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Chapter 3

Conceptions, Beliefs, and "Inner  Speech"
3.1  The Medium View of Conceptions
Despite its semantic and pragmatic virtues, the Theory of Direct Belief may arouse some doubts based on certain assumptions about the nature of belief. To highlight the relevant considerations, I would like to reformulate the discussion in terms of a question about belief and conceptions.

Lois Lane thinks (let us suppose) that there are two distinct individuals, one of whom is called 'Superman', wears a cape, flies, etc., the other of whom is called 'Clark Kent', wears a suit, works as a reporter, etc. We may say, then, that she has two conceptions of Superman (assuming, of course, that Superman is Clark Kent). What is the relation between Lois's conceptions of Superman and her beliefs about him?


The Medium View is that conceptions belong to some kind of medium in which beliefs are held.
 Of course, this view (or views—what Wittgenstein might call a "picture") comes in many widely varying versions. The best known version of the Medium View is the classical Fregean view, according to which conceptions—modes of presentation—are the very stuff beliefs (thoughts that we believe) are made of. Lois's belief that, say, Superman can fly, is said to be composed of (or at least determined by) the sense of the name 'Superman' and the sense of the predicate 'can fly'; and her different conceptions of Superman may be thought of as the two different senses of the names 'Superman' and 'Clark Kent', out of which her beliefs about Superman are constructed. (Of course, I am restricting my attention to the cognitive role of Fregean senses, as modes of presentation, ignoring for now their metaphysical and semantical aspects.)

But Frege's is not the only Medium View. According to vehicular versions of the Medium View, Lois's conceptions of Superman belong to vehicles, of which her beliefs about Superman are the contents. These vehicles of belief are seen as intermediaries by means of which we believe what we believe. Thus, one might say that Lois's conceptions of Superman (variously called "modes of presentation," "notions," "guises," "Mentalese expressions," "ways of believing," etc.) belong not to what she believes, but to how she believes it; that it is via her various conceptions of Superman that Lois has her various beliefs about him, much as it is via
his various names that she talks about him.


Either way, whether conceptions belong to belief vehicles or to beliefs themselves, the Medium View of conceptions is just as much a view of beliefs—as being held in a medium consisting of conceptions. According to the Medium View, to say that Lois thinks Superman can fly is to say that she stands in some relation to a conception she has of him. More generally, having a belief about some individual consists, on the Medium View, in bearing some relation to a conception of that individual. (This is not to rule out other relata, to which some versions of the Medium View advert.) Adopting the Medium View of conceptions (and belief) would thus require rejecting the Theory of Direct Belief, since the latter takes having a belief about an object as bearing some unmediated relation directly to that object (e.g., for Lois to think Superman can fly is, according to the Theory of Direct Belief, for her to bear some relation not to a conception of Superman, but to Superman himself).


Before considering what reasons there might be for adopting the Medium View, a couple of dialectical clarifications may be helpful. First, the issue at hand concerns only our ordinary, "folk" concepts of belief and conception. That is, this discussion concerns the semantics of the relevant natural language expressions, the aim being to clarify the pre-theoretical (or folk-theoretical) concepts underlying our ordinary use of these expressions. Therefore, empirical discoveries that cognitive scientists might make are not relevant (at least not directly). Since my concern here is with the semantics of belief—a theory of what exactly it is that we say when we attribute beliefs—I am talking not about what belief happens to be—in the particular case of human beings, being as they are—but about what belief has to be, in general—for angels, aliens, and anything else to which we might ascribe beliefs. Thus, familiar arguments for something like the Medium View, but where this is taken as a contingent fact, to be supported by empirical evidence, must not be misunderstood as supporting the Medium View itself. In fact, on any view according to which it is even just possible to have a belief about some individual without bearing some (significant) relation to a conception of that individual, the Medium View is false.


Secondly, although I think the Medium View is wrong, I shall not argue against it until later in this chapter. For now I shall only show how arguments offered in favor of the Medium View fail to establish their conclusion.


For some, of course, the Medium View is simply self-evident. One source of such thinking might be the assumption that the immediate objects of mental activity could only be mental objects. For Frege it was simply absurd to suppose that the thought that Mount Blanc is 4000 meters high would contain Mount Blanc itself, with all its snowfields. "A thought," Frege matter-of-factly declares, "is something immaterial and everything material and perceptible is excluded from this sphere" ("The Thought," p. 20). But this is no argument. Rather, what would generally be taken as Frege's argument in favor of the Medium View (and what has probably been the most influential argument for the Medium View) would be one based on the premise that substitution of coreferential names does not always preserve truth—a premise
shown in the last chapter to be unfounded.


Even without relying on any appeal to substitution failure, one might be led to the Medium View by the common adverbial idiom of belief ascription—we readily speak of how a person thinks what he thinks, on analogy with how a person says what he says. For instance, regarding Lois's beliefs about Superman one might say, "thinking of him as Superman, she thinks he can fly." Leaving for later a discussion of the analogy of thought to speech, for now I would like to examine two arguments in favor of the Medium View apparently inspired by this idiom of "thinking-of-as."
3.2  The Behavior Problem
3.2.1  The Problem
The most common post-Fregean arguments for the Medium View are based on ordinary explanations of behavior by appeal to conceptions and by the use of the "thinking-of-as" idiom.
 To account, for instance, for the fact that Lois behaves one way when she sees Superman in one of his roles, and a completely different way when she sees him in his other role, it is natural to say (as above) that she has two conceptions of him. Moreover, assuming her reactions to him are to be accounted for in terms of her beliefs about him, there seems little choice but to construe these conceptions as part of her beliefs about him, or at least as part of the means by which she has those beliefs. Suppose, for example, that whenever he greets her in his Superman role she reacts by enthusiastically exclaiming, "Hi, Superman!" but whenever he greets her while assuming his Clark Kent role she reacts by rolling her eyes and saying, "Bye, Clark." Since her thinking that he has greeted her is common to both situations, it cannot by itself account for her different reactions. However, her different reactions seem tied to her different conceptions of him. Thus, when she says "Hi, Superman!" one might account for her behavior by saying that she thinks, thinking of him as Superman, that he has greeted her; and when she says "Bye, Clark" one might account for this different behavior by saying that she thinks, thinking of him as Clark Kent, that he has greeted her. Whether her conceptions of him (indicated by the "thinking-of-as" clauses) are actually part of her beliefs about him, or merely part of the vehicles by which she has those beliefs, they may be used either way to account for her two distinct patterns of behavior when faced with the same individual.


So the Theory of Direct Belief faces two challenges. If conceptions are not parts of beliefs or of belief vehicles, then (i) what are they? And (ii) how else are we to explain the kind of behavior described?
3.2.2  The Higher Order View of Conceptions
Meeting the first of these challenges amounts to providing an alternative to the Medium View of conceptions. This is not hard, since the Medium View of conceptions, despite its overwhelming popularity, is not the only view of conceptions. Instead of construing beliefs or belief vehicles as constructed out of conceptions, one might think of having a conception as consisting in having certain beliefs. On this Higher Order View of conceptions it is conceptions that are to be explained in terms of beliefs, rather than the other way around.

There are many ways such an explanation might go.
 In the case of Lois's two conceptions of Superman the key is the belief of hers that led us in the first place to say that she has these two conceptions—viz., her belief that there are two distinct individuals, one of whom is called 'Superman', wears a cape, flies, etc., the other of whom is called 'Clark Kent', wears a suit, works as a reporter, etc. Her believing this existential generalization is alone enough to account for her having these two conceptions. If we wanted further to explain what a single conception is, we
could say that it is a set of predicates (or properties) that one believes are jointly instantiated.
 Thus, the set of the predicates 'is called 'Superman'', 'wears a cape', 'flies', etc., would be one of Lois's conceptions; the set of the predicates 'is called 'Clark Kent', 'wears a suit', 'works as a reporter', etc., would be another.


However the explanation may go (which I leave open), the Higher Order View of conceptions provides advocates of the Theory of Direct Belief with a fully compatible alternative to the Medium View; for it allows us to distinguish Lois's two conceptions of Superman without saying she has her beliefs via them.
3.2.3  A Solution to the Problem
Since the Higher Order View does not locate conceptions in beliefs or belief vehicles, the need remains for an account of each of Lois's two different reactions to Superman's greetings; if her beliefs about Superman are none other than her beliefs about Clark Kent (all being beliefs about one and the same object), then why does she sometimes react to him one way and other times react to him another way?


