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Abstracc 

Do We Red}; Care Whether Our BeLefs Are True?: 
An Examinaaon Of The Arguments Found 

In Chapter Five Of Stephen Sach's 
ne Fragmmtaiion uf Reason 

Shawn Warren 

November, 1996 

This thesis is a critical examination of the arpents found in Chapter Five of Sreplien P. - 
Stich's book, The Fragmentation o j  Reasot~. Generallv speakmg, Snch's book is desiped to 
deconsmxct sorne significant aspects of phdosophicd thought commonlr found in rhe sn-le 
of phdosophv referred ro as analyac, parricularl}; analvuc epistemology. His goal is ro borli 
reveal how kalytic philosoph}; and epistemology f d  ;O provide adequate guidance in 
evahating and improving our cognitive reasoning snategies, and ro ululamarelv offer a 
phdosophicall~ pragmatic methodology whch he feels is superior in diis respect. In die 
process of this deconstruction. Scich criticizes two important features of analnic 
epistemology, cwo features whtch form the foci of thts thesis - m t h  and true'belieb. He 
asks if we reuily care whether our beliefs are mie or not? By die end of Chapter Fiw. his 
answer is a resounding, no. He claims that in che first instance the inrerpreration hmcrion - 
a function that maps beliefs ont0 truth conditions, proposiaons, etc., giving them semantic 
propercies - most widely accepted by analytic episcemologist and our commonsense inttiir~on 
is p m i d  and idios~cratic: that is, one h c t i o n  arnong manv dremauves. With this 
conclusion in hand, Stich makes an argument for there being lots of comperition for tmrh 
and nue beltefs. Based on the possibdity of altemarive interpretation funcrions and viable 
compeacion for uurh and m e  beliefs, Sach daims that anyone who intrinsicallr d u e s  mie 
beliefs is both conservarive and unreflective in their episteAc preferences. In &e second 
instance, he argues that thme is no obvious instrumental value in having mie beliefs. Again. 
he relies on chi notion of cornpethg inrerpretation funcrions and the beliefs the! produce. 
bur in addiaon he savs that in many cases we aLeadv know of insrances where die holding ot- 

mie beLefs would not be the most, or even die occasiondy, optima means to achieving oitr 
fundamental goals (e.g., survivd). In response, this thesis will argue chat Stich has been 
imprecise in hs use and and~s i s  of (alternative) interpretation bc t ions ,  therebv bringing 
into question the a r p e n t  that the hinction favoured bu our commonsense iniirion (and 
andvtic epi~temolo~ists) is partial and idiosmcratic. In as much as this argument is 



weakened. so is Srich's introduction of competïng notions of m t h  and rnie beliefs. AU of 
th&, in mm, exposes die fragJic}. of his main daim in Chapcer Five - thar there is no obvioiis 
inuinsic or instrumental value in m e  betiefs. Thts response wd employ material found in 
the extsting Lirerame on dirs subject as well as some original analvsis. 



PREFACE 

venture very 

A philosopher of t h  cas1 is rare, 

far down the road he urges us to 

made s t d  rarer 

uavel. Stephen 

bv our refusal ro 

Stich has, in I ~ L ,  

Fragmnitation $Rrason. asked us to journey with him down an unfarmliar road. During 

this journey, we are forced m re-examine and re-evalute many aspecrs of rwenricrli 

c e n m  philosophv and episterno1og)- whch we cake for granred. h a record of rliis 

joumev, diis chesis is an&ng bur complete or comprehensive. 1 hope. howçrer. d i x  

what is offered here arnounts to ar least a thoughtfül beginrung. 

% thesis is chiefly concemed with die arguments set out in Chaprcr 

Five of Stephen Srich's, The Frqrnentdtio~t uf Reasun. These are arguments designed witli 

one purpose in mind: To disprove die claim that m e  beliefs are obviousl\* of 

incrinsic and/or instrumental value. In exarnining these arguments rhe aim w d  bc ro 

clari. and explore the implications of manv of Stich's more controversid clainis. 

O h ,  but not alwap, the classifications and implications deveeloped in rliis tlicsis 

will weaken, if nor neutralize, the conclusions Stich draws. 



The organization of the thesis is as follows: 

i) Section I is an overview o f  Stichts purpose in wnting The FragrnmtAw of 

Rzason and of the arguments he presenm in Chapters One tkiroigh Four. 

There wiU also be a brîef inuoduction ro the argumenrs and 

conclusions found in Chaptes Five, which consunites the main foc~is of 

dits rhesis - patricdarly. sections 3 and 4. 

ii) Section 2 introduces Stichts account of  whac beIiefs are and Iiow ir is 

t h a t  thev can have the semantic properties of rmth and falsin-. Tlic 

account Stich provides here acts as a backdrop for his arpnienrs 

againsr die supposed "obvious value of m e  beliefs". 

iü) Section 3 explains and cntÏcizes the fusc stage of Scich's arymicnr 

againsr "die obvious value of rrue beliefs". The criticisms pertaining rcj 

dus stage are pardy mv own, and partIr chose tiom the iurrenr11- 

avadable lirerame. 

iv) Section 4 concems the second srage oFStichts arguments in chaprer fiw. 

These arguments are directed toward the tnstnrn~enrd and inminsic 



value of having m e  beliefs. As required. diere wd be ocças~onal 

discussion of rhe version of pragmatism Srich champions in Chaprcr 

Six. The sources of criticism here wilI again be both mj- own. and rhosc 

of other authors. 

v) Section 5 contains sumrnary remarks. 



Section 1 

OVERVIEW OF THE FRAGMENTATION O F  REASON 

ne Fragmentation of Rcuson is a book about just rhac it is about the fierce 

inrellecmaI fragmentation which is occurring in much of the conventional 

philosophtcd chought regarding cognitive reasoning and certain cognate concepts 

(e-g., racionahw, justificaâon. belief. trudi. knowledge, etc.). Stich adwnces tlirs 

fiagrnentation by launchhg criticism ar both analvtic phiIosopli\ generdv and 

analyric epistemology in parricular. AU of dus phiIosophicaI demotion is donc so 

rhac he rnighc ul&ately consmict a new foundation upon which ro build a bcncr 

cognitive evduation stracegi - namelv, pragmarism 

The fîrst part of dus section contains a brief presentarion of die firsr 

three chapten of Stich's book. The review of these chapters w d  provide soiiiç 

concext for Stich's purpose in writing The Fragrnnttatiw $ Rrusotr: as well as. sonic of 

the arguments From the literanue which thwart his purpose. The second parr of rhis 

section is devoted to a more complete exposiâon of the a r p e n t s  Stich presenrs in 

Chapter Four. The reason for the increased scrutiny of this chaprer CS rhar rlic 

general argument f o m  found there w d  reoccur in Chapter Five, which is the niain 

concern of this thesis. Stich's focus in Chapter Four is on the concepts of 



justification and jusafied belief. and pa r t ida r lv  their rclarion ro anali-riï 

episremology. 

PARTI OF SECî7ON Z 

%ch stam Chapte One bv c l ~ g  the ernpiricd evidence from cogniriïc 

psvchology studies which purport to show diar in man? cases. under ordinan- 

circumscances, othenvise intelIigent individuals do a vev poor job of  reasoning (cg.. 

their înabiltty ro draw correcr inferences). Some of the experiments cired bv Sricli 

include: i) The Selection Task: ii) The Conjunction Fdacl :  üi) The Gamblcrs 

Fdacv: iv) P~eudodia~nosticitv: and v) BeLief Perseverance. While the particidars 

of  diese experiments WU not be examined here, suffice ir ro sa\. d m  sonic 

phdosophers and many psychoIog~~ts cake the resulcs co be indicative of pervasivc. 

consiscendy poor reasoning invoIwig apparendy ordinan- cognitive rasks. Ir is rliis 

bodv of ernpiricd evidence that caused Scich ro wonder whether nvenrietli ccnnin- 

philosophical work on such topics as  intentionalin. and ranonalin mighr nor bc 

inaccurate, if not simplv mistaken. These experhentd results also Ied hini ro  

another quev: On the supposirion that we are dohg  a poor job of reasoning, rniglir 

not dime be some wav to mehorare our cognaive processing straregies and abilirics. 

As Srich h e l f  puts it: 



A verv natural reaction to diis work k to wonder how WC might 
improve rnatters. Are there steps we c m  cake diat w d  enable 
people to do a better job of  fomiing and revising their beliefsl 
This question suggests two cacher different lines oc inquirv. One 
is largely empiricd: What sorts of interventions w d  succeed in 
shanging the way peopk go about the business of  reasoning? The 
ocher is normative: Whac sorts of  changes wouid be &sirab& 
What is it thac rnakes one suategy of  reasoning ktvr than another? 
These nonnative questions are centre stage in the second half of 
Tic Fragmentation of Rzason ...[ 1,: 

Ln Chapter Two, Stich criticizes philosophv for having largelr iporcd 

such possibilities and for havuig taken, what he calls, normative cognitive pltirdisrii 

to be an irnpossibdin;. Stich d e h e s  normative cognitive pluralism as those cogniriw 

processes that people ought to use, as opposed ro those that people actually do cisc 

(the lacter being descriptive cognitive pluralsm). Normative co_pitive pliiralisrii 

claims there is no one systern ofreasoning that peopIe should use, because different 

cognitive svsterns may ail be equaIIv good or effective. 

... arnong philosophen, both historical and iunremporary. 
normative cognitive plurdism is very cleady a muioricv view. The 
dominant p hilosophical view is h a  t there is m l v  one good way to 
go about the business of reasoning, or at most. a small cluscer ol 
similar ways. Good reasoning. philosophers 7~ ica i Iy  maintain. is 
raüonal ceasonin& and in the view of mosc philosophers. it is just 
not the case chat there are alternative sptems of  reasoning 
differing from one another in important warTs. al1 of which are 
rationai. -2' . - 

This characterizarion of philosophical thought. favoured bv niosr 

philosophers, is cded cogmtivc monism. and is stricdy opposed ro Stich's "floridli- 

plurais+' and relativistic view of the subject (a view which w d  nor be dismsscd 



here but whch he develops in Chapter Six, "A Pragrnatic Accounc of Copiriw 

Evaluation"). 

Stich suggests that it is cognitive mon- which has. in the hands o t  

philosophm, produced a series of separace arguments which defend what he c d s  tlic 

'Ürarionality-is-impossible diesis". According CO Stich, this diesis makes it 

impossible to improve or even recognize bad reasoning - a rask which f o m  no snial1 

parc of hrs purpose in writing Thr F r a p t t a t i o n  uf R m m  Chapter Two is an atrenipr 

to weaken. if not completdy invalidate, each of the more popular and persuasive 

arguments in favour of the "irrationahm-is-impossible thesis". In Scich's own words: 

..mv concem wd be to explore and ulrimadv to dismiss. a iluster 
of influentid arguments aüned at showing that rhere are mirccpnial 
constraï~tts on how badY a penon c m  reason. These arguments 
maintain thar it is simplv uicoherenc to suppose a person's 
cognitive processing codd deviate wirhout Iirnit from die 
standards of  rationaiity. If  die arguments are convincing. there 
wd be limits to die "bleak unplications" Aar rnighc cmerge (rom 
the empirical explorarion of human reasoning. Moreover. if the 
conceptual consuaine are ughc and possibIe deviations from 
rationalitv are s m d ,  then there is litde pressing work for che 
reform-minded epistemoiogist to do. If ic is impossible for 
people to deviate very Far from ided srandards of good reasming, 
then there is not much we cm do to Mprove the wav we go about 
the business oCcognition.i3- - - 

The mosr effective means of presenring the details of diis rhesis is ri) 

briefly examine each of its proponents in the order in which thev appear in the book. 

Two well known advocares of normaùve cogninve monism arc Donald 

Davidson and Daniel Dennett. According ro Stich, both philosophers maintain di a t 



a high degree of rationalty is required in order co provide intentional conrenr ro 

people's beLefs and uccerances. By "high degree of raaonaliw" D e m e n  and 

Davidson mean chat most of our beliefs musc be mie and that our inference-making 

a b d q  must produce m d y  correct or normativelv a~~rom-ia te  inferences. Furrhcr. 

should our copt ive  system fail in either of these 

unerances WLU not be assigned anv intentional 

inferences chat seriously or systernaticaIIv deviate 

and rherefore devoid of any incentional concent. 

J 4 L 

respects, dien our beliefs and verbal 

interprerarion. Consequendv. ani- 

froni this requirement arc irrarional 

inference is a process in which belieb are generared or 
transformed. But withour a high Ievel of rauonaiitv and rruth 
there c m  be no beiief. and wittiout bdief thcre can be no 
inArence. Thus ir is simplv uicoherenr ro suggesr rhar people 
reason in wavs that deparr serious1~ or sysremacisail~ from whar is 
rational or nomativelv appropriace. :-+: 

Stich does not hold much regard for dus 1Ïne of argument. Hc 

considm anv luilits d u s  argument could place on how badv one mighr reason to bc 

6 C  

"profoundly uninceresring": conduding that neither die conceptual a rp ienrs  nor 

the limits it imposes need be taken seriously- by either empirical psrchoIoeists or  

episremic reformers".~ - + Bv hts fighu, the anpirical evidence gained (rom rlie 

aforemenrioned ps~choIogy experiments flies in the face of this t p e  of d priori 

argument: supporting, instead, his favoured normative and descriptive cop i r iw  

pIural~sn In facc. diis panicular combination of pIuralisrns produces one of tlic 

more radical theses of his book. 



The initial motive for my concem about die Davidson/Dcmerr 
thesis that rationdi. is a prerequisice for cognition was diac i r  
threatened CO undermine the gnpirical explorations of irrationality 
chat were ~roducing, and have continued CO produce. surpcisinp 
and unsetding insighc Lito hurnan cognition. A second 
concem, one that became increasingly important as work on this 
volume F r a ~ t l t i o n  of Rcmon] proceeded. was chat if the 
&sis w e k  crue. &en much of the u~gaicy would be drained fmrn 
rhe project OF assessing sccacegies o f  reamning and inquim. The 
in teretc and vitdi? of this branch of episternologd resekch iyi 

be uaced ..... CO the pracucd W O ~ ~ S  it addrwes: People out there 
are reasoning badly, and chic. bad reasoning is giving N e  to bad 
theories, manv o f  which have nasty consecpenses for 
lives.:6' - - 

T h e  next argument to appear in The Fmgmttafibn -f Rtit~int. siipporring 

the "kationalit)iis-impossible thesis", cornes from biological evolution. and is. as 

Such describes it, merely "hinred at" in the liceranile. In fact. Scich has hirixeIf Iiad 

ro piece togecher the best argumenr he cm from Iu own, and other's. work on rliç 

subject. The argument from evolution is u&e the Davidson/Demetr arsmenrs 111 

diat the impossibdic}; of syscemaùc irrationaliq is noc grounded in am- s priori 

reasons. but radier in the incompacibil~ of widespread irrationdin- with rhe cheorics 

and processes of evoluaon. 

It maintains chat biologicuf molirtiotr guarantees that  dl normal 
cognitive svstems wdI be rational. or nearlv so. since organisrns 
whose co&itive s y s t m  deparc LOO drastically lrvrn the normative 
standard wdl run a ver); high N k  of becoming posrhumous before 
chev have had a chance to p a s  on their genes CO offipring.17: 

Stich rejects dus a r p e n r  for the impossibili~ of irrarionah- sa\-in2 . L 

gencrallc thar: 



... noching we know about genetics. or  evolurion. or  the acquisition 
of  cognitive systems would even b e p  to show that deurnpuve 
cognitive piucaiism is f&e. It is overwhehg ly  plausible that 
some parts o f  Our iderential svsrem are acquired from 3ie 
sorrounding culture, and ic is entire. possible that much or ail ot' 
the svstem is a culturd deritance. Moreover. evtm if there are 
parts of our cognillve systern dia[ are innate, there is no biological 
or evoluuonary reason to dunk thac those parts do nor differ 
rnarkedlv From person to peson or from culture to ~ u l r u r e .  1s: 

In concluding his criucd mal~sis of die w o  previous argumenrs. wliicli 

purport to dernonsuate that radical or sigmficant deparnires from rationalin- arc 

impossible, Such has diis to sav: 

The previous two chapters were airned at opening up a r a n g  o i  
possibilities bu dismanding the arguments that threatened to 
fioredose them. One o f  the possibilities is that there is 
considerable divenitr in human reasoning. diversiq chat ma? 
derive frorn biological differences. cultural differences. or 
individual differences in various combinations. The second 
possibiliw is chat amid thü diversity there mav be individuds. 
traditions. or cultures chat do a bad job a t m  the business of  
cognition and thac we ourselves mav be doing rnuch less weiI than 
we mighr. There is no guarantee. either conceptual o r  biologisal. 
that our own reasoning is good reasoning, or even a close 
approximation. Thus neither the ernpirical investiptors who are 
concemed to characterize cognitive shortcomings noor the 
epistemic retormers who hope to improve cognirivc performance 
need womr chat they have ernbarked on an impossible project.-9 : 

This concludes Part 1 of dus secaon. This Iast quotarion sets the srarc 

for what is co follow. Sach places considerable stock in the possibiliw of radical md 

sipnificant variabho- in cogmtive strategies. and in the project of e ~ d ~ i a r i n ~  aiid 

improving reasoning practices. Thts srock will produce dividends in die h m i  o t  



arguments that resonate throughout his book and this diesis. These argunicnrs id 

now be introduce in Part II of dis  section. 

PART LL OF SECllON Z 

Before continuing, it is important ro note at this juncture chat rlic 

remainda of diis secnon will be solelv concerned with Sticli's andysis of cerrain of 

our o r d i n q  notions of cognitive evduaaon (partidarly bjustificaciony) and nor Iiis 

analysis of midi. I t  is &O crucial to point out chat, while h s  critical artention l ins 

tumed more toward notions of cognitive evaluation. Stich is snll par t idy conçerncd 

with the "irrationality-is-impossible thesis". After a review of A i s  portion of rlic 

book (Chapter 9 the next section and the body of this thesis, which foc-t~scs on Ih 

Frapmtation o j  Reasun's most controversial diemes, wdI be presented. Ir is worrfi 

nocing, however, thac the lines of argument whch fofIow. showing rlic 

"undesirablL~" of justified beliefs, are principallv the sarne as the a r p e n t s  dealr 

with in the body of dus diesis (Sections 3 and -9, showing the "undesirabilin-" of 

m e  bebefs. 

To concinue then, confident that he has established serioris dotibt 

regarding the impossibiLq of kationalin-, Sach makes his fmal critical adrance on 





under the following strategy, or, as Stich refers to it, the "reflecuve equilibnum tesr": 

 oht tes a ncL we are unwilling to ammd This method for justifving the nomiatiw 

standards of cognition is intended to capture or explicate our cornmonsense notion 

of justification - Sach, however, diinks Goodman has desperatdy failed in diis 

respect. Without derailing Cohen's argument, dus combination of comnionscnsc 

justifactorial practice and cognitive c ~ m ~ e r e n c e / ~ ~ b r r n a n c e  evaluation brings hiiii 

to conclude, as paraphrased bv Stich, chat: 

... it is impossible for a person's inferential somperence. his 
underlving psycho-logic, to be anvching ocher chan nomativel~ 
unpecAble. i o n  the other handj, Cohen readily acknowledges 
that people rnake inferential errors of manv sorts under manr 
circumcances. But he insisrs that these erroa are performance 
erron. reflecting nodiing about the reasoner's underlving, 
nomativelv impeccable comperence.; r 3: 

In response, Stich argues that neither Goodman's accoimr of 

commonsense justification (of particular inferences and inference d e s )  nor Colien's 

kgenious cognitive adaptation of the hguistic norions of cornpetence and 

pedomance satisfacronly establish the ~~~~~~~~~~~~-is-impossible thesis". In t h  

first instance, Goodman's account of our commonsense concept of justificarion docs 

not capture how thac concept commonly works. 

On  the basis of  both conuoUcd studies and anecdotal evidence. 
we -Nisberr and Stichi argued that patentlv unasceprable rules of 
inference wodd pass die retlective equilibciurn test For manr 
people. For exarnple. it appcars likclv thac man. people in Fer in 



accordance with sorne version of die gambler's f d a i y  when 
deding wich games o f  çhance.:id: 

In addition he says dus: 

It is surelv not an a priori fact that suange 
wdi alwa?; f d  the reflective equdibrium test 
if ic is granced, as deariy it musc be, 

inferencial principlcs 
for aü subjects. And 
that the gambler's 

f d a  cy... c o . d  possibly p& the reffective equilibrium test for 
some group of  subjeco, di& is enough CO cast doubc on the view 
thac reflective equilibrium is constitutive of justiticauon as that 
notion is ordinanly used.! I 5: 

Stich claims rhac Goodman's f d u r e  is Cohen's fadure, in char Cohen's 

a r p e n r  is only as good as Goodman's account of our cornmonsense notion of 

jusrification. And according to Stich, even with the addition of some sopliisticarcd 

"bells and whisdes", Goodman's account is Iacking. 

Aker having some success in his b a d e  agalnsr rlic 

< L  

irranonalv-is-unpossible thesis", Stich proudlv dons his reform-mindcd. 

episternologist's armor and begm his ana& on analr-tic episremology and its work 

on episremic concepts such as jusaficarion and truth. This anack goes to the hcart 

of his concem regarding normative cognitive standards and ordinan notions OF 

cognitive evduation. As was indicated earlier. the argumenrs that siirface Iicrc 

exercise comparable force in the nexr chaprer of h s  book (Qiapter 5 ) ,  and, dierefcw. 

in die main body of d i i s  thesis (Sections 3 and -9. 



W h a c  Sach thinks of and whar he means bv "and~-tic epistenioloq-" L i  IS 

capnued in die following: 

1 propose to use the term ana& fpütmology CO denote an? 
epistemologicai projecc char cakes the choice between compecing 
jusufication d e s  -those rules chat evaiuate the jusüfacro~ s t a t u  

of bdiefs or other cogniâve scaresl or cornpethg criteria of 
nghmess 'the set o f  necessary and sufficient conditions for a sec 
of justificauon d e s  to be right7 to mm on ionceptual or 
linguistic andysis. There cm be l ide doubt that a verv 
substantial fraction of the ep&ternological writing published in  
English in the last quarter centurv has been anaivtic epistemologv. 
However. ic CI my contention k a t  if an andu& episcemoiogid 
theory is taken to be part of the serious nomauve inquiry whose 
goai is to r d  people which cognitive processes are good oncs or 
which ones thei should use. then for rnost people i t  will prow tu 
be an irrelevan t fadure.! I 6: 

The hsc issue Such contends with is analvt.ic e p i s t e m o l o ~ ' ~  respome 

to the notion o f  cognitive diversiv. Thar is, the notion that there are or n i+  bc 

more than one wav to reason and evaluate cognitive processes: and rhat chcse varied 

cognitive svsrerns w d  differ fiom one another in large and small ways. The lmporr 

of cognitive diversin. to Stich's projecr is represented bv the following passage: 

If we catt go about die business of cognition diff~rentl~. and if 
ochers actody do, it is nacural to ask if there is anv reason whv WC 
should continue to do ic our wav. Even if we iannot change our 
cognitive processes once we've acquired them. it is naturd to 
wonder whether those processes are good ones. Moreover. f j r  
man? people the absence of a convincing affirmative answer c m  

be setiouslv disquieting. For if we cannot sar why our cognitive 
processes are an? better chan chose prevding éisewhere. it suggests 
that it is ultimately no more than an histoncal accident chat WC 

w the cognitive processes we do or that we hoId the beIiefs chat 
those processes generate ,...: 1 7: 



According ro Sach. the anaip;nc epistemologisrfs answer ro wiiicli 

c o p t i v e  snategy is die best one, involves anaIysis of the concepts of episrcniii 

evduation found in everyda~ thought and langtxage: rhat is, ou. cornnionsense 

epistemic notions, such as justificaaon and rarionahw- Once d u s  is done die andi-ric 

epistemologisr c m  dien detemilie whch set of  justifi cationd d e s  match thcsc 

cornmonsense notions. If our cognitive strategres accord with the ri& set of 

justificational d e s .  then we shodd conùnue to use thar srrategy. L.  If thcr  fail ro 

match. then alternative suategies musr be exploreda Stich. however. thinks char rliis 

approach is mistaken. 

