such connections.

The second argument for functional-role semantics is a kind of 'what
else?' argument from those working on the semantics of beliefs and state-
ments (see Fodor 1987, pp. 71—92). It is generally maintained that we
cannot individuate (cognitive) contents purely in terms of reference,
since this will slice them too thick - that is, it will fail to distinguish from
one another thought-contents which are, intuitively, distinct. For
example, Oedipus' belief that Jocasta is more than 40 years old differs in
content from his belief that his mother is more than 40 years old, even though
Jocasta is, in fact, his mother. For, not knowing that Jocasta is his mother,
it would be possible for him to have the one belief without the other. Yet if
the reference is the same, what else can distinguish these beliefs except
their differences of causal role? For example, Oedipus' belief that he is 30
years old will tend to cause him to have the second of the above beliefs in
the presence only of the belief that a girl of 10 cannot have a child,
whereas the first of the above beliefs will only be caused if he also believes
that Jocasta is his mother.

Fodor's own response to such examples (in his 1987) is to develop a
purely referential semantics in more detail, postulating a distinct property
in the world wherever we have intentional contents which are intuitively
distinct. This leads to a wildly profligate and implausible ontology of
properties, and one that I would have thought a scientific realist like
Fodor would have taken all pains to avoid. But the important point, again,
is that he does not need to adopt any such line. For the argument plainly
only supports the conditional version of functional-role semantics, not
one that leads to content holism.

For example, when Oedipus does come to believe that Jocasta is his
mother, this surely does not suddenly make the two contents Jocasta is
over 40 and my mother is over 40 one and the same, despite the fact that
their epistemic liaisons would then be identical. Rather, anyone
approaching semantic theory from this perspective would insist that the
contents remain distinct because they would behave differently from one
another if Oedipus' other beliefs and desires were different. Once again,
Fodor has been sent chasing a red herring. Since functional-role seman-
tics is only weakly holistic it does not threaten realism about the mental,
and so no reason has yet been provided for us to endorse semantic
atomism.

It is worth also considering a slightly more elaborate example, lest
Fodor should try to respond (as he does; see his 1994, ch. 2) by appeal
to compositionality, pointing out that Jocasta and my mother can be
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distinguished by virtue of the fact that the latter contains the concept
mother, whereas the former does not. The example is as follows. Imagine
that I have learned to use colour-terms normally, by sight, but have also
learned to use a hand-held machine which in fact (unknown to me)
responds to colour - perhaps vibrating in the hand with an intensity pro-
portional to the dominant wavelengths it receives. And suppose that I
have been trained, ostensively, to use a set of terms, 'der', 'neerg', and so
on; where these terms are in fact co-extensive with the colour-terms, 'red',
'green', and so on. Then, plainly, there are circumstances in which I might
believe that the tomato is red without also believing that it is der, or vice
versa. And this despite the fact that it is the very same worldly property,
surely, which my thought concerns.

Here, as before, the argument is: what else can distinguish the contents
of the beliefs that the tomato is red and that the tomato is der, except their
functional roles? For there is, by hypothesis, no overt compositional or
syntactic difference between them. What makes the two beliefs different,
in fact, are such things as that, for example, (unless I also believe that any-
thing der is red) it is only the former which will cause me to point to the
tomato if asked to exhibit something red; and if I want to check on the
truth of the former I shall open my eyes, whereas if I want to check on the
truth of the latter I shall pick up my vibrating-machine.

From his most recent discussion of these matters (1994), it looks as if
Fodor would now wish to respond to this example by claiming that 'red'
and 'der' are syntactically distinct, but at the level of underlying
Mentalese representation. Indeed, he would now wish to say that the con-
tents of the beliefs that the tomato is red and that the tomato is der are the
very same (because concerning the same worldly referents), but that they
differ in what he calls 'mode of presentation', functioning differently from
one another in cognition in virtue of having distinct Mentalese repre-
sentations. But this is to pitch the explanation at the wrong level. It pro-
vides an explanation only at the level of sub-personal processing, rather
than at the level of personal thought. The intuition it fails to capture, in
fact, is that there is a difference of content between the belief that the
tomato is red and the belief that the tomato is der - these are, we think,
two different thoughts with different contents, rather than thoughts with the
same contents which happen to interact differently in cognition. But then
the only remaining option for what distinguishes them as thoughts, is
their distinct functional roles - which means accepting that content is
partly individuated by functional role.
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The case of Mrs T

There is one other argument that Fodor considers, which really would
support content holism, if it were successful. This is the argument pro-
vided by Stephen Stich's now-famous example of Airs T, who was
afflicted by progressive memory loss (see Stich 1983, pp. 54-6. For
Fodor's discussion, see his 1987, pp. 60-2 and 92-3). In her youth MrsT
knew a good deal about politics, including the fact that President
McKinley was assassinated. But in old age she has lost all other memories
about politics and about McKinley (she is no longer even prepared to
assert that he is dead), while still being prepared to assert that he was
assassinated. We are invited to share the intuition that MrsT no longer has
the same belief, that McKinley was assassinated. In which case the content
of that belief must have been, at least partly, individuated by its epistemic
liaisons. For what has changed, with Mrs T, are not the conditionals
which may be true of her (or so Stich asserts). Rather, it is that she has lost
others of her earlier actual beliefs.

Fodor's response to this example is to allow it to be true that Mrs T
ceases to believe that McKinley was assassinated. But he points out that
Stich needs to claim, in addition, that she still has a belief which she
expresses in the words, 'McKinley was assassinated', only not that one.
For Stich's claim is that content changes through changes in her other
beliefs - his picture is that her belief undergoes a metamorphosis of content
through losing its epistemic liaisons. But it is much more plausible to
claim that she ceases to have any belief. Fodor's response to the example,
in fact, is to claim that MrsT ceases to have any concept of assassination -
although she says the words, 'McKinley was assassinated', they have
ceased to express any content for her. Such a reply is very plausible, I
think. But it is not the only reply available. And that Fodor fails to see that
it is not, is again indicative of his failure to notice the difference between
strong and weak forms of content holism, as I shall now explain.

Not only does Stich need to claim that Mrs T retains a belief, he also
needs to maintain that the same conditionals remain true in connection
with that belief. For the example is supposed to show that belief-content
varies with changes in other actual beliefs, not only with changes in
(conditional) functional role - that is, the example is supposed to support
strong as against weak holism. But it does not do so. For the causal poten-
tial of a belief does not just consist in its dispositions to interact with other
actual beliefs, if they exist. It also consists in dispositions to give rise to
other beliefs, and dispositions to interact with desires in practical reason-
ing. But neither of these sorts of disposition are present in the case of Mrs
T. In which case the functional role of her belief is not constant through
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cognitive change, and we can then explain why the content of her belief
should change without endorsing strong holism.

For example, on any account, surely, part of the functional role of the
belief that McKinley was assassinated is that it should dispose one to
believe that McKinley is dead. But Mrs T has no such disposition. And
another aspect of the functional role of that belief would be to interact
with a desire to list all dead Presidents of the United States by saying,
'McKinley is dead'. But again, MrsT has no such disposition. So we do
not, with Fodor, have to insist that Mrs T ceases to have any belief at all.
We can explain how the content of her belief should have changed
without commitment to strong holism, by pointing out that the functional
role of her belief- the set of conditional statements which are true of her-
has changed as a result of her dementia.

4.6 The need for a language-based semantics

Let us take stock of our position. Over the course of this and the previous
chapter I have been arguing for three distinct claims, in fact.

First, I have argued that a semantics for natural language in terms of a
prior notion of thought (in the tradition of Grice, as amended by Searle)
is possible, but in some respects unattractive. Among other things, such
an account forces us to give up our common-sense belief that we often
think aloud in natural language. Rather, the account will claim that these
cases are misdescribed, and that what really happens is that we express in
natural-language thoughts which were antecedently given. This difficulty
would not, I think, provide sufficient reason for us to reject the proposed
semantics unless there were some other approach which is otherwise
almost equally plausible. So we need at this point to consider whether it is
possible to give a semantics for natural language which does not prioritise
thought, and so which does not imply (when combined with the thesis
that propositional attitudes are relations to sentences) that the language
of thinking is Mentalese.

Second, I have argued that Fodor's proposed causal co-variance seman-
tics for thought, in terms of asymmetric causal dependence, faces a
number of difficulties. While these problems may not be sufficient to refute
a causal co-variance approach to semantics - since it is hard to prove that
there cannot be adjustments which would avoid them - what they do mean
is that we are not, as yet, forced to accept that thoughts are the basic bearers
of semantic content. So, again, we are not yet forced to accept that the lan-
guage of thinking is Mentalese. But, as before, much may depend upon our
success in sketching a plausible alternative semantics for thought which
would be equally applicable to the sentences of natural language.
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Third, I have tried to show the unsoundness of Fodor's argument which
moves from realism about common-sense propositional attitude psychol-
ogy to the conclusion that some form of causal co-variance semantics
must be correct, on the grounds that the latter is the only form of semantic
theory which stands any chance of being genuinely atomistic. In particu-
lar, there is a false assumption made in the step from rejection of content
holism (in Fodor's strong sense of 'holism') to acceptance of atomism.
The false assumption is that there is no room for a form of semantics
which would be only weakly holistic. But the only way of showing this
convincingly, is to sketch and defend some such semantic theory.

Taking all these points together, then, what I have to do in the remain-
der of this chapter is outline a form of semantic theory which should have
the following three properties:

(1) It should be applicable to the sentences of natural language
without prioritising or taking for granted a separate seman-
tics for thought.

(2) It should nevertheless be applicable to thought, in such a way
that the theory can be formulated equally for private as for
public thinkings (where the public thinkings, at least, take
place in natural language).

(3) The theory in question should be, at most, only weakly holis-
tic.

In fact I shall sketch, not just one, but two such theories. The first is func-
tional-role semantics, which will be familiar, in outline, from the discus-
sion of sections 4.4 and 4.5 above. The second is a theory of canonical
acceptance conditions, due to Christopher Peacocke. I should emphasise
that my main purpose will not be to demonstrate the adequacy of either of
these theories, but rather to indicate that they constitute viable research
programmes, well worth further exploration. For all that I really need, for
my purposes, is that there should be no good reason, as yet, to embrace an
atomistic semantics (and so no good reason to believe that the language of
all thinking is Mentalese).

But why, it may be asked, is it really necessary to my project that some
form of language-based semantics should be viable? Since the thesis to be
defended in this book is only that conscious thinking essentially involves
natural language, why can I not concede an account of the semantics of
language along the lines of the Fodor/Searle hybrid discussed in section
3.5, by insisting merely that the thoughts which are used to impose
content on natural language sentences are non-conscious ones? Indeed, I
have already had occasion to remark that we are not generally aware of the
meaning-imposing intentions postulated by Grice and Searle - which
then implies, if any account of consciousness along the lines to be
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defended in Chapter 7 is correct, that the intentions in question are non-
conscious ones.

The resulting picture of the relationship between language and thought
would be something like this. We express our thoughts in language -
whether publicly or privately - in order for those thoughts to be refiexively
available to further thought, and so in order for those thoughts to become
conscious ones (at least, if the theory of consciousness to be defended in
Chapter 7 is correct). But in each case the content of the conscious
thought is inherited from the contents of thoughts which we were already
capable of entertaining (and did actually entertain) non-consciously. If
such a picture were correct, then we would, in a sense, have vindicated the
view that (much of) human conscious thinking involves natural language.
And we would also, in a sense, have vindicated the cognitive conception of
such language. But the versions of these doctrines thus vindicated would
be relatively weak.

It is one thing to maintain that thoughts (or some thoughts) can only
achieve the status of consciousness through being formulated in (inner or
outer) natural language. It would be another, much stronger, thing to
maintain that there are some thoughts which can only exist at all through
the possibility of being formulated, consciously, in such language. And it
is one thing to maintain that language has a role in our cognition dis-
tinctive of conscious thinking. But it would be another, much stronger,
thing to maintain that language is constitutive of the very existence of
(some of) the thoughts which we actually employ in that form of thinking.

While the weaker versions of these doctrines would be of some consid-
erable interest, it is only the stronger versions which would be sufficient to
obtain for us, in full, the sorts of significant consequences for philosophy
and psychology advertised in section 1.2. In particular, only if the lan-
guage faculty is actually implicated in the contents (and not just the con-
scious status) of our conscious thoughts, will the scientific study of the
structure of that faculty be at the same time an investigation into the
structure and functioning of a great deal of our central cognition.

In any case, I certainly want to hold open the possibility of endorsing
the stronger version of the thesis that language is implicated in thought,
according to which language is implicated in our capacity to entertain
certain thought-types, whether consciously or non-consciously. I there-
fore need to be prepared to defend the viability of a strong version of the
cognitive conception of language, which necessitates, in turn, the viability
of a semantic theory with each of the three properties outlined above.
Remember that according to the cognitive conception, when a speaker
utters a sentence their utterance will express a thought by constituting it,
not by encoding or signalling it. And a hearer who is a competent user of
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the same language will then understand that utterance in virtue of it con-
stitutively expressing, for them, the very same (or a sufficiently similar)
thought.

(The cognitive conception of language needs to be made somewhat
more complex than this, of course, if it is to accommodate such commu-
nicative phenomena as metaphor and irony. But there is surely little doubt
that this can be done - perhaps marrying the account to elements of
Sperber and Wilson's relevance theory (1986). For there is nothing to
prevent a speaker from uttering a sentence which constitutively expresses
one thought in order to communicate something different. That is,
instead of combining inferential conceptions of language with code-
breaking ones, as Sperber and Wilson do, we might augment a cognitive
conception of language with some inferential auxiliaries. Alternatively,
and perhaps better, there need be nothing to require that the sentence
which constitutively expresses someone's thought should give a literal
expression to it - perhaps it is possible to think as well as speak meta-
phorically. Such matters may safely be left to one side, for present pur-
poses.)

4.7 Language-based semantics 1: functional-role semantics

A good deal has already been said about functional-role semantics in sec-
tions 4.4 and 4.5 above. In particular, I have tried to respond to the claim
that functional-role semantics must be strongly holistic, arguing that not
every connection with everything that I actually believe need be an
element in functional role. Recall, too, that one argument for functional-
role semantics is provided by the functionalist characterisation of mental
states in general, which arguably underpins our common-sense theory of
the mind. And another argument demands to know what else, besides
functional role, might individuate contents finely enough, in accordance
with our common-sense mode of categorisation (in accordance, namely,
with the intuitive criterion of difference - see section 2.6). These arguments
seem to me to be powerful ones.

In addition, it can be said that the general moral of our discussion of
Fodor's causal co-variance semantics in sections 3.7 and 3.8 above, is that
some or other form of functional-role semantics must be correct. In
section 3.7,1 made the point that our actual practice in attributing mean-
ings to people seems to involve looking at their surrounding beliefs and
inferences. And in section 3.8 it emerged, in a variety of ways, that the
identity of a concept may depend upon a number of background beliefs
and purposes. So if Fodor can be allowed to have an argument for a
general type of theory, in advance of actually presenting any instance of
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that type which can overcome every difficulty (such as we constructed on
his behalf in section 4.1 above), then so too can I.

Now, another point to note is that functional-role theories (like causal
co-variance theories) can be seen as attempting to naturalise content.That
is, they try to spell out, in naturalistically acceptable terms, what it is for a
thought or sentence to possess a given content. The content of a mental
state, on such an approach, is to be individuated in terms of its causal
connections with other mental states and with behaviour. And it is plain
that, whatever else in the world might count as a natural property, the
property of causation is one such. This is definitely a virtue of the func-
tional-role account. For anyone who wishes to be a realist about proposi-
tional attitudes should wish to naturalise content. Whether we think that
beliefs and desires should be incorporated into scientific psychology, or
whether we believe, merely, that they should not be inconsistent with such
a psychology, it had better be the case that propositional attitudes can be
shown to be natural phenomena.

More specifically, the suggestion could be that so-called narrow, or in-
the-head, content is to be individuated solely by causal connections
amongst mental states themselves, whereas broad, or world-involving,
content is to be individuated by this together with causal connections to
the world of the sort appealed to by co-variance semanticists. (And, since
we are now allowing ourselves a limited degree of holism in the account,
we are free to adopt solutions to the misrepresentation and all Ss problems
which differ from the problematic, and strictly atomistic, solutions pro-
posed by Fodor.)

Many different versions of functional-role semantics have been devel-
oped (see, for example, Block, 1986, Harman, 1982, Loar, 1981, and
Field, 1977), the details of which need not concern us. The important
point, for our purposes, is that some of these satisfy the three main deside-
rata outlined in section 4.6 - namely, being applicable to natural-lan-
guage sentences, treating public and private thinkings on a par, and being
only weakly holistic. I shall say a word about each of these in turn.

First, functional-role theories can characterise the functional role of
natural-language sentences in relation to perception, thought, one
another, and the control of action, without taking as given a prior account
of the content of thought. The assertion, 'It will rain shortly', is apt to be
caused by perception of storm-clouds, and is apt to cause me to stay in or
to carry an umbrella (depending upon what it is that I want). Admittedly,
such an assertion will normally only be made if I believe that there is
someone else present with whom I wish to communicate; and it only has
its effects on action by interacting with other thoughts of mine. So there is
no sense in which the functional role of natural-language utterances can
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be characterised independently of the functional role of private thought.
But then there is also no reason why it should: my claim is certainly not
that language is prior to thought! (That would be absurd. To be a lan-
guage-user you have to be a thinker too.)

Second, functional-role theories can be made to apply equally to
natural-language utterances or to private thoughts. In both cases content
will be characterised in terms of the distinctive causal roles of the token
states. By hypothesis, whether I think aloud or think privately to myself,
my thoughts will consist in deployments of sentences which get their
(narrow) contents in virtue of the distinctive roles that they play in my
cognition. In fact inner and outer thinking can be treated on a par, as
essentially similar kinds of activities.

Third, and most important, functional-role theories are only weakly
holistic. For although there can be a great many other contents with
which any given content might potentially interact, which might need to
be mentioned in specifying the distinctive causal role of the latter, such
contents will only be mentioned, in general, within the scope of condi-
tionals. The normal form of an account of the functional role of the belief
that P, for example, will be to say, 'It is the belief which, if one desires that
Q, would lead one to intend that R, whereas if one desires that S, it will
lead one to intend tha tT . . . ' , and so on. These same conditionals can be
true of all the individual thinkers in a population, despite their many
differences in actual beliefs and desires, and so leave the notion of content
fit to serve in a content-based scientific psychology.

One apparent problem for functional-role semantics is this: while it is
naturalistic, it leaves out the essential normativity of content. For it may
surely be objected that our ordinary notion of meaning is normative. We
think of concepts as requiring us to make certain judgements in particular
circumstances, we think of beliefs as constraining us to have certain other
beliefs, and so on. It may be said that no theory of content can be satisfac-
tory which can find no place for normativity.

In reply, we may say that functional-role semantics can at least find a
causal analogue of normativity, giving normativity a substantive explana-
tion at the level of causal role. For we can appeal to the way in which some
contents are apt to cause in the thinker a reflective insistence on a rule of
application. For where it is part of the causal role of a sentence T ' to give
rise to the sentence 'Q ' , we do not merely have to say that 'P ' disposes, or
causes, me to judge 'Q'.We can also say that the sentence disposes me to
regard myself as bound to make such a judgement, and to accept correction
if I do not, or to impose self-correction if I notice that I have not, and so on.
This seems to be good enough to get normativity - or, at least, a natural-
ised version of it - into the account.
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A role for simulation

A more awkward problem for functional-role semantics might seem to be
this: if content is individuated by functional role, then how would we
know what to expect of someone who possesses any given belief or desire?
For we surely do not have an articulate grasp of the immense network of
conditionals which might characterise a particular functional role.
According to functional-role semantics, the functional role of any given
prepositional content - for example, the proposition that there is life on
Mars - will be characterised by a set of conditionals specifying how that
content would interact with many other classes of content to determine
further belief, intention, and action.Yet how plausible is it that we actually
have access to these conditionals when we make a prediction of what
someone will do, or offer an explanation of what they have done? Such an
approach to semantics makes something which in fact comes naturally
and easily to us, look like a hugely daunting task.

In reply, functional-role semantics can draw on a distinction between
how we know, and what we have knowledge of. It can be said that we know
of the role of a particular content, in any given case, not by inference from
a network of conditionals, but by simulation. On this account, what I do
when I wish to know what may be expected of someone who believes that
P, is to put myself into suppositional mode, asking, 'What else would I
think if I believed that P?'. What I do, is thus place that content into my
own inferential system and see what results. Perhaps I also make suitable
suppositional adjustments in my other beliefs to allow for any manifest
differences from my subject. I then, as it were, stand back and let my
inferential machinery run, and see what happens. The output of this
process will give me my predicted further thoughts for the other. This
story is quite consistent with the view that the identity-condition for the
belief that P can only be characterised by a network of conditionals.

The position sketched here should be distinguished from so-called
'simulation theories' of our understanding of the mind in general, which
are much more ambitious. Such theories claim that our overall under-
standing of what the mind is, and of the different roles that mental states
play, are to be provided by simulation. (For further development of the
points to be made in the following two paragraphs, see my 1996a.)

In the version defended by Robert Gordon (1986, 1992, and 1994),
simulation is supposed to provide the basis for my knowledge of my own
mental states, and their conceptualisation, as well as of the states of mind
of others. But this is highly problematic, making it extremely difficult to
see how it can be possible for us to have kind of direct, non-inferential,
access to our own occurrent thoughts and feelings which we manifestly
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do have. In the version proposed by Alvin Goldman (1989, 1992, and
1993)5 in contrast, my knowledge of my own states of mind is supposed to
be given by direct access to their qualitative feels. It is only my ability to
predict and explain the actions and mental states of myself and other
people that is to be provided by simulation, on this account. But the idea
that we can arrive at something resembling common-sense psychology by
generalising and inferring from a basis of our awareness of qualitative
feelings is just as implausible as the view of phenomenalism (now almost
universally rejected) that we can arrive at a conception of the physical
world by generalising and inferring from our awareness of sense-data. Or
so, at any rate, I maintain. (I shall return to this point in section 5.4
below.)

I am suggesting, on behalf of the functional-role theorist, something
rather different, and more limited, namely, that simulation might be said
to play a role in attributing specific mental states to others (in particular,
in attributing individual propositional attitudes such as the belief that P),
within a context provided by a set of folk-psychological beliefs about
normal causal role. (This sort of view is similar to the limited form of
content-simulationism defended by Jane Heal - see her 1986,1995, and
1996.) On this account, having a concept of mind means having a folk-
theoretical model of the functional structure of the mind - for example, of
how belief in general is related to perception, and to desire and intention.
It is only when it comes to working out the causal significance of enter-
taining a particular belief that we might need to engage in simulation, on
the present proposal. For the set of conditionals specifying the causal role
of any given belief may be too complex to be explicitly (or perhaps even
implicitly) entertained.

4.8 Language-based semantics 2: canonical acceptance
conditions

Christopher Peacocke has argued that the content of either thought or
language may be characterised in terms of a kind of inferential, or concep-
tual, role (see his 1986 and 1992).The crucial idea on which the theory is
built, is that of the canonical acceptance conditions for a thought or sen-
tence. These are the conditions which anyone who understands the
thought or sentence must regard as warranting, or as being warranted by,
the acceptance of it. Acceptance conditions are thus normative, expressing
the grounds or commitments of anyone who accepts a thought or sen-
tence to be true.

There are two basic kinds of canonical acceptance condition. On the
one hand there are canonical commitments, or implications, of a thought or
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sentence. These are the thoughts or sentences which the thinker/speaker
must accept as true by virtue of accepting the thought or sentence in
question. Then on the other hand there are the canonical grounds, or evi-
dence, for a thought or sentence. These are the thoughts or sentences
whose acceptance by the thinker/speaker must be regarded as providing a
reason for accepting the thought or sentence in question. Some kinds of
thought or sentence have canonical commitments, some have canonical
grounds, and some have both.

For example, conjunctive thoughts and sentences are said to possess
both sorts of canonical acceptance condition. Anyone who understands a
sentence of the form, 'P & Q', must accept that the inference: P, <2 —» (P
& Q), provides a canonical ground for forming the belief that P & Q.That
is, they must see their acceptance of P and of Q as a canonical ground for
accepting that P & Q. Equally, they must accept that it is a canonical
commitment of their belief that P&Q, that they should accept each of the
following inferences: (P&Q)-* P, and, (P&Q)-* Q. These canonical
commitments are to be realised, note, in the fact that the thinker/speaker
finds the inferences in question primitively compelling. That is, the
thinker/speaker must be disposed to accept those inferences, but not
because of something else that they believe, or in virtue of some other
form of inference which they accept.

We have, here, a kind of use-theory of meaning, in so far as content is
characterised in terms of manifestable features of a thinker/speaker's use.
People can show their endorsement of a given canonical acceptance
condition by the pattern of things they are prepared to say and do. The
circumstances in which someone is prepared to assert a sentence can
warrant counterfactuals about the further circumstances in which they
would, or would not, be prepared to assert it, and this in turn can show
their acceptance of a given canonical ground. Similarly, the assertions
that someone is prepared to make on the basis of a given sentence can
warrant counterfactuals about the assertions that they would or would
not be prepared to make in a variety of circumstances, and these in turn
can show their acceptance of a given canonical commitment. But
although he provides us with a sort of use-theory of meaning, Peacocke
maintains that the theory is not a form of verificationism, and nor does it
entail any other kind of anti-realist semantics. On the contrary, he main-
tains that canonical acceptance conditions, when properly understood,
can be seen to yield a set of realistic truth-conditions.

Let me further illustrate Peacocke's ideas in relation to one particular
class of contents, dealing with observational properties like round or cubic.
The canonical commitment of someone who thinks, or asserts,' That (per-
ceived) object is cubic', is supposed to be something like the following:
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For any position from which the object were perceived, now, in
normal external conditions, and with perceptual mechanisms
functioning normally, the object would be experienced from that
position as cubic.

This account determines the correct intuitive truth-condition for the sen-
tence, 'The object is cubic', because if something will normally appear
cubic from any angle then, surely, it is cubic; and if something is cubic
then, surely, it will normally appear cubic from any angle. Other observa-
tional contents can be handled similarly. There are, of course, many other
classes of content, including contents that are universal or existential in
form, which will need to be handled somewhat differently. See Peacocke
1986 and 1992 for details.

Notice that on the above account, the term 'cubic' reappears within
the clause specifying the canonical commitments (and hence the
content) of someone who accepts, 'The object is cubic' Does this make
the account circular? It might seem so. For it might seem that we have
then explained the concept cubic in terms of that very concept itself. In
fact, however, there need be no circularity here, provided that the phrase
'experienced as cubic' picks out a type of experience whose content need
not be conceptualised. And surely there are such experiences. We can cer-
tainly discriminate shapes on the basis of experiences for which we lack
any concept. In which case, the idea of experiencing something as cubic
need not presuppose or involve the concept of being cubic. (I shall have
more to say about unconceptualised experience in sections 5.7 and 5.8
below.)

The above account has many attractive features for me, besides being
consistent with a general realism. In particular, it meets the three deside-
rata outlined in section 4.6. Thus, it is a form of theory which can, in the
first place, be applied directly to natural-language without presupposing a
prior account of thought. For the basic idea of an acceptance condition
can apply to sentences as well as to thoughts. A canonical ground for a
natural-language sentence can mean the condition for asserting, or
accepting as true, that sentence. And a canonical commitment for a
natural-language sentence can mean a sentence which a speaker should
be prepared to assert who asserts the sentence in question.

Secondly, while the account can be applied directly to sentences of
natural language, it does not prioritise language over thought, either.
Rather, it can be applied equally to acceptance conditions for assertions
or thoughts, as was clear from my initial explanations, in which I spoke,
throughout, of thoughts or sentences, and of thinker/speakers. So the
account seems tailor-made for the view that we think in natural language,
whether publicly or privately. (In fact Peacocke himself is doubtful
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whether thought involves language - see his 1992. I mean only that his
actual semantic theory leaves this open.)

Finally, while the theory is holistic in form, it is only weakly so. It is true
that many other contents may figure in an account of the canonical accep-
tance conditions of a given content, which must be presupposed as
already possessed by the thinker or speaker in question. Yet not all
thoughts help to determine the content of any given thought, but only
those with which it is canonically, or normatively, connected. Certainly
the theory provides us with no grounds for denying that any two thinkers
will ever be able to entertain the very same thought-content.

While Peacocke's account is a normative one it does not, in itself,
attempt to naturalise content. But there is little reason to doubt that it can
be made naturalistically acceptable (see Peacocke, 1992, ch. 5). Indeed, if
functional-role theories can be extended to explain the existence of
norms in causal terms, as I suggested in section 4.7 that they can, then by
the same token one would expect that a normative system could be real-
ised in some such causal network. One might, indeed, come to regard
functional-role semantics and the theory of canonical acceptance condi-
tions as complementary accounts, operating at different theoretical levels
of explanation. Certainly Peacocke's idea that contents are to be
characterised in terms of the inferences which thinkers find primitively
compelling seems to line up neatly with the idea canvassed in section 4.4
above, that the content-individuating aspects of overall functional role
should be restricted to immediate causal connections. But it would take us
too far out of the way to develop this parallel here.

The analyticity objection

A canonical acceptance condition is a commitment of meaning - a con-
ceptual commitment - and statements of such conditions will thus have
the status of analytic truths. So one objection to Peacocke's theory will
come from those who follow Quine (1951) in rejecting altogether the dis-
tinction between the analytic and the synthetic. In which case, if we were
to mount a full defence of Peacocke's semantic programme as being
equally, or more plausible than, that of Grice and Searle, we should be
required to defend the notion of analyticity against the attacks of Quine
and his followers. Here I have only the space to make one or two brief
remarks.

Many have found Quine's arguments against the notion of analyticity
unconvincing (see, for example, Grice and Strawson, 1956, and Wright,
1980, pp. 358—63 and 415—20). Certainly, the fact that the notions of
analyticity, synonymy, and meaning cannot be non-circularly defined
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(except one in terms of the others) does not show that those notions are in
any way illegitimate or ill-understood. For such circles of conceptual
dependence are familiar from other areas of discourse, including those
that are unremarkable by Quine's own lights, particularly in connection
with scientific theories. It is a familiar fact that the concepts of a scientific
theory can often only be explained in terms of other concepts internal to
the same theory. Then the only way of coming to understand those con-
cepts is by immersion in the theory as a whole. But no one thinks that, for
this reason, scientific concepts are therefore illegitimate. Indeed, as Grice
and Strawson emphasise, the extent of the intersubjective agreement that
exists, concerning which statements are analytic and which are not, is a
reliable sign that we have, here, a concept which is well understood.

Nor does the fact that we cannot distinguish between thoughts or state-
ments that are analytic and those that are synthetic on the basis of behav-
ioural evidence alone show that there is, really, no such distinction. For if
we reject behaviourism, and anti-realism about the mind generally, then
we can allow that thinkers may have introspective access to their own
norms of thought, and hence to the thoughts which are, for them, ana-
lytic. Not direct introspective access, admittedly, such as we have to our
own states of feeling or experience. But rather access through the stan-
dard philosophical thought-experiments in which we represent to our-
selves some counterfactual state of affairs, and ask whether we should be
bound - that is, whether we should regard ourselves as bound - to judge in
a certain way in those circumstances. Why should this sort of evidence not
be allowed as an appropriate basis on which to determine the distinction
between analytic and synthetic thoughts?

Perhaps the most important point, however, is the one made by Paul
Horwich (1992).This is that the notion of analyticity to which Quine was
objecting had a particular epistemological role to play in the logical posi-
tivism of Carnap and his followers. On this view, our system of knowledge
is to be erected on a foundation of experience by means of analytically
valid inferences which are fixed and objective, and which we can know for
sure (and a priori) to be genuinely valid. We can surely agree in rejecting
this notion of analyticity while retaining a place for concepts and for
analytical connections amongst concepts, as Horwich points out.

There is room for us to maintain, in fact, that the existence of concepts,
and the existence of analytical connections between concepts, may be
known about relatively unproblematically, by means of an inference to the
best explanation of the cognitive and linguistic data. We certainly do not
have to believe that we have any sort of sure and transparent access to
our own concepts and the connections between them. Rather, we can
view concepts and conceptual connections partly as theoretical posits,
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postulated to explain our own patterns of thought, and judgement, and
intuition. We can then see the standard sorts of philosophical thought-
experiments as ways of gathering further data to be explained.

In any case, Quine's attack on the notion of analyticity is by no means
overwhelming. So one major line of criticism of the account of meaning in
terms of canonical acceptance conditions can be rebuffed. I think we can,
then, allow that Peacocke's semantic programme is just as plausible - or
at any rate, just as well worth pursuing - as that of Grice and Searle. And
so we have, as yet, no semantic argument favouring Mentalese over
natural language as the language with which we think.

Here, then, we have another plausible semantic theory, or theory-pro-
gramme, to set against the programme of causal co-variance semantics.
Like functional-role semantics, this programme favours - or, at any rate,
is consistent with - the view that thought essentially involves natural lan-
guage, in just the sort of way that causal co-variance semantics favours
Mentalese. Then since each of these programmes seems to be just as plau-
sible as that of causal co-variance semantics, with just as rich promise of
further exploration and development, we have been given no reason, as
yet, for believing that the language of thought is Mentalese.

Summary

Fodor is mistaken - there is no argument from realism to atomism, and so
no argument, as yet, for believing that the language of thinking is
Mentalese. We can remain realists about propositional attitudes, holding
that they will find a place in a content-based science of the mind, while
holding that such attitudes are only weakly holistic - their individuation
requires mention of other contentful states, but not in such a way as to
entail that no two people are ever in the same such state. I have, moreover,
sketched two forms of semantic theory, each of which can treat private
and public thought on a par with one another, and each of which will be
only weakly holistic. What we have, in the end, are non-atomistic
approaches to semantics that are plausible and promising enough to
undermine Fodor's remaining semantic arguments for the thesis that the
language of all thought is Mentalese.



First steps towards a theory of consciousness

This chapter will set the scene for the remainder of the book, reviewing
the desiderata for a theory of consciousness, and setting aside some false
starts. After a brief retrospect, I shall begin by explaining and defending
the distinction between conscious and non-conscious mental states,
before criticising two theories of the nature of this distinction which I
regard as being overly simple - the Cartesian conception of conscious-
ness, and a minimalist theory due to Robert Kirk. In the final two sections
I shall defend the view that consciousness is best understood in terms of
higher-order thought. This idea will then be explored much more thor-
oughly in Chapters 6 and 7.

5.1 Retrospect: the need for a theory of consciousness

Over the last two chapters we have considered, and found wanting,
Fodor's various semantic arguments for the view that the language of all
thinking is Mentalese. (Further arguments were responded to directly in
the latter part of Chapter 2.) The most important of these began as the
argument from foreign believers, but rapidly merged into consideration
of Gricean approaches to the semantics of natural language. If some
version of these latter had proved acceptable, then Fodor's position would
have been vindicated (at least when combined with the view that proposi-
tional attitudes are best understood as relations to sentences). But we saw
that such accounts of natural-language semantics are by no means
mandatory, and that they have considerable drawbacks - indeed, in the
case of Grice, if not of Searle, that they are demonstrably incorrect.

We also considered the argument that began with realism about
propositional attitudes, proceeded through rejection of semantic holism,
to endorsement of semantic atomism, to the conclusion that the only
plausible candidates as bearers of semantic content are lexical items of
Mentalese. But this argument, too, fails, at the step from rejection of
semantic holism to endorsement of semantic atomism.There are a variety
of possible - indeed, plausible - positions which would be to some degree
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holistic without conflicting with realism about propositional attitudes,
and yet without being atomistic.

Let me stress that I do not regard myself as having provided, in Chapter
3, any sort of knock-down argument against Fodor's atomistic causal co-
variance semantics. All I claim to have shown is that his account faces dif-
ficulties. Nor do I take myself to have demonstrated conclusively, in
Chapter 4, that a semantic theory in terms of either canonical acceptance
conditions or functional role is definitely superior to Fodor's - only that
such theories are very plausible, and just as much worth pursuing. But
then I do not think that I need to show anything so strong. For we still have
in place the argument from introspection developed in Chapter 2, for the
conclusion that our conscious thoughts are entertained in natural lan-
guage, and not Mentalese. So all I really need is a stand-off. All I need to
show is that Fodor has no definitely convincing argument for the thesis
that the language of all thinking is Mentalese, in order for the intro-
spective thesis to win by default. And this I do take myself to have done, at
least in respect of the semantic arguments.

There only remains Fodor's argument from the thoughts of animals
and infants, outlined in section 2.7. Since I want to concede that animals
and infants do have thoughts which are genuinely propositional, I cannot
maintain that all such thoughts involve natural language. Roughly speak-
ing, what I shall claim is that all and only conscious propositional thoughts
involve natural language, arguing that there is a major functional differ-
ence between thoughts which are conscious and those which are not. I
shall also claim that the thoughts of animals and pre-linguistic infants (as
well, of course, as computations within sub-personal cognitive systems,
such as vision) are all of the non-conscious variety. So here is one reason
why I need to provide a theory of consciousness - to substantiate just
these claims. For if substantiated, they would be sufficient to undermine
Fodor's final argument. We should then be able to allow that many types
of thought are expressed in Mentalese, while denying that conscious ones
are.

The second reason why I need to consider a variety of theories of
consciousness, is to see whether an acceptable theory might actually
undermine the argument from introspection developed in the early part
of Chapter 2, and appealed to again above. I claimed, there, that we are
conscious of thinking in natural-language sentences (often combined
with mental images). But it may be that the nature of the introspective
process systematically misleads us in this respect - either misleading us
about the very existence of inner speech or, more plausibly, misleading us
about its functional role. At any rate, so Fodor must claim. We therefore
need to consider whether any plausible theory of consciousness could
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substantiate some such fallibilist position. Only if we can find such a
theory will the introspective thesis fail to win by default. Given that there
are no overwhelming reasons for preferring semantic theories which
would support Mentalese as against natural language as the language of
thought (or vice versa), the claim that we entertain our conscious
thoughts in natural language will stand as firmly established if, but only if,
we have reason to believe that introspection will be reliable in this regard.

The final reason why I shall need to provide a theory of consciousness,
brings us back to the main project of this book - namely, to argue that it is
naturally necessary that language is involved in our conscious thinking.
Or, more exactly, it is to argue that the architecture of human cognition is
such that human conscious thinking involves natural language, out of
natural necessity. This will require us to move beyond a theory of
consciousness in general, to postulate the psychological mechanisms
which might underlie its human instantiation, and the evolutionary forces
which may have shaped them. This will be the subject-matter of the final
chapter of this book.

5.2 Conscious versus non-conscious mental states

First, we need to present some data that a good theory of consciousness
should explain. The main such datum, I believe, is that all types of mental
state admit of both conscious and non-conscious varieties. In the present
section I shall mount a defence of this general claim, beginning with the
case of perceptual states.

Conscious versus non-conscious perception

Consider routine activities, such as driving, walking, or washing-up,
which we can conduct with our conscious attention elsewhere. When
driving home over a route I know well, for example, I will often pay no
conscious heed to what I am doing on the road. Instead, I will be thinking
hard about some problem at work, or fantasising about my summer
holiday. In such cases it is common that I should then - somewhat
unnervingly - 'come to', with a sudden realisation that I have not the
slightest idea what I have been seeing or physically doing for some
minutes past. Yet I surely must have been seeing, or I should have crashed
the car. Indeed, my passenger sitting next to me may correctly report that
I saw the vehicle double-parked at the side of the road, since I deftly
turned the wheel to avoid it. Yet I was not conscious of seeing it, either at
the time or later in memory. My perception of that vehicle was not a con-
scious one.
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This example is at one end of a spectrum of familiar phenomena, all of
which deserve to be classed as examples of non-conscious perception. For
there are, in addition, many cases in which, while continuing to enjoy
conscious experience, I also display sensitivity to features of my environ-
ment of which I am not consciously aware. For example, while walking
along a country track, and having conscious perceptions of many aspects
of my surroundings, I may also step over tree roots and make adjustments
for various irregularities and obstacles in my path of which I have no con-
scious awareness. Since all the phenomena along this spectrum involve
sensitivity to changing features of the environment, and since - most
importantly - they fit neatly into the practical reasoning model of
explanation, they deserve to be described as perceptual experiences that
are non-conscious. For it may truly be said of me that I stepped over the
root in my path because I wanted to avoid falling, saw that the root was
there, and believed that by stepping higher I should avoid tripping. So this
is a case of genuine seeing which is non-conscious.

Consider, also, the phenomenon of blindsight, which leaves us with
little option but to speak in similar terms. It has been known for some
time that patients who have had certain areas of the striate cortex
damaged will apparently become blind in a portion of their visual field.
They sincerely declare that they are aware of seeing nothing in that
region. It was then discovered that some such patients nevertheless prove
remarkably good at guessing the position of a light source, or the orienta-
tion of a line, on their 'blind' side. When their high rate of success is
pointed out to them, these patients are genuinely surprised - they really
thought they were guessing randomly. But the data show convincingly
that they are capable of at least simple kinds of non-conscious perceptual
discrimination - see Weiskrantz (1986) for details. Indeed, it has been
shown that some patients are capable of reaching out and grasping
objects on their blind sides with something like 80 or 90 per cent of
normal accuracy, and of catching a ball thrown towards them from their
blind side, again without conscious awareness (Tony Marcel, Cambridge
MRC Unit, personal communication).

Think how sophisticated the perceptual processing must be in these
cases. When such blindsight patients reach out for a cup placed at a
certain distance on the desk beside them, they have to be able to estimate
the size and orientation of the object, as well as its distance from them.
But all this is done, remember, while the patients think they are guessing
randomly.Yet here, as before, their actions are subject to the practical rea-
soning model of explanation. We can say that a patient reached out her
arm as she did because she wanted to comply with the experimenter's
request to pick up the object on the desk, saw that the object was an



5-2 Conscious versus non-conscious mental states 137

upright cylinder in such-and-such a position to her right, and so moved
her arm accordingly.

