Chapter 6

| ntentionality: Outsides

If alion couldtalk, we couldnotunderstandhim.
— Wittgenstein Philosophicallnvestigations

‘Ouch’ is aone-wordsentencevhich amanmayvolunteerfrom time to time by way
of laconiccommenbn the passingshow.
— W.V.0. Quine,Word and Object

In thepreviouschaptel discussedheproblemof carvinguptheinsidesof anagentof picking
outits beliefsanddesiresjn orderto makesenseof its behaiour. Butin orderto do this we also
have to solve the symmetricalproblemcarvingup the outsidesj.e. picking out the objectsof its
ervironment.We not only wantto know whatthe agentis thinking, but alsowhatkinds of things
it is thinking of.

This problemis oftenignoredsincethe only philosophersvho worry aboutrelatingthings-
in-the-heado things-outsile— i.e. realists— alsotendto be the oneswho assumehatthereis
afixedlist of Objectsin theworld, thatsciencewill in the endtell themwhatthoseObjectsare,
andif the contentsof the agents thoughtsare not on thatlist thenthey arejust plain wrong (or
not thinking aboutarything realat all). Thereforethe job of discoreringwhatkinds of thingsan
agentmay bethinking of is ajob for naturalscientistsnot psychologist®r philosophersOn the
otherhandWittgensteinand Rorty notice the problem,but assumehereis no solutionsincethe
only way to know whatkindsof thingsa lion is thinking of is to bealion. In this chapter ague
thatthereis a substantie problemhereandthatit is solublefrom athird-persorperspectie.

6.1 Sense and Reference

Considerthe following two examples. Thefirst is Puthams twin-earthexperiment(1975). Sup-
poselearis transportedh hersleepfrom earthto twin-earth. Twin-earthis exactlylike theoriginal
exceptthatwateris madeout of XYZ notH,0. Howeverthe stuff still looks andtasteghe same,
andsoasfar asJeans concernednot beinga chemist)hereis no difference Putnamintroduced
this exampleto prove how thereis moreto the contentsof our beliefsthantherole thatthey play
in our heads:the propertiesof the stuff thatJeancalls ‘water’ have changedeven thoughJeans
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thoughtsaboutit have not. The aspectbof Jeans thoughtsaboutwaterthatremainsthe sameon
earthandtwin-earthis the‘narrow’ contentandtheaspecthathaschangeds the‘broad’ content.

The seconds Frege’s exampleof theterms'EveningStar’ and‘Morning Star’ (1892). These
termsmeantifferentthingsto theancientsut laterastronomerdiscoveredthatthey bothreferred
to the samething, namelyVenus. Thusin Putham$ examplethereare two distinct referents
(XYZ andH20) which Jeangraspsusing a singleterm with a single sense(Water). Whilst in
Frege's examplethereis a singlereferent(Venus)thatwasgraspedisingtwo termswith distinct
sensegEvening Starand Morning Star). Thus Frege and Putnamaretrying to drav the same
distinctionbetweerthoseaspect®f meaninghatplayarole in thehead(sensendnarraov content,
respectiely) andthosethatdo not (referenceandbroadcontent}.

The problemthat Frege and Putnams examplesgeneratas this: Jeandid not noticethe dif-
ferencebetweerwaterandtwin-water andthe ancientslid not seethelink betweerthe Evening
Starandthe Morning Star We areonly ableto drawv the distinctionbetweersenseandreference
(or narrov andbroadcontent)in thesecasedecauseve takeakind of God's-e/e view of thesitu-
ationfrom whichwe areawareof thingsthattheancientsandJeanwerenot. But for all we know
theremay be Higher beingsthat are makingup the samekind of thoughtexperimentsaboutus
(‘imagineagroupof peoplewho stupidly think thatwateris H,O, whenof coursemodernsuper
physicsshaws thatthis wasjust a crudeapproximation’). Thereforeour talk aboutthe reference
of water‘being’ H,O is just assense-ladeasJeans takeon theworld. If referentsaresupposed
to beindependentf us,thenhow canwe talk aboutthem?As Putnamargues, Whatobjectsdoes
theworld consistof? is a questionthatit only makessenseo askwithin atheoryor description’
(1981,p49). Or, asNaboka putit, ‘reality’ is atermthatmeansothingexceptwhenin quotes.

Now it mustbe acknavledgedthat mary realistically-mindedohilosopherscannotseethis
problem,or — andthisamountgo thesamething— they do notthink thatit matters Why should
it be necessaryo be ableto talk aboutthe referentof our thoughtsin a way that doesnot use
our vocahulary of thoughtsWhy shouldwe requirethatit is possibleto ‘reduce’thereferentor
stateit in otherterms?Suchphilosophersvould aguewe aretalking aboutthereferentsimply by
mentioningit, andthatthething we aretalkingaboutis independendf ourway of talking. But the
problemstartsto manifestitself assoonaswe try to preferoneway of describingthe world over
another Fregewould concludefor example thatthetermVenusis betterin someway thaneither
Evening or Morning Star; and Putnams thoughtexperimentseemsto suggesthat Jeanwould
have beenmoreaccuraten describinghewetstuff in herworld(s)asH,O andXYZ respectiely.
But why?