For the anaivtic episcernologist's effort is designed CO decemine 
whether or noc our cognitive states and processes accord widi our 
cornmonsense notion o f  justification * o r  sorne other cornmonsense 
ioncep t of episternîc evduation;. ... the anahtic epis~ernologw 
offen us no reason wha~ever CO thmk th& rhe notions of 
evaiuauon prevailing in our own language and culture arc anv 
berter than the alternative evaluation notions that might or do 
prevd in other cultures. Buc in the absence of anr rearon to think 
rhat the locallv prevding nouons of epistemic evaluauon are 
superior to rhe.alcernatives. why shodd we sare one whir whether 
the cognitive procwes we use are sancuoned by chose evaluative 
concepts? y 18' - 

Stich then wonders whether people's incrinsic or insrnimenrd values 

might not operate as evaluative tooIs, thereby endorsing one cognitive srrategi- or 

svstem over anodier. In other words, do 

accord with our cornmonsense concepts of 

we value having cognitive processes that 

epistemic evahation? S tich answers rhis 

question in the negative. 



... it is mv contention that when thev view &c rnatter clearlv. most 
people A noc Find i t  incrinsicdv valuable LU have i&x~i~~\ ie  
states or m invoke cognitive processes char are sancuoned by the 
evduative nollons embedded in ordinary language. Nor ts there 
anv plausible case CO be made in favor of the insrnimental value o i  
beliefs or cogmuve processes that are jutified or rationd.[19: 

For Scich, two considerarions work againsr the inrrinsic value of 

cognitive states sanctioned by cornmonsense evduative concepts: i) "the tact diar a 

coptive process is sanctioned bv the venerable standards embedded in Our lanpiage 

of episremic evaluation ...is no more reason ro value it han die façr thar ir 1s 

sanctioned bv the standards of a religious tradition or an ancienr text. ~uiless. of 

course, it can be shown that those standards correlate widi something more generallr 

4 4  

vdued or obviouslv valued": and ii) if the most sophisricated recent atremprs r o  

analvze our local notions of cogmtive evahation are even roughly on the ri 

diose notions occupv a s m d  area in a large space of dtemacive concepts: md dierc is 

no obvious vime that distinguishes our concepts fiom die alternatives, apart from 

the fact thar we happen to have inherited diern".:lo: 

From these observations, Scich daims that: 

... once it is seen chat the notion we happen ro have inherited is but 
one among manv possible alternative notions - mosc people are 
nor much inclinid to s- chat the? find haring juscified btliefs 
Juscified under Our cornmonsense evaluative concepts- ro be 
intrinsiraf~ valuable. Since our notion of justification is just one 
member of  a large and varied C d y  of concepts of episccmic 
evduation. ir strikes mosc people as simplv capricious or perverse 
CO have an invinsic preference for juscifiedebeliefs. 1 1 :  



Stich then goes on CO assess two h e s  o f  argument aimed ar esrablisliiii~ 

die instrumentd value of our ordinary. cornmonsense evduative notions (i.e.. 

justification and rationaliq). Presendy, however, only an exposition of the firsr Iine 

involving the social or bi01o~ica.l evolution of these ord inq  nonons wdl be ofiëred. 

whde die second Iine, pertaining ro mth, wilI be lefi for the next secrion of tliis 

thesis. BrÎefly- sraced the CL5c line of a r p e n t  claims that because we do in facr 

operate on "highlv evolved intuitive notions o f  juscificarion and rationalrn.". jusrificd 

and rational beliefs must clearly be instrumentaUV valuable: othenvise. we would 

surelv nor have evolved, either socid,- or biologically, co operate on theni. Stisli is 

d d o u n d e d  that anyone would endorse such a view, saying: 

The obvious conclusion to draw here is that neicher biologtcal nor 
social evolution c m  be rdied upon to produce the best oc d 
possible options. or even one thar is dose ro the best. So the fast 
:,'if it is a fact) that Our intuitive nouons of episremic evaluation 
are the product ocan extended process of social and/or biologicd 
evdution does not rnake ir plausible Aar the! are more conducive 
to survivd or thriving ,,:or anyrhing else: than anr of the 
alternacive norions o f  epistemic evaluation chat rnight be invoked 
instead. -This is verv much the sarne andvsis used to defëat the 
argurnen t from evolu tion supporting the 
"irrationality-is-impossible thesis" mentioned earlier in this 
section. -73: - -  - 

N SUMMARY 

This section of the thesis is thus concluded. T h e  fünction of rliis 

seccion was to reveal Stich's overall purpose for writing The Fr1ipeirt~tiivi Rm-w.  



From 3iis overview of die book, it shodd be cIear Aar Srichts project. in yenerd. Ir 

epistemologicd reformation. That is, he feels thac the more h i g h l ~  reputed mediods 

of e v d u a ~ g  cognttive processes are misraken and ineffecnial: and that because of 

dus there is Iide chance that we can improve our cognitive processes (Lncludine 

reasoning, belief formation, inference-makmg, etc-). in fact, not onIv are we ~mablç. 

under h e  present mediodologies, to improve our coenitive processes or srrategies In 

the face of empiricd evidence w h c h  saonglv indicares thel- need ünprovemenr. evcn 

if we could we wodd nor be able to tell whedier we had ver achieved the besr or 

optimal cognitive s}rscem In other words, these methods of c o p t i v e  evaluarion. 

including analflic epistemolog)., are imporenr in temis of theu abilin to objectivcI\- 

compare and contrast the mmts of varied captive straregies. 

The nexr section of th thesis criticah examuies one of the morc 

potent h e s  of argument found in Stichts book (Chapter 5) - a line of argimicnt 

which purports co establish that diere is no obvious value. either i n r ~ s i ç  or 

inscrvmentd, in fomiing and having m e  beliefs. As was mentioned earlier. rhis sanic 

h e  of argument was &O used in the Iast hdf of diis section to criticize tlic 

effectiveness of our cornmonsense notion of justification as a cognitive evaltiarivc 

cool. With respect to our common, evwdav . .  evduative notion of  justification. Sricli 

found char it suffered from a t  leasr nvo ailmena: i) it was idios\ncratic and i i )  i r  



was parrial. Bo& afflictions were the residt of the failure of anali-tic episrerno1oq1- L .  

and value theory to account for eicher r e d  or possible copcive diversin-. 

These cwo h e n t s  are h o  acure in Stich's diagnosis of tnxe beliet;. 

But before a decded andysis of Stich's arguments against the value of rruc beliet is 

offered, some explanaaon of whar Sach cakes beliefs to be and how ir is char the\- c m  

have semantic properties is in order. 



Section 3 

WHAT'S A BELIEF? 

The purpose of this section is to la); ouc Stich's account of whar bel& 

are and how ir is thar they can have, what are normally considered. the semantic 

properries of cruth and fhity.  This involves an explanation of hs ~ l e w  of beEeKs as 

"real psychologicd scates" and not merely behavioral explanatory devices. There wiIl 

also be discussion of the role of "interpreration funcrions" in che process of mapping 

mental states ont0 entities wirh semantic propmies such as propositions, mirli 

conditions, states of affairs, or possible facrs: and what the standards of a p ~ o d  

interpretation h c r i o n  are. Tarski's theov of mth, Pumam's and Kripkc's causal 

theory of reference. and fünctionaLsm as ic is found in philosophv of muid w d  also 

be included in the discussion. Ic is important to r e c o p e  diat the discussions in 5.1 

and 5.3, of The Frapmtation uf Rrason, are to serve as scaffolding from whicli Sticfi 

intends to consmict hts argument against the claim thar crue beliefs obviouslv have 

either inminsic or instrumental value. 

As was indicated at the ourset, Stich cakes be1ief.S to be "rcal 

ps~chological states." In explaining what a bdief is. he adopts the "token-idenrirv 

hupothesis". According to SBch, this hvpothesis claims: 

... that each instance ,:or token) of a beliefis identical with somc 
neur~physiolo~ical srare or other. though it does not endorse the 
type-ide&itv h;pothesis. which hoIds Aar the sarne belief v-pc in 
differen t individu& is alwavs idencical with the s'une 



In essence &en. Sach concludes that belief-srare rokens are brain-srare 

tokens. However, Jiis Ieaves him with a p&g predicamenr: "Whac is ir for a 

brain-state coken - a ne~rophysiolo~cal srare or happening - to be true or fdse?"[l-k j 

On the one hand, beliefs are widely r eqn ized  as havine semantic properrics such as 

being m e  or false: but, on the oher hand, neuroph~siological stares are nor. Stish 

proposes co solve the p d e  in the following marner: 

One f a d i a r  frarnework in which an answer san be dereloped 

posits the existence of a tünction thac maps certain brain-state 
tokens [uicluding beliefs and perhaps some ohers; onro enu ties 
thar are more narurdv thought of in semantic r e m .  enuties Iike 
propositions. or content sencences. or spccificauom o i  mrh 
conditions. A vanation on Ais idea posits a funcrion diat maps 
brain states onco enuues like possible facts. states o f  affairs 
or subsets of the set of d possible worlds. An account o f  whar it 
is for a belief tokcn <i.e.. a certain brain-scate token; to bc crue iin 

chen be gven in r e m  of die enuty to which it is mapped: the 
belief is m e  if and o d v  if the proposition .'or content sentence: 
ro which it is mapped is m e :  or. if and onl! if irs rnith condition 
obtaim: or, if and onlv if che possible srare of affairs co which ir  is 
mapped is accual: or. 'if and onlv if the accuai world is one of the 
possible worlds CO which the befief is mapped.:?~: 

Now SBch recognizes that, once the mapping is completed. tliere is rfic 

furcher difficdv of deremiining whether the propositions and content semences in 

question are themselves nue or filse. He sass: 

Unles we have some coherent sto- about what i t is for a content 
sentence or proposition to be uue. the mere fact that we c m  map 
beliefs to propositions or content sentences in some 
weU-motivaced wav wd not ceIl us what it is for beliek to bc true. 
h d  without an account of what it is for beliek to be m e .  ic is d l  
but impossible for us to th~nk clearl~ about whether we vdue 
having m e  be1iefs.-76- . - 



Since Snch's arguments agaainst the value of having crue beliefi arc 

concentrated on the parricular "interpretation tùncrion" whicli maps 

ne~rophysiolo~cal states ont0 propositions. he is w i h g  ro assume. for a r w e n r f s  

sake. char diere is in fact some unproblernatic s t o v  about what it is for conrenr 

sentences or propositions to be m e .  With reference to the partidar inrerprerarion 

funcrion in quesaon, Scich has these general comments: 

-8efore; setring out the cheory. a word is in order about what 
standards a theorv o f  interpreration aspires to meet. What are the 
conscraints thac &vem how die game is playedT,7: 

... in developing a cheory o f  interpreution. we are attempting to 

explicace and explain a weU-enuenched preexisting intuitive 
concept or capacity. We do. after all. ascribe content to peuple's 
psychologicd states dl the Ume. ... it is crucial chat yiy proposed 
theon. agree. bv and large. wirh the judgments o f  the man or 
woman in the Street about whac content sentences or uuth 
conditions ger paired with 3ie ordinw beliek of ordin- folk. 
-38- - - 

Additiondy, Sach has d i i s  to say in response to the challenge that am- 

given theory of interpretaaon based on intuitive judgments or commonsensc pracr~cc 

rnight have to give wav CO a more powerfLl or more elegant theoq- which is nor 

closely- related to cornmonsense pracuce: 

1 am inclined to think that if an interpretation funcrion does not 
cleave reasonablv cIosely ro cornmonsense pactice. it is hard ro 

see why what the funccion is iharacteriwig deserves ro be 
considercd a tmth condition. ... rnv skepticism about the rdue of 
m e  bdîefs is restricced to accounrs that assign uuth conditions 
Iargefr* compatible with cornmonseme intuition. 129 1 



In this way, where dieory- and commonsense pracrice conflicr. Sri& 

sides w ~ t h  commonsense pracuce irrespective of  the theory's "technical mcrirs". A 

line o f  criticism which wd be developed in the next section argues that Stich has, in 

criucising our cornmonsense, intuitive interpretation function, violaced or ignored the 

very srandards which he hunself sets for aIl interprerarion timctions. For now. more 

needs to be said about rhis in tui t ivd~? sanctioned, standard interpretation füncrion 

and whac it is to gec the mappings right 

It is here diac Tarski's theory o f  mth. the Pumam-Knpke causal theon- 

of reference. and functionalism, as it is found in philosophv of mind, cake cenrcr 

stage. These are die three main components of a dieow of interpretation wliich Sricli 

characrerizes as "justifiabl}: popular" and whch he adopts as the senhg for liis 

arguments againsr the value of m e  beliefs. Sach c d s  diis interpretation thcon- " t h  

Stich describes Tarski's role in the formulation of this inrerpretarion 

Tarski's heow of mth shows us how to construct an auiornatiî 
theorv about a Ianguage that WLII speci5 a mdi condition for 
each of the infmitely weU-formed sentences. of the l anpap .  
That is, the cheow w d  e n t d  an uihi tv  of theorerns of the forrn: 
* . 1' , S is m e  if A d  or& if where 's; is replaced bv a structural 
descriptive narne of a sentence in a Ianguage and 'pl k replaccd by 
a metafanguage sentence specih.tng the conditions under which 
the sentence ïs me.  So, a substantial iist of axioms - the so-sded 
base dauses of rhe recursive mth defmition - speci+ng the 

sernanùc properùes o t  the laquage's noncompound predicarcs 
and names must be consrniîted in order CO fullr develop a 
Tarskran tmth theorv. For instance: 



:2: . , $1~; satisfies 'is me' if x is true 
*.* 

3 1; 'Socrates' deno tes Socrates 
.,.,:30] 

Stich indicaces that Tarskits dieory of truth has a limitation which is 

important in the developmenc of the causd/funmonaI theow of interpretation. Tlic 

What generates a problern is chat Tarslu tells us too licde abouc 
what it is to get these axioms right. He does not tell us what sort 
o f  relationship must obtain between a narne and a penon if the 
Former Îs to denote the latter. Nor does he teii us what 
relationship is to obcain between a predicate and a satisfacuon 
condition if the former is to be sa&fied by :and only bv: things 
that fit the Iatter.:~ I i 

This limicaaon is overcome bv the introduction of the Pumani-Knpkc 

theory of reference. or the causal theory of reference. Stich describes this rhcon- as 

çollows: 

... the basic idea of the causal theorv is that a token of a name 
denotes an individual if and only if the appropriate causal ihain 
extends frorn an or@d use or dubbing CO the current production 
of the name token in quesuon. A broadly sirnilx account c m  be 
@en for nanrral kind predicates.;~,: 

Stich savs dits with respect ro the role the causal t heon  of reference 

plai-s in his argument: 

W e  need noc dwelI on the de& of the causal stow. since the! 
wiU plav little role in the argument set out below. But it is 
importani CO nocc that both the basic argument in fawr of the 



causai theorv of reference and the detailed worhng out the 
thcoq- relv headv on cornmonsense intuition and the 
cornmonsense concepts or practices that undedie thern.:33 : 

There are...endless 
al1 sorts of events 

varieues of causai chains in t he  world linking 
in d sorts of ways. So for mv tokenuig of 

'Arcstotle' to refer to die grear philosLpher, it is not e n o q h  that 
there be s m  causai diain linking my utterance to h t o t l e ' s  
baptism it has to be die nght sort o f  causa ihain. Tvpicallv. a 
theorisr wd try co show thar his account o f  the relevant sort of 
causal chain is correct bv showing how the tmplicauons of the 
account comport with intuition. If our uttertances are Iinked by 
the theorist's favoured causal chain to people and objects thar 
intuition insists we are noc talking about. it is pneralIy conciuded 
thar the theorisc's accounc of the causal chain required for 
rctérence is defecuve. ~3-i: 

Afiez having sketched Jus account o f  what it is for sentences in a 

nanird language to ger their truth conditions, Stich considers how this d applies CO 

the establishment of the same for mental States, or beliefs. The causal/timctional 

theorisr makes the connection bv, as Stich describes it. simplv purting the senrenccs 

of the language inside the head. 

- - 
The idea is chat belie6 are complex psvchologiicaI scates which. 

like sentences. ian be viewed as  built up out of simpler 
components. So 
constructed to 
Ianguage, in a 
associa te belie f 
language-.. To  

bv mapping the e l m e n u  out of which belieis are 
the symbol of some uninterpeted forma1 
wav chat praerves weU-formedness, we ian 
tokens with well-hmed formulas in that 
have a belief. then, is to have a token of a 

wd- formed formula s tored appropriately in one's brain. The 
question of  how beliefs get their semanuc properries can now be 
rephrased as a question about how we can assign tmth conditions 
to these cerebral inxrÏpuons.-35' - - 



Now rhat die causal theon of reference has provxded us wirli rlie 

necessary means of determiring the denotations of exrensions of word npes suçh as 

names and predicates in mental sentence inscriptions, one fmal piece of' die puzzlc 

remains to be firted. Word 

accurately identified if we are 

assign mith conditions. Srich 

quanufiers and connectives nced ro bc 

sense of the belief inscriptions and rhcn 

says that functionalism has provided us wirh jusr sixcli 

a means of identifving the Iogicd structure of belief inscription: 

What is unportant is the idea. i q i r e d  bu hctionalism. that 
mental senrence inscriptions have the Iogicd fom h e u  do in 
virtue of the pattern of causai interaction cher manifest with other 
men td-sute ~nscriptions.[36: 

So, if the patterns of causal inreraction manifesred between clic 

well-formed sentence, 'P Q', and other mental-stare inscriptions approxiniares rlic 

pattern n o m d y  associated with die logical d e  of conjunction, then * is rhe srmibol 

for conjunction. 

With the detatls of the interpreration h c t i o n  under discussion Iiavinq 

been laid out (an interpreracion function whch is sanctioned b\. conuiionscnsc 

intuition), it is now time ro move on to Stich's cnticisms of rhis h c r i o n  and rfic 

notion of nuth associared wirh it. But before we proceed any tl&er. ir sliodd bc 

adrmtted that there are a considerable number of areas wichin the details of rIiis 

incerpretarion fiuicrion which could diemeIves be criticalfr analyzed and explorcd. 



However, for the moment, 

"causal/fÛnctiond uiterpretarion 

. - * - - -  

Sach's presentation of what he cnlL: rliç 

füncuon" wd be accepred and direct amncion d l  

lnstead be grven m die implications he claims resdr from the adoption of rhk 

function - impIications which ultimacely purport to undermine ana a r p e n t s  for rhe 

value of true belief. 



Section 3 

!STAGE 1: PARTIALITY AND IDIOSYNCRASY 

With an account of how beliefs cm be seen to have semantic propenies in 

place, Stich now takes issue with a specific feature of that account - the causaVfunctiona1 

interpretation function. According to Stitch, the irnplementation of the causaVfunctiona1 

interpretation function has two obvious implications which make the arguments for the 

value of true belief considerably more difficult to constmct. The first is that this particular 

interpretation function is limited or partial. The second is that it is idiosyncratic. 

An examination of  the fast consequence of the causal/fimcrional 

Uicerpretation fùnction w d  now be undmaken. Sach has diis to sa\- generdv: 

The first consequence of the causaI/hcncriond account of 
interpretition that I wanc to draw attention ro is that the 
interpretation h c t i o n  thac it favoun is a ven. partial function. 
The belief-like mentai stares for which ic provides a specifiation 
o f  wth conditions constintce a s m d  subset o f  the possible 
belief-ilke m u i d  staces that a human or  organism might have. 
-3 7- - - 

Scich says that there are two reasons why chis interpretation hmcrion ir. 

partial. The fwst is the causal notion of reference capntred by chis tüncrion. Tf i c  

second is the account of logical form endorsed bv flnct.ionalism. 

On the causal side. the point is simplv that anr plausible 
specification of  the iunds of causal chai& requireda to f ix the 
reference of mental words 'or concepts: will enni[ that these 
chains are far from ubiquitous. On anr aicount that purports 



even roughlv with commonsense inmicion. die reference-tkny 
causd chairu are going to cur a relativdy narrow swadi chrough 
the space of empiricdv possible causai historie~ o f  m e n d  words. 
Thus. therc WU be d 'sor ts  o f  wayi in which a m e n d  word can 
end up as part of a speaker's mencd lexicon. rhough ir is no c tied 
to anvdiing in the worid bv rhe special kind of causal rope dint 
the causal theory requires for ceference. These mental words may. 
of course. stand in a varie. o f  odier causal relations to a varie? 
of extramend objects or kinds. But the causal aîcounc enrail 
that thev will noc refer to anv of these objecrs or to anvthing e h .  
And since these ment. words have no reterents, the mental 
sentences in which the? occur will have no mth conditions 
assigned bv the causal/hctiond interpretation funcuon.[38: 

Some clarificaaon is needed with respect ro hese Iast nvo passages. 

es~eciallp as chev relate to  the standards Stich sets for a good interpretation h c r i o n .  

(This is an issue of clarificaaon which wd surface fiom rime to  t h e  dirourhour r1ic 

analvsis of Stich's arguments againsr both the causal/ flncrional interprerarion 

function and the vdue of mie beliefs.) One wav ro read diese passaces & .  (and 

nurnerous others Lke them in the book) is to view the alternative causal ciiains or 

inrerpretation funcrions refmed to - the ones outside the rdatively narrow swarh id 

funccions that comport with commonsense inmirion - as noc comporting (nia\-bc 

even roughlv?) wirh commonsense inmition. if rhis is mie. then one is forccd. srricrli. 

speaking, to conclude that these alternative funcrions violate S~tich's own standards of 

how an inrerpreration function is supposed ro operate. In short, thev harc riolatcd 

the d e s  of the game. After all, Stichmn standards require thar anr inrerprerarion 

function musc (or shodd)  cleave reasonably closely to cornmonsense practicc and 

intuition (see pages 22 and 23 above). This being the case, the alternative h c t i o r i s  



d u d e d  to in the two previous passages would be subsrandard. On nurnerocis 

occasions diroughour Chap~er  5, Sach provides ample support for j~xst S I I C ~  a 

reading, r e f k g  to b prized alternative interpretation funcrions as diough the)- 

were indeed counterinniinve and in opposition to cornmonsense pracrises. Howevrr. 

to construe Stich in t h  fashion would be unfair. 

