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Abstract of Thesis

The Theory Theory is one acco u n t of o u r p ractice  of a ttr ib u tin g  
psychological s ta te s  to ou rse lves and  o thers. In th e  la te  1980s, the  
adven t of a n  a lterna tive  acco u n t, the  S im ulation  Theoiy, provoked a 
new  debate  ab o u t th e  c o rre c tn e ss  of Theory Theory. In th is  debate, 
m uch  confusion h a s  a risen  ab o u t the  n a tu re  of Theory Theory. In th is  
thesis, 1 try to dispel som e of th is  confusion by outlin ing w ha t m u s t be 
the  philosophical foundations of th e  Theory Theory.

The th es is  m ak es  five m a in  cla im s. F irst, 1 a rg u e  th a t  it is 
unhelpfu l to regard any  body of knowledge w hatsoever a s  a theoiy . To 
do so does n o t illu m in a te  th e  idea  of a  theory , a n d  it m ak es the  
d is tin c tio n  betw een  T heory  T heory  a n d  S im u la tio n  T heory  qu ite  
obscu re . Second, 1 a rg u e  th a t  we sh o u ld  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  re levan t 
sense  of theory' in te rm s of th e  idea of a scientific theory. A scientific 
theory is com posed of lawlike generalisa tions th a t  con ta in  in terre la ted  
term s th a t refer to en tities an d  properties th a t  a re  explanatory  of the 
d a ta , for exam ple by being  cau sa lly  efficacious in  th e  p roduction  of 
them , or by being re la ted  to them  in som e lawlike fash ion . T hird, I 
a rg u e  th a t  T heory  T heory  is n o t co m m itted  to  com m on  se n se  
functionalism , in e ither its  sem an tic  or m etaphysical versions. Fourth , 
Theory Theory is no t com m itted  to u s  a ttrib u tin g  psychological s ta te s  
to o thers and  to ourselves on th e  sam e basis. Hence, it can  allow th a t 
we can  have distinctive know ledge of ou r own m inds. Finally, 1 argue 
th a t Theory Theory sho u ld  n o t m ain ta in  th a t we have tac it knowledge 
of folk psychological theory. F rom  w h at we know  of ( f io ^ th is  theory  
looks and  from w h a t c u rre n t theories of tac it knowledge hold to 
be defining fea tu res  of ta c it know ledge, we m u s t conclude  th a t  th is  
knowledge is no t tacit.

The above conclusions form  a b asis  of the  Theory Theory w hich 
will m ake possible m ore specific fo rm ulations of it, a n d  will facilitate 
an d  clarify fu rther debate.
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Preface



Like m any  in  my position, I app roached  my doctoral th es is  w ith 
high am bitions. As I rem em ber it, I aim ed to argue th a t  Theory 
Theoiy w as th e  one tru e  a cc o u n t of folk psychology, th a t  it 
w as tac itly  know n, a n d  th a t  it w as inna te . As it tu rn s  out, 1 

ended  u p  doing none of th is . The m o st im p o rtan t rea so n  w as th a t  
reading th rough  the  Theory Theory v e rsu s S im ulation  Theory debate, it 
s tru c k  m e th a t  people w ere frequen tly  speak ing  a t  c ro ss  p u rp o ses. 
S im ulation ists critic ised theory  th eo ris ts  for holding th is  or th a t  view, 
an d  vice versa. As far a s  1 could  tell, it w as som etim es qu ite  u n c lear 
th a t  the  o p p o n en t w as w edded to th e  c ritic ised  view. Even w orse, 
som etim es theo ry  th eo ris ts  d isagreed  am ong them selves a b o u t w ha t 
th e  Theory T heory  w as com m itted  to, a n d  d itto  for th e  S im ula tion  
Theory. So I decided  to c o n ce n tra te  on  ju s t  one of th e  com peting  
theories.

T his is a  th e s is  a b o u t th e  p h ilo soph ica l fo u n d a tio n s  of th e  
Theoiy Theory. However, all th e  issu es  th a t  I am  going to d iscuss, have 
b e e n  fu e lled  by  th e  d e b a te  b e tw e e n  th e o ry  th e o r is t s  a n d  
sim u la tion ists . A sa tisfac to ry  fo rm ula tion  of the  Theory Theory relies 
on it being defined in a  relatively precise way su ch  th a t  there  rem ains 
a  sa tis fac to ry  d is tin c tio n  be tw een  it a n d  th e  S im u la tio n  Theory. 
O th e rw ise , T heo ry  T heo ry  c a n  be c h a rg e d  w ith  b e in g  overly 
im peria listic , leaving no sp ace  for o th e r  theo ries of th e  dom ain , or 
be ing  v acu o u s. T he d eb a te  h a s  a lso  b ro u g h t u p  som e im p o rtan t 
questions ab o u t the  n a tu re  of Theory T heoiy th a t need  to be add ressed  
before progress can  be m ade in the  area.

The thesis  is s tru c tu re d  a s  follows. C hap te r 1 is in troductory . It
in troduces the  no tion  of folk psychology - o u r p rac tice  of a ttr ib u tin g
psychological p ro p erties  to each  o ther. We th in k  of ou rse lves and
o thers a s  th ink ing , w anting, desiring, in tending , acting, a n d  so on. A
q u estio n  th e n  a rise s  co ncern ing  how  we do th is . W hat is cau sa lly
efficacious in  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of th e se  a ttr ib u tio n s?  A ccoun ts th a t

 ̂ h
e x p la in  th is  a re  ca lled  in te rn a l  a c c o u n ts . T h is is o p p o sed  to
systém atisa tions of folk psychology th a t  do no t aim  a t describ ing  how
we ac tu a lly  a ttr ib u te  psychological p ro p erties . S u c h  a c c o u n ts  a re

^external account^^of folk psychology. The thes is  is only concerned  w ith



in te rna l accoun ts. I th en  p re se n t the  two prevalen t in te rn a l acco u n ts  
of folk psychology: th e  T heory  T heory an d  the  S im ula tion  Theory. 
According to the  Theoiy Theory, it is knowledge of a  folk psychological 
th eo ry  th a t  is c a u sa lly  e fficac io u s  in  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of o u r  
psychological a ttr ib u tio n s . A ccording to the  S im ulation  Theoiy, it is 
ou r ability to im aginatively identify w ith  o thers th a t  form s the  b asis  of 
folk psychology. H aving th is  c o n tra s t  in  m ind  is in v a lu ab le  for 
form ulating the  basic  com m itm ents of the  Theory Theory. C hap te rs 2- 
5 a re  dedicated  to d isag reem en ts or m isu n d ers tan d in g  having  a risen  
in  th e  cou rse  the  Theory T heory  v e rsu s  S im u la tion  T heory debate  
ab o u t the  n a tu re  of folk psychology. I ad d re ss  four m ajor issues: the  
theoritic ity  of folk psychological knowledge. T heory T heory 's alleged 
ad h eren ce  to fu n c tio n a lism  a n d  den ia l of u s  hav ing  a  d istinc tive  
know ledge of o u r own m inds, a n d  th e  n a tu re  of know ledge of folk 
psychological theoiy.

In ch ap ters  2 & 3, I a d d re ss  the  question: w h a t does it m ean  to 
say  th a t  we have knowledge of a  folk psychological theory?  In ch ap te r 
2, I consider Stich  & Nichols' p roposal th a t  folk psychological theory is 
a  folk theory an d  folk theories a re  theories because  they  a re  bodies of 
know ledge. T he gu id ing  idea  is th a t  all bod ies of know ledge are  
theories. This form ulation , however, m ight lead to a  co llapse of the  
T heory  T heory v e rsu s  S im u la tio n  T heory  d e b a te  s in ce  one c an  
u n d e rs tan d  sim ula tion  a s  draw ing on a body of knowledge. A collapse 
c an  be averted , how ever, if one a ccep ts  w h a t I call th e ''m in im a l 
d istinction . The m inim al d is tin c tio n  is a  d istinc tion  betw een Theory) 
T heory an d  S im u la tio n  T heory  in  te rm s  of th e  com plexity  of th e  
rep re sen ta tio n s  th a t  a re  involved in  folk psychological reason ing  on 
e ither account. On the  Theory T heory accoun t, th ese  rep re sen ta tio n s  
are always m ore complex th a n  they  are  on the  sim ula tion ist accoun t ig 
any  given case. A problem  is th a t  th e re  is a  version of s im u la tion ism  
th a t  is c lassified  n e ith e r  a s  a  S im u la tio n  Theory, n o r a s  a  Theory 
Theory on the  m inim al d istinc tion . B u t 1 argue th a t  ra th e r  th a n  th a t  
being a  d isadvantage of the  d istinction , it is a  virtue. T his is due  to the  
fac t th a t  th is  v a ria tio n  of s im u la tio n ism  w avers be tw een  th e  two 
positions and  is, if anything, b e s t seen  a s  a  Theory Theory. Ultimately, 
I conclude th a t  the  S tich  & N ichols' c o n s tru a l of th e  theo re tic ity  of 
Theory Theory is unsa tisfac to ry . By becom ing synonym ous w ith body 
of knowledge', the  te rm  theory ' becom es qu ite  un in fo rm ative  w hen



pred icated  of any th ing . F u rthe rm ore , it fails to provide a  d istinc tion  
betw een in te rn a l acco u n ts  of folk psychology th a t  claim  th a t  a lthough  
som e body of know ledge is cau sa lly  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of 
psychological a ttr ib u tio n s , it is n o t know ledge of a  th e o ry ,  a n d  
a cco u n ts  th a t  a re  dead  se rio u s  a b o u t folk psychological know ledge 
being knowledge of a  theory. A  tig h te r no tion  of theory ' leading  to a 
som ew hat s tr ic te r  view of w h a t c o u n ts  a s  a  T heoiy  Theoiy, will allow 
u s  to d is tin g u ish  m u ch  b e tte r  be tw een  th e  va rious a cco u n ts  in th is  
area . Hence, a  tig h te r no tion  sh o u ld  be adop ted , bo th  b ecau se  it is 
m ore inform ative a n d  b e ca u se  it ca rv es  u p  th e  dom ain  b e tte r  - it 
highlights im portan t differences.

In ch ap te r 3, I consider th e  m ore su b s ta n tia l read ing  of theo iy ' 
in  te rm s of scientific theo iy '. The idea  is n o t th a t  folk psychological 
theo iy  is a  sc ientific  theory, b u t  th a t  it is a  theo ry  b ecau se  it h a s  
im p o r ta n t  s im ila r it ie s  w ith  sc ie n tif ic  th e o r ie s . It is n o t th e  
scientificness of scientific theories th a t  is a t issue , b u t the  theoreticity  
of them . T here  a re  two p rev a len t w ays of m odelling th is  form  of 
theoreticity . The one 1 call trad itiona l', the  o th er I call the^ fram ew ork 
theory!* The m ost p rom inen t p roponen ts of the  trad itional app roach  are 
Gopnik, Meltzoff, a n d  W ellm an. T heir idea of theore tic ity  is derived 
from  su c h  p h ilo so p h e rs  of sc ience  a s  H em pel an d  Nagel (hence 
traditional). They advocate quite a  s trin g en t notion  of scientific theory'.
In fact, it is so s tr in g en t th a t  it excludes m any  bodies of knowledge 
th a t  we genera lly  a s su m e  a re  sc ien tific  th eo rie s  from  being  so. 
Therefore, I p ropound  a  w eaker, b u t  still su b s ta n tia l notion of theory' 
th a t  n o t only n o t excludes th eo rie s  th a t  we generally  tak e  to be 
sc ien tific  th eo rie s , b u t  th a t  a lso  allow s a  n u m b e r  of b od ies  of 
knowledge no t seen  to be scientific  a s  being theories. According to th is  
m odel, a  theory  is com posed of law like g en era lisa tio n s th a t  co n ta in  
in terre la ted  term s th a t  refer to en tities and  properties th a t explain the  
d a ta , for exam ple by being  cau sa lly  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of 
them , or by being rela ted  to them  in a  lawlike m anner. The body,Q£iblk~A 
psychological inform ation will co u n t a s  a  theory on th is view. •

Lastly, I consider the  fram ew ork theory  ap p roach  advocated  by 
Carey an d  W ellm an. It is in sp ired  by K uhn 's theo iy  of the  n a tu re  of 
scientific theo ries . The prob lem  is to e x tra c t from  a n  a cc o u n t like 
W ellm an's a  general notion  of theory '. It seem s th a t  e ither fram ew ork 
theory  com es o u t a s  a  specia l k ind  of theory, or it com es o u t a s  a



num ber of tac it a ssu m p tio n s ab o u t how one co n stru c ts  and  applies 
theories. In the  one case, the  re su lt seem s too strong  for Theory 
Theory. We are  not, a t th is  point, in te rested  in show ing th a t folk 
psychological theory is a special kind of theory. This m ight comm it us 
to som eth ing  too strong . In the  second case , it seem s th a t  folk 
psychological theory really isn 't a theory after all. Therefore, I argue 
th a t  we sh o u ld  s ta y  w ith a m odified version  of the  trad itio n a l 
approach, and  reject a  framework theoiy approach.

In ch ap ter 4, I tu rn  to the oft quoted correlation betw een Theory 
Theory and  functionalism . V arious people appear of the opinion th a t 
Theory Theory is a functionalist theory and, consequently , th a t it is 
comm itted to a particu la r view of how we a ttribu te  psychological s ta tes 
to ourselves th a t doesn 't lend itself to us having any kind of distinctive 
knowledge of ou r own psychological sta tes. W hat h as m ost often been 
su p p o sed , is th a t  T heory  T heory  is co m m itted  to se m an tic  
functionalism  and  m etaphysical common sense functionalism . I argue 
th a t Theory Theory is com m itted to neither. Theory Theoiy is primarily 
an  em pirical theo iy  ab o u t w hat p u ts  u s in a position to a ttr ib u te  
psychological s ta tes. How its term s are defined and  the m etaphysicalT  
na tu re  of the s ta te s  it refers to, are not directly relevant to it.

Rejecting th a t Theory Theory is a functionalist theory is not 
sufficient to show th a t it is not com m itted to a view of self-attribution 
th a t is third personal, and  th a t leads to a rejection of the idea th a t we  ̂
have distinctive knowledge of our own m inds. For all I have said so far, ^  -
it seem s th a t psychological a ttribu tions are based in ju s t  the sam e way 
w hether they are th ird  or first personal. This would be a sym m etric 
view of psychological a ttr ib u tio n . But sym m etrica l a cc o u n ts  are  
coun terin tu itive  - ou r se lf-a ttribu tions seem  to be based  on som e 
direct and im m ediate access to our own psychological s ta tes. This is 
an  asym m etric  position . I go on to argue th a t n e ith e r position is 
satisfactory. Asymm etric accoun ts are ap t to lead to solipsism . Given 
th a t I a ttrib u te  psychological s ta te s  to you on the basis  of observing 
your behaviour, and  I a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to m yself on the 
basis of w hat is given to me in in trospection, how do I know th a t I 
a ttrib u te  the  sam e k inds of s ta te s  in the two cases?  So, w hereas a 
satisfactory  accoun t of se lf-a ttribu tion  m u st allow som e asym m etry  
betw een first and  th ird  personal a ttrib u tio n , it m u st not advocate 
complete asym metry.
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In th e  psychological lite ra tu re , there  is evidence th a t  we have 
less d irect access to o u r psychological s ta te s  th a n  we norm ally  th in k  
we do. In p articu lar, there  is evidence th a t  we have no d irect access to 
the  in ten tionality  and  the  cau sa l rela tions of o u r psychological s ta te s . 
The knowledge th a t  we have of th ese  a sp ec ts  is inferential, hence  not 
distinctively first personal. 1 th en  p resen t a n  ontogenetic m yth  to pave 
th e  w ay for a  T heo iy  T heory  a c c o u n t of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n  a n d  self- 
knowledge. According to th is  accoun t, som ething  is indeed given to u s  
in  in trospection  - som e s ta te  of affairs is p resen ted  to u s . O n the  b asis  
of th is  a n d  in te rac tio n  w ith  o th e r  people a n d  o u r env ironm en t, we 
come to conceptualise  w h a t is so given in a  p a rticu la r fash ion  - a s  folk 
psychological s ta te s . Hence it is a n  accoun t th a t  h a s  b o th  sym m etric 
a n d  asym m etric  p a r ts  to  it. Lastly, 1 show  th a t  th is  a c c o u n t is 
com patib le  w ith, or qu ite  s im ila r to, a  n u m b e r of a cc o u n ts  of self- 
knowledge th a t  allow we have distinctive knowledge of o u r own m inds.

Lastly, in  c h ap te r 5, 1 exam ine the  th es is  th a t  o u r knowledge of 
folk psychological th eo ry  is ta c it. P ro to typ ica l exam p les of ta c it  
knowledge are  knowledge of transfo rm ational g ram m ar a n d  knowledge 
of v isual pa ram ete rs . In o rder to evaluate  the  suggestion , 1 consider 
th re e  th eo rie s  of ta c it know ledge p rev a len t in  th e  p h ilo so p h ica l 
lite ra tu re . F irst of all, it is necessa ry  th a t  these  th ree  acco u n ts  accord 
w ith  knowledge of g ram m ar. 1 give a n  exam ple of su c h  know ledge - 
know ledge of m h -traces. Secondly, we m u s t look a t  som e specific 
exam ples of folk psychological knowledge to see w h e th er it fits any  of 
the  accoun ts of tac it knowledge. 1 take  a  generalisa tion  from ch ap te r 1 
a s  providing a  pro to typical exam ple of folk psychological knowledge, 
b u t  any  generalisa tion  d iscu ssed  there  w ould have done equally  well. 
A lthough it is n o t certa in  th a t  the  theory  th eo ris ts  th a t  a ssu m e  folk 
psychological knowledge is tac it will agree w ith my form ulation  of the  
theory  in  c h a p te r  1, the  fact th a t  they  have provided no a lterna tive  
accoun t th a t  can  be evaluated, forces me to stay  w ith th a t scenario .

C hom sky's acco u n t of tac it knowledge is relatively sim ple. Tacit 
knowledge is represen ta tiona l, causally  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of 
th o u g h t a n d  b ehav iou r, a n d  its  c a u sa l pow ers a re  re la ted  to its  
rep resen ta tiona l con ten t. It is, however, unconscious. O ne m ight m ean  
different th ings by unconscious ' a s  is c lear in S tich 's  acco u n t of tac it 
know ledge. A ccord ing  to S tich , ta c it  know ledge is co n sc io u s ly  
inaccessib le  and  inferentially en cap su la ted  - the  opposites of bo th  are



conscious ch arac te ris tics . We do n o t have a  ch arac te ris tic  conscious 
experience w hen p resen ted  w ith the  con ten t of a  subdoxastic  s ta te  th a t 
we have. Furtherm ore , the  inform ation  con ta ined  in  su c h  s ta te s  only 
have lim ited in teraction  w ith  o th er psychological s ta tes. We cannot, for 
exam ple, retrieve su ch  inform ation  a t will, give w ords to it, an d  so on. 
C onsidering  th is , it is m ost likely th a t  C hom sky m ean s consciously  
inaccessib le ' by unconscious '. Davies, for h is  part, suggests  th a t  the  
tru e  d istinction  betw een o rd inary  an d  tac it knowledge is to be found in 
th e  G enerality  C o n stra in t. T he form er is su b jec t to it, w h ereas the  
la tte r  isn 't. In o rder th a t  people have beliefs, they  m u s t exercise the  
concepts involved in  the  co n ten t of the  beliefs. This is n o t the  case  w ith 
subdoxastic  sta tes.

I go on to consider w h e th er folk psychological knowledge is tac it 
on  any  of these  accoun ts . I conclude th a t it isn 't. We a s se n t w hen  we 
a re  asked  w hether we believe th a t  a folk psychological generalisa tion  is 
tru e  an d  we will do so b e ca u se  we have a  ch a rac te ris tic  conscious 
experience. We also  often  v o lu n te e r su c h  g en era lisa tio n s . So, the  
knowledge is not consciously  inaccessib le. Secondly, o u r beliefs affect 
o u r  folk psychological know ledge a n d  vice versa. T here seem s to be 
little restric tion  on how folk psychological inform ation com bines w ith 
o th e r  inform ation  th a t  we p o sse ss  (apart from th a t  w hich  is tacitly  
know n, of course), hence it is inform ationally  in tegrated . Thirdly, it is 
c o n c e p tu a l in  so m u ch  a s  it p a s se s  th e  G en era lity  C o n s tra in t. 
F u rtherm ore , considering recen t resea rch  in  experim ental psychology, 
it seem s unlikely  th a t  any  a c c o u n t of tac it know ledge will com e to 
classify  folk psychological know ledge as tacit. Hence, I conclude th a t  
folk psychological knowledge isn 't tacit.

In c h ap te r 6, 1 conclude m y findings. 1 also look a t som e o ther 
im p o rtan t issues th a t need to be add ressed  by Theory Theory, b u t th a t 
1 do n o t have tim e to c o n s id e r  in  de ta il here . They c o n ce rn  th e  
acq u isitio n  of folk psychological theory, ceteris paribus  c lau ses, an d  
th e  com pilation of a  properly  exp lanato ry  folk psychological theory. 1 
give som e h in ts  a t th e  d irection  in  w hich I believe th e  righ t so lu tions 
lie.

In m y research , 1 have benefited  greatly from d iscu ssio n s w ith a 
n u m b e r of people. 1 w ould like to th a n k  m y prim ary  a n d  secondary  
su p e rv iso rs , Tim C rane  a n d  M ichael M artin . B oth  have  provided
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invaluable help in the  genesis of th is  work. My h u sb a n d , Gabriel Segal, 
h a s  con tribu ted  th rough  enlightening d iscussions and  m uch  support. I 
am  deeply in d eb ted  to D aniel F rie sn e r for d isc u ss io n s  a b o u t th e  
n a tu re  of science an d  cognitive developm ent. 1 have also benefited from 
com m ents by M ilena N uti a n d  Isabella  Muzio. Lastly, I w ould like to 
th a n k  m y m oral su p p o rte rs : A nja Matwijkiw, M atthew  Patrick , a n d  
Eleni Vambouli.

London, April 2000
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Chapter 1

%

Phoebe: "Oh my God. He w ants me to come over and feel his bicep and more... 

Rachel: "Are you kidding? I can 't believe he would tha t to Mon... Wooh... [turns 

around to Joey] Joey, do they know th a t we know?"

Joey: "No..."

Rachel: "Joey"

Joey: "They know you know."

Rachel: "Ooh, I knew it. I cannot believe those two!"

Phoebe: "They thought they could m ess with us. They're trying to mess with us. They 

don't know th a t we know they know we know. And Joey, you can 't say anything! " 

Joey: "Couldn't if 1 wanted to. "

FYiends. Series 5, Episode 14
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Folk psychology is a  p ractice th a t we are con tinuously  engaged 
in in  o u r everyday life. We a ttr ib u te  psychological p roperties 
to people; to ourselves a s  well as to o thers. These a ttrib u tio n s  
a re  m a n ife s te d  th ro u g h  sp e ec h , th o u g h t, in v o lu n ta ry  

behaviour an d  action. I tell som eone abou t how  an o th e r acted  tow ards 
m e, I th in k  th a t  m y friend  is u p se t, I find m yself b lu sh in g  being  
com plim ented, an d  1 h a n g  u p  on som eone who in su lts  m e. The two 
la s t s itu a tio n s are  d is tingu ished  by the  first being invo lun tary  an d  the  
second  vo lun tary . Psychological categories inc lude  ac tio n  (walking 
som ebody hom e, buying  a  p in t, throw ing oneself in  som eone's arm s), 
c e rta in  k inds of invo lun ta ry  behav iou r (crying, b lu sh in g , sh riek ing , 
frowning, sm iling, seeing  an d  feeling som ething), th o u g h t (believing 
th a t  p , su p p o s in g  th a t  p , p h a n ta s iz in g  th a t  p , im ag in ing  th a t  p , 
knowing th a t p), desire (w anting p  to be the  case, desiring x), in ten tion  
(intending to 0, deciding to 0), and  em otion (hoping th a t  p, fearing th a t 
p, loving X,  hating  x, being happy  th a t p , being sad  th a t p).

W hereas invo lun tary  b ehav iou r com es in m any  varie ties, only 
som e a t t r ib u t io n s  of s u c h  b e h a v io u r  c o u n t a s  p sy ch o lo g ica l 
a ttribu tions. ̂  The ru le  is th a t  only th e  kind of behav iou r th a t  can  be 
exp la ined  by refe rence  to a n  a g en t's  psycho log ical s ta te s  - h e r  
th o u g h ts , d e s ire s , in te n tio n s , o r em otions - is su b s u m e d  u n d e r  
psychological categories. T his is the  veiy sam e reaso n  th a t  vo lun tary  
behav iour - m ostly  know n a s  ac tion  - is c ap tu red  by psychological 
categories. The difference betw een action and  involun tary  behav iour is ' 
th a t w hereas the  form er is voluntary , the  la tte r is not. One way to flesh 
o u t th is notion  is to say  th a t  behav iour is vo lun tary  if the  agen t could 
have done o therw ise . A no ther w ay to look a t  it, is to c laim  th a t  
behaviour is vo lun tary  b ecau se  it sp rings from a decision to act, an d  
th a t  decision  need  n o t have  been  m ade. T his, how ever, is m ore 
controversial (cf. Pink, 1997). Here is not the  place to e n te r on  the  free 
will d e b a te , so I leave th e  n o tio n  of th e  v o lu n ta ry  re la tive ly  
unexplained, relying on o u r com m on sense  notion thereof.

^When I talk of a ttributions of behaviour, I mean attributions of particu lar kinds of 
behaviour, for example laughing, stroking, and so on. It is behaviour u n d er a 
particular description tha t is a t issue.
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So, bo th  voluntary  an d  som e involuntary  behaviour is explicable 
in  te rm s of psychological s ta te s . Shriek ing  c o u n ts  as a  psychological 
category because  you e ither do it voluntarily  or you do it b ecau se  you 
w ere su d d e n ly  frig h ten ed , su rp r is e d , o r feeling p a in . All th e se  
descrip tions are folk psychological.

N eurotic a n d  psychotic  b eh av io u rs  a re  also  su b su m e d  u n d e r  
psychological categories. Coming across these  psychological categories, 
we m ay w an t to sh a rp en  o u r above descrip tion  an d  requ ire  th a t  w ha t 
coun ts  a s  form ing p a rt of o u r folk psychological practice is n o t any  old 
a t t r ib u t io n  of p sycho log ica l p ro p e rtie s , b u t  a t t r ib u t io n  of f o l k  
psychological p roperties. A rguably, the  psychological categories th a t  
su b su m e  neuro tic  and  psychotic behaviours, are  n o t folk psychological 
c a te g o rie s  a s  su c h . T erm s like  d e p re s s io n ',  's c h iz o p h re n ia ',  
psychopathy ', an d  m ania ' were in troduced  a n d  are  u sed  by experts, 
be they  p sycho -ana ly sts , p sy ch ia tris ts , or psychologists. However, 1 
don 't h ap p en  to th in k  th a t there  is a  sh a rp  d istinc tion  betw een su ch  
psychological categories and  folk psychological ones.

T here are  obviously folk psychological categories th a t  a re  w ha t 
one m ight call traditional folk psychological categories. The exam ples of 
the  first pa rag rap h  are of th is kind. Psychological properties like those 
have been  a ttr ib u te d  to people for th o u sa n d s  of years. My p o in t is 
sim ply th a t any kind of psychological knowledge a tta ined  by specialists 
can  be acquired  by non-specialists. T hus acquired, it can  come to form 
p a r t  of w h a t psychological s ta te s  people a ttr ib u te  to o th e rs  a n d  
th em se lv es  o u ts id e  any  p sy ch o lo g ica l-p ro fess io n a l c o n te x t. For 
exam ple, m any  people now  a ttr ib u te  o th e rs  - a n d  th em se lv es  - 
unconscious psychological s ta te s  tak en  from psycho-analysis. Indeed, 
it h a s  becom e a ve ritab le  vogue in  m an y  A m erican  m ovies a n d  
television series. M ost of u s  rem em ber m em orable lines from  Woody 
Allen m ovies, b u t  now  psycho  ana ly tic  d isco u rse  fea tu re s  large in 
teenage soap  series. In B uffy  the Vampire Slayer, Cordelia, the  dum b 
b eau ty  queen , rhetorically  a sk s  th e  slayer: "w hat is y o u r ch ildhood  
trau m a?  ". C hildhood tra u m a s  have begun  to play a  role a s  everyday 
exp lanato ry  co n stru c ts , som etim es w ith  severe negative u n d e rto n es . 
Som eone who ac ts  in weird, unpred ic tab le , an d  often violent w ays m ay 
be said  to have one. M ost people, in the  w estern  world a t  least, will 
have a  p re tty  good idea of w h a t th a t  m eans. We m ight, th en , w an t to

14



include  tra u m a s , com plexes, u n c o n sc io u s  p h a n ta s ie s , a n d  so on, 
am ong ou r folk psychological categories^ .

It seem s th a t every kind  of involuntary  behav iour th a t gets to be 
subsum ed  u n d e r a  psychological category h as  a  voluntary  coun terpart.
1 can  cry, b lu sh , shriek , etc. voluntarily , or 1 can  su p p re ss  my urge to 7 
cry, b lu sh , shriek , a n d  so on. However the  behav iou r is elicited, it is 
co rrect to describe  it a s  crying, b lush ing , or shriek ing . N evertheless, 
there  can  be a  big difference in how  the  m ore general behav iour th a t  
the  agen t is engaged in  is described . He p re tended  to be u p se t' w ould L 
be the  vo lun tary  co u n te rp a rt of He w as u p se t'. T h a t is, som eone who 
cries because  they have decided  to do so is p retending  to be upset. It is 
generally  a ssu m e d  th a t  in o rd er to co u n t a s  being  genuinely  u p se t, 
crying m u s t be a n  invo lun tary  behaviour. However, bo th  ascrip tions 
are  folk psychological, it is j u s t  th a t  the  rea so n s  for w hich som eone 
does som ething feed back  into the  descrip tion  of w ha t they do.

i . The Function o f  Folk Psychology

Folk psychology serves a t  le a s t th ree  d ifferen t fu n c tio n s. It 
enables u s  to:

i. explain why someone does^, feels, desires, intends or th inks as she 

does, 11. predict w hat someone will do, feel, want. Intend or think, and 

111. understand  w hat someone Is doing, thinking, wanting. Intending or 

feeling.

1 have inc luded  iii. b e c a u se  1 d o n 't  believe th a t  all psychological 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  c an  be u n d e rs to o d  a s  psycho log ical e x p lan a tio n . 
S om etim es 1 j u s t  w a n t to u n d e rs ta n d  how  som eone  feels, n o t 
necessarily  why they feel a s  they do. However, a t tim es 1 shall speak  of

1

^Thls does not Involve us accepting m ost psycho analytic theories unquestlonlngly. 
For example, one m ight doub t F reud 's theory of the O edipus complex (Freud, 
1900/1953), whilst m aintaining th a t we do have a rich unconscious phan tasy  life 
th a t feeds Into our behaviour. Accepting psycho-analytical sta tes  presum ably does 
m ean th a t we have an  unconscious m uch like Freud conceived of It, populated by 
representational s ta tes  th a t are processed a t the personal level (not a t the su b 
personal level like tacit knowledge states, cf. chapter 5), and th a t play a causal role 
In the production of our behaviour w ithout our consent.

use do' here to cover both voluntary and the types of Involuntary behaviour 
discussed above.
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folk psychological u n d e rs ta n d in g  as sh o rt h a n d  for th is  th ree  fold 
function of folk psychology.

We m ight say  th a t  folk psychology is th e  p rac tice  of m ak ing  
ourselves and  o th ers  com prehensib le. S uch  u n d e rs tan d in g  form s the  
cem ent of h u m a n  re la tions. U n d erstan d in g  ourse lves we a re  b e tte r  
able to p lan  fu tu re  cou rses of action; u n d e rs tan d in g  o thers we have a  
good idea  of how  to re la te  to a n d  in te ra c t  w ith  th em . Som e 
ph ilosophers seem  to believe th a t  w ithou t folk psychology we w ould 
have little of the  com plex social in te rac tio n  th a t  we do b e ca u se  we 
need  to be able to foresee the  actions of o thers in  o rder to regulate  ou r 
own (Fodor, 1987). O thers th in k  th a t  we can  a t lea s t p lan  in te rac tions 
w ith  o th ers  w ith o u t hav ing  to p red ic t th e ir  ac tio n s  (M orton, 1996). 
In stead , o u r in te rac tio n s  a re  b a sed  on e xp e c ta tio n s  form ed in the- 
p ro cess o f  m a k in g  d e c is io n s  (cf. c h a p te r  5). H ow ever, th e s e  
expec ta tions, them selves, seem  to be form ed on  th e  b a s is  of folk 
psychological knowledge ab o u t the  people involved.

I th in k  it is a  po in t well taken , th a t  folk psychology does no t 
need to w ork via  p red iction  for it to serve a s  an  im p o rtan t social tool 
for h u m a n  in te rac tion . T here  is no d o u b t th a t  it d o e s  w ork in th is  
fashion som etim es, w hen we schem e things, for exam ple (w hether the 
prediction precedes, or tak es place in the course  of, decision m aking is 
no t im p o rtan t here). O n th e  o th er h an d , m u ch  social cooperation  is 
based  on expectations, som e prior to the decision m a k in g % h e r^ rm e d  .  ̂
du ring  it. A general expectation is th a t if 1 am  polite to people, they will 
be polite also. It w ould be folly to suppose  th a t every tim e we in te rac t 
w ith  people, we try  to p red ic t w h e th e r  they  will re sp o n d  to o u r 
politeness, for exam ple. However, 1 m ight form a n  expecta tion  th a t  a  
p a rticu la r person  will be polite du ring  my decision m aking; I s ta r t  ou t 
on the  assu m p tio n  th a t  I will be polite, consequen tly  th a t  she  will be 
polite, and  th en  decide w h a t else to do on th a t b asis . Folk psychology 
g e n e ra te s  e x p ec ta tio n s . W h e th e r o r n o t folk psychology  e n ab les  
co o p era tio n  via  e x p ec ta tio n s  or p red ic tions, it e n ab les  u s  to live 
relatively stab le  social lives.

Being able to foresee people 's reactions to one 's ac tions is very 
im portan t for fu tu re  pu rposes. If one gets b lack listed , one m ight have 
quite a  difficult time. This is why questions su ch  as "what will she do if 
1 do this?", "what will people th ink , if 1 do th a t?  ", an d  so on, a re  cm cia l 
in  o rder to decide w h a t to do. D ecision m ak ing  need  n o t involve
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explicit an sw ers to su c h  q u estio n s , for often  we ju s t  s tick  to social 
m ores for a ru le  of th u m b  a b o u t w ha t coun ts as acceptable behaviour. 
N evertheless, a t  som e level it is very im p o rta n t th a t  people a re  
relatively pred ictab le. For o u r p u rp o ses  a s  well a s  th e ir own. T his is 
con so n an t v^th  th e  above, for m y expectations are  only reasonab le  if 1 
assu m e  th a t people are  relatively predictable. This is n o t to say  th a t  I 
need  to be able to p red ic t exactly  w h a t they  will do or n o t do, b u t  1 
m u s t have som e rough  p ic tu re . T his is why we a re  very re lu c ta n t to 
engage in certa in  tran sac tio n s  w ith  strangers. We can n o t ru le  o u t th a t  
they will no t ac t to o u r de trim ent. We need to a ssu re  ourselves th a t  we 
don 't deal w ith po ten tial rap is ts , m urderers , thieves, be trayers, an d  so 
on. Less dram atically , we need  to be  able to gauge people 's reactions, 
so th a t  we don 't exclude ourselves from fu tu re  cooperation  w ith them  
th ro u g h  offending behav iour. F rom  th e ir po in t of view, it is equally  
im portan t th a t  they are  predictable, in the  sense  ju s t  elicited, so they 
can  co u n t on being cooperated  w ith. T hat people shou ld  be relatively 
u n d ers tan d ab le  is c rucial for social cooperation; th a t  they  shou ld  no t 
be com pletely  so is equally  c ru c ia l. O therw ise, we sh o u ld  die of 
boredom . Predictability h a s  its tim e an d  place.

W hatever social a n d  em otional function  folk psychology m ay 
serve, we don 't tend  to be in s tru m e n ta lis t ab o u t it w hen we apply it to 
peop le  a n d  o th e r  h ig h ly  ra t io n a l  b e in g s . We d o n 't  a t t r ib u te  
psychological s ta te s  sim ply b e ca u se  it serves ce rta in  p u rp o ses; we 
believe th a t people are  in th e  s ta te s  th a t we a ttr ib u te  them . A nother 
way to p u t the  sam e poin t is to say  th a t  we are in ten tional rea lis ts . To 
the  u n tu to re d  m ind , a t  least, people do act, have beliefs, desires, 
hopes, and  fears, a n d  so on. Som e people who have th o u g h t a  lot 
a b o u t th ese  m a tte rs  com e to believe th a t  o u r folk psychological 
fram ew ork sim ply c an n o t be tru e  (C hurchland, 1981; D ennett, 1987; 
Stich, 1983). O n the  o ther h an d , a  lot of people who have also th o u g h t 
a  lot abou t the  m atter, th in k  th a t  the  folk psychological categories th a t  
we a ttr ib u te , a re  largely tru e  of u s  (Arm strong, 1994; Fodor, 1987; 
Goldm an, 1993; Morgan & W oodward, 1990). Among the  folk, however, 
there  is generally little d isag reem en t ab o u t the  reality  of psychological 
s ta te s  and  properties.

In w ha t follows, 1 shall sp eak  as a naïve folk psychologist. 1 will 
no t ad d ress  the  question  of w h e th er any th ing  actually  co rresponds to
the  psychological p ro p erties  th a t  we ta lk  ab o u t an d  a ttr ib u te  ̂ each - y
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other. W hat I a ssu m e  is th a t  we have a p rac tice  of a ttr ib u tin g  folk 
psychological categories to ourselves an d  others, and  th a t th is  d icta tes 
how  we conceive of each  o th e r a n d  ourselves. 1 am  sp eak in g  from  
in side  th is  concep tion . It rem a in s  a n  open  q u estio n  w h e th e r  one 
th in k s  it is possible to describe o u r  folk psychological practice  w ithou t 
being  com m itted  to it being largely tru e . Conceive o f, 'u n d e rs ta n d ', 
an d  so on are  all in ten tional term s. Using su c h  term s seem s to com m it 
one to  th e  t ru th  of folk psychology. However, given how  m an y  
elim inative m ateria lists  th a t a re  hagpy  to describe folk psychology - for 
exam ple Paul C hurch land  an d  Stich  (C hurchland, 1981; Stich,
1996) - we can  a ssu m e  th a t  a t  lea s t som e ph ilo sophers th in k  th a t  
som e non-in ten tional reform ulation of su ch  a descrip tion is possible.

2. How Folk Psychology Works

Folk psycho log ical p re d ic tio n s  a n d  e x p la n a tio n s  a re  only 
possible once there  is a prior folk psychological a ttrib u tio n  to w ork on. 
For exam ple, we m u st be able to see behav iour as a  p a rticu la r k ind  of 
behaviour. O n the  o ther h an d , once we have got a folk psychological 
a ttribu tion , we can  do a lot w ith it. Take the  following exam ple:

John  is afraid tha t it will rain

An obvious question  is why J o h n  feels th is  way. In the  absence  of any 
fu rth e r inform ation, we can  generate  innum erab le  explanations. Some, 
no  d o u b t, m ore  fa rfe tc h e d  th a n  o th e rs . B u t n o rm a lly  th e  
c ircu m stan ces su rro u n d in g  Jo h n 's  fear will give u s  a  good idea of why 
he is afraid th a t it will rain . Let u s  im agine th a t we find o u t th a t  J o h n  
is having a  garden  party . Im m ediately, we are able to come u p  w ith  an  
exp lanation  of h is feelings. If it begins to ra in  the  party  c an n o t be in 
the  garden , so the  garden  p arty  will be ru ined . In fact, it will cease  to 
be a  g a rd en  party , s tric tly  speak ing . He really  w a n ts  h im se lf a n d  
o th ers  to have a good tim e, b u t  if the  garden  p arty  is ru in ed , th is  is 
unlikely  to be the case. This partly  explains why he fears th a t  it will 
rain.

B ut the  above is no t enough  to explain Jo h n 's  fear, for fear is an  
em otion  th a t  req u ires  th a t  th e  su b je c t th in k s  th a t  som e s ta te s  of
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affairs m ay come to p a ss  th a t  sh e  desires n o t to occur. Therefore, we 
need to po in t out, no t ju s t  why it is th a t  J o h n  desires th a t  it does no t 
rain , b u t  also  th a t  he  th in k s  it m ight. This, th en , will co u n t a s  a n  
explanation of h is fear.

The nex t question , then , is: why does he believe it m ight ra in?  
Why, indeed. P e rh ap s he h e a rd  th e  w ea th e r fo recast a n d  ra in  w as 
p red ic ted . M aybe he  h a s  seen  th a t  th e  sky  h a s  c louded  over. Or 
p e rh ap s he is of a  particu larly  pessim istic  m in d se t an d  th in k s  th a t  it 
will probably  ra in  since  th is  will ru in  h is  p a rty  a n d  m ake h im  feel 
dreadful. If we know  m ore ab o u t Jo h n , we sh o u ld  be able to ru le  o u t 
som e of these  possibilities. For in stance , if we know  he is generally an  
optim ist, we will go for e ither th e  w eather forecast o r the  overclouding 
option.

The nex t th ing  one m ight consider is w h a t J o h n  will do, given 
th a t  he fears it will rain . If he  is particu larly  neurotic, we m ight predict 
th a t  he will pace a ro u n d  the  ho u se , g roan , wave h is  a rm s a ro u n d  
m aniacally, and  so on. Or, p e rh ap s J o h n  is a  very p ractical person. In 
th is  case, we will expect h im  to a rran g e  h is  h o u se  su c h  th a t  it will 
accom m odate  th e  n u m b er of g u e s ts  th a t  he  is expecting. He m ight 
rem ove the  tab le  c lo ths from  th e  tab les  in  th e  garden , move som e 
chairs inside, an d  so on.

B ut why is J o h n  having a  garden  party  in th e  first place? After 
all, having a  garden  party  a t any  tim e of the  y ear is very risky  if one 
lives in England. Is Jo h n  a hopeless optim ist or is he  sim ply prey to an  
overly optim istic cu ltu re?

W hat will J o h n  do if it ac tua lly  s ta r ts  ra in ing?  Will he try  to 
cancel the  party?  O r w h a t if the  w eather c lears  u p ?  Will he fall down 
on  h is knees an d  th a n k  the Lord? All of th ese  questions , an d  m any  
more, can  only be answ ered  by know ing m ore ab o u t Jo h n . And m aybe 
som e c an 't be ansv^ re d  a t ^ ^ ,  since we ju s t  m ight be a t loss a s  to how 
to figure o u t how  th e  fac ts, a s  we know  them , will b e a r  on  any  
p a rticu la r contingency. (This is no t to be confused  w ith  the  claim  th a t 
there  is no answ er to these  questions.)

Once we s ta r t  a ttrib u tin g  psychological p roperties to people, we 
can  go on for quite a bit, looking ever fu rth er back  for explanations for 
the  p a rticu la r s itua tion  a t hand , or predicting w ha t they  will do, th ink, 
feel, an d  so on, in the  fu tu re . N aturally , if o u r  knowledge of J o h n  is 
lim ited to the im m ediate c ircum stances su rro u n d in g  the  garden  party.

19



we won't get very far. But even if we have known Jo h n  all our lives, 
there  are  defin ite  lim its to how  far b ack  we can  s tre tc h  ou r 
explanations and how far forward our predictions, if these are m eant 
to be taken in earnest.

,.f,' -r -  '3. The Structure o f Folk Psychology r  ̂ ^  , c
___

In folk psychology, it is assu m ed  th a t  behaviour of a certa in  
kind, psychological s ta te s , and  the environm ent in te rac t w ith each 
other. W hat the environm ent is like affects w hat we th ink , w ant, and 
feel. W hat we think, w ant and  feel influences w hat else we think, w ant 
and feel, and w hat we in tend  and  how we behave. And how we end up 
behaving affects ou r environm ent, and the whole cycle s ta r ts  all over 
again. We may illustrate th is with Jo h n  above.

Jo h n  believes th a t he is having a garden party, and  he w ants it 
to be a good garden  party . A couple of h o u rs  before the  party , it 
becomes overcast. Jo h n  looks a t the sky and  comes to believe th a t it is 
overcast. If it is overcast, there  is more chance  of it raining. Jo h n  
comes to believe th a t it is likely to rain. Jo h n  also believes th a t if it 
rains, it will ru in  his garden party. Therefore, he comes to fe a r  th a t it 
will rain. Presum ably, Jo h n  has some idea of w hat to do if it rains. He 
knows he can 't call off the party  a t such  short notice, so there are few 
options b u t to try to go th rough  with the party, b u t inside. So Jo h n  
decides to have the party  inside. Since he knows th a t he will need 
some tables and chairs inside, and  th a t some things th a t are currently  
in the garden will be soaked or ru ined should  it rain, he s ta r ts  moving 
some things inside. Once he h as done so, he m ight come to believe 
th a t he has now done the best he can for a successful party. And on 
and on we can go.

F olk  p sy c h o lo g ic a l u n d e r s ta n d in g  h a s  two s a l ie n t  
characteristics: i. it ou tlines causa l relations betw een the exp lanans 
and the explanandum , or the prediction and  the predictive basis, and
ii. it m akes one of these factors rational or intelligible in the light of the 
other. So, to re tu rn  to Jo h n , the desire to throw  a good garden party  
and  the belief th a t it will ra in  cause  Jo h n  to fear th a t it will rain. But 
his fear also m akes sense, or is rational, given his belief and  his desire. 
As Je riy  Fodor has argued, th is double function of folk psychological
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explanations an d  pred ictions is b e s t conceived of in the  following way. 
The in ten tio n a l or sem an tic  re la tio n s  betw een psychological s ta te s  
typically respect the  cau sa l pow ers of these  s ta te s  (Fodor, 1987, p. 13).