Frege did not have a solutionto this problembut he did have a way roundit, a stratgyy that
subsequentlypecamdgundamentato mostanalytic philosophy Frege startsfrom Kant, andin
particularKant’s assumptioraboutwhatthe world is ‘really’ like; namelythatit is dividedinto
independenbbjects-in-themsebswhich possesyarious properties. Frege concludeghatif a
languagss to bescientificallyrespectabl¢henits structuremustreflectthis essentiaktructureof
theworld (Dummett,1991b,ch20). Thismeanghat(scientificallyrespectable3entencemustbe
expressiblen predicate-subjedbrm, P(x), wherex refersto an objectdefinedindependentlyf
thatsentenceandP apropertythatis predicatedf it:

1Fodor(1994)alsodrans a comparisorbetweerthesetwo examplesthoughfor a slightly differentpurpose.
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Statementi generaljustlike equationsr inequalitiesor expressionsn Analy-
sis,canbeimaginedto be split upinto two parts;onecompleten itself, andtheother
in needof supplementatiorgr ‘unsaturated’ Thus,e.g.,we split up thesentence

‘Caesarconqueredsaul’

into ‘Caesar'and‘conqueredGaul’. The secondpartis ‘unsaturated— it contains
an empty place; only whenthis placeis filled up with a propername,or with an
expressiorthatreplaces propername doesa completesenseappear

...Whenwe have thusadmittedobjectswithoutrestrictionasargumentsandval-
uesof functions,the questionariseswhatit is that we are herecalling an object.
... Herel canonly saybriefly: An objectis arything thatis notafunction,sothatan
expressiorfor it doesnot containary emptyplace.(1891)

Frege’s condition— thattruth-bearingsentencemustinvolve predicatiorover a‘saturatedobject
termwith prior reference— recursin mary forms. We find it in Russells claim thata subject
cannotmakea judgementaboutsomethingunlessthey canknow which objecttheir judgement
is about;i.e. thatthe subjectcanreferto that objectindependenthyof that particularpredication
(1905). We alsofind the sameassumptionin Evan’s geneality constiaint (1982), Fodor and
Pylyshyns criterion of systematicityf(1988),and Millikan’ s conditionof propositionalstructure
(1984). The assumptioris the samein eachcase:a subjectcannotpredicatea property P, of an
object,x, unlessthey canequallywell predicateary otherpropertiesQ or R, of x, andpredicate
P of ary otherobjects,y or z. The sameassumptioralsolies behindthe agumentwithin South
CoastAl (section4.3) thatinformation-bearindgunctionalstatesonly countasrepresentationt
the extentthatthey are partof a moregeneralsymbolsystem.WhenBrooks,Beer Harvey and
Wheeleeclarghatonecanhave ‘intelligencewithoutrepresentationshey mearrepresentations
thatmeetthe generalityconstraint.

How doesFrege’s (or Russells, or Evans’) conditionhelpusavoid the problemof reference?
Comparehetwo sentences

1. Thereferentof theterm‘the Morning Star’is Venus.

2. Thereferentof theterm‘Venus'is the Morning Star

Now strictly speakingboth sentencesire meaninglessincethereis no non-circularway of
talking aboutthereferentof aterm. Nonetheles&rege etal give usareasorfor preferringthefirst
sentencéo thesecondThereasoris that'Venus'’is amoreobjectivetermthan‘the Morning Star’
becausehe term ‘Venus’may be usedindependentlypf whenin thesky it appearswhereasthe
Morning Star’is morecloselytied to particularobsenationconditions.For example the sentence
‘the Morning Starappearsn themorning’is (almost)tautologousbut thesentencév enusappears
in themorning’is not. In short,theterm‘Venus’hasabetterclaimto be partof anidealscientific
languagethan ‘the Morning Star’. It is this that justifies the assertionof 1 ratherthan2. Of
courseour thoughtsmay never comeinto ultimate correspondenceith the way that the world
‘really’ is (andwe would not know it eveniif it did), but we canstill tell whenwe are getting
closer It mightturn outthatwe weremistakeraboutVenusbeinga ‘real’ objectall along,but the
discovery of factsaboutVenusthatareindependenbf its positionin the sky is evidencethatwe
arenot. It is interestingo notethateventhe mosthardenedealist-mindedscientistgarely claim
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thatthey actuallyknow thetruth,insteadthey usuallyonly claim thatwe cangetbetterandbetter
approximationso it. And theclosenessf thatapproximatioris judgedaccordingo how well our
thoughtsmeetFrege’s conditions.