The more favourable and plausible reading wodd posir alternatiw 

lnterpreration funcrions which did in facc cornply wirh cornmonseme inmition. onli- 

noc our own, buc someone else's - some odier individual, or group of  indiridiids. or 

perhaps some other culture. In dus wav, the alternative interpretation fimctions. 

which are so essenrial to Stich's arguments in Chaprer 5, could be seen as standard. 

acceptable hc t i ons .  T o  read Sach ochenvise wodd force us to conclude that t h  

onlv reason the causal/flnctiond interprecarion funcrion, a h c r i o n  sanctioned bi- 

our cornmonsense intuition, is partial (and idi~s~ncrat ic)  is rhar ir is one stmdard 

interpretation h c t i o n  among a whole rafi of alternative, subscandard bc t ions .  

Thrs seans like an untenable Line o f  a r p e n t  for Stich to rake. In facr, there is onc 

passage that lends credence to dus more charirabIe reading. 

These alternative interprecation h c t i o n s  are noc the ones 
sanctioned bv Our intuitive iudgments. The- strike us as wrong or 
inappropriat& Buc there is no-reason to think that WC could not 
reuain Our intuitions or  bring up our children to have intuitbns 
ven7 different from ours. And havine done so, interpretations 

u 

based on -the causal rheory of - reference would scrikc us as 
inappropri&e while uirerprecati& based on REFERENCE" 
-some aitemative theo- o f  refercnce: ... would secm intuitivcly 
namral.:39- 



So, when Sach savs char hs "skepticism abour the d u e  of [nie belick 

is restricted to accounts that assign truth conditions largely compaclble widi 

cornmonsense intuition", he must mean our, presmt-day comrnonsense intuition md 

nos as he so oken suggests, cornmonsense intuition in generd. 

To concinue then, the second way in whch the causaI/fimrtional 

înrerpretaùon hinaion is partial invoIves die functional accounr of logical forniar. 

Stich savs: 

The wav in which the hct ional  account o f  logcd form resrricrs 
the domYi o f  the causal/tiinctional inrerpretation function is a 
bit Iess obvious, though no l a s  important. The tip of  the iceberg 
was dreadv noted in mv brief rernarks on the Iimications of the 
Tarskian Ath theor& where it was pointed out thai there is 
oniv a verv Iimited class o~consuucuons for which we know how 
to give a Ta&-sde account of  how the uuth conditions or 
referential properues of compounds depend on the ce feren tid 
properties of their cornponena. Once we g r  berond the w t h  
hcUona i  construcuons and standard quantifiers and attend to 
modal or adverbial or counterfactual constructions. it is not cven 
ciear what would count as  getting the scmantics nght. For. as 
Scotc Soarnes and Robert Stdnaker have noted. we simplr do not 
have for connecton. quantifiers. and other construct~ons yirthing 
Idce the causal ttieorv of reference for names and Land cerms. WC 
have noching that i d  d l  us wherher a proposed account of the 
recursive d e s  governing such consmctions is correcr or 
incorrect.:M] 

... Without some grnerd account of  what it is to get the reîunive 
clauses in a uuth definition righc. the o d v  cornpound mental 
sentences in the dornain of  che causal/functional cheorist's 
interpretauon fünction w d  be those bu& from the verv lirnited 
number of  consuuctions whose projected semantic properties are 
relativelv w d  underscood and for which WC aireadv have the 
requis1 te recursive ciauses.~-k 1 : 



Stich points out though that even i f  we could meet Ais requirenient. 

there would s n l l  be many mental sentence consmrctions for whch there are no 

adequate uuth theoretic r e m i v e  clauses. Here is whv Such cakes this co be tme:  

Fint. r e c d  diac the projecc of providing an account of rhe 
interprecaüon h c t i o n  is an exercise in explication rhar m u t  
ultimacelv be responsible to our intuitive judgments about content 
or uuth condiuons. Next. note thar in individuating the 
" ~ o n s ~ ~ c t i o n s * *  from which mental sentences arc built. &e 

patterns o f  causd interactions that they manifest play a central 
role. What rnakes a m e n d  semence a conjunction is the fact that 
it inreracts in orher sentences in wavs char mirror. bv and hg. 
what logic perrnirs. Sudarlv. we i o d d  idenu& modal. 
counterfastuaI, and other sorts of  consmcuons in a rnentd 
language (whether or not we have a suitable m t h  definition for 
such constructions; bv noting char the patterns of  inference they 
exhibit largeIV accords with what is intuitivelv logcdv possible. 
But. and th& is the central point. there are indefiktelY m y i y  
possible patterns of forniallu specifiable causd interactions m o n g  
mental sentences and thus indefmitely man. possible mental 
sentence consrnrctions. which admit o f  no i n t u i t i ~ e l ~  plausible 
semantic interpretation at aü. Most pzird~ formnl, syîrracruaf~ 
charactcriza61 partrms of intcructiotr mottg scrrtmrrs or wtll-fonnrd fomths 
havr no inttiitivcb pLnuibL snnanrirs. ... The spaie of fomallv 'or 
s~racticaUy:; plausible productions or cornpurations ;as&- 
ouuuns those that our intuitive semantics is prepared to interprer. 
- -42: - 

Stich concludes his discussion o f  the tirsr consequencc of the 

causal/funcuonal theon; of interpretation and introduces the h c r i o n ' s  second 

consequence - idiosvncrasy. 

What 1 propose to argue now is chat the causaI/functiond 
interpcetauon fimction is nor onlv limited. it is also highly 
idiosvnccatic. Even in the domain where it specifies 
interpretarions. there are lors of other hinctions that map mental 
states to uuth conditions :or propositions. or states of affairs. 



etc.;. and there is noching obviously superior or pretérable about 
the one sancrioned bv cornmonsense intuirion. 43 : 

Some discussion of the meanuig of the word "idiosvncratic" could wcll 

prove u s e M  here, parricdarly since Sach does not reved how he intends the word n> 

be understood. In a papa entitled, "The Anastylosis of Reason: Fi~ ing  Togetlicr 

Stich's Fragments", David H. Sanford, examines just this issue. Sanford's analrsis 

unfolds as follows. 

An Lidiosvncrasv is a peculiaritv paruculas to iü processor which 
express& the &ong individual& of  io processor. Sleeping with a 
fountain pen and a pad o f  writing paper under one's pdow is an 
idiosyncrasv. 'Eccenuicicy', uniike 'idiosmcrasy', implies 
sonsiderable devïation from the nom. Soaiuny one's feet in Diet 
Coke for an hour before each logic dass is m eccentricicy. 
Having one specific propery, a member of a genus that comprises 
a huge :even infmite) number of alternacive. mutuaUr 
incompatible. specific properties, is noc sufficient for idïos?ncrasy 
or for cccentricity. Evewne is unusual and unique in many 
respects. Thar  does not bestow everyone widi an individualin. 
strong enough for an id ïos~crasy CO  express.:-^: 

Sanford feek that what is missing in Stich's calk  of the idiosi-ncrasi- id 

justified or nue beliefs, and the causal/flnctiond interpreration function in nim. 1s 

dus "expression of suong individualitÿ". And, according to Sanford, witlioiit rhat 

telltale expression, idiosyncrasy is not present. Sanford asks: 

Does our culnird tradition have strong individualin-? The stock 
response, 'lompared CO what?. underlies the difficulty in applving 
chis concept to cultures, species. or possible worIds ro which wc 
beiong. If we agree with Stich that justification and m e  belief :as 
well as the causd/functional inrerpretation function: are each just 
one mernber of a large farmly. and we do not assume. without 
fürther reason. thar justification and m e  bclief -and the 
causal/ funcrionai interp ce tauon function L have o bvious 
advantages over the other members of die fmilr .  WC still lack 
grounds for the daims chat justification and c r u &  arc 



idiosycraric. Scich offen no addirional support t i r  his clainu u i  
idiosvncrq, which he repcats throughout hü min ;ugumcnt.~j: 

The preceding is offered onIv as a precautionm noce: and, for reasons 

of expediency. Stich's neaunent of the causd/fÜncrionaI interprerat~on fimcrion as 

an idiosyncratic h a i o n  wd now c o n ~ u e .  

In the process of explaining the idiosvncracic nature of clic 

causd/~ctional  account of interpretaûon Sach cakes a moment to exmitne hoiv 

causai theorists specifv which sort of chain fixes reference. 

transmission: 

T+ypicallv, these stories divide into rwo parts, one part focusing on 
the procw of "grounding" or "reference fixing," wherebv a name 
or predicate is introduced into a Ianguage to designate an object 
or dass of  objects. rhe other part focusing on the process of socid 
transmission wherebv the narne or predicate is paswd from one 
user to another, preserving the refermce that was fixed when rhe 
term was introduced. In each part. the cask for a serious causai 
cheorist is to speci$ the kinds of evenrs or processes that count as 
legicimate groundings or legitimate transmissions. And. as ever. 
an important part of the criterion of legitimaq is how weU the 
resui ting story accords wi th inniiuon.[46; 

More specificall~ Stich has dus to sav on reference fixing and 

When one looks ar die sorts of aîcouna of grounding and 
trmmission that ernerge, it appean chac in each iategory the 
dowable events are a mixed bag having at best only a iooscly knit 
fabric of f d Y  resernblances to tie thern togecher. Nor is ic  at ail 
surprising that chings mm out this way. Proper narnes and 
nicknames get affixed to d sorts of chings - babies. popes. batdes 
ships. breddast cereal, islands. wars. and yants. to name just a 
few - and the baptismal processes cypicaliy involved differ 
markediv from one sort of object to another. It is hard to believe 
chac rhev constitute anvthing llke a natural kind. The 
heterogeneity of incuitivelr acceptable groundings g o w s  even 

more extrerne when we consider the ways in which predicates 
corne to be paired wirh their extensions. 'Gold'. 'helium'. 



'asteroid*. électron*, 'kangaroo'. and 'superconducûvicv'. are. 
presurnablv. all natural kind t e m .  but their groundings are sure 
to have been very different from each other in d sorts of  wavs. 
The processes o f  reference-preservlig transmission are 
cornparablv diverse.i47- - - 

Stich assures us that this is not rneanr as a critickm of the causal theon- 

of reference and that what he ultimately wants to claim is 

Mv point is simpiy chat mv plausible elaboration of the causai 
sc&v will specifi lots of alLwable causal partem. The causai 
chai& linking r& rnentai tokens of the narnes oc rny children to 
the appropriace voung people are verv difrèrent (rom the causai 
chains iuikuig rnentai coken of 'Socrates* to Socrates. And 
bodi of these chains are notablv differenc from the one I&ng mi. 
m e n d  token of 'water' with water and the one Imkuig mv token 
of 'quark' widi quarks. What cies all these causal chains tqpxher 
is noc anv substantive properti. diac thev aIl share. Rather. what - - 

ries th& togedier is rhac cornmonsense intuition counts them dl 
as rehrence-fixing chaîns.148' - - 

Ar diis point Stich makes his fîrst move in the developmenr of Iiis 

argument for che idiosvncrasv of the causal hc t iona l  interpreration tlncrion: 

But now if ic is indeed the case that tommonsense groups together 
a hererogeneous duster OC causai chains. chen obviously there are 
going to be lots o f  equalfv heterogeneous variations on the 
comrnonsense dieme. These aitematives wiii depart from the 
cluster favoured by commomense. some in minor way and some in 
major ways. Thev w d  Irnk some mental words. or man,.. to 
objects or extensions different kom chose assiped br 
cornmonsense intuition. in douig so. thev wdI characterize 
alternative notions o f  "reference" - alternative word-worfd links - 
which we mighc c d  REFERENCE". REFERENCE'". 
REFERENCE"' and so on. And che onlY obvious cornplaint to 
lodge againsc manv of  these alternative schemes for nailing words 
onto the world is that thev do nor happen to bc the scheme 
sanctioned bv our cornmonsense inniitions.:-t9- - .  

As was mentioned earlier, it is viral l~  important to remember rhat 

whatever these other (interpreratxon) Functions which map mental srates ro rntrli 



funccions are, they musr. or ac leasr shodd, adhere tu Stichian standards of  a pmd 

interprecation function (see pages 22 and 73 above). Ir seems the onlv w a r  to achievc 

 th^^ is co assume chat Sgch means these alternatives depart, in rninor and major wal-S. 

kom the duster 

smctlv speaking. 

why we w o d d  

P 

favoured by our commonsense inmition and not cornionsensr. 

If it were othenvise, dien, as was arpued earlier, it is hard ro scç 

(or codd?) recognize than as viable. alcemarive standard 

mterpretauon tunctions. Ir should also be menaoned thar ro his credir. we do in 

fact see Stich being a l i d e  more careful 

obvious complainc ro raise against diese 

endorsed by our commonsense inmitions. 

in thrs mamer. He  daims thar the onL* 

alternative funcrions is that the\- are not 

From dus, it c m  be safelv inferred that, 

gwen his mterpretanon tuncnon standards, %ch is suggesring diese dtematives arc 

indeed sancuoned bp commonsense intuition, only not our present-da\- intuition. 

In a rare moment. Stich provides some examples to better Jlusrrarc Iiis 

commenn. One of  these examples uses Jonah from the Bible. Accordinp to Stick 

causaI theorists maintain the tm 'Jonah' can s d  refer to an historicaI perscin evcn if 

ail thefishy bits abour his life are fictitious. In diis way, reference is possible for rlic 

causal theorist even where there is widespread rnisraken belief abour the pcrson or 

object in question. Stich suggests that one of  the "equallv hererogeneous variarions 

on this cornmonsense theme" rnight involve widening the margin of cases wlicrc 

failed reference c m  occur. One wav to do this, in slighr opposition co rlie catisal 



cheorv of reference, would be to consider more instances of rnistaken beliet'or tnlst. 

information as indicative of failed refwence. In particular. Srich has in mind a hvbrid 

between che causal and the description-cluster theories o f  reference. This wotdd 

produce REFERENCES*, w h c h  are different From references, as decemllned undcr 

the causal theorist's formula. 

Let REFERENCE' be a word-world relation just Idce reference 
Save for che fatt thar if the rnajoriw of the :nontrivid: 
dacripuons a speaker associates with the narne a c m d v  apply to 
no one. chen che narne is empy Thus, if there was an hisrocical 
penon bouc  whom Iegend gradudy devdoped. 'Jonah' refen to 

this person though 'Jonah' REFERS' to no one. h o t h e r  
variation on the cornmonsense cherne - REFERENCE" - might 
gwe descriptions a sornewhat different role in d e t e m i n g  the 

reference of proper names. so thar 'Jonah' might end up 
REFERRING'" ro sorne long-forgotten ancient who acrudly did 
survive three da- in the bellv of an aquatic creature. .And 

REFERENCE"' might be designed so thar 'water' indudes in its 
EXTENSION"" not onlv HiO but also che fmous stuff that 
Iooks and castes just like it. XYZ. ... Alternatives o f  a slighdi* 
different sort can be generated by v+g die dowable patterns 
o f  transmission which preseme reference as a wocd is passed h m  
one speaker CO another.[so: 

Aker having thoroughlv laid out fus explmation of dtematire chewics 

of reference and theV correspondhg interpretation functions, Scich niakes rlic 

These aI temacive inrerpre tauon fùnctions are no c the mes 
sanctioned bv our intuitive judgrnents. The? s d c  us as wrong or 
inappropnate. But there is no reason CO 3 i d  that we could not 
reuain our intuitions or bring up our children to have intuitions 
verv different from ours. ... There is, in short. no reason to think 
thai these alternative interpretation functions rnighc not be the 
intuitivelv plausible ones for other people or br our own future 
selves. And there is no reason. or ar least no obvioi;s reawn. to 
think that people whose inmitions diverged from ours in these 
war-s wodd bc anv worse o K  It is in this sense that the 



causal/hctiond interpretation funcuon is noc onlr Ilrutcd but 
&O rdiosynîratu. Ic is one innrpretation h i t i o n  ynong many rhar 
srands  out arnong its  fellows principdv because ic is the funcuon 
favoured by locai. contemporq cornmonseme intuiuon and the 
largely unknown psychofogicd processes char underlie thac 
intuition.y5 I j 

There is much chat needs to be said regarding these fmd rernark; on 

the partialin. and idiosyncrasy of the causal/fiuimonal interpreration funcrion and 

the a r p e n t s  upon which these remarks rest. Discussion wd begin with the crnrral 

concepr at issue here - narnely, cornmonsense intuition - parricularlv since Sricfi 

neither analyses the concept nor provides us with an accounr of how he uses t h  

concept. Next , Stich's claim that there is "no reason to diink chat we i o d d  nor 

renain our intuitions or  bring up our chddren to have inmitions yen- difiirent froiii 

ours" w d  be examined. And h d y ,  Scich's declaracion thar there is no obvioiis 

reason to believe rhat alternative interpreration fùncrions would leave us anr worsç 

off w d  be scmrinized. 

Suice much o f  Stich's critique of the causal/fiinctional interpreration 

fiinct~on, dong with his critique of midi and crue beliefs, is concemiid wirfi 

intuition it seexns prudent to review some deficiencies in the notion of 

intuition whch Stich seems co be emplo\-ing. From rhe cani*assing o f  

Stich's arguments thus Çac and from much of what w d  folIow in the next section, ir 

is possible to read Stich as operathg on a somewhat restricted undersrandine of 

cornmonsense intuition. In fact, his entire scherna of  alternative interprcrarion 



functions seems predicated on a restricred conception o f  comrnonsense inmicion. Ir 

is resmcted in the sense that, for Sach, comrnonsense incuirion appears to mount n) 

a stauc, finite list of  intuitions. h dùs way, any and ail referenùd mappings L whicli 

are counterintuitive or a variation on the commonsense theme. are imrnediarcIr 

associated with alternative functions and considered viable cornpetitors for our 

commonsense uiterpretation fimaion. As evidence o f  &S. recall his daim that 

because commonsense does nodiuig more than group together heterogeneoiis ilusrcrs 

of causal chains, then obviouslv there are poing to be lots of  equalIr hereroceneoiis 

variations on the commonsense diane: and thar these alternatives will depart from 

the cluster favoured by comrnonsense, sorne in minor ways and some in major w a w  

He claimed thac consequendy diese akemacives w d  lmk sorne menral words, or 

man)-, to objecrs or extensions different from those assigned br comnionsensï 

inmition. He then says that these altenratiw functions are not the ones sancrioned b\- 

our intuitive judgrnents - thev snike us as wrong or inappropriate. But is chis how 

Our comrnonsense reallv works? And M e r ,  is ths an accurate and comprehensiw 

account of how genuùie cornpetition for our cornmonsense internrecation hmcrion is 

generated? Some observarions about the nature of 

indicate thar the answer on bodi accouna is, no. 

Cornmonsense is both a part of and the  

. . . . . . . . .. . 

1 

commonsense would secni ru 

producr of a drnanUc proccss. 

which rncludes the connnuous assumianon and assessmenr of new infornmion and 

-Ci 1 



experiences and rhe reassessmenr of old information 

chis process LicIudes die judgrnent or assessrnent of 

and Iogic - both new and old, as the c i r ~ r a n c e s  

and experiences. At ~iiininiruii. 

a r p e n t s .  evidence. reasonuig. 

dicrate. In die specific case of 

inrerprecation fkctions and the theones of refewice associared widi h m .  diese 

judgments are employed, dong with our cornmonsense intuiaons, in order ro decidc 

whedier a particular word-world rnapping is acceptable or noc In diis way. cvcn 

mappings whch are c~unterintuiti~e might be accepred bv our conuiionsensc 

inrerpreration flnction, on the grounds chat die evidence available and/or rlic 

reasoning/logic emploved (Le., die arguments ~resenred) are enough ro oiurrid'z otir 

cornmonsense inmirion about the counte~mitive nature of che mappinq. Also in 

this way then, comrnonsense intuition is not sratic, ir does nor consisr of a f i i r e  iist 

of unchanging intuitions. As overridiag considerarions demand. cerrain of oixr 

intuitions wdl have ro be amended or dropped whde othms wd be reinforced or 

reafKnned. T h e  interesting point, which Stich does not appear to recopizc. is tliat 

none of this requires the creation of cornpeting inrerprecacion füncrions. cach tiiiic 

our comrnonsense intuitions are amended or dropped. Stich's assumprion that rliç 

onlv wav word-world mappuigs whch are counterintuitive (diat is, not sançrioned bv 

our inmirive judgmenn) can be made intuitive is ro adopt an alternatiw 

interpretation fLnction seems unfounded. Our presenr-day h c t i o n  regilad 1- 

manages ro assurulate and accomrnodare counterintuitive mappings or rcfcrcnccs. 



For instance, the numerous developmenrs in sciencific rheon; which otien initiaIl\. 

presented hanselves as highlv councerin~tive. but whch were nonethelcss 

ultimately endorsed by our cornmonsense incerpretation function - Copemiciis' 

theory of the solar systan: Galileo's law for descending objects: Newton's inertia and 

gravicy (field) theories: Darwin's dieory of naturd sdection: : Lavoisier's disïoven- of 

oqgen: to name but a few. 

You mav also r e c d  rhat Stich suggesred we could rerrain otir 

inmitions or raise our chddren to have intuitions ochm than our own and in this wai- 

we codd effectiveIV embrace and operate on alternative inrerpretation huictions and 

the counrerinmiuve mappings they endorse. However, as has been suggested. the 

dynamic process of intuition amending and forfeiting does not necessarilv reqitire thr 

adoprion of  altemarive interpretacion functions in every case - or maybe ercn in an\- 

case - that a counte~ni i t ive  rnapping occurs. Our inrerpretation h c t i o n  and the 

notion of comrnonsense associated with it is highly adaptive. Our cornnionsense 

function regularlv engages in the amendment and forfeiture of existing inn~irions and 

the adoption o f  new and oken counterinniitive intuitions. In facr, it wodd be safc n) 

characterize the nature of comrnonsense intuition (and the parricular inniirions ir 

produces) as highlv mutable and open-ended. Therefore, char we should or cotild 

retrai~l our intuitions, so ro speak. in order ro accommodare counterintuitivc 

mappings is nothhg new ro our cornmonsense inrerpretacion fimction. rhercbv 



making. ar leasc in some cases, the adoption of degedlv aitemative timcrions 

This is not CO Say that some councerintuirive mappings simply coiild 

noc be accommodated by us, and dierefore a genuine alternative interpretarion 

funcrion might be the result In such a case, if we decided chat the adopcion of siicli 

an dtemarive interpreraüon fünction was in our besc interests, then we woitW likclv 

have co retrain ourselves or raise of children ro have intuitions other chan our owri. 

But whar would dus uaining and remairing be me? Cmauilv ic seems possible rliar. 

wich some rigorous renaining, we rnight fmd that new and different intuitions (and 

inrerpretation fünctions) codd become "wd-entrenched" in those of us wh« operarc 

on our present-day set of inmicions. As ro the children. it  also s e e m  possible t;)r 

altemative intuitions and hc t i ons  ro become well-entrenched: althoiigh. how 

well-mtrnichd thev would be is somewhat dubious since the effectiveness of a reaclier 

(parenr), whose well-entrenched, preexistïng intuitions are differenr from rhose hein- 

taughc, would have to be called into question. Thts is especidi true if wc acicpr 

Stich's characterizarion of the psychological processes that underlie intuition as. 