This problem is not hard to solve once we drop the unwarranted assumption that Lois's reactions to Superman must be accounted for entirely on the basis of her  singular beliefs about him. Although her singular beliefs about him are the same in both situations, her total cognitive state in each situation may be distinguished by other beliefs she has. In the situation where she says "Hi, Superman!" for example, she has beliefs about his cape—e.g., that it is hanging from the shoulders of the man currently facing her—that she does not have in the situation where she says "Bye, Clark." Likewise, in one situation she believes the name 'Superman' refers to the man currently facing her, whereas in the other she does not; and so on.  Alternatively, her cognitive state in each situation can also be distinguished by certain general beliefs of hers.  In the situation where she says "Hi, Superman!" for example, she has the general belief that there is someone in front of her named ‘Superman’, not named ‘Clark Kent’, wearing a cape, not a suit, etc.—a belief that she does not have in the situation where she says "Bye, Clark.”


To see more clearly how the proposed solution to the behavior problem works, recall the alternative solution provided by the Medium View. Lois’s “Superman behavior”—saying "Hi, Superman!" and so on, when he greets her in his Superman role—was to be accounted for by saying that thinking of him as Superman she thinks that he has greeted her; and her “Clark Kent behavior”—saying "Bye, Clark" and so on, when he greets her in his Clark Kent role—was to be accounted for by saying that thinking of him as Clark Kent she thinks that he has greeted her. But then how exactly is her thinking of him as Superman supposed to lead to her Superman behavior, rather than her Clark Kent behavior? Presumably, thinking of him as Superman (and not as Clark Kent) would lead her to ascribe to the person who just greeted her the various properties belonging to her Superman conception of him—is called ‘Superman’, wears a cape, flies, etc.—as opposed to the properties belonging to her Clark Kent conception.  And so, thinking that the person who just greeted her is called ‘Superman’ (not ‘Clark Kent’), wears a cape (not a suit), flies (is not earthbound), etc., she would naturally react with her Superman behavior rather than her Clark Kent behavior. 


Notice, however, that what ultimately leads to Lois’s Superman behavior—e.g., her belief that the person who just greeted her is called ‘Superman’ (not ‘Clark Kent), wears a cape (not a suit), flies (is not earthbound), etc.—are beliefs that we can easily attribute to her without resorting to any talk of “thinking of as.” In fact, it is only in virtue of her having such beliefs (that there is someone in front of her wearing the Superman cape, named ‘Superman’, etc.) that we might be inclined to say that she has these beliefs about the person in front of her thinking of him as Superman.

So, the Medium View is not necessary in order to account for the fact that someone might display distinct patterns of behavior corresponding to distinct conceptions of the same individual. This is not to say, of course, that the Medium View is wrong. But it does mean that arguments for the Medium View on the grounds that it is the only view that can account for this sort of data are not sound.
3.3  Suspended Belief

Another argument for the Medium View that is based on the "thinking-of-as" idiom is the argument from suspended belief, originally due to David Kaplan and later put forward in a different form by Nathan Salmon, whose version I will discuss here. In the case Salmon considers (Frege's Puzzle, pp. 92 ff.), Elmer believes at one point that there are two individuals named 'Bugsy', both of whom are dangerous; and subsequent events lead him to change his mind, in a way he might well express by saying, "One of the guys named 'Bugsy' is dangerous, but the other may or may not be—I no longer know what to think." Unbeknownst to Elmer, there is in fact only one individual named 'Bugsy' whom he is thinking of and referring to in the relevant thoughts and utterances, respectively, for Bugsy has assumed a disguise by which Elmer has been fooled. So on the one hand—"thinking of Bugsy in one way"—Elmer continues to consider this individual dangerous; while on the other hand—"thinking of Bugsy in another way"—he has changed his mind and is now uncertain of whether this individual is dangerous. How are we to reconcile Elmer's continued belief about Bugsy with his change of mind and ensuing suspension of belief?


Salmon frames the discussion in terms of singular propositions. The singular proposition that Bugsy is dangerous is (or can be thought of as) the ordered pair of which Bugsy is the first member and the property of dangerousness is the second member: <Bugsy, dangerousness>. Suppose—as the Theory of Direct Belief requires—that having a belief about something consists simply in bearing a certain binary relation to a singular proposition containing that thing as its first member. So for Elmer to think Bugsy is dangerous would be for Elmer to stand in the belief relation to the ordered pair consisting of Bugsy (the individual himself) and the property of dangerousness. But then for Elmer to change his mind about whether Bugsy is dangerous and become uncertain of it would be for him to change his mind about and become uncertain of the very same singular proposition. How could he believe this proposition on the one hand and also suspend belief in it on the other?

Salmon's response is to bring in "guises" or "modes of apprehension" that mediate between us and the singular propositions we believe. While retaining the view that to have a belief about something is to bear a certain binary relation toward a singular proposition containing the thing the belief is about, he goes on to analyze that relation in terms of a ternary relation between believers, propositions, and modes of apprehension—thus abandoning the Theory of Direct Belief for a vehicular version of the Medium View. Elmer continues to believe the singular proposition that Bugsy is dangerous, Salmon explains, in that there is a mode of apprehension for that proposition to which Elmer and the proposition remain suitably related:

((x)[Elmer grasps that Bugsy is dangerous by means of x & BEL(Elmer, that Bugsy is dangerous, x)],

where Elmer, the proposition, and a mode of apprehension are suitably related (by BEL) if, approximately, Elmer is inclined to assent inwardly to the proposition when apprehending it in that way. At the same time, Elmer also comes to withhold belief from the very same proposition, in that there is a(nother) mode of apprehension for that proposition, for which it comes to be no longer the case that Elmer, the proposition, and this other mode of apprehension are in the same way suitably related:

((x)[Elmer grasps that Bugsy is dangerous by means of x & ~BEL(Elmer, that Bugsy is dangerous, x)]. (p.112)

Salmon maintains that nothing short of such a move to the Medium View will do:

Without some relativized, ternary notion, and the resulting distinction between withholding belief and failure to believe, the attempt to describe Elmer's complex doxastic state with respect to the relevant singular proposition breaks down. The only thing one can say using the binary notion of belief—to wit, that Elmer does believe the proposition that Bugsy is dangerous—is highly misleading at best. (Frege's Puzzle, pp. 112-3)

Salmon is right, of course, that it would be highly misleading to say merely that Elmer believes Bugsy is dangerous and to leave it at that.  But that is not all that can be said without resorting to modes of apprehension and a ternary notion of inclination to inward assent.  Just as the force of the behavior problem comes from mistakenly assuming that an agent's behavior with regard to another individual must be accounted for entirely on the basis of her singular beliefs about that individual, so too, the force of Salmon's argument here comes from the assumption that an agent's doxastic state with regard to another individual must be describable entirely in terms of her beliefs directly about that individual.  However, aside from the singular proposition that



(a) Bugsy is dangerous, 

Elmer has many other beliefs involved in his change of mind.  Before his change of mind he also believed that 



(b) he knows two guys named ‘Bugsy’,



(c) the first guy he met called ‘Bugsy’ is dangerous, 



(d) it is reasonably certain that the first guy he met called ‘Bugsy’ is dangerous,



(e) the second guy he met called ‘Bugsy’ is dangerous, and

(f) it is reasonably certain that the second guy he met called ‘Bugsy’ is dangerous.

Suppose now, for ease of exposition, that Elmer would say that it is the second guy he met named ‘Bugsy’ whose dangerousness he has become uncertain of. Then after his change of mind, Elmer continues to believe (a), (b), (c), and (d), but no longer believes (e) and (f); and although he has come to believe that (f) is false, he does not believe (e) is false. Thus, it is actually (e), not (a), with regard to which he suspends belief. It may be tempting to locate Elmer’s suspended belief in (a), since that is perhaps the most salient singular proposition about Bugsy. But there is no reason to assume that Elmer’s befuddlement must be described in terms of his relation to (a) rather than (e). Thus, as long as we do not restrict our attention to singular propositions about Bugsy, we can give a perfectly adequate description of Elmer’s complex doxastic state without resort to any talk of modes of apprehension or inward assent.