Frege avoids the problemof referenceput doesnot solve it. He givespowerful reasondor
preferringonesystemof descriptionto anotherbut thesereasonsarestill basedon an unjustified
Kantianassumptiormboutthe essentiastructureof theworld. Thefundamentabbjectionremains
thattheonly thingsthatourmindshave accesso —i.e. theonly thingsthatplayarolein ourheads
— aresensesFraye definessenseasthe modeof presentatiorof a referentto a mind but there
is an alternatve tradition, startingwith the later Wittgensteinandincluding Rorty andthe later
Putnam that definessenseéndependenthof any notion of reference.Accordingto this tradition
‘the sensenf anexpressionconsistdn its role within the complex socialpracticeconstitutingthe
communaluseof the language .. An individual speakess graspof that sensghenbecomesne
ingredientin his ability, acquiredby training,to engagen thatpractice’(Dummett,1991a,p17).
Accordingto this tradition Truth doesnot lie in a correspondencbetweenthings-in-themseles
andthings-in-the-heador expressionsn a language)but in the ability of anindividual to use
languagesuccessfully

For example supposehatJeanwalksinto abarandasksfor aglassof water butwhenshegets
it shecomplainghatthe glassdoesnot just containwaterbut alsotracesof mineralsalts,bubbles
of carbonmonoxide,andaslice of lemon. Is it a glassof water?Clearlyyes,sincethe normsof
correctpracticefor barsdefinewhatconstitutesa glassof water’in thatcontet; differentnorms
applyin a chemistrylab, whereit is not normal(i.e. correct)practiceto addice anda sliceto
beakersf water® Thuswe candiscusghe Truth of the useof termslike ‘water’ withoutrecourse
to metaphysicatiebatesiboutwhatwater‘really’ is*.

Canwe do without a notion of referenceas Wittgensteinet al maintain? The solereason
for clinging ontoreferencds that we needsomeway of explaining why somerepresentational
vocalulariesaremoresuccessfulor certainpurposeshanothers.Why, for example,doespassing
an electriccurrentthroughwatergeneratenydrogenand oxygen? Unlesswe believe that water
really is madeof H,O thenwe arelostfor anexplanation.lt is only the possibility of realismthat
makesthe succes®f sciencenon-miraculousasPutnamputit (1973). This point is the mirror-
imageof thatraisedin the previous chapter:if we wantto usethe conceptof belief to explain
behaiour then beliefs mustbe instantiatedn the brain mechanismunderlyingthat behaiour;
similarly, if we wantto usereferenceo explain the succes®f the behaiour that thosebeliefs
play arole in, thenthe referenceof thosebeliefs mustbe instantiatedn the world outsidethe
head.But is thereary non-circularway of talking aboutthe referenceof ourthoughts?

Thereare two stepsto breakingout of this circle. The first stepis to adopta third-person
perspectie. It is impossibleto directly obsere the world of referenceoutsideour own head,
but we canobsenre the world that surroundsother peoples. But thenthereis still the problem

2| believe thatoneconsequeneof this is thatmathematicaphysics,amongsall the sciencesandrival systemsf
thought,is seenashaving thebestchanceof graspingherealstructureof theworld sinceit approachemostcloselyto
the Fregeanideal. But this is anotherquestion.

3Theoriginsof thesecriteriaof successindcorrectnessiill bethe subjectof chapters8—11.

4WinogradandFlores(1986)useanothewaterbasedexampleto makea similar point.

5Thoserealistically-mindedbhilosophersvho do not acknavledgethe fundamentaproblemof referencethat lies
behindthis chaptemwill probablydery thisclaim; but | have afeelingl will have lostthemalongtime agoaryway.
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of picking out the referentsof their thoughts.We will have to usesomevocalulary, somesetof
conceptsto pick outtheobjectsthatthey arethinking of, andarewe nottrappedn usingourown?
Whatkindsof thingswould alion talk of, if it could? The solutionis to definea new vocalulary
for picking outthe objectsin otheragentsworlds,andonethatis not basedn our own concepts.
Thisis thejob thatEvans’concepbf Non-ConceptuaContent(NCC) cando.