In addition to absent-minded activity and blindsight, there are also
such phenomena as sleep-walking, where subjects must plainly be per-
ceiving, to some degree, but apparently without consciousness. And Ned
Block (1995) describes cases of epileptics who continue their activities
when undergoing a fit, but who do so without conscious awareness. So we
have a number of strikingly convincing examples of non-conscious per-
ception. (For yet further examples, experimentally established, see
Marcel, 1983.) One thing that a good theory of consciousness needs to
do, then, is to provide a satisfying explanation of the distinction between
conscious and non-conscious perception, explaining why the various
phenomena in question should fall on one or other side of the divide.

Conscious versus non-conscious propositioned attitudes

It seems highly likely that the distinction between conscious and non-
conscious mental processes can apply to all categories of mental state,
including beliefs, desires, and intentions, as well as to perceptions. But to
see this, we need to recall the distinction between beliefs and desires
which are activated (engaged in current mental processes) and those
which are dormant (stored in memory, but not engaged). This was
explained briefly in section 2.3. These cases will need to be considered
separately.

First, it seems highly likely that beliefs and desires can be activated
without emerging in conscious thought processes. Consider, for example,
a chess-player's beliefs about the rules of chess. While playing, those
beliefs must be activated - organising and helping to explain the moves
made, and the pattern of the player's reasoning. But they are not con-
sciously rehearsed. Chess-players will not consciously think of the rules
constraining their play, except when required to explain them to a begin-
ner, or when there is some question about the legality of a move. Of
course the beliefs in question will remain accessible to consciousness - a
player can, at will, recall and rehearse the rules of the game. So considered
as standing states (as dormant beliefs), the beliefs in question are still con-
scious ones. We have nevertheless shown that beliefs can be non-con-
sciously activated. The same will hold for desires, such as the desire to
avoid obstacles which guides my movements while I drive absent-mind-
edly. So thoughts as events, or mental episodes, certainly do not have to
be conscious.

Essentially the same point can be established from a slightly different
perspective, by considering the phenomenon of non-conscious problem-
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solving. Many creative thinkers and writers report that their best ideas
appear to come to them 'out of the blue', without conscious reflection
(see Ghiselin, 1952). Consider, also, some more mundane examples. I
might go to bed unable to solve some problem I had been thinking about
consciously during the day, and then wake up the next morning with a
solution. Or while writing an article I might be unable to see quite how to
construct an argument for the particular conclusion I want, and so might
turn my conscious attention to other things. But when I come back to it
after an interval, everything then seems to fall smoothly into place. In
such cases I must surely have been thinking - deploying and activating the
relevant beliefs and desires - but not consciously.

Second, it seems highly likely that standing state, dormant, beliefs and
desires, too, can be non-conscious. Of course many psychological the-
ories, including those of Sigmund Freud, have supposed that there can be
propositional attitudes which are not available to consciousness at all,
except on the basis of theoretical inference. But we do not have to con-
sider anything so controversial in order to make the point. For consider
the familiar, every-day, phenomenon of self-discovery. We often have occa-
sion to discover what we believe or what we want on the basis of observa-
tions of our own behaviour. It is stock-in-trade amongst novelists, for
example, that the heroine (say) is behaving in a way that we, the readers,
can see patently displays love for the hero. But the heroine is unaware that
she loves him. Indeed, she may be inclined stoutly to deny it, until some
event or self-observation makes her realise that it is true. Here, prior to
self-discovery, there was a mental state which was not only non-con-
sciously activated, but which was not even accessible to consciousness
qua standing state.

Our task, then, must be this: not only to explain the distinction between
conscious and non-conscious perception, but also to explain how the dis-
tinction comes to apply to all other categories of mental state. (In this I
agree with Baars, 1988. See especially ch. 2 of that work for details of a
wide range of phenomena which emphasise still further the ubiquity of
the contrast between conscious and non-conscious mental states.) In fact
a good theory of consciousness needs to explain what it is for a mental
state, as such, to be conscious rather than non-conscious.

The absent-minded driver reconsidered

Before embarking on the task of considering theories, however, let us
return briefly to the case of the absent-minded driver. Some people might
be tempted to claim that this can be explained, not as an instance of non-
conscious perception, but rather as an example of instantaneous - or
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near-instantaneous - memory loss (see Dennett, 1991, p. 137, and Kirk,
1992, p. 35). Perhaps what happens is that I do have conscious visual per-
ceptions throughout the episode, but that, because I am concentrating so
intensely upon other things, no space is devoted to those perceptions in
memory, even in the short term. Hence the phenomenon of 'coming to',
without memory of prior experience even a moment later. This explana-
tion is surely consistent with the data, but does not force us to recognise
the distinction between conscious and non-conscious visual perception.

The first thing to say about this proposal is that it does not apply to the
phenomenon of Hindsight. (Nor, of course, does the proposal apply to
the distinction between conscious and non-conscious activated or
dormant beliefs and desires.) For in such cases subjects will sincerely
deny that they are conscious of any experience on their blind sides at the
very moment when they are, nevertheless, acting appropriately. So we do,
in any case, have to recognise the category of non-conscious perception.
Since this is so, and since there then are, plainly, structures in the brain
which can transmit perceptual information so as to guide action without
that information ever becoming conscious, it is reasonable to suppose
that these same, or similar, structures may be implicated in the everyday
examples of routine activity. Rather than appealing to two disparate
explanations to account for the phenomena - non-conscious perception
and instantaneous memory loss - the simplest proposal is that non-con-
scious perceptions are involved throughout.

The second point to be made about the above suggestion, is that the
two conflicting explanations are empirically testable, and that so far the
evidence - albeit anecdotal - counts against the theory of instantaneous
memory loss. For notice that short-term memory is necessary for percep-
tion of gradual change. If something is moving too slowly for the move-
ment to be perceived at an instant, then you can only notice that the
position of the object has altered if you can remember where it was a
moment ago. Moreover, even where some change in an object can be per-
ceived at an instant, memory will often be necessary if you are to notice
that the rate of change has altered. Yet these phenomena are, surely,
amongst those to which it is possible to respond absent-mindedly,
without conscious awareness or decision.

As an example where perception of a changing rate of change requires
memory, suppose that I am idly doodling at the piano, to the time of a
slowly ticking metronome. The metronome, being clockwork, is gradually
slowing down, but I nevertheless - effortlessly and absent-mindedly -
keep time with it. Yet it is only possible to recognise that the present
period is slightly longer than the last, and to predict the extent to which
the next will be longer still, if I can remember the last period, and compare
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it (non-consciously, of course) with the present one. So it seems best to
say that I non-consciously perceive the changing rate at which the
metronome is ticking.

It might be replied against these considerations that in the case of
routine or absent-minded activity one sometimes can recall at least frag-
ments of momentarily prior experience when one eventually 'comes to',
or when one is prompted to attend to what one is doing. A nice example of
this is that I may only notice the striking of the town clock when it reaches
the third stroke, and yet be able to recall, then, the previous two strokes.
Does this not count in favour of the suggestion that the perceptions are
conscious throughout? I do not believe so. For non-conscious perceptions
would, in any case, have to be held in a buffer memory store for at least
long enough for them to be integrated into intentional action. And the
effect of prompting may be to make the information remaining in this
store become available to consciousness. It does not follow that it was
already so available.

It is noteworthy, too, that these examples of recovered experience tend to
be ones where the experiences which subjects are able to recall are the very
ones which induced them to 'come to' in the first place - it was, after all, the
striking of the clock (a change in my environment which was just salient
enough to demand attention) which brought me out of my reverie and
made me conscious of the third stroke. Since the first and second strokes
were processed and (at least) non-consciously perceived; and since it was
my perception of the first and second strokes which caused me to become
conscious of the third, it is perhaps not surprising that one should be able to
recall those first strokes even though they were never conscious. Perhaps what
happens in such cases is that any salient perceptual information in the non-
conscious memory store is reported to whatever system subserves
consciousness, attracting conscious awareness of similar stimuli. In which
case, it would not be entirely surprising if one should sometimes be able to
report what one had never consciously perceived.

5.3 Cartesian consciousness

The distinction between conscious and non-conscious mental states is a
real one. How, then, are we to characterise the difference? Notice that
non-conscious perceptions have no feel, no phenomenology. It does not feel
like anything to have a non-conscious perception of a vehicle double-
parked at the side of the road, or for a blindsight patient to have a non-
conscious perception of a cup on the desk. Some people might be
tempted to use this as a reason for denying that the events in question are
really perceptions at all. They may be inclined to insist that a perception,
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by definition, is a mental event with a characteristic phenomenological
aspect to it.

This would be a mistake. For, as we saw earlier, these events fit neatly
into the practical reasoning model of explanation, in just the same way
that conscious perceptions do. Indeed, we have just the same sorts of
reasons for insisting that there are non-conscious perceptions as we have
for allowing that animals and infants have beliefs and desires - namely,
that the behaviours in question may be successfully explained using the
practical reasoning model. But nothing of much significance turns on the
terminological issue. For suppose we allow that the events in question,
because lacking any phenomenology, are not true perceptions, but only
^Masj'-perceptions. Essentially the same issues will still arise, since we shall
need a theory of the difference between the two types of event, and since
we can still enquire after the necessary conditions for an organism to
enjoy genuine (that is, conscious) perceptions.

Other people may be tempted to rely upon the notion of feel, or phe-
nomenology, in drawing the very distinction between conscious and non-
conscious states which is our target. They may say that conscious mental
states are simply those which do have a characteristic phenomenology,
whereas non-conscious mental states are those which do not. Such people
are, in fact, endorsing an aspect of the Cartesian theory of the mind
(named after the seventeenth-century French philosopher, Rene
Descartes) but adapted, now, to provide an account of the conscious mind
by those prepared to allow - as Descartes was not - that there are non-
conscious mental states.

It is important to see that this suggestion can plausibly be separated
from other aspects of Cartesianism, lest it be dismissed too swiftly. In fact,
the Cartesian theory of consciousness can be divided into three sorts of
claim, as follows:

Ontological - conscious mental states are autonomously non-
physical; they are not physical states, and they can vary inde-
pendently of such states.

Epistemological - introspection is an infallible source of knowl-
edge of conscious mental states; the human mind is transparently
available to itself.

Semantic - conscious mental states are simple, non-relational,
properties, which can only be recognised, not defined; our con-
cepts of them are mere introspective recognitional capacities.

I shall shortly try to show that the semantic thesis can be held inde-
pendently of the other two. But first, each of the three elements requires
some brief comment. (For further discussion, see my 1986, chs. 1-6.)
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Anyone who is a fully-fledged Cartesian about the mind is also a
dualist, believing that the mind is distinct from the body and brain. Some
are substance dualists, believing that minds are non-physical, non-spatial,
substances. But all are at least property dualists, maintaining that mental
properties, even if they are properties of a physical thing, can vary inde-
pendently of the physical properties of that thing. This is the ontological
thesis. Hardly anyone, today, endorses such a view. Most are physicalists,
believing, as I do, that mental states and events are, in fact, states and
events within the human brain. Almost everyone else believes at least that
mental events supervene upon physical ones, so that there could be no
difference in the mental properties of two people without there also being
some underlying physical difference.

Hardly anyone, today, endorses the epistemological thesis, either. Few
believe that introspection gives us infallible knowledge of our own con-
scious states of mind. Many would allow that introspection gives us a kind
of privileged access to our own mental states, in such a way that our
claims about our own states should be granted a special authority. But
they would reject the idea that we literally cannot make mistakes, or be in
error, in this domain.

It is important to see that neither of these first two Cartesian theses is
(at least apparently) presupposed by the third.The third, semantic, strand
in Cartesianism maintains that conscious mental states are simple proper-
ties of the subject, in no way constituted by their causal relations to one
another or to the world. Correspondingly, our concepts of the mental are
simple recognitional capacities, in such a way that mental states are dis-
tinguished from one another, and recognised, purely by feel, or phenome-
nology.

A comparison with our grasp of the concept red will make this position
clear. This, too, has a substantial recognitional component. A large part of
our grasp of the concept red consists in being able to recognise the colour
red when confronted with it. But the concept arguably contains much else
besides. In particular, to grasp a colour-concept you have to know about
normal lighting conditions, and normal observers, so that you will with-
draw or emend your judgements if either of these should turn out to be
unusual. The Cartesian view of the semantics of such concepts as pain,
experience as of red, belief, and desire, in contrast, denies that there is any-
thing required for grasp of these concepts besides a recognitional capac-
ity. They are simple recognitional capacities. It might seem obvious that
this thesis could be held independently of the other two. (I shall, in fact,
challenge this claim shortly.)

Now the upshot of these considerations is that someone might, appar-
ently, endorse only the semantic thesis of the classical Cartesian concep-
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tion of the (conscious) mind, thus avoiding all the implausibility which
attaches to the first two theses. Their answer to the question of what dis-
tinguishes conscious from non-conscious mental states, then, can be
simply this: that conscious states are simple properties of the agent
which are available to immediate introspective recognition. Conscious
states are the states that have a phenomenology, or feel. There is nothing
more to being a conscious mental state than possessing a phenomenal
feel.

5.4 Why Cartesianism won't do

There are a number of reasons why the Cartesian solution to the problem
of consciousness should be unacceptable. The first is, that we can have
concepts of mental states which we have never enjoyed; in which case it is
hard to believe that our conception of such states can consist in a bare
recognitional capacity. For example, I have concepts of beliefs and desires
which I have never had - indeed, I have unlimitedly many such concepts,
since I have the concepts belief that P, belief that P and Q, belief that P and Q
and R, and so on. The combinatorial powers of my language put me in
position to understand unlimitedly many that-clauses, each one of which
can form a component in a distinct belief-concept. Yet it is hard to see how
I could have bare recognitional capacities for unlimitedly many such
states. For how can I have a bare capacity to recognise a state that I have
never enjoyed, let alone have unlimitedly many such capacities?

The only way forward that I can see for Cartesianism, here, is to borrow
the claim to be defended in this book, that conscious propositional epi-
sodes of judging, wondering whether, and so on, consist in deployments
of imaged sentences; and to couple this with the claim that we can
immediately recognise such images in virtue of the way they feel to us.
This enables the account to harness the creative powers of language to
explain our capacity to recognise in ourselves an unlimited number of
propositional episodes, and makes it seem plausible that there will,
indeed, be a feeling distinctive of judging that today is Tuesday - namely
the distinctive feel of imaging the sentence, 'Today is Tuesday.' Thus I can,
on this account, recognise in myself the new act of wondering whether
there is a dragon on the roof (never before encountered), because this
action consists in the formation of an image of the sentence, 'Is there a
dragon on the roof?' (which is a state a bit like hearing that sentence), and
because I can recognise this image in myself in virtue of being capable of
recognising the distinctive feels of its component parts.

While such a view can avoid the standard objections to Cartesianism,
there remain, I believe, a great many difficulties with it. Notice, to begin
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with, that I should have to do a good deal of inductive learning from my
own case before I could be capable of explaining and predicting any
behaviour, on this account. I should have to learn, in particular, that
whenever I am aware of the distinctive feel of an intention, where the feel
is similar to that of hearing an utterance of the form of words 'P', that I
thereafter generally find myself performing actions describable as 'P'.
And since these feelings do not wear their causal efficacy on their sleeves,
I should also have to reason to the best explanation, having discovered
reliable correlations between feelings of various types, to arrive at a theory
of the causal sequences involved.

Notice, too, just how opaque an explanation of action would seem at
this early stage. It would have the normal form: 'This feel and that feel
caused that feel. [This belief and that desire caused that intention.] And
that latter feel caused me to do P. [That intention caused my action.] 'The
suggestion that one could get from here to anything recognisable as
belief-desire psychology is about as plausible (that is, immensely implau-
sible) as the claim that we can get from descriptions of sequences of
sense-data to full-blown descriptions of physical reality.

Philosophers and psychologists alike have long since given up believing
that children learn to construct the world of three-dimensional physical
objects, and then arrive at something resembling common-sense physics,
by establishing inductive correlations amongst sense-data and reasoning
to the best explanation thereof. The idea that children have to construct
folk-psychology from their first-person acquaintance with their own feel-
ings should seem equally indefensible. For in both domains, note, the
classifications made by the folk have to reflect, and respect, a rich causal
structure. Even if we agree that all conscious mental states have intro-
spectively accessible feels, fit to be subjects of immediate recognition, it
still remains the case that such feelings are useless for purposes of
explanation until supplemented by much additional causal knowledge.
And such knowledge cannot plausibly be arrived at from such a meagre
initial basis. (This is, in effect, a variant on the argument for innateness
again, first canvassed in section 1.7.)

A farther reason why the Cartesian account of the distinction between
conscious and non-conscious mental states should be thought inade-
quate, is that it appears to occupy an unstable position, in danger of col-
lapsing back into one which is incapable of recognising the very
distinction between conscious and non-conscious mental states which we
are trying to explain. For if our whole grasp of a conscious-mental-state-
concept consists in a bare recognitional capacity, as the semantic thesis
above maintains, then we seem forced to say that it is actually ambiguous -
a mere lexical accident - that we employ that same term in connection
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with non-conscious states as well. For these are not introspectively
recognisable. If the very concept conscious perception, for example, consists
in an introspective recognitional capacity for the distinctive sort of feel
which such experiences have, then the very idea of a wow-conscious per-
ception (a perception, remember, without any phenomenology) should
be unintelligible.

Thus it is, in fact, a presupposition of the thesis argued for in the earlier
parts of this chapter - namely, that all mental states admit of both con-
scious and non-conscious varieties - that the semantic strand in
Cartesianism should be rejected. In which case, we have no option but to
seek some substantive account of the basis of the distinction between
conscious and non-conscious mental states, which should explain why
(some) conscious mental states have distinctive feels to them.

I have rejected the Cartesian semantic thesis that our conception of
each different kind of mental state consists in a bare recognitional capac-
ity - a capacity, namely, to recognise the distinctive feel of that kind. There
remains, however, the weaker thesis, that the distinction between con-
scious and non-conscious mental states in general is simply the distinction
between those mental states which have phenomenal feels and those
which do not. Such a Cartesian might allow that there is a great deal more
to say, of a non-phenomenal sort, about what distinguishes one type of
conscious mental state from another, while insisting that it is phenomenal
feel, and only phenomenal feel, which marks the conscious/non-con-
scious divide.

While this weaker view has at least some plausibility with respect to the
distinction between conscious and non-conscious perception, it is much
less plausible as an account of the distinction between conscious and non-
conscious propositional attitudes. Many people believe that it need not
feel like anything to entertain a conscious thought about my sister's birth-
day - in the way that it feels like something to experience pain, or the
colour red - and that such a thought may not be a fit subject for intro-
spective recognition. Such people maintain that they are subject to con-
scious thoughts which are purely propositional - they claim to be aware of
thinking that Ann's birthday is the 4th of July, say, without being aware of
any event figuring in consciousness with phenomenal properties, such as
a mental image (see Hurlburt, 1990 and 1993).

The point here needs stating with some care. For the thesis to be
defended in this book is that all conscious occurrent thinkings consist, in
fact, in the manipulation of images and imaged sentences. And I shall
consequently argue that those people who make claims about purely
propositional thinking are subject to an illusion. So I am committed to the
claim that all our occurrent conscious states do in fact have a distinctive
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phenomenology. But this will be a contingent fact about the structure of
human cognition. I think it is clear that there is nothing in the concept of a
conscious thought, as such, to require that it necessarily feels like any-
thing to entertain that thought (in a way that it does seem to be part of the
concept of a conscious perception, that it must feel like something to be
the subject of such an experience). This is why many people who are
doubtful whether robots could ever have conscious perceptions may be
quite happy to allow that they could have conscious thoughts. This is
because, as we shall see more fully in section 7.3, there is nothing in the
idea of conscious thought to require that such thinking should have a feel
to it; and such people are doubtful only of the possibility that a robot
could have feelings. So the weakened Cartesian position has, at best,
picked on what is just a contingent mark of consciousness in the case of
human beings.

I have a good deal of sympathy with some aspects of the Cartesian
semantic thesis, despite my criticisms. For I believe that we do, indeed,
have recognitional concepts for at least some kinds of mental state, specif-
ically those states which are conscious experiences. But, as will be seen in
section 7.6,1 think that these concepts are best explained and understood
as embedded within a network of relational beliefs about the causal struc-
ture of the mind. Moreover, and more importantly, the Cartesian who
claims to have no need of a theory of consciousness, beyond the minimal
thesis that conscious states are those with distinctive feels, is making at
least two further mistakes.

First, even if conscious states (or, more narrowly and more plausibly,
conscious experiences) were simple properties of the agent, having no
inner structure, we could still enquire after the conditions that are natu-
rally necessary and sufficient for possessing such properties. We could ask
what has to be true of thinkers in order for them to be capable of possess-
ing such properties, and under what natural conditions the capacity for
possessing such properties is guaranteed. The result would be, not a
theory of consciousness as such, but a theory of the natural precursors,
causes, and conditions of consciousness. But still the result might be
strong enough to yield the conclusion that only a language-user can enjoy
conscious experiences, for example. So even if we were to endorse the
Cartesian semantic thesis in its entirety, we could still seek something
closely resembling a natural theory of consciousness.

Second, Cartesians are mistaken in deducing, from the simplicity of our
recognitional concepts of the mental, the simplicity of the properties
recognised. This mistake then turns out to be internal to the semantic
thesis itself, requiring us to pull apart simplicity of concept from simplic-
ity of property. Even if we were to grant that our concepts of the mental
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(or, more narrowly and more plausibly, our concepts of experience) are
bare recognitional ones, having no relational component, it would not
follow that experiences themselves, in their inner nature, are similarly
simple. It is a fallacy to infer simplicity of worldly property from simplic-
ity of concept. How we think of conscious experiences is one thing, what
conscious experiences really are may be quite another.

(The only thing which might warrant such a move would be the dis-
credited Cartesian thesis of the transparency of the mental - the episte-
mological thesis discussed above. Only if mental properties are
transparent to the mind will it follow from the fact that we conceptualise
them as simple, that they really are simple. So it turns out that the seman-
tic strand in Cartesianism does, after all, presuppose the epistemological
one.)

Thus even if the conceptual component in the Cartesian semantic
thesis were granted, we could still seek a substantive theory of the nature
of conscious experience, which might be relational in form. Even if our
concepts of conscious mental states were simple, there would be nothing to
prevent us from providing a theory of the property of consciousness. The
result would genuinely deserve the title 'theory of consciousness as such'.
And we could, of course, still enquire after the conditions which may be
naturally necessary and sufficient for an organism to enjoy conscious
experiences. These are the questions that I shall shortly begin to
approach, and will continue to discuss over the next two chapters.

5.5 What kind of theory do we want?

What sort of thing is a theory of consciousness? What should a theory of
consciousness look like? It is implicit in the points that I have just made,
that a theory of consciousness need not be either analytic or a priori, con-
sisting only of an analysis or elucidation of our common-sense concept of
consciousness. It is true that there may be some analytic elements in a
theory of consciousness - indeed, I shall defend one such element in
section 5.7 below. But that is not all which such a theory should provide.
For a theory of consciousness is not, primarily, a theory of the concept of
consciousness. It is, rather, a theory of the worldly property which mental
states possess when they are conscious.

Our best theory of the nature of this property may contain much
besides mere analysis of concepts. It can include a metaphysical theory
about what that property really is, which confers on it a causal and rela-
tional structure, for example. It may also include hypotheses about the
cognitive mechanisms that are either naturally necessary or sufficient for
an organism to enjoy conscious mental states, together with plausible
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accounts of the functions performed by these mechanisms in our overall
mental economy, and of the course of their evolution.

Moreover, even if our main concern were to elucidate the concept of
consciousness, it is by no means clear that we should need to confine our-
selves to analytic truths. For recall from Chapter 1 that I subscribe to a
version of the current orthodoxy in the philosophy of mind, according to
which our concepts of the mental are theoretical ones, getting their life
and meaning from their position within a complex and highly sophisti-
cated implicit theory of the mind, embodied in our common-sense, or
'folk', psychology. As I pointed out, this need not mean that our folk-psy-
chology is intended as a scientific theory of the mind. Indeed, I suspect
that it is not intended as anything, but is rather innately given, as I argued
briefly in section 1.7. But what it does mean, is that folk-psychology con-
sists of substantive claims and generalisations about the functional struc-
ture and distinctive causal processes operative within the mind.
Elucidating a psychological concept will then involve articulating some
relevant aspect of the theory. This may be as true of the concept of
consciousness as of any other.

One final - but vital - clarification is necessary before I can begin to
consider some substantive proposals concerning the nature of conscious-
ness. The clarification is this: what I shall understand by the phrase, 'a
theory of consciousness', is a theory of what it is for mental states to be
conscious as opposed to non-conscious. The kind of theory I am in search
of is a theory of conscious, as opposed to non-conscious, mental phenom-
ena. That is, I am looking for a theory of what Dretske (1993) calls 'state-
consciousness'.

I am not looking for an account of what it is for an organism as a whole
to be conscious rather than unconscious (that is, for it to be awake rather
than asleep or comatose). Nor am I looking for a theory of what it is for an
organism to be conscious rather than unconscious of events in its environ-
ment or its own body (that is, a theory of what it is for it to be aware as
opposed to being unaware of- to be perceiving rather than failing to per-
ceive - those events). For I think that there can be conscious mental states
during sleep (I believe that dreams fall into this category), when the
organism as a whole is unconscious (that is, asleep). And absent-minded
drivers and blindsight patients are surely conscious of objects in their
environment (at least in the sense that they see them; they display aware-
ness of them), without their perceptions being conscious ones.

So when I deny consciousness to animals - as I shall in section 7.8, con-
cluding my endorsement of the reflexive thinking theory of consciousness
in Chapter 7 - I should not be understood as denying that animals are
ever conscious. Of course animals are often conscious in the sense of
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being awake as opposed to asleep. And of course animals are often con-
scious, also, of events in the world or in their own bodies. But it is another
matter to claim that these states of awareness are themselves conscious
ones.This is what I shall deny. Animals are aware of- they see, hear, taste,
smell, and touch - objects in their environment, and have pains and other
states of bodily awareness. What they lack is conscious awareness of these
things. Animals have mental states (or so, at any rate, I shall allow). What
they lack are conscious mental states.

It might be objected that it is highly implausible to maintain that
consciousness should have appeared so suddenly in the course of evolu-
tion - it is, surely, much more plausible to believe that consciousness
emerges gradually as one moves up the phylogenetic scale. But there is, in
fact, a clear sense in which this can be allowed to be true, consistent with
my account. For as the cognition of animals becomes increasingly sophis-
ticated, and the concepts (and hence thoughts) available to them become
increasingly diverse, so there is much more that animals can be conscious
of. It is entirely consistent with this to claim, as I shall, that human beings
are the only creatures capable of perceptions and thoughts which are con-
scious. And I shall hope to make it seem plausible that this capacity
should, indeed, have been a late arrival on the evolutionary scene.

It would not be very far from the truth, in fact, to say that what I am
looking for is a theory of se/f-consciousness - except that this seems to
suggest a developed conception of self, as an enduring agent with a deter-
minate past and an open-ended future. I think that there might be organ-
isms capable of conscious mental states which have only the most tenuous
and attenuated of conceptions of themselves as continuing subjects of
thought and experience. So they would have conscious mental states
without being self-conscious. But still, a conscious mental state is one of
which the agent is aware (or so I shall argue later), and so to this extent, at
least, it involves self-consciousness.

I have said that I am not concerned to provide a theory of organism-
consciousness. This would be a theory of the difference between waking
and sleeping. Nor am I concerned to say what it is for an organism to be
conscious of events in its environment, or its own body. This would be a
theory of perception in general. I shall, however, be concerned to provide
an account of phenomenal consciousness. An important part of my task
will be to explain what it is for a mental state to have a phenomenal feel to
it, and to give an account of how this can occur. I have merely claimed
that the concept of phenomenal consciousness is not the same as the
concept of mental state consciousness, since one can consistently believe
that there are conscious mental states which lack phenomenal feels. But I
do allow that it is a constraint on the adequacy of a theory of mental state
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consciousness, of the sort that I seek, that it should be capable of explain-
ing why (some) conscious mental states have phenomenal properties.

Many writers have claimed that the concept of consciousness is a
hybrid, or mongrel, one, embracing a number of quite distinct notions
(see, for example, Dretske, 1993, and Block, 1995). And I agree that we
need to be careful to distinguish the central notion of mental state
consciousness, which is my target, from a number related phenomena,
including organism consciousness (is awake versus asleep), transitive or
access consciousness (is perceiving that P, is aware that Q), self-consciousness
(is aware of self as a continuing entity), and phenomenal consciousness (has
mental states with phenomenal feels to them, states which it is like some-
thing to have). But I do not think that it can plausibly be maintained that
the notion of mental state consciousness is itself a mongrel one.

There is, surely, little attractiveness in maintaining that what makes my
perception of a red apple conscious, rather than non-conscious, is some-
thing very different from what makes my act of thinking about what to
have for lunch to be conscious rather than non-conscious. This is why
quite a lot of the discussion of consciousness which follows in this and the
succeeding chapters, concerns conscious perceptual states as well as con-
scious occurrent thinkings. Although the thesis which I need to establish,
for the purposes of this book, only directly concerns the latter, I believe
that any story about conscious thinkings needs to be tested out for
plausibility in connection with conscious perceivings as well.

5.6 Kirk: presence to central decision-making

Let us now return to the question: how are we to explain the non-con-
scious status of the perceptions involved in absent-minded activity, or in
blindsight? Robert Kirk suggests that this may be done quite simply, by
supposing that the distinctive feature of conscious perceptions is that they
are made available to, or are 'present to', the organism's central decision-
making processes (see his 1992 and 1994; s e e als° my 1992b for some
further criticisms, in addition to the one detailed below). So the reason
why neither the experiences of the absent-minded driver, nor of the blind-
sighted patient, count as conscious, is because it may plausibly be
assumed that the central decision-making mechanism in human beings is
the one responsible for issuing verbal reports. Then since the subjects in
both of the above cases lack any disposition to report their experiences,
those experiences cannot have been present to their central decision-
making processes, and so will not, on Kirk's account, have been con-
scious.

Kirk can easily extend his account to explain how the conscious/non-
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conscious distinction applies in the case of other categories of mental
state. A conscious standing-state propositional attitude, such as a
dormant belief or desire, can be said to be one which is apt to be activated
as a propositional episode within the organism's decision-making pro-
cesses. My belief that my sister was born on the 4th of July, for example,
can be said to be conscious in virtue of it being disposed to emerge in an
occurrent conscious thought with the same content, such as, 'Ann was
born on the 4th of July.' And then a conscious act of thinking or imagin-
ing, in turn, can be said simply to be an appropriate episode within central
decision-making.

(In fact Kirk himself resists such an extension of his account of con-
scious experience, and opts for a version of higher-order thought theory
to explain the conscious status of conscious thinkings and reasonings.
Such a combination of views seems to me unmotivated, and of doubtful
coherence. It is certainly true that if such a combination were possible,
then the task of this book would be a good deal easier. For all that I shall
really need, to underpin the arguments of Chapter 8, is that conscious
thinking should be a matter of thoughts being made available to be
thought about further. I do not need to make any parallel claim for con-
scious experience. But as I indicated at the end of the previous section, it
is highly counter-intuitive to claim that what makes a conscious experi-
ence to be conscious is quite different from what makes a conscious
thought to be conscious. I accept, in fact, that it is a legitimate constraint
on accounts of mental state consciousness that they should be univocal
across different categories of mental state.)

While Kirk's account is simple and elegant, and can accommodate a
good deal of the data, it is hardly very compelling. The main problem is
that it fails to make any connection between the conscious status of con-
scious perceptions and the various features generally attributed to such
experiences, particularly that they have distinctive subjective feels to them
- that they possess phenomenology. There is something that it feels like to
be the subject of a conscious perception. On this much, at least, there is
widespread agreement. Where there is very considerable disagreement,
concerns the ontological and epistemological status of such phenomenal
feelings. What follows is a brief digression.

Some have argued that the what it is likeness of an experience can find
no place within a physicalist ontology (see Nagel, 1974 and 1986, and
Jackson, 1982). Others have maintained (rightly, in my view) that
phenomenal feels raise no real threat to physicalism, arguing that to
know what an experience is like is merely to have a certain set of abil-
ities with respect to it - to recognise, remember, and imagine it, for
example (see Lewis, 1988, and my 1986, ch. 5). Some people have argued
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that phenomenal consciousness is irredeemably mysterious, and that we
shall never be able to understand how a physical system like the human
brain can support states which have phenomenal properties (see Nagel,
1974, and McGinn, 1991). Others (again rightly, in my view), while
accepting that there is something that a conscious experience is like, have
denied that phenomenal feels have any of the mysterious properties, such
as ineffability, which philosophers commonly attribute to them, and that
the phenomenology of experience must surely be explicable (see
Dennett, 1988 and 1991, and Flanagan, 1992).There is also dispute about
whether or not conscious experiences possess any non-representative
properties - that is, whether there are any features of our experiences
which do not represent anything beyond themselves (seeTye, 1994).

Many of these disputes need not concern us directly, though I shall
return to them briefly in Chapter 7. For what is agreed on all hands is that
there is something that experiences are like. But what I do have to insist
on here, is that there is no good reason to give up on attempts to provide a
substantive explanation of phenomenal consciousness. Indeed, I have
already indicated that I take it to be a constraint on a theory of mental
state consciousness that it should do just this. And Kirk accepts this too.
He claims, indeed, that his theory succeeds in explaining the phenomenol-
ogy of experience. Digression over.

Yet it is, in fact, left wholly unclear on Kirk's account why it should nec-
essarily feel like anything to be an organism with perceptual information
present to its central decision-making processes. I believe, indeed, that
this is demonstrably not necessary. I propose to argue, in the next section,
that the subjective feel of experience presupposes a capacity for higher-
order awareness which is omitted from Kirk's account. And I shall be
arguing, moreover, that such self-awareness is a conceptually necessary
condition for an organism to be a subject of phenomenal feelings, or for
there to be anything that its experiences are like. Before embarking on
that argument, however, I shall spend the remainder of this section
explaining how Kirk thinks he can accommodate the feel of experience,
and showing that his argument fails.

According to Kirk, conscious experience occurs whenever there is per-
ceptual information present to, or acting directly upon, a system's central
decision-making processes. The information in question will be carried
by events which have their effects upon the system in virtue of their intrin-
sic, non-relational, properties. Kirk describes this by saying that those
events will have characters for the system. And for a perceptual event to
have character for the perceiving system is for it to have feel, he thinks; for
the feel is the intrinsic, non-relational, character of the perceptual event.

But this is a muddle. In particular, it conflates together the thought that
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a perceptual event should have its effects within the system in virtue of its
non-relational properties (which is just a version of the idea that all causa-
tion is 'local'), with the thought that these properties will be for the
system, constituting the subjective aspect of the event in question. For to
say that a property has effects within a system is not at all to say that it is for
the system, in the sense of being available to it or represented by it.

It is plain that there could be - indeed, that there are - cognitive
systems in which information about the environment, in analogue form,
acts on the decision-making mechanism, but where that information is
presented entirely 'transparently'.That is to say, in such systems the deci-
sion-making mechanism can respond to the events in the system which
carry information about the world, but only on the basis of the informa-
tion that they carry. These events will have characters for the system, but
only in the sense that their causal roles will be dependent upon their
intrinsic properties. For the system itself will not represent those proper-
ties. Nor will it have any means of classifying or distinguishing between its
perceptual states as such. Yet in order for there to be a subjective feel to
experience, I shall argue, it is necessary that the system should contain,
not only representations of the information carried by its perceptual
states, but also representations of the states which carry that information.

Let me present an argument by example to make just this point.
Suppose that blindsighted patients could become so familiar with their
condition that they no longer have to guess what is where on their blind
sides. Rather, with practice they can reach a point where, by a kind of
regular 'self-cueing', they automatically form beliefs about the distribu-
tion of objects on their blind sides, and they automatically respond to the
presence or absence of those objects in the course of their actions. (It is
permissible that this example is only imaginary, since I want to claim that
the necessity here, that the subjective aspect of experience requires a
capacity for discrimination between experiences as such, is a conceptual,
and not just a natural, one.)

In such a case we would want to say, I think, that the blind-side per-
ceptual information was present to the subject's decision-making pro-
cesses - being regularly and reliably made available to enter into the
subjects' practical reasonings, as well as into the control of their actions.
And the events carrying that information would have characters for the
subject, in one of Kirk's senses, in that their effects on the system would
depend upon their intrinsic properties. Yet it seems plain that these
changes are consistent with the subjects in question remaining blind-
sighted - that is, it is consistent with their blind-side perceptions remain-
ing non-conscious ones, lacking any qualitative feel.

Now, what could be missing here except a capacity for reflective
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awareness of their blind-side perceptions as such? If the subjects can be
aware of what is where on their blind sides without their perceptions
being like anything for them, then this must be because they have no
access to the states on whose basis they acquire their knowledge - that is,
because they have no awareness of their blind-side perceptions, as and
when they occur. For such people, perceptual information about their
blind sides would be made available to them transparently, in the sense
characterised earlier. They would have perceptual information about the
world available to their main decision making processes, but would have
no access to, or awareness of, the states which carry that information. And
for that reason their blind-side perceptual states would not be like any-
thing for them, and would be non-conscious.

5.7 Higher-order discrimination and feel

In this section I shall present a general argument for the conclusion that
the feel of experience presupposes a capacity for discrimination between
experiences as such. That is to say, any system capable of conscious per-
ception must be able to discriminate the events within it that carry per-
ceptual information as events carrying such information, where those
events are available to be recognised and distinguished from one another
immediately, not known by inference or relational description. The argu-
ment arises out of reflection on the thesis which I have claimed to be
uncontroversial - namely, that for there to be conscious experience there
must be something that the experience is like.

What is clear is that an organism could not know what its experiences
were like unless it had reflective awareness of the states within it that carry
perceptual information. You cannot know what it is like to experience red,
or to be in pain, unless you are capable of knowing that you are experienc-
ing red, or are in pain. (Note that I am not saying that in order to know
what an experience is like, in the intended sense, an organism has to be
aware that the experience is like some other thing X. The state of aware-
ness in question need not be explicitly relational or comparative. But self-
awareness there must certainly be.)

Even if knowing what an experience is like is a special sort of practical
capacity, rather than an item of propositional knowledge (as Lewis and
others have argued - see his 1988), still it is a capacity which will involve
the ability to recognise, to imagine, and to remember a given type of experi-
ence, all of which presuppose a capacity for reflective self-awareness. In
order to be able to recognise a pain, you have to be capable of knowing that
you are in pain, when you are; and similarly for imagination and memory.
So the conclusion is established: in order to know what an experience is
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like, you have to be capable of higher-order awareness of the occurrence
of that experience.

It might be wondered, however, whether the organism has to know what
an experience is like in order for there to be something that it is like. Why
must the qualitative feel of experience - its phenomenology - presuppose
any kind of reflective self-awareness? To see why there must be such self-
awareness (though not necessarily, as yet, self-awareness which is
conceptualised, or available to thought) , consider the following.

Talk of what an experience is like, or of its phenomenal feel, is an
at tempt to characterise those aspects of experience which are subjective.
For there will, of course, be any number of respects in which one experi-
ence is like another, and any number of intrinsic properties of experience,
which are not relevant in the context of this debate. There will, for
example, be physical resemblances between, or physical properties of, the
events in question. Since these aspects of experience are not available to
their subjects (except, in our own case perhaps, by inference or relational
description) they cannot be what is meant by the what it is likeness of expe-
rience. T h e subjective aspect of experience must therefore be an aspect
which is available to the subject. In which case, if any organism has experi-
ences that are like anything, in the intended sense, then those experiences
must be available to the organism in question.

N o w consider that to say that some object or property in the world - a
chair, say, or its redness - is available to an organism, is just to say that the
organism in question is capable of detecting resemblances and differ-
ences between that object and others within its world, or of distinguishing
between the presence or absence of the appropriate property. To say that
colour properties are available to chimps bu t not to dogs is to say that
chimps, but not dogs, are capable of discriminating between colours. And
to say that movement , but not stationary shape, is available to frogs is to
say that frogs are capable of detecting various forms of motion, but
cannot discriminate between the shapes of stationary objects.

In the same way, then, to say that the what it is likeness of an organism's
experience is available to the organism is to say that the organism in ques-
tion must be capable of detecting resemblances and differences amongst
its experiences. But then this is just to say that an organism whose experi-
ences are like anything, in the relevant sense, must be capable of repre-
senting, and of distinguishing between, its experiences as such. Which is
to say: any organism whose experiences are like anything must be capable
of a degree of self-awareness. Or again: any organism with phenomenal
feels must be capable of discriminating (and so representing) its own
experiences, in addition to discriminating the states of the world (or of its
own body) which those experiences are experiences of.
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Many will, no doubt, wish to resist this conclusion. They will concede
that the phenomenal feel of an experience is its subjective aspect, but wish
to deny that this aspect must be discriminable by the organism to which it
belongs. Rather, they will say, a phenomenal feel is just a sort of 'inner
glow' which perceptual states have when they are conscious. But it is hard
to see how this can really help. For how could there be any sort of'inner
glow' which was genuinely subjective, if the organism in question were
incapable of telling the difference between the presence or absence of that
glow? If the organism cannot discriminate that glow from its absence,
then how could it possibly be a subjective property of the experience? The
answer, surely, is that it could not. And so the point is again established:
the subjective feel of experience presupposes a capacity for discrimina-
tions of experience.

Note that the argument developed here will survive translation into
Thomas Nagel's preferred mode of expression, in which one speaks, not
of what an experience is like, but of what it is like to be the subject of that
experience (see his 1974). For, since the likeness in question is subjective,
it must still be one that is available to the subject, which means that the
organism in question must be capable of representing, and of dis-
tinguishing between, its own states of experience. In general, the idea that
there might be a feel to experience, or a feel to being the subject of that
experience, which is unavailable to the subject is surely incoherent.