W hen we say  th a t it is ra tional or th a t it m akes sense  for J o h n  to 
be afraid th a t  it will ra in , it is because  garden parties and  ra in  do n 't go 
to g e th er (a lthough  u n fo r tu n a te ly  th ey  frequen tly  o c cu r together). 
Having a  p a rty  is norm ally  connec ted  w ith  w an ting  to have a  good 
party . Given the  possib ility  of ra in , Jo h n 's  fear is perfectly ra tional. 
(John  m ight end  u p  hav ing  a  good p a rty  anyw ay, of c o u r s ë O rh is  
ra th e r  lengthy link of sem an tic  assoc iations form s the  b as is  o im e  so- 
called  ra tio n a l re la tio n  th a t  ho ld s betw een th e  e x p la n an s  a n d  th e  
exp lan an d u m  in  a  folk psychological exp lanation . It m ak es sen se  of 
th e  form er by re la ting  it to th e  la tte r. The sam e so rt of link  ho lds in 
o th er form s of folk psychological und ers tan d in g . D espite th e  fact th a t  
it can  be ra th e r  cum bersom e to m ake th is  link  explicit, it is one we 
m ake in stan tly . It sh o u ld  be no ted  th a t  the  link  keeps in  p lace the  
rational relation betw een Jo h n 's  desire and  belief on the  one h an d  and  
h is fear on the  o ther bo th  for J o h n  h im self - th is  is the  reaso n  th a t  he 
fears - and  for th e  observer. The desire  and  the  belief c au se  the  fear 
and  rationalise it.^

W hat is m ean t by ra tio n a l' is, of course, very b road . It is no t 
res tric ted  to som e narrow  sen se  su c h  a s  logical'. For it app lies no t 
only to tran sitio n s am ong beliefs, b u t  also to decision m aking, action, 
and  emotion. It m ay be stre tch ing  the  notion rational' a  b it far a t tim es 
- in w hich sense  is it ra tional for Claire to cry because  Paul says sh e 's  
overweight an d  ugly, for exam ple? In these  cases, pe rhaps, it is b e tte r  
to  u se  the  expression m akes sense '. W hether there  is any  non-c ircu lar 
way of fleshing o u t th is  no tion  is n o t c lear a t p resen t. B u t for o u r 
p u rposes, we can  sim ply no te  th a t  folk psychological u n d e rs ta n d in g  
ra tio n a lise s  th o u g h t, behav iou r, an d  so on, in th e  sen se  of m ak es 
sense  of.

4W hereas certainly all participants in the Theory Theory versus Sim ulation Theory 
debate accept this construal of folk psychology, not all philosophers have been happy 
to do so. G. E. M. Anscombe and  A. 1. Melden are cases in point (Anscombe, 1957; 
Melden, 1960). They thought th a t reason explanations and causal explanations were 
necessarily  d is tin c t k inds of exp lan a tio n s  and  m utually  exclusive. M elden 
m aintained th a t giving a  reason for an  action is simply another way of describing the 
action. 1 will not go into the details of his argum ent here. 1 take it th a t Donald 
Davidson has shown th a t the m ain argum ent in favour of this view does not work, 
and thus tha t reasons can be causes (Davidson. 1963).
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Many folk psychological s ta te s  are also known as propositional 
a ttitude sta tes. Propositional a ttitude  s ta tes are so called because they 
are a ttitude  s ta te s  with a propositional content; for example, the belief 
th a t the m oon is full, the  desire  th a t an  enem y will com e to a 
particularly  nasty  end, and the hope th a t the m eaning of life will soon 
be revealed. The belief, the desire, and the hope are all exam ples of 
a ttitudes; the moon is fu l l  an  enem y will come to a particularly nasty  
end, and  the meaning o f life will soon be revealed, are propositions. 
Propositions p resen t a p a rticu la r  s ta te  of affairs, they p re sen t the 
world as being in one way or another. ^

However, I prefer to look a t  psychological s ta te s  in te rm s of J? / 
m ental rep resen ta tio n s . A pain ting , a pho tograph , a  word, an d  a 
sym bol are  all rep resen ta tio n s . A pain ting  by C onstable, say, will 
typically rep re se n t som e lu sh  lan d scap e  or o ther. A pho tog raph  
rep resen ts  w hat it is a pho tograph  of. The word word' rep re sen ts  
words, and  so on. Psychological s ta tes are relations to rep resen ta tions 
in ou r m inds. They have a psychological mode (cf. a ttitude) and  a 
psycho log ical c o n te n t (cf. p roposition ). Psycholog ical c o n te n t 
rep resen ts  som eth ing  or o ther, for exam ple th a t the m oon is full. 
A nother way of saying the sam e thing, is to say th a t psychological 
sta tes are about som ething, th a t they are intentional. A representation  
need not represen t a sta te  of affairs, a situation . A represen tation  can 
rep resen t a thing. Therefore, not all m ental rep resen ta tions need be 
propositional, a lthough  all propositional a ttitu d e s  are re la tions to 
m ental rep resen ta tions. Lastly, m ental rep resen ta tions can  rep resen t 
non-existent objects and  s ta te s  of affairs, for exam ple San ta  Claus or 
the present Kind o f France is bald.

Most, bu t not all, psychological s ta te s  are representational. It is 
ju s t  possible th a t all folk psychological s ta te s  are representational, b u t 
d isagreem ent reigns. Som eone like Searle believes th a t they are not 
(Searle, 1983). S ta tes such  as pain, anxiety, depression, elation, and 
m elancholy are psychological b u t not intentional. How could they be?
W hat would be their con ten t?  Tim Crane, on the o ther hand , argues 
th a t sta tes such  as these are representational (Crane, 1998). They ju s t  
rep resen t som ething in a slightly different way - in a b roader sense, 
perhaps - th an  the more trad itional psychological s ta tes, like belief.
For example, pain is directed a t a physiological event in som e p a rt of
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my body, depression  rep resen ts  the world as being "a pointless and  
colourless place: nothing seem s worth doing" (p. 242).

A nother, closely related, issue  is w hether all folk psychological 
sta tes are propositional a ttitude  sta tes. Some say they are not (Crane, 
1995 and  Searle, 1983). 1 may love a cat, or ha te  spiders, ne ither of 
which is easily p u t in propositional term s. On the o ther hand, there  is 
d isagreem ent abou t w hether desire is a propositional a ttitude . Some 
say th a t  I desire  a cup of coffee' really c ap tu res  the  propositional 
a ttitu d e  in which I desire it to be the case th a t 1 have a cup of coffee 
(Crane, 1995, p. 26). O thers, su ch  as Michael M artin, m ain ta in  th a t 
th is  is u n reaso n ab le  for certa in  desires because  of th e ir tem poral 
aspect (Martin, MS).

4. Referential Opacity

T he tru th  of a psychological ascrip tion  re s ts  on the  sub ject 
s tand ing  in the relevant relation to the proposition or term  th a t is the 
con ten t of the psychological s ta te  th a t she is ascribed. For example,

(a) Sam antha believes that Isak Dinesen wrote Seven Gothic Tales

is true if and  only if S am an tha  believes th a t Isak Dinesen wrote Seven  
Gothic Tales. W hether or not Isak Dinesen indeed wrote Seven Gothic 
Tales is irrelevant to (a). Of course, the tru th  of the assertion:

(b) isak Dinesen wrote Seven Gothic Tales

does  depend on Isak D inesen having w ritten  Seven Gothic Tales. And 
for S am an th a 's  belief to be a true belief, (b) m u st be true. But th is is 
different from it being true th a t S am an tha  has the relevant belief.

S en ten ces  exp ress ing  psychological s ta te s  have a p ecu lia r 
charac teristic  th a t is indicative of the n a tu re  of a psychological state; 
the co n ten t c lause  is opaque in the following sense. U nder norm al 
c ircum stances one can  in te rsubstitu te  co-referring term s in a sentence 
w hilst keeping its tru th  value constant. For example, Isak Dinesen was 
a pen nam e used by Karen Blixen, so
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(c) Karen Blixen = Isak Dinesen

This m eans th a t  we can  su b s titu te  'Karen Blixen' for Isak  D inesen ' in 
(b), w ithout changing its tru th -va lue , creating

(d) Karen Blixen wrote Seven Gothic Tales' J
(d) is true  if an d  only if (b) is true . However,

(e) Sam antha believes th a t Karen Blixen wrote Seven Gothic Tales

can  be tru e  even w hen (a) is false. And (a) can  be tru e  co n so n an t w ith
(e) being false. S am an th a  m ight know  (b) w ithou t know ing (d), because  
she  m ight no t know  (c). This phenom enon  is also know n as referential 
opacity or the  in tensionality  of propositional a ttitu d e  ascrip tions. Co- 
referring term s can n o t be in te rsu b s titu te d  sa lva  veritate  in  the  con ten t 
c lause. We can, however, su b s titu te  ou tside it. So, if S a m a n th a  is the 
girl who won the  lottery, we can  m ake the  a ttribu tion :

(0 The girl who won the lottery believes tha t Isak Dinesen wrote Seven

Gothic Tales

T he la s t  th in g  I w a n t to m en tio n  is how  psycho log ica l 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  varies ac ro ss  th e  popu la tion . Som e people a re  very 
good a t u n d e rs ta n d in g  o th ers , an d  o th e rs  a re  very b a d  indeed. In 
general, wom en are  b e tte r  th a n  m en (Baron-Cohen, O 'R iordan, Jo n es, 
S tone & Plaistead, 1999; B aron-C ohen, Jolliffe, M ortim er & Robertson,
1997). C h ild ren  w ith  o lder s ib lings a re  b e tte r  th a n  only ch ild ren  
(Pem er, Huffman & Leekam, 1994). Teenagers are  b e tte r  th a n  children, 
a d u lts  b e tte r  th a n  tee n ag e rs , a n d  so on. People w ith  a u tism  or 
A sperger Syndrom e a re  ex trem ely  b ad  a t  it, a lth o u g h  th ey  m ay 
eventually  come to be to lerably  good a t it (B aron-C ohen, 1995; Frith, 
1989). Practically all h u m a n s  engage in folk psychology - to a  larger or 
sm aller extent.
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5. Internal and  External Accounts

There are  two k inds of acco u n ts  th a t one m ay give of o u r ability 
to engage in folk psychology (cf. S tich  & Ravenscroft, 1996). One m ight 
provide a  theory  th a t  a c c o u n ts  for folk psychology, b u t  th a t  is n o t 
com m itted  to m ap p in g  th e  psychological even ts  th a t  a re  c au sa lly  
efficacious in th e  p ro d u ctio n  of folk psychological a ttr ib u tio n s . T his 
w ould be an  ex ternal acco u n t of folk psychology. An in te rn a l accoun t, 
on the  o th er h an d , provides a  descrip tion  of the  causa lly  efficacious 
m echanism .

T he d is tin c tio n  be tw een  e x te rn a l a n d  in te rn a l a c c o u n ts  is, 
p e rh ap s, b e s t illu s tra te d  by a  com parison  to gram m ar. We all le a m  
ex ternal a cco u n ts  of g ram m ar in  school w h e th e r for th e  p u rp o se  of 
becom ing increasingly  aw are of o u r  m o ther tongue or learn ing  a  new  
language. These g ram m ars posit a  n u m b er of ru les  or princip les th a t 
a re  sufficien t for g enera ting  th e  re levan t syn tax . However, if Noam  
C hom sky is righ t, th e se  g ra m m a rs  do n o t co rrectly  d esc rib e  the  
p rinc ip les th a t  a re  c a u sa lly  e fficac ious in th e  p ro d u c tio n  of th e  
u tte ran c es  of native sp eak e rs . C hom sky 's is a n  in te rn a l acc o u n t of 
g ram m ar. He is n o t concerned  w ith  usefu l sy stém atisa tions, b u t w ith 
c ap tu rin g  w h a t p ro d u ces  ju d g e m e n ts  of g ram m atica lity  (Chom sky, 
1975, 1986).

Som etim es folk psychology' is u se d  to refer to som e body or 
sy s té m a tisa tio n  of psycho log ical in tu itio n s  of th e  folk. S u c h  a n  
acco u n t of folk psychology (in m y sen se  of the  term ) need  only be 
ex ternal. 1 will only co n ce rn  m yself w ith  in te rn a l a cc o u n ts  of folk 
psychology here.

6. Knowledge o f  Folk Psychology

There are a  n u m b er of in te rn a l accoun ts  of folk psychology. The 
two m ost p revalent are  th e  Theory Theory an d  the  S im ulation  Theory. 
The m ain  focus of th is  th e s is  is th e  Theory Theory and , to the  ex ten t 
th a t  it h a s  engendered  fru itfu l d eb a te  a b o u t the  n a tu re  of Theory 
Theory, th e  S im u la tio n  T heory. O ne m ay c h a ra c te r ise  th e  T heory 
T heory v e rsu s  S im u la tio n  T heory debate  in  te rm s of know ledge. It 
would be n a tu ra l to u n d e rs ta n d  the  Theory Theory as  m ain tain ing  th a t
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a proper accoun t of folk psychology m u st be in term s of know ledge- 
tha t, w hilst the  S im ulation  Theory p ropounds an  acco u n t of folk 
psychology in term s of knowledge-how. K

K now ledge-that is p ro p o sitio n a l know ledge. Knowledge of 
theories, or p a rts  of theories, is propositional knowledge; knowledge 
th a t E=mc2, or th a t jackals m ate for life, for example. Knowledge-how 
is, unsurprisingly , non-propositional. It is often regarded as an  ability 
or a skill, such  as knowing how to ride a bike, how to swim, how to 
combine colours, and so on.

Not every ability needs to be based on know-how. Alternatively ( 
one m ight say th a t not everything th a t appears to be an  ability on the I ^  
face of it, is an  ability. However, I prefer the first way of talking, since 
th a t does not prejudge too m any issues. Cognitive science h as  the, 
some th ink  nasty, hab it of explaining abilities in term s of knowledge- 
th a t. V ision re sea rch  and  tran s fo rm a tio n a l g ram m ar a re  good 
exam ples of th is  (Chom sky, 1975; M arr, 1982). Form ing th ree  
dim ensional images from two dim ensional retinal stim uli, or knowing 
how to produce and  com prehend u tte rances are very m uch exam ples 
of w hat one m ight call abilities. Yet they seem  fruitfully explained in 
term s of know -that. There may even be people who believe th a t all 
abilities can be explained in term s of know -that. However, some people 
are very sceptical abou t the know -that tendencies of the  cognitive 
science com m unity - a t least of classical AI (for example Heal, 1994b).

There may even be abilities th a t one can divide into a know -that 
and a know-how part. Knowledge of theories, for example, appears to 
be like this. For example, one m ight know a scientific theory and  not 
know how to apply it. This is why science books are full of exercises, 
encourag ing  you to u se  the  knowledge th a t you have acqu ired . 
Knowing form ulas, resu lts  of experim ents, and  the like (know-that), 
does not ex h au st a sc ien tis t 's  knowledge. She also know s how to 
device experim ents, w hen the laws she knows are applicable, and  so 
on (know-how). T hus, not all a reas  of cognition or ability  can  be 
analysed exclusively in term s of know-how or know-that.

W hat s ta r te d  ou t as an  a d am an t debate  to prove the  o th er 
wrong, has now become a more laid back, having m ost sim ulation ists 
adm itting th a t there is some know -that in sim ulation and  m ost theory 
th e o ris ts  a d m ittin g  th a t  th e re  is som e know -how  in o u r folk 
psychological a ttribu tions. They m ight not quite pu t it th is way. I have
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6^

done so in order to prom ote a first understand ing  of the issues. As we 
proceed, th e  d is tin c tio n  betw een  the  two th eo ries  will becom e 
sharpened.

7. An Outline o f the Theory Theory

According to Theory Theory, knowledge of a folk psychological 
theo ry  is c a u sa lly  e fficac ious in th e  p ro d u c tio n  of o u r  folk 
psychological a ttribu tions. The first 'theory' in Theory Theory refers to 
this theory. There is a second theory' because Theory Theory is, itself, 
a theory, th a t is a theory abou t folk psychology. In short, the  Theory 
Theory is a th eo ry  a b o u t folk psychology th a t  m a in ta in s  th a t  
knowledge of a folk psychological theory is causally  efficacious in the 
production of (folk) psychological a ttributions.

A theory con ta ins a num ber of sta tem en ts. Knowledge of such  
sta tem en ts  is productive of folk psychological a ttrib u tio n s. Probably 
the best known sta tem en t of folk psychological theory is:

(Gl) If a  desires that q and believes tha t if p. then q, then a will 

attem pt to bring it about that p. ceteris paribus

I shall som etim es refer to th is as the \c t io n  generalisation. However, 
there is one im portan t problem  with (Gl). It seem s sim ply false as it 
s tands. For exam ple, 1 w ant to feel really g rea t ab o u t myself, and  1 
believe th a t if 1 sniff cocaine, then  1 will feel really great abou t myself. 
Yet 1 do not try to bring it abou t th a t I sniff cocaine. Or, 1 w ant to lead 
my life like a P roust or Ruskin, travelling, speculating, writing a t my 
own ease w ithout having to worry about earning a living. I believe th a t 
if I had  been bom  to very rich paren ts 1 could have done ju s t  that. 1 do, 
of course, not try to bring it abou t th a t I was of rich paren ts. Not ju s t  
because 1 canno t do so, b u t because 1 don 't believe th a t I can  do so. 
So, a reform ulation of the idea underlying (Gl) is in place. C hurch land  
has provided the following pretty  exhaustive form ulation: (Churchland, 
1970, p. 221)5

5l formulate this as a generalisation, not as a law as Churchland does. In chapter 3 1 
shall consider the lawlikeness of folk psychological generalisations.
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(Gl)* If (1) X w ants to 0 . and

(2) X believes that A-ing is a way for him to bring about 0  under those 

circumstances, and

(3) there is no action believed by X to be a way for him to bring about

0. under the circumstances, which X judges to be as preferable to him 

as, or more preferable to him than, A-ing, and

(4) X has no o ther w ant (or set of them) which, under the 

circumstances, overrides his want 0 , and

(5) X knows how to A, and

(6) X is able to A, 

th en  (7) X A-s

It is, perhaps, no t entirely  exhaustive. One m ight w an t to add the 
following clause:

(8) X does not believe that the outcome of A-ing is such as to make it 

impossible or too difficult to bring about Æ . which is something else 
that X wants as much as, or more than, 0.

(8) stresses the fact th a t often w ^ h  there is no direct conflict between 
our desires - say the desire to go on a world cru ise and  the  desire to 
pay off one's mortgage - b u t only between the resu lts of acting on such 
desires. If 1 go on a world cru ise, 1 canno t pay off my m ortgage, and 
vice versa. One m ight say th a t th is is no fault in my desires, bu t due to 
the unfortunate  way in which the world is se t up. (Why, for example, 
can 't we have our cake and eat it too?) C hurch land  regards a t least (4) 
and  (6) as ceteris paribus c lauses. However, there  are m any ways in 
which one m ight th ink  of a generalisation  and  the conditions u nder 
which it is true. One might, for example th ink  th a t all of (3)-(6) and (8) 
are ceteris paribus c lauses. The idea would be as follows. (7) is true  if 
(1) and (2) are true  ceteris paribus. However, an  agent has more th an  
ju s t  one desire and  m any m ore beliefs th an  is rep resen ted  in (Gl)*, 
and  m any more generalisations hold true  of how these  are related to 
each  o ther. So, in a c tu a l fact, c e te r is  are  rarely  paribus. As 1 
u n d e rs tan d  Nancy C artw right, her ideas ab o u t laws of physics are 
sim ilar (Cartwright, 1983). Q uantitative laws, like th a t of gravity, for 
example, are only approxim ately true. At any one time a great num ber 
of forces, etc., are a t play. It is only in the laboratory th a t the law of 
universal gravitation is true, because only there  are there  no o ther
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forces a t play (or hard ly  any, anyway). Now, im agine th a t we could 
isolate psychological s ta tes. If there  were som eone, X, w ith ju s t  the 
desire to 0 , and  the belief th a t A-ing would be a way to 0 , then  X 
would A. However, any real person  has a great num ber of desires and  
beliefs a t any one time. A great num ber of generalisations or laws hold 
true of these also. Once you factor those in, you will find th a t (Gl*, (1) 
and (2)) hardly ever holds true. Ceteris paribus c lauses plot the various 
factors to be taken  into consideration  w hen determ ining w hether we 
can  infer (7) from (1) and  (2). The parallel betw een the case of physics 
and th a t of folk psychology is not complete, b u t sufficient to s tress the 
idea th a t one can  regard the  specification of c ircu m stan ces u n d er 
which a law or a generalisation holds true as ceteris paribus clauses.

There is a choice to m ake of w hether to regard the specification 
of the conditions under which a folk psychological generalisation holds 
true as som ething th a t is bu ilt into the generalisation itself or w hether 
to regard  it as being ce te r is  p a rib u s . The choice m igh t have 
consequences for w hether one th inks th a t the generalisations can  be 
regarded as laws, or w hether we should  th ink  of the regu larities of 
na tu re  in different term s (Cartwright, 1983). However, for my purposes 
th is  is not relevant. In ch ap te r 3, I will have more to say abou t the 
n a tu re  of folk psychological generalisa tions, b u t no th ing  there will 
determ ine how one m u st u n d e rs tan d  specifications of c ircum stances 
u n d e r which such  genera lisa tions hold true. This is an  issue  th a t 
m ight divide theory theorists. T hat is, which ever view one takes, one 
will rem ain a theory theorist. It is a question th a t can  be left open in 
foundational work on the Theory Theory. T T ' /X .,

The m ore specific role th a t  knowledge of folk psychological 
generalisa tions can  be p u t ^  argum en t form. 1 shall use  (Gl) as a 
sho rthand  for (Gl)* thereby avoiding a very cum bersom e form ulation. 
If 1 know (Gl) and 1 know w hat a person w ants and  w hat a person  
th inks, 1 can m ake a deduction of the following kind:

a  (Gl)

a  desires q 

a believes if p. then q

a will attem pt to bring it about that p. celeris paribiis 

(Gl) also serves well in inductive argum ents. For example:
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b. (Gl) 

a  believes th a t if p, then q 

a  a ttem pts to bring it about th a t p 

a  desired tha t q, ceteris paribus

c. (Gl) 

a  desires tha t q

a  attem pts to bring it about th a t p 

a  believes tha t if p, then q, ceteris paribus

C
N e ith e r^  no r h r a r e  valid a rgum en ts , b u t we often m ake inferences of 
th is  type b ecau se  they  often lead  to tru e  conclusions, o r because , in 
th e  lack  of any  fu r th e r  in fo rm ation , th is  is th e  b e s t we c a n  do 
(K ahnem an  & T versky, 1982; N isb e tt & R oss, 1980; W ason  & 
Jo h n so n -L a ird , 1972; T versky & K ahnem an , 1993). Affirm ing th e  
consequen t is a  good exam ple of su c h  reasoning.® S uppose  we know  
th a t if it h a s  been  raining, th e  s tree ts  are  wet. We go outside, see th a t 
the  stree ts  are  wet, and  conclude th a t it h a s  been raining. This is no t a 
valid a rgum ent, b u t  there  is a  p re tty  good chance  it is true . It is no t 
necessarily  irra tio n a l to rea so n  fallaciously  if you do so b ecau se  of 
lim ited processing abilities an d  tim e (Cherniak, 1986).

B ut (Gl) can  also be u sed  to figure ou t w hat som eone believed or 
desired  given inform ation  a b o u t w h a t they desire  or believe an d  w h at 
they did, given an o th e r sim ple generalisation:

(G2) If a  attem pts to bring it about tha t p, and (1) a has the ability bring 

it about th a t p, and (ii) the circum stances are such th a t a  can bring it 

about tha t p. th e n  a  brings it about tha t p. ceteris paribus.

Given (Gl) an d  (G2), we can  m ake the  following inferences:

^Charles Sanders Peirce called th is abduction  and m aintained tha t it played a very 
im portant part in scientific reasoning. As a rule of inference, it works only against a 
background of w hat counts as the best possible explanation in the area  (Peirce, 
1933, 7.199-202), The sam e idea is som etim es known as "inference to the best 
explanation".
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d. (G l)and(G 2)

a believes that if p. then q 

a brings it about that p 

a desired that q. ceteris paribus

e. (G l)and(G 2)

a  desires that q

a brings it about that p

a believes that if p. then q. ceteris paribus

But for e ither d. or e. to be true, ceteris m u st be paribus. Someone like 
Corto Maltese m ight desire to find a particu lar treasu re  and  find it, b u t 
by accident. For example, he stum bled  into a su it of arm our, it fell on 
the floor and  broke into m any separa te  pieces, thereby revealing the 
coveted treasure . In this case, we canno t infer th a t he believed th a t if 
he tore the  su it of a rm o u r a p a rt, he would find the trea su re . In
general, however, reasoning as in d. or e. is a pretty good bet.

Som etim es we have very little inform ation abou t an  agent to go 
on. Maybe we only know w hat a person  e ith er believes, desires, 
a ttem pts to do, or does. In these cases, the action generalisation is not 
particu larly  useful. Unless, th a t is, 1 know o ther th ings ab o u t the 
person th a t will allow me to infer w hat o ther psychological s ta te s  they 
are in. Imagine tha t 1 know th a t Bob w ants a beer. I know th a t he has 
beer in his fridge, th a t he is not a teetotaller, and th a t he is not trying 
to cu t down. It seem s to me safe to assum e th a t Bob believes th a t if he 
goes to the fridge and takes a beer, he will come to have a beer. 1 can  
then  apply (Gl) since I take it th a t ceteris are paribus. Hence, I can  
infer th a t he will go to the fridge and  take a beer. To get th is far, 1 used 
ano ther useful generalisation: op J  . Û  ̂ ^

f ' * -  '  « U ,  u / f

(G3) If p is the case, and (i) a has been exposed to p. and (ii) a was ^  ^

paying attention when a was exposed to p, th e n  a believes tha t p, 

ceteris paribus.

For exam ple, 1 will only a ttr ib u te  you knowledge of som e fact if it 
occurred  in your im m ediate env ironm ent (i) and  only if you were
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paying a tten tio n  w hen  it d id 7  B ut in the  case  of Bob, how do I know  
th a t  he h a s  been  exposed to the  fact th a t there  is beer in h is  fridge? 
Som ebody else cou ld  have p u t it th e re  while he  w a sn 't looking. In 
general, however:

(G4) If p  is a fact th a t plays an  im portan t role in a  s culture, 

environment, job, or interests, and (i) p  is salient, and (ii) p  is not being 

concealed from a, th e n  a  believes tha t p, ceteris paribus.

Given th a t  Bob is a  heavy beer drinker, we can  a ssu m e  th a t  beer is an  
in te res t of Bob's, a n d  th a t  he  will know  w hether or n o t he  h a s  beer in 
th e  fridge. U nless, of course. Bob h a s  a  wife who also  likes to d rink , 
a n d  who w a n ts  h e r  beer for herself. She m ight h ide th e  b eer in the  
fridge - beh in d  all th e  preserves, for exam ple.

P e rh ap s a  m ore stra igh tfo rw ard  way of a ssu rin g  ourselves th a t  
Bob know s th a t  there  is beer in  the  fridge, is th a t  he h a s  seen  it. Here 
we use  a  generalisa tion  of the  following kind:

(G5) If a  perceives tha t p. and (i) a  was paying attention, and  (ii) a did 

not have countervailing reasons to believe th a t ~p, th e n  a  comes to 

believe th a t p, ceteris paribus.

G enerally , we a ssu m e  th a t  percep tion  is a  t ru th  req u irin g  re la tion  
betw een a  perceiver and  the  world. One can n o t perceive th ings th a t are 
no t the case. However, if we extend the u se  in a C artesian  way to apply 
to how th ings se em  to u s, we m ay say th ings like: I see th a t  the  stick  
is b en t in w ater'. In th is  case, (G5, ii) w ould apply. 1 w ould no t infer 
from th is v isual experience th a t the  stick  is b en t in w ater.

How do I know  th a t  Bob h a s  seen  th a t  th e re  is b eer in the  
fridge? Well, th e  application  of (G5) bu ilds on (G6):

(G6) If p  is detectable by norm al hum an 's sense organs and  x  occurs 

somewhere in a  s more immediate environment and

(i) to see x: a  s eyes m ust be directed tow ards x  and a  s line of sight 

m ust be unimpeded;

do not w ant to claim th a t there are never situations in which (i) to (ii) hold, bu t T 
(G3) is false. In fact, 1 don 't w ant to claim tha t about a n y  of the conditions of the \  
generalisations th a t 1 give. /

32



(ii) to hear x: x  m ust occur in the general vicinity of a, depending on its 

strength - if very strong x  can be very distan t from a, if weak x  m ust be 

quite close to a  :

(iii) to touch x: a  m ust be spatially contiguous with x;

(iv) to smell x; x  m ust occur in the general vicinity of a, depending on 

its strength  - if very strong x can be quite d is tan t from a, if weak x 

m ust be quite close to a  and a 's  nose pointed in the general direction 

of x;

(v) to taste X x m ust be in a 's  m outh or touched by a 's  tongue directly, 

or indirectly via lips or fingers, or the like, and

(vi) a pays attention to x,

th e n  a  perceives p  ceteris paribus

S uppose I only know  w h a t som eone w an ts . I m igh t th en  apply 
som ething like (G7):

(G7) If a  wants to 0, and (i) a  has no stronger desire to if/ th a t directly 

conflicts with (p-ing, and (ii) the consequences of (J>'ing are not such that 

it excludes a  from if/-ing if ifz-ing is something a  desire as m uch or more 

than (p-ing, th e n  a  will try to (p.

T here  a re  c e r ta in  s i tu a tio n s  w here  it seem s u n n a tu r a l  o r even 
im possible to apply (Gl). If 1 w an t to lift my arm , go for a  ru n , have a 
nap , and  so on, 1 ju s t  do so. In th ese  cases, my action  m ost na tu ra lly  
falls u n d e r (G7). I do n 't know  w h a t beliefs to appeal to explain  lifting 
my arm , going for a  ru n , or having a  nap  using  (Gl). A part from these  
cases, we often u se  (G7) as a sh o rth a n d  for (Gl).

In all of these  listed generalisations, desire' is no t be u n d e rs tan d  
in  a  narrow  sense , m ost com m only connected  w ith  a n  in ten se  or a t 
least distinctive phenom enology. It should  be u n d ers to o d  m ore broadly 
a s  a p ro-attitude '. A p ro -a ttitude  is a m otivational s ta te  th a t  figures in 
the  explanation  of action  together w ith belief. W hen, for exam ple, 1 act 
from  a feeling of obligation, we m ight say  th a t  1 have a  p ro -a ttitu d e  
tow ards the  projected re su lt of m y action, b u t  1 need  n o t desire  th a t 
re su lt in the  above sense.® Sim ilarly, there  is a  m arked  difference in

®I cannot here enter the debate concerning w hether moral judgem ents, themselves, 
are motivating in the absence of any desire to act in accordance with them  (Kant, 
1785/1993; McDowell, 1978; Smith, 1994). 1 shall simply assum e th a t if a  feels 
under an obligation to (p, then a  has a desire to (p.
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my desire to spend the night with some fascinating creature , and  my 
desire to pay the gas bill. One way to p u t th a t difference is to say th a t 
the first is a desire p roper an d  the second a p ro -attitude . There is 
an o th er d istinc tion  one m ight draw  betw een desires; th a t  betw een 
m eans-desires and  end -desires . There are  th ings th a t  1 desire  in 
them selves, and things th a t 1 desire as a  m eans to som ething else th a t 
1 desire:

(G8) If a desires to 0, and a believes that to 0, a m ust and there is 

nothing else tha t a desires as m uch as to 0, or more, tha t becomes 

impossible or very difficult once a has i//-ed, then a will desire to y/, 

ceteris paribus.

I may, for exam ple, really desire  to have my h a ir coloured green 
because 1 w ant to be cool. M eans-desires and  end-desires are largely 
relative. My desire to be cool is an  end-desire com pared to my desire to 
colour my hair green. However, my desire to be cool may be a m eans- 
desire in relation to my desire to be adm ired. It is n a tu ra l to th ink  
that, ultim ately, there is only one end-desire: happ iness (cf. Aquinas, 
1989: Aristotle, 1976). However, as Aristotle was quick to point out, 
there are m any ideas of w hat happiness is.

(G8) is very usefu l if one does no t know som eone's m eans- 
desires b u t only th e ir end -desires . Frequently , one need<to know 
som eone's m eans-desires to figure out w hat they will do, since there 
a re  often m any ways of sa tisfy ing  an  end-desire . (G8) helps you 
determ ine som eone's m eans-desire  on the basis of knowledge of their 
end-desire and beliefs.

The above shou ldn 't lead one to expect th a t all folk psychological 
generalisations are of the very ab strac t n a tu re  presented above. There 
is going to be a host of generalisations th a t are m uch more specific, for 
example: (Churchland, 1988, p. 211)9

(G9) A person who suffers severe bodily damage will feel pain, ceteris 

paribus.

(GIO) A person who is angry will tend to be impatient, ceteris paribus.

^Churchland. himself, does not attach celeris paribus to these generalisations. This 
is unwise, however. An obvious counterexample to (G9) and-fGTQ) is a person in a 
coma. 1 have therefore added ceteris paribus clauses.
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Folk psychological theory also includes classification s ta tem en ts , su ch  
as:

(Gl 1) All aches are pains

(012) Some pain is emotional pain

(013) Emotional pain is not physical pain

Before ending  my survey of w h a t folk psychological theory  looks 
like and  how it works, a  line ab o u t its application  is in  place. How do I 
lea rn  to tell th a t  a  p e rso n  a c ts  o r b ehaves in  a  w ay th a t  allow s 
in ten tio n a l exp lanation , for exam ple? I th in k  Theory T heory is only 
com m itted  to th e  idea  th a t  know ing  folk psychological th eo ry  is 
n ecessa ry  for m ak ing  folk psychological a ttr ib u tio n s . It need  n o t be 
sufficien t also. In fact, 1 th in k  it w ould be unw ise  to m ake su c h  a 
stro n g  claim . As we have a lready  seen , know ing a theory  does n o t 
necessarily  imply knowing how  to u se  it. Knowing a scientific theory, 
for exam ple, is n o t sufficient to know ing how  to apply it. T his is why 
teach ing  science alw ays involves exam ples, te s ts , an d  experim ents. It 
takes experience and  skill to know  how to apply a theory, an d  it is up  
to each  ind iv idual to acqu ire  it. To p u t th is  in te rm s u se d  earlier, 
knowing how to apply a theory is, perhaps, m ore a  m atte r of know-how 
th a n  of know -that.

8. Knowledge o f  Folk Psychological Theory

W hen the  theory  th eo ris t says th a t  we all have knowledge of a  
folk psychological theory, w h a t exactly does she  m ean? T hat is, shou ld  
we regard  folk psychological theory  a s  a  theory  know n by everybody 
capable  of m aking  (folk) psychological a ttr ib u tio n s?  We m ight agree 
w ith  David Lewis th a t  only those  genera lisa tions (he says p latitudes') 
th a t  everybody know s a n d  everybody know s th a t  everybody know s 
them , shou ld  be included  in  folk psychological theory  (Lewis, 1972). 
Alternatively, one m ight choose to say  th a t w ha t everybody knows, and  
everybody  know s th a t  everybody  know s, is th e  c o re  of folk 
psycho log ical theo ry , a llow ing  th a t  som e people  m ay  be m ore 
knowledgeable th a n  o thers. W hat exactly will co u n t as the  core of folk 
psychological theory  is an  in te res tin g  question . C ertain ly  all of (G l)-
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(G8) are part of the core, but it seems reasonable to suppose that (G9)- 
(G13) also form part of it. As a rule of thum b, we can suppose that the 
core of folk psychology is the part of it such that, once m astered, 
allows for s ta n d ^ d  hum an interaction, '

I th ink it preferable to regard Theory Theory as m aintaining that 
we all know at least the core of folk psychological theory, and that this 
knowledge is causally  efficacious in the  production of our (folk) 
psychological attributions. This explains why some people are better 
than  others at understanding other people - they know more than  the  ̂
core. It is, of course, possible to explain th is in term s of application - 
some people are m uch better a t applying their theory than  others. 
However, if com bined with the fact th a t some people have extra 
knowledge, it becomes more plausible. 1 think it is difficult to explain 

1  the big differences in the population simply in term s of some being
^ 0^"* better at applying folk psychological theory than  others. This is not to 

deny tha t significant differences can arise from this. Those that show 
great psychological understanding of others tend to spend more time 
thinking about people and why they do, think, and feel the way they 
do, they pay more attention to people, pick up on subtle signs quicker, 
and so on. However, this is unlikely to account for all of the differences 
- some of these seem to be differences in knowledge-that. For example,

(G14) If a acts very arrogantly, a is either arrogant or insecure, ceteris 

parihiLS.

is som ething m ost of us learn with age, bu t many still seem to take it 
for granted th a t if someone behaves in an arrogant m anner, they are 
arrogant. Still, there are m any among us who don’t yet understand  
this.

(G14) has a different flavour from other generalisations we have 
come across before. It deals with character traits. Now, character plays 
a large role in folk psychology. Most of us feel more confident about 
how a person  is going to act, when we have decided w hat their 
character is like. Knowing this seems drastically to reduce the different ( 
ways in which such a person will react in specified circum stances. We 
say th ings like "she w ouldn’t do that, sh e ’s not d ish o n e s t”, for 
example. Hence, we should expect there to be a sizeable num ber of 
generalisa tions dedicated to character. Some psychologists and
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philosophers th ink  th a t we are  m istaken  in believing th a t there  are 
charac ter tra its  (for exam ple, N isbett & Ross, 1980; H arm an, 1999). 
Many experim ents have failed to u n ea rth  any correlations betw een 
character trait and  behaviour (for a survey, see Ross & Nisbett, 1991). 
It is possible, th en , th a t  c h a ra c te r  is one issu e  on w hich folk 
psychological theory is m istaken . Nevertheless, it is ind ispu tab le  th a t 
we do believe th a t people have charac ters . There m ay well be m any 
o ther kinds of folk psychological generalisations. I m ake no claim  to 
having unearthed  them  all. I have merely a ttem pted  to give an  outline 
of the theory. i 11 o

9. The Ontogenesis o f Folk Psychological Knowledge

Before we go on to the  rival theory of folk psychology, the 
S im ulation Theory, we shou ld  consider one m ore aspec t of Theory 
Theory: the acquisition of folk psychological theory. Som etim es Theory 
Theories of developm ent are known as D iachronic Theory Theories 
(Segal, 1996). W hat I have p resen ted  so far is a Synchronic Theory 
Theory. For good reasons, the developm ental aspect is norm ally left in 
the hands of child psychologists. T hat is certainly where I shall leave 
it, b u t it is highly pertinen t to look a t the some of the prevalent views 
of how knowledge of folk psychological theory comes about. One way to 
look a t the different Synchronic Theory Theories is to see how they 
answ er the following three questions:

1. Is our ability to acquire folk psychological theory domain specific or 

domain general?

2. Is folk psychological theory innate?

3. Does the acquisition of folk psychological theory involve conceptual 

change?

W hat is m ean t by an  ability  being dom ain specific, is th a t  it is 
d ed ica ted  a p a r t ic u la r  ta sk , for exam ple  th e  p ro d u c tio n  or 
com prehension of gram m atical u tterances. W hen an  ability is dom ain 
general, it can  be applied  acro ss  the board , for exam ple to draw  
inferences (all observed x 's up until now have been B, therefore all x's 
are B). If some ability, capacity, or inform ation is innate, it is there
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from the time we are born. It is not necessarily  operative from our 
birth, it may only s ta rt to function later in life. And it may be interfered 
w ith by an  inhosp itab le  environm ent. For exam ple, o u r ability to 
reproduce is innate. However, we only s ta r t to be able to reproduce 
w hen we are  betw een 11-14 years old. Girls who are anorexic or 
otherwise starved, often are incapable of reproducing them selves - an  
exam ple of the effect of the environm ent on our innate  capacities. You 
need to have a certa in  body weight in order to be fertile, hence you 
need to eat a certain  am oun t of food. C onceptual change can  m ean a 
n um ber of th ings. W hen 1 use  conceptual change' here, 1 use  it in 
S u sa n  C arey 's (1985) sense . Carey draw s a d is tin c tio n  betw een 
restruc tu ring  in the weak sense, which can  be regarded as enrichm ent 
of concepts m uch as one would expect from som eone's concepts who 
becom es an  expert in th e  field w here the  concep ts  apply, and  
restruc tu ring  in the strong sense, where there is an  im portan t change 
in the theory in which the concepts figure. In order th a t one can talk  of 
theory change, there m ust be "changes in the dom ain of phenom ena to 
be accounted for by the theory, changes in explanatory m echanism s, 
and (most importantly) changes in individual concepts" (p. 187). W hat 
is m ean t by conceptual change here is res tru c tu rin g  in the stronger 
sense. Therefore, theorists th a t are classified as denying th a t there is 
conceptual change should not be regarded as necessarily denying th a t 
there  is concep tual re s tru c tu rin g  in the weak sense. (For m ore on 
theories and theory change, see chap ter 3.)

Potentially  eigh t d ifferen t D iachronic  Theory T heories are  
possible w hen judged  on how one m ight answ er 1.-3. 1 will only 
consider two such  c lasses of Theory Theories. The first used  to be 
know n as the Child as S cien tist position, b u t now the S cien tist as 
Child' position is the proponents preferred label for it. It is espoused 
m ost prom inently by Alison Copnik, Henry Wellman, Andrew Meltzoff, 
and  Jo se f  Perner (Copnik & W ellm an, 1992 and  1994; C opnik & 
Meltzoff, 1997; Pem er 1991). They th ink th a t our ability to acquire folk 
psychological theory is no t innate  in any profound sense, th a t it is 
dom ain general, and th a t it involves a t least one im portan t conceptual 
change. The second, 1 dub the M odularist Theory Theory. This position 
is advocated by Sim on Baron-C ohen, Je rry  Fodor, and  Alan Leslie, 
am ong o thers (Baron-Cohen, 1995; Fodor, 1992; Leslie, 1987 and
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1994). According to it, ou r ability to acqu ire  folk psychological theory 
is innate, dom ain specific, and  involves no concep tual change.

According to the  S c ien tist a s  Child Theory Theory as p resen ted  
by G opnik, Meltzoff, a n d  W ellm an, c h ild ren  a re  b o rn  know ing  a 
"starting state" folk psychological theory (Gopnik & W ellman, 1994, p. 
281): "We are  b o m  w ith certa in  k inds of psychological knowledge th a t 
begin  a  p rocess of theo ry  developm ent a n d  revision." T his theory , 
however, is very d ifferent from  a  fully developed folk psychological 
theory. At b e s t we can  say  th a t  it is a  proto-folk psychological theory. 
C hildren are  a lso  innate ly  endow ed w ith  c e rta in  theo rising  abilities, 
th e  ab ility  to re a so n  d eductive ly  a n d  inductive ly , for exam ple . 
C h ild ren 's p ro to -theo ry  is defeasib le a n d  does, a s  a  m a tte r  of fact, 
undergo  im p o rtan t ch an g es before it becom es recogn isab le  a s  folk 
psychological theory. The theory  is developed and  ultim ately  changed  
in response  to th e  evidence and  its  in te rn a l coherence. According to 
th ese  psychologists, th is  developm ent is im portan tly  sim ila r to the  
developm ent of scien tific  th eo ries  (cf. c h a p te r  3). Any theo ry  goes 
th ro u g h  v a rio u s  s tag es , of e n ric h m e n t, of ad d itio n  of au x ilia ry  
hypotheses, of new  theoretical a p p a ra tu s , an d  finally of ou trigh t theory 
change.

T he m o s t s tu d ie d  c o n c e p tu a l  c h a n g e  in  a  c h ild 's  folk
psychological theory occurs a ro u n d  the  age of 4. At th is point, ch ildren
move to a  rep re sen ta tio n a l theory  of m ind  from  w hat is som etim es 

'' I
called a copy theory  of m ind (Wellman, 1990). According to the  copy 
theory, there  is som e d irect re la tion  betw een w h a t is in the  m ind an d  
w hat is in the  world th a t  excludes m isrep resen ta tion . The dividing line 
is generally draw n a t the  passing  of false b e l ie p ^ ts ^ ^ ^ ls e  belief ta sk s  
are ta sk s  th a t elicit the  u n d e rs tan d in g  th a t  ch ild rÆ m ave of beliefs. A 
typical ta sk  is the  sm artie s  ta s k  (Gopnik &TAstington, 1988). Here 
ch ild ren  are  show n a sm arties  box and  asked  w ha t's  inside it. They 
typically reply: "sm arties ". The box is opened to reveal th a t it con ta ins 
pencils. The ch ild ren  are  th en  ask ed  w h a t they  th o u g h t w as in  the  
sm arties box before they opened it. M ost ch ild ren  u n d e r the  age of 4 
answ er: "pencils ". Once ch ild ren  an sw er "sm arties ", they a re  sa id  to 
have p assed  the  false belief ta sk . W hat they  com e to u n d e rs ta n d  is 
th a t  psychological s ta te s  are  represen ta tions  of reality  w hich  m ean s 
th a t  they can  fail to co rrespond  to it. Notice, th a t  it is typical of the  
false  belief te s t, th a t  ch ild ren  co rrec tly  a tt r ib u te  false beliefs to
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them selves a t  th e  sam e tim e they  correctly  a ttr ib u te  false beliefs to 
o thers. On tes ts , these  abilities do no t come ap art. It is in te res ting  to 
no te  th a t  th e re  is evidence th a t  ch ild ren  com e to u n d e rs ta n d  the  
rep resen ta tiona lity  of o th e r psychological s ta te s , su c h  a s  desire  an d  
in ten tion , a s  well a s  percep tion , before th a t  of belief (A stington & 
Gopnik, 1988; G opnik & Meltzoff, 1997; G opnik & S laugh ter, 1991). 
However, it is generally a ssu m ed  th a t  only once ch ild ren  p a ss  the  false 
belief test, they  can  be said  to possess a  p roper rep resen ta tiona l theory 
of m ind. T here is still a  long way for ch ild ren  to go before they  can  be 
said  to po ssess  a  full-blown folk psychological theory. W hether th is  is 
to be understood  a s  involving concep tual re s tru c tu rin g  in  th e  w eak or 
strong sense, 1 can n o t go in to  here.

1 tak e  B aro n -C o h en  a s  rep re se n ta tiv e  of a  m o d u la r  theo ry  
theo rist. T here  are , how ever, m any  m o d u la ris t positions, n o t all of 
w hich will an sw er 1.-3. in  th e  way th a t  B aron-C ohen  does. B aron- 
Cohen u n d e rs ta n d s  the  ch ild 's acquisition  of folk psychological theory 
as the  re su lt of th e  opera tion  and  m a tu ra tio n  of a  n u m b er of different 
m odules: a n  In ten tiona lity  D etector (ID), an  Eye D irection D etector 
(EDD), a S hared  A tten tion  M echanism  (SAM), an d  a T heory of Mind 
M echanism  (ToMM) (cf. Leslie, 1987). ^

The ID and  the  EDD serve to detect gom directed behav iou r and  
direction of gaze, respectively. They are bo th  operative m ore or less a t 
b irth . The ID allow s you to  identify  ac tio n s a n d  ag en ts  - a lth o u g h  
initially it m ay identify  too m u ch  as  e ith e r - in th e  ab sen ce  of any  
theoretical knowledge. We are  sim ply co n stru c ted  su c h  a s  to conceive 
of self-propelled m otion  a s  ac tion  a n d  th a t  w hich  is doing th e  self- 
propelling, a n  agent. T hus, the  ID fu rn ishes the child w ith som e crude  
idea  of goals a n d  d e s ire s  - c ru d e  b e c a u se  n o t fully in te n tio n a l. 
U nfortunately, B aron-C ohen does no t give u s  m uch  of a n  idea of w ha t 
su ch  sem i-in ten tional s ta te s  or rela tions are  like. W hat seem s to be a t 
issue  is som e k ind  of n o n -rep re sen ta tio n a l d irec ted n ess tow ards an  
object.