Moreover, by locating Elmer’s suspended belief in (e) rather than (a), this account of Elmer’s befuddlement has the additional virtue of enabling us to take suspended belief straightforwardly, as the conjunction of neither believing nor disbelieving a certain proposition—rather than resorting to a non-standard construal of suspended belief, as Salmon proposes, in terms of modes of apprehension and inclinations to inward assent, whereby suspended belief consists in grasping a proposition p by a mode of aprehension by which one "is disposed neither to inward agreement nor to inward disagreement with respect to p" (p. 172, n. 1).

Nevertheless, one might object that it is precisely by locating Elmer’s suspended belief in (e) rather than (a) that my account fails to address the question at hand, viz., how could Elmer both continue to believe, and at the same time also suspend belief in, the very same singular proposition—(a)? As Salmon puts it, the challenge is “to describe Elmer’s complete doxastic state with respect to the relevant singular proposition” (emphasis mine)—that Bugsy is dangerous—whereas what I have described is Elmer’s doxastic state with regard to another individual—Bugsy. On the face of it the story of Elmer presents us with a contradiction about (a): Elmer believes it and also suspends belief in it, so assuming that suspending belief in a proposition precludes believing it, Elmer believes (a) and does not believe (a). How does shifting attention to Elmer's attitudes to (e) address the question about (a)?
 
Although this objection is misguided, it raises some interesting questions.  It is misguided, because it misconstrues the question at hand as being primarily about Elmer's attitude to the proposition that Bugsy is dangerous. But as Salmon himself explains,
The most important aspect of Elmer's Befuddlement is the fact that Elmer has changed his mind about something and withholds belief where he once had an opinion.  This aspect of the example—the change of mind from having an opinion to suspension of judgment—poses the most pressing and difficult philosophical problems, and is at the same time the most philosophically illuminating feature of the example. (Page 170, n. 1)

The fundamental question here is how to account for Elmer's change of mind—never mind regarding exactly what.
 It is only if one assumes from the start that this change of mind was in regard to a particular proposition, that one would think of the question as being about his attitudes to that particular proposition. But making such an assumption just begs the question of how best to describe Elmer's change of mind.

In any case, my account actually does address the question of what to say about Elmer's attitudes to (a), for the simple reason that locating Elmer's suspension of belief in (e) forestalls the apparent contradiction that comes from assuming that it is in (a). But that cannot be all of it. Recall the inference implicit in the story: 
(i) Elmer believes (a) and also suspends belief in (a). 

(ii) Suspending belief in a proposition precludes believing it. 

( Elmer believes (a) and does not believe (a).
In taking (e) rather than (a) as the object of Elmer’s suspension of belief, I have blocked the inference by rejecting the first premise—specifically, the second conjunct of that premise, that Elmer suspends belief in (a)—while accepting the second premise. I do so on the basis of what I shall call the simple construal of suspended belief, according to which suspending belief in a proposition consists simply in believing neither it nor its negation. This way of thinking about suspended belief clearly entails premise (ii), so avoiding the self-contradictory conclusion requires rejecting premise (i), and since I agree that Elmer believes (a), I therefore reject—on this simple construal of suspended belief—that Elmer suspends belief in (a).

But it may be plausible—even more plausible—to construe suspended belief differently. We might start by taking Elmer’s professed ambivalence with regard to (a) as a case of suspended belief par excellence. That is, recognizing that there is something interesting going on in Elmer with respect to (a)—something that manifests itself in his saying, "Maybe Bugsy is dangerous, maybe he isn't; I no longer know what to think"—we might start by taking this as "suspended belief," ex hypothesis, and then consider what it comes to.  This would make premise (i) true (assuming still that Elmer believes (a)), which would then require rejecting premise (ii). I shall call such a construal of suspended belief—according to which Elmer does suspend belief in (a)—a robust construal of suspended belief. If it is reasonable to suppose that there is a coherent robust construal of suspended belief, then my account of suspended belief according to the simple construal is not complete without a complementary account of robust suspended belief—which, given that Elmer continues to believe (a), would have to be one that makes premise (ii) false. 

Why should we think in the first place that there is a coherent robust construal of suspended belief? Why not just construe suspended belief the simple way and leave it at that? It is not hard to understand why someone might feel dissatisfied with the simple construal of suspended belief. Suspending belief sounds as if it ought to involve something other than just neither believing nor disbelieving—after all, there is much that we neither believe nor disbelieve that we have not even thought of, or that we are not even capable of thinking of. If we suspend belief in a proposition, it feels as if there should be some positive epistemic component—perhaps some kind of considering, or wondering, or deliberate refraining from judgment. Intuitively it seems that there must be something going on in Elmer’s suspended belief that is not just a failure to believe.
 

If Elmer robustly suspends belief in (a) while at the same time believing (a), what could this robust suspension of belief consist in? Salmon answers this question by providing a robust construal of suspension of belief in terms of modes of apprehension—thereby retaining premise (i) but rejecting premise (ii). But is this, as he seems to insist, the only way to construe suspended belief robustly? 

Sean Crawford offers an alternative treatment of suspended belief, one that does not require resorting to anything like modes of apprehension. On his view, suspending belief in a proposition requires not only believing neither it nor its negation, but also believing that one believes neither it nor its negation. So according to Crawford, Elmer "has not in fact suspended judgement; he only thinks he has."
 Making it false that Elmer suspends belief in (a), this construal of suspended belief is not robust—but it does suggest one that is:
A suspends belief in p if and only if A believes that A believes neither p nor its negation. 

Or, better yet, on the assumption that suspension of belief is more about uncertainty than a mere lack of belief: 

A suspends belief in p if and only A believes that neither p nor its negation is reasonably certain.

This way of thinking about suspension of belief is robust—it makes it true that Elmer suspends belief in (a), thereby capturing Elmer's professed ambivalence. Yet, it avoids the conclusion that Elmer believes and does not believe (a), by denying premise (ii)—that suspending belief in a proposition precludes believing it (on the assumption, of course, that one can believe a proposition that one thinks is not reasonably certain).


Yet another way to construe suspended belief robustly without relying on modes of apprehension and the like would be by taking it as a more or less independent primitive—a sui generis attitude resembling wondering whether or being disincilined to affirm or deny. Taken this way, suspended belief would not be defined simply in terms of belief, as it customarily has been, nor even in the same terms in which belief is defined (as Salmon proposes). The tradition of taking suspended belief as trivially definable in terms of belief seems to compel Salmon to try at least to keep the two straightforward​ly definable in the same terms; but such a constraint is not neces​sary.


In either case, whether robust belief is analyzed in terms of beliefs about certainty or understood as an independent sui generis attitude, the real problem here is how to account for the logical and nomological links between proposi​tional attitudes. Of course, not all the attitudes are closely linked to each other; believing that something is the case, for example, does not seem closely connected to wanting it to be the case. But belief does seem closely connected to some other attitudes, especially disbelief and suspended belief. Naturally it is tempting to express such close links as logical ties, whereby one attitude could be seen as a logical function of another (and its content)‑-hence the traditional analysis of suspended belief as believing neither the proposition nor its negation. Recognizing the need to render the connection between the two somewhat looser, Salmon tries to keep the connection as tight as he can by construing both attitudes as simple logical construc​tions out of the same primitives (guises and inward assent). But often the links between closely connected attitudes are not strict logical links, neither direct nor via selected primitives, but rather, strong yet defeasible ceteris paribus links. Other things being equal, belief and suspended belief are indeed mutually exclusive; but where the believer is unaware of relevant information, other things are not necessarily equal. Thus, the assumption that belief precludes suspended belief can be rejected without recourse to any version of the Medium View.

3.4  The Inner Speech Picture of Thought
In light of the weakness of the arguments in favor of the Medium View, I would like to turn to what I take to be the true source of the Medium View's wide appeal, and that is the underlying picture of thought as "inner speech"—the Inner Speech Picture of Thought.


There is a long and venerable tradition of thinking of thought as a kind of "private assertion," a sort of unpronounced "talking to oneself." Plato, for instance, describes thinking as "a talk which the soul has with itself" (Theaetetus, 190a, tr. Levett) and judgment as "speech spoken, not aloud to someone else, but silently to oneself" (190a, tr. McDowell). More recently, in one of the twentieth century's most influential works in the philosophy of mind, Wilfrid Sellars suggests that "overt verbal behavior is the culmination of a process which begins with 'inner speech,'" ("Empiricism and the Philosophy of Mind," p. 318). Moreover, modern cognitive science has developed largely on the basis of some form or another of Jerry Fodor's "language-of-thought" hypothesis (connectionism notwithstanding), according to which "having a propositional attitude is being in some relation to an internal representation" (The Language of Thought, p. 198). Against this background it is not surprising that Salmon would rely on what he calls "the traditional conception of belief as inward assent" (Frege's Puzzle, p. 130).