Note, also, that it has not yet been shown that the subjective aspect of
experience requires an ability to conceptualise, or think about, one's own
experiences. For it can plausibly be maintained that there is a level of
representation and discrimination which is non-conceptual. If an organ-
ism can respond to objects in its environment without necessarily
conceptualising them into types, then it is open for someone to claim that
an organism might similarly be able to represent its own experiences
without conceptualising them. (Consider pigeons which learn to peck at
triangles, but not circles or squares, to obtain food - they can plainly dis-
criminate triangles from squares, but do they really have a concept of a tri-
angle? Arguably not - see my 1992a, ch. 7.) In the next section the
argument will be given for claiming that a capacity for discrimination of
one's own experiences presupposes, in turn, a capacity for thought about
them.

It is important to stress that the what it is likeness, or subjective aspect, of
experience is not the same thing as occupying a point of view. These two
ideas are conflated by Nagel in his 1974 and 1986.1 would concede that
any organism which satisfies Kirk's model occupies a point of view on the
world, characterised by its spatial position and orientation, and by the dis-
tinctive modes of perceptual information which are available to it. But it is
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quite another matter to claim that it is like anything to occupy that point of
view. For this surely requires that the likeness in question should itself be
available to the organism which occupies the point of view, and this is
non-trivial. It requires the further capacity to effect discriminations
between its experiences on the basis of their distinctive characters.

I conclude, then, that Kirk's conditions are by no means sufficient for
experiences to have qualitative feel, or for there to be anything that those
experiences are like. On the contrary, conscious perception requires that
the subject be capable of discriminating between its experiences as such -
conscious perceptions are states of the subject of which the subject is aware.
Consciousness must thus involve a degree of higher-order awareness, on
the part of the subject, of its own mental states. This is a suggestion which
will be pursued in some detail in the next two chapters, when we consider
various forms of higher-order thought theory.

5.8 The case for higher-order thought theory

In this section I shall argue that the availability of experiences to a faculty
of higher-order thought, in which thinkings are themselves sometimes
available to further thought, is a naturally necessary condition for those
experiences to enjoy a subjective, qualitative, feel. I propose to argue, in
fact, that the higher-order thought theory of consciousness articulates the
sort of cognitive structure which must, of natural necessity, be in place if a
creature is to be a subject of phenomenal feels. I shall approach this
conclusion in a number of stages, as follows:

1. Conscious experiences are those which have subjective, quali-
tative, feels to them (phenomenal feels) - that is, there is
something they are like.

2. It is a conceptually necessary condition for there to be a sub-
jective feel to experience, that the subject should be capable of
discriminating between its experiences, as such.

3. It is a naturally necessary condition for discriminations
between experience, that the subject should be capable of
thinking about (and so conceptualising) its own experiences.

4. It is a naturally necessary condition for thinking about its own
experiences, that the subject should be capable of dis-
tinguishing between appearance and reality.

5. It is a naturally necessary condition for distinguishing between
appearance and reality, that the subject should be capable of
thinking about its own thoughts.

The first premise of this argument is intended as an uncontroversial
characterisation of what conscious experiences are, which should be
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available to all the participants in this debate. Premise (2) has just now
been defended, in the previous section, where I argued that in order for
there to be a feel to experience the subject must be aware of, and be
capable of discriminating, its states of experience as such. I shall now
bring evolutionary considerations to bear in defending the remaining
steps of the argument.

In defence of premise (3)

Does it follow from the fact that a creature can discriminate between its
experiences, that it must also be capable of reflective, conceptualised,
awareness of those experiences? From the fact that it can discriminate
between its experiences, does it also follow that it can think about them?
Granted, this does not follow - there is no entailment from the one to the
other (remember the pigeon: there can surely be discriminations without
conceptualisation). But how could the structures which enable dis-
crimination between experiences have evolved, unless those discrimina-
tions were also typically capable of conceptualisation? For of what use
would discriminations of experience be otherwise?

In the case of discriminations between objects (or between states of the
organism's own body) there is plainly scope for them to occur inde-
pendently of conceptualisation, as in the case of the pigeon. This is
because those discriminations can be fed into the control of behaviour,
even if that behaviour is only governed by thoughts which are highly
indexicalised, involving a minimum of conceptualisation. But what, in the
case of discriminations between experiences, would be the analogue of
behaviour with respect to an object} I have no idea what it would be to behave
with respect to an experience except by engaging in behaviour guided by
thoughts about that experience. In which case the point is established: to be
capable of discriminating between its experiences, as such, an organism
would also have to be capable of thinking about, and hence conceptual-
ising, its own states of experience. In which case it follows that only a crea-
ture which has a theory of mind (or, at least, a concept of experience, or of
types of experience) is capable of enjoying conscious experiences, or of
having phenomenal feels.

Since this argument has the form, 'I can't think what else', I can only
try to substantiate it by considering some alternative suggestions, con-
cerning the role of discriminations between experience, and by showing
that they are unsuccessful. First, it might be said that such discrimina-
tions can aid learning, underpinning appropriate approach or avoidance-
behaviour. Thus by discriminating between pains and tickles, for
example, an organism can learn to avoid events and substances which are
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harmful to it, but without necessarily having to conceptualise, or think
about, its pains.

But all that is really necessary for such learning is that the organism
should be capable of distinguishing between painful events, or painful
stimuli, and tickling ones. That is, provided that the organism contains
information-bearing states differentially caused by tissue damage in the
one case, and stroking or tickling in the other, then it can learn to avoid
the one but not the other. There is no necessity that it should be capable of
discriminating between these information-bearing states as such, and
nothing that it would stand to gain by so doing, in the absence of higher-
order thought.

Again, it might be said that unless the organism could discriminate the
feel of pain, it could not find its own pains intrinsically irksome. But this is
not true. All that is required, is that the information-bearing states caused
by tissue damage should be wired into the organism's motivational
system in the right sort of way. And indeed, if Dennett (1978b) is to be
believed, the feel of pain is in fact separable from its normal motivational
effects in human beings. He relates how certain types of morphine lead
patients to report that their pains feel exactly the same, but that they no
longer care - they no longer particularly want to be rid of those feelings.
So it is not the feel of pain which underpins its motivational role, in any
case.

The only other suggestion that I can think of, is that discriminations
between experience might actually aid the process of perception itself, by
providing the subject with a kind of top-down fine-tuning of perceptual
processing. Perhaps by noticing features of my experience I can alter (and
improve) its perceptual content. But in fact, all the examples which I
know of for this sort of fine-tuning are ones where what I notice or dis-
criminate are further features of the world, not of my experience of the
world as such. Thus by watching the movements of the cellists in the
orchestra I can come to hear the sound of the cellos for the first time. But
here what does the work are discriminations of movement in the world,
not discriminations between my states of experience of the world.

In defence of premise (4)

I have argued that any creature with phenomenal feels would have to be
capable of thinking about its own states of experience. That is, I have got
as far as premise (3). I now want to get from here to the conclusion in (5),
that such a system would also have to be capable of thinking, reflexively,
about its own thoughts.The intermediate step is premise (4), that in order
for a cognitive system to have reflective self-awareness of the events within
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it that carry perceptual information, it must be capable of deploying a dis-
tinction between appearance and reality. That is, it must be able to dis-
tinguish between how things seem to the system and how they really are.
For what, otherwise, would be the point of the system enjoying such self-
awareness?

It is surely naturally necessary - because a condition for it to have
evolved in the first place - that a cognitive system capable of responding
to and thinking about its own perceptual information-bearing states as
being intrinsically distinct from one another, in addition to being able to
respond to the conditions in the world (or in the organism) which they
represent, should also be capable of distinguishing between the way
things seem to the system and the way they really are. It is very hard
indeed to see what possible value in survival would accrue to a cognitive
system which had self-awareness of its own states of experience, unless
the system could make use of that awareness to begin to learn that in
some circumstances certain of its information-bearing states are not reli-
able bearers of information. But to do that, it has to be able to make a dis-
tinction between appearance and reality. (Colin McGinn makes
essentially this point in his 1989, pp. 90—4.)

It might be objected that a cognitive system's self-awareness of its own
experiences could have value for survival through self-reporting. For it
might be useful to the individual, in a variety of ways, that others should
be able to learn of the system's experiences. This may be so, but it does
not affect the argument given above. For the most basic way in which
knowledge of another's experiences may prove useful, lies in its contribu-
tion to practices of justifying, and seeking justification for, beliefs and
actions. The usefulness of my knowing how things seem to you lies in its
role in your attempts to justify claims about how things are, and in helping
to reconcile the conflicting claims each of us may make about how things
are. But this presupposes, of course, what we are already masters of the
distinction between appearance and reality, just as was claimed above.

Someone may also object that there can be no natural necessity attach-
ing to my account, since evolution operates by random gene mutation.
But this is not to the point. My claim is not that there could never have
been an individual creature having self-awareness of its own perceptual
states without the capacity to distinguish between appearance and reality.
It is rather, that such an individual would have had no advantages over
other members of its species, in which case its capacity for self-awareness
could not have become general to the species as a whole.

More challengingly, someone may object that a property can become
general to a species without possessing survival-value of its own, by virtue
of being an epiphenomenon of some genetically determined property
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which does have survival-value. So all members of a species might come to
have self-awareness of the appropriate sort while lacking an appear-
ance/reality distinction, yet without such self-awareness having any dis-
tinct survival-value. The difficulty with this suggestion, however, is to give
it flesh. For there are simply no plausible candidates in the offing, for the
property of which self-awareness might be an epiphenomenon. It is more
reasonable to believe that a capacity for self-awareness of one's own expe-
riences can only appear as part of a basic package of capacities which
carries value in survival - especially since this capacity is, plainly, of such
complexity that it would had to have evolved incrementally, rather than
through a single mutation. Incremental evolution of any property surely
requires selection for the presence of that property as such.

The move to the conclusion

My final claim is that in order to deploy a distinction between appearance
and reality, in turn, it is naturally necessary - again because it is a condi-
tion for such cognitive structures to have evolved - that a system should
be capable of thinking about its own thinkings on a regular basis. For of
what use would be the distinction between appearance and reality, unless
the system could also employ the concepts of truth and falsity? What
would be the point of being able to distinguish between the way things
appear and the way they are, unless the subject were able to put this dis-
tinction to work in practical reasoning, judging, for example, that beliefs
formed under certain perceptual conditions are less likely to be true than
those formed in other circumstances?

But the concepts of truth and falsity, in turn, are only possible for a
system which is capable of recognising certain objects as bearers of truth
and falsity. That is to say, only a system which can think, of a belief or
occurrent thought, that it is true or false, can properly be said to possess
the concepts of truth and falsity. But in order to think such things, the
system's beliefs and occurrent thoughts must sometimes be available to
thought - which is just the reflexive structure which I claim to be a neces-
sary condition (at least) of conscious experience.

This final claim - that a grasp of the appearance/reality distinction pre-
supposes a capacity to think about thoughts - receives some additional
support from the developmental literature. For the evidence is that chil-
dren do not acquire the ability to distinguish between appearance and
reality until they also understand the notion of belief (see, for example,
Wellman, 1990, ch. 9). And where an understanding of belief is lacking, as
it is in the case of many autistic children, then so, too, is the ability to draw
the appearance/reality distinction (see Baron-Cohen, 1989). So at the
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stage when young children still fail the false-belief tasks, they will also fail
deceptive-appearance tasks - for example, if shown a sponge which looks
like a rock, they will say it is a rock; on being allowed to handle it and dis-
cover that it is really a sponge, then they will say, both that it is a sponge,
and (incorrectly) that it looks like a sponge; and they will also predict
(incorrectly) that another person will think that it looks like a sponge.

However, it is also possible to raise an objection from the developmental
literature, as well. I have been arguing that a capacity to effect discrimina-
tions amongst one's own perceptual states presupposes a capacity to think
about one's own thoughts. But it may be objected that young children
seem to possess a simple desire-perception psychology before they acquire
the notion of belief, or of propositional thought (see Wellman, 1990). At
this stage they understand that people often have goals which they will try
to reach, and that the manner in which they will act will often depend
upon what they can or cannot see; but they have no understanding oi belief
or of the possibility of false belief. This may well recapitulate an inter-
mediate stage in the course of human theory-of-mind evolution. But
anyway it suggests that there could possibly be organisms which lack any
capacity to think about their own thoughts, but which are nevertheless
capable of thinking about their own and others' perceptions. In which case,
it would seem, their perceptual states may well have feel, contrary to what
I have been arguing in this section.

In reply, I say that it is one thing to have some sort of general notion of
perception, and a capacity to apply that notion to oneself and others in a
theoretical (interpretative) way, and quite another thing to have the
capacity to recognise one's own subjective perceptual states as and when
they occur. Only the latter would be sufficient for one's perceptual states
to have feel, if the argument of this section is sound. But it is only the
former which is displayed by three-year-old, pre-appearance-reality, chil-
dren. Indeed, the evidence is that young children have no understanding
of perception as a subjective state of the perceiver. Rather, they think of
perception purely relationally, in terms of the perceiver being attached to,
or being in contact with, an object or state of affairs (see Wellman, 1990,
and Perner, 1991). If I am right, then a capacity to apply perceptual con-
cepts to oneself in a recognitional way (within any particular species, at
least,) would have to wait on the evolution of a capacity to entertain
thoughts about thoughts. (For a possible qualification to this claim in
relation to young human children, see section 7.8 below.)

My hypothesis is thus that it was the evolution of a system capable of
thinking about its own thoughts on a regular basis which provided a nec-
essary condition for the remainder. What a capacity to think about your
own thinkings gets you, is an indefinitely improvable problem solving
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capability. As we shall see in Chapter 7, this plainly has survival-value in
its own right. Such a capacity must involve, at a minimum, the distinction
between true and false thought. With these structures in place (and only if
they are in place), then there would be further survival-value for the
organism if it were to evolve a capacity for reflective awareness of its own
perceptual states, becoming capable, in particular, of distinguishing
between appearance and reality.

I have been concerned, in these last two sections, to motivate some
form of higher-order thought theory of consciousness, by arguing that a
capacity for higher-order thought is a necessary condition for having per-
ceptual states with phenomenal feels. A stronger argument in favour of
higher-order thought theories, however, is that they can explain phenome-
nal consciousness, as I shall try to show in connection with my own reflex-
ive thinking theory in section 7.6 below. It is rarely the case that one can
succeed in showing that the data (in this case, the existence of phenome-
nal feelings) could not exist unless some theory (in this case, higher-order
thought theory) were also true - although this is what I have tried to do
here. The more usual ground for believing a theory is that it explains - that
is to say, it provides a sufficient rather than a necessary condition for - the
data. But I believe that we do have this ground, too, for accepting some
form of higher-order thought theory, as we shall see in due course.

Summary

In this chapter I have argued that all types of mental state admit of both
conscious and non-conscious varieties, and that a theory of conscious-
ness should aim to provide an adequate explanation of this distinction. I
have also argued that the Cartesian theory - that conscious states are
simple properties of the agent with a distinctive feel, or phenomenology -
is inadequate. And I have argued that a theory of consciousness must pos-
tulate a capacity for higher-order discriminations of perceptual states, if it
is to stand any chance of accommodating the subjective aspect of con-
scious experience. Not only this, but I have argued that capacities for such
discrimination would not have evolved, except in organisms capable of
higher-order thought.



Second (-order) steps towards a theory of
consciousness

In the present chapter I shall outline, and criticise in turn, a number of
higher-order thought theories of consciousness, due to David Armstrong,
David Rosenthal, Daniel Dennett, and others. Elements of these theories
will then be incorporated into my own reflexive thinking theory, to be pre-
sented in the next chapter. Remember that one important strategic aim of
this discussion is to see whether there is any plausible theory of
consciousness which might undermine the introspective argument of
Chapter 2. This point will be taken up in the final section of the chapter.

6.1 Theory 1: actual and conscious

Armstrong and others have argued that conscious states are those which
cause, or are apt to cause, a belief in their own existence - claiming that
conscious experiences are those which cause (or are apt to cause) a belief
that there is such an experience taking place; that conscious beliefs are
those which cause (or are apt to cause) a belief that one has that belief;
and so on (see Armstrong, 1968 and 1984, Mellor, 1977 and 1980, and
Rosenthal, 1986,1991 and 1993). Such accounts are higher-order because
the conscious status of any given conscious state is explained in terms of
mental states (specifically beliefs or thoughts) which are about it, which
contain a reference to it embedded in their content. I have just now
argued, in section 5.8, that some version of higher-order thought theory
must be correct; our immediate task is to consider a number of more pre-
cisely specified variants on the approach.

Note that such accounts may be able to accommodate much of the
data, at least. For it might plausibly be claimed that the distinctive feature
of the experiences of the absent-minded driver, or of someone who is
blindsighted, is that those experiences do not cause a belief in their own
existence. Yet these accounts satisfy, in addition, the condition omitted by
Kirk. For what makes an experience to be conscious, on such an account,
is the way in which it causes the subject to believe that there is such an
experience occurring. In which case conscious experiences will certainly
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be available to the subject whose experiences they are, and may therefore
have a subjective aspect. I shall return to this point, and develop it much
more fully, in section 7.6.

Higher-order theories can vary along two different dimensions, in
general. First, the higher-order theorist must decide whether or not to say
that the higher-order beliefs in question are actual ones (that is, actually
represented in the brain; and not as standing states, but in the form of
activated, occurrent, events), or whether they are merely dispositional
(that is, are merely apt to be caused or activated by the conscious mental
state, if circumstances demand). And second, the theorist must decide
whether or not to say that the higher-order beliefs are themselves con-
scious ones (that is, whether or not they themselves must cause, or be apt
to cause, higher-order beliefs in their own existence), or whether they can
be allowed to be non-conscious.

Combining these possibilities yields four different types of higher-order
thought theory of consciousness. I shall consider these in turn, devoting a
section to each. Theory 1 combines actual with conscious higher-order
belief, as follows.

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M is actually causing
an activated conscious belief that I have M.

This is easily the least plausible of the four suggestions, for a number of
reasons. We might be tempted to wonder, in the first place, whether the
account may actually be viciously circular. For in the course of saying
what it is for a mental state to be conscious, the term 'conscious' is itself
used on the right-hand side of the definition - thus seeming to pre-
suppose precisely what we were trying to explain. But this need not be a
problem, in fact. For the account can, rather, be recursive, the conscious
status of a mental state at any given level being explained in terms of that
of the next level up. Set out rather more strictly, then, Theory 1 would
work as follows.

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M (level 1) causes
the belief (level 2) that I have M, which in turn causes the belief
(level 3) that I believe that I have M, and so on; and every state in
this series, of level n, causes a higher-order belief of level n + /.

So the level-2 belief in virtue of which M is conscious is itself conscious,
because it, too, satisfies the definition - for that belief, too, causes a series
of higher-order beliefs about itself. And note that in this fuller version of
the account, the term 'conscious' does nor figure on the right hand side; so
there is no actual vicious circularity. Although Theory 1 can be stated
most briefly and conveniently by using the term 'conscious' again on the
right-hand side of the definition, as we did at first, this is by no means
really necessary.
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Although there may be no vicious circularity in the account, it is surely
obvious that we do have an infinite regress. For if a belief that P is only
conscious if it is actually causing me to believe, consciously, that I believe
that P, then this in turn must be causing me to believe, consciously, that I
believe that I believe thatP, and so on. Note that each of these beliefs is dis-
tinct in content. So any given conscious belief would require me to have,
at the same time, infinitely many other distinct beliefs. Even if this is not
strictly incoherent, there plainly could not be room in my head for them
all. Since this first theory requires actual higher-order beliefs to constitute
the conscious status of a first-order belief, each level in this infinite series
must be supposed to be explicitly encoded in the brain (and separately so,
since each of the beliefs in question is distinct) - which is plainly impossi-
ble.

A second objection to the account is slightly more subtle, but equally
devastating. It is that the theory gets the phenomenology of conscious
experience and thought quite wrong. For when I entertain a conscious
thought - for example, the thought that the Earth is getting warmer -1 do
not normally, at the same time, entertain the conscious thought that I am
having such a thought. The sum total of what I may be consciously think-
ing about, is the Earth and its likely future temperature, not myself and
my own states of belief. Similarly when I have a conscious perception - for
example, an experience of an empty glass on my desk - 1 do not normally,
at the same time, have a conscious thought about that perception. All of
my actual conscious thoughts (if any) may relate to the object perceived,
not to myself and my own states of experience. Any theory, such as this
one, which requires me to be actually thinking, consciously, about my
own states of mind whenever I have a conscious mental state must plainly
be wrong.

6.2 Theory 2: actual and non-conscious

The second theory to be considered combines actual with non-conscious
higher-order belief, as follows:

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M is actually causing
an activated belief (possibly non-conscious) that I have M.

This account avoids all the difficulties inherent in the previous one. Since
there is no requirement that the higher-order belief in question be con-
scious, there need be no regress of higher-order beliefs attending each
conscious state. And for the same reason, there can be no objection to the
account arising out of phenomenology. For the thought about my own
belief or experience which constitutes it as conscious, on this account,
need not itself be a conscious one. So it is no objection to the account that
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I am rarely aware of having such self-directed thoughts. There is, never-
theless, a major problem with this version of the theory, relating to the
huge number of beliefs which would have to be caused by any given expe-
rience.

Recall just how rich and detailed an experience can be. There can be an
immense amount of which we can be consciously aware at any one time.
For example, imagine looking down on a city from a window high up in a
tower block (as I am while I write this, in fact). In this case I am con-
sciously perceiving the complex distribution of trees, roads, and build-
ings; the colours on the ground and in the sky above; the moving cars and
pedestrians; and so on. And I am conscious of all of this simultaneously.
According to Theory 2 above, I would have to have a distinct activated
higher-order belief for each distinct aspect of my experience - either that,
or just a few such beliefs with immensely complex contents. Either way,
the objection is the same. It is, surely, hugely implausible to suppose that
all of this higher-order activity should be taking place (albeit non-con-
sciously) every time someone is the subject of a complex conscious expe-
rience . For what would be the point? And think of the amount of cognitive
space that these beliefs would take up!

Let me stress that this is not an objection from phenomenology. It is an
objection from cognitive overload, not an objection from phenomenological
overload. The point is not that we are never aware of enough higher-order
thoughts to explain the conscious status of each facet of our conscious
experience. For I am granting that the higher-order thoughts in question
are generally non-conscious ones. The point relates rather to the
implausibility of supposing that so much of our cognition should be occu-
pied with formulating and processing the vast array of higher-order
thoughts necessary to render our experience conscious at each moment
of our waking lives. (So Rosenthal, in responding only to the
phenomenological overload problem in his 1993, pp. 209-10, has failed to
address the real issue.)

There is a question as to whether Theory 2 is even coherent, in fact, if
perceptual information is analogue (that is, 'filled in' and continuous). For
belief-contents are digital, or chunked. How, then, could all of the indefi-
nitely complex information contained in perception be captured in a
finite set of beliefs? This problem can be avoided, however, provided that
perceptual information is actually chunked as well (as it plainly must be),
but below the level of personal discrimination. For then the higher-order
beliefs which render experience conscious can make reference to this dig-
italised information.

But even if the problem of analogue perceptual content can be over-
come, it remains empirically very implausible that alongside our rich and
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detailed perceptual contents there should, whenever those contents are
conscious, be an equally rich and detailed collection of higher-order
beliefs. For what sort of cognitive system could possibly make use of this
vast array of beliefs? And why would such a cognitive architecture have
evolved? It is hard to discern any explanation here which could support
the claim that we regularly have an extensive set of non-conscious higher-
order beliefs. As we saw briefly in section 5.8, and will see further in the
next chapter, higher-order beliefs do have an evolutionary purpose,
helping us to draw the distinction between illusion and reality, and
helping us to reflect upon and improve our own patterns of reasoning.
But so far as I can see, these are not activities that people engage in non-
consciously.

It might be replied against these objections that the hypothesis of a rich
network of higher-order beliefs accompanying every conscious experi-
ence can be avoided, if we suppose, rather, that there is always a single
higher-order belief whose content is imagistic, mirroring the content of
the experience which it concerns. But there is no real gain in this pro-
posal. For the image in question would have to be at least as complex as
the experience which it is about, in such a way that every conscious aspect
of the experience is mirrored in the content of the image. For remember,
the higher-order (in this case, imagistic) thought is to explain the differ-
ence between my conscious perception of the motion of a car, say, and my
non-conscious perception of the sound of its motor. Indeed, for this
reason the proposal is of doubtful coherence as well. For any image must,
of its very nature, be schematic in relation to the richness of experience. It
seems, in fact, that there could not be any image which is just as rich and
detailed as the content of a conscious experience. In which case, it cannot
be the presence of any image which accounts for the conscious status of
the latter.

An alternative proposal might be, that there need only be a single
higher-order belief accompanying any given conscious experience, pro-
vided that the belief in question is an indexical one, always taking the form
'That experience is now occurring' (see Rosenthal, 1993, p. 210).
According to this proposal we can, as it were, re-use the content of the
conscious experience within the content of the higher-order thought
which makes it conscious, without the need for any separate representa-
tion.The trouble with this proposal, however, is this: taken in one way, it is
viciously circular; taken in another, and it would allow blindsighted expe-
rience to be conscious.

The first horn of this dilemma arises because indexical thoughts stan-
dardly presuppose awareness of their objects. In order for me to be capable
of thinking, of an item in the world, 'That object is F', the object in
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question must normally be perceptually presented to me. That is to say, I
must be aware of it. Similarly, then, if I am to be capable of entertaining
an indexical thought about my own experience, I must, on this model,
already be aware of the latter. But to be aware of an experience just is to
have a conscious experience, according to the higher-order thought
account. In which case indexical thought about experience cannot be
used to analyse the idea of conscious experience without circularity.

Another way to develop essentially this point, is to ask exactly how the
indexical element manages to carve out, from the total set of my current
perceptual contents, just those which are to be made conscious, dis-
tinguishing them from those which are to be left non-conscious. How can
the indexical, by itself, manage to pick out just the former sub-set, unless
it relies on my awareness of the members of that sub-set? For example,
when I use an indexical to pick out a sub-set of people in a crowd - e.g.
thinking, 'Those men look aggressive' - I must either be directing my
attention at them in particular, or be aware of some property which dis-
tinguishes them from the rest. So, too, then, in the case of indexical
thought about a sub-set of my perceptual states: this must presuppose,
either that I am directing my attention at the members of that sub-set, or
that I am aware of something which distinguishes them. And either way,
consciousness is presupposed.

The other horn of the dilemma arises if we model the account on those
indexical thoughts which can be grounded in descriptive knowledge of an
object. For example, on hearing that someone new has moved into the
house next door, I might think, 'I hope that person likes children.' But
now this sort of indexical thought is available to anyone who is blind-
sighted, who has inferential knowledge that they are undergoing a partic-
ular (non-conscious) experience - they, too, can think,' That experience is
occurring.' But plainly this is not sufficient to render their experience
conscious.

So far as I can see, the only way out of these difficulties available to a
defender of Theory 2, is to claim that the supposed richness of conscious
perceptual experience is an illusion. Just such a position is apparently
defended by Dennett, 1991, who points to the fact that the contents of the
periphery of the visual field are in fact highly indeterminate, despite sub-
jects' intuitions to the contrary, and to the fact that even gross changes in
the perceptual environment will remain undetected if the changes are
timed to coincide with saccadic eye movements. He thinks this shows that
the content of conscious experience is in fact highly fragmentary, but that
we do not notice because wherever we direct our conscious attention,
there we obtain a (new) conscious experience.

In fact we can grant Dennett the point that the visual field, especially in
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the periphery, is a good deal less contentful than we are intuitively
inclined to think. For the argument from cognitive overload can be con-
structed with respect to focused, or foveal, vision alone. If I focus on a
particular object - say the palm of my own hand - then there is an
immense amount of detail which can be present in the centre of my visual
field. I am aware, simultaneously, of a network of fine lines and wrinkles,
and of subtle texture and colour gradients. Even to begin to describe all
this detail with any accuracy would occupy many thousands of words. So,
even granting the poverty of peripheral vision, we can still claim that there
is an immensely complex manifold of conscious perception, whose status
as conscious is not plausibly accounted for by the presence of an equal
complexity of higher-order belief.

Notice, moreover, that our commitment to the existence of an inte-
grated, conscious, perceptual manifold need not mean that we have to
claim that the contents of the manifold are veridical, or are continually
being updated in a way which always reflects changes in the perceived
environment. It may be that the manifold is only updated and changed
when our perceptual systems detect changes in the environment. Changes
which are timed to occur during saccadic eye movements, in particular,
will be unnoticed and ignored. Hence the fact that subjects wearing eye-
trackers (a computer device trained on the eyes which can initiate change
on a TV screen during saccades) do not notice major changes in the per-
ceived scene does not show that there is no manifold of experience. All it
shows is that in such circumstances the manifold has not been updated.
Roughly speaking, you will continue to see (have conscious experiences
of) what you remember to have been there, unless something indicates a
change to you. There is, therefore, no good reason here for refusing to go
along with the common-sense view of the richness of conscious per-
ceptual experience.

I conclude that the objection from 'cognitive overload' may be allowed
to stand. Theory 2 requires an implausible amount of cognitive space to
be taken up with higher-order beliefs, in order for any given experience to
be conscious. Moreover, Theory 2 is, in fact, subject to just the same
range of counter-examples which will cause problems for Theory 3.

6.3 Theory 3: potential and non-conscious

The third theory combines potential with non-conscious higher-order
belief, as follows:

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M is disposed to
cause an activated belief (possibly non-conscious) that I have M.

This account avoids all the difficulties previously mentioned as being
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inherent in the earlier two. As with Theory 2, there is no requirement that
the higher-order beliefs be conscious ones. So there is no regress of
higher-order beliefs attending each conscious state, and there can be no
objection from the phenomenology of consciousness. But, in contrast to
Theory 2, those higher-order beliefs are not actual but potential. So the
objection now disappears, that an unbelievable amount of cognitive space
would have to be taken up with every conscious experience.

More needs to be said, of course, about the kind of disposition in ques-
tion. Otherwise we can make the following objection: that the perceptions
of an absent-minded driver, too, or of someone who is blindsighted, are
similarly disposed to cause the subject to believe that they are having such
an experience. For the absent-minded driver is disposed to acquire such a
belief if prompted. And someone who is blindsighted, but who also knows
the details of their condition, may also be disposed to have beliefs about
their (non-conscious) perceptions, in many cases - without, of course,
those perceptions thereby becoming conscious ones.

These difficulties are best dealt with as follows. We can propose that
conscious experience occurs when perceptual information is fed into a
special short-term buffer memory store, whose function is to make that
information available to cause higher-order beliefs about any aspect of its
contents, where the causation in question will be direct, not mediated by
any form of (consciously accessible) inference. This proposal is repre-
sented diagrammatically in Figure 1.

On this account, perceptual information is regularly passed to two or
more short-term memory stores, C (conscious) and N (non-conscious),
to be integrated with the subject's goals in the control of action; where C
itself is defined by its relation to higher-order thought - any of the con-
tents of C being apt to give rise to a higher-order thought about itself,
should circumstances (and what is going on elsewhere in the system)
demand. This gives us the idea of the richness of conscious experience in
relation to the relative paucity of higher-order beliefs. It also solves the
problem raised by the fact that absent-minded car drivers and blindsight
subjects may be disposed to have beliefs about their non-conscious expe-
riences on the basis of inference from other beliefs about their circum-
stances or actions. For we can insist that the formation of the higher-order
beliefs should be non-inferential, if the contents of C are thereby to be
conscious.

Also represented in Figure 1, is Theory 3's account of what makes a
belief or thought to be conscious. (The box labelled 'belief is intended to
be ambiguous between standing-state and occurrent thoughts.) A con-
scious standing-state belief is one which is apt to cause the higher-order
occurrent belief that one has that belief; a conscious occurrent thought is
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one which is apt to cause the higher-order belief that one is now enter-
taining that thought; and so on. (Not represented, however, are the dis-
tinctive further effects of conscious experience and higher-order thought
in cognition.)

It might be questioned whether this account is even of the right form to
serve as a theory of consciousness. For consciousness is, surely, some-
thing categorical. When I am subject to a conscious experience, there is
something actually taking place in me which constitutes my state of
consciousness. How, then, can the conscious status of my experience
consist merely in the fact that I am disposed to have an appropriate higher-
order thought about it if circumstances should demand? For this is not
something which is actually happening, but merely something which
would happen if certain other things happened (see Rosenthal, 1993, p.
208). But the reply to this is easy. For there is something categorical taking
place in me whenever I have a conscious experience, on the above
account - the perceptual information is actually there in the short-term
memory store C, which is defined by its relation to higher-order thought.

Compare the following: the motion of a piston in an automobile engine
is a categorical event, but what constitutes that movement as the motion
of a piston is its functional - dispositional - relation to the other parts of
the engine. It is only because it is apt to be caused by the ignition of petrol
from the carburettor, and is apt (when the gears are engaged) to be con-
nected in the right way to the crank-shaft, that this particular physical
movement constitutes the motion of a piston. Similarly in connection
with conscious experience, it may be said: the perceptual information in
the short-term memory store C is actually, categorically, there. But what
defines that store, as opposed to any other, and constitutes the informa-
tion contained within it as conscious, is its functional relationship with
higher-order thought.
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Major difficulties remain, however. One is that the account of
consciousness provided by Theory 3 is subject to decisive counter-
example. For there are cases in which I may believe that P, and believe,
non-consciously, that I believe that P, without consciously believing that P.
In which case Theory 3 cannot provide a sufficient condition for con-
scious belief. What follows is an example I owe to Tim Williamson.

Suppose that I am disposed to make judgements on utilitarian grounds
whenever practical considerations of morality arise. I therefore believe
that the morally correct thing to do is whatever will cause the greatest
happiness to the greatest number. But I am not aware of having this
belief. Indeed, if challenged, I may be inclined to deny it. (I may have
heard that there are all kinds of objection to utilitarianism as a moral
theory.) Yet in the course of a discussion of the merits and demerits of
judging actions in terms of what will cause the greatest happiness to the
greatest number, I may find myself speaking of the people who maintain
such a view as 'we', and becoming angry when their views are criticised,
thus manifesting the higher-order belief, that I believe myself to believe
utilitarianism to be true. But this may strike me with the force of self-dis-
covery. In which case, a disposition to have an activated higher-order
belief that I have a given belief cannot be sufficient for conscious believ-
ing.

Another (closely related) difficulty with the account is this. Theory 3
does not require the higher-order beliefs, which render a given mental
state conscious, to be conscious in their turn. But as a matter of fact it
does seem to be the case that whenever I have a conscious experience or
thought it is always available to conscious thought. It may be objected that
this cannot be known to be the case, since if the thought were a non-con-
scious one, I would not know that I had it. This is true. But the point is
that we have no reason to believe that we have such non-conscious higher-
order thoughts on a regular basis, since the only cases where higher-order
thoughts seem to make a difference in behaviour (barring rare cases like
that of the previous paragraph) are where they are conscious ones.

It may be replied that it is, in any case, just an accident that the higher-
order thoughts to which conscious states are available are always them-
selves conscious, having no bearing on the conscious status of the states in
question, as such. But it is certainly worth exploring the possibility that
there may be a deeper necessity underlying the surface phenomena here.
There is an important methodological principle at issue, indeed - namely,
to minimise accidents. If we have to choose between two accounts, one of
which leaves accidental what the other does not, then the latter should be
preferred, other things being equal.
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6.4 Theory 4: potential and conscious

The fourth theory combines potential with conscious higher-order beliefs,
as follows:

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M is disposed to
cause an activated conscious belief that I have M.

More long-windedly and recursively, so as to eliminate the occurrence of
the word 'conscious' from the right hand side of the definition, the
account is as follows:

Any mental state M, of mine, is conscious = M (level 1) is dis-
posed to cause an activated belief that I have M (level 2), which in
turn is disposed to cause the belief that I have such a belief (level
3), and so on; and every state in this series, of level n, is disposed
to cause a higher-order belief of level n + 1.

This account avoids all the problems attending the other three. It solves
the difficulty raised by the utilitarianism example against Theory 3, since
in that example I did not consciously believe myself to believe that actions
should be judged in terms of the greatest happiness to the greatest
number. Any belief which I consciously believe myself to have, of course,
cannot be subject to surprising self-discovery. And Theory 4 meshes
nicely with the point just made, that whenever we have conscious experi-
ences and beliefs, which are therefore available to thought, it always
seems to be conscious thoughts to which they are available.

Yet since, like Theory 3, the account is dispositional, it avoids the
problem of cognitive overload which attends Theory 2. And although,
like Theory 1, consciousness is defined in terms of its relation to con-
scious higher-order beliefs, there need be no infinite regress since these
are only dispositional. (Nor, of course, need the account be viciously cir-
cular if it is, rather, recursive.) In order for my belief that P to be con-
scious, it is necessary, on this account, that I should be disposed to
believe consciously that I believe that P, which in turn requires that I
should be disposed to believe consciously that I believe that I believe that
P, and so on. I can have all of these dispositions consistent with my finite
cognitive capacities.

This account is now quite close to the reflexive thinking theory of
consciousness which I shall propose, and defend, in the next chapter. But
two problems remain. First, it needs to be explained why is it not just a
miracle that I should have all of the above dispositions in any given case. If
I believe that P, and am also disposed to believe that I believe that P, then
what ensures that I am also disposed to have the whole hierarchy of
higher-order beliefs necessary to constitute the latter as conscious? What
explains why I should have them all? Why should not the hierarchy of
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dispositions just break off arbitrarily at some point? Until this is
explained, Theory 4 cannot be regarded as satisfactory.

The second problem relates to the characterisation of conscious
(standing-state) belief, in particular. According to Theory 4, a belief gets
to be conscious in virtue of its disposition to cause me to think, con-
sciously, that I have that belief. Thus, my belief in the date of my sister's
birthday is conscious, on this account, in virtue of my disposition to think
consciously to myself, in appropriate circumstances, 'I believe that Ann
was born on the 4th of July'. But how plausible is it that the conscious
status of a standing-state belief should consist in anything higher-order,
in the first instance, rather than in a disposition to issue in a conscious act
of thinking with the same content?

On the latter sort of account, what would make my belief conscious is
that I should simply be disposed to think consciously to myself, 'Ann was
born on the 4th of July.'The important thing is that I should be disposed
to think that thought assertorically, and deliberately act on it, not that I
should be disposed to think of myself that I have it. On this alternative
account, what constitutes the conscious status of the standing-state belief
that P, is that it is apt to emerge in a conscious assertoric judgement that P,
not in the assertoric judgement that I believe that P So in this respect, too,
Theory 4 is unsatisfactory as it stands, if we have reason accept the alter-
native characterisation of conscious belief.

What reason is there for preferring this alternative account, against the
account of Theory 4? I have two arguments. The first is that it is surely
possible that some people, who do nevertheless have conscious beliefs,
might be extremely cautious in ascribing beliefs to themselves. If asked
whether or not they believe that P, they may say, 'Well, I 'm not sure that I
really believe it.' They may be inclined to insist, indeed, that they have no
beliefs.Yet this need not prevent them from having any conscious beliefs,
surely, if they are nevertheless prepared to think to themselves 'P ' , con-
sciously and in assertoric mode, and to act deliberately on their judge-
ment. Provided that a standing-state belief is apt to issue in conscious
judgements with the same content, it need not matter, to its status as con-
scious, that the subject is also apt to disavow the higher-order belief that
they have such a belief.

My second argument derives from the epistemology of higher-order
believing. Many writers have noted that what we actually do, when we
wish to know whether or not we believe that P, is use an answer-check pro-
cedure, followed by a routine of semantic ascent (see Evans, 1982, p. 225,
and Gordon, 1995). If I wish to know whether or not I believe that the
Earth is getting warmer what I do, in the first instance, is ask myself the
first-order question, 'Is the Earth getting warmer?' If I find myself
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inclined to answer 'Yes' then I ascend one level, using my preparedness to
think or assert that the Earth is getting warmer as the ground on which to
ascribe to myself the belief that the Earth is getting warmer. This certainly
suggests that the aptness of a standing-state belief to issue in a first-order
conscious judgement with the same content is prior to, and more basic
than, its aptness to cause the higher-order belief that one has such a
belief. In which case it is the former which should be made constitutive of
consciousness, contrary to what is claimed by Theory 4.

I shall return to consider how a variant ofTheory 4 can overcome these
problems, when I present and discuss my own reflexive thinking theory of
consciousness in Chapter 7. For the remainder of this chapter I shall be
discussing two slightly different accounts of the nature of consciousness
due to Daniel Dennett, and especially considering their bearing on the
question of the place of natural language in conscious thinking.

6.5 Dennett 1978: availability to print-out

Dennett once suggested that conscious states are those that are available
for reporting in speech - suggesting that consciousness is like the public-
relations department of a major company, or like the print-out facility of a
computer program. (See his 1978a; though I shall shortly argue that many
of the essentials of the view seem to survive, in more complex form, into
his 1991.) As with theories 3 and 4 above, he proposes that there is a
special short-term buffer memory store whose function, in this case, is to
make perceptual and other information available to linguistic report. So a
conscious experience will consist of perceptual information which is held
in this store, available for the subject to make reports on. (What seems to
be distinctively different about the 1991 account, is that it is held to be
radically indeterminate whether or not perceptual information is con-
tained in the memory store in question.)

This account can explain the initial data, since neither the absent-
minded driver nor the blindsighted person have any disposition to make
spontaneous reports on their experiences, except on the basis of infer-
ence. It also satisfies the condition omitted by Kirk - that conscious expe-
riences should be available to the subject - since it is crucial to the account
that the subject should be capable of reporting on their experiences as
such, and not just on the states of the world experienced. The account
also shares the best features of the Armstrong-type Theory 4. Since it is
formulated in terms availability to report, or aptness to cause dispositions
to make reports, the account avoids all the problems of cognitive overload
which attended theories 1 and 2 above. Yet there is nothing to stop
Dennett insisting, too, that the dispositions to make reports must
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themselves be conscious ones, if the experiences or beliefs in question are
to count as conscious. Moreover, I believe that Dennett's model is
capable of avoiding the remaining problems with Theory 4 above, as I
shall now try to explain.

In order to avoid the appearance of accident attaching to the hierarchy
of potential states within the account, all we have to suppose is that the
dispositions to make reports are, on a regular basis, themselves made avail-
able for report, and are thus conscious. For this, we need only hypothesise
a sort of'feed-back loop', whose function is to pass back information con-
cerning the subject's dispositions to make reports to the very short-term
memory store which will then make them available for reporting on in
turn. On this account, then, there need be nothing accidental in the fact
that conscious experiences or beliefs will be available (that is, be dis-
posed) to cause dispositions to make reports which are, if they are actual-
ised, themselves made available to report, and so on.