The EDD gives th e  ch ild  a n  idea a b o u t w h a t is on  a  p e rso n 's  
m ind by detecting  w h a t they  are  looking a t. For exam ple, in  ce rta in  
s itu a tio n s  one can  infer w h a t a p e rso n  th in k s  from  w h a t they  a re  
looking a t. E ventually , th is  will com e to provide th e  b a s is  of th e  
inference if a  sees th a t p, a  will come to believe th a t p'.
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Both ID and  EDD u se  dyadic rep resen tations:

Dyadic representation: R[a, p)

R is a sem i-in ten tio n a l re la tio n  betw een an  ag en t a  a n d  e ith e r a n  
object, a  s ta te  of affa irs o r a  p roposition  p, all acco rd ing  to how  
concep tually  so p h is tica ted  one a ssu m e s  young  ch ild ren  to be. The 
'w ants' (in the  ID) an d  'sees' (in the  EDD) th a t a re  slo tted  in to  the  im
position are  sem i-in ten tional p recu rso rs  of the  in ten tio n a l s ta te s  th a t  
a re  norm ally expressed  by these  term s. Maybe 'p is the  goal of a ' b e tter 
expresses th is sem i-in ten tional aspec t th a n  'a  w an ts p' does.

From  abou t 9 to 18 m on ths, the SAM com es on-line. As opposed 
to bo th  the  ID and  the  EDD, the  SAM creates triadic  rep resen ta tio n s :

Triadic representation: A[a, A(b, p))

A  is w hat B aron-C ohen calls the  sem i-in tentional rela tion  of a ttend ing  
to' holding betw een an  ag en t a  and  som e s ta te  of affairs, object, or 
proposition This re la tion  is m ost com m only see', b u t c an  be also 
be hear', touch ', tas te ' or sm ell', a  and  b are bo th  agents. E ither a  or 
b m u s t be the  self, a n d  the  o th e r an o th e r agent, su c h  th a t  a  7!̂ b. 
Triadic rep resen ta tions no t only allow the child to rep resen t a  com m on 
view  on th e  w orld , b u t  a lso  to re p re se n t to h e rs e lf  h e r  ow n 
psychological s ta te s  - a lthough  h e r g rasp  of them  is te n u o u s  a t th is  
stage. 1 1

have used 'A' here instead of 'R' simply to stress th a t the relation in question is 
tha t of attending. However As  are a subclass of Rs.
1 ^Baron-Cohen's position is puzzling in a num ber of ways. Firstly, it is unclear 
w hether the kind of triadic representation described by him is sufficient for shared 
attention. It appears only to express the self (or an agent) a ttend ing  to ano ther 
agent's (or the selfs) attending  to som ething. This, however, is not really shared  
attention. Shared attention should minimally involve the self attending to something 
and to someone else's attending to th a t something, thus:

A((a, p) A (a, A(b. p)))

But, even this way of putting  shared  attention leaves som ething out. Presum ably 
both agents m ust do the attending th a t only a  does above. So, we get:

A((a, p) A  (a, A(b. p))) a  A((b, p) a  (b, A (a p)))

This is certainly better, bu t perhaps not good enough. Surely, both agents need to be 
aware tha t the other agent is attending to their attending to their attending for us to 
have proper joint attention. Thus:

A((a p) A  (a, Mb, p))) a  A((b, p) a  (b, A(a, p))) a  A (a A(b, A(a. p))) a  A(b. Mo, Mb. p)))
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Lastly, from  a ro u n d  18 m o n th s , ToMM a p p e a rs . It is f irs t 
m a n ife s te d  in  p re te n d -p la y  (L eslie, 1987). ToMM d e p lo y s  
m etarep resen tations :

Metarepresentation: Pr {o , p]

Here, 1 have u sed  'Pr ra th e r  th a n  the  m ore com m on ’R ’ to ind icate  th a t 
th e  re la tion  th a t  is rep re se n te d  is a fully in ten tio n a l psychological 
relation , a  is any  agen t, a n d  p  a  p roposition . M eta rep resen ta tio n s 
provide th e  ch ild  w ith  th e  m a te r ia ls  for re p re se n tin g  h e r  ow n 
psycho log ical s ta te s  a s  well a s  th o se  of o th e rs . It ta k e s  som e 
developing. C hildren first g rasp  su c h  psychological s ta te s  a s  p retend , 
know, and  w ant, an d  th en  slowly come a ro u n d  to u n d e rs tan d in g  su ch  
s ta te s  as belief. This ability - th e  ability  to m e ta rep resen t - is crucia l 
for the  acquisition  of a  folk psychological theory. For B aron-C ohen, as 
opposed to Leslie, ToMM doesn 't ju s t  build  m etarep resen ta tions, it also 
functions like a  body of knowledge: (Baron-Cohen, 1995, pp. 54-55)

"Children probably could also affirm a long list of axiom s th a t 

constitu te  the core of their theory of m ind, though as yet only a 

fraction of these have been explicitly s ta ted  and tested  (such as 

"seeing leads to knowing," "appearance is not necessarily the sam e as 

reality," "people are attracted  to things they want," and  "people think 

th a t things are where they last saw them")."

T his su g g ests  the  following view, w hich  B aron-C ohen  m ay or 
m ay no t hold. The ID, EDD, an d  SAM do n 't j u s t  play a  developm ental 
role in the  acquisition  of folk psychological theory (which, we have ju s t  
seen  is located  in  the  ToMM), they  a lso  m ake  possib le  its  p roper 
application , once it is acqu ired . The ID provides a n  in tu itive  feel for 
w hat coun ts  a s  action. The EDD d irec ts you autom atically  to a  source

It seems th a t only something like th is is sufficient for a  and b to share attention of p. 
Maybe the process goes on from here with increasing num bers of attendings (cf. 
Gomez, 1994), bu t 1 shall not go into th is here. The point is simply th a t m uch more 
recursive attending is needed than  w hat Baron-Cohen would lead us to believe.

Secondly, Baron-Cohen th inks th a t triadic representations are necessary for 
the construction of m etarepresentations. Why this is so rem ains unclear. Why, e.g., 
doesn 't the fact th a t we m anipulate objects and we see other people m anipulating 
those very same objects a t different times give us the idea of a common point of view 
on the world in the absence of shared attention?
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of inform ation a b o u t psychological s ta tes , beliefs in particu lar. The 
SAM m ight give way to ToMM or rem ain in some form or other. 2̂

As I have already indicated, and as Baron-C ohen's classification 
suggests, the ID, EDD, and SAM should not be regarded as them selves 
forming part of folk psychological theory. Certainly, the ID, EDD, and  
SAM all contain information, b u t they don 't seem  to form part of p ro to- 
folk psychological theory. They are m echanism s th a t allow us to latch 
onto aspects of reality tha t are p^yehologically relevant.

Before ending, 1 should /not th a t there is good evidence th a t high 
perform ing ind iv iduals w ith^awtism  or A sperger Syndrom e leam  a t 
least p a rt of the core folk psychological theory (Happé, 1994 & 1995), 
even th o u g h , acco rd ing  to B aron-C ohen , th e ir  SAM is severely 
im paired. It is noticeable, however, th a t they never become fully fluent 
folk psychologists. Hence, it appears  th a t SAM is not necessary  for 
acquisition of a folk psychological theory. In fact, it is not unlikely th a t 
ne ither ID, EDD, or SAM are necessary  for the acquisition of such  a 
theoiy, although they might greatly facilitate it.

Wfien can  a  child be a ttribu ted  knowledge of folk psychological 
theory? As we have seen, the acquisition of folk psychologicaM heory is

L-J ~, a g radual p rocess. Some theory  th eo ris ts  a re  happy  to a ttr ib u te  
' n eo n a tes  som e form of folk psychological theory. However, folk 

psychological theory as we know it as adu lts, is obviously a m uch later 
development. It is acquired in different stages, and it seem s fair to say 
th a t a round  the age of 4, children possess an  im portan t part of th a t 
theoiy - the idea th a t psychological s ta te s  are represen tational states. 
And it seem s th a t even before tha t, children had  some idea about the 
possible cau sa l connections betw een for exam ple desire and  action. 
Children don 't u n d e rs tan d  lies and  m iscom m unication until they are 
betw een 6 and  7, an d  a full u n d e rs tan d in g  of in tention  follows that. 
However, if one u n d e rs tan d s  the  core of folk psychological theory as 
broadly as I do, it seem s more safe to a ssum e th a t children possess

^^There is an  obvious parallel here to Chomsky's work. According to him. we are 
born with knowledge of a Universal G ram m ar tha t̂, develops into ^ pa rt icu la r  
gram m ar with experience. Such a process is known as p a ram ete r  setting. Knowledge 
of UG allows u s  to develop g ram m ars  th a t  p u t  us  in a position to u n d e rs ta n d  
grammatical sentences. This is the diachronic account of the function of UG. Once 
the pa ram ete rs  are set, this system does not become obsolete, bu t  con tinues  to 
function in its "grown " s ta te  in the production and  com prehension of language 
(Chomsky. 1975). W hat UG has  developed into, serves a distinctly synchronic  
function also.
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knowledge of it w hen  they are young teenagers. At the m om ent, th is  is 
as precise as we can  be.

10. The Simulation Theory

As I am  only concerned  w ith  the  S im ulation  Theory insofar as it 
directly b ears  on th e  form ulation  of the  Theory Theory thesis , th e  aim  
is no t to p resen t it in  full detail, b u t  to give a  concise overview of the  
position. I shall leave o u t certa in  s tra n d s  of sim ula tion ism , an d  I will 
no t m ention D iachronic S im ulation  Theory in  any  detail.

B eing a n o th e r  in te rn a l  a c c o u n t of folk psycho logy , th e  
S im ulation  Theory m u s t hold th a t  sim ula tion , ra th e r  th a n  theory, is 
c au sa lly  efficac ious in  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of o u r  folk psycho log ical 
a ttr ib u tio n s . T he idea  of th e  f irs t s im u la tio n is ts  w as th a t  folk 
psychology is really b ased  on knowledge-how, no t on know ledge-that 
(Heal, 1986; G ordon , 1992b). M ost s im u la t io n is ts  h ave  now  
abandoned  th e  idea of sim u la tio n  being n ecessa ry  for psychological 
a ttrib u tio n s. W hat is m ain ta in ed  is th a t  it p lays a  large role in su c h  
a ttr ib u tio n s . T here  m ay even be p a r t  of psychological a ttr ib u tio n s  
w here sim ula tion  p lays a n  overarching  role, for exam ple a ttr ib u tio n s  
th a t involve inferring w h a t som eone th in k s  from w hat else they  th ink  
(Heal, 1995).

S im ulation  is a  w idespread  phenom enon. C om puters are  u sed  
for sim ulations of any th ing  from the  behaviour of m anm ade  objects (in 
eng ineering , for exam ple) to h u m a n  re a so n in g  (AI s tu d ie s ) . In 
aeronautics, w ind tu n n e ls  have been used  to te s t the  flight p a tte rn s  of 
a e ro p lan e s . W ind tu n n e ls  a re  sm a ll sc a le  a tm o sp h e re s  w here  
m in ia tu re  p lan es a re  exposed  to various a tm o sp h eric  phenom ena . 
Testing m in ia tu re  p lanes in w ind tu n n e ls  is a  sim pler way of gaining 
inform ation a b o u t the  capacities of an  aerop lane  th a n  ca lcu la ting  it 
u sing  available theories. The only calcu lation  requ ired  in w ind tu n n e l 
testing  is th a t  of scaling up  from the m in ia tu re  environm ent. A case  of 
sim ulation  su ch  a s  th is  provides a model for m en tal sim ulation .

In m en tal s im ula tion  m inds sim ulate  o ther m inds. It is different 
from ou r w ind tu n n e l exam ple in th a t  the  system  th a t carries o u t the  
sim ula tion  is also the  one th a t superv ises it, reads off the  resu lt, an d  
draw s the relevant conclusion. In aeronau tics th is  role is played by an
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engineer. Furtherm ore, the system  th a t  carries o u t the  sim ula tion  is a 
system  of the  sam e kind  as  th a t  w hich it is sim ulating. It is no t sim ply 
th a t  a  m ind is sim u la ting  a  m ind. S im ulation  deploys som e form  of 
reason ing  p rocedure  in one sy stem  to determ ine  w h a t rea so n in g  is 
carried  o u t in an o th e r system  (but see Rational S im ulation ism  below). 
M ental processes are  deployed to im itate o ther m en tal p rocesses of the  
sam e type - for exam ple hypothetical reasoning, decision m aking, and  
belief form ation. So, m en ta l s im u la tio n  h a s  c e rta in  ad v an tag es over 
o ther k inds of sim ulation  since m inds have a  g rea t n u m b er of th ings in 
com m on. S im ulation ists a ssu m e  th a t  they have enough in  com m on to 
m ake  m en ta l s im u la tio n  a  re la tive ly  p rec ise  a n d  u se fu l tool for 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  ourse lves a n d  o th ers . T his so-called  a ssu m p tio n  of 
sim ilarity ' app lies to m o st a sp e c ts  of m en ta l function ing , su c h  as  
th eo re tica l a n d  p rac tica l rea so n in g , a n d  th e  fo rm ation  of beliefs, 
desires, and  em otions.

One of the  m ost com m only u sed  exam ples of sim ulation , is th a t 
of a  decision m aking process. We sim ula te  th is  by doing w hatever it is 
th a t we do w hen we ourselves m ake decisions. We, ourselves, a re  the 
m odel we u se  in sim ulating . Robert G ordon calls th is the  Model Model 
of sim ulation  (1992a, p. 117). Som e philosophers believe th a t  we have 
a  decision  m aking  sy stem  th a t  we deploy in su c h  s im u la tio n s  (see 
G oldm an, 1995; S tich  & Nichols, 1992 and  1995). W hen we u se  it to 
m ake decisions, it is said  th a t  it is u sed  on-line, and  w hen we u se  it to 
s im u la te , we u se  it off-line. T h is is why s im u la tio n  is som etim es 
know n as off-line sim ula tion , a s  in the  title of S h a u n  Nichols, S ^ ^ ^  
S tich , A lan Leslie & D avid K lein 's paper: "Varieties of Off-Line 
Sim ulation " (1996).

"On-line" a n d  "off-line" w ere o rig inally  c o m p u te r  te rm s . A 
com pu ter th a t  opera tes on-line, opera tes "under the  d irec t con tro l of, 
o r co n n ec ted  to, a  m a in  co m p u te r"  (R andom  H ouse  W eb ste r 's  
U nabridged Dictionary). A co m p u te r ru n n in g  off-line is n o t connected  
in  th is  fash ion  to a  m ain  com pu ter. So, the  idea beh in d  u sin g  th ese  
term s in S im ulation  Theoiy, is to indicate th a t  w hen we sim ula te , the  
re s u lt  of th e  decision  m ak in g  p ro cess  does n o t have the  effects it 
u sua lly  does - it does no t d ispose  the  agen t to m ake a  decision, form 
a n  in ten tion , or ac t in a  p a rticu la r  way. R ather, it fu rn ish es  h e r w ith 
in form ation . This inform ation , in its tu rn , m ay well have im p o rtan t 
effects on the  agen t's  behav iour. However, the  effects of u s in g  one 's
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decision m aking system  on-line are very different from those of u sing  it 
off-line. Deciding w hether to go to Spain  or G erm any over the  sum m er 
will generally  lead m e to decide to do one or th e  o ther. T hat, in  its  
tu rn , will sign ifican tly  in c rease  the  p robab ility  of m e going to th e  
coun try  I've decided to go to. P retending  to  decide w h e th er to go to 
Spain  or G erm any over the  su m m er will have no su ch  effects.

A no ther w ay of looking a t  s im u la tio n  is m ore in  te rm s  of 
hypo thetica l reason ing  (Gordon, 1992b; Heal, 1994b, 1995 & 1998; 
D avies & S tone, 1998). T his is n o t to say  th a t  decision  m ak ing  no 
longer plays any role, b u t th a t  w here decision m aking  does play a  role 
in  sim ula tion , it is u n d ers to o d  broad ly  in  te rm s of decision  m aking  
p rocedu res, ra th e r  in  te rm s of a  system  or system s. It is a  view of 
s im u la tio n  th a t  d o esn 't give th e  im pression  th a t  off-line s im u la tio n  
does, nam ely th a t  s im u la tio n  is qu ite  au to m atic  and  effortless. No 
doubt, it som etim es is. B ut by s tre ssin g  hypothetical reasoning , these  
s im u la tion ists  s tre ss  th a t  s im u la ting  m ight take  som e effort an d  need 
n o t be regarded  a s  a  k ind  of au to m atic  p rocess. N evertheless, the  
profile in bo th  S im ulation  T heories is m arkedly  different from  T heoiy 
T h eo ry . H ere  is  no  in fe re n c e  b a s e d  on  fo lk  p sy c h o lo g ic a l 
generalisa tions. W hat is relied on is a  capacity  for figuring o u t w h a t 
one would do u n d e r the  kind  of c ircum stances th a t  the  agen t is in, in 
the  contex t of a  sim ula tion . The Off-Line S im ulation  Theory s tre sse s  
process. H ypothetical R easoning S im ulation  Theory s tre sse s  reasoning  
p rocedures a n d /o r  ru les for reasoning. I will go into m ore detail w ith 
th e  ru les  of reason ing  a p p ro ach  in c h a p te r  2. M ost s im u la tio n is tsT  
however, a re  willing to agree th a t there  is som e  kind of knowledge base  
concerning  psychology th a t is draw n upon  in sim ulation . It is ju s t  th a t 
th is  knowledge base  is significantly  different from folk psychological 
theory.

A cen tra l idea for m any s im u la tion ists  is w h a t is know n a s  the  
a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity ' (G oldm an, 1989; Heal, 1986). To explain  
th is, we need to look a  b it closer a t how sim ulation  works. Im agine you 
w a n t to p red ic t w h a t som eone is going to do. Im agine th a t  th e  
s itu a tio n  is ideal and  you are  in  possession  of knowledge concern ing  
th e ir relevant beliefs and  desires. Take J o h n  again; you know  th a t  he 
w an ts  a  g rea t garden  party  an d  he fears th a t  it will ra in . In o rder to 
s im u la te  Jo h n , you sim ply im agine th a t yo u  have th ese  beliefs and  
d e s ire s  a n d  w ork o u t w h a t y o u  w ould  do. For exam ple , you
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im aginatively decide to move the  tab les an d  ch a irs  inside, if possible. 
Once you have im aginatively decided w h a t to do, you infer th a t  the  
person  w hom  you are  pred icting  w ould do ju s t  th a t. W hat underlies 
th is  inference is the  a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity. You a ssu m e  th a t  given 
th e  sam e beliefs a n d  the  sam e desires, any  ag en t w ould m ake th e  
sam e decision. J a n e  Heal form ulates the  idea th u s: (Heal, 1986)

Only one simple assum ption is needed: th a t they are like me in being 

thinkers, th a t they possess the sam e fundam ental cognitive capacities 

and propensities th a t 1 do.^^

It is p e rh a p s  c le a re r  how  th is  a ssu m p tio n  w orks if we im agine 
sim ula ting  w h a t an  agen t will th in k  on th e  b as is  of w h a t they  th in k  
now. Im agine th a t  they believe th a t  if p  th e n  q, a n d  they also believe 
th a t  p; for exam ple, if it ra ins, th en  the  ga rd en  p a rty  will be ru ined , 
and  it is going to rain . We p retend  th a t we have ju s t  those beliefs, and  
a sk  ourselves w ha t else we would believe in  th a t  situa tion , com ing up  
w ith th e  p re ten d -b e lie f  th a t  q; th e  g a rd e n  p a rty  will be ru in ed . 
C erta in ly  h e re , th e  a s su m p tio n  of s im ila rity  se em s em in en tly  
reasonable.

The a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity  is c ru c ia l on  th is  p ic tu re . If we 
know  th a t  the  ag en ts  th a t  we are  in te res ted  in  u n d e rs ta n d in g  have 
c e rta in  p sychopatho log ies, for exam ple, I will have to a d ju s t  th e  
a s s u m p tio n . N orm ally , even  s e r io u s ly  d is tu rb e d  peo p le  a re  
com prehensible to a  degree. Som eone who believes th a t there  are  little 
green m en com ing o u t of the  electric sockets is incom prehensible vis-à- 
vis th a t  belief. However, we can  explain th e ir p u ttin g  stick ing  p las te r  
over the  sockets , for exam ple, by reference to th e ir  belief. Here, we 
can n o t u se  sim ula tion  to ge t a t th e ir belief b ecau se  the  a ssu m p tio n  of 
sim ilarity  h as  b roken  down, b u t we can  to som e degree sim ula te  w hat 
they  will do given knowledge of th e ir beliefs. However, if I am  really 
in te rested  in  u n d e rs tan d in g  m entally  d is tu rb ed  people, it m ay be wise 
for m e to re so rt to th e  b e st psychological theory. It is a n  in te res ting

^^There are certain  dangers to presenting the S im ulation Theory as if it were a 
unified position. In fact, ju s t  like Theory Theory, the S im ulation Theory covers a 
group of positions with certain family resem blances. Heal is a t the more rationalistic 
end of the spectrum . Talking about cognitive capacities and  propensities' seem s to 
indicate th a t the assum ption  of sim ilarity does not cover agent's em otional and 
affective lives. For many simulationists, such as Goldman and Gordon, it does.
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question w hether d istu rbed  people are be tter a t understand ing  o ther 
people th a t are d istu rbed  in the sam e way.

The a ssu m p tio n  of sim ila rity  also  co n ce rn s  the  sim ilarity  
betw een p re tend  psychological s ta te s  and  bona f id e  psychological 
sta tes. For sim ulationism  to work, it m u st be the case th a t pretend  
psychological s ta te s  have s im ila r c a u sa l pow ers to bona f id e  
psychological s ta tes. In fact, if the tokening of the belief th a t p causes 
the tokening of the belief th a t q, given the belief th a t if p  then  q, then  
the tokening of the  pretend-belief th a t p  m u st cause  the tokening of 
the pretend-belief th a t q, given the pretend-belief th a t if p  then  q. The 
basic  difference betw een  th e  two, is th a t  th e  c a u sa l c h a in  is 
constitu ted  by psychological s ta te s  in the one case and  by pretend- 
psychological s ta te s  in the o ther. Of course, pretend-psychological 
s ta tes are them selves psychological s ta tes, b u t they are psychological 
s ta te s  of a different type from the bona f id e  psychological s ta te s  th a t 
they are imitating. The sam e goes for a sim ulated decision making. The 
pretend-desire th a t q and pretend-belief th a t if p  then  q, ought to give 
rise to a p retend-decision  (say, the  p retend-decision  to a ttem p t to 
bring it abou t th a t p) th a t corresponds to the decision th a t the desire 
th a t q and  the belief th a t if p  then  q would give rise to (say, the 
decision to attem pt to bring it about th a t p).

Some psychological s ta te s  seem  m ore likely can d id a te s  for 
sim ulation  th an  o thers - beliefs, for exam ple. We often engage in 
counterfactual reasoning and th is often proves useful. For example, in 
determ ining which of a num ber of different tools to use  to reach the 
apples on my apple tree, instead  of trying each on ou t in reality, 1 can 
try them  ou t in im agination. I pretend-believe th a t I'm holding the 
rake, and I pretend-see w hether it is long enough to reach the apples I 
w ant to pluck. 1, as it were, pretend-see th a t it isn 't, on which basis I

f. -

r J
conclude th a t the rake, by itself, w on't get me the coveted apples. j '• 
Assum ing th a t my ideas of the distance to the apples and the length of  ̂
the rake are largely correct, pretend-believing th a t 1 am  trying to reach 
the apples has sim ilar causa l powers to actually  believing th a t 1 am 
trying to reach the apples.

On the o ther hand, it seem s less obvious th a t imagining being in 
affective s ta te s  h a s  sim ilar cau sa l powers to actually  being in these  
affective sta tes. It may be difficult to get oneself into an affective state , 
or p e rhaps som e affective s ta te s , su ch  as grief and  rage, a re  so
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unp leasan t th a t one is not prone to get into such  sta tes simply to gain 
/  \ understand ing  of others. Alternatively, it may tu rn  out th a t un less oneA ^

im agines (some?) affective s ta te s  very vividly, the  co rrespond ing  
p re ten d -sta tes  w on't have the requisite  causal powers. And if th is  is 
the  case, one m ight argue th a t if one's im aginings have to be so vivid 
th a t one actually  experiences the affect, it is no longer a sim ulation, it 

^  is no longer a  pretend-affective state . All th is deserves closer a ttention.
My point is not th a t sim ulation will only work for beliefs, I don 't th ink  
th a t 1 am  in a  position to say tha t. It is simply th a t w hereas belief is a 
good clear case for sim ulation, other psychological s ta tes seem  less so.

The a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity  also plays a role in ga thering  
inform ation about people's psychological s ta tes in the absence of any 
prior or relevant inform ation. We need m aterial with which to s ta r t the 
sim ula tion  - ju s t  as we need m ateria l on w hich to apply ou r folk 
psychological theory. In a predictive sim ulation, we can  derive it from 
w hat the sub ject has said or done or w hat her environm ent is like. 
Here, we imagine being in the relevant environm ent and  having done 
or said w hat the sub jec t h as  done or s a i d .  We should  then  get to 
have certain  pretend-psychological s ta tes th a t can be used  to sim ulate 
the subject's future thoughts or actions.

An im portan t function of the assum ption  of sim ilarity is th a t of 
justify ing all the different u ses sim ulation is p u t to, for exam ple, the 
u se  of p re ten d -p sy ch o lo g ica l s ta te s  ach ieved  by im ag in a tiv e  
identification in a sim ula tion . These psychological s ta te s  form the 
basis of a prediction of a sub ject's actions or thoughts, and  only if it is 
reasonable to suppose th a t the subject did possess such  s ta te s  will it 
be reasonab le  to m ake the  relevant prediction. The assu m p tio n  of 
sim ilarity m ay also function as a m otivation for sim ulating  sub jects. 
After all, if sub jects had  no reason  to th ink  th a t their p re ten d -sta tes  
m irror real s ta tes of others, sim ulation would lose its significance, and 
hence would be reduced a sport, a t best, for all b u t instrum entalists.

The a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity  differs from T heory T heory 's 
generalised sta tem en ts concerning hum an  psychology in the following 
way. Theory Theory is always completely explicit about the sim ilarities

Alvin G oldm an (1989) h as  suggested  th a t  s im ulation  can  ac co u n t  for the 
interpretation of language. He opposes his simulationist view of interpretation with, 
am ong others. Donald Davidson's radical in terpreta tion (Davidson. 1984). W hat 
difficulties this might provide for the simulator that will have even less material with 
which to s ta r t  a simulation. 1 cannot explore here.
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acro ss  p e rso n s. T hus, if a  p e rso n  believes th a t  if it is ra in ing , the  
stree ts  are  wet, an d  also believes th a t  it is rain ing , th en  th a t  person  
will believe, o r com e to believe, th a t  th e  s tre e ts  a re  w et. Folk 
psychological theory con ta ins s ta tem en ts  th a t generalise e ither over all 
(rational) h u m a n  be ings (cf. c h a p te r  2, sec tio n  5) o r specify  th e  
re lev an t c h a ra c te r is tic s  of th e  g roup  a t  is su e , w hen  it com es to 
c h a ra c te r , for exam ple. So, people a re  a like in  exactly  th e  w ays 
specified by these  generalisations.

D epending on  the  p a rtic u la r  version  of th e  S im ulation  Theory, 
how  the  sim ilarity  betw een people is u nders tood  is m ore vague. Alvin 
G oldm an  su g g e s ts  th a t  we spe ll o u t th is  s im ila rity  in  te rm s  of 
"psychological p references for c e r ta in  m odes of ca teg o risa tio n  an d  
entification " (1995a, p. 90). Heal ta lk s  a t various po in ts of "cognitive 
com petence" (1986) an d  "rationality" (1996). W hereas G oldm an 's idea 
seem s to be a lm o st u n n e ce ssa rily  narrow . Heal s is, p e rh a p s , too 
broad, a s  S tich  & Nichols (1997) com plain. It is im portan t, though , to 
po in t o u t th a t  all s im u la tio n is ts  allow for c irc u m sta n ce s  w here  the  
a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity  d o esn 't hold, and  m ost agree th a t  knowledge 
of th ese  c ircu m stan ces  is theo re tica l - know -that. Heal ta lk s  of the  
a ssu m p tio n  a s  a  "projectivist first move" (Heal, 1995, p. 49), w hich 
needs to be rev ised  in  th e  ligh t of in fo rm ation  a b o u t a  n u m b e r of 
factors, su c h  as  v isual perspective an d  educa tional background . This 
inform ation is theoretical in n a tu re  since knowledge of the  c o n stra in ts  
of th e  re sp e c ts  in  w h ich  we, a s  a g e n ts , a re  a like  in  fo rm ing  
psychological s ta te s  am o u n ts  to theoretical knowledge of psychological 
fac to rs on  a t  le a s t one u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th eo re tica l know ledge'. 
Therefore, we shou ld  expect theoretical knowledge ab o u t psychology to 
play som e  role in folk psychological a ttribu tion , However, th is  doesn 't 
m ake the  knowledge in question  like th a t of folk psychological theory 
b ecau se  n o t only is it m u ch  less  encom passing , b u t  it m u s t also  
a lw ays be com bined  w ith  som e s im u la tin g  ac tiv ity  to  p ro d u ce  
psychological a ttribu tions.

Som e sim u la tion ists  re s is t the  idea th a t  sim u la tion  relies on an  
a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity. G ordon believes th a t  we can  do aw ay w ith  it

l^ It is the fact th a t we m ust also rely on theoretical knowledge of (folk) psychology 
th a t is a t issue here, A sim ulation can draw on any theoretical knowledge provided 
th a t it is not psychological, consonan t with it being a  d istinct position from the 
Theory Theory.
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altogether. It is unnecessary , he claims, since w hen we sim ulate we do 
not p retend  th a t we are som eone else and  th en  a ttr ib u te  to them  
w hatever s ta te s  resu lt from such  a pretence. Rather, imagining being 
som eone else involves an ego-centric shift whereby the resu lt of the 
sim ula tion  au tom atically  applies to the sub jec t w ith whom  we are 
identified. For example, in the decision: "1 am  going to com plain to the 
highest authority", the T refers not to ourselves b u t to the sim ulated 
subject (1992a and  1995).  ̂ ^

M artin Davies and  Tony Stone (1988) have suggested  th a t the 
respec t in w hich su b jec ts  are  sim ilar is in resp ec t of reason ing  
correctly. The assum ption  of sim ilarity becomes an  assum ption  of right 
reasoning. T hat is, in a sim ulation we deploy a norm ative idea about 
w hat reasoning is correct (as opposed to ju s t  how 1 happen  to reason) 
and  a ssu m e  th a t  all su b je c ts  reaso n  correctly  {ceteris paribus, 
naturally). This is a variation on the sim ulation them e (but see chap ter 
2, section 6-7). However, as the au tho rs acknowledge, there are certain 
limits to such  an approach since it can only be used to explain, predict 
and understand  w hat the right thing to do, think, feel, and act is. And 
there are certainly cases, where it is not so clear th a t th is can  be done. 
Is there a right th ing to feel under certain  c ircum stances?  Is feeling 
relief w hen one h as narrow ly escaped a dangerous situa tion  a case 
th a t can  be sim ulated  in th is m anner?  So, th is accoun t has certain  
limits built into it.

11. Simulationist Accounts o f Folk Psychological Explanation

Sim ulationists have traditionally concentrated their exposition of 
the Sim ulation Theoiy on psychological prediction and identification of 
psychological sta tes. Some sim ulationists, like Heal, th ink  th a t there is 
only a limited role for sim ulation is psychological explanation. O thers, 
like Gordon, see no problem with extending sim ulation to explanation. 
Heal h a s  suggested  th a t the m ain  role of sim u la tion  is played in 
prediction of though t and action based on prior knowledge of thoughts 
(Heal, 1995). On the o ther hand, she clearly believes th a t sim ulation 
can be effective in producing psychological explanations (Heal, 1998).

problem for Gordon's accoun t is th a t  whereas an  a ssum ption  of similarity 
provides justification and motivation for simulatini^, an  ego centric shift does neither.
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What I m ust do is to work back from a particular behaviour to the 
psychological states that caused it, along the lines of: "She pulled a 
funny face: was she really amused?" (1998, p. 86). This appears 
similar to Gordon's account of explanation. He thinks that we look at 
the subject's environment to discover salient features that may have 
influenced the agent. For example, if the agent believes that she is 
being followed by government agents, we look to see what in her 
environment might have given her that idea. So we put ourselves in 
the environment of the agent prior to them thinking, wanting, doing, 
and so on, what we want to explain. From here, we proceed as in cases 
of prediction (1992a). That is, we imagine the kinds of thoughts, 
wants, and so on, we would have under such circumstances, and on 
this basis decide what we would do, think, and so on. If we pretend- 
decided to act ju st as the subject did, then we attribute the preceding 

/WA ̂ ^^^pretencbpsychological sta tes to the agent. W hereas prédiction- 
sim ulation uses our decision making capacities, explanation- 
simulation cannot do so because decision making is always a forward 
process - it concerns what we are going to do, think, etc., in the, 
sometimes very near, future. Explanation works backwards. Hence, it j 7  
m ust do with some more general notion of hypothetical reasoning. But 
hypothetical reasoning isn 't as nicely tailored for explanation by 
simulation as decision making is for prediction by simulation.

A hurdle simulationists have met is the idea that explanation is 
^  deductive-nomological in nature. According to this view, something is

^  only an explanation if it contains in it a reference to some law or
^  generalisation that subsum es the explanandum (Hempel, 1965). It is

\ 3
^  ^  y often assumed that Theory Theory is committed to such an account of
y  t ^  ^  y  explanation (but see chapter 3, section 1). However, if this view is

accepted, then it follows directly that only one strand of Simulation 
Theory can provide us with folk psychological explanations: Rational 

^  Simulationism. For this version allows us to refer back to normative
& rules under which a particular thought-process or behaviour would 

fall. Simulationists have therefore been concerned to develop an 
alternative account of explanation.

Gordon has suggested that if one models the particular situation 
that one needs to explain, one can explain - in a reasonable sense of 
that word - what happened by reference to that modelling. The 
explanation explains by picking out the relevant cause(s). If one is also
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in te re s te d  in  know ing w h y  th e se  c a u se s  w ere p roductive  of th e  
s itua tion  a t hand , one m ight have to po in t back  to som e law. B ut no t 
in  th e  case  of psychological ex p lan a tio n . By ru n n in g  th ro u g h , in 
im agination, a  sim ilar p rocess to th a t  w hich the  agen t w en t th rough , 
sim ulation  allows u s  to s e e /u n d e rs ta n d  from the  inside, how  the  agen t 
got to ac t (or th ink , feel, etc.) th e  way sh e  did. We com e to see "the  
relative a ttractiveness w e  generally se e  in our ow n  actions a t the time  
w e a c t  The exp lanatory  u n d e rs tan d in g  th a t  h ad  e luded  you before is 
th u s  em pathie understand ing ."  (Gordon, 1992a, p. 117).

O ther s im u la tio n is ts  a re  even m ore in te res ted  th a n  G ordon in 
h ig h lig h tin g  th e  d ifference  b e tw een  sc ien tific  e x p la n a tio n s  a n d  
psychological ones. Heal claim s th a t: (1986, p. 52)

The difference between psychological explanation and  explanation in 

the natu ra l sciences is th a t in giving a psychological explanation we 

render the thought or behaviour of the other intelligible, we exhibit 

them as having some point, some reason to be cited in their defence.

For Davies & Stone, also, a  sim u la tio n -ex p lan a tio n  provides a f ir s t-  
personal u n d ers tan d in g  of the  su b jec t (1998). In som e sense , we come 
to know  w h at it w as like for th e  sub jec t. Heal also  ta lk s  of how  we 
m anage to cap tu re  the  world from a  p a rticu la r poin t of view (1998). It 
seem s relatively clear, th a t  due  to its  em path ie , first-personal n a tu re , 
s im u la t io n  p ro v id es  a  good  s tro n g  c a se  fo r p sy c h o lo g ic a l 
u n d e r s ta n d in g .  W h e th e r  th e  e x p la n a to r in e s s  of p sy ch o lo g ica l 
explanation can  be explained th u s , is a  fu rth er question.

12. Simulation and  Self-Ascription o f  Psychological S ta tes

Lastly, let u s  consider how  sim ula tion ists  regard  se lf-a ttribu tion  
of psychological s ta te s . On th e  face of it, it ap pears  in o rder to be able 
to s im u la te  a t all, we m u s t firs t be able to a ttr ib u te  psychological 
s ta te s  to ourselves. We m u st be able to se lf-a ttribu te  the  psychological 
s ta te s  th a t we im agine the  agen t possessing , we m u st be able to reflect 
on them , be they p retend  or bona f id e  s ta te s , we m u s t be able to know 
w hat s ta te  ou r sim ula tion  leads u s  to be in, and  w hat decision we have 
m ad e , for exam p le . In o th e r  w o rd s , th e  ab ility  to  a t t r ib u te
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psychological s ta te s  to ourselves is prior to being able to a ttr ib u te  su ch  
s ta te s  to anybody else in th e  following sense: if we could  no t self
a ttrib u te  psychological s ta te s , we w ouldn 't be able to sim ula te  a t all.

A lvin G o ldm an  a g re es  th a t  se lf -a ttr ib u tio n  m u s t  p reced e  
s im u la tion  (Goldm an, 1989). He is happy  sp litting  folk psychological 
a ttrib u tio n  in to  two: a ttrib u tio n s  to self and  a ttrib u tio n s to o thers. The 
la tte r  is asym m etrically  d ep en d en t on the  form er, and  the  S im ulation  
Theory only acco u n ts  for th e  la tte r. This is n o t a  special problem  for 
sim ula tion ism , he claim s, for T heoiy  Theory provides no sa tisfac to ry  
accoun t of first person  psychological a ttribu tion  e ither (but see ch ap te r 
5). O ther s im u la tio n is ts  a re  less in so u c ian t ab o u t su c h  a  split. Heal 
m a in ta in s  th a t  s im u la tio n  is involved in  th e  a ttr ib u tio n  of f irs t 
personal psychological s ta te s  also  (1986). T his app roach  is som ew hat 
m ysterious since if we sim u la te  ourselves, it seem s th a t  we m u s t be 
able to identify the  resu lt of the  sim ula tion  before we can  a ttr ib u te  th is 
s ta te  to ourselves. B u t th is, of course, is im possible.

G ordon  view s th e  is s u e  of self- a n d  o th e r -a t t r ib u tio n  of 
psychological s ta te s  a s  a  k ind  of boo t-strapp ing  process. You need a 
little b it of one to get the  o ther, a n d  th en  you move on from there  un til 
you've got full-blown sim ula tion , w here there  is no real saying w hich 
a ttrib u tio n s  rely on w hich. He gives a  detailed  ontogenetic acco u n t of 
the  ability  to sim u la te  (Gordon, 1995). We teach  ch ild ren  to preface 
th e ir req u ests , for exam ple chocolate ', w ith  I w an t' su c h  th a t  they  
leam  to refer to th e ir  desires - I w an t chocolate ' - even before they  
have a concep t of desire. In th is  fash ion , they  lea rn  to se lf-ascribe  
psychological s ta te s  w h ilst hav ing  no concep t of them . So, tra in in g  
external to sim ulation  provides them  w ith reliable non-com prehending  
se lf-ascrip tions, on th e  p lausib le  a ssu m p tio n  th a t  th e re  is m ore to 
p ossessing  a  concep t th a n  being  able to apply  it reliably  u n d e r  th e  
r ig h t c irc u m s ta n c e s . T h is allow s th em  to beg in  som e k in d  of 
s im ula tion  - say  p ro to -sim ulation . T hrough experience w ith th is , and  
in th e  course  of developm ent of o th e r abilities, the  child  will com e to 
m as te r psychological concep ts. She will be able to apply th ese  to the  
s ta te s  she  already know s how  to pick out. Once th is h a s  occurred, she  
will be able to engage in full-blown sim ulation.

W ith resp ec t to belief, ch ild ren  first learn  to identify th is  u sin g  
a n  E v an s ia n  a sc e n t ro u tin e  (E vans, 1982). W hen posed  w ith  a  
qu estio n  as  to w h a t beliefs sh e  holds, say: "Do you th in k  th a t  the
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cookie is in the  cupboard?" the child sim ply rep h ra se s  the  question  as 
"Is the  cookie in the  cupboard?" and  answ ers th is  question . She need  
have no concep t of belief in  o rd er to an sw e r q u e s tio n s  ab o u t h e r  
beliefs. As w ith the  case  of desire, th is tra in ing  will allow h e r to begin 
to sim ula te  an d  w ith p ractice she  will gain a  concept of belief th a t she  
will th en  a tta c h  to h e r a scen t rou tine . In bo th  the  cases  of desire an d  
belief, developm ent ta k e s  p lace by firs t en co u rag in g  th e  ch ild  to 
identify som e in te rnal s ta te  th a t allows for p ro to-sim ulation , a  concept 
is th en  acquired  th ro u g h  su c h  sim ulation , a fte r w hich  th e  child c an  
properly sim ulate.

In conclusion , w ith  resp ec t of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n  of psychological 
s ta te s , th e re  a re  a  n u m b e r of s im u la tio n is t o p tio n s . How T heory 
Theoiy accom m odates se lf-a ttribu tion  is the  topic of ch ap te r 4, an d  we 
will see th a t here, also, there  is room  for som e variation.

13. Conclusion

We have now  been  in troduced  to folk psychology an d  the  two 
prevalen t in te rn a l theo ries of it. In som e respec ts , th e  descrip tion  of 
th e  T heory  T heory  h a s  b een  m ore e la b o ra te  th a n  th a t  of th e  
S im ulation  Theory - giving m any  exam ples of genera lisa tions, ceteris 
paribus c lauses, and  how they w ork in reason ing  - b u t  in o thers it h a s  
been  less so. W hat ab o u t self-knowledge, for exam ple? In the  next four 
chap ters , I shall explore the  following asp ec ts  of T heory Theory: w h a t 
does it m ean  to say  th a t  we have knowledge of a  folk psychological 
theory (chapter 2 & 3)? Is Theoiy Theoiy a  functionalist theory (chapter 
4)? C an T heoiy Theoiy  accoun t for self-knowledge (chap ter 4)? And is 
o u r knowledge of folk psychological theory tac it (chapter 5)?
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Chapter 2

But, of course, there are lots of dom ains of com m onsense knowledge in which it is 

ra ther implausible to suppose th a t the mentally represented "knowledge structure" 

includes theoretical construc ts  linked together in law-like ways. Knowledge of 

cooking or of cu rren t affairs are likely candidates here, as is the knowledge th a t 

underlies our judgm ents about w hat is polite and impolite in our culture. And it is 

entirely likely th a t folk psychological knowledge will tu rn  ou t to resem ble the 

knowledge struc tu res  underlying cooking or politeness judgm ents ra ther than  the 

knowledge s tru c tu re s  th a t underlie the scientific predictions and  explanations 

produced by a com petent physicist or chem ist. [...] On the inclusive reading of 

theory', any m entally represented body of information about a domain counts as a 

theory, regard less of how the inform ation is encoded or w hether it includes 

theoretical constructs or nomological generalizations. (Stich & Nichols, 1996, pp. 

146-7)
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The knowledge th a t we are alU"  ̂ said to possess in the absence 
of tra in ing  or specia lisa tion , is som etim es called everyday, 
com m on se n se , or folk know ledge. O th e r  th a n  folk 
psychological knowledge, folk biological and  folk physical 

knowledge have received m ost a tten tion . Recent years have seen  a , ^
flou rish ing  of re se a rc h  on everyday know ledge in philosophy^ > 1 
psychology, anthropology, and  sociology (Atran, 1994; Carey, 1985; 
diSessa, 1988; Keil, 1994; McCloskey, 1983; Sem in & Gergen, 1990).
In all of these  a reas of everyday knowledge, there  is d isagreem ent 
abou t how best to ch arac te rise  ou r ability to explain, predict, and  
understand  the relevant phenom ena. Is it best described as knowledge 
of a theory - and an ability to use  it - or as som ething else? Sim ulation 
is m ost plausible only as an  alternative to theory in folk psychological 
knowledge. Embodying a m ind p u ts  om'in a good position to sim ulate 
o ther m inds, b u t not to sim ulate  physical or biological phenom ena. In 
folk physics and biology, the d iscussion  mainly concerns w hether the 
requisite body of knowledge th a t we draw  on is a theory or some more 
d isparate  collection of principles and  rules of thum b  (but see Harris,
1994).

Folk know ledge p rov ides a good s ta r tin g  po in t for o u r 
exploration into how b est to ch a rac te rise  the theore tic ity  of folk 
psychological knowledge. We can  here see the different views of 
theoreticity a t play in a very general way. There are a t least two very 
com m on usages of the term  theory'. One is pretty  loose. Principles 
concerning some subject m atter, for exam ple cooking, m ight count as 
a theoiy on this account. We m ostly have th is usage in m ind when we 
say things like; "I've got a theory of how th a t works". The o ther usage 
is stricter. It is used to cap tu re  som e more well-defined and system atic 
body of laws or principles. We have this usage in m ind w hen we talk  of 
^quantum theoiy, personality theory, Bayesean theory, and so on.

The d iscu ssio n  in folk know ledge concern ing  w h e th er th is  
knowledge is knowledge of a  theoiy, is characterised  by a disagreem ent

^^The knowledge th a t all norm al subjects are said to possess. For people with au tism  
or Asperger Syndrome may not possess folk psychological knowledge - and  if they do, 
the acquisition of it takes considerably longer than  for normal subjects.

n
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ab o u t w hich of the  two com m on sen ses of 'theory' is to be deployed. It 
is therefore c ruc ia l for theory  th eo ris ts  to decide w hich m ean ing  to 
adop t su c h  as  to properly  sh a p e  fu tu re  resea rch  and  debate . In the  
next two chap ters , I sha ll exam ine these  two possibilities. Here we will 
be concerned  w ith  th e  loose se n se  - I sha ll call it th e  Folk T heory 
Theory, an d  in ch ap ter 3, I will move on to the  s tric te r sense.

W hat I will do here  is the  following. First, I will p re sen t ju s t  how 
the  Theory Theory debate  ru n s  in  folk physics a n d  folk biology. I will 
th en  p resen t a  suggestion  th a t  we shou ld  u n d e rs ta n d  theory ' loosely. 
T he p ro b lem  th a t  im m e d ia te ly  a r is e s  is t h a t  s u c h  a  loose  
u n d e rs tan d in g  m ight lead to the  collapse of the  Theory Theory v ersu s 
S im ulation  Theory debate . However, there  is a  red esc rip tio n  of th e  
debate  in te rm s of m en ta l rep resen ta tio n s , th a t  will serve to save the  
debate from collapse. I call th is  the  m inim al d istinction. In the  process 
of argu ing  for th is  d istinc tion , one version of S im ulation  Theory th a t  
doesn 't seem  to lend itself to su c h  redescrip tion  is exam ined. On closer 
inspection, it tu rn s  o u t no t to be a  bona f id e  S im ulation  Theory, hence 
does no t co n stitu te  a th re a t to the  d istinc tion . D espite the  fact th a t 
Folk Theoiy  Theory w on 't lead to a  collapse of the  debate, I will no t 
cham pion th is position. 1 conclude th a t it too vague and  uninform ative 
to helpfully shape  the  debate  w ithin  folk psychology.