"Iargelv unknown". Depending on how, and if, these ps~chologicd processes unfold. 

training and reuaining in J i i s  area might prove a radier difficult. if not impossible. 

task. In the end, one wodd have thoqht some argument was in order for Sricli's 

c l a h  that there is no reason to thmk we codd noc rerrain our intuitions or raise oirr 



chrldren ro have inmitions ocher than our own - rhar is, councerinruitions char coirlci 

not be accommodated by our present-dav cornmonsense intuition. On the otliçr 

hand, it seems pIausibIe that cultures odier than ours could harbour weII-enrrenclied. 

preexisting inmitions different from our own. 

The &al claim of Such's which needs to be scmrinized is that there [s 

no obvious reason to t h id  that inrerpretation füncnons which diverged from ours 

would Ieave people any worse off. As rhe previous ~ a r a g r a ~ h  indicates. no senoiis 

objecrions are to be registered with respect to die possibilin. of alremative ~nniirions 

and interpretation hct ions.  However, chis does not &en give Stich a frec hand to 

daim there is no obvious reason to think that uiterpretacion funcrions which divergcd 

from ours wodd not Ieave us or our chddren or other cultures an\- worse off: Hc 

needs ro provide an argument for this, because inniirions c m  be misguided or 

mistaken, resulting in serious consequences. Some of the wavs in which dtematirr  

uiterpretauon tLnctions codd leave us worse off are broughc ro center stase in rIic 

following criticüms from Fred Dretske and Alvin Goldman. 

Fred Dreake, ratha prapaticallv, is curious how this is dl supposed 

to work in concrece cases. He provides the foUowing example: 

Consider the brain state that, on Our IosaI cornmon-sense 
interpretation fkct ion,  is assigned die content - die door is 
closed. Whac content mighc this brain Stace be assigned on some 
al temacive interpretation funcuon? W d .  a h o s  t anrthing. I t 
iould. 1 suppose. be given thc content: there are gÏraff& in Africa. 
... O r  'geccing a Iitde closer to home. iausallv speaking; mi. brain 
state might be assigned the content: The bedrcwm window is 



open. Or: mv car w d  not srart. ... It is. of course. hard to see whi. 

one would wanc co assign an- content ocher chan somc 
proposition abouc the door. since it is the door 1 sec. che relevant 
suce of my nervous sysrern is being caused by some sute of die 
door ,~resurnablv. its being dose+ and 1s. in mm, causdly 
engaged in door-opening behavior. Of what possible value could 
an interpretation h c t i o n  be thac gave me.. . irrelevanc beliefs :te: 

about giraffez. windows. and cars) - irrdevanc for the purpose oT 
expiaining and understanding the causal interactions in which die 
brain suce is engaged? Such is nghr abour one thing - if we are 
noc iareful about the interpretation h c t i o n .  che value of uuth is 
no longer obvious. But this shows not that uuth is noc a value. 
buc thac it is the wth of whac we actudlv believe .:on the 
standard interpretation h c t i o n >  that is the value. ... What we 
value is the uuth of the belief chat che door is closed because i t is 
the vuth of this belief thac helps explain whv I open. rather than 
run into. the door I see.[52: 

Dretske provides a f i d e r  analogy to 

reasons whv we should value the causal/hctionaI 

m e  beliefs it can produce. 

better dernonsrrate the obv~oiis 

interpretation b c r i o n  and dic 

The irtterpretation h c t i o n  :for these beliefs' 1s. I suggest. about 
as obvious ::and Jiis is vrry obvious:. as  chat for simple gauges and 
insrnimencs - the speedorneter in mp car, for instance. When the 
pointer is at n. die standard interprecation for the device a s s i p  it 
the content. " p u  are going n d e s  an hour." We could. I 
suppose. arsign ir a differenr meaning - thar 1 had. sav. 11 gallons of 
gas Ieft. or that mv oil pressure is n. or chat 1 am going I / i i  

rmles/hour. On these interpreotions, truth ,:actudlv mth' or 
mu&") wodd not 1 agree be of rnuch value. It wouid nor be o f  
much vdue because the device is not causdv engaged with chese 
conditions {the conditions defming its m t h  ïonditiom~ in such a 
wav as to CO-varv with hem when things are workmg righr. For 
su;h devices, jus; as for beliefs. we want uuth conditions to be 
conditions the device is capable of trading, conditions about which 
the belief ;:under n o d  conditions; c h e s  information. But 
chat. 1 suggest, is exactlv what the standard uieerprctation function 
does for our perceptual belietS.;S: 

Dretske is quick to point out chat what he has said abour tnirli and rlic 

interpreration Function associated with our cornmonsense inmition has equal h~rcc  



where the behefs are other than direct obsentational beliefs. To demonsrrate this 

point, Drerske emplovs. the now f d a r  example of J- Fodor b e i q  invited to 

lecture in anocher srate and alI parties (Fodor and his hosts) successfÜUv rneetinr in 

the airporc at die appointed time. He says that under any other interprerarion 

h m o n  this "amazuig convergence" wodd not have materidized. H e  continues: 

W this 7s: - perfecdy explicable, not to mention 'barring 
accidents. etc.; coutineiv predictable, bv appeal ro whac. on the 
cornmon-sense inrerpretation fünction. these people believe. 1s 
chere any reason to th& this function. and the idea o t  mth chat 
goes wich it. usef;l? I should sav char the reasons are 
o v e n v h e h g . i ~ r :  

GoIdman too makes s d a r  observations regardhg the efiicasi- of 

alternative inrerpretation functions. Golbnan recogruzes the conclusion Sriili 

inrends to draw tiom his parEaLty and idiosyncras argu.menrs and paraphrases ir as 

follows: "Once we leam about alternative LF.s [inreqxetation fimctions 1, w l i ~ -  

should we value being in brain states that cum out crue on the ordinan- I.F. (rnic 

beliefs) rather than brain stares that turn out m e  [or as Stich says TRLZ" ...' 1 on 

some nonstandard l.F .... ?";s: 

... many of the non-standard I.Fs would nor link up with action in 
helpM ways. Suppose thac braui scare B* is linked via a 
non-standard reference to an item X that wouId be a usefui 
i m m e n c  for achieving a certain goal: and suppose chat Bo is 
assimed che content, "X wodd be useflll," which is true. But aiso 

Q 

suppose chat Be is so connected with other brain states as ro lead 
the agent to grasp and deplov object Y, not X. 'It is not clcar 
diac Such's constrainrs predude kis.) Then though Ba is [rue on 
the non-standard 1.F .... there is not much utilitv in it. We have 

Iess reason to value it instrumendy &an ro value a 

iorresponding m e  beliet: since ordham beIief is linked 
appropriatelv with action. To bc sure. some non-standard I.F. 



mighc be adequady comected with acuon. ... We necd not 
restnct ourselves to vduing one categon- rather dian mocher.;~a: 

66 It is important to note thac when Goldman savs non-standard 

interpretation function", he means a function other than die one sanccioned by our 

cornmonsense intuition and not a ncbstandard function as determined under Stichian 

Uiterpretarion function standards. Goldrnan is confident that a principle c m  bc 

found in, what he CA, the notion of "the intirnacv of action Iinkage" (linkacc 

benveen beliefs about what is useful and our goals), which w d  allow us to adequarcli- 

compare interpretation functions. I t  is interesting to note thac Stich o f i k  no 

response co this line of critictmi in the March 199 1 S\mposium 

It would seem then that chere are certain constraints to be placed upon 

the, as Stich describes ir, indefinite nmnber of alternative inrerpretation functions. of 

which diere is purportedly no obvious reason ro t b k  would leave us any worse oft. 

Sach has h d f  sec "standards which ans theory of interpretarion aspires ro meer". 

Presumablv, should a parridar interpretation function fail to meet diese srandards 

dien, it is either infenor or possiblp not an interpretarion fimction at d. If we accepr 

what Dretske and Goldman have to say on the matter, then in addition ro rhese 

standards, an interpreraaon fimction musc not produce irrelevant belieb. For 

Goldrnan, the fùnction musc complv with his, "action M a g e  principle". wliere rlic 

h c t i o n  in question needs to produce beliefs which are i n t h a t e l ~  comected w~tl i  

the actions one rakes in the pursuit of one's goals. A suntlv sort of constrainr is 



offmed bv Drecske, widi die added feature that, in the case of direcr obscrvariond 

beliefs, inrerpretation fùnctions, which f d  ro explain the causal interactions in which 

the brain state is engaged (Le.: direct percepaon), are irrdevanr. and possibls even 

h d .  For Dretske, a good uiterpretation b c t i o n  and the beliefs it prodiiccs 

must estabhh auth conditions which are conditions that can be trackpd conditions 

about whtch die belief in question (under normd conditions) carries information. 

Let's cake a moment now to examine one of Stich's own examples 

an alternative inrerpretation h c t i o n ,  which is sanctioned by an alternative set u t  

cornmonsense intuitions, in order ro derermine whether, as Stich claims, tfiere 1s no  

obvious reason CO th& someone operating on dils alternative would be an?- worsç 

off than ourselves. He says that REFERENCE*" rnight be rhe restilt. of a hmctÏon 

whch gave 'warer' the EXTENSION*"" H O  and die famous stuff (whr not t h  

vimially unknown stuff?) that look and tasres just U e  ir. XYZ. Stich says: 

... the "standard" causal/Functional interpreution funcuon wodd 
map che belief that I express bv . saving . 'There is no water on the 
sun' to the proposition 3iac there is no Hz0 on die Sun. while the 
in tecpretation Function based on REFERENCEa** would map 
the belief to die proposition bac there is no Hz0 or XYZ on the 
Sun. ..b whiie the tnrerpretauon function based on the 
inruitivelv sanctioned notion of reference mighr specifi- that a 
certain b&ef token of mine is m e  if and oniy if diere is'no H20  
on the sun. an uiterpretauon hction based on REFERENCE*e' 
would specify that the sarne belief token is tme .:or. better. 
TRUE"*> if and only if there is no HzO and XYZ on cbc Sun. 
-57- - .  

Some elaborarion would seern to be in order hue. Generallr speakiny. 

the individual who operates on this interpreracion fünction. the one that maps 'ivarer' 



onto H20 and XYZ, is saying either that die nanual kind rem. 'water'. rcfers ro a 

dass of objem o f  which H20 and XYZ constinire a single member, or. char rlic 

natural kind temi, 'watm', refers to a dass of objeca of whch HLO and XYZ 

constitute two separate and d i s ~ c t  objecrs. This, it is assumed, is fairlv obvious. 

For the record, Stich should be read as taking H20 and XYZ to be separate mci 

d i s ~ c t  objecrs, w i h  a class o f  objects. In d i i s  way, 'wacer' is a nacurd kind remi 

which refers to a class of objects in the world, o f  which H20 and XYZ arc separarï 

and d i s ~ c t  members. When Sach says that 'water' has as its EXTENSION'"' t h  

stuff chat l o o k  and tastes jus[ like H20, fie should be read as irnpluing char this iti!@* 

is not, smcdv spealung, HzO, bur somediing diat looks and tastes just like ir. In rhis 

way, H20 and XYZ are not ontologtcdy idenacal - one and the sarne Iund or t!-pc 

of  objecr. The  difference, perfiaps, is at die molecular level - heuw wiiter Iooks and 

castes just like H20. but it isn'c! 

At any  rate, let's proceed svstematicalIv and consider the firsr sasc. 

Would the person operaàng on the interpretation fimction which mappcd 'warcr' 

onto (among other objects) one object whch has two retiremial ternvi (in this casc. 

H20 and XYZ) be any worse off than mvself, who operares on Our cornmonsense 

inniiaon inrerpretation function? If everyone in die culture uses rhe sariic 

inrerpretation h c t i o n ,  shares the same intuitions, and perforrns the same mappings 

(aldiough there is nodiuig in Srich's position that requires am- of this), the answer is 



likely, no - chis person would not be any worse off. So. when the chernisr a s h  ticr 

assistant for 50 ml of water, the assistant can reach for die borde marked H20 or the 

one marked XYZ, ir rnakes no diffaence. It  is important to recognize here thar if 

is whac Stïch has in rnind, chen he has not produced an inrerpretacion h c r i o n  

whch is in any sipificanc wav different from the one we now use. @tir 

cornmonsense interpretaaon fiinaion involves many instances of objects and classes 

of objects being referred to by more than one referential terni - e-g., Morning Srar 

and Evening Star or dogs and canines. In ch particular case, 'water' is simplr beiny 

used to refm to a class of objects, one member of which is referred to bi- nvo 

referentid terms XYZ and HzO. Altemativelv, the term 'stars' would refer to  a class 

of  objects. one mernber of which (Venus) is referred m by nvo referenrial temn. 

Moming Srar and Evening Star. 

Under die second case, wodd someone be any worse off. dl things 

being equal (evmone in the culture shares the same interprerarion h c t i o n .  

intuitions and mappings), if 'water' had as its EXTENSION*** (anlong otliçr 

objects) nvo separare and distinct objecrs within a class of  objects? (Again, this is 

what Stich shodd be seen CO be proposing.) The answer, it seem, is a Iircle niorc 

complicated and die particrilars mate die difference. The particdars are concrmed 

w ith marcers involving communication, ceachuig, leaming, and practical utilïty Tlic 

complication is compounded bv the fact that die ovo objecrs or classes of objccn 



rnighc break down in die following wav: both objecrs (or classes as ~r were) could 

exist or one could exist and che othm could be nonexistent. 

Our conmonsense intuitive fùnmon makes eveq- effort possible to 

distinguish benveen objects and classes of objects which are sipificandy differenr. 

The sigmficance of any différence Ci ofcen. but not dwar*s, a matter of pracriral 

uulity. (Stich wodd have us Junk thar it is pur& a maner of cornmonsense 

intuition when ir cornes to the causal/hcrionaI incerpreracion hct ion) .  For 

instance, does ir make any difference, from our pracacal viewpoinc. wherhcr all rliç 

white smff that f d s  in the Arctic is referred CO bv the single referenrid r e m  'snow' 

or divided into frfo; different referentid terms, as the Inuit do? For us, diere is no 

practicd need for all of these divisions, which d i s ~ ~ s h  between the "grades" of 

Arccic snow. The Inuit, for reasons of practical uulitv. do require these distinctions. 

This mappirrg difference between us and the Inuit, however, does nor mean thar WC 

operate on different interpreraaon fiuictions which posit the existence of differcnr 

objeca or classes of objects whch we consider counterintuitive. In facr, there is good 

reason to bbeeve chat we operate on the same function. but we ernplor i t  wirli grearcr 

scrutiny- or more exacrimde in differenc areas. as the  circumstances demmd. In rliis 

way, both the huit and I agree that snow exists: and 1 do not deny the existence d 

che 50 grades of snow which chev discinguish - the distinction is not counterintuiriïc 

to either of us. This scenario, intcrestingli. enough. is nor something chat Sricl~ 



considers. Surely, one interprecation function in the hands of diserent people r i d l  

o h  produce rnappings or mate reference to objecrs which noc e v m  individual 

employing the b c t i o n  would necessanly consider - notice that  "concede" was not 

used here - but whch  wodd &O not be seen as cornterinmitive. 

A lirde doser to Sach's example. what's going on benveen rhe Inuit 

and us is much like what happens when 'wacer' gets mapped onto thhgs like pure 

water, salt water, stagnant water, or even h e a q  wacer. Norice thar there are adjecriies 

daced in front of the word 'warer' in each o f  rhese cases. The reason for rhis is rfiar 

our cornmonsense interprecation fhction, 

with significant diffaences and surelv there 

water and plain old water - whde they share 

properties (e-g.. s d a r  Geezing and b o h g  

as has been rnenrioned, concerns irsclt 

is a significanr difference benvccn hcan- 

man}; o f  the same phpical and cheniisal 

points), warer contains hrdrogen atmfi 

and genadlv can't krlI vou: heavy water. on the other hand, contains the tirdrogcn 

isotope. deuterium, and can prove very hazardous to yoiu health. Imagine I had a 

glass of heaw water sitting in front of me and mÿ girlfriend asked, "1s that watcr?". 

atternpting CO h d  out if 1 was t h g  a nip of vodka perhaps. What would nu- 

answer be? If 1 were to Say ves, chen, smc& speakuig, 1 would nor be I\+uig. On  rlic 

ochm hand, ouf intuition tells us that 1 have not exactly told the whole referential 

story here. If she were to chen ask for a d d  of  the water, a complete and morc 

accurare answer would be irnmediatelv forthcoming! Notice that Stich's XYZ 1s 



described as Iooking and tasting just Iike H20. I am told that h e a n  water ïoidd bc 

similady- described. If. when t&g about hts dtemative inrerpreration h c t i o n .  

'water' is to be mapped onto HzO and XYZ, and XYZ is commed dong the lines 

o f .  Say, heav}; warer or pure water or dirry water. then no serious objections need bc 

registered: other than ro point out chat under some circumscances the use of rlic 

referential terni water to llooely refer to objects such as heaw water. salr watcr and rhc 

Lke could have undesirable consequences (e.g., rny girlfriend unknowinglï askinp for 

a drink of mv- hcavy water). Li other words. the terrn 'XYZ' wodd have ro bc 

communally recognized and distinguished bv the users as fining into the sanie sort of 

category as srapanc, heav  or stenle water. The reason there are no seriotis 

objections to be made here is char Stich has. once again. not a c m d v  produced an 

alremative interpretation fünction. Our cornmonsense. intuitive funcrion alreadi- 

performs exacdy 3us task - as rlIuscraced by die h u i r  and heaw warer examples. So. 

when the c h u t  asks for 50mI of  wacer, the assistant knows she means H-0 

(provided thev share a common language, set of intuitions, etc.). othenvise rlic 

chemist would have requesred XYZ specifically, if Aar were what she desircd. Oncc 

again, diis is because 'water' onlv luusely refers to heaw water, sragnanc warer. salr 

warer, etc.: as i t  would &O o d y  loosrly refer to XYZ. 

There is anocher possibilicy here. Water tieezes, it nims co slush or 

steam. Ice. slush and s t e m  are dl differenr referentid r e m  which are emplowd ro 



fachtate pracucaf distinctions beween die various f o m  or scates in which warer can 

be found. Under our intuitive interpretation function, however, no one maps clic 

word 'water', even loosely. onto ice or steam or slush. For instance, no one who asks 

for scorch and water expects to see ice cubes in rheir dnnk when they receive it. On 

the ocher hand, no one o p e r a ~ g  on our intuitive fùncnon would suggest thar ice. 

steam and slush are not simply forms of warer - &er d, ice is frozen warer. So. 

Stich could mean by his dternative incerpretation function chat 'water' is mappcd 

onto H20 and XYZ, and XYZ is ltke ice or s t e m  in h respect. Again. no S C ~ O I I S  

objections would be regisrered. The chemist who asks for 50 ml of warer does nor 

expect the assistant ro bring h a  50 ml of ice or steam - she wants liquid HQ. .And 

if 3ie chanisr and the assistant share the same language. intuition, etc.. rhen rhc 

assistant would know to fûmÏsh the chemist with liquid HQ - much as rhc 

bartender would know to pur water in the scotch, not ice cubes. So once again. diere 

is n o h g  new being introduced here. Our cornmonsense inrerpretation kmction 

regularlv makes these mapping distinctions. Ac anv rate, i t  seems unlikelv thar Scich 

means for us to consme his XYZ dong the same lines as ice or steam: for ochenvisc. 

he would nor have given i t  the propenies of looking and rustirrg ~usr like H20. 

in the possibiliues examuied thus far, it would seem thar the degcd 

alternative Function, which maps 'warer' onro H20 and XYZ, is, in point of facr. not 

a distinct alternative at all, but a h c t i o n  which produces mappings ocir 



cornmonsense interpretation h c t i o n  wodd happilp sanction were it presented wirli 

the opportunity. But now, if the alternative interpretation funcrion involved a 

mapping which saw 'water' refming to HHrO and XYZ, noc in the senses cdked 

about above (i.e., heavy water and ice), but where 'water' refers to the separare and 

discinct objects H20 and XYZ where diese objects were thernselves nor 

discriminared in a fashion s i d a r  to that found in the case of heavv water and ice. ufc 

wodd certady run inco diffidies. In such a case, objections can be lodged. Lrndcr 

our interpretation h c t i o n ,  as has been said, we have manv instances where two or 

more referenad rerrns refer to one object (or classes of objects, as it were) - notice. 

Moming Star and Evening Star. But we do not have, or at least we tn. co awid, cases 

of one referentid term r e f b g ,  without means of discriminarion. co two or niurc 

disrincr and separate objecrs or chses  of ob~ects (nanird kuid terms behg clic 

exception). The reason for dus is clear and has been hinted at dready. For instance. 

if the chernist asks her assistant for 50 ml of water, what 1s the assistant ro do - bring 

H20 or XYZ? Thev are, afier d, separate and distinct objects which are simrlarlv 

refmed to by die tm 'water', but which themselves are no1 dien distinguislied in clic 

language. In other words, the referential term 'water' refers to both H20 and XYZ 

as though they were che same &hg, as though there was no distinction or differrncc 

between hem, so the assistant has no way of  knowing for sure which subsrance rlic 

chemist wants. But su& the difference here might make aU the differenie in rlic 



world! In dus way, were Stich's alternative interpreration function ro appli- across 

the board and map singIe refmenual temis or  words onto 3, 4. 70 or emn 700 

separate and distinct objects or classes o f  objects withour means of  hrrhcr 

distinction between the objects, communication would be made considerablr morc 

dificult, if not ixmossible. Even the tele~hone companv knows the commimications 
L L 

problem which would ensue were they to assign 

one separate and d i s ~ c t  residence or business. 

Once commurilcauon is thwarted, 

A I 

one telephone number ro more tlian 

or prevented, die praccical tirilin- of 

dus inrerpreration funcaon and ics mappings is made dubious. Imagine ïnstead rliar 

diis function mapped 'water' onro 6 separate and distinct objects, which tlicm.sc11.c~ 

were not discriminated in the language. The chernist would presumablv (but nor 

necessanlv under Stich's account) know whar shr wanted, but the assistant would 

only be p i c h g  up objecrs randomlv - "No, not that wacer the other water. No! Tlic 

orher water!", shouts the chemist. How about teaching someone a languagr chat 

emploved dus sort o f  uirerpretaaon function. where a word is mapped onro niorï 

dian one separate and distinct object or class o f  objecrs with no means to distingtiisli 

benveen die referents- You might begrn, as the teaching of lanpages ofien does. bv 

poincing CO one object, say H20, and uttering, 'water'. Then \-ou would point ro  

another separate and d i s ~ c t  object, perhaps 7-up soda pop, and sar, 'warer'. .And 

dien another separate and distinct object. for insrance white maple synip. and sa!. 



'water': and another and anodier ... IncidentalIv, chere is nohing in Sricli's 

explanaaon of  alternative interpreration fûnctions chat precludes diese other objecrs 

k o m  not "looking and t a s ~ g "  anythmg Iike the ffist. Bv dits ir is meant char 

another alternative hrnction mighc map 'water' onco the infamous sniff, ABC. char 

doesn'c look or taste an+g like H20. In each of  these cases, the person leaming 

the laqpage is rold that 3ie tenn 'water' equdy refers to alI of these subsrances (or 

objects) without an)- fùrther means of  drs~gurshing die substances. Ar niinimiuii. 

die word 'water' wodd cease to have anv (usefd) meaning for this person and for clic 

The last possibhtv to consider is thac under diis alremariw 

interpretation funcrion the word 'water' might refer ro nvo separate and distinir 

objects, one of whtch existed, the other of  whch did not - Say, H20 exists and W Z  

is nonexistent. Our intuitive interprecation funmon d o w s  for reférenàd temi?; or 

words to refer to nonexistent objects - 'imicorn', for instance. Howcver. oiir 

interpretarion h a i o n  does not allow for the mapping of a word ont0 boch an 

existent and a nonexistent object or class of objects. W o d d  someone whosc 

interpretation function d o w e d  for d i i s  son of mapping be anv worse off tlian 

someone who u h e d  our cornmonsense h c t i o n ?  Well, a unicorn can be descnbcd 

in considerable derad A representation of one c m  be r a ~ o o e d  on mi- ami .  