Although the general picture of thought as inner speech underlies a wide variety of particular views, it is possible to specify some of the picture's more characteristic features. First and foremost, there must be some kind of psychological analogues to expressions—"senses," "modes of presentations," "Mentalese expressions," etc. As with linguistic expressions, these expression-analogues must be governed by some sort of "syntax" by which they can be compounded and can be sorted into analogues of sentences and analogues of subsentential parts—including analogues of referring expressions and analogues of predicate expressions. Likewise, there must be some sort of "semantics" assigning contents to them (preferably compositionally—so that the contents of compound expression-analogues are determined by the contents of 

their components and the structure by which they are compounded).
 Moreover, the contents assigned to sentence-analogues should be the same sort of contents as those assigned as the semantic contents of sentences, so that it will be straightforwardly possible to say what someone thinks and to believe what someone says. And there must be acts to perform with them analogous to referring and asserting. This picture is most clearly associated, of course, with language-of-thought hypotheses, but it equally underlies congruent systems of senses, modes of presentation, etc. (whether as the stuff of beliefs or of belief vehicles).


The rough picture I have sketched of thought as inner speech is just that—a rough picture, not a theory. As long as the corresponding metaphor is not adequately fleshed out, it remains only an extended metaphor, not a serious model. How, then, is the metaphor to be filled out and cashed in?

To start with, what exactly are the psychological analogues to expressions? It is notoriously difficult to say anything about these entities that goes beyond the metaphor itself.
 And the enormity of the task grows as we look for mental analogues to referring and asserting. Talk of such things as "tokenings of Mentalese sentences" and "inward assent" does not explain the analogy but only extends it. This already points to an important disanalogy, in that words and utterances are relatively concrete and familiar; they are easy to spot and to talk about, even pre-theoretically—unlike their analogues under the thought-as-inner-speech metaphor.

This disanalogy manifests itself at every level of language—syntactic, semantic, and pragmatic. Although we can easily see how expressions are combined to form sentences—as a temporal sequence of events in spoken language, as a spatial sequence of characters in written language—even this most superficial syntactic structure cannot be seen among the expression- and sentence-analogues in thought. At the level of semantics the disanalogy is even stronger: how a word in natural language comes to have its meaning clearly has to do with social customs regarding the use of that word; but in the head there is no room for such a thing.
 Thus, the explanation of how these expression-analogues acquire and possess their contents must be radically different from that of the meaning relation for (natural) language. And at the level of pragmatics the analogy seems to break down altogether, for speech acts such as assertion are essentially tied to communicative intentions—such as intending to induce a certain belief in the hearer—for which the mind is too sparsely populated to provide any counterparts.

As long as the metaphor of thought as language is not adequately fleshed out, its theoretical usefulness remains severely limited. As helpful as it may be as a heuristic for cognitive scientists interested in developing models of particular cognitive processes, it cannot go very far towards providing a theory of belief or meaning, since it only shifts the basic questions that such a theory is supposed to answer. If believing a particular proposition consists in being disposed to bear some relation that is an analogue of asserting to some entity that is an analogue of a sentence, then questions about belief reappear as questions about the mental analogue of asserting, and questions about the meaning of a sentence reappear as questions about the content of sentence-analogues.


Moreover, it is questionable whether the metaphor of thought as language can be fleshed out altogether, due to cases of what might be thought of as "nonrepresentational" belief, where the believer seems to have a belief about something without having any inner representation of that thing. In general, the Inner Speech Picture of Thought runs into trouble wherever one might have a thought for which there seems to be no "inner sentence" (or utterance), analogous to the natural language sentence we would use in reporting the thought. Though it will suffice for my argument to present just one example of a thought without an inner sentence-analogue, I shall nevertheless present several kinds of such examples, not only to increase my chances of hitting on a convincing one, but also because I think that the weight of the examples as a whole sheds more doubt on the Inner Speech Picture of Thought than would any single contestable counterexample by itself.

A natural starting point for many would be thoughts about sense data, the paradigmatic subjects of Russellian (singular) propositions.
 Consider a thought about a particular sense datum—say, that it is interesting. What might serve as the inner name-analogue for the sense datum in this thought? We may assume that the individual possesses no description, in natural language or otherwise, uniquely picking out the sense datum in question, for it may be entirely new to the individual—a previously unexperienced shade of orange, say—and it may be one of a number of such new sense data all simultaneously experienced. It may be tempting to suggest some trivial description, saying, for instance, that the sense datum is thought of as "what I am now thinking of." But it seems possible that the individual might not be thinking of the sense datum as the thing he is thinking of; he need not be thinking about his own thinking at all (just as it should be possible to refer without making mention of one's referring.) Alternatively one might hold that such a thought is thought via a simple demonstrative such as 'this' (or an inner analogue of 'this'). But how could such a demonstrative secure its purported demonstratum? In actual speech there are conventions of pointing and of exploiting conversational salience and other public contextual features to tie the use of a demonstrative to its referent, but in private thoughts about private experiences there seems to be no room for such mechanisms.
 However tempting it may be to argue that an internal 'this' can be directly tied to an internal demonstratum simply by some internal salience (whatever that may be), this would amount to assuming that one's thinking of something ipso facto affords one an inner expression by means of which the thing is thought of—which amounts to begging the question.

Moving more into the open, consider thoughts about newly encountered sensory stimuli that may be considered more or less public (or at least shared), such as sounds and smells. Suppose, for instance, upon tasting a new, exotic food, I notice a number of new flavors, thinking of one of them that it is exceptionally delicious. Again, as in the case of new private sensory experiences, there seems to be no nontrivial description by means of which I have this thought. Some would assume that if I could, indeed, individuate this flavor, so that it could be the object of my thought—if I could discriminate between it and others—that just means that I have some internal representation of it. And confronted with the difficulty of actually finding such a representation, some would simply define it as whatever it is in virtue of which the discrimination is possible. Clearly this, too, begs the question.


Prima facie evidence against the Inner Speech Picture of Thought is not confined to the sensory realm. Other thoughts of objects for which internal representations seem to be lacking include certain thoughts of feelings, such as the feeling of deja-vu, or the feeling I have when I am coming down with the flu. Although such feelings can be thought of after the fact as "the feeling I had when . . . ," or in some cases by name (deja-vu, nausea, melancholy, etc.), the first time one experiences such a feeling no

such name or nontrivial description is available, yet one might already be thinking about it—thinking, say, how unpleasant it is.


If it still seems doubtful that one might think about an object without yet having a fully formed representation of it, by means of which the object is thought of, it may help to consider some modes of thought prior to belief. What does it take merely to focus one's attention on an object? Surely this could be done without at the same time thinking anything about the object. That is, there is a nonpredicative way of thinking of, a sort of noticing or attending to, that does not involve believing the object to be any particular way or another. In fact, this kind of thinking may in some cases be preparatory for acquiring beliefs about an object. This nonjudgmental focusing of one's attention could be thought of as a mental analogue to the linguistic act of referring, whereby an object is specified for the sake of subsequently predicating something of it. To require something like a subject term for having a belief about the object would just be to carry the reference-predication analogy too far (in effect presupposing the Inner Speech Picture of Thought).

Further and perhaps stronger evidence against the Inner Speech Picture of Thought can be found in our practice of ascribing belief for the sake of explaining complex patterns of behavior. The simplest such cases are like the one discussed at the beginning of Chapter 1, where 



Lois Lane believes Superman is a reporter

is accepted as an indication of how well Superman can disguise himself.   In this particular case, however, one may hold that Lois Lane has this belief of Superman only in virtue of her having it via another representation of him, viz., the name 'Clark Kent'. But the embedded sentence in a correct belief ascription is not always at most just one substitution (of coreferential terms) away from a sentence the believer would accept. For the connection between one's beliefs and one's behavior, verbal and otherwise, is not always so simple and straightforward. For example, despite the controversy over ascriptions of grammatical knowledge, they at least illustrate well this kind of belief talk. When a developmental psycholinguist says, for instance, that native English speakers usually realize that English is head-first by the time they are twenty-four months old, but not by the time they are two months old, she clearly need not suppose that twenty-four-month-old English speakers have any sort of representation of the concept of being head-first, or even of the English language. Rather, she may ascribe this belief to them merely in order to account for a complex pattern in their (verbal) behavior.