The final problem with Theory 4 can also be solved, if we suppose that
my disposition to make a report, the aptness to cause which constitutes
the conscious status of my standing-state belief in the date of my sister's
birthday, is a disposition to report on my sister's birthday, and not on my
belief about my sister's birthday. That is, what makes it the case that a stand-
ing-state belief is conscious, on this account, can be dispositions to make
reports with the very same content as that belief. And these dispositions, in
turn, will be conscious because I shall be apt to make reports on them,
and so on. At no point in the account do we need to appeal to a higher-
order belief about my belief - only to higher-order beliefs about my dis-
positions to make reports.

The main problem for Dennett, however, is that consciousness now
seems to be definitionally tied to possession of a natural language, since
only creatures with a language can have dispositions to make reports on
their own states. But recall Stalnaker's intelligent Martians, discussed in
section 1.4. Given the complexity and flexibility of their behaviour, we
would surely wish to say, not only that they have thoughts, but also that
they have conscious thoughts, despite their lack of natural language. So it is
surely conceivable that there should be creatures with conscious mental
states which nevertheless lack any disposition to make reports on their
mental states.

Even if Dennett should reply that his account is not intended as an
analysis of consciousness, but rather as a substantive theory of what
consciousness is (in the way that I shall claim of my own account in the
next chapter), the problem remains. For there seems no difficulty in sup-
posing that the Stalnaker Martians could have evolved, either. I believe
that we do in fact perform much of our thinking in natural language, and
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also that it may be naturally necessary that we should, given the way in
which human cognition is structured. But there is, surely, little plausibil-
ity attaching to the claim that it is naturally impossible that there should
exist any creatures, no matter how constituted and evolved, who entertain
conscious thoughts without natural language.

A closely related difficulty for Dennett's 1978a account, is that
consciousness turns out to have no evolutionary rationale apart from the
usefulness of informing others about one's current mental states. Gust
such a claim is made explicitly in Humphrey, 1986.) Although it is possi-
ble that this should be true, it would surely be an advantage in a theory of
consciousness if it could make consciousness less epiphenomenal than
this. For it appears, at any rate, that the status of a mental event as con-
scious can often make a difference to my own behaviour, quite apart from
the fact that I may be inclined to report on it to other people.

Suppose that I am struck by the beauty of a particular sunset, for
example, and consequently begin to paint it in oils. It is surely plausible
that I would never have acted as I did if my experience of the sunset had not
been a conscious one. Now, admittedly, in this case the action I undertake
is not the kind of thing which might conduce to survival or reproduction.
But, given that consciousness can make such a difference to our lives as
individuals, it would surely be strange that it should not have been
selected for on the grounds of at least some of the differences that it can
make.

The reflexive thinking theory of consciousness that I shall develop in
the next chapter will be modelled closely on Dennett's early view, except
that any immediate connections with natural language will be broken.
This will leave us able to see why the evolution of consciousness should
have had value in survival in its own right.

6.6 Dennett 1991: multiple drafts and probes

Dennett's more recent view is that there is no unified, determinate,
content to consciousness. Rather, at any one time there may be a number
of different accounts, or drafts, of the passing scene constructed in the
brain, competing with one another for canonical status, just as a contem-
porary academic can have a number of different drafts of an article circu-
lating in different places round the globe through the electronic mail
network. And, crucially, there is supposed to be nowhere where all these
streams of processing 'come together', being routinely integrated into a
conscious representation of the world.

This is the famous multiple drafts theory of cognition, according to
which a number of distinct, partial, and partially conflicting accounts of
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reality will be constructed in different regions of the brain at any one time.
On Dennett's account, there is simply no answer to the question which of
these conflicting contents is conscious, until the subject is probed by some
internal or external event. (However, this is not to say that those contents
are wow-conscious until probed, either. They are neither determinately
conscious nor determinately non-conscious.) Such a probe has the effect
of promoting one of the many possible accounts to the status of determi-
nate consciousness.

The multiple drafts theory gains some of its initial plausibility from
obvious facts about perceptual processing in the brain. Everyone now
knows that information in the brain is processed largely in parallel, with
specialised analysers and detectors working on different aspects of the
stimulus at the same or overlapping times. Thus there are edge detectors,
colour detectors, shape detectors, classifiers, face recognisers, and so on,
many of which operate independently of one another. But it does not
follow - nor is it known - that the same holds for every kind of mental state
or process. In particular, it may be that the different streams of perceptual
processing are pooled at some stage, and integrated into a single per-
ceptual representation, which is then made available to central processes
of thought and reasoning. For example, the thesis of modular mental
organisation proposed by Fodor (1983) suggests just such a picture.

In fact, the multiple drafts theory claims much more than merely that
perceptual analysis is conducted by parallel processes. It claims that there
is no stage at which the different parallel processes are routinely integrated.
So it holds that there is no manifold of conscious experience. Rather,
there are many different - fragmentary and partial - streams of perceptual
content being constructed simultaneously and in overlapping sequence.
Which of these contents becomes determinately conscious depends on
exactly when and how the subject is probed - for example, by someone
asking them a question, or by some event directing their attention
towards an aspect of their environment or their experience.

There are two immediate problems for such an account. The first is
this: why, then, do we have such a powerful subjective impression that
there is a manifold of experience? Why should we have the unshakeable
feeling that we are simultaneously aware of many different aspects of our
experience, if the truth is that we are conscious only of one probed
content at a time? Dennett's answer is presumably this: because wherever
we probe we do find something. But this doesn't explain the feeling that I
don't need to probe, because I am already aware of the manifold (see
section 6.2 above). Nor is it any adequate defence for Dennett to claim
that since many of the probes are non-conscious ones, I am, of course,
often unaware of having to do anything in order to obtain a new content.
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For all this really tells us is that there will be a sequence of not-consciously-
directed contents in consciousness, which does not begin to explain the
feeling that there are many determinate contents already, simultaneously,
present.

The second problem is this: is it not empirically very unlikely that the
brain should only resolve differences between different drafts, and inte-
grate different narrative fragments, when probed, or when circumstances
demand? For it will then, at that stage, have to undertake the process of
integration, which would involve further delay. It seems much more likely
that integration should be routinely undertaken, so as to be ready to feed
into different plans and projects, and so as to be available to thought, as
circumstances demand. Conscious decision-making is a slow enough
process as it is. One would think that there would be very great evolution-
ary pressure not to slow down the process still further, by requiring some
degree of perceptual integration to take place in response to each sub-
goal or demand of the decision-making process.

I shall consider some of Dennett's explicit arguments for the multiple
drafts theory in the next section, and will return to the account in the next
chapter, in connection with my own reflexive thinking theory. For the
remainder of this section, I shall focus on the question of the relation
between Dennett's earlier and later theories, which will then enable us to
discern in his writing a further, implicit, argument for the multiple drafts
account. I should say at the outset that interpreting Dennett's 1991 book
is no easy matter, beautiful and stimulating though it is. For like cognition
itself (on the multiple drafts view), it consists in a distributed set of par-
tially conflicting narratives and narrative fragments, with nowhere where
it all comes together for the benefit of the reader.

The relation between earlier and later Dennett

Is the only substantive change between the 1978a and 1991 accounts, that
the determinacy of the contents of consciousness has been given up in the
latter? Does Dennett still believe that a conscious state is one which is
available to linguistic report? I think that he does still believe this, or at
least that he should if he is to be consistent. I think that the 1991 account
is this: consciousness is, as before, defined in terms of availability to
report; but because Dennett no longer thinks there is any short-term
memory store whose function is to make its contents available to report,
he no longer thinks that there is any determinacy attaching to the ques-
tion which contents are available to report (and so to the question which
of the multiple contents are conscious ones).

Let me first focus on the question whether the notion of availability is
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the appropriate one to use in characterising Dennett's 1991 theory of
consciousness. Since conscious contents (or determinately conscious
contents) are said to be those which result from a probe, we need to ask
whether consciousness is a matter of availability to probing, or rather
whether states are only conscious which are reported in response to an
actual probe. The answer, I think, has to be the former, otherwise there is
no scope for indeterminacy. Once a probe has gone out, there must pre-
sumably be a determinate answer to the question whether it has been
answered, and also to the question what the content of that answer was.

Rather, Dennett's view is that conscious contents are those which would
constitute the answer to a probe, if such a probe were to be issued. But
given the complexity of the brain, and the degree of parallel distributed
processing contained within it, whether or not such consciousness-defin-
ing conditionals are true will depend upon the precise timing (down to
micro-seconds) of the probes. If these were to vary even ever so slightly,
then so might the conscious status of the contents in question. Dennett's
view must be that, since the truth-values of the subjunctive and counter-
factual conditionals implicit in the notion of availability may vary depend-
ing upon exactly when and how the subject is probed, there will generally
be no determinate answer to the question which of the various drafts of
experience is conscious.

Crucial to the above interpretation, of course, is the notion of a probe,
which remains notoriously unexplained in Dennett's work. The question
is: is a probe always a request to formulate a linguistic description?
Certainly a probe can be a request for a linguistic description. But is that
all? There is one passage where Dennett might be thought to commit
himself to the idea that a probe can arise from motor control, without any
disposition to give a linguistic report. For in discussing the absent-
minded car-driver example he commits himself to the view that the per-
ceptual information on which the driver acts is conscious throughout,
only not retained in memory - perhaps, it might be suggested, because
probed by the motor control unit (see his 1991, p. 137). But a careful
reading of the passage yields a different interpretation, in fact. For
Dennett emphasises that if the subject had been asked what they were
seeing, they would probably have been able to report at least fragments of
their experience. Now this is not, I think, a good argument - see section
5.2 above. But it does show that, even here, Dennett is still thinking of a
probe as something linguistic.

Moreover, there are good reasons why he cannot allow a probe to
emanate from the motor control unit, or from the demands of action
generally. This is because you don't need higher-order mental states in order
to act. A demand for action might cause fragmentary perceptual
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information about the world to coalesce into a determinate account, but
there is no reason why it should cause higher-order awareness of this per-
ceptual information itself. Yet Dennett himself is eulogistic about higher-
order analyses (except that he thinks it unnecessary to insert any
higher-order beliefbetwecn the conscious mental state and its verbal report;
see his 1991, ch. 10). And he is right to be so, or else he will have to count
blindsighted and sleep-walking perceptual states as conscious (because
acted on), or, like Kirk, he will lose any connection between the conscious
status of a perception and the question of what that experience is like.

I conclude, then, that the multiple drafts theory is essentially similar to
Dennett's earlier (1978a) account of consciousness, in that conscious per-
ception is denned in terms of the availability of perceptual information to
linguistic report. What has changed is that he has dropped the idea of a
special-purpose short-term memory store, whose function is to make per-
ceptual and other information about the system available to linguistic
report. He no longer believes that there is any single such store, with
determinate contents. In its place, there are multiple streams of per-
ceptual information and other forms of cognitive processing in the brain,
some of which may be in conflict with one another. But the idea is still
that which of these streams is conscious depends upon it being accessible
to linguistic report. Only now, on Dennett's present account, there is sup-
posed to be no determinate answer to the question what someone is con-
sciously experiencing or thinking at any given time, since different
fragments from the variety of perceptual streams may become (determi-
nately) conscious depending upon the precise nature and timing of the
probe.

Dennett against the Cartesian Theatre

One argument for the multiple drafts theory of consciousness, then, goes
like this: start with the idea that consciousness consists in availability to
linguistic report; then deny that there is any short-term memory store
whose function is to make its contents available to report - insisting,
rather, that cognitive processing is conducted in parallel streams in spa-
tially distributed regions of the brain; and then point out that which of
these contents emerges in response to a request for a report may depend
upon the precise timing and nature of the probe (just as the results of a
questionnaire or opinion-poll may depend upon its timing, and on the
precise way in which the questions are formulated). In which case sub-
junctive conditionals which are unspecific as to timing and nature (such
as the consciousness-defining conditional, 'M is a state which would be
reported on if circumstances were to demand') will lack any determinate
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truth-values. So consciousness, too, must be indeterminate, if it consists
in availability to report.

Everything turns, then, on Dennett's grounds for rejecting the special-
purpose short-term memory store, postulated in his 1978a. Why does he
no longer believe in it? The answer is that he now thinks that it committed
him to an unacceptable form of 'Cartesian Theatre' conception of
consciousness. But this is where the argument starts to get murky. For
there are three separable strands in Dennett's idea of a Cartesian Theatre,
only two of which are definitely objectionable, in my view. One (closest to
the surface of Dennett's writing) is that there is a single place in the brain
where 'everything comes together', reaching which is definitive of con-
scious status. This idea is almost certainly false, and Dennett is right to
insist, on the contrary, that cognition is spatially distributed.

The second strand in the idea of a 'Cartesian Theatre', is that there is a
level of functional organisation in the brain where everything comes
together - that there is a functionally defined memory store whose con-
tents are the contents of consciousness. Dennett tends to run this
together with the first strand, assuming that both are undermined by the
fact of spatially distributed processing. But this is to miss the point that a
functionally defined memory system might itself be spread out over a
number of different areas of the brain. I shall return to this point in
section 7.7, when defending my reflexive thinking theory against
Dennettian objections.

The third strand in the idea of a 'Cartesian Theatre' has to do with the
representation and experience of time. The idea, here, is that time of con-
scious experience is given simply by time of arrival in the Theatre. So time
is not represented in the brain, but is rather carried by the times of the
representing events. This picture, too, is almost certainly false, and seems
inconsistent with a variety of experimental phenomena (see Dennett and
Kinsbourne, 1992). But as I shall show in section 7.7, it is separable from
either of the above strands. So one can continue to believe in a special-
purpose short-term memory store with determinate contents (which are
therefore determinately conscious) while allowing that time, like every-
thing else, is represented in the brain. In fact, Dennett really has no argu-
ment at all against a functionally defined version of'Cartesian Theatre',
as we shall see more fully in sections 6.7 and 7.7 below.

6.7 Time and indeterminacy

What of Dennett's more explicit arguments for the indeterminacy of the
multiple drafts theory? The main one arises out of a variety of puzzling
temporal phenomena, some only recently experimentally established.
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Consider the colour phi phenomenon, for example, which is the best well
known. If a pair of small coloured spots, one red, one green, separated by
four degrees of visual angle, are briefly illuminated (for 150 micro-
seconds) in rapid succession (with a 50 microsecond interval), a single
spot will seem to the observer to travel from the one place to the other,
changing colour while it moves. The motion is illusory, of course, pro-
duced by the visual system as its way of making the best sense that it can
of the data. Now notice that in order to construct the intervening colour
change from red to green (say), the visual system must already know that
the second spot is to be green. For how, otherwise, would it know what
colour to change the first spot into? But how can this happen without any-
thing as mysterious as precognition or backwards causation? Dennett
considers two types of hypothesis.

The Orwellian hypothesis (so-named after the example of the rewriting of
history in George Orwell's novel, Nineteen Eighty-Four) is that the cogni-
tive system changes its record of its own past conscious states. What
happens, according to this hypothesis, is that the subject is first conscious
of a stationary red light, and then very briefly conscious of a stationary
green light, before an experience of a moving light which changes colour
from red to green is constructed, all memory of the previous experience
being erased. Since the time intervals are so short, there is no way to elicit
from the subject their conscious experience of a stationary green light -
by the time the question has been processed and an answer formulated,
that experience has already been forgotten.

The Stalinesque hypothesis, by contrast, (so-named after the fabrication
of evidence in the Soviet show-trials of the Stalin era) is that the cognitive
system holds back from consciousness the information about the station-
ary red light for long enough for the later green light to be processed, and
for a representation of the intervening motion to be constructed. The
resulting motion of a light which changes colour from red to green is then
displayed in the subject's consciousness. So the subject never was con-
scious of a stationary green light - by the time the green light was con-
sciously experienced, it was experienced as moving. Again, since the time
intervals are so short, we cannot test this hypothesis by asking the subject.

Dennett argues that it is indeterminate whether it is the Orwellian, or
rather the Stalinesque, hypothesis which is correct. Since we cannot test
these hypotheses by asking the subject (and neither, of course, can the
subject test them by introspection), there is no fact of the matter waiting
to be discovered.This is certainly not an intuitive conclusion to draw from
the data, and it seems to presuppose Dennett's own anti-realist (instru-
mentalist or quasi-verificationist) conception of the mental. For the two
hypotheses certainly seem to be distinct, postulating quite different
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mechanisms and processes as underlying conscious experience. If we are
realists about the mental we shall be inclined to think that there is some
fact of the matter, which we may one day find more direct ways of testing.

Consider the Stalinesque hypothesis first, in a little more detail. This
admits of two variants, in fact. The first requires that there be a delay
between the time at which the first spot has been processed, until the time
at which the second spot is processed, in order that those experiences
should be presented to consciousness in a sequence which is both 'filled
in' with motion, and also referred back in time (so there is no subjective
sense of delay). Data from elsewhere suggests that this delay might have
to be somewhere of the order of half a second (see Dennett and
Kinsbourne, 1992). But why should the idea of such a delay be thought to
be so implausible? After all, the function of consciousness (on the reflex-
ive thinking account which I shall defend in Chapter 7, at least) is to
develop flexible strategies of practical reasoning - which has to do, ulti-
mately, with mid- and long-term action control. It would make perfectly
good sense that fast-response control of current action should take place
non-consciously. And, indeed, this is supported by the familiar fact that
skilled activities tend to be interfered with if you try to think about them
at the time, and try to bring them under conscious control at any fine-
grained level of detail.

The second version of the Stalinesque hypothesis would be this: that
the intervening sequence of the motion of the two spots, and the change
of colour, may be constructed while the two stimuli are still being pro-
cessed. This is made possible by the fact that the time intervals involved
mean that the first spot is still being processed by the visual system at the
time when the second spot begins to be, and because the temporal smear
is such that the very same neurological regions of the brain are in fact pro-
cessing both spots at the same - overlapping - time. (I owe this sugges-
tion, and the temporal facts on which it is based, to personal
communication from Kathleen Akins.)

Now let us briefly consider the alternative Orwellian hypothesis, that
the perceptual information about the spots of light goes straight to
consciousness, without any overlap or delay, and that the percept of the
second stationary spot becomes conscious before the motion from the first
to the second does. This, too, admits of two variants. In its original
version, as presented by Dennett, the second spot is experienced as being
stationary before any motion is experienced as occurring, but all memory
of that experience of the second spot is supposed to be erased as soon as
motion is then experienced. But this version equates the time at which the
experience is felt as occurring with the actual time of its occurrence in the
brain. Yet Dennett and Kinsbourne (1992) make a powerful case that
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time, like other phenomena, is represented by the brain, rather than given
by the objective time of occurrence of a mental event. So the times of the
above events will presumably be represented by the brain, as will the felt
sequence of the conscious experiences - with the content of the latter
representation perhaps being driven by the content of the former. But we
can still ask when (objectively) a given conscious experience occurs, which
may be different from when it is felt as occurring. (In my terms, this would
be to ask when a given perceptual content first became available to reflex-
ive thinking. See Chapter 7.)

As a second sort of Orwellian hypothesis, we could thus claim that the
time at which an experience becomes conscious is objective, while allow-
ing that the time at which an experience is felt as occurring may be differ-
ent, forming part of the represented content of the experience. Of course
you could not determine the former (time of conscious experience) by
asking the subject - that will rather give you an answer to the latter (time
as consciously experienced). Its discovery would have to be theoretically
driven. On this alternative account, then, it may be that the conscious
experience of the later spot occurs (objectively) before the motion from the
first spot is filled in, but that the experience of the later spot is felt as occur-
ring after the motion is experienced. Is this coherent? I don't see why not,
and will briefly defend it in relation to reflexive thinking theory in section
7.7. Note that this would still be a version of Orwellian hypothesis, except
that there need be no tampering with memory. Since the times and
sequences of the conscious experiences are represented by the subject,
the fact that the experience of the second spot actually occurred before
the experience of motion is not something which will ever be available to
the subject.

It may be difficult to see how we could ever discover which, if any, of the
four hypotheses sketched above is correct. But they do seem to be distinct
hypotheses. (Some of them differ over whether or not a memory system is
implicated in conscious experience, for example.) So if we are realists
about the mental, we should expect that there will be some fact of the
matter waiting to be discovered. I shall return to discuss the multiple
drafts hypothesis in the next chapter, contrasting it with my own reflexive
thinking theory. For the moment just let me note that, whatever one may
think about such phenomena as colour phi, or the supposed inde-
terminacy between the rival versions of Orwellian and Stalinesque
explanations, these cannot support the much more radical indeterminacy
of the multiple drafts theory.

It is one thing to claim that there are no determinate facts about what is
or is not conscious for finely discriminated temporal intervals, and quite
another thing to claim that there is no unified manifold of conscious
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experience at all - and the former cannot support the latter. It would surely
be possible for someone to allow Dennett the indeterminacy between
Orwellian and Stalinesque explanations of colour phi, but to insist, never-
theless, that perceptual information about less rapidly changing phenom-
ena is routinely integrated into a single, highly complex, manifold of
conscious experience - contrary to what the multiple drafts theory main-
tains. Moreover, Dennett's 1991 theory still faces the problem we raised for
the 1978a account, that it ties the notion of consciousness too closely to
natural language. So we have reason to hope for a better theory.

I shall argue in the next chapter that reflexive thinking theory is to be
preferred to Dennett's account of consciousness, in either its 1978a or its
1991 versions. For the moment I shall focus on the bearing his theories
have on the question of the role of natural language in human cognition.
For we need to consider whether those theories can be recruited by the
lovers of Mentalese to undermine the introspective argument of Chapter
2. Moreover, even if Dennett's views are rejected as accounts of
consciousness in general, they can still be regarded as alternative accounts
of the architecture of human consciousness, to be placed in competition
with my own theory which will be developed in Chapter 8, on the back of
my defence of the reflexive thinking theory in Chapter 7.

6.8 Dennett on the place of language in thought

Dennett's 1978a and 1991 accounts are the only ones of those canvassed
over the last two chapters which might be capable of explaining how we
come to be under a systematic illusion that our conscious thoughts occur
in natural language, thus undermining the argument from introspection
of Chapter 2. For since the dispositions to make reports on our thoughts
are linguistic, it may be suggested that this would give rise to the illusion
that the states reported on are also linguistic. What actually happens when
we engage in a train of verbalised 'thinking', on this account, is merely
that we have a sequence of dispositions to report on the real thinking,
which takes place elsewhere in some other medium. But we naturally
come to confuse our dispositions to report on our thinkings with those
thinkings themselves - hence the introspective illusion.

Now one apparent problem for this suggestion, is that it ought to imply
that we would have a persistent tendency to think that our conscious expe-
riences are linguistic, too. For in their case Dennett's account of their
status as conscious is the same - a conscious experience is one that is
available to verbal report. But we don't have any such tendency. We have
no inclination to think that our perceptual experiences occur in natural
language. But why should this be so, if the proposal above were correct?



i88 6 Consciousness: second (-order) steps

Supposing that neither thoughts nor experiences constitutively involve
natural language, why should we have a persistent tendency to believe
that thoughts do, but no such tendency to believe that experiences do? For
the account of their status as conscious is the same in each case.

The defender of systematic introspective illusion has a ready reply to
this objection, in fact, arising out of the analogue nature of experience as
against the digitalised nature of thought. For it can be said that the reason
why we feel no temptation to believe that our conscious experiences occur
in natural language, although their status as conscious depends upon our
disposition to express them in language, is that we are aware that there is
much more content to them than we could ever hope to express. We are
aware, that is, that our experience has a richness and a continuity in its
graded contents which far outstrips our capacity for linguistic descrip-
tion. Our thoughts, on the other hand, are just as digitalised as the sen-
tences which we use to express them. Indeed, since there often is, one
might suppose, a one-to-one match between our thoughts and the natural
language sentences which we use to express them, it is possible that we
might come to confuse the thought itself with the natural language sen-
tence, a disposition to assert which constitutes the former as conscious.

Now, to say that Dennett's account of consciousness makes a thesis of
systematic introspective illusion possible is quite different from saying that
it makes it inevitable. And in fact there would seem to be two quite distinct
ways in which Dennett can develop his account of the conscious status of
episodic, occurrent, thinkings.

First, he could claim that such thinkings just are dispositions to make
verbal utterances. So when I consciously think to myself, 'The Earth is
getting warmer, so I must use less fuel', what happens is just that I acquire
a temporary disposition to say, 'The Earth is getting warmer, so I must
use less fuel.'The distinctive feature of this first proposal would be that
dispositions to make verbal reports would have, not only a public-rela-
tions, but also an executive, role in the life of the organism. Trains of con-
scious practical reasoning, for example, leading up to a decision or an
action, would consist in sequences of dispositions to make reports (where
these thoughts would have their status as conscious because they are, in
their turn, available to report). On this first account, human conscious
thinkings do constitutively involve natural language, and there is no intro-
spective illusion.

Second, Dennett might claim that the real act of thinking is a process
which underlies, and causes, the disposition to utter a natural-language
sentence, where that process is expressed in Mentalese or some other
medium of representation. This certainly fits with his tendency to speak
of the language faculty in which these dispositions-to-utter are produced
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as being the public-relations unit of the system as a whole. For the public-
relations office in a company or other large organisation will not normally
also be charged with executive control. On the contrary, the public-rela-
tions office publishes whatever information it is told to by the executive,
and often has no more access to the real deliberations and decisions of the
latter than does the general public. On this account, then, the temporary
disposition to say, 'The Earth is getting warmer, so I must use less fuel',
would not itself be part of the cause of my subsequent choice to walk to
work rather than to drive. Rather, it would itself be caused by some
underlying event which partly causes me to make that choice.

Thejoycean machine

Which of the above theories does Dennett himself endorse? It seems plain
that his 1978a presents a version of the latter hypothesis, since the cogni-
tive unit, dispositions to make verbal reports in which are constitutive of
consciousness, outputs only in the form of speech and writing. In his
1991, however, the situation is more complex. For on the one hand,
Dennett continues to think of our episodic verbalisations as a form of
public-relations activity. But on the other hand, we are told that this
stream of verbalisation constitutes a new kind of virtual machine in the
computer which is the human brain (p. 210). It is said to be a sequential,
sentence-based, program running in a connectionist, highly parallel,
computer-architecture (p. 218) - a Joycean machine, in fact. This suggests
that our internal verbalisations constitute a new form of cognition - not
quite an executive system, exactly, but certainly something which plays
more role in human cognition as a whole than mere public relations.

Similarly, we are told that human consciousness is created when the
human brain becomes colonised, as a result of enculturation and
communication, by memes - that is, by ideas, or concepts, acquired both
with and through language (1991, pp. 210 and 219). Again the natural
interpretation of this idea (which is, notice, a variant on the Standard
Social Science Model, or Whorfian conception of the acquisition and
function of language), is that these memes are carried by natural-lan-
guage expressions, and that their role in this new form of (conscious)
cognition results from the ways in which these sentences act and react in
the brain.

I do not propose to pursue these interpretative issues any further. For
my main aim here is not to understand and interpret Dennett's philoso-
phy, as such, but rather to see whether we can extract from his writing a
view which could be put to work in the service of Fodor. Of course it is
also true that if the account just sketched of his 1991 position is correct,
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then Dennett presents us with an alternative, language-involving, archi-
tecture for conscious cognition, which would rule out Fodor's claim that
all thinking is conducted in Mentalese, just as I myself aim to do. This
would give our inner verbalisations something like the executive function
of thought, but within the framework of multiple drafts theory, as
opposed to that of the reflexive thinking theory to be developed in the
next chapter. But this is not a promising strategy of argument for anyone
to adopt against Fodor, since Dennett's 1991 account brings with it too
much anti-realist and anti-nativist baggage to stand a chance of convinc-
ing anyone who, like Fodor, is both a realist and a nativist about much of
the structure of human cognition. And since my own sympathies are with
Fodor on these matters, I aim to reach a language-involving account of
human conscious cognition by means of a rather different route. (Recall
from the Introduction that I aim to defend a version of the cognitive
conception of language without having to embrace any aspect of the
Whorfian Standard Social Science Model.)

Another way to put the point, is that much of the argument over the
next two chapters will be devoted to showing, both that the common-
sense construal of the introspective data can be grounded in my reflexive
thinking theory of consciousness, and that reflexive thinking theory pro-
vides us with a better framework for deliberating about consciousness
than does Dennett's multiple drafts theory. So I shall take it that common
sense is preferable to Dennett's competing explanation of the Joycean
machine. Moreover, as a dialectical point in my debate with Fodor, if he is
forced to choose between the two he should prefer the reflexive thinking
architecture to Dennett's Joycean machine, since a great deal more of
common-sense psychology is preserved in the former, and since the
former sits better with his modularist and nativist assumptions.

In fact Dennett himself is no friend of Mentalese. But my question is
whether the lovers of Mentalese can take over just enough of Dennett's
theories to undermine the argument from introspection of Chapter 2, and
to defend the view that all thinking occurs in Mentalese. (I thus propose
to marry Fodor to Dennett, just as in Chapter 3 I married Fodor to
Searle. Luckily there is no such thing as intellectual bigamy.) The main
task here, as I see it, is to explain why, if our episodic verbalisations are the
activity of a mere public relations unit, that unit continues to function when
there are no public reports to be issued. What would be the point? Why
should it continually be producing reports which are never issued (and in
circumstances in which it is known that they cannot be issued, indeed,
since much of our inner verbalisation goes on when we know ourselves to
be alone)? Why would such a system have evolved to operate in the way
that it does?
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The DennettlFodor hybrid

We can find in Dennett's 1991 the following proposal. This is that inner
verbalisation evolved from overt verbalisation, as a way of broadcasting
information to different - previously unconnected - parts of the cognitive
system. (So the public relations unit of the company also has the function
of keeping different company departments informed about one another.)
Dennett supposes that the cognition of pre-verbal hominids would have
consisted of a great many more-or-less discrete dedicated processors,
each charged with the execution of particular tasks (1991, p. 188). Some
of these processors would have been connected to one another, so as to
enable them to pool information, and to co-operate in solving novel or
particularly demanding problems. But many of them would have been
inaccessible to one another, closed off to the operations of the others, and
having no direct access to each other's outputs.

Dennett then proposes that when these hominids began to acquire lan-
guage, they would have swiftly discovered that by asking themselves overt
questions, they could elicit by way of an answer information which they
did not know that they had. That is, two (or more) mutually inaccessible
sub-systems would have learned to exchange information extra-cranially,
provided that each had independent access to the input/output systems of
speech and hearing (1991, p. 196). These hominids would then have
swiftly discovered that the very same 'good trick' could be executed intra-
cranially, by means of inner, imagined, vocalisation. And this continues to
be its function today. The role of inner vocalisation is not an executive
one, as such (indeed, there is no central executive, on Dennett's story);
rather, it enables otherwise unconnected parts of the brain to communi-
cate with one another. The stream of inner verbalisation serves somewhat
like a central bulletin board, in something like Baars' (1988) sense - mes-
sages broadcast there by any of the many different cognitive sub-systems
can thereby reach other sub-systems which would otherwise be inaccess-
ible to them.

This is, I believe, the only proposal to be found in Dennett's work
which gives inner verbalisation an important intra-cognitive function
(sufficiently important to explain why we do so much of it, that is)
without yet according those verbalisations the (executive) role of thought.
Here inner verbalisation serves, not as any sort of central executive, but
rather as an inner bulletin board, enabling the various sub-systems
charged with the control of different aspects of our cognition to commu-
nicate with one another. And these sub-systems might then do their
thinking in Mentalese, just as Fodor has maintained.

It seems to me that the dialectical situation favours my own position, to



192 6 Consciousness: second (-order) steps

be developed over the next two chapters. For the Dennett/Fodor hybrid
we have constructed on the latter's behalf would involve giving up many
of his cherished beliefs about the mind. In particular, it would involve
giving up the belief that there is really such a thing as the central execu-
tive. And it would, moreover, involve Fodor in having to accept that there
is little or no innate cognitive structure corresponding to what we mis-
takenly think of as central cognitive processes. (For remember, the pro-
posal is that inner verbalisation acts merely as an inner bulletin board,
subserving communication between specialised processors. It will be the
latter which control various forms of action and cognition in their respec-
tive domains.) If Fodor is forced to choose, as I think he is, between giving
up these beliefs and giving up his claim that all thinking is conducted in
Mentalese, then he should surely choose the latter.

On a more detailed level, too, it can be seen that the Dennett/Fodor
hypothesis is a poor one. For it makes predictions about the phenomenol-
ogy of inner speech which are quite wrong. If the function of inner speech
were to serve as an inner bulletin board, communicating between special-
ist sub-processors, then one would expect the stream of inner speech to
consist of a series of question-and-answer sequences - 'Does anyone
know where we are?'; 'In front of the Botanical Gardens'; 'Why are we
here?'; 'It is time to go home, and this is the way home'; 'What is that
sound behind me?'; 'A car approaching'; and so on. Equally, one would
expect the stream of inner speech to skip around all over the place, flitting
from topic to topic as one specialist processor after another competes for
space on the central bulletin board.

Now sometimes, admittedly, this is what we find. Sometimes we do ask
ourselves questions, and sometimes our inner speech jumps from topic to
topic with no apparent direction or rationale, especially when we are
mentally relaxed or day-dreaming. But sometimes, at least, it is not at all
like this. Sometimes the sequence of inner speech can have the form of a
piece of practical or theoretical reasoning, for example. If inner speech
consisted in the attempts of different specialist sub-systems to communi-
cate with others, then it would be little short of a miracle that it should
ever take the form of a piece of practical reasoning, as if it were the broad-
cast of a single executive system!

Is there any refuge for the Dennett/Fodor thesis to be had in the
Dennettian claim that much of the stream of consciousness need not be
determinately conscious - only becoming so when it is itself actually
probed? Perhaps many of the questions and intervening broadcast-state-
ments remain only indeterminately conscious, and what we are actually
aware of is a selection from the total stream, rendered determinately con-
scious in response to second-order probing? It is hard to see how this
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could really help. For if the second-order probe takes the form, 'What is
occurring in the stream of inner speech right now?', then what we could
get would still be a higgledy-piggledy selection from the wider set. And
even if the second-order probes are always generated by some specialist
sub-system with a particular interest in mind, so that the questions take
the form, 'What is happening in the stream of inner speech right now
about X?% it would still be a miracle that the replies should take the form
of a coherent argument or coherent sequence of thought. For, by hypoth-
esis, the stream of inner speech is itself produced by a set of sub-systems
trying to communicate with, and obtain information from, one another;
and rational argument is not the normal form of information-exchange.

So far, then, the common-sense construal of inner verbalisation
(namely, that such verbalisation is a form of thinking) has survived
comparison with the competition. There only remain the proposals
briefly canvassed in section 3.5, that inner verbalisation serves as an aid to
memory, or as an aid to self-criticism. These will be returned to and dis-
cussed at some length in section 8.3. First, I shall develop my reflexive
thinking theory of consciousness in Chapter 7, and then show (in section
8.1) how it can underpin the common-sense construal of inner verbalisa-
tion.

Summary

In this chapter I have argued, on a variety of grounds, that a number of
proposed higher-order thought theories of consciousness are inadequate.
At the same time, many positive suggestions have emerged. These will be
put to work in the chapter that follows, where I shall develop and defend
my reflexive thinking theory of consciousness. Moreover, and just as
importantly given the purpose of this book, I have argued that Dennett
has failed to provide any viable account of the role of natural language in
cognition which could undermine the introspective argument of
Chapter 2.



A reflexive thinking theory of consciousness

In this chapter I shall present, elucidate, and defend my own proposal on
the nature of consciousness, which I call the reflexive thinking (RT) theory.
This theory will then be put to work in the chapter which follows, where I
shall argue that human conscious thinking, at least, essentially involves
public language. Since I claim that RT theory provides a better frame-
work for considering the nature of consciousness than does Dennett's
multiple drafts theory, I shall also maintain that the eventual result is a
more plausible account of the role of natural language in human cogni-
tion than is Dennett's hypothesis of the 'Joycean machine'.

7.1 Reflexive thinking theory

I propose that consciousness is constituted by an accessibility-relation to
occurrent thinkings, where those thinkings are conscious in turn (that is,
where they are regularly made available to further occurrent thinkings,
which are, if they occur, in turn made available to yet further thinkings,
and so on). Conscious experiences, in particular, are those which are
available to acts of thinking which are reflexively available to further thinkings.
Conscious occurrent thinkings - conscious acts of wondering-whether,
judging-that, supposing-that, and the like - are those which are made
available to further, indefinitely reflexive, thinking. And conscious (dormant)
beliefs and desires are those which are apt to emerge as such reflexively
available thinkings. Let me now work through some examples of each of
these three categories of conscious state (namely, perception, occurrent
thinking, and standing-state thought), by way of illustration.

What makes my perception of a glass on the desk to be conscious, on
this account, is the fact that perceptual information about the glass is
held in a short-term memory store whose function is to make that
information available to conscious thinkings - where those thinkings are
conscious, too, in virtue of a record of each one of them being fed back,
reflexively, to the same (or similar) short-term memory store to be avail-
able to be thought about in turn. When I consciously perceive the glass,
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my perceptual state makes it possible for me to entertain indexical
thoughts about the glass (for example, 'That glass is nearly empty'), and
also thoughts about my experience of the glass (for example, 'It seems to
me rather as if that glass were made of plastic') - where these thoughts, if
they were to occur, would themselves be conscious ones.

What makes an occurrent thought (for example, my occurrent judge-
ment that the glass is nearly empty) to be conscious, on this account, is
that it is made available to further thought through the operation of a
regular feed-back loop whose function is to make such thoughts available
to yet further thoughts. So I can entertain a thought (for example,' That
glass is nearly empty'), think about what I have just thought (for example,
'Why am I thinking about the glass when I should be writing?'), think
about that thought in turn (for example, 'But thoughts like that don't
actually help to get me writing'), and so on indefinitely, in principle. (Of
course it would be rare for these reflexive embeddings to go more than
one or two deep in reality; but the potential must be there, according to
the RT account.)

Finally, what makes a standing-state thought (for example, my belief
that my sister was born on the 4th of July) to be conscious, on this
account, is that it is disposed to emerge as an act of occurrent conscious
thinking with the very same content. So what constitutes my belief as a
conscious one, is that I am apt to think to myself, in suitable circum-
stances, 'Ann was born on the 4th of July' (note, a propositional episode
with the very same content as the dormant, standing-state, belief) - where
this act, in turn, is available for me to think about in acts of thinking which
would be made available for me to think about, in virtue of the regular,
reflexive, feed-back mechanisms constitutive of conscious thinking. This
is why the most basic way of discovering whether or not you believe that P
is to ask yourself, 'Is it the case that P?', and to accept that you do believe
it if you find yourself inclined to answer, 'Yes' (see section 6.4 above) - it is
because a conscious belief that P is one which is apt to emerge in the con-
scious occurrent judgement that P.

The basic structure of the RT theory may be represented in the form of
a box-diagram, as in Figure 2. On this account, perceptual information, of
varying degrees of complexity and abstractness, is fed into two (or more)
short-term memory stores, labelled C (conscious) and N (non-conscious),
whose function is to make that information available to various kinds of
thinking and practical reasoning. In the case of non-conscious percep-
tion, perceptual information about the world (and about the agent's own
body), in N, is made available to be integrated with the agent's non-con-
sciously activated (not presently reflexively available) beliefs and goals, so
as to determine detailed, action-guiding intentions. This, I hypothesise, is
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Figure 2 Reflexive thinking theory

what happens in the examples of absent-minded driving, of sleep-
walking, and of blindsight.

Notice that there is an arrow back up from non-conscious thinking to
N, representing that a record of each thought-content is retained in
memory, to be re-employed at a later stage in the reasoning process if nec-
essary. This is there in the model because any reasoning system of any
complexity would have to keep at least a brief record of its own earlier
thoughts. Drawing a conclusion from a combination of two premises, for
example, takes time, and so the contents of those premises would have to
be retained in memory long enough after their initial activation for them
to achieve their effects. I shall return to this point again in section 7.3
below.

In the case of conscious experience, perceptual information, in C, is
made available to reflexive thinking, and to be integrated into the control
of action. This information is made available in dual mode (hence the
double arrow up from C). That is, the perceptual information is available
not only in respect of what it is a perception of, but also in respect of it
being such a perception. It is not just the content of the experience, but
also the fact that such an experience is occurring, which is available to
reflexive thinking, when it is conscious.

The double arrow down to C is there to represent the reflexive struc-
ture of conscious thinking. I propose that a brief record of everything
which we consciously think is passed to a short-term memory store
(probably, but not necessarily, the same as the one involved in conscious
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experience) whose function is to make what we have thought, and the fact
that we have thought it, available to be thought about in turn - and it is in
virtue of this fact that those acts of thinking are conscious, according to
the theory.

These double arrows up to and down from C presuppose, of course,
that reflexive thinking has available to it the concepts of perception and
thought (among others) which it can bring to bear on the contents of C.
Since these concepts are embedded in, and presuppose, a common-sense
theory of the structure and functioning of the mind (see Chapter 1), I
have included in Figure 2 a box for theory of mind, with access-relations
to reflexive thinking. Whether this should be conceived of as a fully-
fledged and innate module (albeit a central one, operating upon concep-
tual rather than perceptual inputs - see Smith andTsimpli, 1995, ch. 5), or
whether it should be thought of as developing from a substantive innate
basis of domain-specific constraints and attention-biases (see Karmiloff-
Smith, 1992), is not something that I need to take a stand on here.

It is important to note that the double arrows up from C and down
from reflexive thinking do not represent dual channels of informational
transfer or accessibility. As will become clearer in section 7.4 below, the
hypothesis is not that two separate sets of perceptual information are
made available to conscious thinking - namely, information about the
world, and information about my perception of the world. Rather, it is the
reflexive thinking faculty's capacity to think about the perceptual
information in C in two ways (in terms of its content, and in terms of its
occurrence) which constitutes the dual access. Similarly, there are not
two separate records of each conscious thought passed back down to C
from reflexive thinking. Rather, a record of each conscious thought is
mandatorily passed to C, and again it is the capacity of the reflexive think-
ing faculty to think about those thoughts in two ways (in respect of their
content, and in respect of their occurrence) which constitutes the dual
access upwards to reflexive thinking once again.