Presumabl- then. the nonexistent object. XYZ. could be sunJarl\ described. In fact. 



Stich begïns the description for us, saving that it is famous and looks and rasres ~usr 

Iike -0. But if die same chemisc were to request 30ml of water. onlv ro bc 

h h e d  with an empty beaker (allegedIv containing XYZ), then ir's likelr hcr 

assistanr wodd finally be replaced. 

From diis andysis of the H20/XYZ example, it should be clear char 

Stich's undefended daim that there is "no obvious reason to thhk thar people whose 

innùaons diverged fiom ours in Jiese wavs would be ans worse off' is in need of 

considerable de fme  and qualficarion. This is not to sav char rhere are not people 

with intuitions whch are diffment fiom ours or that sorne of those alternative 

intuitions mighr noc Ieave them any worse O& I t  is just to say that it is anything biir 

obvious. From the ~receding analysis, it should &O be clear that these altemarive 

intuitions might not be in strict opposition to our commonsense inmirion. In rliis 

wav, these alrernatives mighr resdc in mappings we have not acrually made. but not  

in mappings we would be unable to endorse under our present-dav cornnionsense 

inniaon. As such, diese alternatives would, so to speak. come under otir 

commonsense intuition umbrda, in chat diey would uItirnateIy not be consrn~ed as 

counterintuitive. There may &O be people whose intuitions and resdtant riiappinys 

do diverge from ours. and would not be endorsed bv our cornmonsense inrerpretarion 

fhct ion.  In these cases, the preceding analvsis was desiped to demonsrrate Iiow 



divergent mappings and interpretation funcaon~ mtghc in facr leave someone worsç 

off. 

This discussion o n  the nature of our cornmonsense intuition and 

Stich's understanding of it should help cl& the parameters of his norion of 

competing inrerprerarion funcaons (including the rheories of reference and rntth 

associared widi rhem) and the beliefs they produce - a notion &ar pemeates rlic 

By way of introduction to the nexc sec t~on ,  Stich's closing commcrirs 

regarding rhe imporc of hs arguments for  die  partialin and idios\ncrasi- of tlic 

causal/fwicrional interpretation hinction should be addressed. 

One consequence of all this is chat when it cornes to deciding 
what we ce& value in our doxastic states and in the processes 
that generate diem. uuth has lots of cornpetition. .Liy given sec 
of bdief rokens thac 1 rnight have w d  conrain a certain 
percencage. sav it, of m e  belie6. The but same -sic- set will alw 
contain a certain percentage. ne. of TRUE" beliefi. a certain 
percencage. na*, of TRUE" beliefs, and so on for indefiniteIr 
manv variations on the intuitivelv favored semantic theme. 
Moreover. in general n t ne F n" ...S ir  will often be the case - 
that when we increase our percentage of m e  bdiefs, we wiII 

decrease our percentage of TRUE' (and/or TRüE". and/or 
TREea' ...; beliefs. If we redv  value m e  belicfi, presurnsblv wc 
won't much care about giving up TRUTH' or TRUTH*'.:~~: 

But what exactlv îs the nature of truth's cornpetition? n i e  answer 

involves discussion of the essence of the distinction berween. as Srich says, "plain old 

truth" and TRUTH** ...O, m e  beliefs and TRUE* *...* beliefs, and rmth condirions 

and TRUTH CONDITIONS'*...*. Ir wd be arped char this particular merhod of 



d i s ~ c t i o n  (i-e., h e  use of capitalization and asrerisks) and the reasoning upon rvhiïh 

ir is based causes Stich ro fakely condude thar alternative interpreration hmcrions 

wd resulc in dternative, c o r n p e ~ g  concepts of nuth - or as he saYs, TRLTH*" ...". 

Ultimatdy, it will be argued that Stich has created the illusion of competing k i d  or 

concepts of mith and this caL into question his argumentation agaÏnsr rtic 

(instrumental or inminsic) value of nue belief, which is predicated upon there b e i q  

c o m p e ~ g  notions or concepts of truth. 
L 

in it'. 

Let's start with the simplest sentence - 'That beaker has 5 0 d  of warcr 

Now, smcdv speaking, dus arrangement of s~mbols, referred to as a sentence. 

- .  - .  
has no meanrng. Unce the sentence has been given meanmg, however, it becomes a 

srarement or a proposition. And giving such a sentence meaning involves ernplovinY . - 

concepts nich as r e fmce ,  truth conditions, and Iogical format or relations - in otlier 

words, an uiterpretation flnction. In mm, once diese concepts are applied t i ~  a 

sentence, we c m  dien sensibly speak of the mrdi value of die srarement. This. of 

course, sounds very much like Scich's explanation of how a brain scate token. bv wav 

of an interpretation function, can acquire the semantic properries of meaning and a 

mth vdue. Thus, fiom what has been said so far, it should be clear diar 

interpretation h c t i o n s  and meaning go hand-in-hand. That is, once vou appli an 

interpretation function to a sentence, or brain state token as ir were, voii give i r  a 

particular meanuig. It foilows from dus that where meaning has been provided. so 



too have auth conditions and dtimatelelv truth values. To use Stich's example of rhc 

term 'water', if there are nvo distinct uiterpreration functiom beine applied to the 

sentence, 'That beaker has 50mI of water in ît', then the staremenrs which arc 

produced WLU have two Merent meanings. For instance, inrerpreracion fimaion A 

might gwe the term 'water' the extension H30 and interpreration function B might 

have H20 and XYZ as the extension (or in Suchian terrns. the EXTENSION*) of 

the temi 'water'. This, of course, w d  &O result in diffeienr tmth conditions for 

various starexnenu whch ernplo~ the temi 'water'. So, the statement, "Thar beakcr 

has 50ml of wacer in ir," w d  be m e  under funmon A if diere is only H20 ru bc 

found in the beaker - dus could be seen as the product of our causal/fÛncrion 

interpreracion flnction. Funccion B, on the other hand, wil l  set TRLTH 

CONDITIONS* for che srarement such thac both H20 and XYZ must be in t h  

beaker for die scatement to be TRUE*. Notice the use of caps and a s t e d a  Iicrc. 

S tich emphasizes the distinction between the componenrs of altemarive interpreta tion 

bc t ions  (i.e., the dieory of refmnce used, the tmth conditions which arc 

established. etc.) and those of the causal/fÜncuonal interpretation h c t i o n  b\- 

capîralizing and placing asterisks after those components w h c h  are generarcd bv clic 

alternatîves. In Jus way, Stich deLneates between m e  beliefs, cruth conditions md 

mith, as affüiaced wîth che causal/hctiond interpretation fiuiction: and 

TRUE** ...* beliefs. T R W  CONDITIONS**...", and TRUTH" "...". as 



associated with some altemaave function which is not sanctioned by our prrsent-da!- 

commonsense inmition (e.g., syntactic inrerpretation hc t ions .  

causal/description-ciuster funmons, the fimction that maps 'water' onto H20 and 

XYZ, etc.). 

It is clear dien that diffaenc interpretation h c u o n s  applied ro die 

same sentence (or as Such sometirnes says, wd-formed formula) wd prod~icc 

different staternenrs, in that the statemenm wd have different meanings. So. wliilc 

sratemenrs having different rneaning can share the same sentence or svmboIic fomiar. 

they are c e n d  not Jie sarne statemenrs preciselv because thev have difierent 

meanings. And in as much as thev have different meanings thev also have different 

truth conditions associated with them. This much, both Stich and 1 c m  agree upon. 

We shodd now turn our attention to the notion of uurh values. 

The generd ap~roach to determining the truth value of a statement - 

irrespective of which interpretation füncrion was emploved in determinkg trs 

rneaning - involves checking to see if the cruth conditions - be chev truth condirions 

or TRUTH CONDITIONS"" ..." - have been met. Dependkg on wherher t h -  

have been met or not. an appropriate trutnidi value is assigned. This is nothing new and 

n o h g  peculiar to the casual/fiinctionaI interpretation flnction. No matrer w liar 

the interpretation h c u o n ,  the uuth value of a statement is established in tliis 

mmer .  n s  process, you wd notice. has intentionally been described in radier 



vague temis, avoiding anv refaence CO words Lke nue or faIse. Thts is donc r o  

prevent anv potenual conflict with Stich's altemacive kids  or concepts of rnidi - 

TRLJTH'" ...O. G v e n  that Sach has not openly addressed or contested this feanirc 

of midi detemiinauon and given that his taIk of various mth condirions and theories 

of reference onlv makes sense if this understanding of mth deremnination is ar Ieasr 

racidv endorsed, it is assumed that whac has been said thiis far is something Sricli 

would have to accepr. 

So far then, Sach's chain fiorn sencence co T'RUE" ...' belief and 

TRUTH"' ...O goes somethmg U e  dits: An alternative interpretarion fimcrion is 

applied to a sentence. The sentence then becomes a srarement of belief, hauing a 

partidar meaning. Ernploving its dcemative theov of REFERENCE"", rllc 

interpretation h c t i o n  establishes TRUTH CONDITIONS'" for the starcmenr of 

belief. Should the TRUTH CONDITIONS*' be mer. dien die belief is deemed a 

TRUE" behef. Stich then condudes thac the resdranr T'RUE" belief and rlic 

noaon of TRUTH"" associated with ir are viable cornpetitors for plain old rnic 

beliefs and mth, diereby makmg it anithing but obvious char the latter arc 

(inrrinsicalIy or i n s t m e n t d y )  valuable. [Note: the details of how we deternunc 

whether die midi conditions have been mer is nor of inreresr to Stich here. Suice rliis 

issue is not imporrant to ~ I S  arguments, he concedes that there is some unproblcniaric 

way to make rhis derennination. See pp. IO-&- 105 of The Fr(~pnttiMrioti $ R r m u .  ) 



Allow me to tie chese fïrst points cogether and ac the sarne rinic 

encoutage their continuous recollection throughout w hat foIlows. Thus far, rwo 

wideiy acknowledged philosophical points have been scated: i) A single semence 

which is gwen different meanings would produce scacemenrs haviq diffezent 

meanings and scarements having different meanings w LU have different r n i  rh 

conditions: and ü) The cru& value of a statemenr is detemilied bv examinhg clic 

mth condirions of the statement to see if they obrain. Both these points are nor in 

contenaon. They are considered valid Vrespecûve of the particdar interpreration 

b c u o n  undm discussion. 

Because Stich is rather vague about whar he takes 'mith' ro mean. WC 

need ro more cIosely examine the meaning of two r e m i s  found in Stich's lexicon: 

mich and truth condiuom or, as 9 were, ?RUTH'" ...' and m L T H  

CONDITIONS**...*. 

Mvin Goldman approaches the m e k g  of TRUTH'"...' and 

TRUTH CONDITIONSe' ...' on an ordinary, yet direct, critical path. Hc wonders 

whedier TRUTH'e...' are r e d y  rivals of tmth. He takes TRUTH"' ..." ro bc 

complexes of inrerpretaaon functions and mich values, making hem somediuig qiiite 

differem from truth or falsity, as chev appear in nuth rdues.  

Let me pur the point slighdv differently. focusing on what the 
ordinaw penon values in &Juing m e  beliet: The o r d i n ~  
person. who is innocent of philosophv, srmpir assumes that when 
she entertains a diought. this pich ouc a unique proposition. sa! 
P. She then has a ~referense orderirlg over States o l  affairs 



involving P. each scate consisüng of  a possible doxasuc choie 
vis-à-vis P and a w t h  vdue of P. For example. she 
prefen iw ieve  P and P is m e )  CO iFe agnosuc about P and P is 
crue) to (believe P and P ü taise;;. There is no cornparison of 
befieving P and P is truc widi believing P where P is TRUE'. 
Since TRUE" isn'c a uuth value, this woddn't even rnake sense. 

Stich tends to conflate the question o f  whar LF. we accept widi 
the question of what crudi value we prefer (in Our beliefs:. In one 
place. for example. he savs diat to accept 3ie I.F. that our ~ulture 
,:or biology) bequearhs ro us is to Iec thac function decerrnine our 
basic epistemic vdue (p.120). But. surdv, acceprance of the 
ordmary LF. carries no cornmiment ro a prehrence for wch over 
error. We might accept the ordinarv LF. but invert the r&g 
given earlier. 

However. 1 think chat the point Stich realiv wants to make c m  be 
reformulated to avoid th&e objections. &cead oc taking about 
TRUEa and 1 think he should be talking about 
BELIEF' and BELIEF". His real challenge is nor whv we should 
value tnu belief. but whv we should value m e  bc14 as opposed. 
sav to m e  BELIEF*. Once we Iearn about alternative I.F.'s. why 
should we value being in brain scaces thac mm out truc on the 
ordinary LF. [ m e  beliefs:; rather than brain suces that tum out 
me on some nonstandard I.F. ::me BELIEFS'li:59- 

These are powerful passages that go to the hem of the temu rmdcr 

discussions. (Incidencally, Such does not respond to th15 reading of hs work in tlic 

Mach 199 I S~mposium on The Frapmtation of Reason.) If  vou w d  pemirt sonic 

paraphrasing, Goldman seems to be saying chat TRüTH" ?..* are not geniiine rivals 

of t r ~ t h .  Listead, any talk about TRUTH"' ...O should be replaced wirli 

BELIEP* ...". because Stich is actually providing alternatives not for tmth but for 

inrerpreration hctions,  which, in mm, are die mechanisms bu whch mental sratcs 

ger mapped onto propositions or srates of  affairs. According to Goldman then, clicrc 

is a difference, which Stich fails to recognize, berween the episremic value of tnirli 



over error and the interprecaaon 

behefs. In short. to operare 

d- 

the forniatkn of 

ocher than orir 

cornmonsense huicnon is not tantamounr to a denial of the episremtc value of midi. 

just die mappings or beltefs chis h m o n  would produce. This is. of course. 

consisrenr wih  whac has been said &us fa .  DDifferent interpreration fixnctions 

produce d i f f m r  statements - or beliefs, as it were - whch are assigned appropriatc 

truth values when their truth 

tmth of ir. 

conditions are sarisfied. In other words, as Gold~nari 

being dtered here, it is the statemenc of belief. not the 

With Goldrnan's analvsis in mind, we can now examine each link o f  

Such's chain, from sentence or brain stare token CO truth conditions (or TRUTH 

CONDITIONS"...") and uuth (or TRUTH"" -2). In so doing, the goal wd bc co 

bumess Goldman's anaIysis of TRUTH** ...O and TRüTH CONDITIONS"' ..." 

and demonstrate that Sach has not created genuine compeciuon for truth. but nierclv 

the appearance of compeition. 

The firsc step involves applving two differenr interpretation h c r i o n s  

to the sentence, 'Thar beaker has S M  of warer in ir'. T h e  first inrerpretation 

funcuon wd be referred ro as IFI and the second IF2. IFI will reprcsenr mir 

causd/fùnctional inrerprerarion fhction, which operates on a rheory of referencc 

that gives 'water' the extension H20. IF2 is an alternative interpreration hmcrion 



employ-ing an alternarive dieor)* of REFERENCE' which lncludes H20 and XYZ in 

the EXTENSION* of 'water'. It sbould be clear fiom what has been said chas far 

that the statement, "That beaker has 5ûmI of warer in it," as decermined tmder IFi. 

has a meaning that is different kom die statement, "Thar beaker has 5ûml of warcr 

in it," as detennined under IF?. It follows then that because they are two diserem 

starernencs they &O have dtfferent uuth conditicas. It is here Jiat Stich begins rhc 

dusion. He clairns char IFI wd set m t h  conditions for its staremenr while IF2 will 

insread set TRUTH CONDITIONS*. But surely the use of capitalizarion and 

asterisks here is misleading and superfluous. There is norhing unusud and cerradv 

n o h g  cornpetitive about the mrdi condiùons set mder IF2 that would warrant 

hem being refmed to in caps and with asceriski. There is no comperirion or 

cornparison being made benveen die mth conditions of the sraremenr "Tliar beakcr 

has P M  of water in ir," as determined under IFr and auth conditions of clic 

sratement. "That beaker has 5Oml of water in ir," as derermined under IFZ. These arc 

two entirely diEerent starements having two diffment meanings. We mighr as wcll 

compare, as cornpetitors, die uuth condirions of the sratement, "Bd Clincon has 

been re-elecred." with those of che statement. "Peru is in South Arnerica." And. it 

should be added, diere is nothing to Save Stich's d i s ~ c r i o n  (i.e., truth conditions vs. 

TRUTH CONDITIONS') in the fact thar both statements are derived from rlic 

same semence - sentences have no meaning and can therefore not be expected to  



generate cornpetkg notions of  nuth. I t  would seem thus far then thac the roor o t  

cornpeauon is not co be found in the sentence, the statements, or the crurli 

condinons. Amnaon w d  now be given to mth values and mth itself. 

T o  facilitate fùrtber discussion, an additional feature musc be added ro 

the "Thar beaker has 5 0 d  of  warer in it," sraremena. They should now be seen as 

sratements o f  belief. In the case of IF1, the beIief statemenr, "That beaker Iias S O d  

of warer in it," would have a truth value of m e  if the truth condirions for the bcIicf 

were met - there was indeed 5Oml of  water in the beaker. Under IF2, rhe belict' 

statemenc, "Thar beaker has 50ml of wacer in it," would be. as Stich insists, assipcd 

a mrth value of TRUE* if the TRUTH CONDITIONS* for the belief wcre mct - 

the beaker in fact contained S M  of H20 and XYZ. Ir should be nored thar neidicr 

ascerisks nor capitalization are employed where the term, 'rruth vdues' is uscd. Sricli 

s~rmlarlv f d s  to employ these devices when he uses the terni. This is anorhcr 

indication that he endorses the generd approach outlined above of how tnith ralocs 

are deterrnined, regardless of the interpreracion funcrion involved. Bv this ir is meaiir 

that he apparendy does not see the need to disringuish the process of assigning cnirh 

values by usuig capitahzation and asterisks in cases w here different inrerpreta rion 

functions are involved. % having been said, it seems odd diar, under IF:, Sricli 

would chen feel the need ro refer to  beLefs assigned a trudi d u e  of m e  as TRUEe 

beliefs, rather than simplv nue beliefs. Surelv the statement. "That  beaker has 5 ( h l  



of  water in it," even when detemiined under IF?, is nodiing more dian a cnie belicf. 

partïcularly in lighr o f  die  fact thar i t  is not even the same beIief as thar which 1s 

srared under IFr. The upshor of diis is thar chere cm be no leprimate reason ro 

distinguish, by way of capirakation and asrerisks, berween tme/false beliefs and 

TRLJE/FALSP* ...* beliefs: at least, in the sense that thev oughr ro be competirivel\- 

compared. 

The &al Zink in Stich's chain, mch, wilI now be considered. 

Admtredlv, it does seem naturd under Stich's capirakation and astensk schemc. ro 

assume that IF2 would invoIve an alternative, competing k i d  or norion of tntrli. 

namdy TRUTH4 (e-g., the behef 'P' is T'RUE' because having ir increases one's 

happiness). It is worch nocing, however, thar Sach does nor devore a single 1ine in Iiis 

book to theories o f  truth. His failure ro do  so teaves one wondering whar hc rakcs 

tmth ro be - a matter whch at Ieast involves distinguishq benveen nuth as a mi th  

value and what cruth. as a meta-concepr or value, is. Instead, he draws us a picmrc of 

a complex arrav of radii represen~g alternative incerpreration fiincrions whicli 

ernanare kom a single sentence and which, without analpis or explmation. remiinarc 

at different theories or notions of uudi (i.e.. TRUM""...'). The  assumption thar 

each dtemative interpretation flnction wJ1 produce diffaenr norions of tnidi . 

combined with the use o f  capitalization and asterisks, creates the appearance of 

cornpetition for mth. However, precisdr because the rrurh d u e  of a sraremcnr 1s 



detemiined in the manna stipdated eadier, regardless of the interpretation h c r i o n  

or theory of reference or nuth conditions involved, it is never die case thar digercnr 

inrerpretaaon fùnctions w d  produce a choice benveen compeators for mtrli. If the 

nuth conditions for a particdar meaning of a statement are met then rhe stacement 1s 

sirnply m e ,  and diis is so whedier the incerpretation h c t i o n  involved was 

causd/hctional or some alternative. T ~ I S  is made aLI the more obvious when WC 

recognize that applving different interpretation funcrions to a sentence prodticcs 

diffaent statements or beliefs, having different meanines which. in mm, prodticcs 

different truth conditions. 

This much having been said, it appears diat the onls arca wlierc 

cornparison and cornpetition might be possible is in che reference theories endorsed 

b}r vawing interpreration functions. If dus is true, then the utle of Stich's Chaprcr 

Five - "Do We Redv Care Whether Our Behefs Are True?" - wotild be more apth- 

enlided. "Do We R e d y  Care Whedier Our Beliefs Are Based on the Causa Thcon- 

of Reference ?". This is a ude Goidman might applaud. Bur perhaps this too aoiild 

be an dusion. For, as wiU be argued, if dus is where Stich believes competirors h r  

nuch are found, then he would be confking distinct elexnena: i) the descripriw 

nature of theories of reference with a prescriptive nature: and ii) tnith as a 

mera-concept or value with true as a mth value. 



AU theories of reference are designed to describe what ir is we do wlicn 

we refer, not to recornmend how we should refer. If 3iis is mue, chen there is no 

question whether we care a b a t  which theo we use. h t ead ,  we simplr successfid\- 

or unsuccessfully refer, with some of die more important feanires of this procrss 

having been duded to earlier in diis section of die thesis (pp.38-57). n i e  onlv 

sensible cornparison or compeâtion possible beween theories of reference is in how 

accurarely they capture what ic is we do when we refer- 

As ro the notion of a mera-rneaning or value of uuth. we can now add 

somedimg m Goldman's remarks. Our ordinaq concept of mith inwlves ar lcast 

these ouo related features: i) The beliefs we have are seen to be, ultimareli. eithcr 

m e  or f h e  - there is no category whch savs they cm be, ultimarely, neidier rrue nor 

false, and ü) We believe the actual stare of the world is as it is regardless of wliich 

interpretaaon funcrion we use to decipher or reved that state - we merelr discover 

the srare. The f i s t  feature says that our beliefs eidier do ( m e )  or do nor (fdsci 

capture die actual srate of the word - saving, if you w d .  somediing like, "This is hoa. 

the world acmdy is." The second feanve is about the state of die world. 

independenc of anything we Say (or believe) about it. Ans concept of tmth char ducs 

not have these two componencs, in conjunction with Goldman's norion of prefernn~r 

mith over error, is siguficandy different from the concept iised in the interpreration 

fùnctions sancrioned bv our cornmonsense intuition. Talk about tnich in tliis scnsc 



is, however, someching quite differuic fiom the assigrunent of mdi values. which 1s 

where Stich's emphasis appears to lie. In diis sense then, m3i is something 

independent of the assignment of mth values or the theov of r e f m c e  used in 

detemiliing the meanlig and mith conditions of a statement (of belieQ. 