Even though it is controversial in the particular case of grammatical knowledge whether any nonlinguist really believes the various grammatical rules that linguists formulate, it would be hard to deny the prevalence and importance of this kind of belief talk in general. I might say of an infant that he used to think that physical objects cease to exist when they go out of view, though now he realizes that physical objects can exist unseen, but I need not (and would not) suppose that he has representations of (or even concepts of) physicality, existence, or visibility; my point might be only that he reacts in certain ways when objects go in and out of his view. Similarly, I am certain that many nonphilosophers think that Leibniz's Law (in at least one version) fails in epistemic contexts, though I wouldn't suppose that they know what Leibniz's Law is or what epistemic contexts are. Unlike in the previous case, those to whom I attribute this belief about substitution failure typically do have a rich enough language to define the expressions in terms of which I ascribe the belief. But although this suggests that they could learn the relevant concepts, it does not show that they have these concepts (or that representations of these concepts are playing any part in their having the belief). Indeed, there are even true belief ascriptions where the subject does have all the relevant concepts and representations, and yet it cannot be said that the belief is held in any way through or in virtue of them—as when one explains a child's behavior by saying that she thinks crying will make her parents give in, even though she would sincerely deny it, or when a therapist describes a patient as believing that his mother never loved him, even though the patient sincerely disagrees.



Our liberal practice of ascribing purposes and goals provides further illustration of how beliefs can be ascribed to explain behavior without assuming or implying the existence of any inner sentence-analogue. For often where we would say that a person is doing something in order to achieve a certain goal, we would say that she thinks that her doing that thing will facilitate her achieving that goal. We might even say that she believes the conditional, that if she does that thing, then she will (probably) achieve her goal. Yet we frequently do this without expecting the subject to agree with our account of her behavior, and sometimes without even expecting the subject to have any idea at all of the motives we attribute to her. So, for instance, if someone is behaving belligerently in order to enhance her social status, we could just as well say that she thinks that if she behaves belligerently, it will enhance her social status; yet we need not at the same time suppose that she has any concept or representation of belligerence or social status.

Although it may be possible to concoct some sort of inner sentence-analogues for some of the kinds of belief discussed above, on the whole these examples seem to point away from the Inner Speech Picture of Thought.
 

3.5
  Thinking in Words

3.5.1  Silent Uttering

Why, then, is the metaphor of thought as language so popular? Why is it so tempting and so easy to slip into talk of "tokenings of mental sentences," for instance, or "inward assent to modes of apprehension?" I think the attractiveness of the inner speech picture of thought is to be explained at least in part as the result of a common inclination to take "thinking in words" as a paradigm of believing.
 What, after all, could be a clearer instance of believing that Superman can fly than when someone silently says to himself the sentence 'Superman can fly'? Silent uttering seems to be a way of thinking something in the same way that vocal uttering is a way of asserting something.
   For instance, just as someone can assert that Belgian waffles are delicious by uttering the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious', so too, it would seem, one can think the thought that Belgian waffles are delicious by silently uttering the same sentence. But this analogy—which I take to be the heart of the matter—turns out to be deeply misguided.


The trouble with the analogy in question arises in light of the distinction between, on the one hand, merely uttering a sentence, and on the other hand, actually asserting something by uttering a sentence; i.e., the distinction between the relatively modest phonetic act of mere utterance or pronunciation and the full-blown speech act of assertion. For instance, one might utter the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious' in order to practice one's enunciation, or to see what the sentence sounds like, or to give an example of iambic meter; but in none of these cases would one thereby have asserted (in the relevant sense) that Belgian waffles are delicious. Now the question is, how does this distinction with regard to speech carry over with regard to thought? And the simple answer is that just as mere uttering is distinguished from assertion, so, too, mere silent uttering is to be distinguished from thinking. For instance, one might silently utter the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious' in order to determine how many words it has, in order to make a point of remembering what someone else said, or in order to mull it over; but in none of these cases would one thereby have thought (in the relevant sense) that Belgian waffles are delicious.

But is it really so simple? How exactly are these distinctions to be made? Consider first the case of speech. What exactly is the difference between asserting something by uttering a sentence and merely uttering the sentence? Given that the former includes the latter, we may ask, what does assertion consist in over and above the mere uttering of a sentence? That is, what does it take in addition to uttering a sentence to be asserting what the sentence expresses? 


According to John Searle the act of assertion has an "essential condition" which "has to do with the fact that the utterance is an attempt to inform the hearer and convince him of its truth" ("What is a Speech Act?" p. 53). According to Paul Grice in order to assert something—indeed, in order to mean anything at all by one's words—one must intend, among other things, to produce a certain effect in some audience. Whatever reservations one may have about the details of Searle's theory of speech acts or of Grice's theory of meaning, it seems safe to assume that the act of assertion is at least in part characterized by certain 'communicative' beliefs and intentions—beliefs and intentions concerning one's act of assertion as an act of communication, aimed at affecting some audience. 


The problem, then, for the analogy in question is that there is no way of carrying over such a distinction to the realm of thought. That is, although we may distinguish assertion from mere uttering on the basis of the speaker's beliefs or intentions with regard to an intended audience, we can not similarly distinguish thinking from mere silent uttering—for the simple reason that in thought there is no intended audience with respect to which one might have such beliefs or intentions. The point here, in other words, is that thinking is essentially disanalogous to asserting, in that asserting is essentially a matter of communication, which essentially involves an audience—which in thought is essentially absent. It is not just that asserting and thinking happen to differ with respect to a particular feature, viz., communicative role—after all, even in the best of analogies there will always be some respects in which the analogues differ—but that the basis for the distinction in speech between mere uttering and asserting can have no analogue in thought for the allegedly analogous distinction, between mere silent uttering and thinking.

One might try to get around this objection by arguing (as Asa Kasher has suggested) that speech acts such as assertion are not essentially communicative, and in particular, that it is possible to construe assertion in such a way that acts of assertion do not necessarily involve an audience. Note that this is not an easy move, since speech acts so strongly appear to be acts of communication. In the light of the overwhelming prima facie evidence, the burden of proof— and a heavy one, at that—would fall squarely on those who would imagine that speech acts and illocutionary force might be explained without reference to communication and to intentions with regard to an audience.

And how might such an argument go? One nonstarter would be the suggestion that the difference between assertion and mere uttering is just that in the case of assertion one actually means what one utters. This just begs the question, reformulating it in the way it is addressed by Grice, viz., what is it for someone to mean, by making a certain utterance, that p?

Another nonstarter would be to point out what might look like cases of assertion without any audience—such as writing in a secret diary or putting up a sign that might never be read. But it does not take much imagination to come up with audiences for such cases. Sometimes the audience is merely nonspecific or unknown to the speaker; sometimes it is only hypothesized by the speaker. Either way, even if the audience does not actually exist, there is at least a possible (or unknown) audience serving as the object of one's communicative intentions—which, of

course, there cannot be for silent uttering.
 And in the case of notes to oneself the audience is simply oneself-at-a-later-time. Though oneself-at-a-later-time does not seem to be an audience distinct from oneself, it actually is—at least in the sense that since we are in different cognitive states at different times (and in particular, since we are capable of forgetting), it makes sense for the purposes of communication to view oneself-at-a-later-time as a distinct individual, capable of serving as well as anybody else as the object of communicative intentions, such as the intention to inform. But clearly one could not similarly intend to inform oneself—that is, one’s current self—of anything by silent uttering.


Alternatively, one might concede that assertion is a matter of communication and is distinguished from mere utterance accordingly, while maintaining that the analogous distinction between thinking and mere silent uttering is to be made on the basis of some kind of private cognitive act that is not specific to communication. But what cognitive act might this be that distinguishes, say, actually thinking that Belgian waffles are delicious from merely silently uttering the sentence? As noted with regard to utterance and assertion, we do not get anywhere by saying that when we think by silently uttering a sentence, it is because we mean what we silently utter. For then the question just becomes, what is it to mean what we silently utter? I would answer that to mean what we silently utter is just to think it. The problem is that any other likely candidate for the cognitive difference between thinking and mere silent uttering seems bound to be just as circular. Is it that thinking by silently uttering a sentence involves judging true what we silently utter? Or accepting it, or believing it? Or having certain other beliefs about what we silently utter? Clearly such answers do not get us very far if thinking (believing) is what we are trying to explain. Of course, I do 

not deny that there is a cognitive difference between thinking and silent uttering. The question is whether this difference mirrors the one between asserting and actual uttering. And we have seen, first, that the distinction between asserting and mere uttering, in terms of communicative intentions and beliefs, can have no place in the inherently private realm of thought; and secondly, that attempts to locate the difference between thinking and mere silent uttering in some noncommunicative cognitive act tend to be circular, amounting to no more than the trivial claim that what distinguishes thinking from mere silent uttering is that in the case of the former we actually think what we silently utter—in which case it is hard to see silent uttering as a way of thinking something, altogether, in the way that vocal uttering is a way of asserting something (a point on which I shall elaborate later).