J . Folk Theories

M ichael M cCloskey believes th a t  various experim en ts su p p o rt 
the  idea th a t a  version of the  m edieval im petus theory of m otion form s 
p a rt of ou r folk physical knowledge: (McCloskey, 1983, p. 306)

First, the theory a sse rts  th a t the act of setting an  object in motion 

im parts to the object an  in ternal force or "impetus" th a t serves to 

m ain tain  the motion. Second, the theory assum es th a t a moving 

object's im petus gradually d issipates (either spontaneously or as a 

re su lt of external influences), and  as a consequence the object 

gradually slows down and comes to a stop.

Presum ably  o ther sm all m eories, for exam ple th a t of centrifugal force, 
also form p a rt of th is body of knowledge. At any rate, knowledge of th is
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naive theory  of m otion is causa lly  efficacious in the  p roduction  of ou r 
everyday ju d g e m e n ts  a b o u t th e  m otion  of ph y sica l ob jec ts . As 1 
u n d e rs ta n d  McCloskey, knowledge of the  im petus theory is necessary  
for th e  p ro d u c tio n  of o u r  folk physica l ju d g em en ts , or a t  le a s t a  
subc lass of these  judgem en ts. However, 1 don 't th in k  he believes th a t  it 
is sufficient. Looked a t in th is  way, folk physics form s a  com plem ent to 
folk psychology.

In M cCloskey's experim en ts, the  im petu s theory  w as only one 
piece of know ledge am ong o th e rs , th a t  w as productive  of su b je c ts ' 
judgem ents. In addition to naive theories, sub jects m ake u se  of: (1983, 
p. 321)

analogies, memories for specific experiences (e.g., throwing a rock with 

a sling), isolated facts about m echanics (e.g., Galileo found th a t heavy 

and light objects fall a t the sam e rate) and knowledge acquired through 

formal instruction in physics (e.g., a  projectile's motion can be analyzed 

into independent horizontal and vertical components).

I th in k  th is  is a  general fea tu re  of folk knowledge. Not necessarily  th a t 
it is com posite, b u t  th a t it is often u sed  alongside o th er inform ation. 
T h in k  of folk p sy ch o lo g ica l know ledge. Folk psycho logy  is a 
h e te ro g en eo u s dom ain  w here  we u se  n o t only folk psychological 
theo iy , b u t  w hatever o th e r know ledge com es in handy; for exam ple 
knowledge of folk physics, social m ores, experim ental psychology, an d  
psycho-analysis, a s  already m entioned  in ch ap te r I. A difference is be 
th a t  w h ereas know ledge of ex p erim en ta l psychology a n d  p sy c h o 
analysis can  be incorporated  into folk psychological theory, knowledge 
of folk physics and  social m ores are  m ore likely to s tay  ex ternal to it.

A nother way of regarding  naive physics can  be found in A ndrea 
d iS essa 's  work. He h as  the  following to say  ab o u t M cCloskey-type folk 
physics: (diSessa, 1988, p. 50)

this is a highly misleading representation of the actual state of affairs. 

Though it gives signs of being quite robust, intuitive physics is 

nothing m uch like a  theory in the way one uses th a t word to describe 

theories in the history of science or professional practice. Instead, 

intuitive physics is a fragmented collection of ideas, loosely connected
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and reinforcing, having none of the com m itm ent or system aticity  th a t

one a ttribu tes  to theories.

According to diSessa, the evidence does not support the claim th a t we 
have knowledge of a naive im petus theory. Subjects don 't always seem  
to use  th is  theory in th e ir pred ictions or ex p lana tions of objects 
moving; a t least not in any obvious or sim ple way. This, however, is 
w hat we should  expect if McCloskey i$ iigf)t th a t knowledge of naive 
im petus theory is necessary^for sucfi precfictions and  explanations. 
diSessa also th inks th a t m any o ther m ini-theories m u st be added to 
the  im petus theory  in order to explain people 's ju d g em en ts  abou t 
m otion. However, if th is  is a point ab o u t sufficiency, it is no t a 
criticism  of McCloskey. In any case, diSessa is not optim istic about the 
prospects for a folk theory  of m otion. R ather, he suggests th a t our 
naive knowledge really ju s t  is "knowledge in pieces ". These pieces are 
not integrated with each o ther and  are not deep and  explanatory bu t 
are simple abstrac tions from everyday experience.

The situa tion  looks m uch the sam e in folk biology. Carey, for 
example, has argued th a t we have knowledge of a theoiy  of biological 
categories (Carey, 1985). W hat we know is a theory because  it h as 
certa in  im portan t fea tu res in com m on w ith scientific theories. It is 
"characterised  by the phenom ena in its dom ain, its laws and o ther 
explanatory  m echan ism s, and  the concepts th a t a rticu la te  the laws 
and  the rep resen ta tions of the phenom ena" (p. 201). As opposed to 
th is, Scott A tran  h as  argued  th a t our folk biology is not properly 
regarded as a theory. This is due to the fact th a t different cu ltu res  
have different explicit ideas of a spec ts  of biological function , say 
reproduction, and  yet taxonom ize in very sim ilar ways to each other. 
This is best explained, A tran claims, by assum ing  th a t "the categorical 
s tru c tu re  of living k inds, including  p lan ts  and  an im als, [are] the 
p roduct of dom ain-specific p rocesses th a t  are  largely theory- and 
culture-independent. " (Atran, 1994, p. 334).

Two im portant assum ptions lie behind Atran"s argum ent. One is 
th a t  folk biology is /c u ltu re -u n iv e rsa l - all c u ltu re s  taxonom ize in 
sim ilar ways. Therefore, if the ability to taxonom ize is derived from 
knowledge of folk biological categories, then  all cu ltu res m u st possess 
the sam e knowledge. B ut if there is a folk biological theory th a t we all 
have knowledge of, ou r explicit ideas about biological function should
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be importantly influenced by this knowledge. In other words, we 
should have some kind of coherent theory of biology where explicit and 
implicit ideas cohere (our knowledge of folk biology being implicit). 
However, that is not the case. Or, so the argument goes.

The second assumption concerns our implicit knowledge of folk 
biology. But by arguing the way that he does, Atran rules out the 
possibility that implicit knowledge of folk biology could be similar to 
knowledge of grammar (cf. chapter 1). According to Chomsky, our 
explicit ideas of grammar sometimes clash with our tacit knowledge of 
grammar. This might be exactly what someone like Carey has in mind. 
Our taxonomizing ability might derive from our tacit knowledge of folk 
biological theoiy, our explicit theory being different. Another way to 
look at it is to say that Carey could be providing an internal account of 
biological classification, and what each culture explicitly holds are 
external accounts of the same subject matter. Atran seems to assume 
that we cannot regard our knowledge of taxonomy as knowledge of a 
theoiy, but I don't believe that he has given us any reason to discount 
this option.

^  In this context, it is worth stressing that the idea that the core of
folk psychological theory is culture universal, has some following; what 

. is acquired seems to be the same, and it seems to be acquired in the
Y vA . v*^same order (Astington, 1994). I imagine that the corresponding idea

y W c\ bas following among simulationists also. However, it is outside the
y  V- scope of this thesis to try to determine the truth of this idea.

Looking at the competing views in both folk physics and folk
biology, one thing becomes immediately clear: different notions of 
theory' are at play here. Whereas McCloskey seems to have something 
pretty broad in mind when he talks of theory', Atran, Carey and 
diSessa's think of theory' in a much narrower way. So, whilst Atran 
and Carey disagree about whether folk biology is a theory in the same 
sense of theory', McCloskey and diSessa don't seem to do so. So, it 
appears that to tidy up the debate in all areas of folk knowledge, we 
need to agree on one use of theory'. We might, for example, decide to 
use theory' broadly.
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2. Folk Theory Theory

In the introductory quotation to this chapter, we have Stich & 
Nichols presenting their idea of what they call the inclusive use of the 
term theory', and 1 have called the broad use'. Since "any mentally 
represented body of information about a domain counts as a theory " 
(1996, p. 147), knowledge of folk physics, folk biology, and folk 

^  psychology can all be regarded as knowledge of theories. We might call
/ ^ c h  theories "folk theories'. According to Stich & Nichols, Theory 

I  Theoiy is best understood as claiming that we have knowledge of a folk 
yvA /  theory, rather than something like a scientific theory. ^

This way of regarding a theory seems to make it more plausible 
that our folk knowledge is knowledge of theories. There certainly seem 
to be sufficient dissimilarities between scientific knowledge and folk 

^  knowledge to make it implausible that both are knowledge of theories
1 in the same sense. We don't experiment rigorously, we don't take

extreme care that our conceptual framework is coherent, and so on. 
Also, we are not being pedantic about word-use.

There are, however, certain problems with this very inclusive 
reading of "theory". One is that it has become too inclusive. The term 
has lost its sharpness, and using it to describe a body of knowledge 
will not give much of an insight into the structure of this body. By 
saying that something is a theory, all 1 am saying is that it is a body of 
information that is related in some way to a domain - presumably the 

^  7  component concepts are interrelated in some interesting way. Instead 
of having a relatively tight notion of theory that imparts a lot of 
information, we end up with a loose and impoverished notion.

Another problem that is closely connected to the first one, is that 
this way of conceiving "theory" is in danger of blurring the distinction 
between Theory Theoiy and Simulation Theoiy. Simulation theorists 
have always been somewhat sensitive to how theoiy theorists define 
their position. And rightly so. Claiming that our knowledge of folk 
psychology is knowledge of a folk theory is quite different from 
claiming that it is knowledge of a proto-scientific theory. IfJheo ry  

f  ||Theoiy becomes Folk Theoiy Theory, there is very little room for
[simulationism, and certainly none for anyone who, like diSessa, wants 
to characterise folk psychological knowledge as being importantly 
different from theoretical knowledge.
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For the  tim e being, let u s  leave the  first objection to the  side, 
an d  see if we c an  ac tually  m ake  Folk Theory Theory fly. To do th a t  
requ ires th a t  it leaves enough  room  for the  S im ulation  Theoiy, su c h  
th a t  Theory Theory doesn 't becom e vacuously  true . T hat it does so, is 
no t im m ediately obvious. In fact, it seem s no t to.

3. The Threat o f  Collapse

It is a  significant problem  th a t  on a  p a rticu la r way of constru ing  
the  S im ulation  Theory, it is a t  r isk  from  co llapsing  in to  a  p a rticu la r  
construa l of the  Folk Theory Theory. Davies and  Heal have bo th  voiced 
concern  a b o u t theory  th eo ris ts  claim ing th a t  we have tacit knowledge 
of folk psychological theory  (Davies, 1994; Heal, 1994b). The problem  
is the  following. A good theory  m irro rs w h a t it is a  theory  of closely: 
(Heal, 1994b, p. 131)

a good explicit theoiy enables u s  to produce an  unfolding sequence of 

representations which runs parallel to developments in the item to be 

understood.

A good theory of how  a  h e a rt functions, for exam ple, will closely m irror 
the  functioning of a  heart. The derivational s tru c tu re  of the  theory of 
the  h ea rt will closely m irror the  cau sa l s tru c tu re  of the  heart. If I w an t 
to predict how a h e a rt will reac t to a  p a rticu la r p a tte rn  of stim ulation , 
say, 1 can  e ither deploy the  theory, or 1 can  s tim u la te  a n o th e r h e a rt in 
the  relevant fashion and  see how  it reacts. G ranted , there  m ight no t be 
m uch  poin t to th is, b u t  it is certa in ly  a  possibility  open to me. Now, 
im agine the  sam e situa tion  w ith  respect of folk psychology.

If folk psychological theory  is a  good theory  of how  people th in k  
an d  act, its  d e riv a tio n a l s t ru c tu re  will c losely m irro r th e  c a u sa l 
s tru c tu re  of how  people th in k  and  act. To see w h a t is m ean t here  by 
d e riv a tio n a l s t r u c tu r e ,  th in k  b a c k  to th e  u se  of th e  a c tio n  
generalisa tion  in c h ap te r 1. T here we saw  how  we c an  derive w h a t a  
person  will a ttem p t to do on th e  b asis  of knowledge of (Gl) and  of w hat 
they  w an t and  w h a t they believe, provided th a t  ceteris  a re  paribus.

^®Whereas this may be true of theories of hearts and hearts, it is more difficult to see 
why it is true of scientific theories in general. How. for example, will a derivation from 
Newton's Laws of Motion mirror the movement of the body in question?
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Now, p resum ab ly  th e  c au sa l p a tte rn  in the  perso n  is som eth ing  like 
th is: they  w an t q, they  believe th a t  if p  th e n  q, and , ceteris being 
paribus, (Gl) is a  law th a t  governs their decision m aking. So, they will 
a ttem p t to b ring  it a b o u t th a t  p. Here it is relatively c lear th a t  the  
derivational s tru c tu re  of folk psychological theory  m irro rs the  cau sa l 
s tru c tu re  of th e  rea so n in g  a n d  th e  decision  m ak in g  sy s tem s (or 
w hatever subserves su ch  functioning).

One way of explicating the  notion of tac it knowledge is in te rm s 
of the  m atch  betw een derivational and  cau sa l s tru c tu re : (Davies, 1994, 
p. 115)

Roughly speaking, a component processing m echanism  embodies tacit 

knowledge of a particu lar rule or axiom if it plays a  role in mediating 

causally  betw een re p re sen ta tio n a l s ta te s  th a t  is s tru c tu ra lly  

analogous to the role th a t the rule or axiom itself plays in mediating 

derivationally between premises and conclusions...

If we accep t th is  view of tac it knowledge, th en  if th e  Theory Theory 
holds th a t we have tac it knowledge of folk psychological theory, th en  
the  collapse of the  T heory Theory v e rsu s S im u la tion  T heoiy  debate  
w ould ap p ear to ensue. It m ay tu rn  ou t to be im possible to d istingu ish  
betw een a p red ic to r u sin g  folk psychological theory  an d  a  p red ic to r 
sim ulating. A sim u la to r h a rn esses  h er own reason ing  a n d /o r  decision 
m aking  system  in decid ing  w h a t the  re levan t a g en t will do. A folk 
psychological th eo ris t u se s  h e r theory of reaso n in g  o r /a n d  decision 
m aking to do so. However, if th is  th eo ris t 's  know ledge of th e  theory  
a m o u n ts  to th e  c a u sa l s t ru c tu re  of h e r  psychological p ro cesses  
m atching  the  derivational s tru c tu re  of the  relevant theory (because the 
theory  is tac itly  know n), we are  in troub le . As we saw  above, th is  
c au sa l s tru c tu re  m ay be ind istingu ishab le  from  th e  c au sa l s tru c tu re  
th a t can  be observed in the  sim ulation ist, since if the  theory is a  good 
one, its derivational s tru c tu re  ough t to m atch  the  c au sa l s tru c tu re  of 
the  relevant s ta te  of affairs. And the  sim u la tion ist is going th rough  the  
relevant s ta te  of affairs a lbeit in im agination. In sho rt, a t th e  level of 
c au sa l p rocesses, a  p e rso n  using  a folk psychological theory  in h e r 
p red ic tions (ex p lan a tio n s/u n d ers tan d in g s) m ay be in d is tin g u ish ab le  
from those  of a  s im u la tio n is t s im u la ting  h e r way to h e r p red ic tions 
(exp lanations/understand ings). In th is case the  debate  collapses.
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Davies (1994) h a s  suggested  th a t the  th re a t of collapse relies on 
a  particu lar, and  w rong headed, p ic tu re  of the  S im ulation  Theory. The 
c ruc ia l po in t is th is . W hen we sim u la te , the  c o n te n ts  of o u r m en ta l 
s ta te s  are  n o t I believe tha t p, I desire tha t q, an d  so on. R ather, they  
are: p, q. There is no need  for psychological s ta te s  to be rep resen ted  in 
th is  p ro cess , for psycho log ical s ta te s  in  th e  p re te n d  m ode a re  
them selves causally  efficacious in  the  sim ulation . This differs from the 
T heory  T heory position , w here  th e  psycholog ical s ta te s  th a t  a re  
involved in reason ing  ab o u t o th ers  m u s t have the  con ten ts: a  believes 
tha t p, a  desire tha t q. T h a t is, psychological s ta te s  m u s t be explicitly 
represen ted  in the  reasoning  process in the  Theory Theory case. To see 
how  th is  m ight save th e  debate  from  collapse, we need to develop the  
proposal a  bit.

4. The Minimal Distinction

I dub  w h a t is su p p o sed  to save the  deba te  from  collapse  'the  
m in im al d is tin c tio n ' b e ca u se  it re s tr ic ts  b o th  th eo ries  a s  little  a s  
possible w hilst m ain ta in ing  a  difference betw een them . The d istinction  
is se t a t the  level of cognitive p rocesses, and  revolves a ro u n d  m en tal 
rep resen ta tio n s . It concerns the  rep resen ta tio n a l com plexity involved 
in  e ith e r  theory . 1 will p u t  th e  d is tin c tio n  in  te rm s of fu n c tio n a l 
a rch itec tu re  or, a s  it is also know n, boxology. However, the  d istinction  
d o es  n o t d e p en d  on  a c c e p tin g  th is  w ay of re g a rd in g  m en ta l 
a rch itec tu re . The crucial po in t is th a t  one accep ts th a t  psychological 
s ta te s  are rep resen ta tions of varying complexity.

We have a lready d iscu ssed  m en ta l rep resen ta tio n s in  c h ap te r 1. 
Boxology is a different way of th ink ing  ab o u t the  sam e thing. Here we 
ta lk  of a  rep re se n ta tio n  being  tokened  in one of o u r  psychological 
m ode boxes, the belief box, the  desire box, and  so on. For exam ple:

BELIEF BOX INTENTION BOX DESIRE BOX

the sky is grey to read Middlemarch I win the Nobel prize
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This is a  boxological way of rep resen ting  the belief th a t  the  sky is grey, 
the  in ten tion  to read  M iddlem arch, a n d  th e  desire  to w in th e  Nobel 
prize. A w areness of hav ing  re p re se n ta tio n s  su c h  a s  the  above, is 
represen ted  thus:

BELIEF BOX

I believe th a t the sky is grey 

I intend to read Middlemarch 

I desire to win the Nobel Prize

So, I believe th a t  I believe th a t  th e  sky is grey, th a t  I in ten d  to read  
Middlemarch, and  th a t 1 desire to w in the  Nobel prize.

I shall call a  m en tal rep resen ta tio n  of a  m en tal rep resen ta tion , a 
'm ental m etarep resen ta tion '. A m eta rep resen ta tio n  m ay rep re sen t o u r 
own rep resen ta tions or those of o thers. For example:

BELIEF BOX

Carol w ants it to snow 

Asger enjoys raping and pillaging 

Jo h n  fears tha t it will rain

Only th rough  m etarep resen ta tions do we becom e aw are of th o u g h ts  as 
such, be they ou r own or those  of o thers. This m uch  shou ld  be agreed 
on both  sides.

Here's how we can  rec as t the  Theory Theory v e rsu s S im ulation  
Theory d eb ate  in te rm s of m en ta l re p re se n ta tio n s . T heoiy  T heory 
m ain ta in s  th a t all folk psychological reason ing  tak es place in  te rm s of 
m etarep resen ta tions. This is because  psychological s ta te s  form p a rt of 
th e  c o n te n ts  of th e  th o u g h ts  th a t  we have w hen  we re a so n  folk 
psychologically; for exam ple 'a  desires th a t q and  believes th a t if p  then  
q'. We have beliefs a b o u t a g en ts  a n d  th e ir  psychological s ta te s . 
S im ulation ists, on the  o th er h an d , need  no t hold the  sam e. They can  
m ake do w ith psychological reason ing  tak ing  place in term s of sim ple, 
or object-level, rep resen ta tions. This is because  in stead  of represen ting
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to them selves the  psychological m odes of the su b jec ts  th a t  a re  
sim ulated, sim ula to rs can  them selves in stan tia te  som ething close to 
these modes. They have  a pretend belief or a pretend desire, they don’t 
have beliefs about pretending to have a belief or a desire.

Take the following exam ple of a piece of folk psychological 
reasoning:

Abel w ants to m ake Pip a gentlem an, and  he believes th a t if he m akes 

su re  th a t  Pip h a s  access to lo ts of m oney, he will becom e one; 

therefore Abel does his best to m ake sure  th a t Pip has access to lots of 

money.

One way of looking a t th is  p rocess is th a t the following beliefs are 
consecutively tokened in the belief box as a consequences of engaging 
some sort of reasoning m echanism :

REASONING PROCESS

BELIEF BOX BELIEF BOX BELIEF BOX

(Input)

Abet, w ants to m ake Pipp 

a gentleman^

(Input)

Abel.) believes th a t if he.^ 

m akes sure  th a t Pipp has 

access to lots of money, he, 

will become one^,

(Output)

Abeh will do his^ best to 

m ake sure  th a t Pip,, has 

access to lots of money

One way we m ight portray the sim ulation alternative, is in term s of the 
belief, desire, in ten tion , etc., boxes taken  off-line. For clarity, I am  
going to ta lk  in term s of p retend  desire, pretend  belief, and  p retend  
intention, etc., boxes. According to sim ulationism , the above reasoning 
can be carried out by rep resen tations being tokened in various pretend 
boxes:

67



PRACTICAL REASONING PROCESS

PRETEND DESIRE BOX PRETEND BELIEF BOX PRETEND INTENTION BO>

(Input)

Pip becomes a 

gentleman

(Input)

If Pip has access to lots 

of money, he will 

become a gentleman

(Output)

Make sure th a t Pip has 

access to lots of money

Here, the sim u la to r im aginatively identifies w ith Abel, an d  engages her 
p rac tica l reaso n in g  sy stem  to ca rry  o u t th e  re levan t reason ing . I 
a ssu m e  th a t it is in  v irtue  of tak ing  p retend  inpu t, th a t  the  reasoning  
system  operates off-line.

Folk psychological reason ing  can  be quite complex. For exam ple, 
som eone m ight try  to figure o u t w h a t som eone else th in k s  th a t  a th ird  
party  will th ink , do, feel, etc. Here, the  rep resen ta tio n s involved in the  
reason ing  becom e m ore com plex. However, it is alw ays th e  case  th a t 
th e  T heory T heory  req u ire s  m ore com plex re p re se n ta tio n s  to be 
reasoned  over th a n  the  S im ulation  Theory. In the  m ore com plex case  
j u s t  m e n tio n ed . T heo ry  T heo ry  p o s its  th e  u s e  of m e ta m e ta 
re p re se n ta tio n s , a n d  th e  S im u la tio n  T heory need , a t  m ost, posit 
reasoning  in term s of m etarep resen ta tions. T hus, the  following piece of 
reasoning:

H anna believes th a t Eric believes tha t if it's raining the streets are wet. 

H anna also believes th a t Eric believes tha t it is raining. So, H anna will 

come to believe th a t Eric believes th a t the streets are wet.

will look like th is on a  T heoiy T heoiy account:

REASONING PROCESS

BELIEF BOX BELIEF BOX BELIEF BOX

(Input)

H anna believes th a t Eric 

believes tha t if it is raining, 

streets are wet

(Input)

H anna believes tha t Eric 

ÜBàieves th a t it is raining

(Output)

H anna will come to believe 

th a t Eric will come to belie

ve th a t the streets are wet

^^Nothing should be m ade ou t of me talking about a reasoning m echanism  and  a 
practical reasoning system.
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Sim ulation ists can  deal w ith  the  s itu a tio n  in one of two ways. E ither 
they accept th a t  sim u la to rs reason  in term s of m etarep resen ta tio n s, or 
they  claim  th a t  som e k ind  of decoupling tak e s  p lace after w hich  the  
reason ing  will be over object-level rep re sen ta tio n s . A ccording to the  
first option, the  s im u la to r im aginatively identifies w ith  H anna. She 
th en  reasons as follows:

REASONING PROCESS

PRETEND BELIEF BOX PRETEND BELIEF BOX PRETEND BELIEF BOX

(Input)

Eric believes tha t if it is 

raining, the streets are wet

(Input)

Eric believes tha t it is 

raining

(Output)

Eric believes th a t the 

streets are wet

Notice th a t here  the  decision m aking system  isn 't  deployed. It is 
only the  p re ten d  in p u t a n d  o u tp u t th a t  d is tin g u ish e s  th is  from  a 
T heory  T heory  a c c o u n t of rea so n in g  a b o u t  E ric 's  be liefs . T he 
re p re se n ta tio n a l com plex ity  is com patib le  w ith  a  T heory  T heory  
a cc o u n t a t the  b a sic  level (reason ing  a b o u t o thers). T h is form  of 
sim ulation  m ust, of course, bo th  s ta r t  and  end  w ith rep resen ta tio n s  of 
the  sam e complexity th a t  Theory Theoiy posits in the  relevant case, as 
th e  s im u la to r m u s t  keep  tra c k  of w hose m en ta l s ta te s  a re  being  
sim ulated  (Hanna's). So, in the  case  im m ediately above, the  sim ula tion  
s ta r ts  w ith m etam eta rep resen ta tions , a  so rt of decoupling tak es place, 
w hereafter reason ing  is carried  o u t in p re ten d  m ode. At th e  end, the  
decoupled p a rt of the  m etarep resen ta tion  is coupled w ith the outcom e 
of th e  p re ten d  reaso n in g  p rocess. The very beg inn ing  a n d  end  of a 
p rocess of reasoning  leading to a  psychological a ttrib u tio n , a re  alw ays 
the sam e on bo th  theories.

The second  op tion  is to su p p o se  th a t  m ore decoup ling  tak es  
place in the  case  of s im u la tin g  H anna. H ence, n o t only is H an n a  
believes' decoupled, b u t  also  Eric believes', an d  in s tea d  of rep lacing  
H an n a  believes' w ith  a  p re ten d  belief, it is E ric believes' th a t  is 
replaced w ith su ch  a belief:
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REASONING PROCESS

PRETEND BELIEF BOX PRETEND BELIEF BOX PRETEND BELIEF BOX

(Input)

If it is raining, the streets 

are wet

(Input)

It is raining

(Output)

The streets are wet

After th is  piece of reasoning , th e  p re ten d  belief th a t  is the  conclusion  
loses its  p re ten d  m ode an d  is com bined  w ith  the  decoupled  p a rts  of 
the  in itial rep resen a ta tio n s. F irst the  conclusion  is a ttr ib u te d  to Eric, 
w ith whom  the  sim ula to r is identifying. On the  a ssum ption  th a t  H anna 
w ould reaso n  as  Eric (ano ther u se  of th e  a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity?), 
th e  conclusion  Eric believes th a t  th e  s tre e ts  a re  wet', is a ttr ib u te d  to 
H anna  as  a  belief. T his way of dealing  w ith  reason ing  ab o u t people 
reasoning  ab o u t o thers, m ight be preferable to the  one first m entioned  
b e c a u s e  th e  a c tu a l  s im u la t in g  p ro c e s s  d o e s  n o t  invo lve  
m e ta rep resen ta tio n s . W hichever op tion  th e  s im u la tio n is t prefers, it 
rem ains th e  case  th a t  Theory Theory posits  r e p r e ^ ^ ^ io n s  th a t  a re  
m ore com plex, for any  given case  of reason ing , th a rT th e  S im ulation  
Theory does.

One way of pu tting  the  difference betw een the  two theories is to 
say  th a t  th e  S im u la tion  Theory m a in ta in s  th a t  folk psychological 
reason ing  can  be carried  o u t in te rm s of rep resen ta tio n s less com plex 
th a n  those posited  by the  Theory Theory to explain  the  sam e piece of 
reasoning. A folk psychological th eo ris t m u s t alw ays reason  m inim ally 
in te rm s of m e ta re p re sen ta tio n s , b u t  a  s im u la to r  c an  (som etim es) 
reason  in term s of sim ple rep resen ta tions.

A nother difference betw een the  two theories seem s to be th a t, in 
th e  c a se  of th e  T heory  T heory , th e  re a so n in g  p ro c e ss  u s e s  
rep re se n ta tio n s  in the  belief box a s  in p u t, a n d  th e  ou tcom e of the  
reasoning  is a  rep resen ta tion  tokened in  the  belief box also. In the  case 
of th e  S im ulation  Theory, the  im m edia te  in p u t to th e  reason ing  are  
rep resen ta tions tokened in p re ten d  boxes a n d  the  im m ediate o u tp u t is 
tokened  in  a  p re ten d  box also . As I have p re sen te d  m a tte rs , the  
p rocessing  m ech an ism  need  n o t be d ifferen t in  s im u la tio n  a n d  in 
theorising . T raditionally , s im u la tio n is ts  have in sisted  th a t  w hen  a n \
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action is being sim ulated, the processing is carried out by the decision 
m aking  or p rac tical reason ing  system . However, Heal s version of 
sim ulationism  would not fit such  a picture. This is due to the fact th a t 
she  tak es  s im u la tion  of d iscursive  reason ing  as being one of the 
cen tra l cases of reasoning. In such  a sim ulation, it is not the decision 
m aking system  th a t is deployed, b u t som e theoretical or discursive 
reaso n in g  system (s). Also, th ere  is no p a rtic u la r  reason  th a t  the 
sim ulation ists shou ldn 't w ant sim ulation to take care of prediction and 
exp lanation  of though t p rocesses, and  su ch  sim ulation  canno t take 
place in the decision m aking system .

In sum , it is unnecessarily  restrictive to the  Sim ulation Theory^ 
to a ssu m e  th a t sim ulation  m u st always be realised by psychological 
p rocesses in the  decision m aking system . Therefore, the differences " 
betw een the Theory Theory and the Sim ulation Theory boil down to the 
following two:

According to the Theory Theory, folk psychological reasoning m inimally involves 

tran sitio n s  am ong m etarepresentations. According to the Sim ulation Theory, the 

tran sitions can be am ong simple, or object-level, representations.  ̂ ^

• According to Theory Theory, it is the  belief box th a t produces the im m ediate 

in p u t a n d  receives the  im m ediate  o u tp u t of folk psychological reasoning . 

According to the S im ulation Theory, th is function is carried  ou t by pretence 

boxes. ^

Davies seem s to regard the m ost im portan t pa rt of the m inim al 
d istinc tion  as being the difference in rep resen ta tiona l complexity. If 
sim u la tion  w orks w ith object-level rep resen ta tions, th a t exem pts it 
from being  trea ted  as tac it knowledge of folk psychological theory 
(1994, p. 117). W hat 1 take th is  to m ean  is th a t  for a sim ula tion  
process to be ind istingu ishab le  from a reasoning  process deploying 
tac it knowledge, th is process m u st involve m etarepresen tations. In the 
sim ple case, sim ulation  doesn 't. However, a sim ulation  m ight involve 
m etarep resen ta tions; w hen we reason  abou t w hat H anna will believe 
E ric will believe, for exam ple . Th is p ro c ess  of re a so n in g  is 
ind istingu ishab le  from a tacit knowledge process. This need not be a 
problem  if one develops Davies' view in the way 1 have ju s t  done. W hat 
we need  in o rd er to provide a p rincip led  d is tin c tio n  betw een
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sim ulationism  and  Theory Theory is a com parative analysis of the 
reasoning processes involved on either theory. The thing is th a t in the 
case of H anna 's  th o u g h ts  a b o u t Eric, Theory Theory shou ld  posit 
p rocesses th a t  involve m e tam e ta rep re sen ta tio n s  com pared  to the  
m eta rep resen ta tio n s or object-level rep re sen ta tio n s  posited  by the 
S im ulation  Theory. It is th is  fact th a t  will d is tin g u ish  the  two 
approaches.

I m ust adm it to not being entirely certain  abou t Davies' idea. It 
seem s to me th a t  the  accoun t of tac it knowledge th a t he p resen ts, 
d o esn 't n a tu ra lly  lend  itse lf  to a fo rm u la tion  in te rm s of the  
re p re se n ta tio n a l com plex ity  th a t  we req u ire  for th e  m in im al 
distinction. As 1 u n d e rs tan d  it, an  account of a derivational s tru c tu re  
m irroring a causa l s tru c tu re  will be underdeterm ined , and  it is not ^ 
clear th a t it can  offer a d istinc tion  so fine-grained as th a t betw een 
represen tations, m etarep resen tations, m etam etarep resen ta tions, and  ^  
so on. It is then  not entirely clear th a t the th rea t of collapse introduced 
by a p articu la r tac it knowledge construa l of Theory Theory can  be 
w arded  off by way of th e  m in im al d is t in c tio n  u n le s s  the  
re p re se n ta tio n ^ K  involved a re  ta k e n  se rio u s ly . T h a t is, th e  
representations will not simply be posited because there is a m apping 
between a certain  causa l s tru c tu re  and a derivational s tru c tu re , b u t 
because  we assu m e  there  actually  to be rep resen ta tio n a l s ta te s  of 
varying complexity. We need a separa te  reason for th is assum ption , 
b u t 1 canno t go into th a t here. To conclude, 1 propose to take the 
m inimal distinction as involving representational r e a l i s m . 2 0

Lastly, let me ju s t  ad d re ss  an  issue  ab o u t the  com plexity of 
Theoiy Theory. In more complex cases of folk psychological reasoning, 
w hat does Theoiy Theory claim  we do? T hat is, in the case of working 
o u t w hat H anna will believe th a t  Eric will believe, do we need to 
consult a generalisation abou t w hat people th ink  th a t o ther people will 
th ink? 1 don't th ink  th is is necessaiy . It is m ost plausible th a t we have 
a generalisation to the effect th a t people believe the sam e theory th a t 
we do - namely folk psychological theory, and  th a t they deploy th is in 
figuring ou t w hat people will do. 1 then  sim ply h a rn e ss  w hatever

20There are, of course , o ther options. One m ight reject th a t  folk psychological 
knowledge is tacit. 1 shall d iscuss th is issue in chap ter 5. Alternatively, one can opt 
for another way of draw ing up  the debate altogether. Heal (1994b) rejects approaches 
a t what she calls the "sub-personal level" (p. 132). The minimal distinction is such an 
approach. Instead, she a ttem p ts  a d istinction a t the level of the person in term s of 
abilities or capacities.
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generalisations are appropria te  for working ou t w hat Eric will do on 
the assum ption  th a t H anna would do the  sam e, and  hence arrive at 
the sam e result. On the face of it, th is m ay seem  sim ilar to the kind of 
decoupling th a t takes place in a sim ulation of the sam e sort. However, 
there is no decoupling on the Theory Theory account, simply a num ber 
of generalisations being deployed in the reasoning (for example, since 
H anna believes w hat I believe, she believes th a t if a  desires th a t q, and 
so on and  forth). So, the  m inim al d istinc tion  betw een the  Theory 
Theory and the Sim ulation Theory keeps the th rea t of collapse a t bay.

5. Rationality and Simulation

Before we can  leave the th rea t of collapse behind us, we need to 
estab lish  th a t the m inim al distinction se ts  up each theoiy  in a fashion 
th a t is congenial to w hat the various proponents have claim ed. There 
can be little doubt th a t it appropriately  cap tu res the com m itm ents of 
Theory Theoiy. W hen 1 reason using a theory about how psychological 
p roperties in te rre la ted , it is only n a tu ra l th a t the  co n ten ts  of my 
m en ta l s ta te s  will be m e ta re p re se n ta tio n s  - th e  psychological 
p roperties will be explicitly rep re sen ted . This, of cou rse , is not 
n ecessa ry  on the  S im ulation  ap p ro ach . The m inim al d is tin c tio n  
appears very congenial to th is  approach  also. It doesn 't seem  quite 
right to cap tu re  the idea of im aginative identification in term s of me 
imagining th a t 1 believe th a t if it is raining, the stree ts  are wet, and  1 
believe th a t the stree ts  are wet'. Rather, 1 imagine th a t if it is raining, 
the s tree t are  wet, and  it is rain ing '. From  w hich 1 im aginatively 
conclude th a t the streets are wet' not '1 believe th a t the streets are wet' 
(this comes later in the sequence th a t leads up to the a ttribu tion  of the 
relevant sta te  or action to the agent th a t is being sim ulated).

It seem s, then , th a t the m inim al d istinction  saves u s from the 
th rea t of collapse w hilst no t reconstructing  the com peting theories in 
u n co n g en ia l w ays. However, on c lo ser sc ru tin y , th e  m in im al 
d istinction is not entirely unproblem atic. For there is a version of the 
S im ulation Theory - Rational S im ulationism  (Davies & Stone, 1998) - 
that, if we try to classify it according to the m inim al distinction, falls 
ne ither on the  side of the  Theory Theory, nor on the  side of the
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Sim ulation  Theory. This ap p ea rs  to ren d e r the  d istinc tion  otiose an d  
brings the debate  back  to the  b rink  of collapse.

In order to exam ine R ational S im ulationism  in detail, we need  to 
tak e  a  som ew hat lengthy  d e to u r via  Heal s S im ulation  Theory. The 
reason  is th a t  R ational S im ulation ism  is really ju s t  a  reform ulation  of 
id eas found  in  Heal (1996 & 1998). In fact, D avies & S tone tak e  
R ational S im ula tion ism  a s  sav ing  Heal s basic  ideas by p resen tin g  
them  in a  different form at.

The cen tra l ten e t of Heal s  idea is th a t  there  are  no rm s of righ t 
reasoning  - even m eans-end  reasoning. It is adherence  to su c h  norm s, 
ra th e r  th a n  som e form of sem i-au to m atic  im aginative process, th a t  
enab les u s  to sim ula te . T his p roposal d e p a rts  from  m ore trad itio n a l 
a cc o u n ts  b ecau se  the  a ssu m p tio n  of sim ilarity  is rep h ra se d  a s  a n  
a ssu m p tio n  of ra tionality  or intelligibility. R a th er th a n  th e  s im u la to r 
proceeding to sim ula te  along the  lines of 'w hat would I do u n d e r these  
c ircum stances ', th e  sim u la to r proceeds by ask ing  herse lf 'w hat is the  
r ig h t th in g  to th in k , do, in te n d , feel, a n d  so on, u n d e r  th e se  
c irc u m sta n c e s '. T he n o rm s th a t  a n  ag en t recogn ises in  h e r  own 
reason ing  are  w h a t enab le  h e r  to sim u la te , on th e  a ssu m p tio n  th a t  
people are  ra tional or intelligible, an d  it is a ssu m ed  th a t  w ha t m akes 
them  so is (largely) the ir adherence  to the  sam e norm s. So, since the  
sam e norm s of reasoning  guide o u r th ink ing  and  acting, all we need to 
do to u n d e rs ta n d  o th ers , is to deploy th e se  n o rm s im aginatively. 
However, n o t all th o u g h t an d  b ehav iou r is guided  by th ese  no rm s. 
Therefore, sim u la ting  is restric ted  to the  following prim e cases: (Heal, 
1996, p. 56)

The kind of sim ulationism  I would like to defend says th a t the only 

cases th a t a sim ulationist should confidently claim are those where (a) 

the starting point is an item or collections of items with content, (b) the 

outcome is a further item with content, and (c) the la tter content is 

rationally or intelligibly linked to th a t of the earlier item(s).

T his d o e sn 't  q u ite  m ean  th a t  o th e r  c a se s  of folk psycho log ical 
a t t r ib u t io n  a re  ru led  o u t. P red ic tio n  of a c tio n  a n d  em o tio n a l 
r e s p o n s e ^ i  can  also - to som e ex ten t - be explained by the  S im ulation  
Theory. However, the  cen tra l c ase s  concern  the  tra n s itio n  betw een

Why Heal thinks tha t emotions are not really contentful states is unclear.

74



conten tfu l psychological s ta te s  an d  are  constra ined  by som e notion  of 
rationality.

Norm s of righ t reason ing  do n o t sim ply boll down to the  ru les of 
logic, probability  theory, decision theory, and  the  like. More links th a n  
those  licensed by th ese  d iscip lines a re  ra tio n a l links In Heal s sense. 
R ules or p rincip les from  su c h  d isc ip lines m ay be co n ta in ed  In the  
norm s, b u t they are  ne ither exhaustive of su ch  norm s, no r are  all su ch  
ru les p a rt of the  norm s: (p. 57-8)

the sim ulation approach [...] recognizes th a t people do their reasoning, 

form their stances and take their decisions in real time, often under 

pressure, and  facing the need to handle a great am ount of complex 

m aterial, Hence not everything irrational' in the stric t sense falls 

outside the dom ain of sim ulation. For example, being taken  in by 

fallacious reasoning is something we can  often sympathize with, find 

intelligible and predict by sim ulationist m ethods. The im portant issue 

for the applicability of sim ulation is w hether we can see w hat went on 

as the upshot of the exercise of cognitive skills, not w hether it was a 

flaw less exercise of those skills. It is  a  corollary of th is  th a t 

intelligibility is not an all or nothing matter.

A nother reason  th a t rational' shou ld  n o t be taken  in a  s tr ic t sense, is 
th a t  Heal w an ts  to allow for sim u la tion  of u tte ran c es , em otions, and  
expressive  b eh av io u r, su c h  a s  h u gg ing  som eone, m ak in g  ang ry  
gestu res, an d  so on. In these  cases, it is no t so m uch  the  rationality  of 
the  p roduction  of su c h  s ta te s  th a t  m ake  them  intelligible, b u t, m ore 
loosely, "the fact th a t  we can  often see from the  inside ' so to speak , 
why such  actions are  done. " (p. 58).

R a tio n a l', th e n  does n o t w ell c a p tu re  th is  a p p ro a c h  to 
reasoning, b u t  ra th e r  su c h  expressions a s  " su c h  th a t  som e intelligible 
sen se  or po in t c an  be seen  in it" or "such th a t  som e ju s tif ic a to ry  
accoun t of it can  be given" (p. 58). "Intelligibility" - o r being able to see 
som ething  "from the  inside", for th a t m a tte r  - is a  m uch  b roader notion 
th a n  "rationality". It covers all th a t  is ra tio n a l a n d  a  g rea t deal m ore 
besides. A no ther difference is th a t  "being rational" is a n  in trin s ic  
property. "Being intelligible", on the  o ther hand , is a  relational property. 
This m ean s th a t  for som eth ing  to be intelligible req u ire s  som eth ing  
from both  ends of the  relation. A person 's intelligibility does no t sim ply
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depend on how she  reaso n s - w hether she is rational, say  - b u t  also on 
the  intelligence of the  person  th a t  tries to u n d e rs ta n d  her. So, it m ay 
be th a t  w ha t is intelligible to one person  is unintellig ib le to ano ther. 
The possibility  of a  sim ulative u n d e rs tan d in g  depends on th e  agen ts 
being su itab ly  rela ted  to each  other.

B ut now we seem  to be going a ro u n d  in circles. S im ulation  only 
applies to intelligible th o u g h t a n d  behav iou r b ecau se  s im u la to rs  do 
n o t u se  the ir own reason ing  as  a  m easu re , b u t correct reasoning . The 
problem  is th a t Heal th en  ex tends w h a t co un ts a s  correct reason ing  to 
reason ing  th a t  we c an  see from  th e  inside ' o r m ake  som e sen se  of. 
However, it is h a rd  to see  w h a t th a t  se n se  c a n  be, o th e r  th a n  
intelligibility', since we agree th a t  talk ing  of correct reason ing  doesn 't 
apply in  a  n u m b er of cases  th a t  we can  sim ulate . If th is  is w h a t Heal 
says, th en  all sh e  is say ing  is th a t  we can  u n d e rs ta n d  th o u g h t an d  
behav iou r b ecau se  it is intelligible. B u t th e  intelligibility of th o u g h t 
and  action is w hat we are  trying to get at. So, Heal s position seem s to 
be of little help here.

Even if we a ssu m e  th a t  there  is som e non-circu lar in te rp re ta tion  
of Heal s position, it is still deeply problem atic. The problem  is th a t  
intelligibility' is too loose a notion  to play the  role th a t Heal w an ts it to 
play. To see th is  c o n sid e r  th is  concre te  exam ple of ac tio n  th a t, 
according to Heal is unintelligible.

The Langer effect is n am ed  a fte r the  d iscoverer of th e  effect, 
Ellen Langer (Langer, 1 9 7 5 )2 2 . in  h e r experim ent, su b jec ts  are  given 
lo ttery  tick e ts  a s  a  rew ard  for th e ir  p a rtic ip a tio n  in  som e p rio r 
psychological experim ent. Som e a re  sim ply p re sen te d  w ith  tickets, 
w hereas o thers are  allowed to choose w hich of a  n u m b e r of tickets  
they w ant. W hen the  experim en ter subsequen tly  a sk s  the  su b jec ts  to 
sell h e r back  th e ir tickets, it tu rn s  o u t th a t  th e  su b jec ts  w ho chose 
the ir own tickets dem and  a  h igher price th a n  those  who w eren 't given 
any choice. W hen o th er su b jec ts  are  asked  to pred ict the  behav iour of 
the  original sub jec ts , they  fail to take  th is  in to  acco u n t, b u t  p red ic t 
th a t all the sub jects will a sk  roughly the  sam e price for the ir tickets.

As Heal po in ts  out, th e re  have been  problem s rep lica ting  th is  
experim ent (Kûhberger e t al., 1995). However, for the  sake  of a rgum en t

22w hat I go on to describe is not the original set-up of the experiment. Rather, I 
follow Nichols et al.'s reconstruction of it, since it is the failure of other subjects to 
predict the behaviour of the experim ental subjects th a t is a t issue here (Nichols, 
Stich, Leslie & Klein, 1996).

76



she a ssu m es th a t  it is a  genu ine  effect. She also takes it to be a  prim e 
exam ple of irra tio n a l behav iou r, and  consequen tly  a  case  th a t  h e r  
b ran d  of sim u la tion ism  c an n o t explain. A ssum ing  w ith  h e r  th a t  the  
effect is genuine, we a sk  ourselves is it really unintelligible?

The answ er seem s to be yes an d  no. It is no because  a  good case 
can  be m ade for the  fact th a t  one m ay be m ore a tta c h ed  to a  lo ttery  
ticket th a t  one h a s  chosen  oneself, th a n  one th a t  one h a s  been  given. 
One often chooses a  ticket th a t  m eans som ething to one - th a t  h a s  the  
in itia ls  of a  loved one, th a t  h a s  a  n u m b er th a t  h a s  som e specia l 
significance, su c h  a s  one 's  b irth d a y  (see hanger's  own observations). 
T hese fea tu res are  im agined to be lucky fea tu res. C onsequently , one 
th in k s  th a t one h a s  m ore chance  of w inning the  lottery w ith  this  ticket 
ra th e r  th a n  an o th e r one. If one is sim ply given one, it m ay be th a t  it 
p o ssesses no lucky fea tu res  th a t  one can  th in k  of - th e  n u m b ers  or 
le tte rs  are  w rong. O r it m ay  sim ply  be the  case  th a t  one h a s  n o t 
endow ed it w ith su c h  fea tu res  an d  finds it difficult to do so in a  n o 
choice s itua tion . All th is  m akes th e  behav iou r of the  su b jec ts  qu ite  
intelligible, in particu la r, if one tak es  on board  R eal's idea of seeing it 
from the inside'. I know  th a t  w hen I choose a  lottery ticket, I look for a  
special feature  th a t  I connec t w ith  an  increased  chance  of th a t  ticket 
w inning the  lottery. I m ay also  know  th a t th is  belief is false, b u t  th a t 
d o e sn 't  m ake  th e  b e h a v io u r  un in te llig ib le . In a n o th e r  se n se  of 
intelligible' - a  m ore narrow  ra tional sense  - the  Langer effect does no t 
m ake sense. There is no su c h  th ing  a s  a  lucky ticket, and  p resum ably  
the  failure to predict the  Langer effect is due to the  fact th a t  we are  all 
aw are of th is . A ccording to p robability  theory, all tickets  a re  equally  
likely to win, so su b jec ts  sh o u ld  all sell th e ir ticke ts  a t roughly  the  
sam e price.