In the 

differenr: fiom ours, 

end. should Sach be a d v o c a ~ g  a 

denying one or more feamres of 

meta-concept of mith char is 

our nouon of truth, then hç 

. - 
owes us an argument ro that effecr. I t  is one h g  for hm to say thac there are or 

mighr be differenr wavs to go about the business of assigning rneaning and cnitfi 

conditions ro senrences thereby creating 

another to say that we ought to drop or 

differenr sraremencs (of 

reconsider our episternic 

belief] and qtiite 

priorin- ro think 

f . . .  
accuratd~ about the state of the world, whtch includes formularing and mamtarning 

beliefs (or, as Goldman rnight Say, BELIEFS*" ...') whch capmre the acnial statc of 

affairs in che world or are m e  in the meta-sense of the word. 

With dus analysis of Stich's notion of there being cornpetition for 

midi and true beliefs in mind, we now proceed to his treaunent 

insnumental d u e  of m e  belief. 

of che intrinsic ancl 



Section 4 

STAGE 2: DO WE REALLY CARE WHETHER OUR BELIEFS ARE 
TRUE? 

Stich now turns his attention to the issue of whether the vaiue of tnic 

beliefs is obvious (whether we do or should value nue belief). In parricdar. hc 

examines the nouons of insuumental and intrinsic epistemic value in mie beliet;. 

Stich begins bv providing cursory d e f ~ u o n s  for both: 

... intnnsic d u e .  the sort of value someching has For irself. and 
insrrumentai vaiue, the sort thar someching has in virtue of leading 
CO someEhing eke.[60] 

NIIWVSLC VALUE OF TR UE l3EL.E.F.S 

Stich contends thar, in spite of the nature of i n k i c  vduation. a f a d i -  

persuasive argument can be fomulated w h c h  w d  at least brùig into question rlic 

inminsic value of m e  belief. The argument is as follows: 

... rhere is ;a; consideration thac might be effitacious in persuading 
sorneone h i c  she should noc. or does noc reall!-. accord incrinsic 
value co the having of m e  beliefs. Radier than dwelling on t !e  
consequence of having m e  beliefs. we c m  try to be sure chat she 
sees clearly the real nature of what she values - thar she appreciates 
whar having m e  beliefi cornes CO. ... if the fùnction pairing beliefs 
with cheir mth conditions is the one oudined by the 
causal/fÙnctional t h e o ~ ,  then it is both partial and idiosmncratic. 
And, in rather differenc wavs, bodi of these hcts en id  that 
vduing crue beliefs is a p f o A d l v  conservaLive thing to do.:6 I 

With respect to &e partiahty o f  die caix.sal/fimctional interpretatioii 

funcrion and the consemative nature of valuing m e  beliefs Stich says: 



Gnsider first the fact that the interpretation function h a  a vcry 

lirnited dornain. Whar this means is that thece is a huge space af 
possibIe systems of mentai cornpuration and s [orage whose 
componenc suces have no mrh conditions and thus cannot be 
m e .  ...in chis huge space there are system thar wodd vasdy 
increase their user's power or happiness or biologicd fimess. 
svsterns chat would lead to subsranual reductions in 3ie mounc 
o f  suffering in che universe, and svsterns that would signifrcandy 
reduce the probabilicy thar we will bornb ourselves into oblivion 
dong with much o f  die biosphere. ... Buc ahnosr al l  of that space 
is bevond the reach o f  the caural/fÛnctional lnterprerauon 
fÜncUOn: it is a domain in which there is neither cruth nor talsity. 
Those who wodd accord incrinsic value to the holding of crue 
bdiefs rnay well be reluctant to explore chat vast space and will 
resist adopkg  whac may be found, since we know in advance chat 
ir contains no m e  M e k .  But theirs is a profoundlv cornervative 
normative srand. For what thev value in the end produsts of 
cognition musc be semanticaliy inrerpretable. and what is 
sernancicdv intexpretable cannor depart LOO radicdv (rom 
current pa;tems of reaçoning or h m  farniliar ways of ;ausallv 
tving mental states to extramental reality. To vdue crue belief is 
to resolve thar in rnatters cognitive. one w d  not venture very f x  
from where we are now.[62: 

Having revealed the conservarive nature of inninsicdv rduing rnic 

beliefs with respect to ththe partialin; of die causal/functional theory, Srich dien 

demonstrates this conservauve srance with respecr to che causal/fûnctionaI theon-'5 

idiosyncratic vein: 

The conservacism e n d e d  by the idiospcratic nature of the 
interpretation Function is of a rather differenc h d .  ... if...ic is the 
causal/hinctional interpretation funcrion chat is sancuoned bv 
inmirion. chen it is not a parucularlv simple or naturat funstion. 
Rather. it is sornething o f  a hodgepodge, budt from a more or less 
heterogeneous farnîiv of strategies for fwing the re ference of terms 
and another familv of suatepes for transmirring reference from 
one speaker to another. What discinguishes acceptable 
groundings and transmissions is noc that the? share some cornmon 
natural propertv but slmply that thev are found CO be acceptable 
bv cornmonsense tnnrition.-63 - - - 



Stich has one more nail for the consenmive coCm of inrrinsicall~- 

valued nue belief, n d y  the o r i p  and character of our cornmonsense inmirion 

itself: 

Whv do we have these particular intuiuons cacher dian those rhac 
wodd sanction REFERENCE', REFERENEo'. or one of the 
others? The short answer, o f  course, ïs b a t  no one knows in any 
d e r d  just how thae  intuitions arise. But it's a good bec that. W<e 
other cornplex systems o f  uituitions such as chose conceming 
gramrnaticality or moralicy or politeness. the intuitions in 
question are thanseIves culturalIv uansrnicted and acquired br 
individu& frorn the surrounding society with Iittle or no explicit 
instruction ... Whatever the explmation, it is ilear that our 
intuitions do not resdt from a systematic and critical assessrnent 
of  the many alternative interprecation h c t i o n s  and the various 
virrues chat each may have. One way or another. we have simply 
mherited Our intuitions; we have not made a retlective choice to 
have them. Those who fmd incrinsic value in having m e  belietj 
{rather than TRUE' ones. or  TRLJEt4 ones ....: are accepring 
unrefle~tivd~ the interpretacion function that our culture o r  our 
biologv) has bequeathed to us and letting that h c t i o n  determine 
their basic epistemic vdue. In so doing, ther are makmg a 
profoundlv consemative choi ce: they are letting tradition 
determine their cogni uve values withou t anv atternp t at sri tical 
evafuacion o f  that tradition.[64j 

Sach recognizes diat it is one thing CO nad the coffm shut and quirc 

another CO get it buried. Noching he has said thus far, Stich conccdes. is a 
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knockdown argument against according uiuinsic vdue to havine nue beliek". 

However. there are many people, and 1 am among them. who are 
not moch indined to vdue whac is tradiuonal and hniliar for its 
own sake in matters epütemic. And for them die fact thac uue 
beiiefs m u t  be within the dornain of the interpretation füncuon. 
the fact chat the domain of the incerpretation function is limited 
to svstems of c o p t i v e  storage simila. to dur own. and the 
redization that the function is an idios-cratis hodgepodg 
bequeathed to us bv Our culturd and/or b i o l o g d  herirage mar 
wel1 be reason enough to decide that die! do not rcdlv value truc 



beiie fs inuinsicaiiv. For those w hose re flecuve ep is cermc vdues 
~n dong these &es. uue beliefi may sd curn ou; ro be vaioabk. 
bur their d u e  wd be instrumental. Thev  w d i  have to be good 

We rnay now begin bv examining what Sech means bv: i) "cherr is a 

huge space of possible systerns of mental cornpuration and srorage whose componenr 

srares have no nuth conditions and chus cannot be true...ir is a domain in which h e r c  

is neidier mdi nor f&iry ...[ and] ir [the domain or huge space] contains no cnic 

beliefs": and ü) "what they [diose who intrinsicalIv value nue beliefs] value in rhc 

end products of cognïaon musr be semanucaüy inrerprerable." Ir can be argued char. 

as dremaave Literprecation functions, ar leasr some of  these sysrerns. bv Scich's own 

admission, f d  to meet his standards of whar an interpreration h c t i o n  is supposcd 

co do. This huge space of  possible svsrems of mental cornputarion and srorage ma\- 

&O leave anvone acmally operathg on them, as Stich would sa\-, worse oK Thcsç 

alternative syscems wd irnpede or prevenr communication. ceaching and leaming. 

much as we saw rnighc occur in Sach's example o f  'warer' havÏng rlic 

EXTENSION""" H20 and XYZ @p. 47-57 of th diesis). 

In a foomote, Stich professes to owe much of  his a rpnen r  for rlic 

idiosyncrasv of the causal/hctional interpreration tuncrion ro Pcter 

Godfrey-Smith, and parcidady, ~ L S  &cle enuded, "Why Semantic Properrics 

Won'c Earn Their Keep"(I986). It  seems prudenr chen, ro examine the niain 



conclusions of chis paper, in the hope 

aforementioned passages are to be read - 

chat thev WLII shed some Iight on how clic 

passages which are used bv Stich co escablish 

the epistanic conservatirni of intrinsically vduing m e  beliefs. Godfrev-Smith is 

concemed with the question of whether commonsense, intuitive norions of 

intentional content and nuth can be maintained in the face of a "more rigorous and 

advanced science of che rnind: whether the sernantic notions invoked in folk 

Sach and Godfrev-Smith, maintain that spracric theones likely do a bener job than 

semanac theories of explaining and p r e d i c ~ g  behavior. 

Concemporary psvchologv sees cognition as cornpuration - as a 
formal. de-governed process. Computation takes place within a 
cornpurational system, perhaps even an 'inner code'. But ro gant 

all this is noc CO gant b a t  rhis system need have semantic 
propercies of any full-blooded ::cruth-conditiond. rekrential: 
kmd. Irtdeed. how cuzdd mazes ocextra-cranid causal lrnks - which 
are whar W-blooded semantic properties corne down CO - be of 
much incerest co the compurationallv rninded p~~ch010gist%7~ 

Ic would seern dien that the "huge space of possible sïstems of mental 

computauon and scorage" which Sach refers to in the above passages are acnidli- 

symactic syseems. And these syntactic systems are being offered bv Stich as 

alternatives to our commonsense inmicive interpretarion funaion - an offerin? wliicli 

he daims demonstrates the profoundly consmative nature of intrimicaIl\- valtiing 

m e  beliefs. In this way, we can now make some sense of his comments thar rlierc 

would be neidier tmth nor falsity in che domain of these alternative uiterprerarioii 



functions. Godfï-ey-Srnidi examuies several arguments in favor of semanric dieoncs 

and the quesaon of whether they can be repIaced by sptactic theones. One of thesc 

arguments involves a woman, Mary, who runs out of a building upon dixovering (\via 

m h k g  moke) that ir is on h e .  The author o f  dus exampIe, Zenon Pvlvsh~n , ,  . 

(1980. p.iGI), says that a syntacticd account of her behavior is inadequa~e because: 

It does not show how or why this [building-leavingi behavior is 
related ro very s d a r  behavior she wouid exhibit as a 
consequence of receiving a phone c d  in which she heard the 
utterance 'the building is on fire', as a consequence of her heuing 
the fire aim. or ...( etc.. etc.). 

The  upshot o f  this example is that communication (dong with teaching 

and learning) would be very d f f i d t ,  if not impossible, were it not for semanric 

interpretaaon functions: and, in tum, semantic explmations and predictions of 

behavior. Godhy-Smith daims this arpent does not succeed. He assures us tfiat 

ail the semantic theory r e d y  savs is this: "Mary, or whoever, itztzrprets dl die srhidi 

[e-g., the phone c d ,  the dm, etc.] in the same wav, and what th~s 'interprerarion' 

cornes down to  is just the interaction of beliefs, and die fact that the phvsicaU!- 

different stimuli dl lead to die belief thar the building is on fire."-68: Both he and 

Stich daim that an e q u d y  plausible and complete accounr cm be provided bv a 

syntacric theoq- - "all the s e m u L  Iead to the same syntacrically individuared sratc. 

whch inreracrs with other stares to produce the same building-exitkg behavior." w 



Godfre+nith and Scich daim communication ( ceachq  and learniq) does nor 

necessarilv require semantic interpreration, saying: 

Crucidy. there is no ocher interescing property the sunanuc stocy 
can poinc CO in the range o f  sùmuli: anything M. dors 'interpret' 
in a certain way wiil lead her to leave the building, and anvthing 
she dorm't înterpret in that way won'c. .. After all. how codd  the 
fuie details of the rtiologus of  the scimuli. and of Mary's pasc links 
to her environment. be playhg an interescing role here? At best 
there c o d d  oniv be a rough correlacion between these semanticdv 
relevanc exte& properties of  Mao, and the stimuli. and the 
causdy interesthg properues. which 'involve what Mary dors with 
the Liputs.j70i 

Stich, in an earlier publication 

those found in Thc Frrzptmtation of Remni 

having deconstrucàonisr go& sundar ro 

and GodfreySmidi's, " Whv Semanrics 

Won't Earn Their Keep", argues for a s~ntactic dieow of  muid and, in mm. s\-nracrii 

explanations and prediccions of behavior - behavior iike MW's. Widi respect nl 

svntacrîc dieories replacing semantic theories in 

and explananon, he argues much the same as 

die business of behavior predicrion 

Godfiev-Srnidi, but with one \-en* 

noteworchy diffaence. 

... we should not expect a psvchologicaI theo- to predict or 
- - - 

explain behavior under anv and every description countenanced by 
c o - m o n  seme. To see this cfearlv; an m&gy with chernistry is 
usefll. Ic may be quite uue that boiling a bottle of Chareau 
Lafitte causes a substantial reduction in its market value. But this 
is nothing that we expect chanistry done to explain. Rarher. we 
expect chemisuy to explain the effects o f  boiling described in an 
appropriateiv delimited. proprie- chernicd vocabula~.  
Moreover. there is not likelv to be anv antecedently obvious 
specification of the range of  de~r ipt ions  appropriate in chexnical 
explanada. EIaboraung or delimiting the language in whiih 
explanada are to be de~nbed is an aspect and often quite a 
Fundamental aspect of theow consuucuon in science. To explain 



whv boiling causes a dedine in the market vaiue of Chareau 
~ a k t r e  we wd have CO supplemenr the chernicd explmation of rhe 
effecfecü of b o h g  wich facts about the way chernicd changes affect 
the sensory qualities of a wine and facrr about che relation 
becween sensory qualities and die market value of rare Bordeaux 
wines. The situation is s d a r  in psvchology. We cannot expect 
that a scientifcc psvchology wilI explain behaviord events under all 
imapable dexripùons. Rather the psychologist mus t select or 
formulate an appropriate descriptive Ianguage for his explanada. 
And the formulation of such a vocabulary will be a hdamental  
parc of psychological theon. consuucüon.~7 1 : 

As this feanire of Scich's argument for s~ntacric explanarions and 

predictions of behavior plays such a major roIe in his argument for dtemariïe 

si;ncactic interpretaaon fùnctions, a second analogy he ernploys should be cxamincd: 

one in w h c h  he characterizes the syntactic language used to describe behavior as. 

autonomous brhavioral &smption. As Stich purs it: "if 9 applies to an organism in a giwn 

setting, then it would &O applv to a repfica of the organism in char setring." 72; The 

analogy involves "robot psychology." Stich assumes that theories explainhg the 

behavior of c m a i n  complex robots is likelv analopus ro those which explain the 

behavior of organisms. The question is then: Would the robot theories be expected 

to fllmish expIanations of non-autonomous descriptions of behavior? He savs thar a 

robot's behavior cm be descnbed in many ways usine non-autonomous 

opposed to autonornous ones. 

For example, a given robot on the production line at General 
Moton might, on a certain occasion, succwfdv perforrn its 
d i o n t h  weld. Although 'perfomiing in d i o n t h  weid' rnighr 
be a correct dexnption of what the robot does. it is clearlv not an 
autonomous de~cri?tion. II. just prior ro performing thc weld. 



the robot in question had been replaced br a brmd new replica 
robot. the ceplica would have perfomed a qualiwuvely identical 
wefd. But it would have performed ics fint weld. not its 

miilionth. In performing a wdd. a robot rnighc also be faI.sitiing 
Profasor HoberCs prediccion thar no mbor would ever perfoki a 
d i o n  welds. and sirnulraneouslv Mulfilling a provision in the 
contract becween GeneraI ~ o t o n  and the robot's manufacturer. 
But again, neither of these descriptions of che robot's behavior is 
autonomous. Ic seems obvious thac if we seek systemauc 
generaiîzations CO explain the roboh behavior. we should not 
expect Our generalizations to explain the robot's behavior under 
theu descriptions. The descriptions under which we expect a 
theory of robot behavior ro explain that behavior are autonomous 
de~crip ü0~.[73: 

Stich is quick co poinc ouc chat diere is n o h g  ml-srerious aboiir 

non-auronomous descriptions (e-g., the robot's milliondi weld). However, he sai-s 

they are best seen as logical or conceptual hvbrids constmcted from the aiitononioiis 

and the non-autonomous descripaons. 

T o  successfullv perfomi i u  one milliondi weld. a device must 
successMy perfom a weld and it must have previously performed 
999,999 other welds. The fint element in this conjuncc de~r ibes  
the behavior autonomouslv; it is jusr the sort of k t  that we 
expecc a theory of robot behavior ro expl&. The second elernent 
is a histoncal fact, and it is not at d what we expect a dieocy of 
robot behavior to explain.[;>-i: 

He concludes: 

The SmtacOc dieory of Mind ... requires purel. tomd 
generalizations which ignore those hi~torïcal and environmencd 
factors that mav distinguish an organiun from its replica in che 
eves of  folk psychology. If the a r p e n t  for the autonom? 
principle is persuasive, then che STM strategr. is the one to be 
preferred.;ï~j 



Given space conscraints and the immediare focus of this thesis, beinq 

drawn into a prolonged discussion conceming die merirs and dernerits of a smracric 

cheory's ability to explain and predict behavior is to be avoided. However. certain 

comments musc be made with respect to how diese passages affect Stich's projecr ui 

Chapter Five of  Be F r a v t a r i o n  of kason, and particularlv the comments we have 

been discussing regarding alternative synractic interpretation functions. To alleviarc 

anv potenaal confùsion surrounding the attention that wd be paid ro Sricli's 

Sintactic Theorv of Mind, i t  should be said that it is onlv of uiterest insofar as ir 1s a 

sv-ntactic theow of rnind and consequendy endorses svnractic interprerarion 

hcr ions .  We are forced ro examine d u  altemative texr - From Folk Psyiholop to 

Cognitive Srimct - because Stich is particularlv vague in his discussions surroimding t h  

so called, dremative interpretation fUnctions which can be found in die hugc space of 

possible svstem of mencal computation and storage whch contain neither cnidi nor 

fdsity. Since both GodfieySrnith and Stich rely on From Folh Psychology to Q r i t i i u  

Scimce in their respective arguments for svmtacac dieories of behavioral explanarion 

and predicrion. and both provide the cross-references between one anorlicr whiili 

have presently been discussed, it seems reasonable to conclude that the observations 

being made here, regarding Such's S\ntactic Theon- of Mind (and beharior 

explanaaon and predicuon), apply widi equal force to the alternative sinracrlï 

interprerarion fünctions Stich refm ro in The Fragmntt~tiw $ Rr<twri. 



To begin with, Stich's argument for the possiblln- of s\nractic 

explanaaons of behavior is persuasive, in his resmcted sense of explanation and dlc 

explanada being considered. That is, in rhe autunomous sense of behaviour 

explanaaon. having nodiing co do with extemal environmental stimuli or personal 

histories (e-g., the Chareau Lafiae and robot examples above) and everything ro do 

with the intemal smxcture of the brain. However. the possibiliw of srncactii 

predictions of behavior is considerably Iess persuasive. Thar is nor ro sar diar 

auronomous or syntactic explanarions of behavior are not enorrnously usefiil in a 

modem and complete theoni of psvcholo , panicularlr in die elimarion i)f 

diialistic theones of mind. However, s o m e h g  more needs ro be said about what 

exady it is rhat syntactic explanations offer, or more accuratelv, fad to offer. Sticli 

has already indicaced one limcaaon - diev wd not "predict or explain behavior lrndcr 

any and even. description countenanced bv common sense." In chis war, wirhour 

reference to the environmenc - the actual scate of  the world - die swtactic rheon-  c m  

onlv offèr an infinice List of conditional syntactic fomuIas indicatine how rhc 

organism behaves or acts if certain imrnediate stimuli present thernselves ro  and a i r  

upon the organism. As such, synracric theories are explanations of beharior - in a 

very resmcted. autonomous sense of the words 'behavior' and 'explanation' - aficr t h  

stimulus and the organism's response have occurred. In other words. svnracr~i 



theories are retroactive and therefore purelv and onIl- a form oE txplmr~tioir ot' 

behavior, not prediction of behavior. 

Now ir is of%en, but not dwaps, the case chat die theoq whch e-xplains 

is also the theon. which predicts. Unfominately, for Scich. Jiat is nor die case hem. 

Nothing in the LuLiire list of condiaonals which spractic theorists emplo\- ro 

explain mv behavior (or more accuratdy, my acuons) will d o w  them to predict whar 

I wd do tomorrow ac d:30 in the morning. Or, for inscance, one mighr wanr to 

predicc (under some cùcumstances, in a general wav, and under others. m a wn- 

specific way) what Mary wodd do if she found herself in a building diat was on firc. 

Wd.  die list of  conditional swtactic fornuias would be infinite, including formrdas 

Like: i) F 3 L (if the bdding is on Eire. dien she leaves): ü) L 3 D (if she wanrs ru 

leave. then she goes dirough the door): üi) T 3 R (if there are nvo dittérenrl\- 

colored doors, then she chooses die one painted red): iv) N 2 O (if neither door 1s 

painted red, then she looks for one that is): etc.. The color of the door, is but onc 

s m d ,  possible variable, if you will, in the infinite conditional possibdities availablc 

under the smtactic theon; of behavior explanation. The infuiite conditiond s,ntacric 

formulae, are supposed to capture all these variables, thereby represencing a l I  dic 

possible contingencies in the way the state of the world could acnidv bc and die 

various ways chat Mary might reacr to diose States of die world. 1 could nor. yiwn 

these infuiire possibilicies, (eidier generdv or specificall!-) przdict Man's bchavior 



withouc knowing what the environment, in whch she is operatkg, is acnidr like: 

and dus is o d y  possible where reference to the environment (the world) is possiblc. 

which is ilself only possible through the characteristic fearures of a semantic theon- 

(i-e., mith, midi-conditions, r e f m c e ,  etc.), and noc an autonomous or smtacric 

descriprion of  her behaviour. 