Another problem with the analogy between asserting something by uttering a sentence and thinking something by silently uttering a sentence is the explication of the notion of silent uttering. Although we know that silent uttering is supposed to be the analogue in thought to vocal uttering, this does not explain very much when it is the whole analogy between asserting and thinking in words that is in question. What exactly is it that we actually do to a sentence when we utter it silently? One thing for certain is that we do not literally utter it. Hence, any explanation of silent uttering as a kind of saying, talking, pronouncing, and so on, can at best be metaphorical. But how is this metaphor to be explained? When we actually utter a sentence, we go through the sentence word by word, pronouncing each of the words; and it is clear enough what this pronouncing consists in. Now also when we silently utter a sentence, we go through the sentence word by word; but it is not at all clear what we do to the words we silently utter— except, of course, that we do not pronounce them. (Indeed, there cannot be any pronouncing in thought.
) On the one hand, silent uttering is characterized primarily by its resemblance to uttering, while on the other hand, it differs from uttering precisely in that what is uttered only silently is not uttered (not pronounced). Silent uttering is thus like a ham and cheese sandwich without the ham.

3.5.2 Imagining 


Perhaps what makes silent uttering like uttering is that both consist in producing tokens of expressions. When we utter a sentence we produce a phonetic token of it, just as when we write a sentence we produce a written token—an inscription—of it. And so, perhaps, in silently uttering a sentence we produce some kind of mental token of it. What, then, could the mental token of an expression be, and what would it be to produce one? Though we cannot literally speak in thought, any more than we can literally write in thought, and hence cannot literally produce spoken or written tokens of expressions in thought, we can—literally—imagine spoken or written tokens of expressions. That is, just as we can imagine ourselves eating a waffle, or imagine a waffle topped with whipped cream, so, too, we can imagine ourselves uttering a sentence, or imagine an utterance or an inscription of a sentence produced by someone else.
 What I am suggesting, in short, is that what we have been calling "silent" utterance is nothing other than imagined utterance.


The recognition of silent utterance as imagined utterance can clear up a lot of the confusion resulting from talk of "thinking in words." For one thing, however much we have yet to learn about imagination, it is something relatively clear in comparison to the mysterious, oxymoronic notion of silent utterance. To understand talk of imagined utterances we do not need to interpret any metaphors, or to rely on any special new concepts—as in the case of talk of silent utterance. Secondly, the recognition of silent utterance as imagined utterance prevents us from mistaking silent utterance, or thinking in words, for a kind of speech. For just as an imagined waffle is not a waffle, and to imagine oneself eating a waffle is not to eat a waffle, so, too, an imagined utterance is not an utterance. Of course, to imagine oneself saying something and actually to say it will have some important things in common—most notably the sentence that is in one case said and in the other case imagined to be said. But it should be clear that the act of speaking and the act of imagining (in particular, imagining oneself speak) are two entirely different kinds of acts, neither of which can be explained as an instance of the other.

What about the distinction between actually thinking what one silently utters, and merely silently uttering it (without thinking it)—on analogy with actually asserting what one utters, and merely uttering it without asserting it? Clearly we can merely imagine an utterance—even one of our own—without at the same time thinking what we imagine being uttered. (Thinking a thought in the relevant sense is obviously to be distinguished from entertaining a thought.) For instance, I can easily imagine myself uttering the sentence 'Belgian waffles are awful' without, at the same time that I am imagining this, also thinking that Belgian waffles are awful. Indeed, we can imagine ourselves uttering something we believe to be false (as we might do when contemplating lying) or uttering something about which we are undecided (as we might do when mulling something over). What does it take over and above imagined utterance to be "thinking in words?" What does it take over and above imagining myself uttering the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious' to be "thinking in words" that Belgian waffles are delicious? I think all it takes—certainly all it takes formally—is that I have the requisite belief, e.g., that I indeed think that Belgian waffles are delicious. That is, "thinking in words" that Belgian waffles are delicious "by silently uttering" the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious' consists in (i) imagining an

utterance of the sentence 'Belgian waffles are delicious' while at the same time (ii) simply thinking (i.e., believing) that Belgian waffles are delicious.


One may object here that by explaining thinking in words in terms of imagined utterance and thinking, I am just begging the question—that the analysis I propose is vulnerable to the very same objection I raised earlier, against explaining thinking in words as silent utterance accompanied by some belief-like propositional attitude with regard to what is silently uttered. However, whether or not an explanation is viciously circular depends (in part) on what it is that is supposed to be explained. In particular, an explanation of thinking in words in terms of thinking simpliciter is thereby circular only to the extent that the notion of thinking in words is to be used in the account of thinking simpliciter. This is what I take to be the intention not only of Plato, in the passage cited, but more generally of anyone who would make use of the alleged analogy, between thinking in words and assertion, in support of any larger claims about thought and its relation to language. But I have no such intention.


Even if one disavows all intentions to theorize about thought in general, there is what might be viewed as another kind of circularity, which my analysis helps to bring out, in the very idea of thinking in words. For although I have been using the expression 'thinking in words' merely to refer to that familiar experience that I described above and have since been discussing, the common idea of thinking in words is one according to which thinking something in words is a way of thinking it simpliciter. But if thinking a certain thought in words is, as I maintain, nothing but thinking that thought while imagining an utterance of a sentence expressing it, then it seems preposterous to say that this is a way, or a mode, of thinking the thought. For by the same reasoning, thinking a thought while eating a waffle and thinking a thought while riding in a train would also be distinct ways or modes of thinking a thought.
The problem is even more glaring in terms of silent utterance. According to the common idea of thinking in words, silent utterance is a way of thinking something in just the same way that vocal utterance is a way of asserting something. Granted, it is possible to utter something silently without actually thinking it, just as it is possible to utter something aloud without actually asserting it. But if the way to think something by silently uttering it is just, as I maintain, to silently utter it while thinking it, then it is absurd to consider silent uttering a way of thinking. For by the same token, eating a waffle and riding a train would be ways of thinking something— to think a thought by eating a waffle, just eat a waffle while thinking the thought!

Once we recognize that "silently uttering" a sentence is not really uttering it at all, but just imagining an utterance of it, and that the familiar experience we call "thinking in words" is just thinking a thought while imagining an utterance of a sentence expressing the thought, it becomes apparent that the part of "thinking in words" where the thinking lies is just the thinking; the part involving words—the imagined utterance of a sentence—is no more than what Wittgenstein calls a "characteristic accompaniment" (#152f), essentially independent of the thinking of the thought. And that is what is wrong with the very idea of "thinking in words," which would have us think just the opposite.

3.6  Two Paradigms of Belief

The clash between the Inner Speech Picture of Thought and the Theory of Direct Belief might ultimately boil down to a clash between different pre-theoretical paradigms of belief—that is, between different ways of answering the question, "What would be a clear, sure example of someone's having a particular belief?"

One kind of answer: suppose that Nadav has sincerely asserted the sentence,


Adolphe Sax invented the saxophone;
that when asked, "Did Adolphe Sax invent the saxophone?" he would sincerely answer "Yes;" that he is a normal, competent English speaker, fully understanding all the words in the sentence mentioned; and so on. This, then, would be a clear case of Nadav's believing that Adolphe Sax invented the saxophone. Such a case may be classified as one of verbal belief, in that a belief is ascribed to a verbal being on the basis of his verbal behavior.

Another kind of answer: suppose that a dog—Fido, say—is facing the door, head up, tail wagging; that his master has just driven up the driveway and is now putting his key in the lock; that as soon as his master gets the door open, Fido will jump up on him; that this scenario repeats itself every day when Fido's master comes home; and so on. Then this would be a clear case of Fido's believing that his master is behind the door. Such a case may be classified as one of nonverbal belief, in that a belief is ascribed to a nonverbal being (at least as far as we know) on the basis of his nonverbal behavior.