6.2 Non-Conceptual Content

Non-conceptuatontentis contentthatis characterisedisingconceptghat the agenthaving the

thoughtdoesnot necessarilypossess.For example,supposene heara soundcominga certain
positionin spaceandwe turn our headto seewherethe soundwascomingfrom. Looking back
on the experiencewe may describethe referenceof our stateof mind in Fregean,conceptual,
objectivetermsas‘a soundsourcdocatedat positionX’, but thisthoughtprobablyneveroccurred
to usat thetime. We just turnedto seewhatit was. Evanssuggestghatit is moreaccurateto

describehe contentsof ourthoughtsn termsof our activity:

What is involved in a subjects hearinga soundas coming from suchand sucha
positionin space?...Whenwe heara soundascomingfrom a certaindirection,we
do not have to think or calculatewhich way to turn our headgsay)in orderto look
for the sourceof the sound. If we did have to do so, thenit oughtto be possible
for two peopleto heara soundas coming from the samedirectionand yet to be
disposedo do quite differentthingsin reactingto the sound,becausef differences
in theircalculations Sincethis doesnotappeato makesensave mustsaythathaving
spatiallysignificantperceptuainformationconsistsatleastpartiallyin beingdisposed
to do variousthings.

Thus the contentof the thoughtis betterdescribedas somethinglike ‘a soundcoming from a
directionthatwould be foveatedif we turnedour headso. This descriptionof the contentuses
conceptq‘direction’, ‘foveate’,etc) thatwe arenot assuminghat the agentusedat the time, or
evenpossesseandinsteadnakesessentiafeferenceo their ability to actin theworld (‘turn our
headsd) — describedy Cussinsas‘the realmof embodiment’.

Evansoriginally developedthetheoryof NCCto betterdescribeourfirst-persorperceptuaéx-
perienceof theworld, andthis is largely how thetheoryhassubsequentlpeenusedby Peacocke
(1992),Cussing1992a),Crane(1992)andothers.But it canalsobeusedfrom athird-persorper
spectve to describethe thoughtprocessesf agentsvithout makingary assumptionsf whether
they are consciouslyaware of themor not (Bermidez,1995)(Chrislg, 1995). Considerthe ex-
ampleof a frog striking at flies. Whatis thefrog thinking of whenit doesthis? Of coursein one
senset is notthinking of anything atall. If it hasary consciousnegbenit is avery limited one.
On the ladderof cognitive compleity it is only onestepup from my reluctantcar Nonetheless
it usednternalstateghatbearinformationaboutthe environmentin orderto co-ordinatdts inter-
actionswith the world — i.e. very simplerepresentations— and sowe canusefully explain its
activity by ascribingit with simpleproto-belief§. But whataretheseproto-beliefsof? Fromour
Gods-geview of thefrog we canseethatthethingsthatit is striking atareflies. An entomologist

61f you arenot happywith this examplethenwe could take a few more stepsup the ladder How abouta lion?
A chimp? A new-bornbaby?All we needis an exampleof anagentwhosebehaiour we canusefully explain using
psychologicatalk but whoseconsciousxperienceif it hasone,is very differentfrom our own.



Chapter6. Intentionality: Outsides 66

could go one stepfurther andidentify the individual speciesof fly. But it is obviousthatthese
fine distinctionsin carvingup the world play norole in thefrog’s actiity. A frog doesnot have
the conceptfly’, letaloneaconceptf particularspeciesAs far asit is behaiourally concerned
all it percevesare‘things thatit shouldstrike atlike soandeat’. Thisis the contentof its belief,
describedisingconceptghatwe arenot pre-supposinghatthefrog itself possesses.

Evans’analysishassimilaritieswith Gibsonsecologicaltheoryof perception(1966)(1979).
Gibsonamguesthatthe basicthingswe perceve arenot objectsasthereductionisimagineshem,
but affordances An affordance asdefinedby Gibson,is theway in which the ervironmentcan
play arole in the behaiour of a creature.For example,the surfaceof a pondprovidesthe affor-
danceof ‘somethingto walk on’ for a pondskatey but notfor ahuman.An affordancedescribes
an environmentfor, or with respecto the behaiour of, a creature.lt describeghe world of the
creature and not the world asviewed from nowhere— or, rathey from the point of view of no
body. An affordanceis thusarelationalpropertyof anernvironment,definedwith respecto aspe-
cific behaiour of aspecificorganism.The sameobjectcanprovide mary differentaffordancedgor
a singlecreatureand,corversely differentobjectscanoffer the sameaffordance.Fliesandbees
both provide the affordanceof eatabilityfor a frog, while a pondprovidesboththe affordanceof
spavning, andof escapingrom terrestrialpredators.