But perhaps chis position is a bit coo strong. It rnight be a rped  rhar 

sintactic theones c m  at least predicr behavior in the following two ways: Firsr. clic 

syicactic theorist knows that certain brain scates are ofcen followed bv cerrain orlicr 

braïn scaces. So when brain state A A detecred, the rheorist can predict that rlic 

organism wJ1 

follows brain 

prediction of  

prediction of 

a t  some h n i r e  ûme, be in brain state B. because brain srare B oken 

state A. The detection of  brain state A will then d o w  for rhc 

the behailor associaced with brain state B. Anorher wav . syntacric . 

behavior might be possible is if die rime frarne for prediction 1s 

sigmficandv reduced. In this wav. , .  sintactic theorists can predict behavior based o n  

brain states provided the brain stare detected is immedi~tirtrly followed bv die behavior 

being predicted. Now, what does 'immediate' mean here? T h e  answer is, i t  wotild 

have co be a period of time that precluded the s ipf icanr  chance of am- outside 

environrnental stimuli fiom acting on die organism to change its behavior or braiii 

srare. Or, so long as die brain srate of the organism and all the successive brain sratcs 

as generaced bv incorning environrnental stimuli up to the time of the behavior to bc 



predicted are detected bv the syntactic theorisr. then predicrion of the behavior LI-I 

quesüon is possible. In both o f  these cases, however. widiout reference to 3ie outside 

environment and stimuli, the range o f  predictable behaviors and the relrabiliw of the 

predictions would be very Lunïted. It is in Jiis way that auconornous descriptions 

and syntactic predictions of behaviour displav their weaknesses. 

A second feature syntactic theories do not offer is any cornnionsensc. 

semantic notion of  uudi or falsity. This is why Such says we know in advance d i x  

dm huge space of  s ~ t a c u c  theories contains no mie or fdse beliefs. Now. srricrli- 

speakmg, smtactic theories, in as much as diey mirror what goes on ui fornial logic. 

L involve a notion of  nuth and falsity. However. this notion does not nccessanI\- 

concem itself with reference ro an+g in the reaI world or die exremal 

environment. The notion of  midi and falsicy found in svntactic theones is like diar 

found in die mth tables o f  logic. For instance, jf the antecedenr were true and f the 

consequent were m e ,  then the log~cal formula would be mie: haling no concem 

whatsoever for the nature o f  die subject matter or whether the anrecedent and 

consequent are actuallv m e  of the reaI world (or environment). There is nodiuig 

being said here about reference to the acmal srare of the world (our enviro~ienr) .  or 

truth-conditions. Synractic dieories, as Stich and Godfrey-Smith are so keen co point 

out. d so  do not concem themselves with " p s t  Wrs ro the environment" or rhc 

"etiologies of stimul". Presumablv, this rejection of causal histories. rlic 



environmenr, and eriologies. would include. in Mary's case. diins like: who cittcrcd 

"the bdding is on &eV: when it was uttered: where it was umered: the tone in which 

it was uttered: whether it was uttered in eamest or jesc uttered metaphoricallv or m 

hyperbole. or as an act o f  malicious tantalization, etc.. 

Along with Sach's spmtacric account of behavior explanation, his claini 

chat dieories, chemicd, psychological, or otherwise, daborate or delmit  the lanquayc L .. 

Li w h c h  explanada are to be described is c m d v  acceptable. in this wav, rhev I k i i r  

the range and t p e s  of explanations thev can provide. Scich hirnself readih- adnitrs 

thls. 

In evolving hvbnd non-autonomous behavioral descriptions. 
comrnon sense produces behavioral descriptions that are more fine 
grained dian those that wouid be avadable if we restncted 
ourselves to au tonomous descripciom. There is no thing 
unreasonable about th&, since ofien enough our pracucal concerns 
demand some more F ie  grained descriptions of behavior. ... rhe 
Folk notion of believing that p is an amalgam of historical. 
contextual, ideologÏcal and perhaps other consideracions. No 
doubt Jiis way of slicing the mental pie proved irself to be 
efficient and &efd in die dayco-day business of dealing with 
other people. ... The thrusc of the autonomv pcincip le. however. is 
that bi building h ü t ~ ~ ~ a l ,  contexnid. and ideologcd features 
inco menral state descriptions. folk psychology has taxonornizcd 
states too narrowlv. drawing dishctions whiih are unnecessarv 
and cwmbenome when we are seekmg a systematic causal 
explanation of behavior. To believe that P is to be in an 
autonomous hccional  state utrd to have a certain history. iontext. 
and ideological refauon to the ascriber. These furrher factors iui 

surelr be studied bv vaious disciplines. But thev have no place in 
a science airned ar explaining behavior.:76: 

On the ocher hand, it is h s  f&e (Stich would likelv characterize ir as 

an advanrage) of the slmtactïc inrerpretation hincrion co adeqtratclv or 



comprehensivdv capture non-autonomous or cornmonsense behavior descnprions 

which generates grounds for pause. In facr, Stich openlv adrnits exacdv Ais. saring: 

Sanecimes chere wilI be a readilv avadable torrnonsense 
descripuon of die autonomous componenc of a non-autonomous 
act 'the cornplex hvbridl. But Ais is not alwavs the case.:77: 

In d u  way, Sach seems to concede that svncacuc accounts of behavior 

are. at times, outside the reaLn of cornrnonsense descriptÏon. (Stich is silenc on 

exacdy how many and what kinds of cimes are ac issue here.) You may r e c d  t h  

Stich had certain standards which any interpretaaon fûnctîon was expected to niecr 

(pp. 22 and 73 above). Part of those standards are chat it should: i) "explicare and 

explain a wd-entrenched preexisting intuitive concept or capacin.:" and ii) "cleavc 

reasonabIv closelv to cornrnonsense ~ractice." It would seem that at least sonie of 

Sach's alternative sptactic interpreration functions might actuallu violate the reri- 

standards he set for an intwpretation funcuon. There is again, of course. the 

possibiltry that the commonsense intuitions of the man or woman on the Street codd 

be changed with retraining or our children codd be raised to have cornnionsense 

intuitions other than our own. However, tfiere is no taIk of that here. In k t ,  StÏïli 

is quite ckar. Cornmonsense descriptions of behavior such as Man's are oficn. 

unWEe smtacuc descriptions, "richer and more cornplex," including factors like "rlic 

hisron. of the individual in question, the histo of die ternis he uses. the linguisrii. 

social. legd, and ritual practices that obtain in the socien. of which he is a pan." 



He is also dear that cornmonsense descripüons, or for our presenc purposcs. 

cornmonsense interpretacion funcaons, are not the concern of svntacric theories: jusr 

as die chemicd composition of a boiled Lafime is not our concem when we w m t  to 

know whv its market value has dropped. Whatever the cornmonsense intuition 

involved and whoever possesses the inmitions, ir seems that Stich is separaring clic 

syntacuc theories of incerpretation from the )il realm of cornrnonsense intuitiïe 

theories. The question now is, how large is dus separation? Does the separation 

r e d t  in a farlure to agree 6~ and large with the judgments of the man or woman on the 

sueer or CO cleave remtiably closeh to cornrnonsense practice? And finallv, in as much 

as chev deviate fiom cornmonsense, do syntactic theories of incerpretation leave the 

person operating on them anv worse off? 

T o  answer these questions, we need to nim our attention co how Sricli 

with like Py-lÿshyn's . .  , that theoncs 

inadequatelv explain Ma.& bdding-leaving behavior. As has been mentioned. Srich. 

like Godfrev-Smith, argues that n o h g  wodd be losc were sintactic dieones ro 

replace semantic. Snch's syntactic answer CO 'Why did Man. corne rUnnrng (rom tlic 

building?' is complex and wdl  be quoted a t  length here. 

Fint. she had a long-standing D-state :Desire-srate: whose 
svnracuc Corn was that of a conditional. v i z  F 2 L 
'corresponding ro the destre to Ieave the building if it  is on tire:. 
where F and L are diemselves s~ntacticallv weU-lormed strings. F 
and L shouid be thought of as syntactically complex. and 3ius 
Man- is likdv to have man- furher B-scates IBelief-sates: and 
~ - s L r e s  whiih involve various parts oi F and L. cornpounded 



with ocher svmbol into wd-torrned tomidas :wffs:. But none 
of these "ba&roundw B-states and D-suces w d  hnction in the 
explanation of her behavior. Save oÇ course for those menuoned 
below. Ac this point die stow branches înto severai versions. 
in version I. MW began c o  uihaie smoke. This cased her to 
have the B-state F. The causal connecrion here ir indirect and 
complex. The direct consequence oÇ inhahg the smoke was chat 
Mary came to have a B-state 1 [corresponding to the belief sute  
rhat she was inhahg smoke:. From this B-state and the 

long-scanding Rstace I 2 N (corresponding to the beLef thac if 
one is inhaling srnoke then there is a fire near by] she inferred .:i.e.. 
was caused co add to her belief store) a token of  N. h d  from N 
and die longstanding B-srace N 3 F she inferred the B-state F. 
This lasc B-state, F, inceracted with the conditionai D-state F 3 L 
to produce a D-scate L. The D-state L in mm interacted with the 

B-state R 2 L (comsponding to the belief chat if one NN OUL 

die door, dien one wd leave the building) to produce the D-state 
R. And the D-state R, fmallv, Ied Marv co nui out the door. 
in version 2, when Mary picked up the'phone an utterance ofUthe 
building is on ftre!" was heard. This caused her to have the 
B-sme H corresponding to the belief that she was hearing an 
utterance of "the building is on fire!";. That B-state led her ... to 
have the B-state F. From here the story rejoins version 1. and 
leads again to Mary running out of the door.:79: 

As was conceded earlier, Godfrey-Smith's and Sàch's s~nracric 

expIanation of what goes on when MW cornes into concacr with stirndi ~1.11 bc 

granted. In saybig th, however, only the auronomous explanacion of Man-'s 

behaviour has been admined. Thar is, Mary interprets the stirnd in a war thar secs 

her either Ieave the building or not and ail of diis is explainable (in a dclimircd. 

autonomous sense of the word) without any need to go inro semantic notions o f  

reference, truth, etc.. Thts much is granced, recognizing, of course, the w o  

qualifications whch have already been duded CO. The first qualificarion was 

provided bv Stich himseIf. T h a t  is, s\ncactic explanarions wdl nor alwavs a r e c  rvitli 



commonsense explananom, and 

accounts of the commonsense 

svnractic theories do not provide 

- IC 

ic is nor the job of  svntacric cheories ro provide 

explanations. The second qualification is rhar 

a satisfactory means of predicting behavior. 

But, h o m  a syntacnc poux of view, whar does the nonon ot  Mary 

stimuli amount [O? GodfieySmirh regularlv uses italics and scare-quores 

when he refers ro anv interpretaaon rhac Mary mighc be performing. Consequenr11-. a 

doser examliacion of what lav behind die notion of  uirerpretacion seems ui ordcr 

here. The more so, because it is intimately comected ro Stich's s~mtactic answer ro 

the question. "Whv did MW corne running from the building?" Let's suppose rlic 

phone c d  i n d i c a ~ g  "the building is on Ge!" was the ninth one Man- had recciwd 

chat week, and the eight prior to it had been prank calls. Under diese circurnsranses. 

when Mary- incerprets the   ho ne c d  stimulus, whar exactfr is she doinr? 

Presumablv, she wd be skepucd, given die eight prior prank CA, chat this is a 

genuùie f%e derr. If she is skepricaf, then she w d  have to make a decision - is rliis 

message genuine or a prank? N o w  al1 sorts of information would be u s e u  in rlic 

making of  dus 

ocher occasions 

decision. 

when che 

For instance: is ir the same Young voice she heard on rfic 

cal1 was a prank is it an older voice that  sounds ven- mid i  

the utterance sound eamest or insincere: does i t  seeni as 

though the person has got the right brulding: etc.. AU of this inCormati«n, wlitlc 

likelv processed in mere seconds, wodd be assessed bv Man-. Lnrimatelv. she has ro 



decide whether what has been unered is m e  or false. Thts is so becaifie. desptrc 

GodfievSmith's claim that reference and au&-condiaonal content are causalI\- 

impotent in the production of  behavior, in one v m  ordinary sense, whether Man 

leaves the building or not will depend on the nudi or falsiw detemination she makes 

with respect to the phone cd. If she decides the unerance is false (that is. a prank;. 

then she w d  noc leave: if she decides che unerance is m e  (that is. the c d  is genuuic:.. 

then she w d  leave the building Without m t h  or f h i ~  in dus case. how is Man- ro  

decide? Syntactic theories are devoid of  truth and FaIsiq. of this kind (clic 

"full-blooded" reférencid, muth-condition kmd), so how codd thev help Man- niakc 

her decision or explain her behavior? Ic is clear 

i~tterpreiuîioti relies heavilv on truth and fdsim: whch 

does too. 

hom dus. then, that cffecrtvc 

Stich might respond by saying thar al1 die relevant information could bc 

re~resented in forma1 slmbols such as, G 2 F (corresponding to &e belief thar if' d ic  

unerance is genuine then die utterance should be believed), or something sirnllar. 

The srow would then proceed as Such syntacticdly indicates. And, he rnighr add. 

this is aU a spcactic cheorv of  behavior explanarion and prediction is supposed to do 

(remember the chemist and the Latine's drop in market d u e ) .  But in order for 

Mary to know whether the antecedent (G) is actually m e .  doesn't she have to rcflccr 

on or  examine her environment, her persona hisron-, her intuirions abolir gentiine 



and sincere tones of voice. whether the prank calls occwed in anv parrem and 

whether Jiis c d  matches that pattern, ecc.? Odierwise. how is die mirh of rhc 

antecedent to be established? The thing is, Mary is not concemed with whether chc 

antecedent is m e  in the syntamc sense of mie - that is, in any mth-table. foniial 

Iogic sense of m e .  She wann to know whether the phone c d  is refming co the 

actual present state of  the world. In other words, she wants to  know whether the 

antecedent ic mie of the actud Stace of  the world, not f ir were m e ,  then what wodd 

happen. But if 3us is so, then sureIv Stich's smractic explmation is hiplil\- 

unsacisfacto~ to Man;. Mary isn't interested in infinite conditional possibllities and 

that is d the synractic theory has to offer hm. I t  is these essentid semantlç feanxrrs 

whch Godfrey-Smith and Stich f d  to capture, when they say Mary i,irirprers rlic 

stimuli. Let's examine Jus from anodier angle. 

Sûch s t m  the smry saving: "Man/ began to d a l e  smoke." 80 Tlicn 

he says: "Mary had a B-state 1 (corresponding to the belief that she was tnhaline 

smoke).":sr The concem here is much the same as in the previous paragraph. Hou. 

does Stich, s~mtacuc dieorïes in hand, get from a scare of the world ro Man's belief 

about that Stace of the world? In short. why does Man- believe she has uihdcd 

smoke? Whar is the syntactic explanauon of  this behavior? This question is askcd 

because sureIy the formation of beltefs can be characrerized as a hurnan behavior. 

which the synractic theoq- could be expected to explain. Our cornnionsense. 



semantic theory has a readv answer, but it is chock-tull of semantic notions likc. 

trttch. mth-condiaons, referaice, etc.. The synracric cheow, on the o h e r  hand, docs 

noc d o w  for any reference and truth-condiaons. If Man, were operaring on a 

syntactic interpretation fimction, how would she form beliefs abom fier environmenr. 

lec done accurate beliefs about the actual state of affairs in the world? Man simpli- 

cannot interpret the stimuli without these semantic tools: and if she cannor inrerprcr 

the stimuli, then she cannot form beliefs. 

Stich describes the causal comection between Mary mhaluig snioke and 

her behef (or B-state) diat the bdding is on fire (or F) as indirect and cornplex. Tlic 

complexio, is capnired. in Stichan terms, bv the following direct causal senes: 1: 

1 3 N: N 3 F: F 3 L: L 3 R (see Stich's lengthy explmation above, pp.88 and 89). 

In plain old English it reads as folIows: M m  inhales smoke. If Ma- beliews she fias 

lnhaled smoke, then Mary believes diere is a fire nearb~.  If Mary believes rhere is A 

fire nearbv, then she believes the building is on fùe. If MT believes die building 1s 

on f ~ e .  &en she wants ro Ieave. If Maq- wann co leave. chen she wants tro nm out 

the door. 

But me&- fiom the fact that Mary has mhaled smoke, WC canna  

necessanlv conclude, on anv purelv , .  smtactic reading, that she believes she has lnhalcd 

smoke. For instance, if she had never experienced the i n h a h g  of (or smell of) srnokc 

before or rnisinterpreted the smoke for some other phenornenon, then perhaps sfic 



would not beheve she had mhded srnoke, And if this ts m e ,  then wc camor 

necessady conclude that she wdl want ro leave and, dimefore, w d  nin out the door. 

Without some notion of reference to and mxh-conditions about the Stace of afiàirs 

in the world @O& pst  and present), Mary is unable to f o m  beliefs about the world. 

T~IS observation about the intimate connection between belict 

formacion and die exremal environment (including the semantic tools we use to rdk 

about it such as reference. mth conditions, etc.) adds & d e r  credence to the earIicr 

observarion char syntactic çheories of interpretaaon would not prove ro be usct;rI 

predicrors of behaviour. T h e  reason  th^^ is so can be demonsuated in the followmg 

aireration of the M a n  example: Man; inhales smoke. If Mary believes she has 

lnhaled smoke. &en she dors not believe rhat there is a fire near bu. This purs the resr 

of die causal series in quescion. But how is it possible co Say, despite her having 

believed she inhaled smoke, that Mary does not believe there is a fire nearbv? W h a r  

allows rhis areration in the example is thac die smoke Mary inhaled was acmdi- 

fiom toast burning or popcom buming, or incenses, or soldering, etc.: and Man- 

beLeved one of these to be the source of the smoke (somechuig, incidentallr. slic 

could not do under a purely syntactic inrerpretation hct ion) .  In other words. our 

cornmonsense, semantic explanation of Mary's behavior dernands more be known 

about Mary's belief &an mereIy that she rnhaled srnoke. And it demands things 

whch the svnracric theories are unable to offer, such as: what rhe smoke smclled Iikc: 



what were iu likdv origins: had she smelled a s d a r  smeU in die pax: was ir conung 

From the building or Gom outside somewhere, etc. W i d i  chese answers in Iiand. die 

commonsense. sernantic interprrtaaon theory could noc ody faciltrace belief 

formation for Mary, where the syntamc could not  but i t  codd &O becter ~redict 

whether M a q  was goùig to leave the building or not. 

Now, Sach might respond bv saying that the parcicular s~mbolii  

representations he provided (ie., 1 2 N; N 3 F: etc.) are ssimplv not sopliisticatcd 

enough to capture all these factors, but that he could have used. sav. quantificd 

predicate Iogic to do the symbolizing. This more sophistÎcated s~mbolic svstctii 

could capture what commonsense demands. T ~ I S  rnight be m e :  and the daim will 

not be comested here. The god here was ody to thrash out a more complerc 

understanding of what Godfie+knith and %ch meant bv Man;'s i?itcrprehig stinitdi. 

If thev do not ar l es t  have in mind interpretation dong die lines that have bccn 

suggested, that is. referenudv and mth-conditiondv dependent interpretation. ciicn 

rheir intended meaning is lost Perhaps thev do have another meaning in rnind and 

mavbe that's why GodfreySmith uses ithcs and scare-quotes when he speaks of 

incerpretation. If chis is so, then s u d v  a detded explananon of chts meaning is in 

order. 

Ac die outset of ths discussion, the objective was to establisfi nvo 

chines: i) altemative smtactic interpretation fùnctions, in manv cases. fail to nicct 



Such's standards of whar a good inrerpreraüon function is: and ii) dremarivc 

symcaaic interpretation functions w~lI hkel~ Ieave anvone operating on thern worsc 

off (than were rhey to operate on our commonsense sernantic fbnction). In the tirsr 

instance, Sach, himsclf, admio chat syntactic theories of behavioral explanarion and 

predication, including syntactic interpretation füncrions, do nor dwavs lcnd 

thanselves to cornmonsense inrerpretauon or description, whch purs ar leasr some of 

those fùnccions found in the "huge spaceV' of alrernatives ourside die r e h i  of 

commonsense, and therefore ounide the Scichian standards of a good inrerprerarion 

hcr ion .  Stich says 3us is how ir is and how it should be. The second matrer was 

whether these alternative symtactic tuncrions wodd leave someone operating on cheni 

worse O& It was concluded that were Mary opera% on such a funcrion she would 

likeIy be unable to form beliefs about the actud state of the word. Nor could shc 

determine whether statements other people make about the state of the world arc 

accurate or m e  (or not), therebv m a h g  it impossible for her ro effectivelï relv upon 

others' scatemenm S u d y   th^^ would significandv reduce Mary's abdiri- ro 

meanuigfullv communicate wwith others and her environment In nim, were wc 

operathg on such a h c t i o n ,  we would be unable ro effectivelv predicr Man's 

behavior. And without effective prediction of behavior. rhere can be no etfecrivc 

communication, teachuig or Ieaming. Afmr d, how can we relv upon and niakc 

inferences from utterances, body-language. and writren lanpuage which do not d o w  



us ro even reasonably predict what the communicator wdl Say, do or wnre in rhc 

hture? The reason for dus is that the effective predicrion of behavior is facilirarcd. 

in no srnall parc, bv our knowledge of the externd environmenr @O& p a x  and 

presenr), and without semantic took like reference and trudi-conditions. consmicrioii 

of this knowledge would be desperatelv irnpeded, if not cornplere1~ halred. 

Stich dairned diat anyone who intrimically valued mie beliefi 

(esrablished by our cornmonsense, sernanticdv-based interpretation funcrion), was 

being ' 'profo~ndl~r conservarive", especially in the face of the "huge space" of 

altemarive functions available. He said that, given die idiosvncraric and parrial 

nature of our cornmonsense interpreration funcrion, anvone who intrinsicdr valticci 

m e  behefs. without investigating the avdable, in dus case. slntacric alternatives. has 

"not made a reflective choice". In light of the preceduig anal!-sis, i t  seems thar we 

should nevertheless value our cornmonsense inrerprecation fûnction and the cnic 

beliefs it can produce. 

Having criticall}: examined the possibiliw that mxe beliets could bc <if 

inuinsic value and deciding in the negative on dus maaer. Stich redirects his c ~ r i d  

eve toward the argument for the instrumental value of crue beliefs. 

To explore the instrumental value of m e  beliefs is to ask whether 
haring m e  beliets w d  lead to someching else that ir ralued. whrre 



the somrthing eise mav itself be valued either uisuumentaiiy or 

inrrinsicallv. Since people probably vdue rnany things 
inrrinsicallv, and sur+ value manv rhings i n s t n s m e n d ~  I'U 
d e  no attempc to argue thar having m e  belieb cmik  rtot 6r 
insmunendy valuable. For co dernonstrate d i s  would require 
showing that true beliefi don't facilicace anytbing that peopIe might 
sensiblv value. 1 have no idea how one might argue for so 
sweeping a condusion. and my goal is much more modest. It is 
widely believed thac the insrrumentai vdue of true belief is 
obvious - h a t  having mie  Mie  fi is dead? good for Iocs of rhings. 
However. it is mv contention chat th& doctrine is anvthing but 
obvious. It requires some serious argument of a sort thac. so f" as 
I know, no one has even begun to provide. In support of 3iis 
conrention 111 rnake three points. the first aimed at darifving 
what is ac issue. the second aimed at short-circuitinp one 

argument char seems to rempc a (air number of people. and the 
third sketching a general difficulty chat an! argument for die 
ins tnimental vdue of w th mus t uvercome. 8 2 :  

Before the diree points menuoned above are considered. a clarification 

seems in order. in the above passage. Stich's argument against the insrnimenrd d u c  

of true beliefs is qualified in 

having nue beliefs could not be 

lines would involve proving 

that he daims he wd "make no acrempc to arwe C t h  

insmtmenralli- valuable." He says ro argue dong rhcsc 

chat "rrue beliefs don? facilirate mvthing that people 

mighr sensibIv value:" and dus is a conclusion for which he can provide no a r p e n t .  