Now, which kind of answer is better?   Which is more paradigmatic of belief—verbal belief or nonverbal belief?


One reply—the verbalist reply—is that verbal belief is more paradigmatic of belief than nonverbal belief is. Being the highly verbal creatures that we are, it is easy to see how we might be predisposed toward verbalism; for it is only natural for us to pay greater attention to the verbal than to the nonverbal.
 This may take the form of focusing on verbal dispositions and behavior rather than nonverbal dispositions and behavior; on verbal thinkers rather than nonverbal thinkers; or on verbalized or verbalizable thought rather than nonverbalized or nonverbalizable (or nonrepresentational) thought. And then it is easy to see how verbalism (especially, but not necessarily, reinforced with the thinking-in-words paradigm of belief) might predispose us to the Inner Speech Picture of Thought in general and the Medium View of conceptions and belief in particular.


But despite our natural verbalist inclinations, there is no prima facie reason to favor the verbal paradigm of belief over the nonverbal paradigm—no reason to think of verbal belief as any more basic or characteristic of belief than nonverbal belief. Verbal behavior is just one kind of behavior; verbal thinkers are just one kind of thinker; verbalizable thought is just one kind of thought. But our practice of ascribing belief is aimed at all kinds of behavior, among all kinds of thinkers, thinking all kinds of thoughts. Verbalism myopically overlooks nonverbal belief; so if the latter is to be given its full due, verbalism must be rejected.
 And once verbalism is rejected, the Medium View loses much of its initial attractiveness.

Epilogue

Having refuted the main arguments in favor of the Medium View, and having identified and shed doubt on the verbalist thinking that seems to underlie it, this is where I might be expected to offer a positive, nonverbalist alternative. I will not do so, however, because the Theory of Direct Belief allows for a wide range of more particular theories of belief, and as my aim has been to defend the theory in all its generality, I shall remain neutral with respect to the theory’s various possible versions.
 


I certainly recognize that if Lois's believing that Superman is a reporter does not consist in her bearing some relation to him that is mediated by some conception, mode of presentation, or other component of a medium in which beliefs are held, then it remains to be said what it does consist in. If the relation between a believer and the individual her belief is about is not a mediated relation, then what is it? That is a question for another book. Though this may leave the reader less than fully satisfied, it should do so no more than versions of the Medium View which leave unexplained the relations between believer and mediating element, and between mediating element and object of belief.


What I have done is as follows. First, I explained why we should not accept theories of the semantics of belief ascriptions which would account for the shifty intuitions aroused by certain belief ascriptions by appeal to ambiguity, indexicality, or semantic indeterminacy. Secondly, I showed how such intuitions can be accounted for pragmatically. In particular, I showed how by uttering a belief ascription that is, strictly speaking, true, one may, given some innocuous assumptions about normalcy, conversationally implicate something false, which might easily be mistaken for what one actually said—and I defended this account against various objections and showed why it is preferable to other pragmatic accounts of substitution failure.  Thirdly, I defended the Theory of Direct Belief against metaphysical objections embodied in the Medium View, showing how the leading arguments for the Medium View fail and how a certain picture seemingly behind the Medium View is deeply misguided. Though this all falls far short of a nice knockdown argument for the Theory of Direct Belief, I hope it is enough to make the reader doubt that there is any nice knockdown argument against the Theory of Direct Belief.

� I am using the word 'conception' in the pre-theoretical sense characterized by this example. For a comprehensive discussion of many other senses of the word, see Andrew Woodfield's "Conceptions." I use the term ‘beliefs’ to refer to propositions believed.


� Cf. Mark Richard's "psychological sententialism," Propositional Attitudes, pp. 38 f. Psychological sententialism would not be as restrictive as the Medium View, if the analogues of terms and predicates that are the constituents of psychological states could be the very individuals and properties that they "represent;" e.g., if "Russellian" propositions could individuate psychological states.


� Vehicular versions of the Medium View are often called “representational(ist)” theories of belief (as in Eric Schwitzgebel’s entry on “Belief” in The Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy).  In other terms, the Medium View includes what Michael Thau calls "Fregeanism," as well as what he calls "Guise Millianism," which would be a vehicular Medium View. Thau shares my rejection of these views, but for very different reasons, too intricate to discuss here.  


� Of course, in claiming that having a belief about an object consists in bearing some “unmediated” relation directly to that object, I do not mean to suggest that no other objects are in any way involved, but only that the relation is not essentially mediated by components of a medium of belief.  (See Chapter 2, n. 1.)


� So as opposed to what one might have expected, Jerry Fodor's position, for instance, actually seems to preclude the Medium View, since he considers the Language of Thought Hypothesis (LOT) empirical: "It is, I take it, an empirical question whether psychological processes are computational processes" (Language of Thought, p.47); "It goes without saying that RTM [the Representational Theory of Mind, = LOT] needs to make an empirical case" (Psychosemantics, p. 26). And as Kim Sterelny explains, "A language of thought is only one possible realization of intentional states" (The Representational Theory of Mind, p. 29).


� Richard makes much the same point about the irrelevance of the empirical theories of cognitive scientists (Propositional Attitudes, pp. 43-5), but his dialectical stance towards psychological sententialism is in a sense just the opposite of mine (with regard to the Medium View). He sees psychological sententialism, which he endorses, as being commonly considered implausible, in response to which he tries to show that the common arguments against it fail; whereas I see the Medium View, which I reject, as being commonly considered self-evident, in response to which I try to show that the arguments for it fail.





� Frege introduces modes of presentation (and subsequently "senses") on the basis of the considerations in the first paragraph of "On Sense and Reference." These include the opening argument (presumably against taking equality as a relation between objects), which is built on the premise that "a=a and a=b are obviously statements of differing cognitive value" (p. 142). I take this premise as equivalent to the claim that it is possible to believe that a=a without believing that a=b—which is to say that in certain belief ascriptions coreferential names are not interchangeable salva veritate (Ch. 1, note 2.).





� A good example of this kind of argument is given by Mark Richard in his book, Propositional Attitudes, p. 126. See also David Braun, “Russellianism and Explanation;” Crimmins, Talk, pp. 32-4; François  Recanati, Direct Reference, p. 341; and again Richard, in his article, "Propositional Attitudes," p. 202.


� Thau seems to argue that if substitution failure can be accounted for pragmatically, then the behavior problem can be solved in the same way (pp. 104-7). For if the reason that we react differently to utterances of the sentences 'Superman just said "Hello"' and 'Clark Kent just said "Hello"' is because they differ not in semantic content, but rather in the information pragmatically imparted, then so, too, when we use those sentences to explain Lois's behavior, her behavior will be explained not by the identical semantic content of the sentences, but by the different information pragmatically imparted by each sentence's utterance. This may work on a metalinguistic level, as an account of how we talk about behavior, but not on the object level of how actions are caused (in part) by beliefs. The question remains, if the belief that Superman just said "Hello" is the very same as the belief that Clark Kent just said "Hello," what then is the cause of the observed variation in Lois's behavior?


� Cf. Woodfield's "Conceptions."


� This idea of conceptions is like Grice’s idea of dossiers (“Vacuous Names,” p. 141) and Perry's idea of files ("A Problem About Continued Belief," pp. 84-9).


� Note that these particular sets are not disjoint; Lois's two conceptions of Superman have many predicates in common, such as 'has dark hair'. Also, these particular conceptions happen to be unique conceptions, in that Lois believes each set of predicates to be uniquely satisfied.


� Cf. Kripke's objection to certain replies to his puzzle about belief:


It is no solution in itself to observe that some other terminology, which evades the question whether Pierre believes that London is pretty, may be sufficient to state all the relevant facts.  I am fully aware that complete and straightforward descriptions of the situation are possible and that in this sense there is no paradox. … But none of this answers the original question. ("Puzzle," p. 369)


Similarly, according to the objection being considered, it is no solution to the puzzle about Elmer's suspended belief in (a) to provide a complete and straightforward description of the situation by observing his attitudes to some other propositions.


� This is where the puzzle about Elmer differs from Kripke's puzzle: the latter is about a particular belief ascription, but the former is not.