Specifyingcontentdn termsof affordancedurnsthe standardanalyticaccountof perception
onits head.This accountwasinheritedfrom the British empiricistsby thelogical positivistsand
passedyia Carnapto cognitivism,computationalisrandEastCoastAl, whereit foundcanonical
expressiorin thework of Marr onvision (1982). Accordingto thisaccountperceptiorstartswhen
we form aninternalmapof the objectsin our world from sense-datal hesepercevedobjectsare
thencateyorisedandattributedwith propertiessothatwe canplanour behaiour. Thereforethe
ability to actin the world is built upona morebasicability to perceve objects. But according
to Evansand Gibsonperceptionis not primarily the ability to form an objective map of one’s
ervironment,but theability to actwithin it®. Mostof thetime we areactively engagedhn theworld
ratherthanconsideringt passvely. (Philosophersarethe exceptionto this rule, which explains
why they aresofond of the standardnodelof perception.)Of coursewe arealsoableto perceve
objectspassvely, to cateyorisethemand predicatepropertiesof them, but this passve ability to
perceve objectsis built onamorebasicability to perceve affordancesn our ervironment.

For example whenwe reachfor a saucepaior avoid tripping over the catwe do not primarily
perceve themascatgorisedandlabelledobjectsbut assomethindike ‘things to cookwith’ or
‘things to avoid’. Indeed,eventhesedescriptionf the contentsof our thoughtsaremisleading
since, by definition, it is not possibleto give an accuratetranslationof the contentof a non-
conceptuathoughtusingplain Englishconcepts.Onealternatie way of describingthis content
is to hyphenatehe description(e.g. ‘thing-to-cook-with’), to shav that the contentshouldbe
understoodsa unified whole ratherthana constructiorof sub-conceptsBut the canonicalway
of describingsuchcontentss to describethe activity they play arolein. Thus,for example,it is
moreaccurateo saythatour thoughtsaboutthe sauceparmat the time wascomprisedf a correct
recognitionthattheervironmentenabledisto boil potatoedy moving andactingin certainways.

7And Rowlands(1997)shows how this analysisfits neatlyinto anevolutionaryframewvork.
8Gibsons analysisof perceptioris often seenasincompatiblewith a referentialtheoryof mind, but Slomangives
anexampleof how thisis not necessarilyhe case(1989).
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Oneconsequencef thisis thatin orderto communicatehe contentof a(non-conceptuakhought
from oneheadto anotheiit is notsufficientthatthey shareghe samdanguagethey mustalsoshare
the samebody (or, atleast,the sameabilitiesto actin their ervironment). Someonavho cannot
cook, for example,cannotreally know whata skilled chef meansby ‘a saucepanbecausehey
cannotknow whata saucepameango them.

NCC enablessto describehe contentsof thoughtsusingconceptghatthe agenthaving the
thoughtdoesnotnecessarilypossessThismaybebecaus¢éheagentdoesnothave ary conceptst
all (asin thecaseof thefrog), it maybebecauséheagenthasthoseconceptsut did notusethem
atthetime (asin the caseof our perceptionof cookingimplements)put it may alsobe because
theagentusesconceptghataredifferentfrom our own. ConsiderQuine’s exampleof thelinguist
trying to understandhe languageof a native tribe (1960). Thelinguist obsenesthatwhenerer a
native seesa rabbitthey point andsaygavagaj but how shouldthey usethis evidenceto decide
what ‘gavagai’ means?Quine arguesthat the meaningof ‘gavagai’ is underdeterminethy the
obsened behaiour. Justby observingthe native pointing to rabbitsthe linguist doesnot have
enoughevidenceto decidewhethergavagai’ meanghe sameas‘rabbit’, orif it meansomething
like ‘undisconnectedabbitparts’— you cannothave onewithout the other andso thereseems
to beno principledway of choosingbetweerthe two possiblemeaningsBut thereis moreto the
meaningof ‘gavagai’ thanits obsenationconditions.Thereis alsotherole thatrabbitsplayin the
life of thenative speakerAnd it is this aspeciof meaningthatwe canusethetechniqueof NCC
to describe.

For example, supposehat the linguist discoveredthat the native had accesgo a genetics
lab, andwasfond of sequencinghe DNA of ary animalsthat shecameacross. This would be
evidencethatthe native’s concepbf gavagaihada similar meaningo thatof anEnglish-speaking
biologist’s conceptof rabbit— somethingalongthe lines of ‘membersof aninter-fertile species
of rodentsidentifiedthroughtheir possessionf a wild-type genomeof XYZ'. Ontheotherhand
if thelinguist foundthatrabbitswereno morethana sourceof food andskin to the native, then
the meaningof gavagaiwould changeaccordingly Thusthe linguist cantry to understandhe
meaningof a term by understandinghe role thatit playsin thelife of the native speakerrather
thanby trying to find a conceptin her own vocalulary thatis an exact translationof it. Indeed
it is unlikely that,in the former case the English-speakindinguist would have a concepthatis
a synorym of ‘gavagai’ for the samereasonthat shecould not quite graspan English-speaking
biologist’'sconcepof ‘rabbit’. The obstaclepreventinganaccuratdranslationis thatthe linguist
andbiologisthave differentwaysof interactingwith rabbits ratherthandifferentvocalularies.