At ohm cimes în the presentation of his argument against the vdue of mie beliek or 

more accuratdy. the o h o u s  value of hem. he takes a different rack. He srans oiir 

Chaprer Five saving: "Whar 1 propose to argue in diis chapter is that once we haw a 

clear view of the matter, mosr of us wJI noc h d  m y  value, either int&ic or 

uisuumcnd. in having m e  beliefs.":~; (emphasis is mine) Near the end of Chaprcr 

Five hs goal is considerablv more modesc "Ir is widelv believed that die instnuncntal 



value of crue beliefs is obvious - Char having m e  beliefs is clearlv good for lots of 

dungs. However, it is my concention char diis doctrine is a n e g  bur obvious." 34 

The mosc charirable way to read Stich. in the  face of these disparate goals. is ro rake 

him ro be arguing, noc tha t  most of us wiU nor fmd a?- value. either inrrinsic or 

instrumental, in having mie beliefs. but that there isn't anv obvious (inrrinsic or 

instrumental) value in having nue belefs. 

Something Fred Dretske savs abou t  Stich's goal, as ir is now ro be read. 

helps p u t  the task at hand inco perspecnve. 

Since, as we al l  know. philosophers can find almost eve~thing, 
and cercainlv evewthing with which rhev disagree. "far [rom 
obvious," 3iis is not much CO get one's teeth mto. It puts 
anvone ... who fmds die value of w t h  pretty obvious in the 
aWkward posiEion of  arguing thar the insuumend vdue oc uuth 
is nor that K i r  ar-owever far thar is; frorn being obvious.+5: 

We n o w  begin the  presenration of Stich's h r e e  points. whiih, whcn 

combined, lead to the conclusion chat die instrumental value of m e  beliets is far 

f Ï o m  obvious. With reference to the Gst point - namely. clarification of die issiie - 

Stich has d u s  to Say: 

It might be diought thar to ask wherher mth is uistrurnentall. 
valuable is to ask wherher having m e  belieh would increase 3ie 
likeilhood of some other valued goal being atrained. But posing 
the question in this wav is sexiously misleading, for it d o a  not 
specif? whar rhe instrumentai value of  m e  beltefi is to be 
compared with. In the absence of  such a specification. it would 
be easv to suppose thac the relevanc cornparison was becween m e  
beliefs and / a h  ones and thar Our question was whether having 
m e  beliefs is more i n s m e n d v  vaiuable than having f d c  
beliefs. But showing that the answer to this question is 'LYS'. 

though hardy trivial. is not nearly enough. What really neecis to 

be shown is not just that m e  belieb are more ionducive to some 



independendv desirable goal than faLe belie6 but &O chat true 
beliefs serve better chan TRUEe ones or TRLJECa mes. or anv 
of the other caregories o f  belief pidced ouc br interpretation 
hct ions  thac don't happen to be favoured 6;. intuition and 
tradition ... Moreover, it wrll not aIways bé the case that 
TRüE8" ..." beiiefi which xen't uue wd be t'aise. For some of 
the mental suces to which TRüTH8" ...' CONDITIONS are 
assigned may have no m t h  conditions at dl. So there rvifi be 
TRUE" ...' beliefi that are neither true nor false. Thus showuig 
that true M e f i  are better at achieving some goal than faLe ones 
does not corne dose to establishing that m e  beliefs are more 
insuumentaüy valuable in pursuir of that goal than TRCIE"..." 
ones.;86: - .  

Ir should be dear fiom what has been said dius far that Stich's iabeIinr 

of TRUE" ...' beliefs is misleading. The assigning of a tmth value to a (srarement 

ot) belief is acheved by derermining whedier the beliefs tmth condit*ons have been 

met or not. therebv simplv making the belief either rrue or false. This process, Sricli 

would acknowledge. has nothmg to do with how the nudi conditions were deriwd or 

whether thev are presenred as TRüTH CONDITIONS'*...". Stich's calk of 

TRUE"' ...' behefs tends ro create the dusion of orhm caregories of midi and rnie 

beliefs, whtch he then sees as competing against one another. In facr. usuig differcnr 

interpretation functions or theories of reference on sentences onlv produccs 

statemeno with different meanings and m t h  conditions. That we çocild 

construccively compare in some competitive wav - with the hope of Licreasing rlir 

likelhood of achieving our goah - sratemenm having entirel\. difirenc meanings now 

seems irrationaf. This being the case. Stich's comment that nor a l l  TRLEe* ...' 

belrefs whch are not true w d  be f&e is incorrect. Where différent sratenicnrs 



which contain words having differenr meanings are concemed, the characrerizarion of 

chose statements as TRUED* ...* or FAUE *?..* is misleadhg - thev are either mie or 

false. So, when those beliefs whch Sach refers to as T'RUE"* ...' are not truc, chcv 

w d  be false, 

This much said. die notion o f  interpretation functions thar producc 

TRUTH CONDITIONS*' ..." which are not cruch conditions and T'RUE*" ...= 

beliefs which are neither crue nor f&e c e r t d y  seerns mistaken. It is possible thar 

Stich is referring here to those s ~ t a c t i c  interpretation h c t i o n s  which have bccri 

discussed at Iength above. But given rhese earlier arguments. the idea thar srntaccli 

interpretation füncuons would produce an\.thing like truth condirions or tnie beliefis 

seerns inappropriate. Nor o f i  that, if these smtactîc tnterprerarion hcrions are to 

be compared with cornmonsense semantic interpretation hinct~ons, then. given thc 

earlier analysis of  such 

Cornmonsense semantic 

syntacUc cousins - or put 

The second 

h c t i o n s ,  it s eem that there can be no cornparison. 

interpretaaon funcuons are evidendv suverior to rlieir 

in Stichan terrns, diey wodd clearly 

A 

leave us betrer 0% 

point Stich makes involves a h e  of 

the i n s m e n d  vdue of m e  belrets wwhrch, as he Sap, man. 

argument in Cavour o i  

people fmd remprine. 

Ir is an argument with which he contended earlier, in Chapter Three of his book - rhc 

argument fiom evolurion. One is inched to agree with Scich's criticisms of diis liric 

of a r p e n t .  although agreement here in no wav effects the analuis presenccd m rhis 



diesis chus far. In short. SBch is right to daim rhar there is no reason ro thuik rhac 

biological or socio logd evolution wiu produce an optimal inrerpretation h c t i o n .  

In light of this, Stich's third and &al poinr in support of his argument againsr the 

insurrmental value of  m e  beLefs wil l  now be considered. Stich characterizes thil; 

point as  a general diffidty that anv argument for the instiumentd value of  midi 

must overcome- 

The Final point I want to make under 3ie heading of &te 
u ismenta l  vaiue of true belief is that in manv cases. we dreadv 
know that h a h g  m e  beliefi would noc be d ieb ts r  way CO achieve 
Our more h d a r n e n d  go&. Consider survival. Is m e  beiief 
alwqys more conducive ro survival than f b e ?  CIearly the answer is 
no.[87: 

Stich goes on CO ~ p r v i d e  an example in whch  the having of a rnie 

belief did not facilitate the achievement of a more fundamental goal - namelv. 

survival. This example, which is dubbed here. the "Travehg Ham." exaniple. is 

desiped to show char "in manv cases we already know that having [rue belicb woitld 

not be die best wav to achieve our more hdamenta l  goals." The example unfold?; 

like th: H q  has a flight to catch. He beLeves J ie  plane leaves a t  7:45 a.m. and 

makes a l l  the necessary arrangements includlig ordering a cab the night before and 

a s h g  h s  wife to wake hirn at 6:30 a.m. Hamy's belief about the plane's depamirc 

time was m e  and he was airbome bv 750 a.m. Unf~rtunatel~,  the craslied. 

and Hamy died. Sach draws the following philosophcal nioral from the ston-: 

Had H m  fdsdv believed thas the flight Ieft a t  8A5. he would 
have rnisse'd the flight and survived. So uue bclief is sornetirnes 



less conducive to survivd chan ialze belief. Now it mghr be 
~rocesced that thÏs is an dusion, slnce H m  had sorne other fdse 
L 

beliefs that contributed to his death. On arriving ac the airport. 
he no doubt believed, falelv, that the plane wouldnot crash. 1 f he 
had a mie belief on this Acrer, he would never had boarded die 

This protest misses die point. however. For the question 
at hand is not whecher omniscience w o d d  foster survival but 
whecher more m e  beIiefi are dways bercer chan Fewer. In the case 
of Hamy ic is dear that if he had had one more idse belief and 
one few& m e  one. and if everything else in his cognitive iife had 
rernained as much the same as possible. his lih would have been 
Ionger.F88? .. + 

Qearlv. Stich is right. Tme beliefs are not alwavs more conduciw ro 

our huidamentd go& than false belefs, or for rhat matter, TRUE" ...* beliek or 

FALSE** ...* beliefs. But it is not clear what is to be made of th observation. Ir 

doesn'r show that mie beliefs or m t h  (in the meta-sense of the word) are not of 

obvious instrumental value. If diis were so. dien eva- incerprecation fiincrion and 

the beliefs or (as Goldman would insist) BELIEFSD" ..." thev produce (TRLrE '*...' or 

ohenvise) would niffer from the sarne characrer flaw. The scenario wliich Sricli 

depicts in the "TraveLng Harry" example is applicable with equal force m a11 

inrerpretation hct ions and the beliefs or BELIEFS" ..." diey produce. In Iighr of 

h, a l l  funcrions are on equal ground in this respect, malung selective criticism on 

dus basis inappropriate. Perhaps Stich has in mind an alternative interprerarion 

function which does foster omniscience: but dus seem UnlLkely. htead .  he has in 

mind s o m e t h g  a little more pragmatic. In Chapter Six of h s  book, he advocatcs 

chat we should choose those beliefs (and interpetanon funcrions) which wtll leavc tis 

bercer off, in the sense thar thev wd most likelr- allow us ro achieve our fiindanienrd 



(inminsic and/or instrumental) goals. Unforrunatelv. 

considerable probabilistic ovenones, and probabdiaes. 

the phrase. 'most likelr-'. has 

by their v q  nature, do nor 

provide guaranrees in any omniscienr sense. So, choosing the highest probabilin. 

funmon or beIief will not guard agaùisc a chaoùc and ofien unpredicrable world 

proving, dong luies of die "Travehg Harrv" example, chat dus pragrnatic f o n d a  is 

not alwavs conducive to the adiievement of our more h d a m e n d  goals. 

Ln tils c o n c l u ~ g  remarks, SBch has diis to sav about the efikaci-  of 

bis argument agauist the obvious instrumental vdue of m e  beliefs: 

... the instrumentai value of having tme beiief is tar from obvious. 
I t  is surelv noc die case char having m e  beliek is nlwT the best 
doxastic stance in pursuing our and ir would be no easy 
matcer CO show chat bdieving 3ie mth is gotrrallv or even 
occasiondy! inswmendv op&al.;89i - - 

But perhaps we c m  dernonstrace chat believuig 

insuumentallv optimal. Let's consider Stich's "Traveling 

the truth is occasional11- 

Ham-" example again. 

Remembec Hamy-'s behef abouc the plane's dePamire tirne was crue and Iiis 

fundamend goal of survival was intact. O& one feature of diis sron- need bc 

changed to dernonstrate die occasional instrumental vdue of H a w ' s  mie beIief - rlic 

plane does not crash! Suffice it to say that, in dits case, ir ir i n s t m e n r d v  optimd r o  

believe che mth. 

But what about the possibiho; thar midi is in prml or i~z t h  lorg nitr 

66 insnwientallv optimal? Stich claùris chat, as f a .  as he knows. no one has ant- 

&g of how t h a t  argument rnight g0".:90 I t  is hoped. however, that what has bccn 



said duoughouc dus thesis is at  Ieast a beginnuig to such an argument. It is a 

beginning that shows how miJi and n u e  beliefs do not have the sort of competirion 

Stich w o d d  like us to bdieve they do: and that even if many of diese alleeed 

alternatives did turn out to be genuine cornpetitors, they wodd f d  to measure up. 

In f a a ,  if this is nue. then the question of the qtimaliq of true beliefs seems moor. 

ln condusion, ic wodd seem chat the three points mentioncd abovc. 

whch Stich emplo~s in his argument againsc die obvioiis insutmenrd vdiie of miç 

beliefs, have Iost most of their force in the face of che earlier analvsis found in rliis 

thesis. This, combined with the observations made here, work to lend credente rtj 

the cl* that there is indeed obvious instrumental value in true beliefs. 



Section 5 

SUMMARY REMARKS 

The purpose of writing this thesis was co e~cplore. in some detail. the 

nature of Sach's argumenrs against the (intrinsic and instrumental) value of rmth and 

nue  beliefs. In the process of diis explorauon an arrempc was made to expose sonie 

of rhe more fine-grained features and implications of Stich's most controversial and 

ambiguous claims. As a piece of pMosophv, The Frqmmtatim o j  R z m ~ i ,  lias 

perfomed its job adrmrably. Ic has forced us to re-examine and re-evduate certain 

deeplv ennenched tenets of mentieth c e n w  episternology and pMosoph\-. The 

aim here was not necessarily to defend those cenets, buc radier ro crïticdlr exaniinc 

the force and merir of those arguments which Stich employs in his deconstruction of 

PARIULLIY AND LD1OSYNCRASY 

The goal here was simple. Three crucial aspects of Stich's argwncnr 

for the panïalicy and idiosyncrasy of the causaI/tiuicnonal interpretarion h c r i o n  

were examined: i) the nature of cornmonsense intuition: ü) die c l a h  that riiere is no 

obvious reason CO bbeeve char altemat~ve interpretation functions would leave 11s a m -  

worse off (than would the function sanctïoned by our present-dav cornmonsense 



inmition): and iii) die nanire of die deged cornpetition Cor rruth. true beliek and die 

causd/functional interpretation fimction. 

With respect to commonsense iuelf, Stich clearly did noc have in mtnd 

certain features of our cornmonsense intuition when he formulated his argunent fior 

the possibiltry of alternative, c o m p e ~ g  interprecation fimctions. He srared d i x  

counrerintuirive references and word-world rnappings that were a variarion on the 

commonsense dieme would automatically produce interpretaaon h c t i o n s  char werc 

compencors for our cornmonsense inrerpreration hc t ïon .  Review of die concepr of 

cornmonsense intuition revealed, however, that, in man\- wap, OU cornmonsensc 

intuition is recepüve to and able to accommodate both counterinruirive and variablc 

word-worid mappings, withour having CO change theories of reference or 

interpretation functions. Stich did not consider the open-ended. changinp namre of 

commonsense intuition. h t e a d  he saw i t  as a static, f ~ r e  list of intuitions which 

would require the adoption of différent theories of reference and interpreration 

fwictions, as well as radical renauùng and training (in the case of Our children). in 

order to accommodate counterintuiave and/or vawing word-world mappings. 

Widi the help of Fred Dretske and Atvin Goldman, ir was established 

char certain auaifications ought to be placed on Srich's c l a h  rhac there is no obviotis 

alternative interpretation hc t i ons  would leave us anv worse oft. 

consrraina set bv Stich's own standards for a good interprerarion 

1 

reason to th;nk 

Aside from the 



fiuiction, Dretske and Goklrna.n pointed out that a h cc ion  musr nor prodiicï 

irrelevant beliefs. More specificdy, Goldman said chat uiterpretation fûnctions musr 

comply with his "acuon M a g e  principle", where the function in quesrion miisr 

produce beliefs which are incimatdy comecred to the acnons one takes in die pursriir 

of one's goals. Drenke demanded that interpretation hc t i ons  produce beliefs with 

rmth conditions char can be tracked - mth conditions about whch die belief in 

quesrion (under normal circzullstances) carries information - and that, in the case of 

direct observanonal beIiefs, die fùncuon must accuratdy explain the caiisal 

interactions in whch the brain is engaged (i.e., direct perception). h d ~ s i s  ot'sticli's 

own example of an alternative interpretation h c t i o n  - the one rhar mappcd 'warcr' 

onco H20 and XYZ - &O reveded some interesring constraints for drernatiic 

interpreration hctions. Arnong thern are: i) the requiremenc that a single reterenrid 

c m  not be mapped onro rwo or more separace and distinct objects or classes of 

objects without some fÜrther means of dis~guishing the objects or classes of objccts 

and ii) the requirement that a single referentid terni nor be mapped onro nvo 

separate and distinct objects or classes of objects one of whch  is nonexisrent while 

the other does exist. Should an alternative b c t i o n  violate either of these constraints, 

chen, it is argued. cornmurilcation, reachmg, and Ieaming wodd be thwarted. In tliese 

wavs, any Funcrion whch did noc complv with these constraints would. in facr. leaw 

someone worse off: 



The &al aspecr of  SYch's partialicv and id ios~ncras~  arpunenr 1s 

concemed wich competition for mth and a x e  beliefs. In conjunction wich die tirsr 

m o  aspects (the nature of cornmonsense inmicion and the question of wherher 

altemaave fùnctions would leave us any worse off), ic was argtxed that Sticli's 

alternative interpretation functiom did not produce compeaEon for m e  beliets or 

nuth. Relving on die accepted, general method by which uuth values are determincd 

and che recognized distinmon between sentences and statements. it was decided t h  

the trurh conditions of  alternative interpretacion funccions (as Srich savs. TRLTH 

CONDITIONS*"...") wodd not necessady result in the adoption of a differenr 

notion of WU&. This was concluded on the grounds that alternative interpretation 

tUnctions wodd not  produce TRUE?..' beliefs racher than m e  beliefs. L giiren rhc 

accepted, general method of determinhg mth values. In boch instances, Srich's mc 

of capitalization and asterisks me& created the ausion of  competing notions ut' 

m t h  and m e  beliefs. 

ültinately, the andysis of  Stich's pamaln- and idiosmcrasv a r p e n t  

demonsuaced thac the notion of competing, altemative Literpretation h c r i o n s  and 

their resultant c o m p e ~ g  concepts o f  mth and m e  beliefs (i.e.. TRUTH'" ..." and 

TRUE'" ...* belefs) is noc as clear as Stich wodd have us believe. In fact. the not~on 

of competition irself in dus marner was drawn into question. 



LMRQVSLC AhD AGIR UMENTAL VALVE OF TR UE B E L E S  

T h e  observations made here are, in part, dependent upon diose niadc 

in the preceding secaon (Semon 3 - on the partialin. and idiosyncrasr of the 

causal/functional interpretation fimcuon). Sach attempred CO show char the 

inninsic vdul ig  o f  m e  beliefs o v e  TRUE" ...' ones was highlv consentarive, given 

the vast nurnber of avdable altemaaves and that there was no obvious rcason r o  

prefm our cornmonsense interpretation fünction over these avdable  drernarives. He 

suggesred that manv of these altemauve interpreration fiincrions w o d d  have neirlicr 

truth conditions nor wodd they produce beliefs char were either true or  f&e. Thesr 

alternative interpretaaon fünctiom, ir was decided. were svntactic in name.  

h i d e  fiom die arguments chat were consmtcted in the previotis section 

(Section 3) - which purporred co establish that the notion o f  alternarives which arc in 

cornpetition widi mth and m e  beliefs was, as a whole, dl-founded - diis secr~on 

(Section 4) argued chat, in many cases. the syitacuc interpretarion h c t i o n s  Sticli 

offers as alrematives violace his standards of a good interpreration hinct~on. therebi- 

rnalung them subsrandard. Ic was &O argued that s~nractic interpretarion hmctions 

were in facr inf&or ro semantic, in that thev either impeded or prevenrcd 

communication, teaching, and leaming. f i s  deficiencv was die resulr of their 

operating on autonornous descriptions of behaviour (which dehnired their l a n p r c  

to stricdy those evena which happened in the brain. to the exclusion of anr referenic 

I I I  



ro extemal environmental stimuli), which, in nim, e&ctivelv precluded their abilirv 

behaviour in any way. It was decided that in Lghr of this, rhere was 

good reason to prefa  semantic interpretaaon dieories CO ssntactic. 

As far a s  the instrumental value of mie beliefs was concerned, Stdi 

worked to establish three points which, when cornbined, purportedIv demonsrrated 

chat the i n s m e n t d  value of uue beliefs was any&ne but obvious. Those direï 

points were: i) A move to show that me& proving crue beltefs were more valuablç 

dian fdse ones was noc enough to recure their insnumenral value. [nstead. one also 

had to show that a u e  beliefs were more vduable &an Stich's dtemarives (1-c.. 

TRUE" ..." beliefs): ii) This point ùivolved the defusing of  an argument froni 

evolution whch  daimed that m e  beliefs were the result o f  evolutïonan proccsscs 

and dierefore thev had to be the most opcimal. (There was agreement wirh Stiçh's 

critique here, although  th^^ in no way affected the resr of  the analvsis found in rliis 

thesis.): and üi) There was an aaempr to show that in many cases we dreadv know 

of  instances where valuing m e  beliefs would not be conducive co our niorc 

findamental ( e .g ,  survivd) and therefore diey are not dwavs of insrninienral 

value or, alternacively, even occasiondy of  insrrumencal value. 

The force of the response co the fxst point lay in the discussion whicli 

preceded it From Section 3 of diis thesis, &ough CO the part in Section 4 on rlic 

intrinsic value of mie beliefs, it was argued diat Srich's c l a h  that diere was 



dremative competition for mich and m e  beliefs was merelv an Jusion. His ilse of 

capitalizarion and asterisks was considered misleading in lighc of die general 

t e c h q u e  for detemiining nuch d u e s  and the recognrzed d i s ~ c t i o n  benveen 

sentences and scatements. There was &O no competition to be found for cruth and 

m e  beliefs in Stich's synractic interpretation theories since, on die one hand. die idea 

that thev could produce anphing like nuth (or TRUTH"" ...") and crue beliefs (or 

TRLJE*" ..." beliefs) seemed Ïnapproptiate and, on the odier, as competirors. rhci- 

proved inferior (i.e., inabiltoi to useMy predicr behaviour and thev impeded or 

prevenred communication, teaching and learning). 

The chird point (recalLng diat his second point was conceded) was 

answered by revealing how dl interpreration funcrions. uicluding those of Sricli's 

altemaaves, suffered from the flaw which he reLed upon Ïn the "Traveling Ham-" 

example - a flaw whch said rhar die haviq of crue beliefs is not s l w a  conduciw ro 

the attainmenr of our more fundamental goab. Bm surelv, given the unpredictablc 

and changrng nature of our world, anv interpreration fünction. short of an ornniscienr 

one. would suffer from h same infimuq. makmg isolated cnticism of ani- one of 

these h c t i o n s  on dus ba i s  inappropriate and uninsmxcrive. S~ich also clainied ir 

would be difficdt to show that crue beliefs are gorerullv or even occasionallv 

i n s m e n t d p  optimal. Bur by altering the "Traveling Harw" exarnple so tfiar 

Ham's  plane did not crash, it was demonstrared how crue beliefs could in fa i r  



occasionailv be i n s t r u m e n t d y  opcimal. k to their reneral opcimalin-. ir was 

acknowledged thac no fi.&-fledged argument was offered here, but ir was hoped diar 

die arguments presenred in this thesis were ar Ieasc a good beeinning C to such an 

argument. 
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