The fact th a t we fail to p red ic t the  Langer effect (Nichols, Stich, 
Leslie & Klein, 1996) seem s to ind icate  th a t  the  su b jec ts ' b ehav iou r 
d o esn 't m ake sense . We a re  probably  su rp rised  once we le a m  of the  
effect. The Langer effect is n o t im m ediately obvious or intelligible. B u t 
if one s ta r ts  to m editate  on the  various factors th a t m ay be involved, it 
begins to becom e m ore a n d  m ore intelligible. And Heal is em phatic  
a b o u t including the  re su lts  of su c h  m editation  u n d e r the  intelligible or 
rational (1996, p. 58).

The above m akes it a b u n d a n tly  c lear th a t  intelligibility ' is so 
loose a  notion th a t  one can  reasonab ly  say of the  very sam e action  or
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th o u g h t th a t  it is bo th  intelligible and  unintellig ib le (albeit no t in  the  
sam e respects). T his does n o t sim ply seem  to be a  q u estio n  a b o u t 
intelligibility being a  m a tte r  of degree, or th e  case  no t being c lear-cu t. 
The problem  is th a t  th e  no tion  of intelligibility ' is so loose a s  to fit 
a lm ost any  rela tion  betw een psychological con ten ts . 23 The reason  th is  
is th e  case, is th a t  th e  intelligibility o r ra tiona lity  of people is m ore 
p roperly  u n d e rs to o d  as  form ing a b a ck g ro u n d  a ssu m p tio n  to any  
psychological theo rising . Or, a s  D onald  D avidson, w ould p u t  it, a  
constitu tive ideal: (1970, pp. 222-23)

The point is rather th a t when we use the concepts of belief, desire, and 

the rest, we m u st s tand  prepared, as the  evidence accum ulates, to 

ad just our theory in the light of considerations of overall cogency: the 

constitu tive ideal of rationality  partly  controls each phase  in the 

evolution of w hat m ust be an  evolving theory.

The theory th a t D avidson refers to is psychological theory. So, it is only 
on  th e  a ssu m p tio n  th a t  people a re  ra tio n a l th a t  we c a n  p rac tice  
psychology a t all. B u t playing a constitu tive  role in  the  backg round  is 
a  far cry from  p lay ing  an  e sse n tia l role in  th e  fo reg round . A n y  
psychological u n d e rs tan d in g  requ ires som e form  of ra tionality  on the

23 s tich  & Nichols (1997) com plain th a t Heal has m ade her theory unfalsifiable. 
Heal s paper is written in response to a  particular line of approach taken by Stich et 
al. (Nichols, Stich. Leslie & Klein, 1996; Stich & Nichols, 1992, 1995, 1997). Stich, 
Nichols, Leslie & Klein have pressed a notion of cognitive penetrability to serve as a 
dividing line between Folk Theory Theory and Sim ulation Theory. It is supposed to 
work as follows. Since, when we sim ulate, we Just use whatever m echanism s we use 
when we reason ourselves, information about how people reason should play no role 
in a  sim ulation. On the other hand, in Theory Theory such  information does play a 
role. One way to pu t this, is to say tha t a  sim ulation is cognitively im penetrable - it is 
im mune to information about how people reason. Experiments can then be set up to 
determ ine w hether the Theory Theory or the S im ulation Theory is correct. The 
Langer experim ent has been a key case taken to support the Theory Theory. The 
reason is th a t if psychological prediction were due to sim ulation, the Langer effect 
should be replicated by the subjects asked  to predict the sell-back price of the 
experim ental subjects, since the effect would be hard  wired in decision making. 
However, theory theorists can claim th a t it is due to lack of information th a t subjects 
fail to predict the Langer effect - our folk psychological theory is not complete.

Heal (1996) h as  pointed ou t a  num ber of shortcom ings w ith th is  view 
(w hereas sim ulation canno t be affected by a b se n c e  of inform ation, it can  be 
influenced by p resen ce  of inform ation ab o u t decision m aking and  reasoning  
procedures), as well as  problem s with the ac tu a l example. Her sim ulationism , 
however, is supposed to rule out th a t sim ulation can help u s  understand  cases like 
the Langer effect because such an  effect is irrational or unintelligible. Given th a t this 
is part of the purpose of her theory, it is a  serious shortcom ing tha t w hat constrains 
w hat the Simulation Theory can explain is so loose th a t alm ost any counterevidence 
can be accounted for. In short, Stich & Nichols conclude, rightly 1 think, th a t Heal 
has immunised her Simulation Theory to falsification through counterevidence.
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p a r t  of th e  su b jec t, in c lu d in g  sc ien tific  psychology a n d  p sy c h o 
an a ly s is . T h is m e a n s  th a t  it is h a rd  to see  how  ra tio n a lity  or 
intelligibility, on its  own, can  be h a rn e sse d  to play a  role in  specific 
p redictions a n d  explanations. W hat we need is a n  exp lanation  of how  
som eth ing  m ak es sen se  in th e  ligh t of som eth ing  else. And Heal s 
accoun t does n o t seem  able to provide u s  w ith th is.

It is in structive , a t  th is  poin t, to see how  Theory Theory deals 
w ith rationality  a s  a  constitu tive  ideal. We m ight look a t Davidson. He 
ta lk s  of a  "com m on-sense  sch em e  for d esc rib in g  a n d  exp la in ing  
actions" (1974). He u se s  schem e' in s tead  of theory ' b ecau se  he does 
n o t believe th a t  we can  have s tr ic t psychological law s - an d  the  laws of 
science are  stric t, theory ' being und ers to o d  on  th e  m odel of scientific 
theory'. B u t it is quite  clear th a t  here  specific generalisa tions are  w hat 
carry  the  w eight of psychology, n o t th e  a ssu m p tio n  of rationality . No 
th eo ry  th e o r is t  d en ies  th e  c o n s titu tiv e  role ra tio n a lity  p lays in  
psychology, n o r do they  deny th a t  psychological exp lana tion  is also 
ra tional explanation . 24 The po in t is sim ply th a t  we need som eth ing  
m ore specific th a n  a n  a ssu m p tio n  of rationality  to do psychology. We 
need specific co rre la tions. T hese  co rre la tio n s a re  described  in  folk 
psychological theory.

Having been  in troduced  to the  idea of ra tionality  or intelligibility 
a s  p laying a  key role in  sim u la tion , we c an  now  re tu rn  to Davies & 
S tone 's R ational S im ulationism  to see how it c lashes w ith the  m inim al 
d istinction.

6. Rational Sim ulationism  a n d  the Minimal Distinction

R ational S im u la tio n ism  is a n  a tte m p t to save H eal s th e s is  
th rough  a  rew orking of it. In fact, it saves it by providing th e  specifics 
th a t a re  necessary  for it to be w orkable. So, w hereas th e  assu m p tio n  of 
rationality  is accepted  as a  background  assum ption , the  foreground is 
taken  u p  by a  theory of right reasoning. W hen we sim ulate, we p retend  
th a t we are  som eone else an d  decide w h a t to  th in k  or do on the  basis

24if, however, we accept th a t results from scientific psychology can be integrated into 
folk psychological theory, we open the possibility of certain  folk psychological 
generalisations being less than  rational. Nevertheless, it still seem s to be the case 
tha t any psychological theory relies on people being rational or intelligible to some 
extent.
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of ou r theory of right reasoning, on the assu m p tio n  th a t th e  agent th a t 
we are sim ulating  is rational.

O ur theory of righ t reason ing  m ay be wrong. We m ay have false 
inform ation  an d  there  m ay be inform ation  a b o u t how  b e s t to reaso n  
th a t is no t (yet) incorporated  in to  o u r theory. T hus, it is n o t sim ply the  
case  th a t we can n o t sim ula te  th o u g h t or action  th a t  is irrational in the 
sen se  of n o t falling u n d e r  a  princip le  of righ t reasoning ; there  m ay 
even be ra tio n a l th o u g h t o r ac tion  th a t  we c an n o t s im u la te  because  
o u r theory is false or incom plete. Failu re  to p red ic t the  Langer effect, 
for exam ple, can  be explained e ither by th is  effect constitu ting  genuine 
irrational behaviour, o r by it constitu ting  behaviour th a t is rational b u t 
no t included in  ou r theory. 25

The problem  R ational S im ulation ism  faces is th a t  it seem s to fall 
betw een  the  S im ulation  Theory an d  the  Theory Theory, since it holds 
t h a t  folk p sy c h o lo g ic a l r e a s o n in g  m u s t  m in im a lly  involve 
m e ta re p re s e n ta tio n s , b u t  a lso  th a t  it is  a  c a se  of im ag inative  
identification. If we have a  theory  of righ t reasoning , th a t  theory m u st 
co n ta in  in fo rm ation  a b o u t psychological ca tegories. If it d idn 't, it 
w ou ldn 't be a  theory  of righ t reasoning . It could  be a  theory  of logical 
im plication , of p robab ility , o r th e  like. B u t it is a  theo ry  of righ t 
reason ing  th a t  Davies & S tone a ttr ib u te  to sub jec ts . 1 quote  S tein  on 
th is  issue: (Stein, 1996, p. 5-6)

Rules of logic apply to statem ents and determ ine the logical relations 

among them; principles of reasoning th a t stem  from rules of logic apply 

to beliefs and determ ine the relations among them. Some, bu t certainly 

not all, principles of reasoning are based on rules of logic. According to 

the s tandard  picture of rationality, principles of reasoning based on 

ru les of logic are norm ative principles of reasoning. As an o th er 

example, consider the following rule of logic:

MODUS PONENS: A and if  A, th e n  B together entail B,

This gives rise to the following normative principle of reasoning:

25rhis should also answ er Stich & Nichols’ com plaint about unfalsifiability. We can 
only successfully sim ulate thought and behaviour th a t can be understood in term s of 
our theory of right reasoning
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MODUS PONENS PRINCIPLE: if you believe A and you believe if 

A, then B, you should believe B.

If th is  is right, it m ean s th a t  the rep re se n ta tio n s  em ployed in 
reasoning  leading to psychological a ttr ib u tio n  m u st m inim ally be 
m etarep resen tational on the  ra tional sim ula tion ist view. If your folk 
psychological reasoning  is shaped  by deploym ent of generalisa tions 
like the above m odus ponens principle, the  im m ediate in p u t and  
o u tp u t of the sim ulation  m u st be m etarep resen ta tions. The m odus 
ponens principle canno t operate  on sim ple rep resen ta tions , like A, 
b e ca u se  it does n o t app ly  to su c h  re p re se n ta tio n s , only to 
m etarepresentations, like the belief th a t A.

S econd ly , D avies & S to n e  m a in ta in  th a t  in  R a tio n a l 
S im ulation ism  there  is im aginative identification , a nd h e n ce the 
im m ed ia te  in p u t an d  o u tp u t  of a s im u la tio n  /p re te n c e  box 7
rep resen ta tio n s . This com bination  of view points ap p ea rs  to place 
Rational Sim ulationism  right in the middle between Sim ulation Theory 
and Theory Theoiy on the m inim al distinction. However, ra th e r th an  
th is being a shortcom ing, 1 take it as being a virtue of the distinction. 
Intuitively, holding th a t we have a theory of right reason ing  m akes 
Rational S im ulationism  a Theory Theory, w hilst m ain tain ing  th a t we 
imaginatively identify with sub jec ts  is traditional sim ulationism . The 
minimal distinction tracks these intuitions pretty precisely.

It would seem  th a t since there are two elem ents to the m inim al 
distinction and these two elem ents can come ap art in theorising, th a t 
some theories will fall betw een Sim ulation Theoiy and  Theory Theory, 
not properly being either. This, by itself, is not a problem. However, 1 
th ink  th a t Rational S im ulationism  is best seen  as a version of the 
Theoiy Theory. The reason is th a t imaginative identification, which is 
w hat m akes R ational S im ulation ism  sim u la tion ist in c h arac te r, is 
redundant.

7. Rational Simulationism as a  Theory Theory

In trad itio n a l S im u la tion  Theories, the role of im aginative 
identification is to allow you to h a rn ess  abilities and  capacities th a t 
you deploy in your own reasoning and decisions, th a t you need not be 
aware of. The point, of course, is th a t once you are aware of w hat th is
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capacity consists in, there is no reason for you to imaginatively identify 
w ith sub jects. You m ight as well ju s t  apply the relevant principles 
directly to the subject. To p u t it differently, a theory of right reasoning 
quantifies over how rational agents will th ink  and  act. As such , it is 
app licab le  to all m e ta re p re se n ta tio n s  - w h e th er the  su b je c t is 
represented  as me or as som eone else. This m eans th a t imaginatively 
identifying with a subject becom es superfluous.

It is perfectly  c o n s is te n t w ith the  m ain  ten e t of R ational 
S im ulationism  th a t we discursively or theoretically  reason  w hen we 
a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to su b je c ts , an d  hence  th a t  the  
im m ediate o u tp u t and  in p u t of the  relevant reasoning  processes are 
those of the belief box. It is not ju s t  th a t nothing abou t possessing and 
deploying a theory of right reasoning  requires us to sim ulate subjects, 
it is m uch stronger th an  tha t. Once you assum e th a t knowledge of a 
theory is causally  efficacious in the production of folk psychological 
a ttribu tions, it m akes no sense to require th a t sub jects imaginatively 
identify with the sub jects th a t they w ant to u nders tand . It m akes no 
sense because it is pointless. Therefore, 1 th ink  Rational Sim ulationism  
is best regarded as a version of the Theoiy Theoiy.

Davies & Stone are, of course, ad am an t th a t the claim  th a t we 
have a th eo ry  of right reaso n in g  does not am o u n t to giving up 
sim ulationism  and em bracing Theoiy Theoiy. According to them , there 
is an  im portan t difference betw een a Rational Theory Theory and  
Rational Sim ulationism : (Davies & Stone, 1998, p. 61)

the  s im u la tio n  theory  is c learly  not p roposing  th a t  we m ake 

predictions by the disengaged use  of a se t of norm ative principles 

ab o u t reason ing . R ather, norm ative p rinc ip les m ay be u sed  in 

sim ulation because they are already available to us when we ourselves 

engage in reasoning.

They take the notion of critical reasoning  from T^ler Burge (1996). 
A ccording to Burge, c ritica l re a so n e rs  are  re a so n e rs  th a t  a re  
reflectively aware of the activity of reasoning - can evaluate it as being 
good or bad reasoning. Being critical reasoners is "an essen tia l pa rt of 
norm al adu lt reasoning as we know it" (Davies & Stone, 1998, p. 61). 
By an  engaged  use  of norm ative principles, 1 take it th a t Davies & 
Stone m ean  som eth ing  sim ila r to w hat trad itiona l s im u la tio n is ts
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the alien were already a critical reasoner, having some idea or theory of right 
reasoning, then  she would e ither p ossess roughly  the sam e theory as u s  or a 
different one. Acquiring ou r theory of right reason ing  would lead to rem odelling 
overall - of ours. hers, or both. But this is ju s t  the situation we are in when we come 
to realise new things abou t right reasoning. Having a theory of right reasoning will be 
constitutive of her being a critical reasoner. Having our theory of right reasoning will 
- insofar as it is different and right - be a t least partly  constitutive of her being such 
a reasoner. This seem s to fit nicely with Burge and  Davies & Stone.
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m ean. Let u s rem ind ourselves of that- T raditional Sim ulation Theory 
has it th a t it is cgnstitu tive  of y c i^ ^ e in g  able to u n d e rs tan d  o ther 
agents th a t you are an  agent yourself. O therw ise you w ouldn 't have 
the decision m aking and hypothetical reasoning  procedures to deploy 
in a sim ulation . The 'engaged' here refers to the fact th a t you are 
harnessing  some ability th a t is essen tia l to you as an  agent, to play a 
role different from its u su a l one. Sim ilarly, R ational S im ulationism  
seem s to say th a t you need to have a theory of right reasoning in order 
for you to be a critical reasoner. And being a critical reaso n er is 
essential to you as an  agent.

C om pare bo th  T rad itional and  R ational S im ulation ism  with 
Theory Theory. Is it constitutive of your u n d ers tand ing  of o thers th a t 
you are an  agent or a critical reasoner yourself? Presum ably not. 
seem s possible th a t an  alien with a different psychology to ours m ight 
acquire folk psychological theoiy. As long, of course, as she is rational. 
It is hard  to see how an  irra tiona l being could acquire  a theory. 
However, if she is rational, she should  not only be able to acquire a 
theory of right reasoning, b u t also to use it in her own case. Indeed, it 
seem s th a t if she were rational, once the theory of rational reasoning is 
acquired, she w ould  use  in her own case, since th a t is the rational 
thing to do. However, using such  a theory in one's own reasoning ju s t  
is being a critical r e a s o n e r . 26 So, accepting Davies & Stone's idea that 
it is a theory of right reasoning th a t m akes you a critical reasoner, any 
alien th a t were to acquire  su ch  a theory would becom e a critical 
reasoner. Then it seem s th a t being a folk psychologist and  being a 
critical reasoner go hand  in hand. Both are by-products of acquiring a 
theory of right reasoning. The engagedness of Rational Sim ulationism  
is connected  with the acquisition  of the  theory of right reasoning. 
W hereas th is is clearly different from Theory Theory as 1 have sta ted  it, 
it does not seem  incom patible with it.

T he s im ila r ity  b e tw een  T heo ry  T heo ry  a n d  R a tio n a l 
S im ulationism  will then  be th a t any ra tional agent would be able to 
acquire  e ither. The difference is, th a t acqu iring  a theory of right



reasoning  will tu rn  you into a critical reasoner if you are properly 
rational; acquiring folk psychological theory won't. This fact, though, is 
an  artefact of w hat a theory of right reasoning is about, not the fact 
th a t it is a theory. It seem s to me, then, th a t the a ttrac tiv en ess  of 
reclassify ing  R ational S im ula tion ism  as R ational Theory Theory 
rem ains. The reason  is th a t folk psychological reason ing  m inim ally 
deploys m etarepresentations, imaginative identification is not required, 
and  the engagedness of the use  of a theory of right reasoning  is an  
artefact of its content, not the fact th a t it is a theory.

Rational Theory Theory is different from the s ta n d a rd  form of 
Theory Theory presented so far. According to it, we don 't reason along 
the  lines "people do, th in k , e tc ., th is  an d  th a t  u n d e r  th e se  
circum stances", b u t "it would be right for people to do, think, etc., this 
and  th a t u n d e r these c ircum stances". The m ain  difference is th a t 
betw een "ought" and  "will". W here trad itio n a l Theory Theory h as 
som ething like:

(G) If X w ants to 0 , and X believes tha t A-ing is a way for her to bring 

about 0 . then X will A, ceteris paribus.

\ f  X  '-•= i ’, . H .U
Rational Sim ulationism  has ,, , w , _

(N) If X w ants to 0 . and X believes th a t A-ing is a  way for her to bring 

about 0 . then X ought to A. ceteris paribus.

1 use "(N)" for norm  as opposed to "(G)" for generalisation. The difference 
between the two accounts appears to am ount to agents being able use 
(N) directly in deciding w hat to do. It is m uch more unlikely th a t (G) 
could be used  so. It seem s odd th a t 1 should decide w hat to do on the 
basis th a t th is is w hat agents generally do under these  circum stances. 
However, given th a t the background of the generalisation is rationality, 
th a t is th a t the agents th a t act in th is fashion are rational, there  is 
perhaps som e role it can  play. For example, rational agents generally 
try to optim ise in their decision making. If 1 w ant to optim ise also, then 
(G) can be taken  to heart. However, there is little doubt th a t (N) is more 
straightforw ardly applicable in our own reasoning. (G) does not lend 
itself to use  in decision m aking in the sam e way. Having said all this, 1 
shall leave Rational Theory Theory behind. W hat follows in the next
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ch ap te rs  shou ld  be app licab le  to all versions of Theory Theory, 
Rational Theory Theory included.

I have argued th a t R ational S im ulationism  does not provide a 
th rea t to the m inim al distinction. In the one case where the distinction 
classifies a theory otherwise th an  it classifies itself, th is h as  been due 
to the fact th a t the theory vacillates betw een the S im ulation  Theory 
and the Theoiy Theoiy. R ather th an  regarding it as ne ither of the two, 
1 have argued th a t it is best seen as a  Theory Theoiy. This m eans th a t 
we can stave off the collapse of the  Theoiy Theory versus Sim ulation 
Theory debate.

8. Is Theory Theory a Folk Theory Theory?

Now th a t  we have sa tis fied  ou rse lv es th a t  th e  m in im al 
d istinction  serves to uphold  the Theory Theory versu s S im ulation  
Theory debate, we can conclude th a t Folk Theory Theoiy is a tenable 
option. According to il, we have knowledge of a folk psychological 
theory  because we have knowledge of som e body of inform ation the 
usage of which in reason ing  m inim ally involves tran s itio n s  am ong 
m etarepresentations.

However, as 1 have a lready indicated, 1 find the  Folk Theory 
Theory position unsatisfactory . The reason is quite simply th a t it lets 
too m uch  be a theory and , consequently , too m uch  be a Theory 
Theory. There is a loose use  of the term  theory' th a t lends itself to 
Stich & Nichol s unders tand ing  of it. We were in troduced to it, as well 
as to a stricter one, a t the beginning of this chapter. It would, perhaps, 
be churlish  to insist th a t only the stric ter version is correct. However, 
we can safely m ain tain  th a t it m ight be be tter using  the term  in its 
stricter sense for purposes of precision and inform ativeness. This will 
have the positive consequence th a t when you say th a t som ething is a 
theoiy, I will have a m uch  b e tte r idea of w hat you m ean th an  if you 
were to use the term  in its looser sense. This is not linguistic fascism  - 
if anything, it is linguistic parsim ony; if we agree on a relatively tight 
and  precise m eaning to o u r w ords, we don 't need to spend  ho u rs  
discussing ju s t  w hat nuance  of the term  we have in m ind (although we 
probably won't quite be able to avoid this). j o/
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Many th eo ris ts  a b o u t folk p sycho log ica l/physica l/b io log ica l 
knowledge regard it as being im portantly different from th a t of a theoiy 
- its generalisations are too loose, there is no coherent s tru c tu re , etc. 
They w ould be ju s tif ie d  in com plain ing  th a t  S tich  & N ichols' 
deflationary  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of 'theory ' lum ps th e ir theory  of folk 
psychology together w ith views th a t involve a m uch less d istinctive 
u n d ers tan d in g  of theory'. It seem s highly m isleading to regard th is 
class of theories as am ounting to more or less the sam e position. Fairly 
substan tia l differences betw een the proponents of Folk Theory Theory 
would be allowed. 1 side with these pro testan ts . Using 'Theory Theory' 
to cover su ch  a heterogeneous c lass of positions is very unhelpful. 
We're in enough trouble as it is, theory theorists differing on a num ber 
of o ther issues. If we also u n d e rs tan d  theory' in term s of ju s t  any 
in ternally  represen ted  body of knowledge, pandem onium  will ensue. 
Much too m uch could be m eant by Theory Theory'. \

In conclusion, we are looking for a tighter notion of theory' to 
ch arac te rise  the claim  of the Theory Theory. We w ant som eth ing  
relatively specific to be m ean t by it, be it Theory Theory of folk 
psychology, folk physics, or folk biology. T his m akes for m ore 
distinctive and more falsifiable theories. And, as 1 shall argue in thé 
next chapter, we don 't have to look far for such  a notion. /
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Chapter 3

F©1 Ü

We understand  others, as well as we do, because we share a tacit com m and of an 

integrated body of lore concerning the lawlike relations holding am ong external 

circum stances, internal states, and overt behavior. Given its natu re and  functions, 

this body of lore may quite aptly be called "folk psychology". (Churchland, 1981, p. 

256)

All these characteristics of theories ought also to apply to children's understanding of 

mind l...j such theories should involve appeal to abstrac t unobservable entities, with 

coherent relations among them. Theories should invoke characteristic explanations 

phrased  in term s of these ab s trac t en tities and  laws. They would also lead to 

characteristic patterns of predictions, including extensions to new types of evidence 

and  false predictions, no t ju s t  to more em pirically accurate  prediction. Finally, 

theories should lead to distinctive interpretations of evidence; a child with one theory 

should interpret even fundam ental facts and experiences differently than  a child with 

a different theory. (Gopnik & Wellman, 1992, p. 234-5)
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On the more narrow  reading of 'theory', scientific theories are 
paradigm  cases of theories (Carey, 1985; C hurchland, 1981; 
Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1997; Gopnik & W ellman, 1992 & 1994; 
Wellman, 1990). Any body of inform ation th a t w ants to call 

itself a theory m u st therefore sh a re  som e fea tu res  w ith scientific 
th eo ries . On th is  n a rro w  read ing , th e n , th e  th eo ry ' of folk 
psychological theory is modelled on the 'theory' of scientific theoiy, like 
the theories of physics, biology, geology, and  physiology.

In com paring  the  body of folk psychological inform ation  to 
scientific theories, theoiy theorists  point to a num ber of features th a t 
scientific theories supposedly share. In choosing these features, theory 
theorists are inspired by the philosophy of science. Models of scientific 
theories by, am ong o thers, Carl Hempel, E rn st Nagel, and  Thom as 
Kuhn, play a large part in modelling the theoreticity of folk psychology 
(Hempel, 1965; Kuhn, 1970a; Nagel, 1961). However, th is does not 
m ean th a t theoiy  theorists believe th a t the body of folk psychological 
information is a scientific theoiy as it stands. To my knowledge, no one 
does. There is, however, considerable d iscussion  abou t w hether fo lk^  
psychological theory is sufficiently scien tific  to be able to form the 
basis of a scientific psychology - th a t is, w hether it is a good (scientific) ^  
theory (yes: Fodor, 1987; Horgan & Woodward, 1990; no: C hurchland, 
1981; Stich, 1983).

Theoiy theorists, then, are in terested in w hat m akes a theoiy a 
theory. The model is scientific theories, b u t obviously not all theories 
are scientific theories. So, only some of the  fea tu res possessed  by 
scientific theories are  picked ou t as being sufficient for som ething  
being a theory. One way to divide this up would be to claim  th a t the 
sta tic  fea tu res of scientific theories m ake them  theories, and  the 
dynam ic fea tu res m ake them  scientific. The s ta tic  fea tu res  would 
cap tu re  the s tru c tu re  of a theory, the dynam ic ones how it com es 
about, how it is tested, and  so on. S cientific theories are, for example, 
sub jected  to rigorous experim en tal testing . However, m ost of the 
theory theorists th a t defend this modelling of theoiy', are also eager to 
show  how the dynam ic fea tu res of the body of folk psychological
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in fo rm ation  a re  s im ila r to th o se  of scien tific  th eo ries . C h ild ren 's  
developing u n d ers tan d in g  is im portan tly  sim ilar to sc ien tists ' changing 
u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th e  w orld. S ince my focus is S ynchron ic  T heory 
Theoiy, I shall ignore, w henever possible, dynam ic fea tu res of theories. 
Suffice it to say  th a t  even w here  it is a ssu m e d  th a t  th e  m odel of 
theory' includes dynam ic fea tu res, it is still m ostly accepted  th a t  there  
a re  in te re s tin g  d ifferences b e tw een  folk psychology a n d  sc ience, 
a lthough  th is  m ight be m ore a  m a tte r  of degree - m ore rigorous testing  
in  the  la tter, an d  so on. H enceforth , w hen  I ta lk  of th e  fea tu res  of 
scientific  theo ries, 1 m ean  th e  fea tu res  th a t  m ake  th ese  bod ies of 
inform ation theories, no t w ha t m akes them  scientific theories.

In th is  ch ap te r, I will exam ine the  idea th a t  th e  body of folk 
psychological inform ation is a  theory  because  it h a s  certa in  fea tu res in 
com m on w ith scientific theories. I will proceed as follows. I will p resen t 
two suggestions by theo iy  th eo ris ts  of how to m odel theoreticity . The 
two differ according to w h a t ideas in the  philosophy of science they  
s tre s s . E ach  c la im s th a t  sc ien tific  th eo ries  p o ssess  a n u m b e r  of 
fea tu re s  th a t  any  body of in fo rm atio n  m u s t  have in o rd e r to be 
considered  a  theory. T here are, then , two p a rts  to the  a rgum en t: an  
a sse rtio n  of w h a t c o u n ts  a s  a  theory  by reference to th e  n a tu re  of 
scientific theories, and  an  a sse rtio n  th a t  the  body of folk psychological 
inform ation is a  theory according  to th is  view. An evaluation  of these  
claim s m u s t consequen tly  fall in two p a rts . F irst, we m u s t exam ine 
w hether the co n stru a l of theoreticity  is acceptable and, insofar as it is, 
we have to consider w hether the  body of folk psychological inform ation 
p o ssesses  the  relevant fea tu res. Only if bo th  claim s are  true , c an  we 
accep t the  view. If the  firs t is tru e  an d  th e  second  false, th e n  we 
shou ld  conclude th a t  the  body of folk psychological in form ation  does 
n o t constitu te  a theory. If, on the  o th er hand , the  first is false, we can  
conclude noth ing  ab o u t the  theoreticity  of folk psychology.

It is im portan t to be c lear ab o u t w hat the  guiding princip les are. 
T heory th eo ris ts  a re  looking for cond itions of theo re tic ity  th a t  a re  
jo intly  sufficient and , a s  far a s  possible, individually necessary  ceteris 
paribus. It is no t the  aim  of Theory Theory to classify the  body of folk 
psychological inform ation  as  a  theory  on the  b as is  of th e  fact th a t  it 
h a s  sim ilarities w ith a  couple of freak scientific theories. T h a t is, there  
m ay be bodies of inform ation of a  highly idiosyncratic s tru c tu re  having 
little, if anything, in com m on w ith  the  m ajority of scientific theories.
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T hese m ay yet be regarded  a s  scien tific  theo ries . For its  cla im  of 
legitim acy, Theory Theory is looking for fea tu res  generally  sh a red  by 
sc ien tific  th eo ries . T here  is little  hope com ing  u p  w ith  a  lis t of 
n ecessa ry  an d  sufficient cond itions. We a re  n o t sim ply in te res ted  in 
n ecessary  conditions, so o u r aim  is to find conditions th a t  a re  jo in tly  
sufficien t an d  individually  close to being  n ecessa ry  (to ru le  o u t the  
freak cases). I propose to go ab o u t th is  project in  the  following way. As 
a  m le  of thum b , I will look for c h arac te ris tic s  th a t  a s  m any  scientific 
th eo ries  a s  possib le  have in  com m on. If a  sug g ested  cond ition  of 
theoreticity  is su c h  th a t  a  n u m b er of scientific theories don 't po ssess  
it, I will reject it.

I will conclude th a t  a  rew orking of a  m ore trad itiona l p ic tu re  of 
scientific  theo ries serves well a s  th e  m odel on w hich  to b ase  one 's 
n o tio n  of theo ry '. A K u h n ia n  m odel is m ore p ro b lem atic . M ost 
im portantly , it does no t provide a n  acco u n t of w ha t scientific theories 
have in com m on qua  theories. If anyth ing , it is ra th e r  to be considered 
an  accoun t of a  pa rticu la r k ind  of scientific theory. However, th is  is no t 
w hat we are in terested  in a t th is  point. W hat we w an t to know, is w hat 
m akes the  body of folk psychological inform ation  a  theory in the  first 
place.

I. Folk Psychology & Scientific Theories: the Traditional Approach

The o ldest an d  m ost in fluen tia l version  of the  idea  th a t  folk 
psychology is sim ilar to scientific theories da te s  back  to Wilfrid Sellars' 
sem inal paper: "Em piricism  an d  th e  Philosophy of Mind " (1963). Here, 
S e lla rs  s tr e s s e s  th e  c o n tin u ity  b e tw een  everyday  th in k in g  a n d  
scientific thinking: (p. 183)

science is continuous with common sense, and the ways in which the 

scientist seeks to explain empirical phenom ena are refinements of the 

ways in which plain men, however crudely and  schem atically, have 

attem pted to understand  their environm ent and their fellow men since 

the dawn of intelligence.

Note th a t  'be ing  c o n tin u o u s ' w ith  is n o t be ing  id en tica l w ith ', 
w herefore the  possibility of there  being im portan t differences betw een
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everyday th ink ing  a n d  scientific th ink ing  rem ains open. The body of 
folk psychological inform ation  is like  a  scientific theoiy , no t literally a 
scientific theo iy  (p. 183).

T rue  to th e  period , S e lla rs  p refers  to an a ly se  th e  no tion  of 
theory ' in te rm s of th e  language of theories. Therefore, for him , the  
m ost im p o rtan t sim ilarity  betw een scientific theories a n d  the  body of 
folk psychological inform ation, is the  fact th a t psychological term s can  
be regarded  a s  th eo re tic a l te rm s; te rm s th a t  refe r to un o b serv ed  
entities. This allows him  to show  how  o u r conception of ourselves and  
o th ers  a s  su b je c ts  of psychological s ta te s , is com patib le  w ith  su c h  
s ta te s  no t being in trospectively  given  to u s . R ather, they m ay sim ply 
have been posited  to  explain  w hy we do w h a t we do. Indeed, given all 
the  sim ilarities be tw een  th o u g h t an d  speech , it is qu ite  likely th a t  
speech  h a s  served  a s  a  m odel for the  th eo iy  of th o u g h t an d  action. 
T hough ts are  u n u tte re d  sen ten ces . J u s t  a s  sen ten ces  m ean  th is  or 
th a t, th o u g h ts  have m eaning . C erta in  d issim ila rities  a re  allowed, of 
course: "the ep isodes in  q u estio n  a re  n o t the  w agging of a  h idden  
tongue, no r are any  so u n d s produced by th is  inner speech ." (p. 187).

This general idea h a s  been  followed u p  m ore recently  by Gopnik, 
Meltzoff, and  W ellm an (Gopnik & W ellm an, 1992 & 1994; G opnik & 
Meltzoff, 1997), all developm ental psychologists. T heir idea of w h a t a 
scientific theory  is, is very precise and  c lear-cu t. I call th is  app roach  
trad itiona l', b ecau se  it is largely in sp ired  by a  H em pelian-N agelian 
idea of the  n a tu re  of scientific theories (Hempel, 1965; Nagel, 1961):27

A scientific theory:

(i) forms a coherent whole in the sense tha t the theoretical term s are 

interdefined,

(ii) postu la tes  a b s tra c t en tities or properties (referred to by the 

theoretical terms) th a t causally explain observables.

(iii) contains postulates th a t are internally related in term s of laws,

(iv) provides explanations phrased in term s of these abstrac t entities 

and laws (deductive-nomological explanations),

(v) allows predictions not ju s t  within its own domain, b u t beyond it; 

i.e. the theory can  be applied outside the dom ain it was originally 

m eant to explain.

27w hat follows is a condensation of Gopnik & Wellman, 1992, pp. 233-35, Gopnik & 
Wellman, 1994, pp. 258-64, and Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1997, pp. 32-41. Cf. also the 
second introductory quotation to this chapter.
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(vi) yields idiosyncratic interpretations. The interpretations must be 

specific to the theory in the sense that another theory of the domain 

must yield different interpretations. Descriptions of phenomena will 

not do. and

(vii) leads to false predictions. 28

Since Gopnik, Meltzoff, and Wellman present us with such 
s trin g en t c rite ria  for theoreticity , it ough t to be relatively 
straightforward to determine whether: i. scientific theories have the 
above characteristics, and ii. whether the body of folk psychological 
information has them. Below, 1 will examine each condition, starting 
with the prima facie most problematic ones; (v) and (vii).

(v). In the ordinary usage, the domain of a theory is th a t to 
which the theoiy applies. It is therefore a contradiction in terms to say 
that a theory should apply outside its domain. However, we can put 
this problem aside, if we understand the idea expressed by (v) to be 
that a theory should be applicable to properties and things, other than 
those to which the theory was originally constructed to apply. But even 
so, we face certain difficulties. There are at least two different ways of 
understanding the idea th a t a theory applies outside its original 
domain. Firstly, one might mean that a theory literally applies outside 
its original domain. In this sense, many central scientific theories 
clearly do not have such application. Newton's Laws of Motion apply 
exclusively to massive bodies. The_principle of natural selection only 
applies to biological o r g a n i s m s . 2 9  We can therefore not accept this 
sense of the applicability of a scientific theory outside its (original) 
domain.

Alternatively, one might suppose that a theory applies outside its 
own domain, when it is used as a model. For example. Maxwell used 
the idea of a universal medium of the propagation of light and heat as

28Gopnik. Meltzoff. and Wellman also posit dynamic features as characteristic of 
theories. Theories typically follow a particular course of development. The 
Copernican revolution is taken as the stereotype of such development. The 
ontogenesis of a theory of mind parallels such development (Gopnik & Wellman. 
1992. pp. 235-239; Gopnik & Meltzoff. 1997. pp. 39-47). It would appear that the 
model of theoreticity that 1 will present in section 3. is taken to be what characterises 
the ontogenesis of folk psychological theory according to the authors here mentioned. 
29oarwin. himself, talks of "beings", "organisms", and "life" in the context of natural 
selection (Darwin. 1872/1994). The Cambridge Encyclopedia stresses this even more: 
(p. 836) "natural se lection  The complex process by which the totality of 
environmental factors determine the non-random and differential reproduction of 
geneticallv different organisms..." (my underlining).
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a model for h is theory of the  electrom agnetic field (van F raassen , 1980, 
p. 48). More recently, the  a s tro p h y sic is t Lee Sm olin h a s  u sed  the  idea 
of n a tu ra l selection as a  m odel for h is theory of the  cosm os. He argues 
th a t  the  un iverse  an d  th e  law s of physics a re  su b je c t to n a tu ra l  
selection (Smolin, 1997). In n e ith e r of these  cases is it strictly  speaking  
tru e  to say th a t the  theory u sed  a s  a  m odel applies ou tside  its  original 
dom ain. The theory  is changed  in  im p o rtan t resp ec ts  to fit th e  new  
ran g e  of p h en o m en a . N a tu ra l se lec tion , for ^x am p le , e sse n tia lly  
involves reference to biological o rgan ism s. W hatever a s tro p h y sica l 
phenom ena are, they  don 't ap p ea r to be biological o rganism s, no r does 
Sm olin suppose  them  to be so. Therefore, it seem s th a t  th e  b e s t way to 
conceive of scientific m odelling, is to say  th a t  w h a t serves a s  a  model, 
for exam ple the  theory  of n a tu ra l  selection , does n o t literally  apply 
ou tside  its original dom ain, b u t  certa in  fea tu res of it serve to h ighlight 
p a rticu la r  fea tu res of som e o th e r a re a s  of theorising . T he theory  in 
w hich the old ideas are  u sed  as m odels, is b es t regarded a s  a  separa te  
new theory. As Sellars pointed out: "The essen tia l th ing  ab o u t a  model 
is th a t  it is accom pan ied , so to sp eak , by a co m m en ta ry  w hich 
qualifies or lim its - b u t no t precisely no r in  all respec ts  - th e  analogy 
be tw een  th e  fam ilia r o b jec ts  a n d  th e  e n titie s  w h ich  a re  be ing  
in troduced by the theory" (1963, p. 182).

If we a ssu m e  th a t it is the  idea of being u sab le  as a  m odel th a t 
Gopnik, Meltzoff, and  W ellm an have in m ind w ith (v), it seem s ra th e r  a 
peculiar condition on theoreticity. In principle, presum ably  a ny  body of 
knowledge w ith som e co h eren t s tru c tu re  can  be u sed  a s  a  m odel in 
theorising . W hether it is u sed  in th is  m a n n e r is largely a  m a tte r  of 
luck. It seem s to be dow n to w h e th e r a  new  theory  h a p p e n s  to be 
p roposed th a t  h a s  ce rta in  in te res tin g  sim ilarities w ith  th e  old one, 
w he ther the  p roponen t of th e  new  theory  w as well versed  in the  old 
theoiy , w he ther the  ideas of the  old theory  are  c learer th a n  those  of 
the  new  one, and  so on. In o th er w ords, extendibility as a  m odel seem s 
to be a n  acc id en ta l a n d  e x te rn a l fea tu re  of sc ien tific  th eo ries . I 
therefore conclude th a t  we shou ld  n o t let the  theoreticity  of a  body of 
knowledge depend on its extendibility as a  model.

(vii) is a  s tra n g e  c h a ra c te r is tic  to req u ire  th eo rie s  to have. 
G opnik & W ellm an flesh th is  o u t by saying  th a t  "theories are  never 
com pletely right" (1992, p. 234). However, even if we have reason  to be
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sceptical about whether we'll ever come up with a fully true theoiy, it 
should not form part of the characteristics of a theory that it cannot be 
true. Hence, I advocate skipping (vii) also.

1 conclude tha t we should reject (v), and (vii) as forming part of 
the conditions for theoreticity. The reason is that, insofar as they form 
part of some sufficient conditions for being a scientific theory, they are 
very far from being necessary, since they are not m et by a num ber of ^
very prom inent scientific theories. However, we are in terested  in1  —  — . - - — •

conditions th a t are individually close to being necessary  - not 
conditions that we know not to be met by m any scientific theories.

Let us retu rn  to the other conditions, to see w hether they fare 
any better, (vi) appears to be nothing b u t a  function of (ii). If a theory 
posits abstrac t entities to account for the phenom ena, then for two 
theories to count as different theories, they ought to posit different 
abstract entities. However, once you do that, you do not simply have a 
description of the phenomena, bu t already a distinctive interpretation 
of them. So (vi) is really only a corollary of (ii). Therefore, we can do 
w ithout it. We are now left with a m uch shorter list of conditions (i) - 

^  (iv). Before being in a position to be able to em brace or reject this 
picture, we need to look a bit closer at w hat is m eant by abstrac t 
entities or properties’ and observables', 

fé Talk of observables' has traditionally been connected with talk

rf
of 'nonobservables'. It was assum ed th a t the language of theories 
contained  observational term s th a t referred to observables and 
theoretical terms that referred to nonobservables (Hempel, 1965). More 
recently, observability has been defined thus: (van Fraassen, 1980, p. 
16)

X is observable if there are circumstances which are such that, if X is 

present to us under those circumstances, then we observe it.

This principle of observability is som etim es linked to the realism  
debate in the philosophy of science. For example, one might hold that 
only what is observable really exists.

Nonobservables, on the other hand, are supposed to be the 
entities or states of affairs th a t are referred to by theoretical term s. 
They are not observable, bu t play a causal-explanatory role vis-à-uis
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th e  observables. An exam ple of a  nonobservab le  en tity  w ould be a  
quark . Q u ark s are  e lem entary  particles. T heir s tru c tu re  - along w ith 
th e  s tru c tu re  of lep to n s  (o ther e lem en ta ry  partic les) a n d  c e rta in  
b in d in g  e lem en ts: g lu o n s - ex p la in s th e  s t ru c tu re  of su b a to m ic  
particles.

However, regarding  observability a s  som eth ing  abso lu te  - e ither 
som ething is observable or it is n o t - is n o t congenial to the  project of 
de te rm in ing  th e  n a tu re  of sc ien tific  th eo ries . For too m u ch  is in  
p rin c ip le  o b se rv ab le , p a r t ic u la r ly  if we allow  o b se rv a b le s  by 
in s tru m en ts . Oil drops, N eptune, a tom s, an d  DNA are  all observable. 
And no t allowing observables by in s tru m e n ts  seem s unprincip led  since 
w hat is detectable by the  naked  sen ses a n d  w h at is observable by help 
of in s tru m e n ts , s u c h  a s  m ic ro sco p es  a n d  te le sco p es , lie on  a 
con tinuum . B u t if th is  is tm e , th en  (ii) is false, for N eptune, a tom s, 
and  DNA all p lay th e  role of a b s tra c t or th eo re tica l en titie s  in the  
re levan t theo ries . We w ould therefo re  have observab les exp la in ing  
o ther observables. Scientific theories, however, have non-observables 
explain ing observables. I d o n 't th in k  th is  is a n  u n u su a l s itu a tio n  in 
the  sciences a t all. One can  even m ake a case  for b lack  holes being 
observable. B lack holes a re  supposed  to explain  observables, like the  
fran tic  activity of q u a sa rs . Q u a sa rs  a re  th o u g h t to be the  nuclei of 
galaxies in w hich there  is m uch  activity. This activity can  be explained 
by th e  p resen ce  of a  b lack  hole, w hose gravity  d raw s m a tte r  in 
su rround ing  space in to  it. So, a  b lack  hole ough t to play the role of the  
a b s tra c t en tity  in  (ii). However, a  good p ho tog raph  of a  q u a sa r  will 
show  a  b lack  circle in  the  m iddle of the  q u a sa r  th a t  is the  b lack  hole 
a ro u n d  w hich the q u a sa r  revolves. So, b lack  holes can  be understood  
as observables. 30

B u t th e re  a re  re a so n s  to believe th a t  G opnik, Meltzoff, an d  
W ellm an do n o t w a n t to accep t the  trad itio n a l d ichotom y betw een 
observables a n d  nonobservab les. They recognise th a t  a lth o u g h  the  
re fe ren ts  of th eo re tica l te rm s a re  often  non o b serv ab le , som e a re

30xhat one cannot simply observe a black hole as such  is not sufficient to show tha t 
it should not be regarded as an  observable. The fact th a t one sees som ething and 
doesn 't know w hat it is, doesn 't make w hat is seen any less observable. Here one 
might distinguish between observing and observing th a t (cf. van Fraassen, 1980, p. 
15). Som etim es one m u st know certain  th ings abo u t w hat one sees, or take 
su rround ing  factors into consideration . One m ust, for exam ple, observe the 
movements of objects around it in order to ascertain  w hether anything is a black 
hole. In the same vein, think of how you might observe a philosopher. You cannot tell 
simply by looking. You need to see w hat they do.
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observable, like g e n e s .T h is  is why they talk of abstract entities and 
properties as opposed to nonobservable entities and properties. 
Abstract entities are "removed from, and underlying, the evidential 
phenom ena them selves." (Gopnik & Wellman, 1992, p. 233). 

 ̂ ‘ Unfortunately, this doesn't make the problem go away. First of all, to
talk of the referents of theoretical term s as being explanatory of 
observables, presupposes the observable-nonobservable distinction. 
Secondly, introducing abstract entities and properties is problematic 
because it is quite unclear what this m eans. These entities and 
properties are not abstract in any ordinary sense. Certainly those that 
are observable, are very m uch concrete, in the normal sense of that 
word. And how are the referents of theoretical terms removed from the 
phenomena? Is the heart, understood as the referent of a term in a 
biological theory of the hum an organism, removed from, and 
underlying' the body?