The meaningof a term is definedby the role it playsin an agents overall activity — its
being-in-the-worldform of life, existence world, praxis, practicaldiscourselifestyle, or mode
of production,dependingon one's choiceof existential philosophe?. Wordsaretools, andtheir
meaningis definedthroughhow they areused.Now whenwe describethe useof a tool, we are
nottrying to ‘translate’thattool into words. Whenwe describehow a hammeris usedwe do not
supposehatthereis arny hammeringgoingon in our heads Similarly, whenthelinguistdescribes
thenative biologist'sconcepbf ‘gavagai’ as'a membeiof aspecies..’ sheis usingherconcepts

°In chaptersl0 and 11 | amgue why the latter term is more useful by discussingts role within the evolution of
culture.But thisis anotherquestion.
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to describethe actiity of the agentthroughwhich the meaningof ‘gavagai’ is definedfor them.
Thelinguistis not therebyassuminghatthe native shareghe sameconceptsary morethanwe
assumedhatthe frog understoodhe concepbf ‘striking’. ThusNCC providesa way of carving
up the world in orderto makesenseof an agents behaiour that doesnot involve foisting the
distinctionsmadeby our conceptontothem.

6.3 Affordancesand Objects

Accordingto the Fregeantradition, conceptuathoughtsrefer to objects-in-themsebks— these
comprisewhat Cussinsdescribesas the ‘realm of reference’. This tradition then producedthe
problemof talking aboutthe realmof referencendependentlyof our own way of talking. NCC

seemgto offer a solutionto this problemby talking aboutthe contentof thoughtsin terms of

physicalactiity in a way thatdoesnot pre-supposghatthe holderof the thoughtshasthe same
conceptsas us. But what do non-conceptuathoughtsrefer to? (Or, what are the referentsof

mental stateswhosecontentsare describednon-conceptually?)Here opinionsdiffer. Cussins,
following Evans,arguesthat describingthe contentsof thoughtsnon-conceptuallys a way of

avoidingdefiningtheir reference:

WhatEvanssawwashowto pull apartthespecificatiorof contentfromthespecifica-
tion of refelenceor truth. If a canonicakpecificatiorof acontentneednotbeaspec-
ification of a truth condition,then canonicalspecificationof a contentwhich refers
to therealmof embodimentioesnot entailthe evidentfalsehoodhatthetruth of the
contentdependson the characteiof the realmof embodiment.... For Evans,truth
conditionsarefixed by the realmof referenceandnot by therealmof embodiment;
but the cognitive significanceof representatiors fixed by the realmof embodiment,
andnot by therealmof reference(1992a p656,original emphasis)

This agumentstemsfrom the Freggeanassumptiorthat the ‘real’ world — i.e. the realm
of reference— is ‘really’ divided up into independenbbjects-in-themseks. Thereforeif the
contentsof thoughtsfail to cane up the world in this way thenthey cannotbe referringto that
realm. Therearestill objectsthatnon-conceptuahoughtswill be true of, but theseobjectsplay
no rolein thelife of the agentper se(they will not be ‘cognitively significant’). The realworld
remainshiddenfrom the agenttrappedin its realm of embodiment.Thusthe frog only ‘knows’
about‘things it shouldstrike at’, not the variousspeciesof fly thatinfest the real world of the
realmof referenceFrege’s problemof referenceemainsunsohedbut Evans’achiezement asfar
asCussings concernedis to shav how we canhave a theoryof contentdespitethis.

Epistemologyrecapitulate®ntology In otherwordsour theoryof how we know the world
depend®nourtheoryof whattheworld is like. In chapter2 | triedto loosenour Kantianassump-
tionsaboutthe essentiastructureof theworld, andthis hasimplicationsfor Fregeanassumptions
aboutreference.In particularl arguedthat the world is not madeup of independenaind prior
classe®f objects-in-themsekswhichthencometogethetto form largerwholes.All thingsonall
occasiongxist in contets, thereforehe boundarybetweeranobjectandits world is notanonto-
logical given;andnor arethecriteriathatmaketwo objectsthe same’(or of thesametype)t®. We

10This alsoimpliesthatsetsof objectsarenotontologicallygiven— this corollarywasimportantfor the discussion
concerningheindividuationof theoreticatermson page52n.
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do notcane theworld at its joints, ratherwe definejoints throughactsof carving. Moreover we
cane theworld in particularwaysbecausehosewaysyield objectsthathave propertieghatare
usefulfor us;in otherwordsbecausehoseobjectsprovide affordances.The frog picks out ‘eat-
ablethings’ becauseloing sohelpsit survive. We pick out ‘speciesof fly’ or ‘gasmolecules’or
‘washingmachinesbecauseloingsohelpsusunderstanévolution, thebehaiour of bulk gasses,
and getting clothesclean,respectiely. An importantcriterion of the scientificway of carving
theworld is thatit shouldpick out objectsthat have propertieghatarerelatively constantacross
contets; but thisdoesnot meanthattheresultingobjectsare‘'morereal’ thanthosecarnedoutfor
otherreasonsFor example,thepropertyof being‘an eatablehing for afrog’ is justas‘real’ and
objective asthe propertyof being‘a memberof a speciesiefinedby a biologist'.