Consonant with the above points, indeed, I do not intend the provision
of separate boxes for C and for reflexive thinking in Figure 2 to entail a
commitment to the separate existence of the two systems. It may well be,
that is, that reflexive thinking takes place within the very short-term
memory store which also holds perceptual information in such a way as to
make it available to such thinking. It may be that consciousness involves
two separate memory systems - a dedicated short-term perceptual
memory store, and a working-memory system which supports reflexive
thinking - or it may be that there is just one memory system which per-
forms both tasks. It would certainly be of some interest to seek empirical
data to resolve the difference between these two hypotheses in the case of
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human beings. But the status of RT theory itself would be unaffected by
the outcome.

7.2 Contrasts and advantages

The theory of consciousness embodied in Figure 2 is similar to the fourth
of the higher-order thought theories considered in Chapter 6 (in section
6.4). For here, too, consciousness is defined in terms of availability to con-
scious thinking, where it is crucial to the account that the thinking in ques-
tion can be higher-order (that is, involving thoughts about experience, or
thoughts about thought). So we can still avoid the Williamson-type
counter-examples to the third of the higher-order thought theories (see
section 6.3). Because conscious thought is required to be available to con-
scious higher-order thought, according to RT theory, there is no problem
raised by the existence of cases where someone displays non-conscious
higher-order awareness of a first-order thought without that thought
thereby being conscious. But there are two main differences from Theory
4, each of which is to the advantage of RT theory.

First, the provision of a reflexive feed-back loop down to C explains how
a mental state can be conscious in virtue of its availability to conscious
thought, where the account of the conscious status of the latter is (recur-
sively) exactly the same. By hypothesis, each thought which is entertained
by the reflexive thinking faculty is briefly held in memory in such a way as
to be available to be thought about in turn; and those further thoughts, if
they were to occur, would be made available in the same way to yet
further thought; and so on indefinitely. There is no mystery here.

Second, on the RT account - in contrast with the account provided in
Theory 4 - standing-state beliefs and desires do not attain their status as
conscious in virtue of their disposition to produce a second-order belief in
their own existence. Rather, they attain that status because (and if) they
are apt to emerge in conscious occurrent judgements with the same con-
tents. (This is how the arrow from belief to reflexive thinking in Figure 2 is
to be interpreted.) It is only these latter events, in turn, which are con-
scious in virtue of being apt to cause a belief in their own occurrence, via
the reflexive feed-back loop to C. RT theory only goes second-order at
the second level, as it were.

The account embodied in Figure 2 is also very similar to Dennett's
1978a theory (on which, indeed, it was modelled). But there are two main
differences, each of which is, again, to the advantage of RT theory. First,
on the RT account the conscious status of an event or state is defined in
terms of its accessibility to (conscious) thinking, rather than in terms of its
accessibility to linguistic report. Indeed, nothing whatever is said about
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the need for language in the RT model (a point I shall shortly return to).
Second, the thinkings in question, unlike Dennett's dispositions to make
reports, are charged with some executive control in the life and cognition
of the organism. Hence the arrow from reflexive thinking to the motor-
control system - it is, at least sometimes, because of the things which we
consciously think, that we go on to think and act as we do.

The diagram in Figure 2 needs to be made a good deal more compli-
cated, of course, in various ways. To begin with, there should also be boxes
for (standing-state) desire and intention, with arrows leading to reflexive
thinking to represent that these states are conscious in virtue of being dis-
posed to emerge in conscious thinkings with the same content (and in the
appropriate mood, of course - a standing-state desire that P is apt to
emerge in thoughts of the form, 'Would that P!', or, 'If only P!', or, 'It
would be good if P'; a standing-state intention that P is apt to emerge in
thoughts of the form, 'I shall make it the case that P', or, 'I am to make it
true that P').The boxes for belief, desire, and intention would also need
to be provided with arrows to non-conscious thinking, if beliefs and
desires which are available to consciousness can sometimes be activated
non-consciously. For, as we noted in section 5.2, it is likely that beliefs and
desires very often become activated without emerging in conscious think-
ings at the time.

In addition to the above, there would need to be added to the model
further belief and desire boxes with arrows only to non-conscious think-
ing, if there are beliefs and desires which are inaccessible to conscious-
ness, as Freudian theories postulate, for example. We should also need to
find a place in the model for emotion, and for the relations between per-
ception, thought, and long-term memory; and so on. But these matters
may safely be left to one side. (For some fruitful suggestions, see Henry
Wellman's excellent flow-chart of our common-sense model of the organ-
isation of the mind in his 1990, p. 109.) For our task is only to sketch those
aspects of the structure of cognition which are directly relevant to the
characterisation of consciousness.

The theory given here, like Dennett's 1978a account discussed in
section 6.5 above, can explain the distinction between conscious and non-
conscious phenomena while avoiding all the difficulties inherent in the
various forms of Armstrong-type (higher-order thought) accounts. But,
unlike Dennett's, it does not tie consciousness to natural language, either
by definition or by natural necessity. So the Stalnaker Martians can come
out as conscious, on the RT account, provided that their cognition is so
structured that their experiences and thoughts are regularly made avail-
able to acts of thinking which are, in turn, made available to further think-
ing. This is, I think, to the advantage of the present proposal.
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The RT account also has the further advantage over Dennett's 1978a,
of allowing that the evolution of consciousness may have had value for
survival independent of its use in self-reporting, by providing the organ-
ism with an indefinitely improvable problem solving capability. A faculty
of reflexive thinking would get us the ability to think about, and hence
modify and improve upon, our own thoughts and patterns of thinking on
a regular basis. This is, surely, at the very heart of human adaptability and
success, quite apart from any advantages which may accrue from
communication. By thinking about what we have just thought, we are able
to assess our thoughts for truth, plausibility, and appropriateness. And by
thinking about the manner in which we have just been trying to think
about a problem, we can sometimes see the possibility, or the need, of
approaching it differently. To coin a slogan (albeit an ugly one): meta-
access breeds hyper-flexibility.

This is not to deny that non-conscious thought can be flexible, of
course. Indeed, all propositional thinking brings a degree of flexibility and
adaptability to the organisms which enjoy it. And if the point made in
section 5.2 was sound, concerning the non-conscious status of much cre-
ative thinking, then it would seem that non-conscious thinking, in the
human case at least, can be genuinely innovative. I do not intend to deny
these points. But a capacity for reflexive thinking gets you, in addition, the
ability to reflect on, think about, and systematically assess and criticise,
your own patterns of thinking and reasoning. There is, surely, every
reason to think that this capacity would have brought further adaptive
advantages.

Indeed, we can also begin to see how consciousness might have evolved,
on the above account. The proposal will be elaborated for the human case
in the next chapter, but basically there appear to be two necessary ingre-
dients, in general. The first prerequisite for consciousness would have
been a theory of mind, or folk-psychology (presumably innate, or having a
substantial innate basis; perhaps somewhat similar to that arguably pos-
sessed by chimpanzees today - see Byrne and Whiten, 1988; but see also
Povinelli, 1996).This would provide the concepts of belief, desire, intention,
and experience which are to be used self-ascriptively within the model.
Then, second, a kind of feed-back loop would need to be added to the
relationship between experience and main decision making, so that what
has just been thought or decided is then available to be thought about in
turn. Each of these steps may have had independent value in survival; and
we can, I shall argue, at least begin to understand what structures might
instantiate them in human beings.

There is a final point of contrast to be made, this time with Dennett's
1991 theory. Since the RT theory proposes a determinate short-term
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memory store, C, functionally denned by its relation to reflexive thinking,
it will generally be determinate whether or not a given mental state is con-
scious. Roughly speaking, either that state is in C, or it is not (with
perhaps some scope for vagueness at the margins, particularly for finely
discriminated temporal intervals). So, according to the RT theory, and in
contrast with the multiple drafts theory, it will generally be determinate
whether or not any given experience or thought is a conscious one. This is,
I believe, to the advantage of the former. For whatever one might think
about phenomena such as colour phi, it is very hard to believe that there
are no determinate truths about my conscious experiences and thought-
processes, independently of my actual dispositions to report them.
However, I shall return, in section 7.7 below, to consider whether my own
theory, in turn, is vulnerable to the charge of endorsing an unacceptable
form of'CartesianTheatre' conception of consciousness.

In most of what remains of this chapter I shall attempt to defend the RT
theory of consciousness against various kinds of objection. But first, in
the next section, I propose to say rather more about the distinction
between conscious and non-conscious thinking. For, while the account of
conscious thinking gains plausibility from being embedded within a
broader theory of consciousness in general, it is that account in particular
which is necessary to the argument of Chapter 8 - and, indeed, to the
argument of this book as a whole.

7.3 Conscious versus non-conscious thinking

Notice, to begin with, that it is not enough to constitute an occurrent
thought as a conscious one that the thinker should have access to what
they have just thought. Any reasoning system of any complexity would
have to keep some record of its own earlier processes, so as to make use of
an earlier premise or conclusion, or so as to conditionalise on an earlier
assumption, for example. (This is the reason for the single arrow back up
from non-conscious thinking to N in Figure 2 above.) Thus, any system
capable of deriving the conclusion Q from the pair of premises Pand (?D
(PD Q)), must be able to hold onto the first premise for long enough to
be able to re-use it in connection with the embedded conditional, follow-
ing the first step of modus ponens, so as to derive the conclusion Q. But this
need not involve any sort of meta-representation - to remember an earlier
thought is not necessarily to represent that it was thought. What is dis-
tinctive of conscious thinking, on my view, is that thinkers should also
have access to the fact that certain thoughts occurred in certain
sequences, involving meta-representations of their own earlier occurrent
thoughts.



Note also, that, while it is essential to conscious thinking that we should
be capable of thinking about what we have just thought, and the fact that
we have just thought it, it is not necessary that we should have access to
the way in which we thought it. For I do not believe that it is essential to
consciousness as such, that conscious thinking should involve access to,
and the possibility of thought about, the forms as well as the contents and
the occurrences of our thoughts. It may be that this is, of natural neces-
sity, an ingredient in the structure of human consciousness, as I shall
propose in the next chapter. But it is possible (both naturally and concep-
tually) that there should be kinds of conscious cognition which lack it.

I no longer believe, as I once did (1992b), that an organism's access to
the forms of its own occurrent thoughts is a necessary ingredient in any
kind of reflexive (conscious) thinking. For there might possibly be organ-
isms which can have thoughts about their own recent thinkings, on a
regular basis, but specified by content rather than by mode of expression.
And I can see no grounds for denying that their thoughts would, in conse-
quence, be conscious ones. We can even see how the underlying mecha-
nisms might be constructed, I believe.

Suppose that thinking that P were constituted by entertaining, in
appropriate mode, some sentence'S' (of Mentalese, as it might be) which
means that P. Then you could imagine a mechanism which operated by
semantic ascent, so that the occurrence of'S' in the belief mode would
automatically cause the creature to be disposed to think, 'I have just
thought that S' (or rather its Mentalese equivalent; where this would, by
hypothesis, be the same as thinking that it has just entertained the
thought that P). But this would happen without the creature having any
awareness of, or mode of access to, the fact that the sentence'S' was used
in the expression of the original belief. I do not believe that this is how we
have access to our own recent thoughts, as will emerge in the next
chapter. But it is, surely, a real possibility - it might, for example, be how
the Stalnaker Martians would have access to their thoughts, and I do not
think we would want to deny, merely on that basis, that their thoughts
were really conscious ones.

I have made the point that conscious thinking must involve more that
mere access to the contents of previous thoughts; and also that it could
involve less than full access to the forms in which those thoughts are enter-
tained. Rather, conscious thinking requires us to have access to the con-
tents and the occurrences of our acts of thinking, just as RT theory proposes.
I shall now make the point that the kind of access required must be non-
inferential. Or, more strictly (since it is at least arguable that any kind of
cognitive access will involve sub-personal inferences of one sort or
another), I shall argue that conscious thinking should not involve the kind
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of interpretative access to our own thoughts which we have to the thoughts
of other people. It is possible that our access to our own previous con-
scious thoughts may involve sub-personal computations and inferences,
as Alison Gopnik, for example, has argued (1993). But I claim that this
access is not of the kind that we have to the thoughts of other people (or
sometimes to the thoughts of our own past selves) when we successfully
ascribe thoughts to them in such a way as to provide the best available
interpretation of their actions.

As we noted in section 5.2 above, it is likely that beliefs and desires can
very often become activated without emerging in conscious thinkings at
the time. If so, then it will follow that attributing reasons to ourselves,
even in relation to the very recent past, is often a matter of highly fallible
self-interpretation. This has, to my mind, been convincingly demon-
strated by a wide variety of experimental studies in which subjects offer
explanations of their own recent actions which are wildly at variance with
the known facts. (See Nisbett and Wilson, 1977, Nisbett and Ross, 1980,
Wilson et ah, 1981, Wilson and Stone, 1985, and Wilson, 1985.) I will
discuss some of these cases rather more fully in section 8.3 below. But, for
example, if subjects are asked to choose from an array of identical items
(shirts, say) identically presented, they will generally show a marked
preference for items from the right-hand side of the display. But if asked
to explain their choice, subjects will not mention position, but will rather
say things like, 'It was made of better quality cloth', or, 'It was a nicer
shade of colour.'

These explanations are plainly confabulated after the fact. (Remember,
there was really no difference at all between the items in question.) My
account of what happens in such cases will be this: lacking conscious
access to the thoughts which actually determined their choice, subjects
are forced to self-interpret, ascribing thoughts to themselves in such a way
as to explain their action, just as they would if the action were that of
another person. And it may be that many of the occurrent thoughts which
people are ordinarily prepared to ascribe to themselves (normally rather
more reliably than this, no doubt) are of this same non-conscious variety.
Preparedness to self-ascribe an occurrent thought is thus no guarantee
that the thought in question was consciously activated.

Still, my claim is that we do sometimes have access to our thinkings and
reasonings which is non-inferential, at least in the sense that it is not a
matter of self-interpretation - namely, when they take place as occurrent
events within the reflexive thinking faculty. That is to say, at least some-
times our thinkings are formulated in such a way that a brief record of
their occurrence is maintained in the short-term memory store C, whose
function is to make them available, reflexively, to further conscious think-



204 7 Reflexive thinking theory

ing. And it is only in such cases that the thoughts in question count as
conscious, according to RT theory. Moreover, it is in such cases (and
perhaps only in such cases) that our access to our own recent thinkings is
pretty solidly reliable. When our occurrent thinkings are reflexively avail-
able (and hence conscious) we do not have to self-ascribe them on the
basis of an interpretation of our own behaviour (and/or of our other
mental states); rather, they are already there, in C, available to thought.

Notice that the distinction drawn here, between two very different ways
in which occurrent thoughts can be self-ascribed (through self-interpre-
tation, and through reflexive availability), gives me the materials with
which to reply to one of the points made against the argument from intro-
spection of Chapter 2. This was the point that we are often aware of our
occurrent thoughts without being aware of any sentence figuring in
imagination as the vehicle of the thought (see section 2.4). My reply is to
distinguish between those cases where we are genuinely (reflexively)
aware of what we have just thought, and those cases which are super-
ficially similar in the sense that we are very swiftly prepared to self-ascribe a
thought, but where the self-ascription is made on the basis of a self-inter-
pretation. It is only in the former kind of case that the thoughts in ques-
tion count as conscious, on the present account; and it is only in the
former kind of case that there necessarily is, in the case of human
beings, an intimate connection with public language, as I shall argue in
Chapter 8.

7.4 Objections and elucidations

The RT theory faces a number of objections. First, it might be claimed
that the theory must founder on a version of the cognitive overload
problem, raised in relation to the second of the four second-order theories
of consciousness considered in the last chapter (see 6.2). For if the per-
ceptual information in the memory-store C has to be made available to
reflexive thinking in dual mode - first in respect of the content of the per-
ception, and second in respect of the occurrence of that perception - then
does that not mean that the system would have to form a complete meta-
representation of everything which is consciously experienced? When I
perceive a complex scene, on this suggestion, would there not first have to
be a complex representation of all the perceived details of that scene, and
then an equally complex meta-representation of the fact that all of those
details are experienced? And is this not, on empirical grounds, immensely
implausible?

Indeed, it is implausible. But I believe that such an extra level of repre-
sentational complexity is simply not needed on the RT account. For the
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very same perceptual states which represent the world to us (or the condi-
tions of our own bodies) can at the same time represent the fact that those
aspects of the world (or of our bodies) are being perceived. It is the fact
that the faculty of reflexive thinking to which experiences are made avail-
able can make use of them in dual mode which turns those experiences into
dual-mode representations; there do not actually have to be two phys-
ically distinct sets of representations to carry the two sets of perceptual
information. This means, notice, that it is quite wrong to think of intro-
spection on the model of external perception - for on the RT account
there certainly do not have to be inner detectors of our conscious percep-
tions, acting somewhat like sense-organs to create a distinct meta-repre-
sentation of the latter.

Compare the following: one and the same photograph of a portrait
painting - the Mona Lisa, say - is a dual representation, both of the origi-
nal sitter and of the portrait itself. This is so in virtue of the fact that it can
be used by us in two different ways, depending on our purposes and inter-
ests. It can be used, first, as a representation of the sitter, so that we may
gather from it information about that woman's appearance, wonder what
she may have been thinking when in the pose captured by the artist, and
so on. Then, second, the photograph can be used as a representation of
the portrait itself, so that we can gather from it information about the
artist's style, marvel at the deftness of his brush-strokes, and such like.
The way in which it represents, on any given occasion, depends upon the
use which is made of it by the viewer - that is, upon the nature and powers
of the 'consumer-system', as Ruth Millikan would put it (see her 1984).

Similarly in the case of perceptual representations, in my view: it is the
fact that perceptual information is present to a system which is capable of
discriminating between, and making judgements about, those perceptual
states as such which constitutes those states as second-order representa-
tions of experience, as well as first-order representations of the world (or
of states of the body). To put the point in terms of RT theory: when per-
ceptual information about the glass on the desk (say) is held in the short-
term memory store C, the subject is capable of making judgements,
grounded in that experience, either about the glass, or about their experi-
ence of the glass. And it is in virtue of this fact that the subject's per-
ceptual representation is at the same time a meta-representation of its
own occurrence. Put somewhat more abstractly and generally: it is
because the subject's perceptual state can ground judgements like,' That
experience may be delusory', as well as judgements like, 'That glass is
nearly empty', that the subject is aware of their own perceptual state, as
well as being aware of the state of the world which it represents. So there
is, I maintain, no problem of cognitive overload on the RT account.
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(Notice that I have here, once again, committed myself to some form of
functional-role semantics, of the sort discussed in Chapter 4. For I have
claimed that the content of a representation depends, at least in part,
upon the further use which is made of that representation within a cogni-
tive system - what inferences it may engage in, what further judgements it
may lead to, and so on. It would only be an adherence to some form of
pure co-variance semantics which would warrant the claim that RT
theory has to be committed to a double layer of distinct representational
states, and so which would mean that the theory runs foul of the cognitive
overload problem.)

Another objection parallels the one levelled against the third of the
second-order theories of consciousness considered in the last chapter (see
6.3) .The objection in this case is that my account analyses what is, in fact,
a categorical state - a conscious experience - into dispositional terms;
since I claim, namely, that perceptual information is made available to
thinking which is regularly made available to further thinking. But my
reply to this is the same as before. Whenever there is a conscious experi-
ence there will be a categorical state present, on the RT account. For the
perceptual information is really there, active and occurrent, in the short-
term memory store C. It is merely that this store is functionally defined by
its availability-relations with reflexive thinking.

The next objection cannot be dealt with quite so swiftly. It is this: that
there could surely be reflexive thinking which was wow-conscious - in
which case, the fact that an occurrent thought is of a type which is regu-
larly made available to further thought cannot be a sufficient condition
for it to count as a conscious one. It might be claimed, for example, that
there could be all kinds of different levels within human cognition where
these sorts of reflexive, feed-back, loops occur, but in which the compo-
nent thoughts are not plausibly thought of as conscious ones.

In fact, I doubt very much whether such multiple feed-back loops really
exist. For remember, to be of the right form the sub-system in question
would have to be capable of thinking about its own component thoughts
as such, and so would need to have a theory of mind (or at least a sub-
stantial fragment of one) in which such a concept could be embedded.
But I would have to concede that ?/the appropriate sort of reflexive think-
ing occurs at any given level within our cognition, then the resulting
thoughts would count as conscious. However, I do not see this as an
objection. I do not know what more could plausibly be demanded of a
thought, for it to count as a conscious one, other than that it is immedi-
ately available to be thought about as a thought - in such a way that the
subject knows that they have it, and can think about the fact that they are
having it.
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Presumably the objector will claim that what is left out of the RT
account is the distinctive phenomenology of thought - for to say that
there is thinking about thinking is, as yet, to say nothing about phenome-
nology. Now, I do concede the force of the parallel demand in the case of
experience. I agree that any account of conscious experience needs to find
some place for the phenomenology - the distinctive feel - of experience;
and some of the later sections of this chapter will be devoted to meeting
this demand from the standpoint of the RT theory. I also concede that
there is a kind of phenomenology associated with human conscious think-
ing, in so far as we are generally aware, not only of what we have just
thought and the fact that we thought it, but also of the way in which we
thought it - namely, the words or images which carried that content for
us.

What I deny is that this is an essential feature of conscious thinking as
such, in the way that phenomenal feelings are an essential feature of con-
scious experiences. For, as we saw in section 7.3 above, we should have no
difficulty with the idea of modes of conscious cognition different from
ours, in which thinkers only have access to the contents and occurrences
of their thoughts, not to the forms in which those thoughts are expressed.
Moreover, we surely have no temptation to believe that the words or
images in which a thought is expressed are essential to the occurrence and
existence of that thought, in the way that we are tempted to maintain that
the phenomenal feel of a pain is essential to its existence. So although I
agree that conscious thinking does have a kind of phenomenology, for us,
this is not essential to the status of that thinking as conscious.

One further worry concerns the flow of information into and out of the
various boxes in Figure 2 - for what determines it? What is it that controls
which processed aspects of any given visual scene make it through to
consciousness (to C), for example? This may be a vital question for the
scientific psychologist, part of whose brief is to understand how cognitive
processes occur. But it is less obviously an important issue for me. RT
theory purports to tell us what it is for any given mental state to be con-
scious; it does not attempt to explain how or why that state came to be con-
scious. I presume, in fact, that the flow of information through cognition
is partly determined by a variety of non-conscious control systems; but
also partially determined by the contents of (conscious) cognition itself.
What you consciously perceive in any given situation may be determined,
partly non-consciously, but also partly by the direction of conscious
thought and attention.
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7.5 The problem of unity

Finally, the RT theory faces the following obvious objection: that the two
elements of the account need not be co-instantiated. We can surely con-
ceive, for example, of a creature which has conscious experiences but
lacks the capacity to think about its own thoughts. Conversely, we can
surely conceive of a creature which can think about its own thoughts
while lacking the capacity for conscious experience. But I do not intend to
deny either of these claims, in fact. For I am not in the business of concep-
tual analysis - rather, as I indicated in section 5.5, the RT model is
intended as a substantive theory of what consciousness is, similar in form
to the claim that water is H2o. So there is no basis, here, for an objection
that the RT account fails to establish a conceptual connection between
conscious experience and conscious thought. For that is not the business
it is in. Its business is rather to elucidate and flesh-out an aspect of the
theory of the mind embodied in our common-sense, or 'folk', psychology.

In rejoinder it may be said that, even granting this, it is highly implausi-
ble that when ordinary people think of a conscious experience they think
of one which is available to reflexive thinking. So the RT account does not
even seem to be descriptively true of common-sense psychology. But
there are two replies to this. The first is that the principles and generalisa-
tions of common-sense psychology are largely implicit, embodying a
theory which is by no means fully articulated by its practitioners, and
which will, in part, be innately given. Since much of the theory will not, in
any case, be at the front of people's minds when they employ common-
sense psychological concepts, it would hardly be surprising that when
they think of an experience being conscious, they do not think of it in the
terms characterised by the RT account.

The second reply is that the concept of consciousness which forms our
target may, in fact, be a boundary-concept of common-sense psychology,
setting the limits of its theoretical domain (and so almost invisible from
within the domain). For until very recently in the history of our species
most people would have - indeed, many did - regard consciousness as
definitive of the mental. It has only been with the development of scien-
tific psychology - first Freudian, now Cognitive - that the idea that there
are non-conscious mental states has come to enjoy anything like general
currency. Elucidating the concept of consciousness may then involve
extending our common-sense theories beyond the original bounds of
folk-psychology.

It is, therefore, too much to demand, as a condition on the acceptability
of the RT account of consciousness, that we should be able to establish
that it is either conceptually necessary or intuitively obvious that
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information present to a faculty of reflexive thinking will at the same time
have a subjective feel to it, and conversely that any perceptual state with a
subjective feel must be present to a faculty of reflexive thinking. All the
same, it surely is a genuine requirement on the acceptability of RT theory
- if it is to be a theory of what consciousness, in general, is - that we be able
to establish that it is naturally necessary that any cognitive system whose
perceptual states possess subjective feel will also be capable of reflexive
thinking, and that any system capable of reflexive thinking will also enjoy
phenomenal feelings.

I have to confess, at this point, that I am unable to demonstrate any-
thing quite so strong. In particular, I am unable to show that any system
whose perceptual states have feels must also be capable of reflexive think-
ing. I argued, in section 5.8 above, that any system whose perceptual
states have feel must also be capable of higher-order thought, but this is
not enough to establish the point. For there may possibly be systems
capable of higher-order thinking (which are therefore capable of attrib-
uting thoughts to themselves and other organisms, and of assessing those
thoughts for truth and falsity), but in which those thoughts are not regu-
larly made available to further thinking. If may be that the perceptual states
in such systems are present to a faculty of thinking which is capable of
thinking about thoughts, which can distinguish between appearance and
reality, and so which can recognise its own perceptual states, as such, as
and when they occur. But the system may lack the sort of feed-back loop
necessary for it to subject its own thinkings to further thought on a regular
basis. This would then be a (naturally possible) system whose perceptual
states would have phenomenal feels, but which would lack a fully-devel-
oped capacity for reflexive thinking.

Although I have had to allow that the RT theory fails to provide a com-
plete account of what consciousness, in general, is, I do want to make the
following four claims.

(1) RT theory does at least provide a full account of the nature of
human consciousness; our experiences, at least, are conscious
because they are present to a faculty of reflexive thinking.

(2) RT theory does at least provide an account of what con-
scious thinking, in general, essentially is; any organism whose
occurrent thoughts are conscious must satisfy the relevant
portions of the RT model.

(3) Any system which is capable of reflexive thinking must, of
natural necessity, have its perceptual states available to such
thinking in dual mode (as representation of the world, and as
representation of experience).

(4) Any system whose perceptual states are available to reflexive
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thinking in dual mode must also (and this time perhaps of
metaphysical necessity) be a subject of phenomenal feelings.

I shall shortly discuss each of these points in turn. But first let me remark
that it is claims (i) and (2) which are essential (and sufficient) for the
project of this book, especially as its argument will unfold in the final
chapter. Claims (3) and (4) are of importance only in so far as they lend
further, supplementary, support to claims (1) and (2).

(1) The claim that RT theory provides a full account of the nature of
human consciousness has already been partially defended over the course
of the last three chapters. It will be further defended in the remainder of
this chapter, and in the chapter which follows. In fact, some of the argu-
ments in support of RT theory, and against other forms of higher-order
thought theory, turned on factors which may be specific to human
consciousness. Then if they are successful, RT theory must at least have
the status of a full theory of what human consciousness is, if not of
consciousness in general. Moreover, I shall shortly be arguing that the
presence of perceptual states to a faculty of reflexive thinking (in the case
of human beings, at least), does provide us with an explanation o/the felt
qualities of the former.

(2) The claim that RT theory provides an account of what conscious
thinking in general essentially is has already been adequately defended in
the last chapter, and again in section 7.3 of the present chapter. If the
arguments of Chapter 6 were sound, then no occurrent thought could be
conscious without being available to further occurrent conscious thought
- that is, without being available to reflexive thinking. And if the points
made in section 7.3 above were sound, then the availability of an occur-
rent thought to reflexive thinking is sufficient for it to count as conscious.

(3) The truth of the claim that any system capable of reflexive thinking
must have its perceptual states available to such thinking in dual mode
follows, I believe, from the point made in section 7.4 above, that the dual
availability of conscious perception to reflexive thinking arises, not
through the existence of an extra informational channel between the two,
but rather out of the conceptual powers of the latter. It is because the
reflexive thinking faculty has access to a theory of mind, including con-
cepts of perception and experience, that perceptual states present to that
faculty achieve dual status, being available to thought, both in respect of
their content and in respect of their occurrence. It follows, therefore, that
any organism capable of reflexive thinking, in which perceptual informa-
tion is made available to thought, must also be capable, in principle, of
recognising the occurrence of its own perceptual states.

(Note that I am now claiming, in effect, that any extreme version of the
confident blindsighted man, discussed in section 5.6, is naturally impossi-
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ble. While blindsighted patients may possibly be able to train themselves
to guess what is where, on a regular basis and without prompting, this is
just to say that they would regularly form perceptually based beliefs. And
this is surely consistent with their perceptual states remaining non-con-
scious ones. But if we imagine such a patient having access to analogue
perceptual information about their environment, in such a way, for
example, that they can entertain fine-grained demonstrative thoughts
about that environment on a regular basis (for example,' That cup would
fit in that space on that shelf), then this is inconsistent with their remain-
ing blindsighted, in my view. For they would then be in position to recog-
nise their own perceptual states, as and when they occur - which is, on the
RT account, sufficient for those states to count as conscious ones.)

I suppose it might be objected that an organism could be capable of
reflexive thinking, and thus possess concepts of thought and belief, while
lacking any concept of perception or perceptual experience. Then such an
organism, while enjoying reflexive thinking, would not have its perceptual
states available to it in dual mode, contrary to what is maintained in claim
(3) above. But in fact, everything that we know about the development of
common-sense psychology suggests that such an organism is naturally
impossible. That is, everything we know suggests that some sort of desire-
perception psychology is a necessary precursor of full-blown belief-desire
psychology (see Wellman, 1990, and many of the contributions in
Carruthers and Smith, 1996). This is because concepts of thought and
belief can be of no use to an organism unless it also has the capacity to
understand how those thoughts come to be related to the world, and to
action, through perception.

(4) This claim - that any system whose perceptual states are available to
reflexive thinking in dual mode must also be a subject of phenomenal
feels - is the one which really matters, if RT theory is to achieve accep-
tance as a general theory of (human) consciousness. For it might be
objected that all of the above is, in any case, to miss the point. Even if I had
been successful in showing that cognitive systems which are capable, both
of recognising their own perceptual states and of thinking reflexively
about their own acts of thinking, constitute a basic package (inevitably
evolving together), this is not yet to find a place for subjective feelings
within such systems. What needs to be shown is that any such system
capable of immediate recognition of its perceptual states will at the same
time be a subject of phenomenal feels. What needs to be established is that
such a recognitional capacity is a sufficient condition for a system to enjoy
perceptual states which possess distinctive subjective feels.

Strictly speaking, I do not really need to tackle these questions, given
the purposes that I want the RT theory to serve. I want to argue, in
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Chapter 8, that human cognition is so structured that our capacity for
conscious thinking involves (of natural necessity) the deployment of
public language sentences in imagination. All that I shall need, for this, is
that reflexive thinking should be a naturally necessary condition for the
enjoyment of conscious mental states, at least in human beings. I do not
also need to claim that it is sufficient. All the same, the sufficiency claim
seems well worth pursuing. This is partly because it is interesting in its
own right. But it is also because, if successfully defended, it may further
strengthen and lend plausibility to the sort of approach to the under-
standing of consciousness which I have been developing in this chapter.
As I remarked, at the end of Chapter 5, the most convincing ground for
accepting any theory is generally that it provides the best explanation of
the data; and in the present case the datum to be explained is that our
conscious experiences have a subjective, phenomenal, aspect to them.

7.6 The problem of phenomenal feel

I now propose to argue, therefore, that phenomenal feelings will emerge, of
natural (perhaps metaphysical) necessity, in any system where perceptual
information is made available to thought in analogue form, and where the
system is capable of recognising its own perceptual states, as well as the
states of the world perceived. (The necessity here may be metaphysical,
rather than merely natural, because the relation in question is one of iden-
tity, I shall claim. Everything will then turn on whether or not one uses the
terms in question rigidly - see section 1.1.) For by postulating that this is so,
we can explain why phenomenal feelings should be so widely thought to
possess the properties oiqualia - of being non-relationally defined, private,
ineffable, and knowable with complete certainty by the subject.

I shall argue, in fact, that any subjects who instantiate such a cognitive
system (that is, who instantiate the RT model depicted in Figure 2 above)
will normally come to form just such beliefs about the intrinsic character-
istics of their perceptual states - and they will form such beliefs, not
because they have been explicitly programmed to do so, but naturally, as a
by-product of the way in which their cognition is structured. I know of no
better way of arguing that a regular capacity for thought about one's own
mental states must be a sufficient condition for the enjoyment of experi-
ences which possess a subjective, phenomenal, feel to them.

Non-relational definition

Let us first consider the thesis of non-relational definition for terms refer-
ring to the subjective aspects of an experience. This is a thesis which many
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people - philosophers and non-philosophers alike - find tempting, at
least. When we reflect on what is essential for an experience to count as an
experience as of red, for example, we are tempted to deny that it has any-
thing directly to do with being caused by the presence of something red.
We are inclined to insist that it is conceptually possible that an experience
of that very type should normally have been caused by the presence of
something green, say. All that is truly essential to the occurrence of an
experience as of red, on this view, is the way such an experience feels to us
when we have it - it is the distinctive feel of an experience which defines it,
not its distinctive relational properties or causal role.

Now, notice that any system instantiating the RT theory of conscious-
ness will have the capacity to classify informational states according to the
manner in which they carry their information, not by inference (that is, by
self-interpretation) or description, but immediately. The system will be
capable of recognising the fact that it has an experience as of red, say, in
just the same direct, non-inferential, way that it can recognise red. (This is
just what it means to say that perceptual states are available to reflexive
thinking, in the sense that I intend.) The system will therefore have avail-
able to it purely recognitional concepts of experience, embedded within a
framework of beliefs about normal causal role. There might then be a
natural tendency to 'carve off' these recognitional concepts from their
surrounding beliefs, and to use them independently - especially if we find
the properties which they pick out to be of intrinsic interest to us. In
which case, absent and inverted subjective feelings will immediately be a
conceptual possibility for someone applying these recognitional con-
cepts. If I instantiate such a system, I shall immediately be able to think,
' This type of experience might have had some quite other cause', for
example.

I have conceded that there are (possible) concepts of experience which
are purely recognitional, and so which are not definable in relational
terms. (This is my concession to the semantic thesis of Cartesianism, dis-
cussed in sections 5.3 and 5.4 above.) Does this then count against the
acceptability of the functionalist conceptual scheme which forms the
background to my own account of consciousness? If it is conceptually
possible that an experience as of red should regularly be caused by percep-
tion of green grass or blue sky, then does this mean that the crucial facts of
consciousness must escape the functionalist net, as many have alleged? I
think not. For, as was pointed out earlier, the RT account is not in the
business of conceptual analysis, but of substantive theory development.
So it is no objection to that account, that there are some concepts of the
mental which cannot be analysed (that is, defined) in terms of functional
role, but are purely recognitional - provided that the nature of those
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concepts, and the states which they recognise, can be adequately
characterised within the theory.

According to RT theory, in fact, the properties which are picked out by
any purely recognitional concepts of experience are not, themselves, sim-
ilarly simple and non-relational. (This makes me a qualia-ir realist-I claim
that there are no non-relational properties of experience qua experience.)
When I recognise in myself an experience as of red, what I recognise is, in
fact, a perceptual state whose normal cause is worldly redness, and
which underpins, in turn, my capacity to recognise, and to act differen-
tially upon, red objects. And the purely-recognitional concept, itself, is
one whose normal cause is the presence of just such a perceptual state,
tokenings of which then cause further characteristic changes within my
cognition. There is nothing, here, which need raise any sort of threat to a
functionalist theory of the mind.

With the distinction firmly drawn between our recognitional concepts of
phenomenal feelings, on the one hand, and the properties which those con-
cepts pick out, on the other, then I can claim that it is naturally (perhaps
metaphysically) necessary that the subjective aspect of an experience of
red should be caused, normally, by perception of red. For the RT account
tells us that the subjective aspect of an experience of red just is analogue
information about red, presented to a cognitive apparatus having the
power to classify states as information carriers, as well as to classify the
information carried. In which case there can be no world (where the laws
of nature remain as they are, at least) in which the one exists but not the
other. For there will, in fact, be no 'one' and 'other' here, but only one
state differently thought of - now recognitionally, now in terms of func-
tional role.

As we saw in section I . I , indeed, true identities involving terms which
are rigid designators are logically (metaphysically) necessary. So if it is
one and the same property which is thought about - on the one hand
recognitionally, on the other hand in terms of functional role - and if the
terms used to refer to that property are used rigidly, then it will be log-
ically necessary that everyone who enjoys the same capacities for colour-
discrimination should be subject to the same subjective feelings.

But is it not possible - naturally and metaphysically, as well as concep-
tually - that there should be organisms possessing colour vision, which
are sensitive to the same range of wavelengths as ourselves, but which
nevertheless have their phenomenal feelings inverted from ours? I claim
not, in fact. For the property of being the subjective feel of an experience
of red is a functional one, identical with possession of a distinctive causal
role (the causal role namely, of being a state whose normal cause is red,
and which is present to a reflexive thinking faculty with the power to
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recognise its own perceptual states as such). In which case feeling-inver-
sion of the type imagined will be impossible.

Privacy, ineffability, and certainty

Now, given the thesis of non-relational definition, the supposed privacy
and ineffability of subjective feelings are easily accounted for, on the RT
approach. For the recognition-instances of feeling-concepts cannot, of
course, be exhibited to another person. Yet any attempt to describe in
relational terms the character of a subjective feeling will seem to miss
what is essential to the latter. When I try to describe the feel of my experi-
ence of red to you by saying, 'It is what I get when I look at a ripe tomato',
it is entirely natural that I should deem myself to have failed to express my
meaning. For all that I have done is to indicate the normal cause of my
feeling, which has nothing to do with the way in which I myself recognise
and conceptualise it.

Moreover, it is a general feature of cognitive systems to which per-
ceptual information is presented in analogue form, that the system will be
capable of discriminations which slip through its conceptual net. For
example, imagine yourself watching the leaves of a tree shimmering in the
breeze. You will be able to discriminate subtle changes in the pattern of
movement, and will be aware of the distinctive quality of each pattern,
which you are incapable of describing further. In the case of colour per-
ception, similarly, you will be able to discriminate shades from one
another where you are incapable of describing the precise difference
between them, having to resort to such generalities as, 'A slightly darker
shade of red.' You will also be aware of the distinctive quality of each
shade without being able to describe it other than as, 'The shade of that
object over there.'

Equivalently, then, in the case of awareness of the qualities of the expe-
rience itself- you will be able to recognise and respond to subtle distinc-
tions, where you lack the concepts to express the precise differences in
question. All you will be able to say is something like, 'It is what it is nor-
mally like to perceive that shade of red as opposed to that shade of red.'
And you will be aware of the distinctive quality of each perceptual state
without being able to describe it other than as, 'The way it feels to see that
shade.' Note that this description is relational - it describes the feeling in
terms of its normal cause. So anyone who thinks that subjective feelings
are not relationally defined will believe that the crucial characteristic of a
subjective feel must remain wholly inexpressible. All we can really do is
indicate what that feeling is indirectly, by its relationships with other
things.
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The temptation to believe that phenomenal feels are private is mis-
taken, however. For 'private', here, means 'unknowable to anyone else'.
But in fact there is every reason to believe that the subjective states of
other humans are not inverted from, or radically different from, my own.
(In so far as others have different discriminatory capacities from myself,
of course, then to that extent one might expect some differences in felt
experience too.) This is so for two reasons. First, because of the similar
causal roles which the perceptual states in question manifestly occupy.
And second, because of the commonalties in the physical realisations of
those states within members of the same species, which further indicate
that the detailed inner functional organisation of each member of the
species will be the same. Given these facts, I believe I can claim to know
that when another person looks at a ripe tomato then they, too, will expe-
rience the same (or a similar) subjective experience of red that I do.

The temptation to believe that phenomenal feelings are ineffable is
equally mistaken. For communication is about properties and states of
affairs, not about concepts and modes of presentation. What successful
communication requires is only that the hearer should grasp the very
same state of affairs, or the very same truth-condition, which the speaker
is describing or expressing. It is not necessary that they should each of
them be thinking of that state of affairs in anything like the same way. (For
extensive discussion of this point, see my 1989; see also section 4.3
above.) So, provided that my relational descriptions of my subjective feel-
ings succeed in getting across to you the properties which my recogni-
tional concepts pick out, then I shall, in fact, have communicated them
successfully. And these properties are, to repeat, relational ones, instanti-
ated by physical properties of the brain which happen to occupy particu-
lar causal roles.

Finally, in order to explain the temptation to think that phenomenal
feelings are knowable with complete certainty, we can make use of the
idea that perceptual information, and the marks by which it is carried, are
present to thinking which is available to further thinking. There might then
easily seem to be no space for error in the classification of those states,
other than conceptual error. If all that is involved, when one recognises a
subjective state, is an act of classifying a state which is directly present to
the classifier mechanisms, then provided that the classifier is in order, it
can seem that there is no further room for mistake.

Although this picture is tempting, it, too, is erroneous. For there may be
ways in which a classifier mechanism can cease to operate normally
which are not dramatic enough for us to say that the system has thereby
lost its grasp of the concepts it employs in its judgements. For example, it
might prove to be the case that mood can have an effect upon colour
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judgements. Perhaps anger makes us literally see red, in so far as it slightly
skews our colour judgements towards the red end of the spectrum. In
which case, it will equally have an effect upon judgements of colour ex-
perience. Then, knowing that this is so, you may have grounds to doubt
your judgements about some of your subjective states when you are angry.