One way to try to save Gopnik, Meltzoff, and Wellman's view, is 
to rephrase the distinction in terms of observed' and unobserved'. At 
the time the theory is constructed, theoretical term s refer to 
properties, entities, etc., that are unobserved at that time, and that are 
explanatory of a group of observed properties, entities, etc. However, I 
think this is unsatisfactory for a number of reasons. One is that it is 
somewhat cumbersome to have to look at the history of a body of 
information, in order to determine whether or not it is a theory. More 
importantly, it sits somewhat awkwardly with the structure of science. 
What counts as theoretical entities at one level of description, can 
count as forming part of the data at some other, lower, level of 
description. For example, cell-division plays a causal-explanatory role 
in biology. We should therefore regard cell-division as a theoretical 
posit in biology. However, in chemistry, cell-division might play the 
role of the fact that needs to be explained - the data. If we describe 
theoretical posits as unobserved entities, properties, and so on, and 

 ̂ the data as what is observed, we end up with the rather unnatural 
idea that what counts as observed at one level of description - in one 
scientific theory - counts as unobserved at another level of description

^  ' - in another theory. Therefore, I suggest that we look at it this way.

Gopnik (1993a), she says that "[c]hildren's theories of mind postulate 
unobserved entities (beliefs and desires)" (p. 10). However, elsewhere she is careful to 
talk of abstract entities' as opposed to unobservable entities' when talking of 
psychological states (Gopnik & Wellman. 1992 & 1994: Gopnik & Meltzoff. 1997).
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T heoretica l posits a re  en tities, p roperties , m agn itudes, a n d  the  like, 
th a t  explain  som e asp ec t of the  world a t  som e level of descrip tion , for 
exam ple by being causally  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of the  relevant 
a sp ec t. A prototype of su ch  en titie s and  p roperties a re  unobservab le  
en titie s  an d  properties, b u t th e ir defining ch arac teristic  is th e ir role in 
e x p la n a tio n . T he c o n tr a s t  will be  n o t b e tw een  o b se rv ed  a n d  
unobserved , b u t betw een the  role th a t  the  relevant en tities, p roperties, 
a n d  so  on, play. W hat c o u n ts  a s  theore tical posits  d ep en d s on  w h a t 
c o u n ts  a s  da ta , an d  vice versa. This way of regard ing  m a tte rs  fits the  
s tru c tu re  of explanation, a s  we know  it, m u ch  better. We c an  go ra th e r  
a  long way explaining one th ing, a n d  th en  explaining th e  th in g  th a t  
e x p la in e d  th e  th in g , a n d  so on. Som e ho ld  th a t  th is  k in d  of 
exp lanato ry  reduction  m ay be tak en  all the  way down to basic  physics. 
However th a t m ay be, it is easy to see th a t  w hat co u n ts  a s  the  d a ta  for 
one theory  m ight play the  explanatory  role in  ano ther. Gopnik, herself, 
says a s  m uch  in a n  earlier paper of hers: (Gopnik, 1988, p. 198-99)

Typically, we assu m e th a t the evidential level of descrip tion  is 

somehow closer to basic perceptual information than  the theoretical 

level. However, contem porary philosophy of science suggests th a t 

there is no bottom-line uncontam inated evidential level, no ultim ate 

foundation on which theoretical structu res rest. Similarly, there is no 

hard  and fast line between the evidential and theoretical level of 

description. Often one theoretical description can function as  the 

evidential base for a higher level theoiy.

A theore tical posit, then , is a  functional construction  in the  sense  th a t 
^ - ^ t  is only a  posit relative to a p a rtic u la r  fram ew ork of exp lanation . 

W hereas it is n o t is no t c lear th a t  all scientific exp lanation  is caused 
exp lanation , as (ii) says, it is certain ly  tru e  th a t m any, p e rh ap s  m ost, 
sc ien tific  theo ries c o n ta in  th eo re tica l posits  th a t  exp la in  th e  d a ta  
causa lly . Therefore, it does n o t seem  u n reaso n ab le  to refer to cau sa l 
e x p la n a tio n  h e re . It sh o u ld  be s tre s se d , how ever, th a t  c a u s a l  
exp lanation  is ju s t  a  su b c lass  of explanation  m ore widely.

(i) m ight seem  unproblem atic  to s ta r t  w ith, b u t  actually  betrays 
a  s tro n g  com m itm ent to a  sem an tic  a ssum ption : th a t  te rm s can  be 
defined . T here is a  p a rtic u la r  theory  of the  m ean ing  of theo re tica l
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term s, th a t  I su sp ec t is w hat lies beh ind  (i): the  Ram sey-Cam ap-Lew is 
theo iy  (Carnap; 1956; Ram sey, 1978; Lewis, 1972). The basic  idea is 
th a t  theore tical te rm s can  be non -c ircu la rly  defined in  te rm s of the  
s ta te m e n ts  of the  theo iy  in w hich  they  figure. In a  theory, one m ight 
individuate two k inds of term s; theore tical term s and  o ther term s th a t 
form  p a r t  of th e  fo rm u la tion  of th e  theory . T he la tte r  m ight, for 
exam ple, be term s th a t refer to the  data . Let u s  call these  T -term s and  
O -term s respectively. In a  sen tence  th a t  s ta te s  th e  theoiy, you replace 
all T -te rm s by u n b o u n d  v a riab le s . You th e n  b in d  th em  w ith  an  
ex isten tia l quantifier, thereby  specifying th a t  the  theory  h a s  a t least 
one rea lisa tio n .32 T hrough  fu r th e r  opera tions, we eventually  end  up  
w ith a  sen tence  In w hich the  T -term s are  defined by the  re la tion  th a t 
they b ear to each o ther and  to O -term s. In th is  way, the  m eaning  of T- 
te rm s depends only on th e ir In terre la tion  and  the  m eaning  of the  O- 
term s. Once one know s the  m ean ing  of the  O -term s, the  m ean ing  of 
th e  T -te rm s c a n  be e x tra c te d  from  how  th e se  te rm s  figure in 
g eneralisa tions or laws involving them . T his im plies th a t  theore tical 
term s are  interdefined. They are defined according to the  relation  they 
b ear to each  o ther and  the  O -term s.

However, we m ight a sk  ourselves w hether we shou ld  accept th is 
th eo ry . T here  a re  o th e r  p o ss ib le  view s a b o u t th e  m ea n in g  of 
theoretical term s. M ost im portan tly , th e re  is the  K ripke-Putnam  view 
of the  m eaning of physical m agn itude  an d  n a tu ra l k ind  term s (Kripke,
1980; P u tn am , 1973 & 1975a). A ccording  to it, th e  m ean in g  of 
physical m agnitude and  n a tu ra l k ind  term s is prim arily given by their 
reference. T his view m igh t be ex ten d ed  to cover o th e r theo re tica l 
term s also.

In sp ired  by S au l K ripke 's th eo ry  of p ro p er n a m e s  (Kripke,
1980), Hilary P u tnam  h a s  suggested  th a t  physical m agn itude  term s ’ ' <iy
get the ir m eaning in the  following way (Putnam , 1973). Som e kind  of 
in troducing  event or bap tism  tak e s  place, in  w hich a physic ist picks 
o u t a  m ag n itu d e  by a  defin ite  d e sc rip tio n . T h is d e sc rip tio n  will 
norm ally , th o u g h  n o t n ecessa rily , be a  c a u sa l d e sc rip tio n  - the  
m ag n itu d e  is p icked o u t by reference  to its  observable  c a u se s  or 
effects. O nce the  person  p ro p ag a tes  th e  term , all u se s  of it will be 
connected  by a cau sa l c h a in  lead ing  b ack  to th is  in itial event. The

32Lewis (1972) goes on to bind the variables uniquely. I will not go into detail with 
these technicalities here.
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m eaning of the  term , then , is not given by a set of necessary  and 
sufficien t cond itions th a t  a sp eak er m u st know. The only th ing  
Putnam  can th ink  of th a t all speakers need to know, is th a t a physical 
m agnitude term  refers to a physical m agnitude, som ething th a t allows 
of m ore or less an d  th a t  is capab le  of location  (p. 199). This 
inform ation m ay form part of the m eaning of the term , b u t it is chiefly 
the reference of the  term  th a t fixes its m eaning. T hus, ra th e r than  
speakers having to know  certain  things, they need to stan d  in certain 
d istingu ished  relations to the referent of the term  - they need to be 
hooked up  to the  r ig h t c a u sa l chain , a s it were. All k inds of 
descrip tions m ay be linguistically associated  with the term , bu t they 
do not provide its m eaning, if by th a t one has in m ind necessary and 
sufficient conditions th a t sp eak ers  m u st know. Prim arily w hat all 
u ses of a physical m agnitude term  have in common, th a t they all 
refer to the sam e m agnitude. I ^

Now, we can imagine a sim ilar account to th a t of the m eaning of 
physical m agnitude term s applying to o ther theoretical term s. As such, 
it should  be clear th a t it isn 't necessary  to com m it oneself to a strong 
view of the definability of theoretical term s. The Kripke-Putnam  theory 
of the m eaning of theoretical term s has the advantage of requiring less 
knowledge on the part of speakers, which m akes it m ore plausible. 
However, 1 will no t here ad jud ica te  betw een the  two. 1 do th ink , 
however, th a t  cau tio n  is requ ired  a t th is  point, and  th a t it is 
incau tious to comm it oneself to a strong account of the definability of 
theoretical term s. Instead 1 suggest a weaker expression of w hat 1 take 

\  to be the basic  poin t beh ind  (ii)./Theoretical term s do seem  to be 
in te r lin k e d  in som e in te re s tin g  fa sh io n . For exam ple , o u r 
u n d ers tan d in g  of quark ' is related to an  u n d ers tan d in g  of leptons', 
protons', photons', and  so on. An un d ers tan d in g  of photons', in its 
tu rn , is related to an  understand ing  of quark ', leptons', 'protons', and 
so on. The m ore you know about the m eaning of a theoretical term, the 
more you are  likely to know ab o u t the m eaning of o ther theoretical 
term s of th a t theory. A nother way of pu tting  the sam e point, is to say 
th a t theoretical term s form a coherent struc tu re , where one theoretical 
term  is connected to o ther theoretical term s of the sam e theory in such 
a fashion th a t normally, understand ing  it involves understand ing  some 
or all of the o thers. This is a w eaker claim  th a t to say th a t they are 
interdefined. Prudence should lead us to em brace this option.
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(iii) may also be in need of some am endm ent. Some philosophers 
m ean 's tric t excep tion less law s' by 'laws'; D avidson, for exam ple 
(Davidson, 1974). By th is  s tan d ard , a t m ost physics will coun t as a 
scientific theory. W hereas it is certainly true  th a t physics is commonly 
regarded as the  prototypical science, con ta in ing  the s tr ic te s t laws 
around, it is not true  to say th a t it is the only scientific theory. Laws in 
biology, geology, a stronom y , an d  so on, a re  no t excep tion less, 
nevertheless they are  generally  agreed to be scientific theories (cf. 
Fodor, 1987). However, some, like Cartw right, argue th a t there are no 
"exceptionless q u an tita tiv e  law s in physics " (1983, p. 46) e ith e r - 
quantitative laws being prototypical physical laws. According to her, 
not even the law of universal gravitation is exceptionless. The problem  
is th a t m any forces, o ther th an  th a t of gravity, are a t play a t any time. 
The law of universal gravitation only describes how m ass is affected by 
gravity, if there  are  no o ther forces acting  on th a t m ass. WTen we 
calculate the force acting on charged particles, for exam ple, we m ust 
factor C oulom b 's law into  the  eq u a tio n . The law of u n iv ersa l 
gravitation is an  idealisation th a t is actually  never true  of any na tu ra l 
phenom enon. According to Cartw right, it is only true, if it is expressed 
in these term s: (1983, p. 58)

If there are no forces o ther th an  gravitational forces a t work, then two 

bodies exert a force between each o ther which varies inversely as  the 

sq u are  of the  d istan ce  betw een them , and  varies d irectly  as  the 

product of their m asses.

This is no longer an  exceptionless law because  the an teced en t is a 
ceteris paribus  c lause . It specifies the  conditions u n d e r w hich the 
consequent is true, nam ely w hen there  are no o ther forces th an  the 
gravitational one a t work. And, since there are m any o ther forces than  
gravitation a t work a t any tim e, it is unlikely th a t  there  are  any 
c ircum stances w here the  law is applicable. B ecause the an teceden t 
never holds tru e  in n a tu re , C artw righ t regards the  law as never 
actually being true  of anything (other th an  counterfactuafSb

Som eone m ight argue th a t the law of universal gravitation is 
always true , since every m ass  is affected by it according  to the 
param eters set out in th a t law. The fact th a t there are also o ther forces
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a t work and, consequently, the re su ltan t force is different from th a t 
predicted by the law of universal gravitation, is neither here nor there. 
However, Cartw right's point is th a t th is way of regarding laws m akes 
them  connected with causa l pow ers  ra th e r th an  with ac tual events. 
This is un fo rtunate  because "Iw]e need an  account of w hat laws are, 
an  accoun t th a t  connects them , on the  one hand , w ith s ta n d a rd  
scientific m ethods for confirm ing laws, and  on the other, with the use 
they are p u t to for prediction, construction , and  explanation" (1983, 
pp. 61-62), and  there is no way of providing such  an  account in term s 
of e ither causa l powers or laws. C artw right, herself, favours viewing 
n a tu re  in term s of capacities, b u t this she takes to exclude talk  of laws 
(Cartwright, 1989).

If one w ishes to talk  ab o u t laws, one m u st accept tha t, if they 
are taken  to describe facts, they are alm ost always now here close to 
being exceptionless. Perhaps there  are some non-quantita tive  laws of 
physics th a t are exceptionless. The fact rem ains th a t the vast majority 
of the laws of physics are quan tita tive . However, as we have seen, 
e ither quantita tive  laws describe facts and  are not exceptionless, or 
they are exceptionless bu t don 't describe facts. 1 take th is a s  being 
quite  a strong  a rgum en t ag a in st regarding the laws of physics, in 
general, aé^eing exceptionless.

To cu t a long story short, there are reasons not to include strict, 
exceptionless laws am ong the ch arac te ris tic s  of scientific theories. 
Firstly, not even physics trad es  m uch  in such  laws and , secondly, 
o ther sciences, such  as biology and  geography, do not contain  such  
laws. Therefore, 1 suggest th a t we reform ulate (iii) such  th a t it does not 

^  talk  of laws, b u t of lawlike relations. There are a t least two ways in 
' which one m ight reg^ d  lawlike relations: in term s of causality , or in 

term s of counterfactuality. Everybody agrees th a t there is quite a close 
relation between the two. However, some believe th a t causality  can  be 
analysed in term s of counterfactuals (Hume, 1777/1975; Fodor, 1987). 
If there were a black hole in ou r solar system , we would be pulled into 
it' is a counterfactual supported  by the law of universal gravitation and 
probably  a handfu l of o ther laws too. O thers take the concept of 
causality  to be the basic one in explanations of n a tu ra l phenom ena 
(Cartwright, 1989). In th is case, causal relations form the basis  of all 
scientific theorising. If, however, we take seriously the suggestion th a t 
not all explanations are causal explanations, th a t m ight give u s  reason
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to  th in k  th a t  som e law s a re  b e t te r  d e sc r ib e d  in  te rm s  of 
coun terfac tua ls  th a n  in term s of causality .

(iv). The idea  th a t  scientific  exp lanation  exh ib its a  deductive- 
nom ological (D-N) s tru c tu re  am o u n ts  to the  following idea. We explain 
a  p a r tic u la r  even t by specifying c e rta in  in itia l cond itions, a n d  by 
pointing to a  law th a t links th ese  initial conditions w ith the  event to be 
ex p la in e d . F o r exam p le , th is  b a ll a c c e le ra te s  a t  x  m p h  Ithe 
explanandum ], because  its m ass  is y, an d  it undergoes the  force z  [the 
in itial conditions], an d  F = m a  [the covering law]. The com bination  of 
th e s e  s ta te m e n ts  is w h a t c o n s t i tu te s  a  D-N e x p la n a tio n . T he 
ex p lan a to rin ess  of the  exp lanation  lies in th e  fact th a t  the  p a rticu la r 
event is show n to fall u n d e r  a  law (cf. Hempel, 1965, E ssay  12).

M ost theo ry  th e o ris ts  explicitly ad h e re  to th e  D-N p ic tu re  of 
exp lanation  - for exam ple, C h u rch lan d , Fodor, G opnik, Meltzoff, and  
W ellm an - and  1 know  of no theory theo rist th a t h a s  advocated an o th er 
a c c o u n t of sc ien tific  a n d  folk psycho log ica l e x p la n a tio n . M ost 
s im u la tio n is ts  a lso  believe th a t  th eo ry  th e o r is ts  ho ld  th a t  folk 
psycholog ical ex p la n a tio n s  a re  D-N e x p la n a tio n s , a n d  have b een  
co n ce rn ed  to provide a n  a lte rn a tiv e  a c c o u n t of ex p lan a tio n  since  
s im u la tio n ism  does n o t lend  itse lf to su c h  e x p lan a tio n s  (Gordon, 
1992a; Heal, 1998, Davies & Stone, 1998).

However, th e  D-N p ic tu re  of exp lanation  is no t unprob lem atic . 
M ichael F riedm an  (1974), for exam ple, com plains th a t  it isn 't  really 
c lear w h a t is exp lanato ry  ab o u t D-N exp lanations. The b est Hempel 
does for the  idea is to say  th a t, given the  initial conditions and  the law, 
we would expect the  relevant event or s ta te  of affairs (Hempel, 1965, p. 
327). However, there  are  m any cases in w hich one m ight expect a  s ta te  
of affa irs b a sed  on know ledge of som e law  a n d  in itia l cond itions, 
w ithou t thereby  having gained a n  u n d e rs tan d in g  of it. For exam ple, I 
m ay be able to predict the  s to rm  from reading  the  barom eter - the  law 
I u se  in  th is  in stance  is know n a s  a n  ind icator law. Clearly, subsum ing  
th e  event of the  s to rm  u n d e r  a n  in d icato r law, does n o t en h an ce  my 
u n d e rs ta n d in g , a n d  h e n ce  d oes n o t p rov ide  a n  e x p la n a t io n .  
F u rtherm ore , D-N exp lanations fall sh o rt w hen it com es to explaining 
general regu larities. S ince su c h  regu larities  do n o t occur a t  definite 
tim es, the ir occurrence can n o t really be expected (Friedm an, 1974, pp. 
8-9). T hese an d  o th er objections (see Lipton, 1991) ind icate  th a t, a t

102



ï
best, the D-N model provides necessary bu t not sufficient conditions of 
scientific explanation.

On the o ther hand , there  seem s to be no o ther entirely 
satisfactory picture of scientific explanation. Peter Lipton (1991) has 
suggested that we explain % by pointing to w hat caused x. However, as 
it is unclear that all scientific explanation is causal explanation, he 
doesn't consider his account to be a complete one.

If we reconsider (ii) a t this point, we see th a t Gopnik, Meltzoff, 
and Wellman actually talk about causal explanation also. W hat they 
might have in mind is th a t the covering laws on the D-N model are 
causal laws. We can then  regard Gopnik, Meltzoff, and Wellman as 
endorsing a view where explanation is both deductive-nomological and 
causal. Should we accept such a view? Now, as we have seen, it is not 
immediately obvious th a t all scientific explanation need be causal 

^  explanation. A more careful formulation of the basic idea might go like 
^  this. A theory provides explanations phrased  in term s of certain

entities and properties that either cause the data an d /o r are correlated 
q" to them in a lawlike manner. This may still seem a bit strong, but if we

embrace anything m uch weaker, we could end up with too loose a 
notion of theoreticity. , . ^  ^

Now that we have examined all of (i)-(vii) in more detail, and have 
excluded and amended conditions where deemed necessary, we can 
now reformulate the conditions of theoreticity. The conditions, as 1 will 
understand them, are jointly sufficient and individually close to being 
necessary, ceteris paribus, for some body of information being a theory.

  tOeiT'
A body of information is a theory if:

(a) it consists of a number of lawlike generalisations, and

^  (b) these generalisations contain terms tha t refer to entities and

"  properties that explain some data, for exan/ple by being causally

^  efficacious in the production of them, or by being related to them in

f some lawlike fashionTaud "

^  ' (c) the terms in (b) form a coherent, interrelated-jstojctiire.
I    "Vo

(a) and (b) contain  elem ents of (ii), (iii) and  (iv), and (c) is a 
reformulation of what 1 have taken to be the basic idea behind (i). (v)- 
(vii) were discarded stra igh t of. This p icture presupposes some
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understanding of explanation tha t is independent of theory. However, I 
don't regard this as being a serious difficulty. 1 take it th a t this is an 
account tha t philosophers of science are able to provide. There is, a t 
any rate, no reason to believe th a t the project is impossible. The 
question now is w hether these features fit with those exhibited by the 
body of folk psychological knowledge. That is the topic of the next 
section.

2. The Theoreticity o f the Body o f Folk Psychological Information

The idea of the continuity between common sense and science is 
rather appealing, bu t does it extend to (a) - (c) holding true of the body 
of folk psychological generalisations?

(a) Does folk psychological theo ry  co n s is t of law like 
genera lisa tions?  No theory  th eo ris t w an ts to hold th a t  folk 

^  psychological information is contained in m ere generalisations. This
^  1 would fail to d istingu ish  un in teresting  and  accidental, bu t true,

\  generalisations like if x  is in this room and wearing a blue T-shirt,
^  y  then x is a female' from interesting, non-accidental generalisations like

'if X is an atom, then x  has a nucleus'. This distinction can be kept in 
 ̂ place by distinguishing between generalisations and counterfactual-

^ ^  • supporting  generalisations. The former can express any kind of
^  correlation - however trivial and  accidental, like the correlation

between being female and wearing a blue T-shirt. The latter expresses 
only non-accidental generalisations, like th a t concerning the atom. 
Non-accidental generalisations are likely to express som ething about 
regularities in nature, whereas accidental ones are not. Another way to 
capture part of the interesting fabric of na tu re  is in term s of causal 
generalisations - generalisations tha t say something about how things 
come to be the way they are. As we saw above, either of these ways of 
regarding the relations th a t folk psychological generalisations map, 
can be described as being lawlike. Hence, (i) seem s to fit nicely with 
folk psychology.

Nevertheless, philosophers like Donald Davidson (1974) and 
Kathleen Wilkes (1984) have argued th a t there is a big difference 
between the ceteris paribus clauses of physical theory and those of the 
body of folk psychological information. Those of physics can be filled
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V

out, a t least in principle, w hereas those of folk psychology canno t. 
According to Wilkes, if you try to fill our the ceteris paribus c lauses of 
the generalisa tions of folk psychological theory, you end up m aking 
them  true of alm ost anything. It is not quite clear why she th inks so. 
Presum ably, she cannot m ean th a t simply because the an tecedent fails 
to be satisfied  in a great n u m b er of cases, the genera lisa tions are 
(counterfactually) true  of all of those cases, for the sam e holds true  for 
the  laws of physics. If she  m ean s th a t  the  g en e ra lisa tio n s  are  
applicable to alm ost anything, th is is b latan tly  false, since there  are 
countless events and  s ta te s  of affairs th a t the generalisations of folk 
psychology do no t app ly  to. One prob lem  m igh t be th a t  she  
concentrates alm ost exclusively on proverbs like: too m any cooks spoil 
the broth ', ou t of sight, ou t of m ind', and  'absence m akes the h eart 
grow fonder' (pp. 344-46). As she points out, some of these  proverbs 
are m utually  contradictory  as they stand , and one can  im agine th a t 
once the relevant ceteris paribus c lauses are spelt out, the proverbs 
will have become vacuous (but see Furnham , 1987). 

q However, 1 d o n ’t th in k  th a t  proverbs are  properly seen  as
^ ^  forming a part of the core of the body of folk psychological information. 

Some proverbs don 't even contain  psychological term s. All of these we 
can exclude from the body of folk psychological inform ation stra igh t 
away. There are good reasons to exclude those th a t do contain  such  
term s as well. Firstly, in general, proverbs are taken  with a pinch of 
salt - few people believe th a t they are actually true. They are more like 
slogans th a t can profitably be used under certain  c ircum stances. Folk 
psychological g en e ra lisa tio n s  are  tak en  a t face_ y a lu e . Secondfy, ' 
proverbs generally need in te rp re ta tion  as they are not tran sp a ren t. 
They are m ost commonly heavily m etaphorical. W hen you stay out of a 
decision m aking process, justify ing  your action by the proverb too 
m any cooks spoil the broth ', you are not concerned with either cooks 
or broth . On the o ther h and , w hen you quote a folk psychological 
g enera lisa tion , like the ac tio n  g en era lisa tio n , you a re  precisely  
occupied w ith belief, desire, and  action. Thirdly, folk psychological 
generalisations are properly explanatory, proverbs aren 't. This m ight 
have to do w ith the  d ifference in ra tio n a lity  of th e  two. Folk 
psychological generalisations m ake sense in a way th a t proverbs don't. 
Proverbs ju s t  plot certain  correlations th a t are som etim es observed to 
obtain. The facts th a t m any cooks spoil the bro th  or th a t absence
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makes the heart grow fonder are not explanatory in the way the action 
generalisation  is. Fourthly, proverbs often have opposites. For 
example, absence makes the heart grow fonder' is the companion to 

^  'out of sight, out of mind'. 1 cannot th ink of any folk psychological
^  ' generalisations, when their ceteris paribus clauses are specified, tha t 

^  contradict each other in th is fashion. Fifthly, proverbs only m ake
^  sense against the background of a lot of other information tha t we
^  have about people. Take out of sight, out of mind'. The fact th a t one

might be less occupied with something to which one's attention isn 't 
co n stan tly  draw n by its  p resence, is in form ation  th a t  folk 
psychological theory proper will give us. It is worth looking into the 
idea th a t proverbs only m ake sense against the background of folk 
psychological generalisations. Unfortunately, I cannot do such  a 
project justice here. However, given this list of dissimilarities between 
proverbs and folk psychological generalisations as described in chapter 
1, I think it fair to conclude that proverbs do not form part of the body 
of folk psychological information proper.

This is not to say that proverbs play no role in our psychological 
attributions. They might, bu t tha t doesn't make them form part of the 
body of folk psychological information proper. Much information other 
than  th a t contained in this body, plays a role in our psychological 
attributions; for example knowledge of folk physics, public affairs, and 
so on. This inform ation does not form part of the body of folk 
psychological information either.

^  If we th ink  back a t the exam ples of folk psychological 
generalisations in chapter 1, we see that they do have the form of laws 
of the  special sciences. They are  co u n te rfac tu a l suppo rting  

^  generalisations. Like special science laws, they are not exceptionless.
However, this does not mean tha t they are vacuous, since we have no 
reason to think that their ceteris paribus clauses cannot be spelt out in 
principle (ditto for special science laws). In chap ter 1, we saw the 
beginnings of such a spelling out. Therefore, 1 think we can safely 
conclude tha t the body of folk psychological information consists of a 
num ber of lawlike generalisations.

(b) Do folk psychological generalisations contain terms that refer 
to entities and properties that explain some data, for example by being 
causally efficacious in the production of them, or by being related to
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them  in a  lawlike fashion? If we take  a  prototypical folk psychological 
generalisa tion , like the  ac tion  generalisa tion , we find su c h  term s as 
'belief, desire', and  does som ething ' (a rew riting of'A s'). T h e 4 a & e r^  a 
descrip tion of the  d a tu m  special to the  theory. T here are  o ther ways in 
w hich the  d a tu m  could  be described ; a s  a  m ovem ent, for exam ple. 
'B elief a n d  desire ' refer to psychological s ta te s  th a t  a re  cau sa lly  
explanatory  of the  d a tu m  u n d e r the  p a rticu la r descrip tion. Beliefs and  
desires are rela ted  to the  d a ta  - action  - in  a  lawlike fashion. It is easy 
to u n d e rs ta n d  folk psychological exp lanation  in  a  D-N fashion. Why 
does J o h n  move the  garden  ch a irs  inside? B ecause he believes th a t  it 
will ra in , th a t  in  o rder th a t  people have som eth ing  to s it on, he  needs 
to move the  ch a irs  inside, an d  he w an ts  people to have som eth ing  to 
sit on. Generally, w hen people w an t o ther people to have som ething  to 
sit on, an d  they  believe th a t  it will ra in , a n d  they  believe th a t  if they 
move the  garden  ch a irs  inside, people will have som eth ing  to sit on, 
th en , ceteris  p a rib u s , they  will m ove th e  g a rd en  c h a irs  inside. 
G enera lly , we d o n 't  a c tu a lly  go th ro u g h  s u c h  a  cu m b e rso m e  
explanation. We have exp lanations like, b ecau se  he w an ted  people to 
have so m eth in g  to s it  on '. T h is is a  s im p le r c a u sa l exp lan a tio n . 
However, we can  u n d e rs ta n d  su c h  exp lanations a s  sh o rt-h an d  for the 
m ore cum bersom e D-N type of explanation. In short, folk psychological 
g enera lisa tions con ta in  te rm s th a t  refer to en titie s  th a t  a re  causally  
efficacious in  th e  p ro d u ctio n  of behav iou r, a n d  a re  a lso  re la ted  to 
b e h av io u r in  a  law like fa sh io n . T herefo re , we a re  ju s tif ie d  in 
conclud ing  th a t  (b) ho ld s tru e  of th e  body of folk psychological 
inform ation.

However, it h a s  been  argued  th a t there  a re  im portan t differences 
betw een  th e  re fe ren ts  of th eo re tica l te rm s of th e  sc iences an d  the  
referen ts of folk psychological term s. O ne su c h  critic ism  com es from 
Adam  M orton, w ho argues th a t  the  difference is such , th a t  we are  not 
licensed  to call the  body of folk psychological in fo rm ation  a theory  
(Morton, 1980).

A ccording to M orton, th eo re tica l te rm s in  th e  sc iences have 
determ ined  referen ts. An atom  sim ply is a n  a tom  - there  is only one 
n a tu ra l kind th a t  th is  te rm  refers to. As opposed to th is , "schem atic 
term s " - schem es being h igher-order im plicit bodies of inform ation - do 
not have determ inate  referen ts. Folk theories are  schem es ra th e r  th a n  
theories. We can  see th is because: (pp. 28-9)
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people with radically different conceptions of the mental, dualists and 

m aterialists, bishops and  their neurologists, can easily recognize the 

shared allegiance to a  com m on-sense conception of the m ental, th a t 

allows them to discuss motives and characters.

In o th e r w ords, a lth o u g h  th e re  is ag reem en t a b o u t how  th e  m ind  
works, th ere  is little ag reem en t a b o u t w h a t th e  m ind  is. T his is n o t 
d issim ilar to A tran 's view of biological categories (chap ter 2, section  1). 
P u t differently, folk psychological te rm s allow  for severa l types of 
na tu ra lly  occurring  s ta te s  or p roperties a s  th e ir referen ts. O ther fields 
of s tudy  are also  ch arac te rised  by th is  feature, for exam ple phonetics 
an d  lingu istics . (The w ord dog', is som etim es spokerr. som etim es 
w ritten , and  m ay be w riten  an d  spoken  w ays th a t  a r^ jâ js tin g u ish ab le  
a t  th e  level of p h o n e tic s  o r g rap h ic s .)  Like th e  body  of folk 
psychological inform ation, they  are  b est regarded as  schem es.

The d ifferent w ays in  w hich  sch em atic  te rm s a n d  theo re tica l 
te rm s refer, have co n seq u en ces  for how  the  bod ies of in fo rm ation  
resp o n d  to new  evidence. Im agine th a t  you  a re  a  type-type iden tity  
theorist. You believe th a t  pa in  is identical to C-fibres firing. T hen you 
read  P u tn am 's  "Philosophy a n d  O ur M ental Life" (1975a). He a rgues 
th a t  pa in  is really a  functional s ta te . He a sk s  you to im agine m eeting 
M artians, and  discovering th a t  they  are  functionally  identical to u s  in 
all respec ts , b u t  have a  d ifferent b ra in  chem istry , a n d  hence  no C- 
fibres. W ould you deny th a t they  were in pain  u n d e r the  sam e k inds of 
c ircum stances w here we are in pain , given the  functional isom orphism  
betw een u s?  P u tn am  claim s th a t  th is  w ould be a b su rd  (p. 293). You 
agree. W hat a p p ea rs  to be th e  e ssence  of pa in  is n o t the  p a rticu la r  
réa lise r of th e  p a in  - C -fibres firing, o r w h a t have you - b u t  th e  
complex of its typical c au ses  a n d  effects. It is cau sed  by the  body being 
b ru ised , com pressed , b u rn t , p ierced , e tc ., c a u se s  a  c h a ra c te ris tic  
experience, som etim es wincing, crying, and  often som e kind of evasive 
behaviour. T his rea lisa tion  c au se s  the  deno ta tion  of th e  term , ra th e r  
th a n  its m eaning, to change. T h a t is, we ex tend  th e  te rm  to cover 
M artian  pain, ra th e r  th a n  deciding to deploy it exclusively to refer to 
the  cases th a t we have alw ays tho u g h t were cases of pain.

M orton claim s th a t  a  sim ila r k ind  of s itu a tio n  w ould provoke 
q u ite  a  d ifferen t ou tcom e in  any  sc ien tific  d isc ip line . If it w ere
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discovered that, for example, chem ical com pounds were not com posed 
of molecules, b u t of som ething else, and  th a t all th a t chem istry says is 
true of m olecules is true of these other things, we would not dub these 
o ther things 'molecules'. Molecules "would still be the little congeries of 
atom s they have always been " (pp. 22-3). In other words, in science we 
change ou r concepts when confronted w ith new evidence of th is sort, 
ra th e r th a n  extending the relevant concepts to the newly discovered 
evidence.

It would appear, then , th a t  a term  th a t h a s  a de te rm ina te  
referent' is really a  rigid designator. Indeed, it is hard  to see w hat else 
M orton could  have in m ind. C onsequen tly , we can  refo rm u la te  
M orton's idea thus: bodies of inform ation whose term s non-rigidly refer 
a re  not theories b ecause  term s of theo ries are  rigid designato rs. 
However, if th is is w hat Morton has in m ind, his conclusion doesn 't 
follow. The point is th a t rigid designators only designate determ inate  
k inds a t their own level of description. There will always be some level 
of description at which they do not rigidly designate anything unless, 
th a t is, one believes in an  ultim ate, irreducible level of description.

Let u s take Morton's own exam ple of molecules. At its own level

/ of descrip tion , the  term  m olecule' rigidly designates ju s t  one kind: 
^  m olecules. However, at any lower level of description, molecule' does

. ' not rigidly designate anything. Take the level of physical theory. It is
y  quite possible th a t in som e possible world, "dwarks " and not quarks
 ̂  ̂ form p a rt of the  com position  of m olecules. At th is  level, th en ,

m olecule' does not rigidly designate. Rigid designators only rigidly 
designate objects, events, or s ta te s  of affairs, a t som e particu lar level 
of descrip tion . Following w hat Kripke h as said ab o u t psychological 
term s, they are them selves rigid designators. 'Pain' designates pain in 
all po ssib le  w orlds (Kripke, 1980). However, a t the  level of 
neurophysiology, pain ' does no t rigidly designate  anyth ing . T his 
parallels the case with 'm olecules'.33

\

33The m olecule exam ple is puzzling in a n um ber of ways. Why does m olecule' 
continue to denote little congeries of a tom s? T hat is. isn 't the fact th a t molecule' 
denotes little congeries of atom s one of the claim s of chem istry th a t we supposedly 
discover is true  of som ething different from w hat we thought it was true of (and th a t 
we have called m olecules' so far)? And if it is, how can we decide th a t m olecule' 
co n tin u es  to deno te  little congeries of a tom s afte r the discovery th a t  M orton 
envisages? How, in any case, is it discovered th a t m olecules exist? Com pare with 
atom s'. It w as discovered th a t m atte r is not m ade up  of indivisible atom s. Yet we 
retained the term  atom ' and revised our concept. In order to m ake his example carry 
the weight he w ants it to. Morton needs to answ er all these questions satisfactorily.
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M orton's criticism , then, does not really am oun t to a defeat of 
th is line of Theory Theory. The m ost it does, is the following. A ssum ing 
th a t there is an  ultim ate, irreducible level of description, and assum ing 
th a t it is th a t of physics, the term s of theories in physics always rigidly 
designate kinds. There will be no o ther level of descrip tion  a t w hich 
they do not rigidly designate som ething. However, Theory Theory is not 

^  in te res ted  in a  paralle l w ith physics as such , b u t w ith scientific
theo ries m ore generally . Scientific theo ries include  sc iences like 
biology, geology, anatom y, and  so on. And the term s of these  theories 
are such  tha t, a lthough  they m ay rigidly designate som ething a t one 
level of descrip tion , there will always be ano ther a t which they don't. 
J u s t  as in the case  of folk psychological term s. To conclude, M orton's 
objection does not constitu te  a real th rea t to the line of Theory Theory 
th a t  we are  concerned  w ith here. Therefore, there  are  very good 
reasons to th ink  th a t folk psychological term s are theoretical term s of 
the type described in (b).

(c) Do psychological te rm s form a co h eren t, in te rre la te d  
s tru c tu re ?  They a p p ea r to. A belief is a psychological s ta te  th a t 
p u rp o rts  to covary w ith the  environm ent, and  th a t, together w ith 
desire, cause  action. Action, on the o ther hand, is a kind of behaviour 
th a t is caused  by a belief and  a desire, or some other com bination of 
psychological s ta te s  (for exam ple a fear and  a belief). An emotion, like 
grief, m ight be caused  by the belief th a t som eone loved has died. This 
belief, in its tu rn , m ight be caused  by certain  perceptions - for example 
see ing  th e  beloved pale an d  still a t the  m orgue. And so on. 
U nderstanding one psychological term  seem s to require understand ing  
a t least som ething about o ther psychological term s. And learning more 
abou t one psychological state , feeds into w hat one knows abou t o ther 
psychological s ta te s . J u s t  like theo re tical te rm s in the  sciences, 
psychological term s seem  to form a coherent, interrelated w h o l e . ^4

A nother objection one m ight raise, is th a t Morton seem s to take it for granted 
th a t a K ripke-Putnam  theory of the m eaning of theoretical term s is true. However, if 
one accep ts  the  Ram sey-Lewis theory , then , a fte r the  discovery th a t  M orton 
envisages, e ither 'm olecule' com es to designate  the  newly discovered th ings or, 
alternatively, we would say th a t there are no such things as 'molecules'.
3 4 jan  Sm edslund (1990) has argued th a t since psychological term s are interdefined, 
all the laws of folk psychology are a priori. If you exchange a term  for its definition in 
the form ulation of a law, it becom es tautological. This is not a million miles away 
from Lewis' suggestion abou t how to define psychological term s (Lewis, 1972). For 
more on Lewis, see chap ter 4. I will d iscuss Sm edslund 's work in more detail in the 
conclusion.
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We c a n  now  co n clu d e  th a t  th e  body of folk psycholog ical 
inform ation is a  theory, since it possesses th ree  charac te ristic  fea tu res 
of scientific theories th a t  a re  jo intly  sufficient an d  individually close to 
being  n e c e ssa ry  for so m e th in g  being  a  theo ry . T he body of folk 
p sy c h o lo g ic a l in fo rm a tio n  c o n s is ts  o f a  n u m b e r  of law like  
generalisa tions th a t con ta in  term s th a t  refer to en tities an d  properties 
th a t  exp lain  som e d a ta , e ith e r by being  cau sa lly  efficacious in  th e  
p ro d u ctio n  of them , a n d /o r  by being  re la ted  to th em  in  a  law like 
fash ion . Psycholog ical te rm s a lso  form  a  c o h e re n t, in te rre la te d  
s truc tu re .

However, before se ttling  on th is  version  of Theory Theory, we 
need  to look a t  a n o th e r  in flu en tia l idea  of th eo re tic ity  th a t  folk 
psychological theory can  be m odelled on: th e  K uhnian  model.

3. Folk Psychological Theory a s a  Fram ework Theory

T he seco n d  view  of how  th e  body  of folk psycho log ica l 
inform ation  com pares to  scientific  theo ries , is a lso  p ro pounded  by 
developm ental p sycho log ists , su c h  a s  W ellm an (1990) a n d  C arey 
(1985). According to them , theoretic ity  is b e s t m odelled on a  largely 
K uhnian  idea of science - in  te rm s of parad igm s or, a s  W ellm an calls 
them , fram ew ork theories. More im portantly , the  d e v e lo p m e n t^ f  folk 
psycho log ical know ledge is m odelled  on  K u h n 's  id e a ^ s? le n tif ic  
revolutions, or parad igm  sh ifts (Kuhn, 1970a, 1 9 7 0 b ) . I t  is possible 
to regard  th is  m odel of theoretic ity  a s  th e  developm ental co u n te rp a rt 
to the  m ore s ta tic  m odel ju s t  d iscussed . It seem s to  be the  view th a t 
G opnik & Meltzoff, a n d  W ellm an, in  h is  la te r  w ork  co-w ritten  w ith 
Gopnik, take. I th in k  there  is a  real question  a s  to th e  ex ten t to w hich 
a  K uhnian  p ictu re  of science can  be reconciled w ith a  m ore trad itional 
accoun t, even considering  th a t  K uhn  co n ce n tra te s  on th e  dynam ic 
fea tu res of science. I canno t, however, exam ine th is  idea in  detail here. 
Instead , I sha ll sim ply regard  th e  fram ew ork theory  a s  providing an  
entirely  sep ara te  m odel of theoreticity . T his is ju stified  by b o th  Carey 
(1985) a n d  W ellm an (1990) u n d e rs ta n d in g  th e  th eo re tic ity  of folk

philosophies of I. Lakatos and L, Laudan also en ter into the picture, bu t since 
1 cannot do justice to all these influences, 1 will concentrate on the Kuhnian one.
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psychological knowledge exclusively in such  term s. Indeed, W ellman 
(1990) rejects any o ther way of draw ing the parallel betw een scientific 
theories and everyday theories (pp. 123-5). No doub t there  are some 
differences between W ellm an's and  Carey's views of theoreticity, b u t I 
shall concentrate on w hat I take to be the com m onalities.

In The Child's Theory o f  Mind, W ellm an says th a t  fram ework 
theories "define the ontology and  the basic cau sa l devices for their 
specific theo ries an d  even c o n s tra in  som e a sp e c ts  of accep ted  
methodology " (p. 125). Fram ew ork theories are m ore global in their 
scope th an  specific theories; they  are sufficiently underspecified  to 
stim ulate  research , w hilst still being powerful enough to su s ta in  an  
entire research  tradition; they direct the theo rist's  a tten tion  tow ards 
certa in  k inds of phenom ena ra th e r  th an  others; they indicate w hat 
kinds of questions it is legitim ate to ask, and  w hat coun ts as answ ers 
to th e m .36 E xam ples of p a ra d ig m s a re  P to lem aic  astro n o m y , 
C o p ern ican  a s tro n o m y , N ew ton ian  m ec h an ic s , a n d  q u a n tu m  
m echanics. There was a change of paradigm s between the first and the 
second, and the th ird  and the fourth. W ithin each of these paradigm s 
norm al science takes place. Specific theories are developed inside the 
parad igm . For exam ple , q u a n tu m  field th eo ry  a n d  q u a n tu m  
electrodynam ics are  specific theo ries of the  q u a n tu m  m echan ics 
paradigm.

W ellman focuses prim arily on 3 features of fram ework theories: 
their ontology, causal features, and  methodology. These are features of 
the body of inform ation a t the core of a paradigm  th a t regulate how 
fu ture  theories can  develop. W hen W ellman says th a t a fram ework 
theory d ictates ontology, I take it th a t he m eans th a t it s ta te s  w hat 
entities and properties form p a rt of a certain  dom ain, e ither directly, or 
by being causally  active in the production of events and  s ta te s  w ithin 
it.37 A theory, then , m u st first delim it w hat coun ts as  da ta , and  by 
reference to these, point to w h a t coun ts as e lem entary  en tities and

36in this formulation. Wellman seems to be much closer to the view of paradigms 
tha t Kuhn defended in The Structure o f Scientijic Revolutions, than  the one he 
subsequently espoused after it was pointed out to him that the notion of 'paradigms' 
was impossibly vague. According Margeret M asterman (1970), Kuhn (1970a) used 
the term in at least 21 different senses. In his (1969) postscript, he coined a new 
phrase disciplinary matrix' th a t covers the part of the sense of paradigm ' tha t 
referred to the idea of science as puzzle solving within a community in his (1970a). 
However, this seems somewhat narrower than what Wellman has in mind.
37jt cannot have anything to do with what really exists, for it has often been argued , 
tha t Kuhn is an anti-realist. Had he propounded clearly realist views about the] 
objects of science, somebody would surely have noticed.



p ro p erties . In q u a n tu m  m ec h an ic s , for exam ple, th e  e lem en ta ry  
en tities are  subatom ic  particles, and  elem entary  properties, properties 
of suba tom ic  partic les. The theory  also  dete rm ines the  way in  w hich  
these  e lem entary  en titie s or p roperties  can  in te rac t - for exam ple, by 
allowing or disallow ing action  a t a  d istance. This is w hat is referred to 
by causal fe a tu re s .  Lastly, th e re  is th e  m eth o d o lo g y  of fram ew ork  
theories. Here we are  p resen ted  w ith the  view th a t w hereas changes in 
specific theories are  "data-driven  an d  c an  be regarded a s  progressive" 
(p. 126), changes in fram ew ork th eories cannot. Specific theory change 
is governed by the  basic  com m itm en ts of the  fram ew ork theory. One 
way in w hich theories a re  com m only evaluated  is by reference to th e ir 
puzzle solving abilities. It is relatively stra igh tfo rw ard  to evaluate  the  
ex p lan a to rin ess  of specific th eo ries . B u t K uhn (1970a) c la im s th a t  
fram ew ork theo ries c an n o t be eva lua ted  in  th is  fashion. O ne can n o t 
choose one p a rad ig m  over a n o th e r  in  acco rd an ce  w ith  its  puzzle 
solving ab ilities, for no  p a rad ig m  ever solves all puzzles th a t  a re  
accepted  as reasonab le  w ith in  it, no r a re  the  puzzle solving abilities of 
d ifferen t p a rad ig m s c o m p a rab le  s in ce  th ey  often  solve d i f fe r e n t  
puzzles. W hat c o u n ts  a s  a  puzzle for one paradigm , m ight be a n o n 
puzzle for ano ther. Moving to a  N ew tonian p icture, gravity cam e to be 
seen  as  som eth ing  basic  th a t  w as n o t to be explained by som eth ing  
else in  its tu rn . Earlier, however, it w as regarded  as som eth ing  to be 
explained, and  a  m agnetic  theory  w as proposed for th is  purpose . So, 
w ith shifts in paradigm s, puzzles ap p ea r an d  d isappear. The p a rticu la r 
exam ple of the  parad igm  shift to N ew tonian theory, is a  case  w here, in 
one im portan t respect, th e  new  parad igm  does n o t have m ore puzzle- 
solving power th a n  the  old one.