Nonethelessas humans,it seemswe can perceve objectsindependentlyof ary particular
affordancethatthey offer. Indeedfor mostphilosopherghis hasseemedike the mostbasickind
of perceptionGibsonamguesthatwhenwe arecookingwe directly perceve thatasaucepanffers
theaffordancesve needin orderto makea sauceandthe thought'that objectis a saucepanmay
not enterour heads But it mayenterour headsvhenwe pauseandlook at our kitchenpassvely.
We canidentify the objectspresentgive themnamesandthink what predicatesretrue of them.
Wheredoesthis ability to perceve objectsasobjectsjndependentlpf use,comefrom? And why
doesit seemsobasicto perception?

A frog doesnotcontemplateheblackdotfloatingin front of it, decidethatit maybesomething
worth eating,andstrike. All it percevesis an eatablething there. Animals do not contemplate
the world passvely but areengagedvith it in a constanpursuitof the four F's. But asanimals
becomemore comple their behaioural repertoiregrons. They becomemoreflexible, anduse
their ervironmentin differentways. Humansarethe mostextremeproductof this processWith
our freehandsopposinghumbs,andbulging cortexeswe canlearnto work on our ervironment
suchthatit offers affordanceshat supporta virtually unlimited rangeof behaiours'’. We have
evenevolvedtheability to learnhow to manipulateobjectsin our headsratherthanin ourhands;
to imagineandconsciouslhexploretheaffordanceghatthey offer beyondtheimmediatelyF-able,
andto shareour findingsthroughlanguage As agentshecomemorebehaiourally sophisticated
their perceptiorof objectsbecomegesstied to ary particularbehaiour thatthey may play arole
in. Thusthe perceptuaspaceof humansecomesnoreobjectifiedandconceptuabstherichness
of ourinteractionswith theworld increase¥

Frogs,for example,only eatflies; andthe only thing they do with flies it eatthem. Frogs
cannotbe saidto predicatehepropertyFoodof theobject-classly, sinceneitherexistsfor afrog
independentlyof the other Frogscannothave ary conceptof ‘food’ separatdrom that of ‘fly’.
Humans,on the otherhand,are spectacularlyomnivorous. Thereis scarcelya single biological
entity that we cannotturn into food, thereforewe cansupporta conceptof ‘food’ independently
of ary particularfoodstuf. We canalsodo thingswith, say potatoestherthaneatthem— such
aspaintthem,cane theminto potatoheadspr sell them. Thereforewe cansupporta conceptof
‘potato’ independentlyf the predicatéeatablething’.

11The agumentthat the evolution of humanbrainsand psychologyis fundamentallygroundedin our ability to
manipulatethe ervironment,ratherthanour ability to manipulateconceptswascentralto Engels’pamphletThe Part
Playedby Labourin the Transitionfrom Apeto Man (1987)— seealsoPosture Makeththe Man (Gould, 1978,ch26).

12For exampleCussingliscusselow our objective perceptiorof Euclidearspacesvolveswith ourability to navigate
thatspacg1992a)— seealsoBennett(1996).
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Traditionalsocietiedendto befairly fixedin thewaysthatthey interactwith theworld. Con-
ventions taboosandtraditiondictatewhatuseeachtype of objectmaybe putto. But the birth of
capitalismsweptaway all fixed waysof interactingwith theworld. Everythingwasup for grabs
— or rathereverythingcouldbe graspedn ary concevableway. Theonly limit on our ability to
interactwith theworld — andhenceo perceve it — is now thelimits of thoseobjectshemseles.
As Mary, in the CommunistManifesto,putit:

Conserationof theold modesof productionin unalteredorm wasthefirst condi-
tion of existenceof all earlierindustrialclassesConstantevolutionising of produc-
tion, uninterrupteddisturbanceof all social conditions,everlastinguncertaintyand
agitationdistinguish the bougeoisepochfrom all earlierones.All fixed,fast-frozen
relationswith theirtrainsof ancientandvenerablgrejudicesandopinions,areswept
away, all new-formedonesbecomeantiquatedeforethey canossify. All thatis solid
meltsinto air, all thatis holy is profanedandmanis at lastcompelledto face,with
sobersensedhis realconditionsof life andhis relationswith his kind.