Feelings explained

I have argued, then, that any system which instantiates the RT model of
consciousness must necessarily be a subject of phenomenal feelings. And
my argument has been, that any such system would naturally be inclined
to make just the sorts of claims about its perceptual states as philosophers
who believe in qualia have been inclined to make about their subjective
feelings. Some of these claims would be true, particularly that absent and
inverted feelings are conceptually possible. But some, although tempting,
would be false. This is the case for the claims of privacy, ineffability, and
introspective certainty.

I therefore claim that my RT account can explain the subjective feel
of experience. I claim that I have, in fact, successfully explained phe-
nomenal consciousness in terms of mental state consciousness (see section
5.5). For what it is for a perceptual state to have subjective feel (in our
case, at least), is just for it to be present to a faculty of reflexive think-
ing with the power to recognise, and to entertain thoughts about, that
type of perceptual state as such. (The qualification, 'in our case', is
necessary because I concede that something rather less than a full
faculty of reflexive thinking might be sufficient for the enjoyment of
subjective feelings; see sections 7.5 above and 7.8 below.) I have there-
fore claimed that RT theory provides us with a naturally (perhaps
metaphysically) sufficient condition for a creature to enjoy phenomenal
feelings, since the 'is' in question is the 'is' of identity. These points
together provide us with a further powerful reason for accepting the
RT theory of consciousness.

7.7 A Cartesian Theatre?

I have argued that RT theory can find an adequate place for the subjective
feel of experience - that is to say, for phenomenal feelings. But does it also
commit us to a version of the 'Cartesian Theatre' conception of
consciousness, which has been so vigorously attacked by Dennett (1991)
and by Dennett and Kinsbourne (1992)? It might certainly seem so. For
what is the short-term memory store C, if not a stage on which conscious
experiences and thoughts are displayed for the benefit of the 'audience' of
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the reflexive thinking faculty? However, much may depend on precisely
how the notion of a Cartesian Theatre is explained.

Dennett's characterisation of a Cartesian Theatre is generally this: that
it is a single place in the brain where 'it all comes together', and at which
the time of arrival of perceptual information coincides with - and deter-
mines - the time of conscious experience. Granted, there is no such place.
Everything suggests that conscious cognition is spatially distributed
across wide areas of the cerebral cortex. But as we saw in section 6.6, this
leaves open a functional version of the same idea - namely, that there is a
particular level of functional organisation within the brain at which a wide
variety of types of information 'come together', and become conscious in
virtue of such coming together. And this level of organisation might be
defined by its relationship with reflexive thinking, just as RT theory sug-
gests. (Whether or not the time at which a conscious experience is felt as
occurring is determined by the time at which the perceptual information
'comes together' is then a further, separate, question, which I shall shortly
answer in the negative.) Such a functional theatre might be widely spa-
tially distributed, just as the neuropsychological evidence suggests.

It might also be suggested that indeterminacies at the margins of
consciousness, concerning very brief time-intervals, are just what one
might expect if the theatre were functionally defined. For to say that it is
so defined, is to say that the question whether or not a particular per-
ceptual content is already in C, at a given time, amounts to the question
whether the subject would entertain thoughts about that content if a ques-
tion were asked, or if it were relevant to the subject's present concerns to
do so. But where the time interval in question is very brief, such sub-
junctive conditionals may have no determinate truth-values. For one way
of realising the antecedent of the conditional may lead to one outcome,
whereas another may lead to another.

In fact, however, things are not so easy for RT theory. For even when it
is construed functionally (as it should be), it cannot avoid some commit-
ment to neurological realisations which are at least intra-personally
stable. For how, otherwise, are we to distinguish between a case where an
experience was already conscious (represented in C), and was therefore
successfully reported on or thought about when the subject was
prompted, from a case where the experience was not yet conscious
(perhaps represented in N), but became conscious when the subject was
asked the question? (Remember the chiming of the town hall clock, from
section 5.2.) For either way, the subject will provide a successful report.
And so, either way, it will be equally true of the subject that they have a
perceptual content represented in such a way that t/they are prompted,
then they will entertain a conscious thought about that content. Yet it is
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crucial to RT theory, as I understand it, that such matters should be
determinate, at least in general.

We can provide a partial answer to this difficulty by insisting that in
order to count as conscious, an experience must be contained in a short-
term memory store whose function in cognition is to make its contents
available to reflexive thinking. I think this forces us to postulate a stable
physical realisation for the short-term memory store C, at least for any
given individual (which may, nevertheless, still be spatially distributed
across a wide area of the cortex). Then the question whether a perceptual
content was already conscious, or merely apt to become conscious, will
come down to the question whether it was already activated in that partic-
ular region of the brain.

Notice, however, that this - physical location - aspect of the idea of a
Cartesian Theatre is quite separate from the thought that the time at
which a conscious experience is felt as occurring can be equated with the
time of arrival in the Theatre. I think we should concede that the latter
idea is almost certainly false. A wide variety of phenomena seem to show
that time and temporal sequence, like any other aspects of reality, are
represented by events in the brain, rather than simply being carried by the
times and temporal sequences of the representing events (see Dennett
and Kinsbourne, 1992) .There is nothing here which need be inconsistent
with the RT account, however. We can claim that within the short-term
memory store C there will be representations of the times of the events
which are experienced, and that these representations, like the others in
C, will serve a dual role - representing, also, the times at which those con-
scious experiences themselves occur.

Let me work through the colour phi phenomenon, by way of illustration.
One manner in which it could happen is this. The first - red - spot would
be processed, and a representation of it would arrive in C together with a
representation of the time at which the red spot is seen (time tj} say). Then
the second - green - spot would be processed, and would similarly be
represented in C together with an attached representation of its time of
occurrence (time t3). Then, finally, a constructed representation of
motion from red to green would be inserted into C, represented as occur-
ring between the times of the previous two events (at time t2, in fact).
Because these representations of the world do double duty as representa-
tions of the subject's experiences, in virtue of the conceptual powers of
the reflexive thinking faculty, the subject will experience the motion as
occurring between the appearance of the stationary red and green spots.
The actual times and sequences at which percepts enter C may be one
thing, the times and sequences at which those percepts are consciously
experienced may be quite another.
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What these points now mean, however, is that we cannot discover
which regions of the brain are occupied by C by asking the subject when
their conscious experience begins to occur, and plotting the regions of the
brain that are then active. For all this will tell you is the time at which the
conscious experience is represented as occurring, not the time at which it
actually occurs. So our discovery of the regions of the brain occupied by
C will have to be theoretically driven, and rest upon evidence which is
indirect. Yet I do not see any reason, here, for denying that there is any
determinate fact of the matter, unless we are already committed to a ver-
ificationist conception of meaning. If I have to rest the case for RT theory
on rejection of verificationism, then I believe I am on firm ground.

7.8 Animals and infants revisited

With the RT theory of consciousness now in place, we can return to
Fodor's argument from animals and infants of section 2.7. This was, you
will recall, that since neither animals nor infants make use of a natural
language, and yet since both animals and infants are capable of thought, it
cannot be the case that thought, as such, presupposes or constitutively
employs natural language. As I remarked at the time, I do not think it
plausible to respond to this argument by denying that animals and infants
have prepositional attitudes. For - to recapitulate briefly - our practice of
ascribing such thoughts to them, in order to explain and predict their
behaviour, is highly successful. And although we may find ourselves
forced, implausibly, to describe animal and infant thoughts using adult
human concepts and categories, this is our problem, not theirs. It remains
reasonable to believe that animals and infants will employ their own dis-
tinctive modes of conceiving the world, even if it may be difficult for us to
discover what they are.

What we can do, though, is deny that animals and infants entertain con-
scious thoughts. For it is highly unlikely that either animals or pre-linguis-
tic infants have a capacity to think about their own acts of thinking on a
regular basis. In which case none of their thoughts will count as conscious
ones, if the RT theory of consciousness is correct. We are then free to
claim that it is conscious thoughts, and only conscious thoughts, which
involve natural language. We can allow that the thoughts of animals and
infants, although real enough, are expressed in some form of Mentalese,
or in some other (non-sentential, imagistic or connectionist) system of
representation altogether. It will only be conscious thoughts (or some
subset of conscious thoughts, as I shall argue shortly) which constitutively
involve natural language.

What are the grounds for denying that animals and infants are capable
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of conscious thinking? Well to begin with, conscious thought, on the RT
account, presupposes that the thinker possesses a theory of mind. For in
order to think about your own thoughts, or your own experiences, you
have to possess the concepts of thought and experience. And these get their
life and significance from being embedded in a folk-psychological theory
of the structure and functioning of the mind. So in the case of any crea-
ture to whom it is implausible to attribute a theory of mind - and I assume
that this includes most animals and young infants - it will be equally
implausible to suppose that they engage in conscious thinking. It is true
that there is now evidence that some animals may possess a rudimentary
theory of mind, being capable, in particular, of genuine deceit (acting so
as to intentionally induce a false belief in another). But this evidence is
restricted to apes, especially chimpanzees (see Byrne and Whiten, 1988;
for a more sceptical view, see Povinelli, 1996). There are no grounds for
thinking that any other species of animal even has this (see my 1992c,
ch.6).

Possession of a theory of mind, and hence mastery of the concepts of
belief and desire, is by no means sufficient for conscious thought, accord-
ing to the RT account. This also requires a capacity to think about, and to
have non-inferential access to, one's own occurrent thoughts on a regular
basis. Is there any reason to believe that even chimpanzees have this? I
think not. For they do not display the sorts of flexibility of behaviour, and
sudden changes of strategy, which we would expect if they were capable of
thinking about, and hence altering and improving, their own patterns of
thinking.

True enough, chimpanzees are capable of arriving at sudden solutions
to problems, such as stacking a number of boxes so as to be able to reach
some food which was otherwise too high (see Kohler, 1925). But this is
only evidence of thought, not of thinking about thought. It may be that
what the chimp has to be able to do, to arrive at a sudden solution to such
a problem, is imagine the boxes piled one on top of the other, and to
visualise, and then act on, the result. Although this is intelligent and
sophisticated, there is no reason to believe that the chimp must also be
capable of thinking about its own sequence of images, and so no reason to
believe that the chimp's own thoughts are conscious ones.

If animals (or most animals) lack higher-order thoughts, then by the
same token they will lack conscious experiences. For there will be just as
little reason to believe that they are capable of thinking about their own
experiences, as such. If true, this conclusion may have profound implica-
tions for our moral attitudes towards animals and animal suffering (see
my 1992c, ch. 8, for some tentative discussion of this). But it is important
to see that the same conclusion may not be warranted in the case of apes,
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if it is true that apes are capable of thinking about thoughts, as indicated
above, even if not of full reflexive thinking. For, as I conceded in section
7.5, the argument of sections 5.7 and 5.8 only establishes that a capacity
for some higher-order thought is a necessary condition for felt (con-
scious) experience, not that such experience requires the possession of a
full reflexive thinking faculty.

For slightly different reasons, the conclusion that human infants are not
subjects of conscious experience may fail to be warranted as well. For while
infants are, I suppose, incapable of conscious thought, and of thinking
about their own experiences, they may nevertheless be capable of dis-
criminating between their experiences. And this would be sufficient for those
experiences to count as conscious ones, and to have a subjective feel.

Compare: a new-born infant is presumably incapable of conceptual-
ising, and hence of thinking about, its surroundings. But it is still capable
of making perceptual discriminations between features of its environment
- it can, for example, tell a smiling face from a frowning one, and recog-
nise the smell of milk. These discriminatory capacities form the basis on
which the later conceptual structures, and hence thoughts, are built. In
the same way, then, discriminations between our own states of experience
must form the basis for our later conceptualisation of those states, and we
might expect these discriminatory mechanisms to be in place from birth.

I argued in section 5.8 that these mechanisms would not have evolved
in a particular species unless that species had also evolved a theory of mind
and the capacity for thought about experience. It does not follow that the
one cannot make its appearance before the other in the lives of individual
members of a species. Indeed, the analogy with outer perception would
suggest that this must be the case. So, just as a creature which can dis-
criminate shapes in its environment without conceptualising them can
count as having awareness of those shapes, so, too, the human infant may
count as having awareness of its own experiences (and hence as having
conscious experiences) while it is yet incapable of conceptualising them.

An objection to RT theory?

I have concluded that if the RT account of consciousness is correct, then
animals and young infants will lack conscious thoughts, and almost all
species of animal will lack conscious experiences as well. This conclusion
is certainly counter-intuitive. Most of us intuitively believe that it must be
like something to be a bat, or a cat, or a camel, and that the experiences of
these creatures have subjective feels to them; which means believing that
their experiences are conscious ones. So is there a problem, here, for RT
theory? Do these intuitions give us grounds for rejecting my account?



Summary 223

In fact there is no real problem, since the common-sense beliefs in
question are actually quite groundless. For how, in the first place, can we
know whether it is like anything to be a bat, or a cat? We cannot, of course,
experience the world as a bat does in order to find out. And, in the second
place, the postulation of conscious experience is entirely otiose when it
comes to explaining the bat's behaviour. Everything that the bat does can
be explained perfectly well by attributing beliefs, desires, and perceptions
to it. There is no explanatory necessity to attribute conscious beliefs,
desires, or perceptions.

Not only are the intuitions in question without grounds, but it is easy to
explain how they arise, in such a way as to explain them away. For, first, the
distinction between conscious and non-conscious mental states is at best
marginal to common-sense psychology, barely receiving any recognition
in ordinary belief. (This is why the discovery of blindsight was so deeply
shocking to many people, and why the data in question were, initially, so
vigorously resisted by many researchers.) So when ordinary people attrib-
ute mental states to animals, as it is quite proper to do, it will never even
occur to them that the states in question might be non-conscious ones.
On the contrary, as we noted in section 7.5 above, it may be that for most
people consciousness is more-or-less definitional of the mental.

Moreover, and secondly, one important strategy we often adopt when
attributing mental states to a subject, is to try imagining the world from the
subject's point of view, to see how things then seem. (This is one element of
truth in so-called 'simulationist' theories of mental state attribution; see
many of the essays in Stone and Davies, 1995, a n d Carruthers and Smith,
1996.) But when we do that, what we inevitably get are imaginings of con-
scious perceptions and thoughts, and of experiences with phenomenal
feels to them. So, of course we naturally assume that the experiences of a
cat will be like something. But this merely reflects the fact that imaginings
of perceptual states are always imaginings of conscious perceptual states,
that is all. It goes no deeper than the fact that we have no idea how to
imagine a non-conscious perception.

I conclude that RT theory is not in the least threatened by its conse-
quences for animals and infants. Although these consequences are
counter-intuitive, the intuitions in question are groundless, and can easily
be explained away.

Summary

In this chapter I have outlined and defended my RT theory of conscious-
ness, building on the points which emerged from our discussion of a
variety of alternative accounts in the previous two chapters. I have argued
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that RT theory provides a correct account of the nature of human
consciousness, at least; arguing, in particular, that it can explain the phe-
nomenal features of our conscious experience. And I have argued that RT
theory gives a correct account of conscious thinking in general, unre-
stricted as to species. This last point has then put me in position to reply
to Fodor's argument from animals and infants, leaving me free to claim
that conscious thinking, which is de facto restricted to humans, necessarily
involves public language. This will be the subject of the next chapter,
beginning with the question of how the faculty of reflexive thinking comes
to be instantiated in the structure of human cognition.



8 The involvement of language in conscious
thinking

In the last chapter I presented, and defended, a non-species-specific
account of the distinction between conscious and non-conscious mental
states. I concluded that RT theory at least provides the best available
account of the structure of human consciousness, and that it successfully
describes the sort of cognitive architecture that any organism, of whatever
variety, would have to instantiate if it is to be capable of conscious epi-
sodic thinking. In the present chapter I shall argue that there is a natural
necessity attaching to the fact that such conscious thinking - in the case of
human beings, at any rate - often involves natural language. I shall dis-
tinguish weaker and stronger versions of this natural necessity thesis, and
argue tentatively in support of each.

8.1 An architecture for human thinking

My first task is to sketch the outline of an architecture for human cogni-
tion (or rather, of that fragment of human cognition which specifically
concerns us).This outline-architecture is designed to do two things. First,
it should instantiate the RT model of consciousness, already explained
and defended in Chapter 7. Second, it should explain the introspective
datum of Chapter 2, that much of human conscious thinking appears to
take place in natural language. Not only should it explain that datum,
indeed, but it should provide an explanation which accords with our
common-sense construal of it - namely, that much of our conscious
thinking does take place in natural language.

No one should doubt that the stream of inner verbalisation exists.
Certainly, nothing in the discussion of theories of consciousness over the
last three chapters has lent any support to the extreme suggestion (briefly
floated in section 2.5) that the very existence of inner speech is an illusion.
What remains a legitimate matter of dispute, however, is the causal, or
functional, role of inner speech. My explanation is designed to accord it
the role of thinking. So I shall claim that we are aware, not only of what we
have just thought, and of the fact that we have just thought it (as RT theory
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maintains), but also of the way in which that thought was entertained - we
are also aware of its more or less precise formulation in natural language,
or in a combination of language and other images.

The components of the model

There are, in fact, five distinct components to be put into place, before I
can develop my model of human cognitive architecture. Two of these have
already been mentioned. The first is the introspective datum from
Chapter 2, that much of human conscious thinking at least appears to
take place in natural language.This is the datum which is to be explained
by some suitable arrangement of the other four components. The second
component is the RT theory of consciousness, which requires thinkers to
have non-inferential access to their own acts of thinking, as such, if those
thinkings are to be conscious ones. If I entertain a thought consciously,
then I have to be capable of thinking about that thought, and the fact that
I have just entertained it, without engaging in self-interpretation.

The third component is a theory of mind or common-sense psychol-
ogy, which is probably innate to our species, and which is presupposed by
the activity of reflexive thinking. In order to be capable of thinking about
my own acts of thinking, or of thinking about my own perceptions and
feelings, I have to possess the requisite concepts. That is, I must have the
general concepts thought and perception, as well as their more specific vari-
ants - believe, want, judge, wonder whether, see, feel, hear, and so on. As was
argued briefly in sections 1.6 and 1.7, these concepts get their life and sig-
nificance from being embedded in a set of beliefs about the structure and
functioning of the mind - common-sense psychology.

The fourth component is imagination, and will require some brief
exposition before it can be put into place. Recall the thesis of modular
mental organisation, outlined briefly in section 2.8 in the course of our
discussion of Fodor's arguments for Mentalese. According to this thesis,
the mind contains various input and output modules whose functions
are, respectively, to process perceptual information before passing on the
results to central cognition, and to take instructions from central cogni-
tion and transform diem into detailed bodily movements (see Fodor
1983; see also Shallice 1988). The principles of operation of the various
modules are, according to Fodor, mostly innately specified and extremely
fast. They are also supposed to be isolated from central cognition, at least
in the sense that they are impervious to changes in our beliefs (hence the
robustness of perceptual illusions). But it is important to see that this iso-
lation need not, and in fact does not, mean that central cognition can have
no access to the structures within a module at all.
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Consider mental imagery, in particular. It is now well established that
imagery, of a given sensory type (visual, auditory, kinaesthetic, and so
on), employs some of the same cognitive resources as does perception in
the same sense-modality. For, as we noted in section 2.8, cognitive tasks
which require visual imagination (such as counting the right-hand
corners in an imaged 'F') will be interfered with if the results have to be
indicated visually (by pointing to a number, say), but not if they can be
delivered orally. Similarly, tasks which require auditory imagination (such
as counting the nouns in a previously heard sentence) will be interfered
with if the results have to be delivered orally, but not if they can be given
visually (see Fodor, 1975, andTye, 1991).These results are robust.

The best explanation of these and similar results is that visual imagina-
tion employs some of the same cognitive resources as does vision, audi-
tory imagination employs some of the same cognitive resources as does
hearing, and so on. The hypothesis which naturally suggests itself is that
central cognition partly operates by accessing, and by activating and
manipulating, some of the higher levels of representation within the input
and output modules. Some of the circuits within those modules can, as it
were, be run autonomously, without stimulation from the environment.
This has obvious advantages for the organism, in that it can then repre-
sent to itself states of affairs which are not yet actual, and either try to
avoid them or try to bring them about.

The fifth and final component is language. This, too, is very probably a
distinct mental module. As we noted in section 1.7, Chomsky has pre-
sented powerful and convincing arguments for the innateness of the lan-
guage faculty (see his 1988; see also Curtiss, 1989, and Pinker, 1994). And
the operation of that faculty, like the operation of other modules, is both
mandatory and extremely fast. But language differs from many other
input and output modules in at least two respects.

First, language always takes its input from other modules (at least, this is
so in the sense that it takes its input from the sensory transducers of other
modules; in fact it may be that language can draw on this sensory
information before the stage at which it has been processed by the sensory
module in question). When an incoming sentence is processed and
understood, it is always either heard (speech), seen (writing, sign-lan-
guage), or felt (Braille). Other input modules, in contrast, have their own
unique sensory transducers, and operate largely independently of one
another. (Input modules do appear to interact, to some degree, at least at
higher levels of processing. What you see is, at least sometimes, a function
of what you hear or feel.)

Second, language is both an input and an output module. It not only pro-
cesses, but also generates, speech (or Sign) and writing. Here, too, the
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language faculty may be contrasted with other output modules, in that its
output always has to be routed through the operation of other motor-
control modules. Roughly speaking, the language faculty can only achieve
public output through movements of the larynx and hands.

The RT-based model

Let us now put all of the above components together, by means of an
inference to the best explanation. What is the best explanation of the
introspective datum that much of our conscious thinking appears to take
place in natural language? When taken in the context of the RT theory of
consciousness, the answer, I believe, is this: that human cognition comes
to instantiate such a reflexive structure by accessing, and activating and
manipulating, some of the higher levels of representation within our per-
ceptual (and/or motor) faculties - specifically, in the form of images of
natural-language sentences. It is then imagination, together with
common-sense psychology and knowledge of language, which enables
human thinking to be conscious.

The best explanation of the available introspective data is that we
mostly think (when our thinking is conscious) by imaging sentences of
natural language, and trains of thought consist of manipulations and
sequences of such images. We have access to the forms of our thoughts
because a record of each imaged sentence is briefly held in short-term
memory, so that we can recall what we have just imaged. We can then
think about what we have just thought because our language contains the
conceptual resources to do so - in particular, because we are masters of a
common-sense psychology. Having imaged the sentence (and hence
thought to myself), 'The world is getting warmer', I can then image the
sentence (and so think), 'That thought may have been too hasty', and so
on. Human thinking thus becomes conscious in virtue of our reflexive
thinking faculty having the capacity to access knowledge of natural lan-
guage, and then by deploying resources from perception so as to activate
that knowledge in imagination.

Merely imagining a sentence is not yet to think the content of that sen-
tence, of course, in at least two respects. First, it is possible to entertain an
image of a sentence from a language one does not understand, without (of
course) thereby thinking any content. If I have listened to a fair bit of
French with only minimal understanding, for example, then it may be
possible for me to entertain French sentences in inner speech, without
knowing what they mean. What this shows is that the object which occu-
pies the causal role of a thought, on the proposal being developed here, is
not only a phonological representation of a sentence. Rather, in the
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normal case that representation will carry with it its syntactic structure
and associated semantics. When I think, 'The world is getting warmer', by
imagining that sentence, my image is immediately and non-inferentially
imbued with content, just as if I had heard that sentence uttered aloud.
Sentences in a language one understands are always heard under a partic-
ular interpretation, in such a way that we seem to hear the meaning of the
utterance. The same is true of the images which constitute our thoughts -
the content of the thought is heard in its form.

Second, it is possible to imagine a sentence without taking it to be true.
When I obey the instruction, 'Imagine someone saying, "Grass is purple",
in a squeaky voice', by forming an image of the sentence in question, this
is not the same as judging that someone has said that, let alone the same as
believing, myself, that grass is purple.The difference in question is a differ-
ence in causal role. What constitutes an image of the sentence, 'Grass is
purple', as an occurrent judgement that grass is purple is a battery of
characteristic causes and effects - judgements are characteristically made
in response to questions, whether internally or externally generated;
judgements tend both to be caused by, and to further cause, long-term
storage of their associated contents; and so on. What it is about any given
imaged sentence which is determinative of one or other of the available
causal roles - judgement, fantasy, 'idle thinking', and so on - I do not
know. But, whatever it is, I doubt whether it is transparently accessible to
consciousness. That is, I doubt whether we can always tell, merely by
introspection - without self-interpretation - whether an imaged sentence
is expressive of a judgement, or has some other cognitive role. (Thus I
have to concede that even my RT-based theory must provide some limited
scope for self-interpretation.)

We might, then, represent the architecture of human consciousness in
the form of another box-diagram, as in Figure 3. Much of the structure
here is just as it was before, the same as the general (non-species-specific)
account of consciousness presented in Chapter 7. But now there is a triple
arrow down to C, to represent that it is not just a record of what is
thought, and of the fact that it has been thought, which is passed back
down to C to be available to further thought, but also the way in which it
was thought - it is not just the content and occurrence, but also the form,
of our thoughts which is available to further thought. (Remember that the
triple-arrow, here, does not represent three different channels of access.
Rather, it represents that the thoughts in reflexive thinking are available to
three different kinds of further thought - thoughts about their content,
thoughts about their occurrence, and thoughts about their form.)

A language box has also been added, which takes input from percep-
tion and passes on its results to C, to be made available to thought. (The
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Figure 3 RT theory and language

language box will also, of course, take input from reflexive thinking and
transform this into instructions for motor output, but I have left this out
of the picture, for simplicity.) The dotted arrows leading from the lan-
guage and percept boxes to reflexive thinking are there to represent that
the latter operates by accessing structures inherent in the former two.
(There should also be dotted arrows from the language box to non-con-
scious thinking, if such thinking, too, makes use of natural-language
representations, but non-imagistically, as I shall suggest in section 8.7 that
it does.) So human conscious (and properly propositional) thinkings
achieve their status as such by virtue of consisting of deployments of
natural-language sentences in imagination, which are then made avail-
able in short-term memory to be thought about in turn.

Note that, while I have drawn a separate box for language in the model
above, there does not have to be any commitment in the account to the
thesis that we possess a distinct, innately structured, natural language
module. This is, in fact, a thesis that I believe to be true. I believe that
Chomsky and others have made an overwhelmingly plausible case for the
existence of an innately structured, and largely modularised, language
faculty. But for present purposes it might not matter very much whether
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natural language is largely innate or entirely learned. That is, it might not
matter whether we think of our knowledge of language as incorporated in
the structure of a separate input (and output) module, or, rather, as a sub-
set of central belief. Either way, we could still maintain that reflexive
thinking makes use of that knowledge, representing natural-language sen-
tences in imagination. In what follows, however, I shall assume that much
of our knowledge of language is, in fact, innate, embodied in the structure
of a specialised language faculty. Besides having a powerful claim to truth,
this assumption will greatly facilitate the evolutionary story that I shall
shortly begin to tell (in 8.2).

Similarly, although I have described the reflexive thinking faculty in my
model as having access to an innate theory of mind (perhaps embodied in
a separate module), this is not strictly necessary either. Even if common-
sense psychology has to be learned or otherwise acquired in childhood,
we could still maintain that reflexive thinking makes use of the concepts
embedded in that theory in making judgements about its own occurrent
thoughts. But I shall continue to assume, in what follows, that common-
sense psychology is largely innate, both because I believe this to be true
(see section 1.7 above), and because, again, it will facilitate the evolution-
ary story to be told in the next section.

8.2 An evolutionary story

So far in this chapter I have sketched a model of human conscious cogni-
tion in which natural language would play a central part, based on the RT
theory of consciousness defended in Chapter 7.1 shall now consider how
the proposed cognitive architecture might have evolved. In fact it is rela-
tively easy to see how the evolution of the structures involved in my RT-
based model might have taken place, putting together, and perhaps
further developing, elements which would have had independent value in
survival.

Imagination would, of course, have had an important role in problem
solving, as it seems to with chimpanzees today (see Kohler, 1925), and
would probably have made its appearance quite early onin our ancestors'
evolution. Some form of (innate) common-sense psychology, too, would
have been extremely valuable to highly social creatures, such as our ances-
tors almost certainly were. And, of course, the arrival of natural language
would then have hugely facilitated both social co-operation and the
acquisition of knowledge.

In fact, as I indicated in the last section, it seems to me highly plausible
that human beings have a natural-language faculty which is innately
structured. (In which case the language box, in the picture of human
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cognition presented in Figure 3, should be thought of as a distinct input
and output module, not as a subset of central belief.) Moreover, it is easy
to see why such an innate module should have evolved, if not exactly how
(see Bickerton, 1990, and Pinker, 1994, ch. 11, for some useful specula-
tions on the latter). For its arrival would have made possible the detailed
exchange of information, as well as the intricate but indefinitely flexible
co-ordination of activity, which underlies much of the success of our
species. Just how much would then have been necessary for our ancestors
to begin entertaining conscious thoughts in natural language would have
depended upon what sort of role was accorded to early forms of language
within their cognition.

Language for thought

Suppose, first, that the public use of signs was, from the beginning,
accorded a direct role in the determination of action, in such a way that
those early uses of signs could quite naturally be described as a kind of
'thinking out loud'. On this model, early forms of language would have
been useful, not only for purposes of communication, but would already
have had some sort of executive role in cognition. This suggestion is not at
all implausible. Think of the advantages which might have accrued to our
ancestors if a statement like, 'If you see a snake, don't try to pick it up', (as
directed from adult to child) were (other things being equal) immediately
to have the cognitive role of a belief in its content. Equally, when early
hominids debated with one another about the best way to hunt an ele-
phant, for example, and one of them said, 'We should attack from both
flanks', there would have been some advantage in this statement figuring
immediately as an item in practical reasoning, to be considered, manipu-
lated, accepted, or rejected, without having to be translated into a wholly
different system of representation (Mentalese).

All that would then have been necessary was for our ancestors to start
using their imaginations to represent sentences of natural language, and
for a reflexive feed-back loop to be added (if it was not already present in
the form of short-term memory), so that they could then make use of
their folk-psychological concepts in thoughts about their own thoughts
and experiences. This final step, too, would have had great survival value.
For it would have enabled them to keep their thoughts to themselves,
where necessary, and also to maintain a continual stream of reflexive
thinking without the necessity for continuous overt verbalisation.

According to this first suggestion, then, the arrival of language was
(more or less) the final condition needed to facilitate conscious - and
hence indefinitely improvable - thinking. For it is reasonable to suppose
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that both the power to form and manipulate mental images, as well as at
least the beginnings of an innate model of human psychology, would
already have been in place prior to the evolution of the language faculty,
just as they seem to be with chimpanzees today. On this account, in fact, it
is to the evolution of an innate language faculty that we owe our dis-
tinctive status as beings with a conscious mental life.

Of course, the language faculty is unlikely to have evolved all at once, in
the space of a single mutation. And it is quite possible that its emergence
was interwoven with the evolution of the theory-of-mind module. It may
be, for example, that the latter evolved through a series of stages, corre-
sponding to the theory-stages postulated by developmental psychologists
- for example, simple desire psychology, perception-desire psychology,
and then belief-desire psychology (see Wellman, 1990, and Segal, 1996).
And some psychologists have suggested that the evolution of the final
stage might have presupposed some form of linguistic communication
(see Harris, 1996, and Smith, 1996). So it may be more accurate to say
that it is to the evolution both of an innate language faculty and of an
innate theory-of-mind module that we owe our status as conscious think-
ers.

(Let me stress, here, a point which has been implicit in some of the dis-
cussion of the last two chapters: namely, that the notion of modularity
involved in the above speculations concerning the evolution of language
and of common-sense psychology is a relatively weak one; certainly
weaker than Fodor's 1983 notion. For, although the operations of these
modules may be fast, mandatory, and largely innately specified, they are
certainly not fully encapsulated. It is plain that we have at least partial
access to the contents of our theory-of-mind module, since its concepts
are consciously accessible, and since we may be capable of articulating
some of its main principles, such as the practical reasoning syllogism. And
if the model of human cognition represented in Figure 3 is correct, central
cognition will also have access to - in the sense of being able to make use
of - some of the representations of the language module. Moreover,
nothing that I say here is intended to rule out the notion of modularity
defended by Karmiloff-Smith, 1992, according to which knowledge of
language and of theory of mind becomes modularised in development,
starting from an innate basis of attention-biases and domain-specific
learning principles.)

Language for communication

Now suppose, second, that early forms of language evolved only because
of the role of language in communication, as many people have suggested.
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On this account, language was selected for in evolution because, and only
because, of its role in facilitating the acquisition of knowledge and the co-
ordination of collective action. So on this model, early forms of language
would not have had any part in the executive functions of human cogni-
tion, and a good deal more would then have had to change in order for
human cognition to exemplify the cognitive architecture depicted in
Figure 3.

In particular, merely using imagination to represent natural-language
sentences, in such a way that those imaginings were then made available to
the same imaging faculty, would not have been enough to give those imag-
ined sentences the status of thoughts. In order for this to happen, those
imaginings would need to have usurped (at least partly) the higher cogni-
tive functions of planning and decision making previously undertaken at
some other level of the mind, using some other mode of representation. But
it is by no means implausible that such a transformation should have taken
place, given the obvious evolutionary advantage which would attend the
capacity for reflexive thinking. On this model, then, the acquisition of lan-
guage would have been the penultimate, rather than the ultimate, step nec-
essary for the evolution of consciousness. The final step would have been
the harnessing of language to the executive functions of thought.

8.3 The argument from introspection revisited

With my RT-based model of human conscious cognition in place, let us
return, now, for a final evaluation of the argument from introspection of
Chapter 2. That argument took as its starting-point a datum of introspec-
tion which is not (or should not be) seriously disputed - namely, that
much of the stream of human consciousness is occupied with inner
speech, or with imaged sentences (spoken or heard) of natural language.
These sentences mostly have the forms (if not necessarily the causal roles)
of thoughts - including assertoric judgement, question, self-directed
imperative, and expressions of intention and desire.

The thesis then advanced in Chapter 2, and again in section 8.1 above,
was the one embodied in our common-sense psychology - that these
streams of imaged sentences are our conscious thoughts, and have the
sort of executive role in our cognition which we believe to be distinctive of
conscious thinking. So it is because I think the words, 'The world is getting
warmer', that I then go on to think, 'I must use less fuel'; and it is (in part)
because of this that I may later be found walking rather than driving to
work. I have just now (in section 8.1) sketched the sort of cognitive archi-
tecture which could enable this to happen, and have then (in section 8.2)
suggested how such an architecture might have evolved.
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The upshot of these recent discussions is this. When taken together
with my defence of the RT theory of consciousness against Dennett's
multiple drafts model (mounted in Chapters 6 and 7), and when taken
also with our consideration of Dennett's alternative explanations of
inner verbalisation (in section 6.8), the above discussion shows convinc-
ingly that the common-sense position survives comparison with the
Dennettian alternatives. I claim, that is, that the RT-based model of the
role of inner verbalisation presented in section 8.1 is certainly to be pre-
ferred, both to Dennett's hypothesis of 'the Joycean machine', and also
to his hypothesis that inner verbalisation serves as an inner bulletin
board, enabling different cognitive systems to communicate with one
another. But what, then, are the remaining alternatives? Are there any
further competing explanations of the role of inner speech, which might
be consistent with Fodor's thesis that all thought is conducted in
Mentalese?

Recall the Fodor/Searle account of 'thinking aloud' sketched briefly
section 3.5. In answer to the question why we go in for this activity (of
uttering sentences aloud and imposing our thought-contents on them), if
those sentences are in no way constitutive of the acts of thinking in ques-
tion, it was suggested that such objectification of thought may serve as an
aid to memory, and also as an aid to self-reflection and self-criticism. In
fact there were two distinct suggestions here, which will need to be con-
sidered separately. The point of translating our Mentalese thoughts into
the public-language medium might be to enable us to remember them,
and/or to think about and criticise them more easily. Plainly, each of these
explanations may find an analogue in the case of private - not publicly
expressed - verbalisation.

Before setting out and discussing these suggestions in some detail, let
me first stress that I believe the common-sense, RT-based, explanation to
be the default one. Other things being equal, we should believe what we
already believe, namely that when we engage in inner verbalisation we are
thinking. So my proposed underpinning of the cognitive conception of
language - by claiming, in section 8.1, that much of our conscious think-
ing is conducted in natural language - gets to win by default in the
absence of any stronger competitor. In effect, I claim that a draw is all that
I need in order to win.

This claim is an implication of what I take to be the only really defensi-
ble, coherentist, epistemology: in forming rational, or justified, beliefs,
you should start from where you already are. Rational epistemology does not
begin from sure foundations (as foundationalists would claim) but from
whatever beliefs you already find yourself possessing. You should then
seek to weld those beliefs into a coherent whole: constructing explanatory
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theories, testing theories, seeking new data, constructing alternative the-
ories, and so on. In the course of this process a great many of your original
beliefs may come to be rejected. But, being the starting-point, they also
form part of the default end-point: other things being equal, those beliefs
will survive, and will continue to be rationally believed. (For further dis-
cussion of various forms of coherentism, see my 1992a, and Bonjour,
1985.)

The memory explanation

The first suggestion made in section 3.5 was that overt (publicly
expressed) verbalisation of a (Mentalese) thought might help us to
remember it, by fixing it more firmly before the mind as a content to
interact with yet further thoughts, so serving in various ways to make our
thinking more efficient. (Recall from section 7.3 above, that all thinking,
whether conscious or non-conscious, requires memory. Since thinking
takes time, thoughts must be held in memory for long enough to achieve
their eflfects. Anything which serves to keep them in memory for longer
may therefore lead to better thinking.)

This explanation seems especially plausible in connection with
thoughts expressed in writing. What the written sentence does is give us a
permanent, or semi-permanent, record of the thought, to which we can
return attention at will, allowing it to interact with a wide variety of beliefs
and other thoughts. The suggestion was then that spoken utterances may
serve a similar function, somehow fixing, or helping to fix, the thoughts in
question in memory. It is easy to see how this story might go, since a
thought which is uttered, and so heard by the speaker, will be entertained
twice-over - first prior to encoding in public language, and then second
when the heard sentence is decoded back into a Mentalese thought again.
And two exposures, or repetitions, of the thought may very well serve to
make it more memorable.

The suggestion might then be that inner verbalisation would have a
similar function - by translating each occurrent thought into an imaged
natural language sentence, in such a way that it is then automatically
decoded back into the same thought once again, we might ensure that the
thought is held in memory for long enough to interact as it should with
further thoughts in processes of thinking and reasoning.

Now we might wonder, to begin with, whether this can really be a con-
vincing explanation of the stream of inner speech, since it appears to go all
round the houses to achieve the desired effect. If the proposal is that
memory-enhancement is achieved by rehearsal of the thought, then it
would be a great deal simpler to repeat each occurrent thought - to think it
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twice over. Since the proposed explanation of the role of verbalisation has
us thinking each thought twice over anyway, the route through public lan-
guage might seem to be just an unnecessary dog-leg. In fact, however, it is
a well-established fact about human memory systems that memory can
be greatly enhanced by association (see Baddeley, 1988).

If asked to memorise a list of items, for example, it will be more efficient
to associate them with something else, rather than simply repeating the
names to yourself (even repeating them many times over). Thus, you
might imagine walking around the rooms of your house, placing a distinct
item in each room. This then gives you an independent fix on those items
in memory - you can either recall them directly, or you can recall the
rooms, from which you might extract the associated item. Something
similar might very well take place in the case of inner verbalisation. By
translating a Mentalese thought into its imaged natural-language equiva-
lent, we get an independent fix on that thought, so making it more likely
that it will be available to enter into our reasoning processes as and when
the need arises.

This suggestion - that inner speech functions as an aid to memory - is
then certainly a possible one. But to what extent can it really explain the
data? In particular, can it explain the extent of inner verbalisation in our
conscious lives - whether we are daydreaming, engaged in some sort of
simple reasoning, or employed in a complex reasoning task? For why
would we need to remember our thoughts if those thoughts are merely idle
ones, as in day-dreaming or fantasy? And why would we bother to adopt
the inner-verbalisation strategy as an aid to memory if our thoughts are
simple ones, or are particularly easily memorable? Surely the prediction
would be that inner verbalisation would only occur when we are engaged
in complex practical or theoretical reasoning tasks that matter. For verbal-
isation takes time and energy. We surely would not do it idly.

Here my RT-based explanation can fare better. Since linguistic think-
ing is, by hypothesis, one of the normal modes of functioning of a special-
purpose executive system (the reflexive thinking faculty), it is no surprise
that inner verbalisation should continue to occur when the system is
idling. For although the gains of having such a system only accrue when it
is working seriously (flexibility, adaptability, etc.), of course it will con-
tinue to function in the same language-involving way when idling, or
when taken 'off line'. (Compare: the carburettor in a car continues to
inject a fuel-air mixture into the ignition-chamber even when the gears
are not engaged, and the engine is idling.) According to the memory-
explanation canvassed above, in contrast, inner verbalisation is just a
dodge - a strategy exploited to make thinking more efficient by making
thoughts more memorable. And it is then something of a puzzle why we
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would continue to exploit that (costly) strategy when thinking is easy, or
done to no serious purpose.

There is some reason, then, to prefer the RT-based model (according to
which inner verbalisation is a kind of thinking) to the suggestion that
inner speech functions as a mere memory-aid for the real thought-
processes which are conducted in Mentalese.The main argument which I
want to stress, however, and develop at some length, is as follows:

Given the correctness of the RT theory of consciousness
defended in Chapter 7, then only if the RT-based model of
section 8.1 above is correct, and inner verbalisation is a kind of
thinking, do we do any conscious (propositional) thinking at all.

In fact I shall claim that it is a deep presupposition of our common-sense
belief that we do sometimes engage in conscious propositional (as
opposed to purely imagistic) thinking, that inner speech is such thinking.
And note that if this argument succeeds, then it will not only rule out the
memory-aid proposal currently under consideration, but will equally
count against any theory of the role of inner speech (including Dennett's
bulletin-board hypothesis) which does not accord such speech the role of
thought.