K uhn , how ever, is n o t a lw ays a s  p e ss im is tic  a b o u t th e  
ra tionality  of parad igm  change, a s  W ellm an m ight lead u s  to believe. 
There ap p ea r to be five im p o rtan t fea tu res th a t  a re  generally - th a t is, 
c ro ss-p arad ig m atica lly  - regarded  a s  be ing  fea tu res  a  good theo ry  
shou ld  possess: accu racy , consistency , b road  scope, sim plicity, an d  
fru itfu lness (cf. N ew ton-Sm ith, 1981, p. 113). They play a  role bo th  in 
the  choosing a n d  the  fo rm ula tion  of parad igm s; they  co n stra in  w h a t 
the  scientific com m unity  will regard  a s  a  su itab le  paradigm . According 
to K uhn (1970a), w hen  th e re  is a  parad igm  shift, sc ien tis ts  belonging 
to the  old parad igm  a n d  sc ien tis ts  ad h erin g  to the  new  one, c an n o t 
com m unicate  b ecau se  th e  basic  concep ts have changed . O ne of the
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basic functions of a  paradigm  is to allow d iscussion  am ong sc ien tis ts . 
This is only possib le  ag a in st a  b ack g ro u n d  of ag reem ent a s  to w h a t 
kind of th ings an d  events co u n t a s  problem s for science, w h a t co u n ts  
as so lu tions, w h a t are  taken  to be basic, irreducib le phenom ena, an d  
so on. Paradigm  sh ifts  involve incom m ensu rab le  world views (Kuhn, 
1970a, p. 150) - com pletely d ifferent concep ts . Paradigm  sh ifts  a re  
provoked by a  crisis in  a  parad igm . Too m u ch  counter-evidence, too 
m any a d  hoc hypotheses, and  so on.

The idea of paradigm  shifts  is probably  w h a t h a s  a ttrac ted  m ost 
developm ental psychologists to  th e  fram ew ork theory  idea. C arey is 
p r im a rily  c o n c e rn e d  w ith  d e sc r ib in g  th e  o n to g e n e s is  of o u r  
u n d e rs ta n d in g  of b io log ical a n d  p sy ch o lo g ica l c a teg o rie s . S he  
com pares a n  earlier stage of su c h  u n d e rs tan d in g  - the  one th a t  young 
ch ild ren  have - w ith  a  la te r one, th e  one th a t  a d u lts  p o ssess , a n d  
concludes th a t  there  are  good rea so n s  to th in k  th a t  there  h a s  been  a  
conceptual change. For Carey, th e  concep tual change th a t sh e  believes 
occurs in childhood is b es t m odelled on parad igm  shifts. C hanges in 
m ere (specific) theo ry  c an  often  be re s tr ic te d  to som e co n cep tu a l 
enrichment. The co n cep tu a l ch an g e  th a t  sh e  h a s  re sea rch e d  seem s 
m uch  m ore radical. It is no t ju s t  a  m a tte r  of concepts becom ing richer, 
as frequently occurs in learning, b u t  th a t concepts change. This is best 
m odelled no t on sim ple theory change, b u t  on paradigm  shifts. '

B oth  C arey  a n d  W e h n ^ n  re jec t K u h n 's  early  fo rm u la tion  of 
pa rad ig m  sh ifts  in ternp  iy in c o m m e n su ra b le  w orld views. C arey  
prefers to th in k  in term s ofuDcal incom m ensurab ility ', a  la ter K uhnian  
approach. According to this: (Kuhn, 1982, p. 670)

The claim th a t two theories are incom m ensurable is then  the claim 

th a t there is no language, neu tra l or otherw ise, into which both 

theories, conceived as sets of sentences, can  be translated  w ithout 

residue or loss.

T his is co n sid erab ly  m ore m o d es t th a n  a  d ifferen t w orld views' 
approach . It seem s th a t  quite a  b it of com m unication  will be possible. 
The ap p ro ach  th a t  W ellm an a d o p ts  is s im ila r to th is . T here  c an  be 
so m e  co m m u n ica tio n  betw een  p ro p o n en ts  of d ifferen t p a rad ig m s. 
A lthough the  R epresen tational Theory of Belief is very different from 
the Copy Theory of Belief, for W ellm an it is c lear th a t  e lem ents rem ain.
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For exam ple , be liefs a re  in te rn a l  s ta te s  of peop le  re la te d  to 
m otivational s ta te s  and  reality in  som e fashion.

W ellm an takes, a s  far a s  1 can  see, m u ch  of w h a t I have called 
the  core of folk psychological theory  an d  co n stru es  it a s  a  fram ew ork 
theory. His figure 4.2 (p. 109) provides som e idea of w h a t he  h a s  in 
mind:

Thinking ^
- d r ea m i n g  
• r e a a o n i n g  
- l e a r n i n g  
- I magi n i ng  
- r e m e m b e r i n g

Belief

planningb i a s e s
f r a m e s

in form Leads toc o l o r s c a u s e s
A c t io n s/  I n t e n t i o n

I -decide 
W ANT -Pl""

V - I n t e n d  
- t r y
- e lm >

Cogn i t i ve  '  
Emotions

- bo r e d o m
- a u r p r l a e
- p u z z l e m e n t

Re ac t i o ns

P e r c ep t i o n
Desire

- h e a r
- t a a t e
- a m e l l

Sensat ion
- d i z z l n e a a
- n a u a a a
- pa i n

m o t i v a t e s

Basic Emotions
• l o v e  
- h a t e  
- t e a r  
- a n g e r

Physiology

- h u n g e r
- t h i r s t

1 will n o t go into fu rth e r detail w ith  W ellm an's exposition of (some of) 
the core of folk psychology. I d o n 't believe th a t  it is necessary , because  
th e re  a re  a lready  p rob lem s a t  th e  level of c h a rac te ris in g  scientific  
th eo ries . If th e  fram ew ork  th eo ry  does n o t fit well w ith  scien tific  
theories, the  fact th a t  folk psychological theory  could  be m ade to fit 
w ith th is  m odel w ouldn 't show  w h a t it w as a  theory.

K uhn 's view of science is d ispu ted . The idea of a  parad igm , for 
exam ple, is vague, even w hen reform ulated . It is extrem ely difficult to 
p in p o in t p a rad ig m s in sc ience  (N ew ton-Sm ith, 1981). T h is is no 
coincidence - it is ju s t  very h a rd  to know  exactly w h a t to co u n t a s  a 
paradigm . I, however, do no t in ten d  to criticise the  fram ew ork theory  
m odel on th is  point. Instead , I w an t to focus on the  n a tu re  of scientific
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theory qua  theoiy. The fact th a t th is issue is never properly addressed  
is, to my m ind, the  m ost se rio u s sho rtcom ing  of th is  m odel of 
theoreticity. The notion of theory seem s to be taken  for granted, and  
the model is one of particu lar kinds  of theories. There are two kinds of 
theories: specific theories, w hose theoreticity  is no t d iscussed , and  
parad igm s, w hich are quite different from w hat we would norm ally 
th in k  of a s  th eo ries ; they  a re  re se a rc h  tra d itio n s  or sh a re d  
a ssu m p tio n s  a b o u t how to solve the  puzzles of n a tu re . W ellm an 
recognises this, b u t claims that: (p. 127)

a particularly useful level of analysis for finding similarities between 

scientific and commonsense theories is tha t of framework theories. A 

level of analysis more replete with dissimilarities is the comparison of 

commonsense and scientific specific theories.

This model of theoreticity seem s to be m uch  more specific th an  th a t 
d iscussed  above. According to the trad itional model, the body of folk 
psychological in form ation  is a theory  b ecau se  it sh a re s  ce rta in  
in teresting  features with scientific theories in general. According to the 
fram ew ork theory, the body of folk psychological inform ation is a 
theory  because  it is a theory of a special kind: a fram ework theory. 
T his is a m uch stronger claim. Since all theories have to have certain  
c h a rac te ris tic s  in com m on, p a rticu la r k inds of theories m u st have 
charac teristics  over and above those th a t m ake them  part of the class 
of theories. There are  two problem s here: how could holding th is view 
possib ly  be a w eaker view of the theore tic ity  of the  body of folk 
psychological inform ation th a n  a trad itiona l one? And why would 
theory theorists w ant to hold anything so strong?

W hat m akes specific theories theories and  w hat m akes specific 
theories and  fram ew ork theories both  theories, are  never explicitly 

^  d iscussed . Therefore, 1 feel justified  in constru ing  the  theoreticity of
\  ̂  T bo th  on the model of scientific theory th a t we have d iscussed  above. If

 ̂ we a ssu m e  th is, th en  the fram ew ork theory com es ou t as  a m uch
y  stro n g er view th an  the trad itional model of theoreticity . This does

(T "^^ke W ellm an's claim  th a t the fram ework theory is a w eaker view
th a n  a trad itional p icture ra th e r  m ysterious. For if specific theories 

^ '• and  fram ework theories are both scientific theories in the above sense,
^w  > ( V a n d  folk psychological theory  is a fram ew ork theory, th en  folk

* \ , V''
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psychological theory will have in te resting  featu res in com m on with 
specific theories. This, of course, is a reason  for a theory theorist to 
reject th is model. At th is point, theory theorists should  be in terested  
sim ply in su b s ta n tia tin g  the sense  in w hich ou r folk psychological 
knowledge is knowledge of a theory, not in specifying ju s t  w hat kind of 
theoiy it is. This is, no doubt, a worthy enterprise, b u t som ething th a t 
can  be p u t off until the foundations of Theory Theory are laid down. 
T hese problem s m ay seem  ju s t  to show  th a t  my in te rp re ta tio n  of 
theory' cannot be w hat W ellman has in m ind. However, since Wellman 
h as not given us any o ther notion to work with, I canno t see how else 
to proceed.

It m ay be objected icLm efat th is point, th a t I have been unfair to 
W ellman. If we take the heritage from K uhn seriously, we can  model 
fram ework theories ne ither on folk bodies of knowledge nor scientific 
bodies of knowledge. A parad igm  co n sis ts  in a n u m b er of sh a red  
m odels, shared  ideas of w hat coun ts as problem s and solutions, and 
so on. Most of these  are  regarded  by K uhn as co n stitu tin g  tac it 
a ssu m p tio n s  m ainly d irec ted  a t the  a pp lica tion  of science to the 
phenom ena. This idea is certainly very in teresting, b u t suffers from a 
n u m b er of sho rtcom ings. Firstly, it c an n o t explain  why specific 
theories and fram ew ork theories are both  theories. Secondly, if we 
adm it th a t calling framework theories theories' is a bit of a m isnom er, 
it is infelicitous to use th is sense of theory' to su b s tan tia te  the Theory 
Theory position. Instead, we can  imagine it constitu ting  ano ther theory 

^  of folk psychology altogether. Note, in th is context, th a t no philosopher 
of science calls these bodies of inform ation theories: they are called 
paradigm s, research  program s or research  trad itions (cf. W ellman, 
1980, p. 125).38

Although I don 't th ink  th a t the fram ework theory is a good view 
of the n a tu re  of scientific theories, it is no doubt quite pertinen t when 
looking  a t sc ience  m ore b road ly . It h ig h lig h ts  w h a t sh a re d  
a ssu m p tio n s lie beh ind  the way science is practiced. B ut however 
im portan t such  fea tu res are, they are no t features th a t we need to

88rhe term 'framework theory' was coined by Wellman, himself, to capture subject 
m atters, such as behaviourism, psycho analytic theory, and so on. not the different 
specific theories within them as. for example. Skinnerian conditioned response 
theory and Kleinian theory of the depressive position. This is an interesting project, 
but it still fails. 1 think, to show what framework theories and specific theories have 
in common that make them both theories. And. to reiterate a point made frequently 
above, it is this common notion of theoreticity tha t Theory Theory should be 
concerned with at this stage.
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build  into the  n a tu re  of scientific  theo ries q u a  theories. And th is  is 
really all the theory th eo ris t shou ld  be concerned w ith a t th is  stage. All 
th a t  needs to be defended  is th a t  th e  body of folk psychological 
inform ation is a  theory, no t w hatever o th er fea tu res  it m ay possess in 
addition, m aking it m ore like som e form of theory ra th e r  th a n  ano ther. 
Therefore, I propose to reject the  fram ew ork view of theoreticity.

4. Other A spects o f  Folk Psychological Theory

A lthough  we sh o u ld  re jec t W ellm an 's th eo ry  a s  a  m odel of 
theo re tic ity  for folk psychology, it is w orth  po in ting  o u t th a t  folk 
psychology h a s  a t  le a s t  one in te re s tin g  fea tu re  in  com m on w ith  
fram ework theories understood  a s  paradigm s. It does no t ap p ea r to be 
a  theory th a t one accep ts or d isca rd s  ̂ afTaccording to how  well it fits 
the  evidence. It seem s m u ch  m ore like a  world view. In the  general ru n  
of th ings, it is n o t really te s ted  or questioned . It fram es th e  way we 
conceive of ourselves a n d  o th ers . We d o n 't q u estio n  the  core of the  
theory  if ex p lan a tio n s or p red ic tions go w rong, b u t  we m ay correct 
generalisa tions - for exam ple by add ing  m ore ceteris paribus  c lauses, 
or add  new hypo theses. We have g rea t difficulties accep ting  a  view of 
ourselves th a t excludes u s  having  psychological s ta te s  roughly a s  we 
conceive of th em  now. T he h e a te d  d e b a te  a b o u t w h e th e r  folk 
psychology can  form the  b asis  of scientific psychology, is a n  exam ple 
of how difficult it is to re lin q u ish  th is  way of conceiving of ourselves. 
A lternatives to folk psychological theory (C hurchland, 1979 an d  Stich, 
1983) are  h a rd  to u n d e rs ta n d , an d  even h a rd e r  to accept. How, for 
exam ple, are  we to redescribe  action  in term s o ther th a n  those  of folk 
psychology or som e very sim ilar ones? It is, p e rhaps, no t insignificant 
th a t o ther d isciplines concerned  w ith  h u m a n  behaviour, like decision 
theory, psycho analy tic  theory, a n d  various philosophical theo ries of 
m ind  a n d  a c tio n , a re  e la b o ra tio n s  of th e  b a s ic  id ea s  of folk 
psychological theory. They all w ork w ith rep re sen ta tio n a l s ta te s  th a t  
s ta n d  in cau sa l re la tions to each  o th er in a  way th a t  is connected  to 
th e ir  sem an tic  c o n te n ts . However, w h ereas  th e se  fe a tu re s  of folk 
psychology are  im portan t, they a re  not, I have argued, to be regarded 
a s  constitu tive  of the  theo re tic ity  of the  b o d y ~ 5 f^ fo rm a tio n  th a t  is
causally  efficacious its production . ,

: \A
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5. Conclusion

In th is  chap ter, I have exam ined two m ore su b s ta n tia l views of 
the  theoreticity  of folk psychology. They bo th  m odel th e  theoreticity  of 
th e  body of folk psycholog ical in fo rm ation  on th e  th eo re tic ity  of 
scientific  th eo ries . 1 have c o n c e n tra te d  on  th e  s ta tic  fe a tu re s  of 
sc ien tific  th e o rie s  w here  possib le , s in ce  we a re  co n ce rn ed  w ith  
Synchronic Theory Theory prim arily . The aim  h a s  b een  to discover 
w hat is p lausib ly  seen  as m aking scientific theories theories, no t w hat 
m akes them  sc ien tific  theories. It is accep ted  th a t, a s  well a s  there  
being a n u m b er of sim ilarities betw een the  body of folk psychological 
in fo rm ation  a n d  sc ien tific  th eo ries , th e re  a re  a lso  a  n u m b e r  of 
dissim ilarities. This, however, n e ither d e trac ts  from the  theoreticity  of 
the  body of folk psychological in fo rm ation , n o r does it m ake  the  
modelling uninform ative.

A ccording to w ha t 1 call T rad itional Theory Theoiy , a  body of 
inform ation is a  theory if it is lawlike, posits a b s tra c t en tities, and  so 
on. 1 argued  th a t  a  n u m b er of these  c o n s tra in ts  a re  far too s tr ic t to 
describe scientific theories a t large. 1 therefore proposed a  considerably 
more m odest list of features. According to it, a  body of inform ation is a 
theoiy  if it consists  of a n u m b er of lawlike generalisa tions th a t con ta in  
term s th a t refer to en tities an d  p roperties th a t  explain  som e data , for 
exam ple by being causally  efficacious in the  production  of them , or by 
being re la ted  to them  in som e lawlike fashion, an d  th e  term s form a 
coheren t, in te rre la ted  s tru c tu re . We also saw  th a t  it provides a  good 
model for the  theoreticity  of the  body of folk psychological inform ation.

T he o th e r  c o n te n d er, 1 d u b b ed  F ram ew ork  T heory  Theory. 
According to it, the  body of folk psychological inform ation  is a theory 
because  it is sim ilar to a  paradigm , in the  sense  of being sim ilar to a 
research  trad ition  in  science, ra th e r  th a n  a  specific theoiy . 1 go on to 
suggest th a t we reject the  Fram ew ork T heoiy  T heoiy  because  it seem s 
to bu ild  too m u ch  in to  the  theo re tic ity  of folk psychology. It is a n  
u n n e c e ssa ry  s tro n g  cla im  to em b race  in  any  fo u n d a tio n a l w ork. 
C onsequently , we sh o u ld  em brace  th e  m odified trad itio n a l Theory 
Theory p icture. It provides a  good theory of the  theoreticity  of scientific 
theories, an d  it fits well w ith the  body of folk psychological inform ation
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as we know  it. A consequence  of th is  is, th a t  S tich  & Nichols' m u ch  
m ore encom passing  view of folk psychological theo ry  will no longer 
coun t as a Theory Theory. It is a  d istinctive an d  in te resting  theory, b u t 
I th in k  th a t th e  body of folk psychological inform ation  sh o u ld  n o t be 
regarded a s  a  theory  on th a t  basis , for the  reaso n s argued  in  ch ap te r 
2. In stead , we m ight call S tich  & Nichols' theory  of folk psychology 
Inform ation Theory'. As su c h  it is an o th e r theory  of folk psychology, 

com peting bo th  w ith Theory Theory an d  S im ulation  Theory.
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Chapter 4

n

In the cognitive scientific as well as the philosophical community, the m ost popular 

account of people's understanding  of m ental-state language is the "theory of mind" 

theory, according to which naive speakers, even children, have a theory of m ental 

sta tes and understand  mental words solely in term s of tha t theory. The m ost precise 

statem ent of this position is the philosophical doctrine of functionalism, which states 

th a t the crucial or defining feature of any type of m ental state consists of its causal 

relations to (1) environm ental or proximal inputs, (2) other types of m ental states, 

and (3) behavioral outputs. (Goldman, 1993, p. 351)

The core of the functionalist strategy is the assum ption th a t explanation of action or 

m ental sta te  through m ention of beliefs, desires, em otions, etc. is causal. The 

approach is resolutely third personal. The Cartesian introspectionist error - the idea 

th a t from some direct confrontation with psychological item s in our own case we 

leam  their nature - is repudiated. (Heal, 1986, p. 45)
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The m ain  top ics of th is  c h a p te r  a re  se lf-a ttrib u tio n  and  self- 
knowledge. As ind ica ted  in  th e  in tro d u c to ry  quo tations, it is 
often a ssu m e d  th a t  Theory T heo iy  is a  fu n c tio n a lis t theory  
and  therefore com m itted to som e functionalist accoun t of self

a t t r ib u t io n  a n d  se lf-know ledge  (Heal, 1986; G o ldm an , 1993). 
F u n c tio n a lism  is so m e tim es a s su m e d  to ho ld  th a t  th e re  is no 
difference in  how  we m ak e  a tt r ib u t io n s  to se lf  a n d  o th e rs  and , 
consequently , th a t  we do n o t have any  d istinc tive  knowledge of o u r 
own psychological s ta te s . I therefore  need  to a d d re ss  the  question  of 
w hether Theory Theoiy  is a  fun c tio n a lis t theory  also. C onsequently , I 
shall be concerned w ith  th ree  issues. Firstly, 1 sha ll exam ine the  claim  
th a t Theory Theoiy is a  functionalis t theoiy , secondly, I shall consider 
w ha t com m itm ents T heoiy  T heoiy  h a s  concern ing  how  we a ttr ib u te  
psychological s ta te s  to ourselves, an d  th irdly , w h e th er Theory Theory 
allow s u s  to have som e so r t of d is tin c tiv e  know ledge of o u r own 
psychological s ta te s . T his is th e  general s tru c tu re  of the  chap ter, b u t 
to do the  issu es ju stice , I m u s t proceed in  several steps.

T here are  m any  k in d s of functionalism . Here I sha ll consider 
only m etaphysica l an d  sem an tic  functionalism  of th e  com m on sense  
variety, since th is  is th e  form of functionalism  th a t  Theory Theory is 
e q u a te d  w ith . I sh a ll a rg u e  th a t  T heory  T heory  is n o t itse lf  a 
fu n c tio n a lis t theory , a lb e it com patib le  w ith  e ith e r  form  d iscu ssed . 
However, even a ssu m in g  th a t  Heal is righ t th a t  functionalist accoun ts 
of se lf-a ttrib u tio n  a re  reso lu te ly  th ird  p e rso n al, it is no t c lear th a t  
sim ply rejecting th a t  Theory Theory is n o t a  func tiona list theory  will 
do. For Theory T heory  cou ld  still be  com m itted  to som e k ind  of 
sym m etric acco u n t of psychological a ttr ib u tio n  - th a t  is, a n  accoun t 
according  to w hich  a ttr ib u tio n s  to se lf a n d  o th ers  a re  b ased  on the  
sam e evidence or g ro u n d s. An im p o rta n t co n seq u en ce  of su c h  an  
accoun t, is th a t  it n a tu ra lly  leads to a  rejection  of the  idea th a t  we 
have distinctive kind  of knowledge of o u r own m inds. As Theory Theory 
h as  been presen ted  so far, it w ould ap p ea r to be a  sym m etric account.

E m bark ing  on th e  is su e  of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n , I sha ll beg in  by 
posing a  certa in  dilem m a. N either sym m etric theories of psychological
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a ttribu tion , n o r asym m etric  ones ap p ea r to acco u n t sa tisfactorily  for 
se lf-a ttribu tion . The form er is deeply prob lem atic , a s  we a p p e a r to 
have different g rounds for first an d  th ird  person  a ttribu tion . The la tte r 
is difficult b e ca u se  a n  asym m etric  a cc o u n t n a tu ra lly  gives rise  to 
solipsism . If o u r g rounds for psychological a ttrib u tio n  a re  so different, 
how  do we know  th a t  we are  a ttr ib u tin g  the  sam e s ta te s  in  the  two 
cases?  1 take  it th a t  any  reaso n ab le  acco u n t of se lf-a ttribu tion  m u s t 
satisfactorily  navigate  betw een th ese  two extrem es; includ ing  T heoiy 
Theory. So T heoiy  Theory can n o t sim ply be com m itted to a  sym m etric 
acco u n t of psychological a ttr ib u tio n  - indeed  it is h a rd  to see how  
functionalism  c an  be. I will m ake  it c lea r la ter, j u s t  how  su c h  a n  
accoun t co n stra in s the  accoun t one can  give of self-knowledge.

I th en  move on to consider som e a rg u m en ts  to the  effect th a t we 
don 't have the  kind of self-knowledge th a t  we generally take  ourselves 
to have of o u r conscious psychological s ta te s . T hese are  tak en  from 
developm ental an d  experim ental psychology. They concern  o u r d irect 
access to the  in ten tionality  or rep resen ta tiona lity  of o u r psychological 
s ta te s  and  ou r reasons. I conclude th a t these  a rg u m en ts  indicate  th a t 
we have less self-knowledge th an  we th in k  we do.

1 th en  tu rn  to Theory T heoiy 's com m itm ents on th ese  issues. I 
p resen t a m yth  of the  on togenesis of se lf-a ttribu tion  to ou tline  these  
com m itm ents. Theory Theoiy m u s t place its accoun t of se lf-a ttribu tion  
som ew here betw een  sym m etric  an d  asym m etric  a cc o u n ts . W hat 1 
p resen t, is a  version of how th is  occu rs in developm ental term s. The 
idea, though, can  be extended to apply to a  Synchronic Theory Theory. 
Once we have seen  th is , we c an  move on  to self-know ledge to see 
w h e th er su c h  a n  a c c o u n t of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n  allow s u s  to have a 
d istinctive k ind  of knowledge of o u r own psychological s ta te s  th a t  we 
do n 't have of th o se  of o thers . We will see th a t  functionalism  is no t 
c o m m itted  to  a t t r ib u t io n a l  sy m m etry , a n d  will c o n s id e r  two 
fu n c tio n a lis t  a c c o u n ts  of se lf-know ledge. I sh a ll a lso  c o n s id e r  
C h ris to p h er Peacocke's a cc o u n t of self-know ledge. We will discover 
th a t prevalent acco u n ts  of self-knowledge, far from being d issim ilar to 
th a t of the Theory Theory, a re  e ither fully or nearly  com patib le w ith it. 
This is n o t su rp ris in g , if any  sa tis fac to iy  acco u n t of self-know ledge 
canno t ascribe to e ither a  full-blown sym m etric or asym m etric  accoun t 
of psychological a ttr ib u tio n . Allowing som e sym m etiy  betw een first 
person and  th ird  person  a ttrib u tio n s, does no t com m it one to denying
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th a t we have distinctive knowledge of ou r own m inds. I conclude th a t 
Theory Theory advocates a  view of se lf-a ttribu tion  th a t  allows it to be 
b ased  on g rounds d ifferent from  those  of a ttr ib u tio n  to o thers , an d  
th a t we are en titled  to knowledge of o u r own psychological s ta te s  in a 
way th a t we, are  no t w ith  resp ec t to those of o thers. I do not, however, 
go into details w ith th is  en titlem ent.

1. Functionalism

The two m ain  v a rie tie s  of fu n c tio n a lism  a re  com m on sen se  
functionalism  - or a  priori functionalism  - an d  em pirical functionalism  
- or psychofunctionalism  (cf. Block, 1980). Theory Theory is norm ally 
only connected  w ith  th e  form er. The b e s t know n p ro p o n en t of th is  
p o sitio n  is David Lewis (Lewis, 1966, 1972). A ccording  to h im , 
psychological s ta te s  are  defined by the  cau sa l roles th a t  they  occupy 
(cf. th e  R am sey-C arnap-L ew is theo ry  of the  m ean ing  of th eo re tica l 
term s). The cau sa l role of a  psychological s ta te  is its p a tte rn  of typical 
cau se s  an d  effects. C au sa l ro les are  also know n a s  functional roles. 
TYpical c a u s£s^j3T^DSychnIo,gicaL^at£S a re  s ta te s  or ev en ts  of the  
environm ent, o ther psychological s ta te s , and  b ehav iour. Typical effects 
a re  b eh av io u r a n d  o th e r  psycholog ical s ta te s . Folk psychological 
theory tells u s  ju s t  w ha t cau sa l roles the different psychological s ta te s  
occupy. W hereas for Lewis, a  functional s ta te  is the  o c cu p a n t of a 
functional role, o th e r fu n c tio n a lis ts , for exam ple P u tn a m  (1975b), 
prefer to view functional s ta te s  a s  functional ro le-sta tes. N evertheless, 
the  essence of the  claim  is the  sam e: psychological s ta te s  are  identified 
in term s of functional roles. O ne way of describ ing functionalism  is to 
say  th a t  accord ing  to it, psychological s ta te s  a re  fu n c tio n a l s ta te s  
picked o u t by som e psychological theory. The version of functionalism  
th a t  we will be c o n c e rn e d  w ith  say s  th a t  th is  th eo ry  is folk 
psychological theory.

Theory Theory h a s  been  a ssu m ed  to be com m itted to two form s 
of com m on se n se  fu n c tio n a lism ; m etap h y sica l fu n c tio n a lism  a n d  
sem an tic  functionalism . M etaphysical functionalism  is th e  position  
th a t w hat it is to be a  psychological s ta te  is to be a  p a rticu la r kind of 
functional s ta te . Sem antic  functionalism  is the idea th a t  th e  m eaning  
of m en tal s ta te  term s is defined according to the  role su c h  term s play
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in  th e  theo ry  in w hich  they  figure. I sh a ll d isc u ss  each  position  
separately, beginning w ith sem antic  functionalism .

2. Sem antic Functionalism  and  Theonj Theory

Sem antic  functionalism  is a  theory ab o u t the  m eaning  of term s, 
m ore specifically , th e  m ean in g  of psychological te rm s. T hese  a re  
tre a te d  a s  th e o re tic a l te rm s . H ence, com m on  se n se  se m a n tic  
fu n c tio n a lism  c an  be reg ard ed  a s  a  th eo ry  a b o u t th e  m ean in g  of 
theo re tica l te rm s. We have a lready  b een  in tro d u ced  to th is  idea  in  
c h a p te r  3 - th e  R am sey-C arnap-L ew is th eo ry  of th e  m ean in g  of 
theo re tical te rm s. We w rite the  re levan t theory  T in  a  sen tence: the  
p o s tu la te  of T. We rep lace  all th eo re tica l te rm s t's w ith  u n b o u n d  
variables xi...Xn, and , b ind ing  th em  w ith a n  ex isten tia l quan tifier, we 
get the  Ram sey sen tence of T.

3(x) T(x)

At th is  point, Lewis (1972) in troduces the  notion  of a modified Ram sey 
sen tence  to get a  un ique  rea lisa tion  of T. G etting a  un ique  rea lisation  
of T  allows Lewis to identify functional s ta te s  in term s of the  occupan ts 
of c a u sa l roles, as opposed to a  P u tn am ian  functionalism  w here the  
fu n c tio n a l ro les w ould be iden tified  in te rm s of th e  c a u sa l ro les 
them selves. In troducing  the  no tion  of a  C am ap  sen tence  allows u s  to 
derive a  m eaning  postu la te  from  T. I will no t go into detail w ith  these  
technicalities. It is sufficient for o u r p u rp o ses  to see th a t  we end  up  
w ith the  following m eaning postu late:

t = the  X  T(x)

In th is  sentence, theoretical te rm s are defined by the  rela tion  th a t they 
b e a r to each  o th er an d  to o th e r te rm s fea tu ring  in the  theory. Let u s  
see how th is w ould w ork w ith  folk psychological term s. For sim plicity, 
let u s  regard  th e  following s ta te m e n t a s  all the  sen ten ces of ou r folk 
psychological theory th a t involve 'belief:
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Beliefs are typically caused by perceptions and other beliefs, typically 

cause other beliefs, and, combined with desires, cause intention and 

action.

Reformulating, for ease and  precision, 'beliefs' as 'in stances of belief, 
and m aking the operations on th is  sen tence th a t Lewis suggests, we 
end up with the following m eaning postulate:

Belief =<jf the x, (instances of x , are caused by s ta tes  of the 

environm ent and other instances of Xj. and instances of x, cause 
other instances of Xj, and combined with X2. instances of Xj cause 

instances of Xj and certain characteristic behaviours)

Notice, th a t in order to define ou r theoretical term s in term s of o ther 
term s, we have replaced s ta te s  of perception with the environm ental 
s ta te s  th a t are assum ed  to cau se  the perceptions, and  we ta lk  of 
characteristic  behaviours instead  of actions. It need not be done quite 
th is  way. It is, perhaps, m ore p lausib le  to keep perception  in the 
sentence, and wait for s ta te s  of the environm ent to be related to this 
definition by ways of the role th a t they play in defining perception.

We can now ask  w hether Theory Theory is com m itted to giving 
such  an  account of the m eaning of folk psychological term s. As 1 have 
defined Theory Theory, it is certainly com m itted to such  term s being 
theoretical term s. It is not, however, com m itted to any p a rticu la r 
accoun t of the m eaning of theoretical term s. Instead  of a Ramsey- 
Carnap-Lewis view, theory theo rists  can  em brace the K ripke-Putnam  
view of the m eaning of theoretical term s d iscussed  in ch ap te r 3. So, 
instead  of understanding  the m eaning of term s in term s of definitions, 
one unders tands such  m eaning prim arily in term s of causal links with 
the environm ent (Kripke, 1980; Putnam , 1973 & 1975a). As long as 
there  are  o ther sa tisfac to ry  acco u n ts  of theore tical term s, theory 
theorists need not be sem antic functionalists. Sem antic functionalists 
need no t be - a lth o u g h  they  frequen tly  are  - theory  theorists.*" 
Psychological te rm s cou ld  be defined  in te rm s of a body of 
psychological knowledge th a t we all possess, b u t th a t is not w hat is 
causally  efficacious in ou r folk psychological a ttrib u tio n s . In o ther 
words, the definitions could be given in term s of an  external account of 
folk psychology. Only w hen  th is  is done in term s of an  in te rn a l
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acco u n t, does th e  a c c o u n t c o u n t a s  a  T heory  Theory. T herefore, 
sem antic  functionalism  and  Theory Theory are  separa te  positions.

3. M etaphysical Functionalism  a n d  Theonj Theonj

M etaphysica l fu n c tio n a lism  is m e tap h y s ic a l b e c a u se  it is a  
thes is  ab o u t the  n a tu re  of psychological s ta te s . M etaphysical com m on 
sen se  functionalism  ho lds th a t  th e  n a tu re  of psychological s ta te s  is 
given by th e ir  c au sa l roles a s  specified by folk psychological theory. 
T his connec ts closely to sem an tic  functionalism . A lthough it is n o t 
n e c e ssa ry  to be  a  se m a n tic  fu n c tio n a lis t  to be a  m e tap h y s ic a l 
functionalist - one can  su p p o se  th a t  it is going to tu rn  o u t to be an  
em pirical tm th  th a t  psychological s ta te s  a re  how  folk psychological 
theo ry  says th ey  a re  r a th e r  th a n  it be ing  an a ly tic  (see below) - 
m etaphysica l com m on sen se  fu n c tio n a lis ts  h a p p en  to be sem an tic  
functionalists also.

A cco rd ing  to  Lewis (1972), th e  t r u th  of m e ta p h y s ic a l  
functionalism  derives from the  t ru th  of sem an tic  functionalism . This 
h a s  the  consequence  th a t if th e re  a re  psychological s ta te s , they  m u s t 
be a s  the theory says th a t they are. T h at is, th e  n a tu re  of psychological 
s ta te s  is given a  priori by the  theory  in w hich term s referring to them  
figure. T here is no possib le  w orld in  w hich  we have psychological 
s ta te s , and  folk psychological theory  is n o t largely tru e  of u s. E ither 
folk psychological theory  is largely true , or no one h a s  psychological 
s ta te s  (Lewis, 1972, p. 213). S ince w h a t we m ean  by pain , say, is the  
s ta te  th a t plays the  cau sa l role specified by folk psychological theory, 
for any th ing  to be pain  it h a s  to occupy th is  cau sa l role, or very nearly  
occupy it. It h a s  to be th e  s ta te  th a t  is typically  c au se d  by bodily 
injury, th a t cau ses  wincing, crying, an d  so on.

A lthough  T heory  T heory  a n d  m e tap h y s ic a l com m on se n se  
functionalism  a re  connected , they  do n o t en ta il each  o ther. Theory 
Theory is quite  a  strong  em pirical hypo thesis  ab o u t w h a t is causally  
efficacious in o u r  folk psychological a ttr ib u tio n s . As I s tre sse d  ju s t  
above, it is an  internal a ccoun t of folk psychology. It is possible to be a  
m etaphysical functionalist on the  b as is  of an  external accoun t of folk 
psychology. Lewis (1994) seem s to operate  w ith su ch  a view. He th inks 
th a t  the  p rinc ip les of folk psychology th a t  a re  ex p lan a to ry  of o u r
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psychological a ttr ib u tio n s  do n o t sim ply boil down to the  p la titu d es  
th a t he h as  argued  are  definitive of the  m eaning of psychological term s 
(1972). Knowledge of th ese  p rincip les is tac it (1994, p. 416). W hat is 
particu larly  in te res ting  for u s, is th a t  it allows th a t  one can  be bo th  a 
m etaphysical com m on sense  fu n c tio n a lis t an d  a  sim u la tio n is t a t the  
sam e time. It w ould be a n  uno rthodox  position, b u t  n o t u n ten ab le  as 
long as one's functionalism  plays the  role of a n  ex ternal accoun t of folk 
psychology, a n d  one 's s im u la tion ism  rep re se n ts  a n  in te rn a l a cco u n t 
thereof. M etaphysical com m on sen se  functionalism  i ts e lf  is n e u tra l  
w ith  re sp ec t to  w h e th e r  folk psycholog ical th eo ry  c o n s titu te s  an  
in ternal or a n  ex ternal accoun t of folk psychology. Since Theory Theory 
is a n  in te rn a l a c c o u n t of folk psychology, we c a n  conclude  th a t  
m etaphysica l com m on sen se  fu n c tio n a lism  does n o t en ta il Theory 
Theory.

M etaphysical com m on se n se  fu n c tio n a lism  is n o t im plied by 
Theory Theory. T heory  Theory is a theo ry  ab o u t th e  m echanism (s) 
underlying o u r folk psychological practice. It is a  theory of o u r beliefs 
ab o u t psychological s ta te s , n o t of th e  un d erly in g  n a tu re  of th e se  
sta tes. More precisely, a s  a  theory theorist, one is no t com m itted to the 
view th a t  e ith e r folk psychological theory  is largely true , or we do n 't 
have psychological s ta te s . A theory  th eo ris t is free to hold bo th  th a t  
folk psychological theo ry  is false a n d  th a t  there  a re  su c h  th ings as 
psychological s ta te s . W hat a fu tu re  psychology says o u r psychological 
s ta te s  are  like m ight be quite different from w h at folk psychology says 
they are, b u t th is  does no t a lte r the  fact th a t  both  theories refer to the 
sam e thing. Only, the  form er is tr*ue of these  th ings, w hereas the  la tte r 
is false. On th e  o th e r h an d , if one is a  sem an tic  functionalist, one is 
com m itted to the  view th a t  if folk psychological theory is su b stan tia lly  
false, we d o n 't have any  psychological s ta te s . O ne can  be a  theory  
theo rist w ithou t being a  com m on sense  m etaphysical functionalist and  
vice verscL

4. Functionalism, Self- Attribution  & Self-Knowledge

Above we have seen  th a t  Theory Theory is n o t com m itted  to 
e ither sem an tic  o r m etaphysica l functionalism . This m ean s th a t  one 
canno t u se  the  com m itm ent of Theory Theory to any of these  theories.
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to a rg u e  th a t  it is com m itted  to a fu n c tio n a lis t  th eo ry  of self- 
knowledge. For exam ple, G oldm an (1993) identifies Theory Theory w ith 
sem antic  functionalism  and  th e n  goes on to criticise th is  position  on 
the  b asis  th a t  it does n o t provide a  sa tisfac to ry  a cc o u n t of how  we 
a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to o u r s e l v e s . He a d d re sse s  th ree  
different fonns of functionalism , only one of w hich seem s to be w h a t 
Heal calls a  reso lu te ly  th ird  p e rso n al accoun t. However, a s  we have 
seen , th is  line of c ritic ism  d o e sn 't  to u ch  T heory Theory. In fact, 
G oldm an s' c ritic ism  relies on  a  flawed a c c o u n t of c a teg o risa tio n  
(Cam pbell & B ickhard , 1993), a n d  fu n c tio n a lis t th eo rie s  of self- 
knowledge, them selves, do n o t ap p ea r to be seriously  to u ch ed  by it 
(Loar, 1993). We shall d iscu ss  som e su ch  accoun ts in  section  8.

By highlighting the  th ird  person  app roach  th a t  sh e  tak es  to be 
in h e re n t in Theory Theory, H eal (1986) p o in ts  to w ard s a  fu r th e r  
c o n seq u e n ce  of h o ld in g  a  sy m m etric  a c c o u n t of p sycho log ica l 
a ttribu tion . If ou r se lf-a ttribu tions are  based  on the  sam e g rounds as 
ou r a ttrib u tio n s to o thers, how can  the  knowledge th a t we have of ou r 
own psychological s ta te s  be any  different from th a t  w hich we have of 
o th e rs ' p sychological s ta te s ?  So th e  is su e  of se lf-know ledge is 
in tim a te ly  co n n ec ted  to th a t  of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n . T he is su e  now  
becom es: even if we have rejected  the  idea th a t  Theory Theory is a 
functionalist theory, there  m ay still be e lem ents in the  Theory Theory 
th a t  a re  su c h  th a t  it c a n  only licence a  sym m etric  a c c o u n t of 
psychological a ttribu tion . This idea would ap p ear to be functionalist in 
sp irit, a lth o u g h  am o u n tin g  to n e ith e r  m etap h y sica l n o r sem an tic  
com m on sense  functionalism .

O ur psychological a ttr ib u tio n s  to o thers seem  to be based  on an  
inference from  the  observab le  c a u se s  a n d  effects of psychological 
s ta te s . We perceive th a t people say  or do certa in  th ings, th a t  they  are 
p laced  in  su c h -a n d -s u c h  a n  e n v iro n m en t u n d e r  su c h -a n d -s u c h  
c ircu m stan ces , an d  having  a sce rta in ed  th is  we c an  apply  o u r folk 
psychological theory to generate  psychological a ttrib u tio n s. One m ight

p. 370, Goldman says th a t "commitment to a TT (Theoty Theoty, ed.| approach 
does not necessarily imply com m itm ent to RF [Representational Functionalism , ed.j 
in the  m ental dom ain; nor would evidential corroboration of a TT approach  
necessarily corroborate RF." This seem s to indicate th a t he is aware of the difference 
between Theory Theory and  functionalism . Nevertheless, his whole paper revolves 
around rejecting RF such as to throw the viability of Theory Theory into doubt. RF is 
a variation of sem antic functionalism. In order to stress the way in which a  "cognizer 
... represen ts m ental words" (p. 352), ra th e r than  knowledge of the m eaning of 
psychological terms, Goldman uses the term RF’.
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rec as t th is  in fun c tio n a lis t te rm s. The c au sa l roles of psychological 
s ta te s  play a  c ruc ia l role in u s  being  able to a ttr ib u te  su c h  s ta te s . 
T here  a re  two p a r ts  to th is . F irs t, th e re  is th e  id ea  th a t  o u r  
psycho log ical a ttr ib u tio n s  to o th e rs  a re  b a sed  on som e k ind  of 
inference th a t  takes a s  its s ta rtin g  po in t observable cau ses  an d  effects 
of these  s ta te s , su c h  as  behav iou r an d  env ironm ental factors. Among 
all b u t  W ittgenste in ians, th is  is fairly uncon troversia l. Second com es 
the  idea th a t  we need to deploy a  theory  in  o u r in feren tial reason ing  
from w hat we can  observe to th e  psychological s ta te s  them selves. This 
is controversial, and  quite  specific to the  Theory Theory.

The w orry, th en , is th a t  T heory T heory  is com m itted  to a n  
accoun t, in w hich all o u r  psychological a ttr ib u tio n s  are  b ased  on  the 
observable cau ses  and  effects of psychological s ta tes . S uch  a n  accoun t 
seem s th ird  p ersonal in  n a tu re , a s  Heal po in ted  ou t. However, a s  I 
p re se n te d  T heory  T heory  in  c h a p te r  1, it is a  th eo ry  a b o u t folk 
psychology defined as o u r p ractice  of a ttr ib u tin g  psychological s ta te s  
to  e v e r y b o d y ,  in c lu d in g  o u rse lv es. T h is m ea n s  th a t  we c a n n o t 
u n d e rs ta n d  T heory T heory  sim ply  a s  a n  a cc o u n t of th ird  p e rso n  
a tt r ib u t io n , s e lf -a ttr ib u tio n  b e in g  a n  en tire ly  s e p a ra te  m a tte r . 
Therefore, Theory Theory ap p ea rs  com m itted  to a  sym m etric  accoun t 
of folk psychological a ttr ib u tio n . B u t if we accep t th is , th e n  we also 
seem  forced to accep t th a t  we c an n o t claim  to have any  d istinctive  
know ledge of o u r own psychological s ta te s  a s  opposed to th o se  of 
o thers. For how could we possibly ju stify  su c h  a  claim  if we base  ou r 
a ttrib u tio n s on d a ta  of the  sam e sort?

I c a n n o t an sw er th is  q u es tio n  yet. We m u s t firs t a d d re ss  a  
n u m b er of o th er issues. F irst of all, I w an t to p resen t a  d ilem m a for 
theo ries ab o u t se lf-a ttrib u tio n  an d  self-know ledge. T his show s ju s t  
how  su c h  theories m u s t be fram ed. Then, in section  6, I will tu rn  to 
a rg u m en ts  to the  effect th a t  we have m uch  less self-knowledge th a n  is 
norm ally assum ed . The ex ten t of o u r self-knowledge is a  crucial d a tu m  
we need  in o rder to theo rise  a b o u t it. A sa tisfac to ry  acco u n t of self- 
know ledge m u s t exp lain  j u s t  w hy o u r  self-know ledge is so lim ited. 
O nce 1 have d iscu ssed  these  issu es , I can  re tu rn  to d isc u ss  Theory 
Theory 's com m itm ents concern ing  se lf-a ttribu tion  an d  self-knowledge 
(section 7 & 8).
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5. The Dilemma

We have  se e n  th a t  e m b ra c in g  a  sy m m etric  a c c o u n t of 
psychological a ttrib u tio n  h as  the  consequence th a t  we do no t have any 
d istinc tive  know ledge of o u r own m inds. However, em bracing  an  
asym m etric view also h a s  certa in  im p o rtan t consequences. It leads to 
so lipsism . As su c h  one m igh t w onder w h e th e r  we c an  have self- 
know ledge  if o u r concep ts them selves a re  first-persona l in n a tu re . I 
shall leave th is  question  open an d  concen tra te  on solipsism . B ut let u s 
first look a t the  problem s facing a  sym m etric account.

O ne of th e  b e s t know n sym m etric  a c c o u n ts  of psychological 
a ttribu tion  is behaviourism  (Ryle, 1949). To be in  a  psychological sta te , 
is to be d isposed  to ac t in a  p a rtic u la r  way. Psychological s ta te s  are  
d ispositions to act. However, the  way in w hich psychological s ta te s  are 
a ttr ib u te d  is on the  b as is  of behav iou r. Psychological a ttr ib u tio n  is 
sym m etric, a lthough  being placed a s  close to ourselves a s  we are, we 
gain a  certa in  expertise  in se lf-a ttrib u tin g  s ta te s , th a t  we don 't have 
w ith resp ec t of o t h e r s . T h i s  m igh t give rise  to the  illusion  th a t we 
know ourselves in a  way th a t we don 't know  o thers. The problem  with 
th is  view and  all sym m etric  views of se lf-a ttr ib u tio n  is th a t  it ju s t  
seem s self-evident th a t  in som e cases, a t  th e  very least, we do self
a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  on a  b asis  on w hich we can n o t a ttrib u te  
psychological s ta te s  to o thers. W hen, for exam ple, I am  sitting  quietly 
a t m y desk  w ith my eyes closed m using  a b o u t my sum m er holiday, I 
have no behaviour to go on. Even w hen I am  no t m oving or perceiving, 
I can  a ttrib u te  tho u g h ts  to myself.