� Thus, after rejecting the simple construal of suspended belief, Jane Friedman considers (and rejects) various ways of strengthening it. However, since premise (ii) must be true on any construal that makes suspended belief in a proposition a sufficient condition for believing neither it nor its negation, and since premise (i) must be true on any robust construal of suspended belief (ex hypothesis, assuming Elmer believes (a)), none of the options Friedman considers can be a coherent robust construal. Interestingly, Friedman explains that she restricts her attention to strengthened versions of the simple construal only for the sake of argument, and that she would eventually prefer a robust construal that makes premise (ii) false.


� "Pure Russellianism," p. 189; "A Solution…." p.227.  I am extrapolating on the basis of what Crawford says regarding a slightly different example. Crawford has since suggested that it might be too strong to say Elmer thinks he has suspended belief in (a), but it would be enough to note that Elmer wrongly believes that he does not believe (a).


� This seems to be the sort of analysis sought by Friedman, whose declared goal is "to show that a subject suspends judgment only if he has an indecision-representing attitude," where indecision-representing attitudes are those "that express or represent or are a subject's indecision about the truth of some propositions."


� Crawford apparently prefers to preserve the intuition behind premise (ii), at the expense of the intuition that Elmer has indeed suspended belief in (a).


� I do not claim that the Medium View entails the Inner Speech Picture of Thought, or vice versa, or that proponents of the first actually argue for it on the basis of the second, but only that the second is likely in many cases to underly one’s inclination toward the first—just as Wittgenstein sees the Augustinian picture of language as underlying many claims he rejects. Regarding explicit arguments for the Medium View on the basis of  inner speech, see Edouard Machery's "You Don't Know How You Think."


� See, e.g., Fodor, "Fodor's Guide to Mental Representation," p. 18; Steven Horst, Symbols, Computation, and Intentionality, p. 25; Fodor and Pylyshyn, "Connectionism and Cognitive Architecture: A Critical Analysis," p.12.


� As in the discussion of the Medium View, the issue here is conceptual, not empirical; the Inner Speech Picture of Thought is to be understood as a picture of what thought is in general, not merely of what thought happens to amount to in the particular case of Homo sapiens.


� See, e.g., Schiffer's "Mode-of-Presentation Problem."


� The point here does not depend on any version of Wittgenstein's private language argument. Rather, it is just that there cannot be within one's mind any of the social custom or interaction in virtue of which words come to have their meanings.


� My point here is not quite the same as the charges of circularity commonly raised against computational or representational theories of mind (cf. Horst, p. 119; Sterelny, pp. 32-3). Whereas those theories are supposed to be theories of intentionality, the theories I address aim to account only for belief (or for the semantics of belief ascriptions). But a theory that purports to explain believing a proposition in terms of some even more obscure relation (such as an inclination toward inward assent) to some even more obscure object (such as an inner representation of a proposition) does not provide much explanatory value.


� Not assuming that there really are such things as sense data, or any other private sensory objects, I direct my remarks here only to those who are not convinced that there are no such things.


� I do not mean to be urging the more severe Wittgensteinian view, which precludes "private" phenomena altogether; mine is just a trivial point about the public and social aspects of demonstrating.





� (a) As Wittgenstein urges (albeit in a different context), "Don't say: 'There must be . . .'— but look and see whether there is . . ." (#66). Cf. Russsell's admonition in Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy: "The method of 'postulating' what we want has many advantages; they are the same as the advantages of theft over honest toil. Let us leave them to others and proceed with our honest toil" (p. 71).


(b) Clearly I am assuming that representations represent things to an individual that interprets them, since that is how they must be if they are to be the objects of inward assent. For an alternative view of representations, see John Haugeland, Mind Design.


� Thinking how unpleasant it is must be distinguished, of course, from thinking (saying to oneself, as it were) "it is unpleasant"—which would be an instance of the previous case, of thoughts purportedly via inner demonstratives.


� There is, of course, much more that can and has been said against various versions of the Inner Speech Picture of Thought, as in the work of Daniel Dennett and Robert Stalnaker, the adequate discussion of which would take me too far afield.


� The material in this section derives from my "On the Very Idea of Thinking in Words."


� David Braddon-Mitchell and Frank Jackson similarly suggest that the language of thought hypothesis draws its inspiration from the fact that "when we contemplate what we believe, we at least sometimes seem to be involved in some kind of 'saying to ourselves'; so we might think of belief as a kind of inner assertion that may or may not issue in public assertion" (p. 179).


� Of course, this so-called 'silent uttering', being silent, is not really uttering—but it is very much like uttering, in that they both involve some process of going through the sentence word by word. (And the notion can clearly be extended to include cases where only some of the words in a sentence are reviewed, or where images are used in place of words, as when we review an inner picture of a person, instead of the person's name.) Presumably the only difference between silent uttering and actual uttering is that the latter includes the actual phonetic production of the sentence, of which the former stops just short; but apart from this, silent uttering is just like its audible counterpart (and may even include some degree of the neuro-muscular activity characteristic of speech production). In any case, I shall continue to use expressions such as 'silent uttering' with the understanding that I am using them metaphorically.


� See Grice, p. 113. Though he speaks of "internal" utterances, he uses scare quotes, and he is probably best understood as treating internal speech as imagined speech.





�Recognizing that we obviously cannot pronounce words in thought, one might suppose at first that what we do to words when we silently utter them is simply think them. But a little further reflection shows that we do not actually think words, except in the sense of thinking of them. 


� I believe this is what Benny Shanon calls "enactment" ("Why Do We (Sometimes) Think in Words," p. 11).


� To see that this is so, one need only imagine oneself uttering something and then compare this with silent uttering. As John Heil puts it: "When you rehearse an argument in your head, you are engaged in an important form of mental imagery: verbal imagery. You hear words in your head, or, more likely, you both feel and hear yourself uttering words. This is, if anything is, a robust species of imagery" (Philosophy of Mind, p. 213).


� This can be compared with thinking out loud, in which, though we actually utter something, we do not actually assert anything, but only pretend to, or make as if. ("Did you say something?" "No, just thinking out loud.")


� Of course, nothing I have said should be taken as a denial of the important connections between thought and language, of which surely there are many. Indeed, my explanation of thinking in words provides for a straightforward account of its cognitive significance: when we imagine something being said, we are thereby able to consider it and react to it—to "hear" it— as if it were actually being said. From here it is easy to see how our linguistic capabilities may well affect what we think (as described, for instance, by Shanon). But (as Shanon has since suggested in correspondence) this way of making use of words in thought is better thought of as thinking with words—as tools—rather than in them—as a medium.


� Brenda Judge calls this kind of belief "non-representational;" and she distinguishes a dog's non-representationally thinking that the cat is up the tree from his having the thought 'the cat is up the tree' (Thinking about Things, p. 177).


� (a) Tempting as it may be to suppose that verbal and nonverbal belief correspond to two senses of the word 'belief', this move runs afoul of the considerations put forth in Section 1.3. 


(b) Cf. Robert Stalnaker's distinction between the "linguistic picture" and the "pragmatic picture," Inquiry, pp. 4-5 et passim.


� Cf. John Heil: "Philosophers are perhaps by nature inclined to play down the significance of imagery. This may be due, in part, to philosophers' fixation on arguments and theses expressed in language. When we turn our thoughts to such things, we typically do so in a linguistic frame of mind. We rehearse arguments, try out theses, and formulate replies, all in language" (Philosophy of Mind, p. 213).


� Cf. Ruth Barcan Marcus. I share her desire "to escape the strong language-centricity of prevalent theories about epistemological attitudes and their objects" (p. 330, "Rationality and Believing the Impossible"). I agree with her that linguistic behavior is only a part of the behavior to be explained by belief-talk, and that "lingua-centric" (p. 332) theories of belief exaggerate the status of certain speech acts as belief indicators (p. 335). And in particular I agree that such theories are prima facie refuted by the cases she mentions of ascriptions of belief to animals and preverbal children ("Rationality," p. 331, 332; "A Proposed Solution to a Puzzle About Belief," p. 509) and to patients undergoing psychoanalysis ("Rationality," p. 333). However, I do not share her fundamental intuition that the objects of belief must be possible states of affairs ("Rationality," p. 324; "Proposed Solution," p. 505), nor her related claims that it is impossible to believe that Hesperus is not Phosphorus ("Rationality," p. 330), that belief does not factor out of conjunction (p. 337), and that belief ascriptions are relative to sets of conditions ("Proposed Solution," p. 508).


� Some ideas about how particular versions of the Theory of Direct Belief might go may be found in the work of F. P. Ramsey, D. M. Armstrong, H. H. Price, Lynne Rudder Baker, and Eric Schwitzgebel.
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