According to the RT-based model developed in section 8.1, we have
immediate non-inferential access to our own inner verbalisations,
because a phonological representation is stored in C to be made avail-
able to further thought, just as if the sentence had been spoken or heard.
And, moreover, those inner verbalisations are thoughts. So we have non-
inferential access to some of our occurrent thoughts, which therefore
count as conscious ones. For RT theory maintains that conscious
thoughts are those to which we have immediate and non-inferential
access.

According to the memory-aid proposal, on the other hand, the inner
verbalisations to which we have non-inferential access are not our
thoughts themselves, but rather events which are caused by those
thoughts in order to improve memory. Our access to our own thoughts is
therefore not immediate, but inferential - to know what we have thought,
we have to decode back again to reach the appropriate sentence of
Mentalese which is (according to this proposal) the thought itself. So the
thoughts which get verbalised in inner speech are not conscious ones,
even though they are thoughts which we may reliably know ourselves to
have, much as I may reliably know of the thoughts of other people on
hearing them speak.

Now, so far this is just the default-argument canvassed at the outset of
this section - the RT-based model, and only the RT-based model, pre-
serves for us our common-sense belief that conscious inner verbalisation



8.3 The argument from introspection revisited 239

is a form of conscious thinking. But when we add to this the claim that we
have no other mode of engaging in conscious propositional thinking
except through inner verbalisation, then we get the new argument, that
only the RT-based model can preserve for us the belief that we engage in
any such conscious thinking. So if we want to hang on to our common-
sense belief that we do sometimes entertain conscious thoughts, and we
accept the RT characterisation of consciousness, then we had better also
believe that inner verbalisation is a form of thinking.

(I should stress again that by thinking, here, I should be understood as
meaning cognitive processes which are properly propositional, or fully
conceptual. Of course one can also treat manipulations of visual and
other images as a form of thinking, and such manipulations can often
have a serious purpose. Moreover, such images are characteristically con-
scious, occurring in such a way as to be available to further thought. So on
any account there exists something one might call 'conscious thinking'
which does not involve natural language. But a visual image does not
express a proposition. In the present argument I am confining attention
to those thinkings which are properly propositional.)

Against purely-propositional consciousness

In order for this new argument to work, I now need to show that we have
no immediate and non-inferential access to our own propositional
thoughts except where those thoughts are expressed in inner, speech. In
effect, I need to establish that there is (for us) no such phenomenon as
conscious purely propositional thinking. I require an argument to show
that in those cases where subjects are prepared to self-ascribe a thought
while denying that they entertained that thought verbally or in the form of
any visual or other image (which they sometimes do - see Hurlburt, 1990
and 1993), the thought in question was not, in fact, a conscious one. So I
need to establish that human beings do not have the sort of semantic-
ascent architecture that we imagined for the Stalnaker Martians in
section 7.3, which might give us non-inferential access to the contents
and occurrences of our Mentalese thoughts, thus rendering the latter
conscious according to RT theory.

As I have already mentioned briefly in section 7.3, this has, to my mind,
been convincingly demonstrated by a rich body of data coming out of the
social psychology literature. Here it has been found that there are a wide
variety of circumstances in which subjects will confabulate self-explana-
tions which are manifestly false (see Nisbett and Wilson, 1977, Nisbett
and Ross, 1980, Wilson et al., 1981, Wilson, 1985, and Wilson and Stone,
1985). What follow are just a few salient examples:
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(1) When asked to select from a range of identical items, people
show a marked preference for items on the right-hand side of
the array; but their explanations of their own choices never
advert to position, but rather mention superior quality,
appearance, and so on. And note that the explanations, here,
can be offered within seconds of the original choice.

(2) People's willingness to help someone in distress is inversely
correlated with the number of other observers - the more
people there are present, the less willing they are to help -
but subjects never mention this in explanation of their own
behaviour. (This finding may now be out of date. Some of
the ways in which the presence of other people can have
effects upon beneficence-behaviour are now widely known,
and have become absorbed into common-sense psychology.
The callousness of passers-by in crowded city streets is now
legendary.)

(3) People who have been paid to play with a puzzle report less
intrinsic interest in it than those who do so purely voluntar-
ily; but these reports do not correlate with the extent to
which they are observed to play with it in their free time.

(4) People are very poor at knowing which factors in a situation
influence their evaluations or decisions, such as which
aspects of someone's behaviour influenced their evaluation
of his physical characteristics (appearance, etc.), or which
aspects of a job-applicant's portfolio influenced their deci-
sion to call her for interview; and interestingly, observers
merely told about these studies make exactly the same errone-
ous judgements as do the subjects in them. Moreover, both
groups (participants and observers) tend to make correct
judgements when, and only when, the influential factor is
recognised as such within common-sense psychology.

The best explanation of these data (and the explanation offered by
Nisbett and Wilson), is that subjects in such cases lack any form of con-
scious access to their true thought-processes. Rather, lacking immediate
access to their reasons, they engage in a swift bit of retrospective self-
interpretation, attributing to themselves the thoughts and feelings which
they think they should have in the circumstances, or in such a way as to
make sense of their own behaviour.

Looking across the full range of the experimental data available, the
one factor which seems to stand out as being common to all those cases
where individuals confabulate false self-explanations, is simply that in
such cases the true causes of the thoughts, feelings, or behaviours in
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question are unknown to common-sense psychology. The best explana-
tion of the errors, then, must be that they occur in cases where individuals
are actually employing common-sense psychology, relying on its principles
and generalisations to attribute mental states to themselves. And this
means that in such cases the access which they have to their own mental
states is inferential and interpretative (in so far as they do have access; that
is, in cases where they get it right). In particular, they do not have the sort
of non-inferential access to the states ascribed which would be necessary
for the latter to count as conscious ones, according to the RT account of
consciousness.

I propose, then, that what are often described as purely propositional
(non-verbal) thoughts, available to introspection (and hence conscious),
are really the results of swift self-interpretation. So even where the self-
interpretation happens to be correct, the thoughts in question are not
conscious ones. For RT theory tells us that a conscious thought is one
which must be available to the subject non-inferentially, not as a result of
self-interpretation.

Such self-interpretations need not operate exclusively on overt behav-
iour, of course. Often the thoughts self-attributed may provide the best
explanation of other conscious (verbalised) thoughts, or of the conscious
images one was entertaining at the time, or of the way in which one was
directing one's conscious attention, and so on. But I would have to
predict, on this proposal, that subjects would not be prepared to self-
ascribe purely propositional thoughts in cases where there was nothing in
their behaviour, circumstances, or in their other conscious mental states
which might warrant the self-ascription - that is, where there was nothing
which might lead an observer who knew of the relevant behaviour and/or
mental states to ascribe the very same thought by interpretation.

I believe that this prediction is borne out by (or is consistent with, at
any rate) the introspection-sampling data provided by Russ Hurlburt (see
his 1990 and 1993). Since many of his examples of purely propositional
(or 'unsymbolised') thought are not described in any great detail, it is not
always possible to determine whether or not such a thought could have
been attributed by a fully knowledgeable observer. And in any case, of
course, many of the relevant beliefs and intentions which might have
played a part in the subject's self-interpretation may not have been con-
scious at the time of the consciousness-freezing beep, and so would not
have been reported. For no one maintains that everything which figures in
an interpretation must be conscious at the time. Nevertheless, let me
work through a couple of examples by way of illustration of my approach.

In one example, the subject had been drawing a picture of her room
with the radio playing, unattended, in the background just prior to the
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beep, but the words 'brothers in arms' had just penetrated her awareness;
and at the moment of the beep, she reported that she was wondering why
she had heard those particular words and not others; but this act of won-
dering did not involve any introspectively accessible words or other
images (see Hurlburt, 1990, p. 106). It seems not at all implausible that
she should really have interpreted herself to be so wondering, in fact. For
this is just what one might, very naturally, predict that she would have been
doing in the circumstances.

In another example, the subject was looking at a box of breakfast cereal
on the shelf of a supermarket at the time of the beep. She reported that
she was wondering - wordlessly - whether to buy the box; and that she
was thinking - again wordlessly - that she did not normally eat breakfast,
and that the cereal might therefore be wasted; and that she was also con-
sidering the expense involved (see Hurlburt, 1993, p. 94). Again, it seems
reasonable that these thoughts might have been ascribed inferentially, as a
result of self-interpretation, rather than occurring in such a way as to
render them properly conscious. For these are just the thoughts which an
observer might naturally attribute to her, who knew what she knew:
namely, that she was attending to the price-label on a cereal packet; that
she did not normally eat breakfast; and that she was generally careful in
matters of expense.

It may be objected against my account of these examples that it does
not feel to the subjects in question as if they are interpreting themselves.
On the contrary, they report their purely propositional thoughts as having
the same sort of phenomenological immediacy as any other conscious
state - only without the phenomenology, as it were. But the reply to this
objection is easy: nor does it feel as if we are interpreting other agents much
of the time, either - rather, we just see much of their behaviour as inten-
tional, and as imbued with certain thoughts. Indeed, our theory-of-mind
faculty appears to have a number of the properties of a Fodorean module:
besides being at least partly innately specified (see section 1.7), its opera-
tion is both mandatory and fast. We often just cannot help seeing the
behaviour of an actor on the stage as displaying anger, or fear, or what-
ever, despite the fact that we know him to be acting. And much of the time
we are not aware of ourselves as having to interpret his behaviour, either,
as being deceitful, or conciliatory, or whatever; rather, we just see it that
way, immediately. So it is only to be expected that when people engage in
self-interpretation, this will often take place extremely swiftly, and
without self-awareness of what they are doing.

(What about the puzzling data, also provided by Hurlburt, that subjects
sometimes report thoughts which are definitely linguistic, and not purely
propositional, but where subjects were not aware of any determinate
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words, or of any imaged sentence? How can this finding be fitted into the
story I am telling in this chapter about the role of natural language in con-
scious thinking? For example, one subject reported that at the time of the
beep she was looking at a picture of Napoleon's hat, and it was exactly as if
she were speaking to herself (in Dutch) the words, 'What's so special
about it?', except that no words were actually present in consciousness
(see Hurlburt, 1990, p. 101). Here is one possible explanation, consistent
with my account: perhaps inner verbalisation, like outer verbalisation,
begins with some sort of conceptual representation of the message to be
expressed - in LF, as it might be; see section 8.4 below - which is then
used to construct a phonological representation of the sentence; and this
process takes time. Then perhaps, in the example, the beep interrupted
this process before a phonological representation of the sentence, 'What's
so special about it?', had been constructed and placed in C, available to
consciousness. But still the LF representation was in existence, already
formulated; and following the beep it could have been used to generate
just such a phonological representation, which would then feel exactly
right to the subject - she would naturally have accepted it as precisely
what she had been thinking at the time.)

It might be objected against the argument that I have been developing
in this part of the section, that the fact that subjects sometimes confabulate
as a result of engaging in self-interpretation, does not show that they do
not also entertain conscious purely propositional thoughts, perhaps
exploiting some form of semantic-ascent architecture. Granted, there is
no entailment. But I think that there is a sound inference to the best
explanation to be made, in the absence of any particular proposal about
the range of cases in which one might entertain conscious thoughts by
semantic ascent. Until that proposal is forthcoming, the most reasonable
explanation is that we employ a self-interpretation strategy in all cases
where purely propositional thoughts are self-ascribed. For we can then
explain the heterogeneous range of examples in which people get them-
selves badly wrong - what these cases have in common is simply that the
true mental causes are here unknown to common-sense psychology, and
so are not available to an interpreter, self- or otherwise (see also Gopnik,
1993)-

If the above explanation of the social psychology false-explanation
data is allowed to stand, then we face a choice. Either we can maintain
that inner verbalisation is simply an aid to memory (or functions as an
inner bulletin board, or whatever), and is not itself a kind of thinking; in
which case we must say that we never have access to our own thoughts
which is non-inferential; and so we never really have thoughts which are
conscious, if the RT account of consciousness is correct. Or we can
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allow that the inner verbalisations - to which we do have non-inferential
access - are actually, themselves, occurrent thoughts. In which case
these thoughts, at least, can count as conscious. The latter alternative is
surely the more reasonable, other things being equal - preserving for us
our common-sense belief that we do sometimes engage in thinking
which is conscious.

The access explanation

I have argued that the memory-enhancement explanation of the stream of
inner verbalisation is unsuccessful. The alternative Fodor/Searle proposal
is that verbalisation of our Mentalese thoughts is designed to give us con-
scious access to the contents and occurrences of the latter. Not .that those
thoughts would thereby be conscious, according to RT theory, since our
access to them would be inferential. But such a system would neverthe-
less give many of the advantages of conscious thinking, since one would
thereby be able to think about one's own sequences of thinking and rea-
soning, gaining much of the flexibility and adaptability distinctive of RT
theory.

So here is the proposal: we entertain our thoughts in Mentalese and not
in natural language; these thoughts remain non-conscious, but we regu-
larly translate them into inner-verbalised sentences to which we do have
conscious access, so that we can mimic some of the advantages of con-
scious thinking. (Note that this proposal is, in effect, a variant on
Dennett's inner-bulletin-board explanation of inner verbalisation, only
embedded, now, in a more orthodox picture of mental architecture, con-
taining some sort of central executive in which chains of practical and
theoretical reasoning take place.)

This explanation can be dealt with quite swiftly, since it is subject to
just the same weaknesses as the previous one. In particular, it will still
force us to conclude that we do not engage in conscious (propositional)
thinking at all. Indeed, here the counter-intuitive conclusion is forced on
us even more powerfully, since it is no longer an option, even in principle,
to appeal to purely propositional conscious thinking. For if we could
engage in such thinking, then we would not need to engage in inner
verbalisation, on the current proposal. If the whole point of inner verbal-
isation is to give us indirect access to our own thought-processes, then
this must be because we do not have any other form of access to them - in
particular, it must be because we do not have the sort of semantic-ascent
architecture envisaged earlier. So on this proposal we really would have
no option but to conclude that we never entertain thoughts in such a way
that we have immediate and non-inferential access to their contents and
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occurrences. That is to say, we should have to conclude (in the presence of
RT theory) that we never have any conscious thoughts at all.

The present proposal also faces similar problems to before, in explain-
ing the range of cases where we engage in inner speech (including simple
thoughts, idle thinking, day-dreaming, etc.). For why would we bother to
translate our thoughts into natural-language sentences in all these cases,
given that we have nothing to gain by achieving second-order access to
our idle thoughts? As before, the RT-based model experiences no diffi-
culty here, since the proposal is that our reflexive thinking faculty stan-
dardly operates by manipulating natural-language sentences in
imagination - it will therefore continue to do this even when that faculty is
doing no useful work. The problem for the Mentalese-based access-
explanation is to find some corresponding kind of thinking such that all
and only thoughts of that kind would routinely be translated into natural-
language sentences so as to give us meta-access to their contents and
occurrences, even when those thoughts are merely idle ones. I do not say
that this cannot be done, but I cannot see, myself, how to do it.

I conclude this section, then, by claiming that the introspective argu-
ment of Chapter 2 may be allowed to stand. The best explanation for the
stream of inner speech is that it is constitutive of conscious thinking. So,
much of our conscious thinking does indeed take place in natural lan-
guage, and Fodor is wrong to claim that all thinking is conducted in
Mentalese.

8.4 Working memory and the central executive

In this section I shall compare the model of human cognitive architecture
sketched in section 8.1 above with the account of the working-memory
system developed over a number of years by Alan Baddeley (see Baddeley
and Hitch, 1974, Baddeley, 1986, 1988, and 1993, and Gathercole and
Baddeley, 1993). Both theories postulate special-purpose short-term
memory stores intimately linked to such cognitive functions as planning,
reasoning, and conscious awareness; and both assign a role to imagistic
representations of language within the systems described. I shall then
consider an objection to my position arising out of this comparison.

Comparison with the working-memory model

Baddeley has proposed that the working-memory system consists of a
central executive and two specialised slave-systems, the visuo-spatial
sketchpad and the phonological loop. The relationships between them are
represented in Figure 4 (adapted from Gathercole and Baddeley, 1993,
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p. 4). The central executive controls the flow of information within the
system as a whole, and is charged with such functions as action-planning,
retrieval of information from long-term memory, and conscious control
of action. The executive also allocates inputs to the visuo-spatial sketch-
pad and phonological loop, which are employed for spatial reasoning
tasks and language-related tasks respectively. Since the central executive
must presumably have access to linguistic knowledge, if it is to be able to
generate linguistic inputs to the phonological loop, this model could
easily be presented in such a way as to resemble quite closely the RT-
based model of Figure 3.

One difference from my RT-based model concerns the special-purpose
nature of the phonological loop. In particular, Baddeley seems to think of
it as essentially a phonological system. (In fact, Gathercole and Baddeley
consider whether the system has an articulatory rather than a phonolog-
ical basis, and leave the issue unresolved. But they do appear to believe
that it must be either the one or the other - see their 1993, p. 16.) In con-
trast, the RT-based model proposes that we can, in principle, entertain
linguistically formulated thoughts through the imaginative use of any lan-
guage-related sense-modality. In normal individuals, no doubt, such
thinking involves auditory, or perhaps articulatory (kinaesthetic)
imagination (or both). But, in the case of those whose only native lan-
guage is some form of Sign, the theory predicts that their linguistic think-
ing will involve the manipulation of visual (or kinaesthetic) images. And
perhaps some ordinary thinkers, too, sometimes employ visual images (in
this case of written language) in their thinking.

One empirical prediction of the RT-based model, then, is that exactly
the sorts of interference-effects which have been used to explore the prop-
erties of the phonological loop in normal subjects would be found in the
visual (or perhaps the kinaesthetic, gestural) modality for deaf subjects
whose native language is a form of Sign. Another prediction is that apha-
sics or other brain-damaged patients who have lost the phonological com-
ponent of working memory should be able to recover their capacity for
language-based thinking by employing the resources of some other form
of imagination - either kinaesthetic, developing an articulatory loop, or
visual, imaging written sentences. For according to the RT-based model,
the exact form in which linguistic information is represented in reflexive
thinking is plastic, and may vary from individual to individual, and within
individuals over time.

Another difference between Baddeley's model of working-memory on
the one hand, and my RT-based model of cognition on the other, con-
cerns the function of the phonological loop - its causal role in the activity
of the cognitive system as a whole. In Baddeley's model, as I understand
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it, the phonological loop is employed only for language-based tasks - that
is, only for tasks which are explicitly about language, or explicitly involve
language. Thus the phonological loop is said to be involved in such tasks
as: memorising sequences of letters; vocabulary acquisition; reading
development; and language comprehension. But there is no suggestion
that it is also involved in the planning of action, or in other forms of rea-
soning about the world (rather than about language). These tasks are
allotted, rather, to the central executive. (In fact Gathercole and Baddeley
note in passing, following Hitch 1980, that the phonological loop may be
implicated in mental arithmetic; see their 1993, p. 234. But nothing
further is made of this point.)

In the RT-based model, in contrast, the phonological loop (and/or its
equivalent in other sense-modalities) is involved in many forms of con-
scious thinking and reasoning about the world. My hypothesis is that it is
by formulating some of our occurrent thinkings in the form of images of
natural-language sentences that our cognitive system is able to gain
access to (in such a way as to render conscious) its own processes of
thought. The function of the phonological loop is thus much more than
just to enable the system to engage in language-involving processing
tasks. It is also to enable the system to gain access to its own occurrent
thoughts, thus facilitating the sort of indefinite self-improvement that
comes with self-awareness. And according to RT theory the sentences
represented in the phonological loop often are the acts of thinking the
thoughts which are expressed by those sentences. Thus when, in context,
I entertain in auditory imagination the sentence, 'The world is getting
warmer', this is, according to the RT-based account, my act of thinking
that the world is getting warmer, and is the realiser of the latter's causal
role.

Of course I do have to concede that there is also a need, within my RT-
based theory, for something resembling Baddeley's central executive. For
something must be responsible for selecting and manipulating the imaged
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sentences in the phonological loop, which therefore become the system's
conscious occurrent thoughts (in virtue of the reflexive availability of the
contents of the loop). But the contents and modes of operation of this
executive will themselves be wow-conscious. It is also true that there is a
need within the RT-based theory for a visuo-spatial sketch-pad, in which
spatial reasoning tasks can be undertaken in non-language-involving
mode. Indeed, this has been implicit in the discussion of RT theory
throughout, both here and in the previous chapter. So there are still a
number of respects in which Baddeley might find my RT-based account
congenial.

An objection and three replies

It may be objected that for me to concede to Baddeley the existence of a
central executive charged with selecting and formulating the sentences to
be imaged within the phonological loop, is for me to concede to Fodor the
case against the role of language in thinking. For on standard models of
sentence production, this process proceeds through a number of different
stages, beginning with a conceptual representation of the message to be
conveyed, and concluding with detailed instructions to the muscles in the
mouth and larynx to express that message in speech (see, for example,
Garrett, 1975, and Levelt, 1989). But what would 'a conceptual repre-
sentation of the message' be, except a thought whose content is that
message? Since this thought could not (on pain of vicious circularity)
itself be expressed in natural language, it would presumably have to be
formulated in Mentalese. And then Fodor gets his conclusion that the real
thought-processes underlying inner verbalisation do not constitutively
involve natural language, but rather employ Mentalese.

I have three possible replies to this objection, each one more controver-
sial than the last. My fall-back position is to endorse at least the first. This
would give me the thesis I shall later call 'NNW'. I shall present arguments
later in this chapter in support of the second. This would give me the
thesis I shall call 'NNS'. And I am strongly tempted by the third, but will
not pursue it any further in this book.

(1) The least controversial reply is to concede the standard model of
speech generation, and to concede that the conceptual representation of
the message is expressed in Mentalese, but to claim, firstly, that this repre-
sentation can only attain the status of a conscious thought by being
expressed in natural language, in the form of inner speech; and secondly,
that it is the latter imaged sentence which occupies the causal role dis-
tinctive of conscious thinking.

The first of these claims has been partially defended above, and will be
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returned to again in sections 8.5 and 8.6 below, in the form of thesis NNW.
I do not believe that we have the capacity for non-inferential access to our
own occurrent thoughts except when they are formulated in inner speech
(and/or other images). The second claim commits me to the truth of such
counterfactuals as this: if my conceptual representation of the message,
[the Earth is getting warmer] had never been realised in the imaged sen-
tence, 'The Earth is getting warmer', then I would never have gone on to
draw the conscious consequences that I did draw, nor go on to act as I did.
We are warranted in believing such counterfactuals, I maintain, because
the RT-based model of inner verbalisation provides a better account of
the phenomena than the alternatives, as I argued in section 8.3 above.

(2) The second, more controversial, reply, again concedes the standard
model of speech generation, allowing that speech processes (whether
inner or outer) begin with some sort of conceptual representation of the
thought to be expressed; but it denies that this representation can itself
have the causal role of a thought (whether conscious or not), independent
of its effects in sentence-production. Or rather, it insists that these con-
ceptual representations are themselves natural-language ones. It may be,
that is, that such representations are not central-process thoughts
expressed in Mentalese, but are internal to the language faculty, having
no independent causal role outside of it. I can then concede that the cog-
nitive processes involved in the production of a sentence may include
multiple levels of representation (phonological, syntactic, and - crucially
- semantic), while claiming that all of these representations are them-
selves natural-language ones.

For example, Chomsky has maintained that there is a level of linguistic
representation which he calls 'logical form' (LF), which is where the lan-
guage faculty interfaces with central cognitive systems (see his 1995). I
can then claim that all conceptual, propositional, thinking consists in the
formation and manipulation of these LF representations. The hypothesis
can be that central-process thinking operates by accessing and manipulat-
ing the representations of the language faculty. Where these representa-
tions are only in LF, the thoughts in question will be non-conscious ones.
But where the LF representation is used to generate a full-blown phono-
logical representation (an imaged sentence), the thought will be con-
scious. I shall return to this suggestion in section 8.7 below. Notice that if
this proposal is to be much more than a mere variant on the access-expla-
nation canvassed in section 8.3, then I must claim that there is a dis-
tinctive executive system which can only operate on fully represented
phonological sentences; indeed, my claim is that this system is the reflex-
ive thinking faculty.

(Philosophers and logicians should note that Chomsky's LF is very
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different from what they are apt to mean by 'logical form'. In particular,
sentences of LF do not just contain logical constants and quantifiers, vari-
ables, and dummy names. Rather, they consist of lexical items drawn
from the natural language in question, syntactically structured, but regi-
mented in such a way that all scope-ambiguities and such like are
resolved, and with pronouns cross-indexed to their referents and so on.
And the lexical items will be semantically interpreted, linked to whatever
structures in the knowledge-base secure their meanings. The important
point for these purposes is that sentences of LF are not sentences of
Mentalese - they are not central-process representations, but are rather
internal to the language faculty; and they are not universal to all thinkers,
but are always drawn from one or another natural language.)

What would be the motivation behind this second, more controversial,
reply? It would be this: we shall need to make such a reply if we come to
believe, not just that inner verbalisation is often the only way in which the
system can have non-inferential access to its own occurrent thoughts (and
hence render them conscious), but also that there are some thoughts
which cannot be entertained independently of language. That is, if there
are some thoughts (considered as types rather than tokens) which consti-
tutively involve natural language, then we shall need to deny that any con-
ceptual representations of those thoughts, employed in the processes
which generate the sentences in question, can themselves exist inde-
pendent of the language faculty. This is an issue that I shall return to in
section 8.7 below, in the form of thesis NNS.

(3) Thirdly, and much more controversially, I could reply to the objec-
tion by rejecting the standard models of speech-production. By way of
motivation, notice that exactly the same question can be asked about the
supposed conceptual representation of the message, as it might be
expressed in Mentalese, as is asked about the inner verbalisation of that
message in natural language - namely, 'How did it come to be formulated
as it was?'. In explaining how a sentence of Mentalese is put together
there are surely just the same sorts of reasons which apply in the case of
natural language, for proposing that the process starts with a conceptual
representation of the thought to be expressed, before proceeding to the
selection of lexical items and grammatical forms to express that thought.
But plainly this then would, in this case, lead to a vicious regress.

Now, if it is allowed, as it must be, that Mentalese thoughts are formu-
lated without a prior conceptual representation of their content, then why
should the same concession not be made for natural language? We could
then adopt, for example, some variant on Dennett's 'pandemonium
model' for speech production instead (see his 1991, ch. 8). According to
this model, sentences are constructed in cognition out of relative chaos
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(and certainly without any prior representation of the message to be
expressed), by multiple sub-units proposing sentence parts to a set of
assessor units (presumably operating in a context-sensitive way), until the
whole system settles upon a sentence which it finds acceptable.

It is sometimes objected against the hypothesis of Mentalese (for
example, by Dummett, 1989), that it can bring no advantage over the
hypothesis that thought is conducted in natural language, without gener-
ating a vicious regress. This is a misunderstanding if it is directed at the
Mentalese-based explanation of the content of natural-language sen-
tences. As we saw in Chapter 3, it may very well be possible to reduce the
content of a natural-language sentence to the content of a thought, and
then to offer some independent semantics for the latter (for example, in
terms of causal co-variance). While I have argued that such semantic the-
ories are by no means mandatory, and face a number of difficulties, there
is no reason to think that they generate any vicious regress.

Matters may be different, however, when we turn our attention from
explanations of the semantics of natural language, to explanations of the
status of natural-language utterances as intentional actions. Here there
really is a threat of a regress if we explain the intentional status of a
natural-language utterance in terms of an intentionally formulated repre-
sentation of the message to be expressed. For then we shall need yet
another representation to explain the intentional status of the latter, and
so on. And if we can explain how the construction of a Mentalese sen-
tence can be intentional without appealing to any prior intention, then it
is not clear why we cannot adopt just the same sort of explanation of the
intentional construction of a natural-language sentence.

To put the point somewhat differently: at some level, plainly, sentence-
based cognition (whether involving Mentalese or natural language) must
be realised in processes which are not sentential - perhaps involving
connectionist networks of various sorts. And if such processes are
appealed to in the explanation of Mentalese-based thinking, then it might
be possible to adopt a similar form of explanation for natural language-
based thinking, cutting out Mentalese from cognition altogether. This is,
at any rate, a research avenue well worth exploring.

8.5 The thesis of natural necessity (weak)

Let us now take final stock of our position. I have responded to all of
Fodor's arguments attempting to show that Mentalese is the language in
which all thinking is conducted. Some of these proved easy to reply to,
while some - particularly the semantic ones - proved more difficult. They
required a long detour to consider the semantics of natural language and
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of thought, conducted in Chapters 3 and 4. Then the provision of an ade-
quate theory of consciousness, in Chapter 7, has finally put us in position
to reply to the one remaining argument, from the thoughts of animals and
infants. So we are now able to conclude that Fodor has given us no good
reason for believing that all thinking takes place in Mentalese.

Yet we still have in place, however, the introspective argument of
Chapter 2, for the conclusion that some thinking takes place in natural
language (specifically, human conscious thinking which is genuinely
propositional). Indeed, this has now been vindicated by our discussion of
theories of consciousness in Chapters 5 through to the present. For
although it is possible to construct theories of inner verbalisation - specif-
ically, the Dennett/Fodor hybrid introduced in section 6.8, or the
memory-enhancement explanation discussed in section 8.3 - which
predict that we are systematically deceived in making the introspective
claim, these theories are by no means the best available. On the contrary,
the RT-based model of human conscious cognition which I have finally
endorsed gives us every reason to believe that introspection is reliable on
this matter.

So the conclusion is (at least tentatively) established: some thinking
constitutively involves natural language. This is already enough to secure
at least a weak version of the cognitive (as opposed to the communicative)
conception of natural language, since we have shown that language is not
just an input- and output-module of the mind, but is implicated in central
processes of believing, desiring, and reasoning. However, even this
conclusion is, as yet, a bare claim of fact. No modal claims are yet war-
ranted. So this must be our final task. I propose to argue that there is a
natural necessity attaching to the fact that human conscious thinking
involves public or natural language. (The sense in which I intend the term
'public' will be elucidated in section 8.6 below.)

I have sketched, in outline, a model of how human conscious thinking
does in fact take place, and of how such cognitive structures might have
evolved. But for all that has so far been said, it might seem to remain
entirely accidental that humans should ever entertain their conscious
thoughts in natural language. Is there no element of necessity attaching to
the model? I believe that there is. The first (weaker) version of the claim
that I wish to defend is the following:

NNw: Some human conscious thinking (viz. conscious proposi-
tional thinking) is such that, of natural necessity, it involves
public language, in virtue of the given architecture of human
cognition together with causal laws.

In the remainder of this section I shall first comment on the scope of the
above claim, and then present arguments in its defence. In the section
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that follows I shall then say something further about its proper interpreta-
tion.

The scope ofNNw

The claim expressed in NNW is relatively weak in a number of different
respects. First, it does not yet follow from it that' there are any thought-
contents (considered as types) which can only be grasped through their
expression in some public language. In fact, for all that NNW has to say, it
may be that every thought which we can entertain consciously, through
the medium of public language, we can also entertain non-consciously, in
the medium of some sort of Mentalese. A stronger version of the thesis,
which implies that there are some thought-types which can only be enter-
tained at all in public language - NNS - will be explored in the final two
sections of this chapter.

The second way in which NNW is relatively weak, is that it does not
claim that all conscious human thinking involves public language. It is
conceded that some conscious thinking can be purely imagistic, without
involving language, as we have been allowing since near the outset of this
book, in section 1.8. Admittedly (to reiterate a point from section 2.2) it
may be that in many of those cases where a thought is carried by an image
of an object, an embedding in a linguistic context may be necessary to
confer on that image a determinate content. In which case such thoughts,
too, will turn out to involve public language. So when I think, while at
home, of how to arrange the furniture in my office, employing an image to
express my thought, what makes that image into an image of my office will
be an implicit or explicit sentential embedding. My full thought ought
properly to be expressed thus: 'I shall arrange the furniture in my office
like this [insert image].'

Moreover, it should also be pointed out again, that if our thoughts are
to have anything like the expressive powers they actually possess, even
amongst primitive peoples (setting aside thoughts about the sub-atomic
particles of physics, for example), then they would have to employ some
sort of symbolic language. For as we noted in section 1.8, it appears quite
impossible for images, as such, to carry the content of any but the very
simplest thoughts about the immediate environment. (Of course, as we
noted, it would always be possible to teach someone to use images as
symbols, somewhat like an ideographic script, and so gain all of the expres-
sive powers of natural language. But then this would be a public language,
in the sense that I intend. Public languages do not have to be speakable. An
entirely visual language is still a language.) It is easy to understand how
an image of a stack of perceptually presented boxes might, in context,
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constitute the thought of a solution to some practical problem. But it is
very hard indeed to see how any image by itself, not used conventionally
in the manner of an ideographic script, could carry the content of even a
perfectly ordinary thought like, 'Ripe apples can be either red or green.'

Despite the above points, it has to be admitted that sometimes our con-
scious thoughts can consist entirely of images of objects, and not of
images used as conventional symbols. As we said, the thoughts of a com-
poser may consist entirely of auditory images, the thoughts of an engineer
may sometimes consist entirely of visual images of arrangements of
objects, and my thoughts as I find my way across a darkened room might
consist simply in an image of its layout in egocentric space. NNW is not
intended to deny any of this.

Note, however, that a combination of the views being defended here
will together entail that the status of an image as conscious depends upon
the thinker's possession of a natural language. For if the points made in
section 1.8 were sound, concerning the severe limitations on the repre-
sentative powers of images, then it is almost certainly the case that no
image by itself can represent, or carry a thought about, another image as
such. Yet RT theory tells us that an image will only count as conscious if it
is available to conscious thought. And if the thesis NNW is true, these con-
scious thoughts will then have to be entertained linguistically. So the
capacity to entertain a conscious thought about an image, necessary for
the latter to be conscious according to RT theory, depends upon lan-
guage. But this is only so for us. Other species (the Stalnaker Martians,
and perhaps chimpanzees) may be capable of conscious thinking without
employing language.

But what, then, is the intended scope of NNW? Precisely which types of
conscious thinking does NNW claim (in the human case) to involve public
language as a matter of natural necessity? The answer is: all those types of
conscious thinking which, as a matter of fact, constitutively involve such
language (in the manner already established in section 8.3). Wherever a
conscious thought is constituted by a natural-language sentence, my
hypothesis is that a thought of that type (individuated by content) can only
be entertained consciously, by us, in its public-language form. The argu-
ments for this view will be set out in the next part of this section, where I
shall reply to a number of objections.

The argument for NNw

In assessing the truth of NNW, much may depend upon the correct sur-
roundings for the model of human cognition depicted in Figure 3, and on
the powers inherent in other aspects of the system. For as it stands, if we
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focus only on Figure 3, then the claim embodied in NNW is almost trivially
true. For removal of the language box, or of the dotted lines of access
between language and reflexive thinking, would, by hypothesis, destroy
the functioning of the system as a whole. The question is whether there is
any alternative way in which a (properly propositional) reflexive thinking
structure could be supported in human cognition without employing
public language. In this part of the section I shall consider four alternative
possibilities. These are, so far as I can see, there are only four alternatives
available. If none of them is viable, then NNW will be established as true
by default.

(1) The first possibility is that some of those thought-types which are, as
a matter of fact, tokened in us in the form of natural-language sentences,
could have been tokened in the form of mental images instead. But this
possibility was, in effect, ruled out in section 1.8, where I argued that
purely imagistic and properly propositional thoughts constitute a disjoint
set - that is to say, that any thought which one actually entertains in lan-
guage one could not entertain purely imagistically, and vice versa.

Recall how this point was established in section 1.8, in connection with
thoughts whose contents do not go beyond what can be perceptually
manifest (where one might have expected there to be the strongest case
for the content to be thinkable in the form of an image) .We considered, in
particular, the thought, [that a cat is sitting on a mat]. If this thought is
tokened in the form of the English sentence, 'A cat is sitting on a mat',
then according to the view defended in section 8.3, this token of that
thought is constituted by the sentence in question. But might one not also
entertain a token of that very thought in the form of a visual image of a cat
sitting on a mat? And would this then not be an alternative manner in
which the thought could be entertained consciously, provided that the
image in question was itself available to reflexive thinking?

In section 1.8 I answered these questions in the negative, drawing on
the claim that content is, at least partly, individuated by functional or con-
ceptual role to make the point. Since any image always has excess content in
comparison with a sentence, the contents of the two can never really be
the same. So in entertaining an image of a cat on a mat one would not
really be entertaining a thought of the very same type {viz. a properly
propositional thought), even though it might concern the same subject
matter, and might on occasion play a somewhat similar role in cognition.
So the point is established: any thought-type which is in fact tokened con-
sciously in the form of a natural-language sentence, could not have been
entertained in the absence of language in the form of an image.

Of course, as we also noted in section 1.8, it is also possible to group
thought-contents into types by subject matter, as well as by functional
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role. By this criterion, an image of a cat on a mat can express the same
content as the sentence, 'A cat is on a mat.' And then we shall have to
concede that some types of conscious thought {viz. thoughts whose
subject-matters can be represented purely imagistically) do not constitu-
tively involve public language. But it seems certain that the range of such
thoughts will be extremely limited, probably being confined to repre-
sentations of perceptible objects and events in our immediate spatio-tem-
poral environment. So NNW will still claim that conscious thoughts which
concern subject-matters that are any more complex or sophisticated than
this will have to involve public language.

(2) The second possible way in which someone might try to deny the
thesis of natural necessity, NNW, would be to maintain that human beings
do not need to access knowledge of public language in order to entertain
conscious propositional thoughts, because they already have an innate
language - namely, Mentalese - whose forms, structures, and vocabulary
they could access instead. The claim here, is that everything in the cogni-
tive architecture depicted in Figure 3 could remain as it is, in the absence
of public language, but with reflexive access to sentences of Mentalese
replacing the sort of access we actually have to inner deployments of
natural-language sentences.

This proposal seems plainly false, however. Even if we do possess some
sort of Mentalese, we have no access, surely, to its forms and structures -
we are incapable of thinking a thought in Mentalese, and then thinking
(non-inferentially) about the Mentalese sentence we have just enter-
tained. So without a public language we should be incapable of conscious
(propositional) thinking, if the RT-based account depicted in Figure 3 is
correct.

I suppose it might possibly be replied that we were each of us, as pre-
linguistic children, capable of entertaining conscious thoughts in
Mentalese, but that Mentalese was later supplanted by natural language.
According to this suggestion, even if we had never learned a public lan-
guage we would still have been capable of thinking about our own
thoughts on a regular basis, and would then have had access to their
Mentalese mode of expression. But why would learning a public language
supplant Mentalese, rather than come to exist alongside it? After all, when
people learn a second natural language, and become so proficient that
they can do their thinking in that language, this does not deprive them of
the ability to think in their first language. Moreover, it would surely be
strange indeed that not one of us should have any idea what the sentences
of Mentalese might be like, if we had each of us had access to their forms
and structures as young children!

(3) The third way in which someone might try to deny the thesis of



8.5 The thesis of natural necessity (weak) 257

natural necessity, NNW, would be by claiming that we do in fact have the
capacity for immediate knowledge of what we have just thought without
knowledge of how we have thought it, which might be underpinned by
some sort of semantic-ascent mechanism in Mentalese. That is, it might
be claimed that while we do employ public language in some of our con-
scious thinking, in the sort of way depicted in Figure 3, we also have the
kind of 'semantic-ascent architecture' we imagined for the Stalnaker
Martians in section 7.3. Support for this view might be sought in those
many familiar cases where we know, immediately, why we did something,
or what we were thinking or believing, without knowing in what form
those thoughts were expressed. So, according to this suggestion, even if
we lacked any public language, we might still be capable of the sort of
immediate knowledge of what we have just thought which is necessary for
conscious thinking.

The main problem with this suggestion was pointed out in section 8.3.
It is that all the evidence suggests that our knowledge of our own recent
thinkings and reasonings, where those reasons have not figured in
consciousness in sentential (or imagistic) form, is not immediate, but
inferential - in which case those reasonings were, in fact, now-conscious
rather than conscious, if the RT account of consciousness is correct. I
argued that this is manifest from the many cases where subjects will claim
knowledge of their reasons which is wildly at variance with the facts - for
example, claiming to have selected a garment for its colour, when the evi-
dence shows that it was selected, rather, because it was on the right-hand
side of an array of such garments. I claimed that what we actually do in
such cases is engage in a sort of self-interpretation which is not essentially
different in form from other-interpretation, but done so swiftly and
smoothly that we hardly notice what we are about. In which case I am left
free to claim that it is only where our reasonings occur in the form of
occurrent - sententially or imagistically expressed - judgements, that we
have immediate (reflexive) knowledge of them. And it is only in such cases
that our reasonings should be counted as conscious, if my RT account is
correct.

Notice, too, that according to this third suggested alternative to NNW,
the reflexive thinking architecture depicted in Figure 2 would have to
exist alongside, and in addition to, the language-involving architecture
depicted in Figure 3. For the proposal being made, is that even if we did
not have the sort of reflexive access to the forms of our (public-language)
thoughts, required for the functioning of the Figure 3 architecture, we
could still have had reflexive access to the contents and occurrences of
our occurrent thinkings. This then appears wildly extravagant. Why
should we have evolved two such reflexive-access structures? And why
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would we bother to run our conscious thoughts through formulation in
public language if we could think them, and know that we were thinking
them, without it?

(4) Finally, the only other way in which someone could try to deny the
natural necessity thesis outlined above, would be by maintaining that a
human being who lacked a natural language would still be capable of
entertaining conscious propositional thoughts by inventing a symbolic
system to deploy in imagination, to whose forms the thinker would then
have access. Now there are two ways of taking this proposal. And taken in
one way, it seems likely to be true; but taken in the other, it seems likely to
be false.Yet neither alternative genuinely threatens NNW. Let me explain.

As we saw in section 2.1, there is evidence that our innate language
faculty will seize upon any quasi-linguistic data, no matter how degener-
ate, to begin constructing properly linguistic representations.Thus Susan
Goldin-Meadow and colleagues have found in their studies of congeni-
tally deaf children deprived of any language experience, that the latter will
pick up the gestures employed by their parents, extending, regularising,
and transforming them into a simple form of natural sign-language (see
Goldin-Meadow and Mylander, 1990, Butcher et al, 1991, and Goldin-
Meadow et al, 1994). So it may be that even in the absence of linguistic
exemplars, normal human beings will employ their innate language-
building capacities to construct their own symbolic systems, with which
they can then think, and which they could then entertain in imagination
in such a way as to render their propositional thoughts conscious. But this
proposal is not inconsistent with NNw, since the resulting symbolic
system would still be a natural language. So it would not be the case that
the thoughts in question were ever entertained consciously in the absence
of such language.