Our waysof carvingthe world are not dictatedby fixed waysof interactingwith the world.
But this doeshot meanthosewaysof carvingareindependentf our interactionwith the world,
asthepicturetheoristsargued.The perceptiorof objects— i.e. theidentificationof references—
cannever be completelyindependenof the activity thatthoseobjectsplay a role in becausédhe
actof identificationitself is basedn activity. As Dummettargues

We have the notion of the bearerof a name,andthe conceptiorof a predicates be-
ing true or falseof anobject,in advanceof constructinga semanticaccountof our
languageén orderto analysdts working, becauseheseareembodiedn quite prim-
itive linguistic performancespur acquiringthemis part of our learningto useour
language Both arebornof the practiceof ostensionthatis, from our possessiorin
theuseof ademonstratie accompanietby a pointinggesturepf anothemeanghan
the employmenbf a namefor picking out a concreteobject. By meansof arecogni-
tion statementa statemenof theform ‘This is &’), we areaccustomedb identifying
anobjectasthe bearerof a name;by meansof ostensie predicationgstatementsf
theform ‘This is F’), we areaccustomedb applyingpredicateso objectspickedout
ostensiely. To saythatthereferentof a nameis its bearer andthat the referentis
whatwe speakabout,is in effect to saythatthe semantiaolesof propernamesand
of simplepredicateshouldbe understoodn relationto thesefundamentapractices:
it is preciselybecausef ourthoroughfamiliarity with thesebasiclinguistic practices
thatthe notion of referencesuppliesus, assoonasit is introducedwith so definite
andreadily acceptabla picture of the semantiaolesof at leastthe simplestlogical
typesof expressions(1981,p406)

6.4 Conclusion

In thesetwo chapterd have arguedthat successfuintentionalbehaiour dependsn anaccurate
correspondendeetweerthingsin the head(representationgndthingsoutside(objects).In other

words| am a realistand a representationalistThe pragmatist objectionto this kind of realist

representationalisiig thathethinksthatit basests explanationsof succes®nalist of Objectsas

they Really Are. But, he agues,we have no way of determiningwhattheseObjectsarebeyond

the pragmaticsucces®f our own theoriesaboutthem:
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Thereis noindependentestof theaccurag of correspondence. Therepresentation-
alist’s attemptto explain the succes®f physicsandthe failure of astrologyis bound
to be merelyanemptycomplimentunlesswe canattainwhat[Putnam]callsa God’s
eye standpoint— onewhich hassomehav brokenoutof ourlanguagendour beliefs
andtestedhemagainssomethingknown withouttheiraid. But we have noideawhat
it would belike to beatthatstandpoint.... My principalmotive is the belief thatwe
canstill makeadmirablesenseof our livesevenif we ceaseao have whatNagelcalls
“an ambitionof transcendencgRorty, 1991ap6,12)

Of coursewe cannothave a Gods-ge view of ourseles,but the third-persorperspectie can
give us a kind of God’s eye view of the relationshipbetweenanotheragentandtheir world —
aslong aswe solve two problems. Thefirst is to identify the thoughtsinsidethe agents head.
The solutionto this, | suggestedrequiresthatwe look insidetheir heads:the correctintentional
descriptiorof anagentdependsotonly ontheirexternalbehaiour but alsouponthemechanisms
thatunderliethat behaiour. The secondproblemis to identify the objectsof their world. And
this, | suggestedrequiresthatwe do not pre-suppos®ur vocakulary — our way of carvingup
the world — will correctly cane up theirs. We may not be ableto useour object-conceptso
describethe referentsof their thoughts.The alternatve to usingour conceptss to pick outthose
referentson the basisof their actiity: their beliefs may still involve conceptsput they won't
necessarilyinvolve our concepts.Oncewe take both of thesestepsthenwe canreinstatetruth
— i.e. arelationshipbetweenthings-in-the-hea@ndthings-out-there— asa notion capableof
genuinelyexplainingthe succes®f anotheragents actions,eventhoughwe cannotuseit directly
to explain the succes®f our own. But if truth explainsthe succes®f the actionsof the other
agentswe seearoundus, thenit seemdike a reasonablénductionto supposehatit would also
be capableof explainingthe succes®f our own. (This is thethird-persorequivalentof the Other
Minds Problem:insteadf wonderingvhethemtherpeoplehave consciousnedike us,wewonder
whetherwe have the ability to represenan externalworld like them.) Rorty is correctthatwe
cannottranscendur own mentality but we cantranscendhe mentalityof others;andof course
they maytranscenaburstoo. Thereforeperhapgogethemwe cantranscendaursehes.

We canusetruth to explain the succesf actionswithout fear of circularity. The obvious
problemwe arethenleft with is to determinepreciselywhat we meanby ‘success’. And the
solutionto this,aswe seein theremainingchaptersgepend®n Darwin.