The other possible way to take this fourth suggestion, is to propose that
language-deprived humans would be capable of using central reasoning
processes to invent their own language (which would then almost cer-
tainly not be a natural one by Chomsky's criteria, since it would fail to
satisfy the principles and parameters of the language faculty). In its literal
sense, though, invention plainly requires thought - not necessarily con-
scious thought, perhaps, but certainly thought. For in order to invent
something you have to be able to represent it to yourself- at least partially
and schematically - in advance. So the question is whether our non-con-
scious, pre-linguistic, thoughts could have the conceptual resources and
sophistication required to invent something as complex as a language.
This seems highly unlikely. Is it only lack of brain-power that prevents
chimpanzees from inventing a language, for example? I suggest not. It is
rather that the conceptual resources available to them are simply not up
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to the task. Moreover, this suggestion would predict that a 'wolf-child', or
a pre-signing deaf child, should be able to invent and use its own lan-
guage, even if it suffered from some form of severe specific language-
impairment. But not only is there no evidence that this happens, but it is
difficult to see how it could, given the kinds of thoughts which seem avail-
able to such children.

The main point to notice, however, is that even if language-deprived
children could use central reasoning processes to invent their own sym-
bolic system to deploy in imagination, this would still not be inconsistent
with NNW. For although the resulting language would not be a natural
one, it would, almost certainly, be a public one, in the sense to be discussed
in the next section. That is, the thinker's conscious thoughts would still
consist of images of movements, or shapes, or sounds, which could in
principle be externalised in the form of actual movements, or shapes, or
sounds. So, again, at no point would these children have been able to
employ conscious thoughts in the absence of a public language, which is
what would be necessary for this proposal to be inconsistent with NNW.

So I conclude, then, that there are no real alternatives to the weak thesis
of natural necessity, NNW. Since human beings can neither access nor
reuse the sentences of any form of Mentalese, in order to entertain
thoughts about their own thoughts, nor employ some other sort of sym-
bolic system for the same purpose, we must be dependent upon the
acquisition of a public language in order to be capable of conscious
propositional thinking.

8.6 Objections and elucidations

In this section I shall try to cast some further light on the thesis NNW, first
discussing the sense in which it is claimed to be naturally necessary, and
then commenting on the sense in which the language employed in con-
scious thought has to be a public one (this will enable me to respond to an
objection to NNW made from a Chomskian perspective).

Natural necessity

I commented earlier on the various qualifications to the scope of NNW.
Here let me make some remarks on its status as a claim of natural neces-
sity. One might initially think that it has an exactly parallel form and
status to that of the following: 'It is naturally necessary that bodies on
Earth fall with an acceleration of 32 feet per second per second.' (A
restricted version of the law of gravity). This latter statement is true in
virtue of the given mass of the Earth, together with the universal law of
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gravity. While it has to be acknowledged that the mass of the Earth is con-
tingent, and might have been otherwise consistent with the laws of nature
remaining as they are, things would had to have gone very differently in
the past in order for it to be different. And if we treat the mass of the Earth
as a constant, subserving a stable local sub-system of nature, then what
we get is something that, given that constant, has to be the case.

In the same way, then, I can claim that while the architecture of human
cognition is contingent (depending, as it does, on the accidents of evolu-
tion), things would had to have gone very differently in the course of our
evolution in order for it to have been different. And if we treat that archi-
tecture as a constant, subserving a stable local sub-system of nature (viz.
human psychology), then what we get is something that has to be the case.
That is, my claim can be that human beings would had to have evolved a
different cognitive architecture in order for them not to have entertained
conscious thoughts in public language. Or equivalently: given that human
beings have evolved as they have, they cannot now entertain conscious
propositional thoughts in any other medium.

The analogy between thesis NNW and the restricted version of the law
of gravity is by no means perfect, however. For what, in the case of NNW,
corresponds to the universal law of gravity? What law of nature is such
that, when combined with the description of human cognitive architec-
ture depicted in Figure 3, it will yield the conclusion that human con-
scious thinking must involve public language? No candidates suggest
themselves. While the restricted law of gravity is useful in illustrating how
there can be natural necessities which nevertheless depend upon entirely
contingent initial conditions, it does not provide the best model for
understanding NNW.

The model I actually prefer is this: 'You cannot make a motor-car
engine out of a bicycle.' Or, more strictly and fully: 'You cannot, using
only such tools as spanner and screwdriver, reassemble the parts of a
bicycle into a functioning motor-car engine.' This statement is, surely,
naturally necessary. Moreover, it is a necessity which, as with the previous
example, depends upon the given (and contingent) facts of the respective
structures of a bicycle and a car engine, and the shapes of their parts. Yet
there is no single law which, when combined with descriptions of those
structures, will entail the statement above. Rather, the necessity of the
statement depends upon many different laws of physics and mechanics,
operating at a number of distinct levels.

Similarly, then, in the case of NNW: I suggest that the given structure
and parts of human cognition (as depicted in some suitably expanded and
enhanced version of Figure 3) are such that they cannot be recombined or
reused in such a way as to enable conscious (reflexive) thinking to take
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place without employing public language, at least not if that thinking is to
be genuinely propositional in nature. And then this is exactly the claim
which was defended in the latter part of the previous section.

Public versus natural language

Notice that many of the claims made above have been expressed in terms
of public, rather than of natural, language. This is so because, as I have
already indicated, I endorse the existence of an innately structured lan-
guage faculty of the sort defended by Noam Chomsky. For the term
natural language has come to be synonymous, amongst many of
Chomsky's followers, with the idea of a language which is permitted by the
innate structures — the principles and parameters - of our language faculty. But
Chomsky's thesis only predicts that the learning of an artificial language
(that is, one which is non-natural in the above sense) would be very slow
and laborious, not that it would be altogether impossible.

So it may remain true, consistent with the existence of an innately
structured language module, that a human child could be brought up
from birth, with much effort and training, to speak a non-natural lan-
guage as their only language. In which case it might, in fact, be possible
for an individual human being to entertain conscious thoughts by using a
symbolic system that did not depend upon their prior possession of a
natural language, and that failed to satisfy the innate principles and para-
meters of the language faculty. But this would still count as a public lan-
guage, in at least two respects. First, it would have been learned through
some public process of teaching, reward, and correction. Second, its
signs, in their use in private thought, would nevertheless admit of a
straightforward public expression, since they would, presumably, consist
of images of patterns of shape, or sound, or movement, which could be
reproduced readily in the public domain should the situation so demand.

So it might, in fact, be possible for human beings to entertain conscious
thoughts without having mastery of a natural language, if they had been
brought up and trained to employ some other suitably structured system
of representations. But this language would still count as a public one, in
the sense that I intend. Moreover, their use of the signs and symbols in
question would still, in fact, be parasitic upon someone's possession and
use of a natural language. For it would surely be impossible for in individ-
ual to invent such a system for themselves, relying only upon non-con-
scious, non-language-involving, thoughts. It seems highly plausible that
anyone capable of inventing a non-natural language would already have
to be master of some natural language. In which case, we can now claim
that it is impossible for human beings in general to entertain conscious
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thoughts except through their possession of natural language. If there
exist individuals who have conscious thoughts without having mastery of
a natural language, then this will be parasitic upon the conscious thoughts
of those who do have such mastery.

I have been claiming that human beings, both in general and as individ-
uals, are incapable of entertaining conscious thoughts except through
their mastery of some public language. Note that it is entirely consistent
with this, that there should be individual human beings who do their
thinking in some sort of private code, as did Samuel Pepys in his diaries.
For such codes are only 'private' in the sense that, as a contingent matter
of fact, no one else is in a position to interpret and understand them. The
private thoughts of such people would still consist of images of potentially
public symbols, which the thinker could express publicly (as Pepys in fact
did, by writing them down), and which could be explained to others if the
thinker should choose to do so.

True enough, such codes would only satisfy one of the two criteria for
being public, set out above. For, while they would be publicly expressible,
they would not have been acquired through any public process of teach-
ing and learning. Even so, such codes would be parasitic upon some
public (almost certainly natural) language for their existence, since they
would have been invented through the use of the latter. Moreover, they
would presumably be structurally isomorphic to some public language, at
least semantically, since their invention would be largely a matter of
selecting new signs to express old (publicly expressible) concepts. So I
would still want to claim that such people do their conscious thinkings
through the use of a public language.

One further reason for expressing thesis NNW in terms of public,
rather than of natural, language is this: I want to allow that thoughts
expressed in mathematical, scientific, or musical notation, for example,
should count as linguistic. For such notations are, of course, not natural,
in the sense in which English and French are natural, but rather
invented. Yet I would certainly want to allow that they make it possible
for us to entertain, and are partially constitutive of, new kinds of con-
scious thinking. Mathematicians, scientists, and composers certainly
engage in a kind of thinking, and thinking which is genuinely proposi-
tional; but this thinking need not be mediated by natural language. All
the same, these are notations which have to be learned, and which have a
straightforward public expression. Indeed, they are best thought of as
extensions of natural language, rather than as wholly disjoint symbolic
systems. They are therefore public, and I can thus continue to claim that
it is naturally necessary that human conscious thinking should involve
public language.
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It is important to stress here, however, that my talk of public language in
articulating and defending thesis NNW, need not carry any commitment
to the real existence of public languages as objects of scientific study. In
particular, I do not have to accept that there really is such a language as
English, in any sense other than an abstraction over a vast range (only
vaguely specifiable) of slightly different individual idiolects. In fact, I do
not have to be committed to what Chomsky calls E-language as opposed
to I-language (see his 1986). On the contrary, I can agree with Chomsky
that the proper object of scientific study is the state of the individual's lan-
guage system (their I-language). I merely maintain that the mature state
of that system will always be a language which is public in the sense that it
is capable of public expression. In contrast with Mentalese, the languages
we employ in conscious thought can always be publicly expressed, or
manifested, in principle (abstracting from such possibilities as paralysis
and motor aphasia).There is nothing here that Chomsky need object to,
in my view.

I should also stress that I do not intend to be endorsing, here, any sort
of rejection of private language in Wittgenstein's sense (see his 1953, sec-
tions 243ff.). This would be a language whose terms refer to inner private
experiences. On the contrary, in section 7.6 above I conceded that it may
be possible for us to deploy purely recognitional concepts of inner experi-
ence. But if these concepts are to figure in conscious propositional
thoughts, then according to NNw they will have to be expressed by terms
which are public in the sense that they are images of (potentially) publicly
expressible signs. The contrast I intend between public and private lan-
guage is not a semantic one - it does not concern the subject-matter of the
language - but rather lexical/syntactic. The intended contrast is between
public language and Mentalese, in fact.

8.7 The thesis of natural necessity (strong)

I have defended the weaker version of NN, according to which our cogni-
tion is so structured that we can only entertain conscious propositional
thoughts by formulating them in public (normally natural) language. But
this does not yet show that such language is constitutive of the thought-
types so formulated.What needs to be investigated, now, is the sort of case
that can be made out in support of the stronger version of NN, as follows:

NNs: Some human conscious thinking is such that, of natural
necessity, it involves public language (in virtue of the given archi-
tecture of human cognition, together with causal laws); and, nec-
essarily, some of these propositional thoughts belong to types
which (for us at least) constitutively involve such language.
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As I noted in section 4.6, it is only if this stronger thesis can be established
that it will follow that public language is constitutive of (many of) our
conscious thoughts as types (individuated by content). And it would seem
that the full significance for philosophy and psychology which we adver-
tised in section 1.2 will only be realised if this stronger thesis can be estab-
lished (I shall return to this question in section 8.8).

What NNS implies is that many of our conscious thoughts, as tokens,
constitutively involve public language, and that thoughts of those types
could not have been tokened consciously in the absence of such language
(this is thesis NNW, which NNS entails). The thesis NNS also implies, in
addition, that many of those conscious thought-tokens belong to types
which constitutively involve public language, so that one could not enter-
tain any token thought of that type (whether consciously or non-con-
sciously) in the absence of such language.

Note that while NNS tells us that many of our conscious thoughts, as
types, must involve public language, it does not have to imply that there
are anjr types of thought which can only be entertained consciously.
Indeed, I can see no good reason why each of our public-language-involv-
ing thoughts should not be able to occur non-consciously as well as con-
sciously. And in section 8.4 we saw in outline how this might be possible,
in fact - propositional thinking, in us, may take place by means of the
central systems accessing and deploying representations drawn from the
language faculty; when these representations are in LF only, the thoughts
will be non-conscious ones; but where the representations in LF are used
to generate a phonological representation as well, which can then be held
in the short-term memory store C in such a way as to be made available to
further thought, then the thoughts in question will be conscious ones. I
shall return to this proposal shortly.

The thesis NNs, itself, therefore leaves it open whether there are some
thought-types which can only be entertained consciously, or whether
every thought which we can entertain consciously, in public language, we
can also entertain non-consciously in the same medium. But in fact I am
strongly inclined to believe the latter, on the grounds that most genuinely
innovative and creative thinking appears to take place non-consciously. If
it is possible to entertain non-conscious thoughts about the relativity of
space-time, or about the Benzene ring, or about a chess end-game (as the
evidence from both creative thinkers and ordinary experience suggests)
then it seems very likely that there are no real limits on the subject-
matters of our non-conscious thoughts (see Ghiselin, 1952).

How can NNS be defended? I have two lines of argument. One is to
compare NNS directly with its Mentalese-involving competitors, arguing
that the former is preferable on grounds of simplicity (among others).
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The second involves returning to the arguments from developmental psy-
chology and aphasia of section 2.1, reassessing their strength in the light
of NNW. For if we can take it as already established that public language is
necessarily employed in our conscious thinking, as NNW maintains, then
the simplest explanation of the data may be that language is essentially
involved in - is constitutive of - many of the types of thought which are
available to us, whether those thoughts are entertained consciously or
non-consciously. I shall elaborate each argument in turn.

The argument against the competition

To deny NNS, while continuing to accept NNW, one has to deny that any
of the thought-types which actually involve public or natural language
(when entertained consciously) necessarily involve such language. That is,
one must maintain that it is naturally possible for us to entertain (non-
consciously) the full range of thoughts which are available to us in public
language, but without employing such language. There are just two
conceivable ways in which this might be done, the first of which can be
dismissed almost immediately.

The first way of denying NNs is developmental. We could allow that,
where our conscious thoughts involve language, all tokens of those
thoughts which we ever actually entertain consciously (in the normal
case) are similarly language-involving (this is NNW). But we could main-
tain, nevertheless, that if we had never acquired public language, then
thoughts of all those types would still have been available to us non-con-
sciously - but in that case expressed in Mentalese rather than a public lan-
guage. Such a claim would obviously be extravagant, however, and would
conflict with what I have taken the lovers of Mentalese to be conceding
from near the outset of this book: namely, that possession of a public lan-
guage is at least a necessary condition for us to entertain many types of
thought, even if it is not always thereafter involved in those thoughts.

The second way in which NNS might be denied (while accepting NNW)
would be to claim that our (adult) non-conscious thinking faculty has
available to it all of the conceptual resources of conscious (public-lan-
guage-involving) thinking, but expressed in Mentalese rather than public
language. On this account, while possession of a public language may
have been a necessary condition for us to acquire certain concepts and so
entertain certain thoughts; and while such language may be constitutively
involved in the conscious occurrence of those thoughts (as NNW main-
tains); still thoughts of those types can be activated (non-consciously)
without the involvement of public language, and it would still be possible
for us so to entertain them if the capacity for such language were lost.
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According to NNS, in contrast, many of our conscious language-involving
thoughts belong to types which (for us at least) constitutively involve
public language. So if it is possible for us to entertain tokens of those
thoughts non-consciously, those thoughts, too, will be expressed in public
language.

Which of these two accounts is the better? The main point to note is
that the cognitive resources and structures postulated by each of them in
the normal case are different, and that considerations of simplicity favour
NNS. For the Mentalese-involving explanation must suppose that con-
ceptual resources are duplicated in normal cognition, with all our con-
cepts being expressed both by public-language terms and by lexical items
of Mentalese. (Remember, it is presupposed here that NNW is correct,
and thus that when we do entertain a thought consciously in public lan-
guage, the use of those public-language signs is the thinking, and also that
tokens of the thought in question cannot be entertained consciously in
the absence of public language.) NNS, in contrast, maintains that many of
our concepts are tied to their public-language expression only.

Recall that we have been taking it for granted, since section 1.8, that
propositional thoughts are relations to sentences. So it is not open to the
opponent of NNS to claim that there is but a single conceptual store,
which may receive expression either in terms of Mentalese or in terms of
public language. For, according to our sententialist assumption, concepts
are lexical items in some or other system of signs, which are caused,
stored, and processed in characteristic ways. So, in claiming that our
thinking can be conducted either in Mentalese or in public language, the
opponent of NNS (who nevertheless accepts NNW) is committed to the
claim that we each of us possess two distinct, but semantically equivalent,
conceptual systems. This claim appears thoroughly extravagant. Is there
any way in which it might nevertheless be motivated?

I can conceive of just one possibility. It might be claimed that public-
language thinking can, for some reason, only take place consciously. In
which case it would certainly make good sense that all of our public-lan-
guage concepts should be routinely copied over into Mentalese, so that
we could enjoy the advantages of non-conscious as well as conscious
thinking across all domains. If there exist non-conscious hypothesis-gen-
erators and problem-solving systems (as there appear to - see the remarks
about creative thinking earlier in this section), then there would surely be
distinct advantages in ensuring that the full range of concepts, and hence
thoughts, was made available to such systems.

The trouble with this proposal lies in its initial assumption, however -
namely, that language-involving thoughts can only be entertained con-
sciously. For I can see no good reason why we should believe this. On the
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contrary, the hypothesis that natural language representations can be pro-
cessed and manipulated non-consciously as well as consciously would
appear to be well motivated.To maintain the opposite, one would have to
insist that a sentence of natural language can only figure in cognition as a
sentence with its full phonological properties represented in imagination,
in such a way as to be available to reflexive thinking. But why should this
be so? It is generally accepted amongst linguists working within a
Chomskian framework, at least, that there is a level of language pro-
cessing at which phonological properties are stripped away, leaving just
syntax and semantics (this is the level of logical form, or LF). In which
case, why should not those very representations be made available for use
in central cognition, for purposes of non-conscious thought? Indeed, the
anecdotal evidence suggests that they are. For creative non-conscious
problem-solving can deal with matters which are overtly linguistic. If
poets, novelists, and headline-writers can come up with their best turns of
phrase, or their best language-involving ideas, in the absence of conscious
reflection, as many reports suggest, then this must imply that natural-lan-
guage expressions are being tokened and manipulated non-consciously.

I conclude, then, that when we compare NNS with the Mentalese
opposition, the former is seen to be much the more believable. In the end,
it is more reasonable to believe that public language should be employed
both for conscious and for non-conscious thinking, than it is to believe
that we should employ two distinct, but semantically equivalent, repre-
sentational systems.

The argument from the psychological evidence

A further set of arguments in support of NNS can be obtained by return-
ing to the developmental and aphasic evidence of section 2.1, but armed,
now, with acceptance of NNw.The first point to note is that the opponent
of NNS must advance a variety of explanations of different aspects of the
data, as follows:

(1) The fact that cognitive and linguistic abilities normally
advance together is to be explained by claiming that public
language, in human beings, is the channel of communication
through which we acquire many of our belief-systems,
together with their embedded concepts.

(2) Ildefonso's difficulties with temporal discourse, and the fact
that the play of the language-deficient twins studied by Luria
and Yudovich became immensely more structured and cre-
ative within a few months of acquiring significant amounts
of language, is to be explained by claiming that certain
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concepts are initially tied to the deployment of public-lan-
guage signs, but become available in Mentalese thereafter.

(3) The fact that global aphasics appear to have difficulties with
conceptual thinking (for example, difficulties in recognising
that the activities of frogs and kangaroos are alike, in that
both hop) is to be explained by supposing that both public
language and Mentalese-involving concepts are stored in the
same region of the brain, almost inevitably being damaged
together.

The explanation advanced by NNS, in contrast, is the same in each case -
namely, that the phenomena in question arise because our cognition is so
structured that certain kinds of concept, and certain types of thinking,
constitutively require and involve public language. Now other things
being equal, one explanation which unifies a diverse range of phenomena
is to be preferred to a number of distinct explanations. So there is good
reason to prefer NNS. Now consider the explanations (2) and (3) above in
a little more detail.

(2) What the opponent of NNS has to say about the acquisition of tem-
poral concepts, and of the logical concepts necessary for hypothetical
thinking and for complex planning, is that these concepts are initially tied
to the public-language expressions, through competence in whose use
they are acquired; but that they are later copied onto lexical items of
Mentalese, in such a way that such thoughts can thereafter be entertained
in the absence of public language. But this account is difficult to under-
stand or make sense of. If we already have one set of signs whose use con-
stitutively expresses for us a certain range of thoughts (as NNW

maintains), then what would be the purpose of copying these into another
set of signs to entertain the very same range of thoughts? What would be
the point? What would be the gain? Again, to make sense of this one would
have to maintain that natural-language representations cannot be deployed
non-consciously. It is surely more reasonable to believe that the capacity for
entertaining those thoughts (whether consciously or non-consciously)
should remain tied to their public language expressions.

(3) Consider, too, what the opponent of NNS has to say about the
effects of global aphasia on conceptual thinking. Here the claim has to be
that public-language lexical items and their Mentalese equivalents are
stored in the same regions of the brain. This now looks much less plausi-
ble in the light of acceptance of NNW. If public language had been only a
medium of communication, then it would not have been entirely surpris-
ing, perhaps, that language should be stored in the same region of the
brain as the bearers of the thoughts (in Mentalese) which it is standardly
used to communicate. But if such language is also constitutive of the
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occurrence of many of our conscious thoughts, as NNW maintains, then
the situation would be strange indeed. Why would the lexical items con-
stitutive of our conscious thoughts be stored alongside, and in the same
place as, the lexical items of Mentalese supposedly constitutive of our
non-conscious ones, given that their overall roles in cognition would be so
different? It is surely more reasonable to accept that public-language sen-
tences are constitutive of the occurrence of many types of thought
(whether consciously or non-consciously), just as NNs maintains.

Taking together all the arguments in this section, then, I conclude that,
with NNW already established, it is much more reasonable to believe NNS

than to deny it. We should therefore accept that our cognition is so struc-
tured that many types of thought can only be entertained through the
medium of public language, whether consciously or not.

8.8 The scope and significance of NN

What does seem to have been definitely established by the RT-based
model of human cognition presented in this chapter (at least if that model
is correct) is that much of human conscious thinking involves public lan-
guage; and that this is so out of natural necessity. This is the thesis NNW.
But I have now argued that, in the light of the likely truth of NNW, NNS

may also be taken as established. I have argued, that is, that many types of
thought (individuated by content) can only be entertained, by us, through
the medium of public language (whether consciously or non-con-
sciously). In this final section I shall comment on the significance of these
results, as well as raising, somewhat inconclusively, the question of their
scope.

The significance ofNNw

The truth of NNW is already sufficient to show, firstly, that language is not
just an isolated module of the mind, but is directly implicated in the dis-
tinctively human (conscious) aspects of the central functions of believing,
desiring, and conscious reasoning. This is a decisive vindication of the
cognitive conception of language, as against the communicative concep-
tion. And we can claim, moreover, that it is no mere accident that our con-
scious propositional thoughts make use of public language. Rather, this is
determined, of natural necessity, by the very structure of human cogni-
tion. So the study of natural language is the study of a faculty which is
essentially implicated in the central functions of the (human) mind, just
as Chomsky has sometimes maintained. However, the truth of NNW alone
is not sufficient to show that the language faculty is constitutively involved
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in our systems of thought and belief as such. For that, we would need
NNS.

As for the question of significance for philosophy, here, too, the truth of
NNW seems already sufficient to gain for us much of what was advertised
in section 1.2. For if philosophers choose to focus their attention on the
expression of thoughts in public-language, then it seems that they can be
confident (in the light of NNW) that the structure and use of the linguistic
expressions will mirror the structures of the thoughts (which are, of
course, the true objects of interest). For those thoughts are public-lan-
guage sentences used and processed in characteristic ways. So the analy-
sis of problematic concepts can proceed via consideration of their
expression in language, and the 'linguistic turn' of analytical philosophy is
established.

It might be argued, however, that if philosophers are concerned with
the concepts and conceptual structures involved in any given thought
[that P] as such, then there is scope for doubt about the appropriateness of
the linguistic turn. For according to NNW, this thought, as a type, need not
involve public language, and may be thinkable, non-consciously, without
it. It is only those occurrent tokens of the thought which are conscious
which essentially involve public language, if NNw is the most that can be
established. So it might be wondered whether the thought as such could
have an underlying structure which is only misleadingly captured by its
dual modes of expression - its expression, namely, non-consciously in
Mentalese, and consciously in public language.

But this is a confusion. For according to the sententialist assumption
adopted in section 1.8, thoughts are sentences in some or other system of
representation. So if one thought can be expressed by sentences from two
different systems (Mentalese and natural language), then this just means
that those sentences are identical in respect of their functional or concep-
tual role, and also in respect of their truth-conditions. There is simply no
room for the possibility that the thought in question may not be properly
expressed in one system of representation or the other. This is not to say,
of course, that a sentence cannot express its own content non-perspicu-
ously. But this just means that features of the use of the sentence cannot
easily be read off from its form. It does not mean that the content is some-
thing which can exist, and which can be investigated, independently of
any sentence.

The scope ofNNs

What is the scope of NNS? To what thought-types does it apply? Which
types of thought are such that they can only be entertained at all, by us
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(whether consciously or non-consciously) through their expression in a
public (normally natural) language? Note that there is no question of us
answering, here, that NNS applies to all propositional thought, in the way
that we did in connection with NNW above. For public-language thinking
is not now to be contrasted just with thoughts expressed in private
images, as it was when it was only conscious thoughts which were in ques-
tion. Rather, there may well be types of thought which can be entertained
non-consciously in a form of Mentalese; and then these would count as
properly propositional.

Recall that the basic argument in support of NNS turned on the
implausibility of supposing that all concepts and conceptual systems are
duplicated in cognition, finding expression both in public language and in
Mentalese. We suggested, rather, that public language would probably do
double duty for both conscious and non-conscious thinking. But from the
fact that not all concepts are duplicated it does not follow that none are. So
we cannot yet conclude that all non-imagistic thought-types which are
available to us in public language will be essentially public-language
involving. There may well be particular domains in which, for one reason
or another, our concepts are expressed both in natural language and in
Mentalese. These would be domains which human beings are capable of
representing, and entertaining genuinely propositional thoughts about,
before the arrival of public language.

The most plausible general hypothesis, I think, is that public language
is essentially implicated in all thoughts whose constituent concepts are
dependent upon language for their acquisition. We can conclude, in fact,
that all concepts which require public language must also involve public
language. For if certain concepts require public language, in the sense
that they can only be acquired through language-learning and/or the
acquisition of information and new beliefs from other people, then by
NNW the conscious tokens of those concepts will necessarily involve
public language. And then our general argument for NNS would suggest
that the wow-conscious tokening of those concepts will also be undertaken
in public language, rather than being duplicated into Mentalese. And so
we get the conclusion that those concepts can only be tokened at all in
public language, which means that they fall within the scope of NNs -
those concepts determine a class of thought-types which (for us) neces-
sarily involve public language; and if we were to lose public language, then
we would lose our capacity to entertain thoughts of those types.

There is surely no doubt that the class of such language-dependent
concepts is very large indeed, including concepts from mathematics and
the natural sciences (prime number,gene, electron), concepts from the social
sciences {inflation, nation-state), as well as a whole range of perfectly
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ordinary concepts, including marriage, law, permission, school, writing,
story, drama, employer, wage, holiday, bus-stop, ticket, generosity, and many,
many, more. (And note, here, that to say that a concept is language-
dependent is not necessarily to deny that it is innate - see below.) In fact, it
is no exaggeration to say that most human concepts and thoughts will turn
out to involve public language essentially, if the arguments of this chapter
are sound.

Roughly speaking, then, to look for evidence of the exact scope of NNS

is to look for evidence that certain thoughts have constituent concepts
which are dependent upon public language for their acquisition and/or
for their continued existence.Thus if the acquisition of temporal concepts
is dependent upon language, as the evidence provided by Schaller's pre-
signing deaf man Ildefonso would suggest, then NNS will imply that such
concepts are necessarily language-involving. And if the sorts of general
beliefs which go to make up our concepts of natural kinds (for example,
'Kangaroos hop', 'Kiwis cannot fly', and so on) are dependent upon lan-
guage, as some of the evidence from global aphasia suggests, then these
concepts, too, will be essentially language-involving.

Conversely, evidence that certain types of thought fall outside the
scope of NNS will be provided wherever there is evidence that the
constituent concepts of those thoughts might have evolved, or might be
constructable, prior to language, and so be independent of it. Thoughts
about the motions and interactions of middle-sized physical objects (folk-
physics), and thoughts about animal and plant kinds (folk-biology) might
be plausible enough examples (see Carey, 1985).These thoughts, in going
beyond what could be represented purely imagistically, would require
some sort of Mentalese to be in place prior to language. But when lan-
guage is then acquired, the constituent concepts would presumably be
copied into the public-language medium, and the very same thoughts
would then become available for expression (consciously) in public-lan-
guage form. Since conscious thinking is useful, it would be easy enough to
understand why such copying-across should take place.

In fact, there is now evidence that infants and pre-linguistic children
have at least some understanding of a quite remarkable range of subject-
matters, including causality and an intuitive mechanics, action and
agency, and number (see Karmiloff-Smith, 1992, for reviews). But here
we have to be careful to ensure that what is being displayed is genuinely
thought about these subject-matters, and not merely discriminations of, or
sensitivities to, them. We need to be mindful, in fact, of the distinction
Annette Karmiloff-Smith draws between knowledge which is merely
implicit, perhaps embedded in some practical procedure, and knowledge
which is explicit, available for general use in cognition, and for interactions
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with centrally stored information outside of that procedure. With this dis-
tinction in place, the evidence of genuine (explicitly represented) thought
about the above subject-matters, prior to language, is extremely meagre.

Even evidence that a certain body of beliefs and concepts is innate does
not show that the thoughts in question are independent of language. For
the evolution of those beliefs may have been closely interwoven with that
of language. Our folk-psychology may serve as an example here, since I
have already argued (in section 1.7) that it is probably innate. For there is
also evidence, briefly cited in section 2.1, that language-ability and com-
petence in theory of mind tasks develop together. And some researchers
have begun to speculate that the crucial concepts of belief, and of false
belief, can only be underpinned by language (see Harris, 1996, and
Smith, 1996). Put in modular terms, the hypothesis is that a primitive
form of desire-perception psychology may pre-date the arrival of lan-
guage, both in evolution and in child development, but that fully inten-
tional belief-desire psychology may have had to await the beginnings of
language and linguistic communication.

It may well be, then, that the development of explicit (genuinely
thoughtful) knowledge about many domains is dependent upon language
- even where that knowledge is innate or has a substantial innate basis. So
the evidence, cited above, that humans have domain-specific and innately
constrained knowledge of such matters as folk-physics, folk-biology, and
folk-psychology, does not show that it is possible for us to entertain the
thoughts in question independently of language. This remains an open
question. It may be, in particular, that some relevant language-experience
is a crucial trigger for the innate knowledge to develop beyond the merely
implicit level. Perhaps such cognitive modules can only grow and operate
if they can co-opt some public signs to fill the innately determined
concept slots within the module.

A research-programme for NNs

Of course the question of the exact scope of NNs is, ultimately, an empir-
ical issue; and a detailed answer to it would require us to consider, and
gather, a variety of kinds of developmental and neuropsychological evi-
dence. Here just let me mention some of the kinds of evidence which
appear to me to be most germane, and also say something briefly about
the difficulties which stand in the way of us gathering it.

First, it would be particularly worthwhile to study congenitally deaf
children who have had no exposure to conventional language, to see the
range of thoughts which might nevertheless be available to them. For
although, as we have seen, such children are probably not entirely
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languageless, we can be fairly confident that they have no language abil-
ities beyond those that they overtly express. (Since they construct their
languages for themselves, they are unlikely to be in the position of young
normal children who can understand more than they can say.) So wher-
ever we find evidence that they possess concepts which do not find expres-
sion in their invented sign-languages, there we may conclude that the
concept in question is independent of language. It would be interesting to
see what explicit knowledge such children have of the domains of folk-
physics, folk-biology, and folk-psychology, in particular.

There are two main difficulties which stand in the way of such studies,
however (aside from the practical problem that such children are becom-
ing increasingly rare, as the almost total ineffectiveness of lip-reading for
congenitally deaf children with no prior knowledge of language becomes
generally recognised). The first is the difficulty of experimentally dis-
criminating implicit from explicit knowledge. Only the latter will show
the existence of language-independent thought. The second is the diffi-
culty of devising non-linguistic tests of knowledge and understanding. As
has become clear to those working in the area of theory of mind, who have
been attempting to develop non-language-dependent tests of false-belief
understanding for use with apes and very young children, this can be an
extremely difficult thing to achieve.

Second, it would be worthwhile to study what happens to such pre-
signing deaf children if they are then immersed in a signing environment,
at age 6 or 7, say. Since such children would be developmentally fully
ready for language, the prediction will be that they would acquire Sign
extremely fast. And then it would be interesting to observe the changes
which take place in their cognition as a result. If there are kinds of thought
which did not appear to be available to them before, but which become
available consequent upon acquisition of full-blown language, then this
will be evidence that thoughts of those kinds constitutively require public
language. (In effect, this would be to rerun the Luria andYudovich twin-
experiment.)

Third, we need to continue to study individuals with global aphasia, to
see what kinds of thought can be spared, and which are inevitably lost
with the loss of language. One problem here is that of knowing whether
the aphasia is genuinely global. Perhaps in the future it may be possible to
use a combination of knowledge of neural anatomy and advanced brain-
imaging techniques to ascertain that all the language systems have been
completely destroyed, and not just the input and/or output systems.
Another major obstacle is, again, to develop tests for the various types of
thought which are independent of language. But provided these problems
can be overcome, we might discover that there are kinds of thought which
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can be spared in global aphasia, and so which are not necessarily lan-
guage-involving, and kinds which are inevitably lost, in which case we can
conclude that they are language-involving.

Let me stress again, however, the importance of the implicit/explicit
distinction here. It is not sufficient, if we wish to establish that certain
kinds of thought can be entertained non-consciously independently of
language (hence restricting the scope of NNS), to show merely that
patients whose aphasia is genuinely global can engage competently in
certain practical activities. For the most that this would show is that they
retain an implicit knowledge of the domains those activities concern -
knowledge which may be embedded in their practical procedures. It
would not show that they are genuinely capable of thinking (explicitly)
about those domains. So once again we face the problem of distinguishing
empirically between implicit and explicit knowledge.

In fact, I would predict, public language may well be required for any
kinds of thought which are distinctively human, which are not available to
other species of animal. Indeed, since the cognition of the average human
child in its second year seems rather less sophisticated than that of many
species of animal, it may be that human cognition is so structured that
even relatively simple types of thought - which in other species receive
expression in some form of Mentalese - require public language in the
case of human beings. But I have to admit that I have no account ready to
hand of the kind of complexity that marks the divide between those types
of human thought which are essentially language-involving, and those
which are not.

The significance ofNNs

I have argued that, in the light of the likely truth of NNW, NNS may also be
taken as established. I have argued, that is, that many thought-types (pre-
sumably those, in particular, of the more complex and abstract variety)
can only be entertained, by us, through the medium of public language
(whether consciously or non-consciously). This would then provide
philosophers with some further guarantee of the methodological sound-
ness of the linguistic turn. Since many of the thought-types which we
entertain consciously in public language are essentially language-involv-
ing, it must follow that in studying the use of the public signs we are stud-
ying the thoughts themselves. Indeed, the concepts which tend to attract
the attention of philosophers, and which tend to be philosophically espe-
cially problematic, are ones which are distinctively human, and would
presumably count as 'complex and sophisticated' - and so essentially
language-involving - according to the above account. (Think here of
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concepts like causal necessity, personal identity, objective truth, and so on -
but presumably not indexical concepts like this, or here.)

As for significance for scientific psychology, the truth of NNS would
mean that the language faculty is yet even more deeply embedded in, and
partially constitutive of, central cognition. Not only would conscious
propositional thinking essentially involve natural-language sentences, as
NNW maintains, but the thoughts so entertained (together with their
embedded concepts) would consist in relations to natural-language
expressions. Thus, not only would the language faculty be employed in
central cognition, but it would bring with it many of the concepts and
conceptual structures which are distinctively employed in human con-
scious thinking. On this picture, it really would be only an exaggeration to
say that the study of language is the study of the mind.

Summary

In this chapter I have outlined an architecture for human conscious think-
ing which assigns a central role to language, and have argued that this pro-
vides a better account of the place of public language in our cognition
than do the alternatives. I have also argued, on the basis of this account,
for two types of natural necessity thesis. The weaker version of this thesis
maintains that propositional forms of human conscious thinking neces-
sarily involve public language. The stronger version claims that many of
the thought-types so entertained are themselves essentially language-
involving. I have thus suggested that it may be naturally necessary that
distinctively human (complex) thinking should involve public language.
But as for the exact scope of this strong form of natural necessity thesis, I
have had to leave this largely undetermined.

(Note, however, that both forms of thesis NN are contingent on a crea-
ture's possession of the sort of human cognitive architecture depicted in
Figure 3, and so do not extend beyond it. Thus Stalnaker's intelligent and
conscious Martians remain a possibility.)

Wittgenstein famously wrote, in the preface to the only book he was to
publish in his lifetime (the Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, 1921), 'May
others come and do it better.' I have to say, much more modestly, 'May
others come and do it.' For the real work is yet to be done. I can only claim
to have been pointing in the right direction.
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In this brief concluding section of the book, I shall pull together the
various threads of my discussion, reminding the reader of its starting-
point, of its main lines of argument, and of its major conclusions.

Recall that the inquiry has taken place against the background of a
number of assumptions, set out in Chapter i. Most importantly, I have
assumed a form of realism about the mind and its propositional attitudes.
I have assumed that beliefs and desires are real internal states of the agent
which interact with one another causally to produce other mental states
and behaviour, and whose existence can be independent of our best
behavioural evidence. And I have assumed that our common-sense
conception of the mind not only contains an implicit theory of its struc-
ture and function, but also that the theory in question is, very likely,
broadly correct. Equally significantly, I have also assumed that some or
other form of sententialism is correct, maintaining that propositional atti-
tudes are best understood as relations to sentences.The question then has
been, 'Which sentences? - those of public language, or those of
Mentalese?'

I have also made a number of modularist and nativist assumptions,
although slightly less weight has been placed upon these in the argumen-
tative structure of the book. I have assumed that the mind is (more or less)
modular in structure, consisting of a number of isolable - and largely iso-
lated - functional components, whose contents and principles of opera-
tion have a significant innate component. More specifically, I have
assumed that both natural language competence and common-sense psy-
chology are isolable features of our cognition, and that each is sub-
stantially innate.

Against this background, the argument of the book has consisted of two
distinct, but interwoven, threads. On the one hand I have presented the
positive case for thinking that much of our conscious thought essentially
involves public language. This began as the argument from introspection
in Chapter 2, developed through the discussion of a number of theories of
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consciousness in Chapters 5 to 7, and has just now culminated in the
argument of Chapter 8, supporting thesis NN. Then on the other hand I
have tried to undermine the various arguments for claiming that all think-
ing must take place in Mentalese, maintaining that these are less than
wholly convincing. This strand began in the final sections of Chapter 2,
ran through the discussion of Fodor's various semantic arguments in
Chapters 3 and 4, and concluded finally with a rejection of the argument
from animals and infants in section 7.8, following the defence of my
reflexive thinking theory of consciousness in that chapter.

Overall in this book I have tried to place public (normally natural) lan-
guage centre-stage in the study of human cognition. For if I am right, then
language is not just a very important, but nevertheless peripheral, channel
of communication. It is, rather, constitutive of many of our central pro-
cesses of thinking and reasoning, particularly those that are conscious.
Moreover, I have tried to argue for this position from within a broadly
modularist and nativist framework. Certainly I have had no truck with the
Whorfian relativism of the Standard Social Science Model, according to
which people's minds are more or less plastic, and are then shaped by the
particular natural languages they acquire. It has been an important part
of what I have tried to show, indeed, that one can deny such relativism
while still endorsing the cognitive conception of language.

I claim, too, that the conclusions defended in my final chapters have
been strong enough to warrant the methodological implications adver-
tised in Chapter 1. For if language is constitutive of much of human con-
scious thinking, in much the same sense that water is constituted by H2o,
then the psychological study of the forms and structures of natural lan-
guage is the study of a crucial, and central, aspect of the human mind.
And if it is necessary that our conscious thoughts should character-
istically be formulated in public language, as I have maintained, then it
must be legitimate and useful for philosophers to study the problematic
concepts which particularly concern them by investigating the linguistic
expression of those concepts.

However, let me emphasise at the close of the book, as I did at the
beginning, the non-demonstrative nature of its argument. For I do not
claim to have proved my conclusion. I only claim two things: first, to have
shown that my conclusion is possible (in the sense of worth taking seri-
ously); and second, to have made it seem plausible, advancing it as the best
explanation of a variety of phenomena. Substantive philosophy has to
content itself with at least that degree of uncertainty which attaches to all
science. And highly speculative substantive philosophy, such as I have
been engaged in throughout much of this book, must be content with a
good deal less certainty still. But this fact should not, in my view, leave us
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feeling dissatisfied with the result. Indeed I claim, on the contrary, that
the craving for certainty and for a priori demonstration, which is dis-
tinctive of so much of philosophy, is an intellectual disease, born of pro-
fessional paranoia and philosophical error. But that is a story for another
occasion.
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