It seem s th a t  we are  p laced  qu ite  differently  w ith  resp ec t to 
o thers th a n  w ith resp ec t to ourselves. It is_npt sim ply th a t  I am  the 
o ccu p an t of my body. It is also  th e  case  th a t  I am  capable  of being 
aw are of m y sen sa tio n s , feelings, an d  th o u g h ts  in a  way very different 
from th a t in w hich 1 can  becom e aw are of the  sensa tions, feelings, and  
thou g h ts  of o thers. I feel my own m ovem ents while 1 m ake them . I am  
im m ediately aw are of w hat I see, hear, sm ell, an d  taste . With respect of

^^Ryle says th a t one can listen in on one's own silent soliloquies (p. 162), bu t the 
difference in the kind of knowledge th a t we have of ourselves and th a t we have of 
others, is still a difference "of degree, not of kind. The superiority of the speaker's 
knowledge of what he is doing over th a t of the listener does not indicate tha t he has 
Privileged Access to facts of a type inevitably inaccessible to the listener, bu t only 
tha t he is in a very good position to know w hat the listener is often in a very poor 
position to know. " (p. 171).
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others, I have to check  th a t they are located in the  right position, th a t 
the ir eyes a re  open, th e ir noses unblocked, the ir h a n d  s tre tch ed  out, 
etc. More poignantly, w hen o thers are  in pain , 1 do no t feel the ir pain  
a lthough  I m ay sym path ise , or even em path ise , w ith them . W hen I am  
in pain, 1 ju s t  know  th a t  1 am  in pain . In m ost cases, 1 also know  ju s t  
w h a t beliefs, desires , hopes, fears, a n d  so on, 1 have. I need  n o t 
observe my env ironm en t o r m y behaviour. I m ay need  to reflect on 
th e  m a tte r  if, for exam ple, I am  ask ed  w h e th e r I believe th a t  it is 
p o ssib le  th a t  God sh o u ld  be b o th  o m n ip o te n t a n d  o m n isc ien t. 
However, if the  question  concerns my p resen t conscious though ts , I do 
no t generally need to do so.

In general, it is su p p o sed  th a t  we have access  to o u r  own 
psychological s ta te s  th a t  is im m edia te , n o n -in fe ren tia l, privileged, 
au tho rita tive , a n d  im m une to e rro r th ro u g h  m is-identification . All of 
these  c h a rac te ris tic s  s ta n d  in c o n tra s t to those  of o u r know ledge of 
th ird  p e rso n a l psychological s ta te s . We c a n  som etim es a ttr ib u te  
p sycho log ica l s ta te s  im m ed ia te ly , w ith o u t pay in g  a t te n t io n  to 
any th ing , b u t  w h a t goes on in  o u r m inds. We need n o t alw ays infer ^ ' 
w hat we th ink  an d  feel. This is a  privilege th a t  we have, for no one else 
can  a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to me on those  g rounds. S uch  self
a ttrib u tio n s  have the  s ta tu s  of self-knowledge. We are  a ssu m ed  to be 
au thorita tive  w ith respect o u r se lf-a ttribu tions. If 1 say  th a t 1 though t p  
then , in the  absence  of s trong  countervailing  evidence (me acting  as if 1 
though t ~p, for exam ple), nobody will p resu m e to a rgue  w ith m e on 
th a t point. W hen o thers are in doub t as to w hat 1 th ink , they a sk  m e to

^^This is not to say th a t I'm impervious to the environm ent when I a ttribute  myself 
psychological states. From my point of view, my beliefs are accurate representations 
of my environment. Therefore, it m akes sense for me to examine my environm ent to 
figure out what 1 believe (cf. Evans, 1982). Thus, if 1 ask  myself w hether 1 believe it is 
going to rain, one way in which 1 might go abou t answ ering th is question is by 
looking a t the sky, feeling the hum idity in the air, look up the w eather forecast, and 
so on. Although there is a sense in which 1 don't really have a fixed belief a t the time 
of the question, informing myself th a t 1 believe th a t it will rain, is neither beside the 
point, nor false. Note, however, th a t when 1 observe the environm ent in order to 
figure out my beliefs, 1 am still very differently positioned with respect of myself than  
with respect of o thers. In my own case, 1 do no t need to consider both  the 
environm ent and the position of my sense organs with respect of it (are my eyes 
opened, pointed in the right direction, and  so on). 1 am directly aw are of w hat 1 
perceive. Not so, in the case of o ther people. Here 1 need to make sure th a t they are 
in the right perceptual relation to their environment, when 1 attribu te beliefs to them. 
To make sure tha t you saw w hat 1 saw, 1 need to m ake sure tha t you were looking in 
the right direction with your eyes open, and  so on. So, my use of environm ental 
information m ust be supplem ented by information about the perceptual location of 
the subject in the case of others, w hereas in my own case, there is no such need. 1 
am, as it were, im mersed in my own point of view. This constitu tes an  im portant 
difference between how 1 other- and self-attribute.
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tell them . If they are in d isag reem en t ab o u t w hat 1 th ink , an d  come to 
m e to tell them , they  m ay req u ire  m e to a rg u e  for w hy I th in k  
som ething, b u t no t u su a lly  for w hy I th in k  th a t I th in k  w h a t I th ink . 
Lastly, there  are  certa in  erro rs th a t  I c an n o t perpe tra te  w ith  respec t of 
my privileged se lf-a ttribu tions. 1 can n o t m istake who it is th a t  h a s  the  
s ta te s  th a t  I a ttr ib u te  to m yself on a  non-observational b a s is  (on the  
u su a l read ing  of obse rva tion  a s  obse rva tion  of e x te rn a l affairs). 1 
can n o t th in k  "som eone believes th a t  it is raining, b u t  w ho is it?" w hen 
the  belief a ttrib u tio n  is non-observationally  based  (Shoem aker, 1968).

It a p p e a rs  th a t  only th e  psycho log ical s ta te s  th a t  we a re  
co n sc io u s  of hav ing , a re  s ta te s  th a t  we c an  s e lf -a ttr ib u te  n o n - 
observationally. Since there  m ay be psychological s ta te s  th a t  a re  no t 
conscious, it is often usefu l to a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to oneself 
on the  b asis  of w h a t one says o r does. It is likely to fu rn ish  one w ith 
m u ch  know ledge of oneself. T he idea  of th e re  being  u n c o n sc io u s  
psychological s ta te s  is now widely accepted, even in its psycho analytic 
fo rm ula tion  (Freud, 1 9 1 5 /1 9 5 7 ). U nconscious psychological s ta te s  
in c lu d e  re p re s s e d  e m o tio n s  a n d  id eas , b u t  a lso  u n re p re s s e d  
u n c o n sc io u s  id eas. S o-called  ta c it know ledge s ta te s  c an  a lso  be 
inc luded  as u n c o n sc io u s  psychological s ta te s . T acit know ledge is 
a ttr ib u te d  to people to exp la in  a  capacity  th a t  they  have, b u t  the  
u n d e rp in n in g s  of w hich  they  have no explicit know ledge of, for 
exam ple, knowledge of g ram m ar an d  visual pa ram eters  (cf. c h ap te r 5). 
There a re  also im plicit knowledge s ta te s . S uch  knowledge is involved 
in ta sk s  " tha t a re  (...) overlearned , rou tine , or of m in im al in terest"  
(Sm ith & Miller, 1978, p. 361). In th e se  cases , su b je c ts  a re  no t 
c o n sc io u s  of th e  know ledge th a t  is c a u sa lly  e fficac ious in  th e  
p a rticu la r task . 1 c an n o t here  go in to  the  sim ilarities an d  differences 
betw een  tac it a n d  im plicit know ledge, b u t  will d isc u ss  som e su c h  
is su e s  in  c h a p te r  5. O ne m ig h t a lso  th in k  th a t  th e re  a re  less 
ex traord inary  psychological s ta te s  th a t  we are  also u n aw are  of. Take 
A usten 's  E m m a. E m m a infers th a t  she  is in  love w ith  Mr. Knightly 
because  of h e r very violent reaction  to the  suggestion  th a t  he m ight be 
ab o u t to m arry  som ebody else. She com es to realise h e r love not, as is 
m ore u su a l, by d irectly  feeling it, b u t  by an a ly sin g  h e r  em otional 
reaction  to a  p a rticu la r  event. O n the  face of it, th is  a p p ea rs  to be a 
case  of E m m a becom ing conscious of h e r feelings. It c an n o t be ru led
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o u t, how ever, th a t  th e  is s u e  c o n c e rn s  a w a re n e s s  a n d  n o t 
consciousness a s  such .

To m ake w h a t h a s  becom e ra th e r  a  long sto ry  sh o rte r, th ere  
seem s to be little  fu tu re  in th e  idea th a t  we b ase  o u r  psychological 
a ttr ib u tio n s  on the  very sam e evidence in  all cases. T here ap p ea rs  to 
be a n  asym m etry  betw een certa in  cases of first person  a ttrib u tio n  and  
all o ther a ttribu tion . This is the  one h o rn  of the  dilem m a.

T he o th e r  h o rn  of th e  d ilem m a is th a t  it seem s eq u ally  
problem atic to hold an  asym m etric  accoun t. The problem  is th a t  if we 
a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to ourse lves on a  b a s is  different from 
th a t  on w hich we a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to o thers, how  do we 
know  th a t  we a re  a ttr ib u tin g  the  sam e th in g  in the  two cases?  More 
precisely, how do we know  th a t  th e  psychological s ta te s  th a t  we self
a t t r ib u te  n o n -in fe ren tia lly  a re  th e  sa m e  k in d  of s ta te s  a s  th e  
psychological s ta te s  th a t  we a ttr ib u te  inferentially? Given th a t  I self
a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  on the  b asis  of feeling  ce rta in  th ings or 
being aw are  of ce rta in  th ings, how  can  a ttr ib u tio n s  of psychological 
s ta te s  have the  sam e m eaning  in  the  cases w here 1 a ttr ib u te  them  in 
the  absence  of being (directly) aw are of or feeling th ese  s ta te s?  In the 
w ords of T hom as Nagel, it leaves q u ite  open  th e  possib ility  th a t  
"m ental a ttrib u tio n s  do no t have the  sam e sense  in the  first person  as 
in  the  third" (Nagel, 1986, p. 20). This problem  is som etim es know n as 

'' so lipsism  (Straw son, 1959, p. 87). T hus, if one accep ts  asym m etry  
betw een first person  an d  th ird  person  a ttrib u tio n s, one m u st come up 
w ith a n  accoun t of w hat m akes these  a ttrib u tio n s , a ttr ib u tio n s  of the 
sam e kind. We need to know  exactly why it is th a t  w h a t we apply in 
th e  two d ifferen t s i tu a tio n s  a re  un ified  co n cep ts  of psychological 
s ta te s . A p opu lar so lu tion  is to build  it in to  the  possession  conditions 
of p sycho log ica l c o n ce p ts  th a t  th ey  a re  ap p licab le  u n d e r  b o th  
c ircu m stan ces , an d  only w hen  one know s th a t  they  a re  app licab le  
u n d e r  th e se  two d ifferen t c irc u m s ta n c e s , does one p o sse ss  th e  
concepts (Strawson, 1959; Peacocke, 1992).

The solution, then , m u s t lie betw een the  ho rns, a s  it were. Self- 
a ttr ib u tio n  is a sy m m etric  to th ird  p e rso n  a t tr ib u tio n  in  c e r ta in  
respec ts , b u t n o t in o thers . I take  it th a t  th is  is th e  sh ap e  th a t  any  
sa tisfac to ry  acco u n t of se lf-a ttribu tion  a n d  self-know ledge m u s t take. 
L ater, we sh a ll see th a t  T heory  Theory c a n  nav iga te  su ccessfu lly  
b e tw een  a com plete ly  sy m m etric  a n d  a  com plete ly  a sy m m etric
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account. Before doing th is, we m u s t first exam ine (some of) the  lim its 
to self-knowledge.

6. The Limits o f  Self-Knowledge

1 sha ll look a t  two critic ism s of th e  idea  th a t  we have d irec t 
access  to o u r  psycholog ical s ta te s ;  A lison G opn ik 's a n d  R ichard  
N isbett, Lee Ross & Tim othy W ilson's (Gopnik, 1993a; N isbett & Ross, 
1980; N isbett & W ilson, 1977). T hese critic ism s suggest th a t  we do not 
have privileged access to e ither th e  in ten tiona l or th e  cau sa l aspec t of 
ou r psychological s ta tes.

According to G opnik (1993a), we have m uch  less d irect access to 
o u r psychological s ta te s  th a n  we th in k  we do. In p a rtic u la r, the  
in ten tional a sp ec t of these  s ta te s  is n o t d irectly  given in them , b u t  is 
an  inferred charac te ristic . She a rgues th is  specifically w ith respec t of 
belief, b u t there  are  very good reasons to suppose  th a t she  believes the 
sam e to hold for all o th er in ten tiona l psychological s ta te s  (Gopnik & 
S laugh ter, 1991; G opnik & Meltzoff, 1997). As we saw  in c h ap te r  1, 
young children  fail to a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  to them selves and  
o th ers  th a t a re  a t  a  variance  w ith  reality  a s  they  see it now. This is 
tru e  even in s itu a tio n s  w here they, them selves, have claim ed to hold 
the  opposite belief - th a t  th e re  w ere sm artie s  and  n o t pencils in the 
con ta iner. According to G opnik, experim en ts su c h  a s  these  su p p o rt 
the  Theory Theory. Young ch ild ren  fail to p a ss  the  false belief ta sk  
b ecau se  they  a re  in  th e  grips of a  proto-folk  psychological theory  - 
w h a t W ellm an (1990) calls the  Copy Theory of B elief - according  to 
w hich beliefs reflect reality and , consequently , can n o t be false. Hence, 
even w hen they  have m ade a  d ifferent rep o rt earlie r - "1 th in k  th a t  
there  are  sm arties  in the  box" - they  will claim  the  opposite, once the 
tm e  c o n ten ts  of th e  box have been  revealed - "1 th o u g h t th a t  there  
were pencils in th e  box". The idea is th a t  young  ch ild ren  do n o t yet 
have a  concept of the  intentionality of beliefs. They believe th a t all their 
beliefs correspond to reality  and  hence, w hen there  is a  conflict, report 
th e ir  form er beliefs a s  conform ing  to rea lity  a s  they  see  it a t  the  
present. ̂ 2

is quite possible th a t th is is specific to cases where what is a t issue is a belief 
based on an expectation versus a later belief based on perception, as opposed to an 
earlier and later belief both based on perceptions. In the former case, there is no
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T here is a  puzzle here . It d o e sn 't seem  th a t  ch ild ren  have a  
m em ory problem , a n d  h en ce  sim ply  c a n n o t rem em b er w h a t they  
th o u g h t earlier. G opnik  h a s  c o n d u c ted  m any  te s ts  of com parab le  
c ircu m stan ces, for exam ple m oving th in g s  a ro u n d  an d  question ing  
children  ab o u t w here thc)" believed» the  th ings were before (1993a). In 
these  ta sk s  ch ild ren  elicit few problem s recalling  th e ir  p rio r beliefs. 
However, if we a ssu m e  th a t  they  do rem em ber th e ir  earlie r beliefs, 
th en  we end  u p  w ith  th e  im plausib le  s itu a tio n  in  w hich  th e  ch ild ren  
rem em ber th e ir  old belief a n d  th e n  th in k  "no, th a t  c a n 't  be  r ig h t 
b ecau se  it d o e sn 't fit w ith  how  th in g s  a re  now". B u t th is , G opnik  
claim s, is the  w rong way to look a t th ings. For we a re  a ssu m in g  th a t  
ch ild ren  e ither have d irec t access to th e ir  beliefs or th a t  they  have a 
problem  rem em bering  them . However, th e  s itu a tio n  is m ore s in is te r  - 
forgive the  ex p re ss io n  - th a n  th a t. Beliefs a re n 't  sim ply  given to 
ch ild ren . They a re  th e o re tic a l e n titie s  c o n s tru c te d  by th em  for 
predictive an d  exp lanato ry  p u rposes. T his is no t to say  th a t  they  do 
n o t have psychological s ta te s , b u t  sim ply th a t  they  do no t experience 
them  as the  kind of en tities th a t  they  are  la te r to u n d e rs tan d  them  as; 
a s  we u n d e rs ta n d  them . G opnik draw s a  d irec t para lle l betw een the 
way in w hich o u r knowledge of folk psychology develops, an d  the  way 
in  w hich we - a s  a d u lts  - have access  to o u r psychological s ta te s . 
G opnik says "we m ay well be equ ipped  to d e tec t c e rta in  k in d s of 
in te rn a l cognitive activity  in  a  vague an d  unspecified  way, w h a t we 
m ight call "the C a rte s ian  buzz" " (p. I I) .  N evertheless, psychological 
s ta te s  are no t directly given to u s  a s  such, we come to believe th a t they 
a re  so b ecau se  we gain  expertise  from  se lf-a ttr ib u tin g  su c h  s ta te s . 
Expertise, Gopnik says, often gives rise to the  illusion th a t one directly 
app rehends som ething th a t  one, in  fact, only infers the  existence of.

T here is one very im p o rtan t objection  to G opnik 's conclusion  
th a t  the  in ten tionality  of o u r psychological s ta te s  is n o t directly given 
to u s. It m ay sim ply be the  case  th a t  ch ild ren  don 't have a  concept of 
belief before th e  age of 4, give or tak e  som e m o n th s . S h o em ak er 
(1993), for exam ple, claim s th a t  one c an n o t self-ascribe p roper belief 
s ta te s  before one h a s  the  concept of belief, an d  for all th a t Gopnik h a s  
shov^Ave canno t exclude th a t  the  lack of the  concept of belief is w hat

perception to hold on to, to justify one's prior belief. This may be one reason th a t it is 
reinterpreted. This is still consistent with Gopnik, because it seem s to be the idea 
th a t beliefs are directly linked to reality th a t prom pts the reinterpretation. In other 
words, it is a theoretical assum ption th a t prom pts the reinterpretation.
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is a t issue . To p u t the  m a tte r  differently,4he fact th a t  one n eed s to 
p o ssess  th e  re levan t co n cep ts  in o rd er to be able to se lf-a ttr ib u te  
psychological s ta te s , h a s  no co n seq u en ces for w hat, if any th ing , is 
directly  given to u s  in o u r co n sc io u s psychological experience. The 
s itu a tio n  here  could  be abso lu te ly  s ta n d a rd , an d  in no way d ifferent 
from o rd inary  concep t acqu isition . 1 c an n o t se lf-a ttrib u te  th e  belief 
th a t en d o rp h in s are  released  d u rin g  exercise, before I have acqu ired  
the  concept endorphin '. B ut th is  is ju s t  the  relatively boring po in t th a t  
one can n o t ascribe  certa in  p roperties to th ings if one d o esn 't p o ssess  
concepts of those  properties. Not having  a  concept of som ething , h a s  
no co n seq u en ces for th e  d irec t availab ility  or observability  of th a t  
som ething: (van F raassen , 1980, p. 15)

It is also im portant here not to confuse observing (an entity, such  as a 

thing, even^or process) and observing that (something or other is the 

case). Suppose one of the Stone Age people recently found in the 

Philippines is shown a tennis ball or a car crash. From his behaviour, 

we see tha t he has noticed them, for example, he picks up the ball and 

throws it. But he has not seen tha t it is a tennis ball, or that some 

event is a car crash, for he does not even have those concepts. He 

cannot get tha t information through perception: he would first have to 

learn a great deal. To say th a t he does not see the sam e things and 

events as we do, however is ju s t silly; it is a pun which trades on the 

ambiguity between seeing and seeing that.

The fact th a t  som eone d oesn 't Ju s t  see a  ten n is  ball as a  ten n is  ball, 
does no t m ean  th a t  sh e  d oesn 't see the  tenn is ball, no r does it m ean  
th a t, once the  concep t ten n is  ball' is acquired , seeing a  ten n is  ball 
does no t play a n  im portan t ju stifica to ry  role in, for exam ple, h e r belief 
th a t there  is a  tenn is ball on the  lawn. To re tu rn  to the  issu e  a t hand , 
the  fact th a t in o rder to u n d e rs ta n d  o u r beliefs a s  in ten tiona l s ta te s , 
we need to possess  th e  concept 'belief, does not, by itself, imply th a t  
the  in tentionality  of o u r psychological s ta te s  is not directly given to u s. 
Nor does it m ean  th a t th is  givenness can n o t play a  justificato ry  role in 
o u r se lf-ascrip tions, su c h  th a t  we c a n  regard  them  as  c o n s titu tin g  
knowledge. In short, ch ild ren  need  n o t be_Junderstood as  inferring th a t
tbeir beliefs are^tntentiohal s ta tes.       —---
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We have to be careful here, however, lest we shou ld  b a r the
possibility of m isapplying concepts. That is, we cannot simply say of all
m isapplications of concepts th a t they are due to the sub ject applying
them  not possessing the concepts. This would m ake our claim vacuous
and unfalsifiable. Say th a t we allow for occasional m isapplication - can
we also allow th a t there  is system atic  m isapplication? The case  of
children failing the false belief task  m ust be understood as system atic
m isapplication, if we allow th a t they possess the concept of 'belief. As
Gopnik (1993b) points out, children use  the term s th ink ' and  know'
(the ch ild 's  equ ivalen t of ph ilo sophers ' belief) appropria te ly , and
ap p ea r to u n d e rs ta n d  them . They also "know th a t  th o u g h ts  are
different from th ings and  th a t one person can  have a though t abou t
som ething  while an o th e r person  may not have a though t abou t the
thing. " Do we still w an t to deny th a t they possess the  concept of
belief, b u t are  system atica lly  m isapply ing  it in ju s t  one kind of
circum stance - th a t of false belief? 1 th ink  th is is a fair and  im portant
question  to raise  in th is  context. U nfortunately  it opens a can  of
worm s th a t is im possible to deal with here. Instead , 1 will focuSr%^

A
defence of the  idea th a t  we do no t have d irec t a ccess  to the  
rep re sen ta tio n a lity  of o u r psychological s ta te s  on a com parison  
between the developm ent of children 's understand ing  of belief, on the 
one hand, and desire and  perception, on the other.

As indicated  in ch ap ter 1, children develop a rep resen ta tional 
u n d e rs tan d in g  of perception and  desire m uch  in the way th a t the 
develop an un d ers tan d in g  of belief (e.g. Gopnik & Meltzoff, 1997). At 
an  early stage of development, children seem  to appreciate the content 
of their representations, b u t not the fact th a t they are representations. 
Before the  age of 2 .5-3 , ch ild ren  don 't fully g rasp  th a t esse  isn 't 
percipL T hat is, they have problem s unders tand ing  visual perspective 
and  occlusion, for exam ple. More poignantly, ch ildren  fail "changed 
desire tasks". In an  experim ent, Gopnik & S laughter (1991) presented 
children  with two apparen tly  equally desirable  item s, books, am ong 
others. Children were asked  which one they w anted, after which the 
experim enter read them  the chosen book. Afterwards they were asked 
which book they w anted to have read to them  at the beginning of the 
experim ent. Three year olds invariably claim tha t they had w anted the 
o ther book to be read to them . The situation  is sim ilar w hen children 
are queried abou t their desire before and  after eating snacks. Before
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they will profess th a t they desire the snacks, after they will deny it. It 
seems, then, th a t there is a rein terpretation  of past desires in the light 
of p resen t ones. It seem s th a t children fail to u n d e rs tan d  th a t their 
desires m ay change over time. This, in tu rn , can  be p u t down to a 
general inability to apprecia te  the rep resen ta tiona l aspect of desire. 
The reason  is th a t ch ild ren  appear not to have problem s reporting 
their p resen t desires. A problem  only arises once you have a p resen t 
desire th a t is inconsisten t with a past desire - then  the p ast desire gets 
to be m is rep o rted . T his len d s su p p o r t to th e  view th a t  the  
representationality , as opposed to the content, of psychological s ta tes 
is not directly given to children. B ecause they are not im m ediately 
p resen ted  with the  rep resen ta tiona lity  of psychological s ta te s , they 
become confused in certain  situations and  a ttrib u te  them selves sta tes 
of the right type (desire, say) b u t with the wrong content. ^

I th ink  th a t experim ents such  as the above lend support to the 
idea th a t the rep resen ta tiona lity  of ou r psychological s ta te s  is not 
directly given to us. We Tnfer it. C hildren ap p ea r to have problem s 
understand ing  the intentional aspect of their psychological states. This 
is explicable in term s of th is aspect not being directly given to them. It 
seem s plausible to suppose th a t we are ju s t  in the sam e situation. It is 
not the case th a t with development, we come to be directly presented  
with the representationality  of psychological s ta tes. But, knowing th a t 
they are representational, we tend to behave accordingly. It is possible 
here to re itera te  the concept argum ent. I th ink , however, th a t it is 
unlikely to be a coincidence th a t it is the rep resen ta tio n a lity  of 
psychological s ta te s  th a t creates these big problem s for children. To 
assum e th a t it is the conceptualisation of represen tational s ta te s  th a t 
is a t issue  does not explain the da ta  as well as the idea th a t th is 
representationality  is not directly given to us, w hereas o ther aspects of 
ou r psychological s ta te s  are. This is not, I know, a knock-dow n 
argum ent in favour of the Gopnikian idea th a t the intentionality of our 
psychological s ta te s  is not directly presented to u s in our experience of 
ou r psychological s ta te s . Nevertheless, I th in k  th a t there  are  good 
reasons, and I hope to have provided some, in favour of th is view. In 
w hat follows, I shall assum e th a t the evidence suppo rts  the G opnikian 
idea. Let me stress, however, th a t w hat 1 take from Gopnik is simply 
the view th a t the representationality  of our psychological s ta te s  is not
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d irec tly  given to u s , n o t so m e th in g  s tro n g e r like a sp e c ts  of o u r 
psychological s ta te s  no t being directly given to u s  a t all.

N isbett, Ross, and  W ilson have provided strong  evidence th a t we 
have qu ite  re s tric ted  d irec t a ccess  to o u r rea so n s  for doing th in g s 
(N isbett & Ross, 1980; N isbett & W ilson, 1977; W ilson, 1985). The 
evidence in question, is th a t of experim ental sub ject's  verbal reports on 
th e ir  rea so n s  for ju d g in g  or ac tin g  in  p a r tic u la r  w ays, w ith in  the  
experim ental se t-up . The accu racy  of the  repo rts  is ca lcu la ted  by so- 
ca lled  ob jective m e a su re s ',  p r im a rily  a  m ix tu re  of n o n -v e rb a l 
b e h av io u r a n d  v e rb a l re p o r ts  c o n ce rn in g  c u r r e n t  p sycho log ica l 
s ta te s .43

In the ir sem inal paper, "Telling More T han  We C an Know: Verbal 
R eports on M ental P rocesses ", N isbett & W ilson argue  th a t  a  n u m b er 
of different experim en ts show  th a t  su b jec ts  have "little or no d irec t 
introspective access to h igher o rder cognitive processes" (p. 231). I take 
it th a t  w h a t they  m ean  is n o t th a t  we d o n 't have d irec t access  to 
psychological ca u se s  a s  such , b u t  th a t  we do n 't have su c h  access to 
the  cau sa l relations of psychological s ta te s .44 Psychological s ta te s  do 
n o t carry  th e ir c au sa l h isto ry  on th e ir  sleeves. Let u s  have a  look a t 
one of their experim ents.

The Position E ffe c t  In th is  experim en t, su b je c ts  a re  a sk ed  to 
choose the  b est quality  token  of a  n u m b er of tokens of the  sam e type 
displayed in a  row, for exam ple stock ings. All the  tokens are, in fact, 
ind istinguishab le  w ith respec t of quality. T hus, the  stockings exhibited 
will be of the  sam e m ake, style, w ith no a p p a ren t fau lts, a n d  so on. It 
tu rn s  o u t th a t  th e  righ t-m ost token  is p referred  to the  o th e rs  by a 
fac to r of a lm o st four to one. W hen a sk ed  to ju s tify  th e ir  choices, 
sub jec ts  never refer to the  position of the  chosen  item , b u t only to its 
quality . As a  m a tte r  of fact, w hen  queried , su b je c ts  deny th a t  the  
p a rticu la r position of the  item  vis-à-vis the  o ther item s influenced their 
choice.

43por criticism s of th is assum ption, see White (1988). For defence of behavioural 
m easures, see Wilson (1985).
44With the notable exceptions of C. Ducasse (1926) and David Armstrong (1993), few 
philosophers believe th a t there is any direct access to the causal relation. Most are 
good H um eans in believing th a t cau ses  are in ferred  from observed co n stan t 
conjunction. For Nisbett & Wilson's article to present a threat, they cannot have in 
mind tha t we do not have direct access to psychological causes.
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The conclusion th a t Nisbett & Wilson draw  from this, is th a t the 
subjects had no direct access to their reasons for choosing the item 
th a t they did. Since the item s were indistinguishable as to quality, it is 
unlikely th a t sub jects really did perceive differences in quality. W hat 
seem ed to determ ine quite a num ber of su b jec ts ' choices w as the 
position, since the probability of random  choice through the row would 
lead to the choosing of the rightm ost item m uch less frequently th an  
was, in fact, the  case. Hence, w hat seem ed to determ ine sub jec ts ' 
reports was not w hat s ta te  w as causally efficacious in the production 
of the relevant action, b u t w hat best m ade sense of th a t action. Given 
the instructions, the stocking being of superior quality would m ake the 
m ost sense of the choosing of th a t stocking. According to N isbett & 
Wilson, sub jects have a theory of w hat coun ts as good reasons for 
th inking  and acting  in p a rticu la r ways and  they believe th a t people 
have good reasons for acting and  th inking as they do, ceteris paribus. 
It is knowledge of th is  theory  th a t is causa lly  efficacious in the 
production of their reports. The rightm ost b ias is due to a "shopping 
around  " habit. Shopping around  implies w ithholding choice until all 
item s are exam ined. This would explain the right hand  bias, since 
m ost people evaluate item s in a linear display left to right. Presum ably, 
th is  h ab it is u n co n sc io u s  an d  hence the  su b jec ts  se lf-a ttrib u te  
psychological s ta tes th a t they are not in.

Ian Ravenscroft h a s  a m ore e laborate  story  to tell abou t the 
position effect. According to him, the causally  efficacious s ta te s  were 
consciously inaccessible and  therefore, a s m ost people would agree, 
not introspectible (Ravenscroft, MS). The position effect is caused  by a 
p a rticu la r im p lem en ta tion  of the  relatively high level psychological 
function  of decision m aking. Psychological c au sa tio n  of behaviour 
consists of a h ierarchy  of in s tru c tio n s filtering from the high level 
decision  to the  low level m otor im p lem en ta tion  of th e  re levan t 
behaviour. The im plem enting  of a decision  to ac t is a low level 
psychological activity - low level because  it does no t involve the  
ab strac t rep resen ta tions we standard ly  find in decisions and  because 
it is causally  m ore proxim al to behaviour. Low level p rocesses and  
s ta te s  are not consciously  accessible, only high level p rocesses or 
s ta tes are. In term s of represen ta tions, outcom es of decision m aking 
p rocesses are  som eth ing  like "go to th e  k itch en  ", w hereas the  
im plem entation  of th is  decision a t a lower level is som eth ing  like
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"activate m uscle M to degree D" (p. 14). The sam e principle applies in 
the case of the position effect. Deciding to choose at random  m ight not 
always lead to picking a t random , since low level p rocesses m ight 
favour a particu lar m ovem ent, the extension and grasping of the right 
hand , hence of righ tm ost item s in a display (p. 17). So, according to 
Ravenscroft, th e  position  effect is explicable by su b je c ts  indeed 
noticing th a t the item s were of sim ilar quality and  deciding to choose 
a t random . It ju s t  so happens th a t picking ou t objects a t random  from 
a linear display going from left to right, involves a m otor reflex th a t is 
biased towards right m ost item s. Nevertheless, this fails to explain why 
subjects do not report their decision to choose a t random . Deciding to 
choose a t random  is a high level psychological process and , as such , 
should be consciously accessible. _____

Let u s re tu rn  to Nisbett, Ross, and  Wilson. 1 believe th a t their 
view is open to a num ber of in terpretations. 1 th ink the following is the 
best. Subjects do not have conscious access to the causal properties of 
their psychological s ta te s  under th a t description. Although they m ight 
have direct access to som e of the ir psychological s ta te s , they m u st 
infer how these are causally  related to one another. They infer th is on 
the basis of knowledge of som e theory or body of inform ation about 
w hat it m akes best sense to th ink  and do u nder the c ircum stances. 
They may even do so, w hen they have m em ories th a t shou ld  be 
revelatory of the real reason for their actions: (Nisbett & Ross, 1980, p. 
248)

We propose tha t when people are asked to report how a particular 

s tim ulus influenced a particu la r response, they do so not by 

consulting a memory of the mediating process, bu t by applying or 

generating causal theories about the effects of that type of stim ulus on 

that type of response. They simply make judgements, in other words, 

about how plausible it is that the stim ulus would have inlluenced the 

response. These plausibility judgm ents exist prior to. a t least 

independently of, any actual contact with the particular stim ulus 

embedded in a particular complex stim ulus configuration.

F urther experim ents have show n th a t observers of experim ental 
subjects m ake the sam e judgem ents as the subjects them selves, when 
asked to explain why sub jects chose as they did. According to Nisbett
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& Ross, th ese  rep o rts  w ere "so strong ly  co rre la ted  for each  of the  
ju d g em en ts  th a t  it seem s highly unlikely  th a t  sub jec ts  and  observers 
could  possibly  have arrived a t th ese  rep o rts  by d ifferent m eans." (p. 
250). N isbett, Ross, an d  W ilson, th en , seem  to advocate  a  largely 
sy m m etric  a c c o u n t w ith  re s p e c t  of a t t r ib u t io n  of e x p la n a to ry  
psychological s ta te s , or rea so n s . A lthough we no d o u b t have d irec t 
access to som e  of the  a sp ec ts  of som e  of o u r psychological s ta te s , the ir 
c au sa l relation are  no t am ongst them .

So, w ha t N isbett, Ross, an d  W ilson's w ork m akes c lear to u s , is 
th a t  we don 't have d irect access to o u r rea so n s  for doing th ings as the 
rea so n s  for w hich  we did th o se  th ings, desp ite  the  fact th a t  we m ay 
have access  to  th ese  re a so n s  a s  beliefs, d esires , a n d  so on. It is 
co n sis ten t w ith th is  view th a t in som e cases the  reaso n s th a t  cau se  an  
ag en t to a c t in  a p a rtic u la r  way, are  so sa lien t to h e r  th a t  sh e  will 
na tu ra lly  regard those as being h er reasons. However, even w hen there  
is a  high probability th a t som e belief-desire pa ir constitu ted  h e r reason  
to act, by being the  m ost sa lien t one and  the  one m ost proxim al (time 
wise) to the  action , she  m ight ignore su c h  a  pa ir in favour of som e 
accoun t th a t m akes be tter sense  of h e r action.

A consequence I w an t to d raw  from N isbett, Ross, an d  W ilson's 
work, concerns the  cau sa l roles of o u r psychological s ta te s . The idea is 
th a t  if we don 't have any  d irec t access to the  cau sa l re la tions of o u r 
psychological s ta te s , we don 't have d irec t access to th e ir  c au sa l roles 
either. This is due to the fact th a t we w ould norm ally infer c au sa l roles 
on the  b asis  of cau sa l re la tions. However, since we d o n 't have any  
d irect access to these  relations, ou r knowledge of them  is b ased  on an  
in ference . C o n seq u en tly , o u r  know ledge of th e  c a u s a l  ro les of 
psycholog ical s ta te s  is doub ly  in d irec t, s ince  it is b a se d  on  a n  
in fe ren ce  from  c a u s a l  re la tio n s  th a t  a re  th em se lv e s  in fe rred . 
P resum ably  nobody ever w an ted  to claim  th a t  we have d irect access to 
c au sa l roles. It seem s obvious th a t  we infer cau sa l roles from  cau sa l 
re la tio n s by considering  w hich  are  m o st typical. However, it seem s 
n a tu ra l to claim  th a t we have d irec t access to th e se  re la tions. If th is 
w ere tru e , th e re  w ould be a  sen se  in w hich  we h ad  relatively d irec t 
access to the  c au sa l roles of o u r  psychological s ta te s , b ecau se  these  
ro les w ould have b een  in ferred  from  experienced  c a u sa l re la tions. 
However, N isbett, Ross, an d  W ilson m ake u s  d o u b t th a t  th is  is true . 
They m ake, 1 th ink , a  convincing case  for the  idea th a t  we d o n 't have
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d irec t access  to th e  c a u sa l re la tio n s  th a t  o u r psychological s ta te s  
s ta n d  in. This h a s  th e  consequence  th a t  o u r access to cau sa l roles is 
com pletely inferential. The m eans th a t  we do no t have any distinctive 
knowledge of w hy we do the  th in g s th a t  we do, a s  opposed to why 
o ther people do w h a t they do. However, since we do have knowledge of 
a  n u m b er of o u r own psychological s ta te s , we are  in  a  b e tte r  position 
th a n  o th e rs  to  d e te rm in e  w h ich  of o u r  beliefs a n d  d esire s  w ere 
cau sa lly  efficacious a t  any  one tim e. N isbett, R oss, a n d  W ilson 's 
experim ents place a  definite lim it on o u r en titlem en t to self-knowledge. 
They do not, however, elim inate it.

Let m e su m m arise  w h a t we have found  in  th is  section. We do 
no t have d irect access to the  rep resen ta tio n a lity  a n d  the  cau sa l roles 
of o u r  c o n sc io u s  p sy ch o lo g ica l s ta te s .  W hen  we se lf-a sc rib e  
psychological s ta te s , th en , th is  is n o t done  solely on  th e  b a s is  of 
aw areness of these  s ta tes . However, th is  does n o t im pugn  the  fact th a t 
we do have som e self-know ledge. It does, however, exclude th a t  we 
have any k ind  of d istinctive knowledge of w h a t o u r rea so n s  for doing 
th ings are, com pared  to the  know ledge th a t  we c an  have of o thers ' 
reasons for doing things.

7. The M yth o f  the O ntogenesis o f  Self-Attribution

We can  now  tu rn  to Theory T heory 's com m itm en ts concern ing  
se lf-a ttribu tion  an d  self-know ledge. My aim  is to show  th a t  a  Theory 
Theory a cc o u n t is n o t incom patib le  w ith  c e rta in  th eo ries  of self- 
knowledge. In sho rt, 1 w an t to show  th a t  Heal s charge is unjustified . 
Before doing th a t, 1 will outline Theory Theory 's com m itm ents on these  
is su e s  in  te rm s of a  m yth . The M yth of th e  O n togenesis  of Self- 
A ttribution. This is m ean t to recall the  Myth of O ur Rylean A ncestors - 
the  first version  of Theory Theory (Sellars, 1963, p. 178). 1 call it a  
m yth  because  I w an t to ind icate  th a t  it m ay be m is taken , b u t 1 don 't 
m ean  to imply th a t it is false, no r th a t  im portan t^parts  of it are  false. 
In fact, I rely on the  m yth  being largely tru e . The p u rpose  of the  m yth 
is to outline th e  developm ent of psychological a ttr ib u tio n  in  a  way th a t 
clarifies w hy su c h  a ttr ib u tio n  is n e ith e r  fully sym m etric  n o r fully 
asym m etric. Being co n so n an t w ith a t least som e of th e  d a ta  from child 
psychology, it shou ld  have som e em pirical plausibility. The m yth is not
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m ean t to illu stra te  a  view a theory th eo ris t m u s t inevitably take on the 
developm ent of psychological a ttr ib u tio n . It is a n  em pirically  viable 
suggestion very m uch  com patible w ith the  Theory Theory. Keeping th is 
in  m ind as a  prototypical D iachronic Theory Theory, we can  move on 
to determ ine  th e  relative com patib ility  of S ynchronic  Theory Theory 
and  theories of self-knowledge.

This is th e  m yth. In m any  w ays, in fan ts  a re  very different from 
us. Not only are  they  very sm all, p ink , a n d  loud, b u t  they  do n 't see 
very well, they  can n o t speak , th e ir  episodic m em ory is undeveloped, 
they  ap p ea r n o t to rea so n  m uch , if a t  all, a n d  th e ir  in te rac tio n  w ith 
th e ir environm ent is severely lim ited. A h o s t of cognitive abilities th a t  
norm al a d u lts  p o ssess , tak e  y ears  for th e  in fan t to develop. In fan ts 
d o n 't a p p ea r to  have co n cep ts  of psychological s ta te s , b u t  desp ite  
a rg u m en ts  from  ph ilo sophers su c h  as  D avidson (1975) to th e  effect 
th a t  to have th o u g h ts  one n e ed s  to have  th e  c o n ce p ts  of su c h  
th o u g h ts , th e re  a re  p re tty  co n v in c in g  c o n s id e ra tio n s  for th e  
m indfulness of young children.

F irst, th e re  is the  problem  of how  to explain  w h a t goes on  in 
c h ild re n 's  m in d s , if a n y th in g  a t  a ll, befo re  th ey  get to  have  
psychological concepts. If we a ssu m e  th a t  ch ildren  only have a  concept 
of belief once they  are capable  of passing  the  s ta n d a rd  false belief test, 
they will be a ro u n d  four by th a t  time. W hat goes on in the ir m inds th a t 
is su ch  th a t gaining a  concept of belief will give them  beliefs? I th in k  
you will agree th a t  th is  is qu ite  a  h a rd  q uestion  for a  D avidsonian to 
answ er. This is com pounded  by the  fact th a t  ch ild ren  clearly in te rac t 
w ith th e ir env ironm ent a s  if they  have beliefs before the  age of four. 
They also have ru d im en ta ry  language a t th a t  stage  a n d  will ta lk  of 
w h a t they  th in k , w an t, a n d  feel. They a re  n o t easily  regarded  as 
au to m ata  reacting  to th e ir env ironm ent in  p re-program m ed ways. And 
were we, desp ite  o u r b e tte r  ju d g em en t, p e rsu ad ed  to regard  them  in 
th is  fashion, th e re  w ould still be the  p roblem  of how  genu ine  beliefs 
a rise  o u t of a n  in stin c tiv e  rea c tio n  p a tte rn , a n d  how  ge tting  th e  
relevant concept is definitive of su c h  developm ent. N othing we know  
now of ontogenetic developm ent, gives u s  any  idea of how  th is  could 
be.

Taking the  view th a t  ch ild ren  do have psychological s ta te s  before 
they  gain psychological concep ts, is m ore n a tu ra l an d  p u ts  u s  in  a 
be tte r explanatory  position. C hildren may, a t first, experience a  lim ited
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range of psychological s ta tes. For example, it may take som e time to 
develop the capacity to feel such  things as aesthetic pleasure, glee, and 
existential angst. Nevertheless, there is little reason to deny th a t they 
have beliefs and desires, and  experience such  em otions as p leasure , 
a ttachm ent, longing, anger, and  upset, am ong others. A lthough young 
children only seem  capable of certa in  though ts and feelings, they are 
nevertheless d isposed  to feel the  full range. They have conscious 
psychological states.

If we assum e th a t we have some direct access to aspec ts  of our 
psychological s ta tes, there  are good reasons to suppose th a t children 
have som e d irec t a ccess  to their  conscious psychological s ta te s . 
Children talk  abou t the ir psychological s ta tes, for exam ple. It seem s 
reasonable to suppose th a t a lthough their capacity to access their own 
psychological s ta tes develops, children do enjoy some direct access to 
their own psychological s ta te s . Through in teraction  with o thers and 
considerable fu rther experience, children come to conceptualise  their 
psychological s ta tes as psychological sta tes. This process takes years, 
and  in those years the  ru d im en ts  of folk psychological theory are 
acquired . Initially, ch ild ren  are  aw are of the phenom enology th a t 
accom panies m any, or pe rh ap s all, of their psychological s ta te s  and  
experiences. W hen they first feel anger or joy, they do not know th a t 
th is is w hat they feel, b u t they are aw are of feeling som ething. The 
form er feeling brings d isp leasu re  and  the la tte r p leasure , and  they 
strive to avoid the form er and  achieve the latter. C hildren are also 
aware of the various ways in which their psychological s ta tes represent 
the world. We m ust not project back into early childhood an  adult, and 
philosophically sophisticated, unders tand ing  of such  sta tes. Children 
are aware of the world as being in one way or another, b u t th is is not 
to say  th a t  th e  re p re se n ta tio n a lity  or in te n tio n a lity  of th e ir  
psychological s ta te s  is directly  given to them  in the ir aw areness of 
such  sta tes. There are a t least two ways in which folk psychological 
theory contributes to ou r understand ing  of psychological s ta tes. It tells 
us th a t psychological s ta te s  are representational s ta tes as well as w hat 
kind of rep resen ta tio n a l s ta te s  they are. T hat is, it tells u s  w hat 
direction of fit, for example, any given psychological s ta te  has. It does 
so th rough  telling us of its cau sa l role - w hat typically cau ses  it and  
w hat it typically causes.
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This way of p u ttin g  th ings is, of course, som ew hat m isleading. It 
m akes it so u n d  as  if we receive a  folk psychological theory  a t som e 
po in t an d  th e n  se t a b o u t app ly ing  it. Som e th eo ry  th e o ris ts  m ay 
believe th a t  som e or all of the  core of folk psychological knowledge is 
innate , b u t  it is certain ly  no t necessa ry  for them  to do so. They can  
reg a rd  early  developm en t a s  a n  acq u is itio n  of know ledge a b o u t 
psychological s ta te s , am ong o th e r th ings. C h ild ren  learn  th a t  th e ir 
psychological s ta te s  are  rep re sen ta tio n s  w ith  a  p a rticu la r  d irection of 
fit. So w hereas they m ight initially have a ttr ib u te d  goodness to objects 
in  the  w orld - m o th e r 's  b re a s t is good, chocolate  is delicious - they  
com e to u n d e rs ta n d  th a t  th is  g o o d n ess  is a  p ro jec tio n  of th e  
satisfaction  of th e ir own desire. The goodness of chocolate com es to b e !  ^  
u n d ers to o d  in  te rm s of a  desire  for chocolate  th a t  they  have, n o t in J  
term s of som e in trinsic  property  of chocolate. W ith beliefs the  situa tion  
is different. C hildren m ay a t first sim ply regard  th e ir beliefs a s  yielding 
the  world as it is - the  world is directly given to them . Later, they come 
to u n d e rs tan d  th a t beliefs aim  to rep resen t the  world as it is. However, 
it is in the  very n a tu re  of rep resen ta tio n s th a t  they can  m isrep resen t. 
Hence, a lthough  beliefs aim  a t tru th , they som etim es fail to cap tu re  it. 
Psychological s ta te s  p resen t them selves to u s  by p resen ting  u s  w ith a 
co n ten t an d  an  a ttitu d e  tow ards th a t  con ten t. However, we need  to 
know  a b o u t th e  c au sa l roles of su c h  a tti tu d e s  - beliefs ten d  to be 
caused  by perceptions, o ther beliefs, etc. - in order to u n d e rs tan d  w hat 
is given to u s , a s  a  p a rtic u la r  psychological s ta te . O therw ise, we 
can n o t g rasp  the  significance of it. F u rtherm ore , the  co n ten t th a t we 
are  presen ted  w ith, is som eth ing  th a t we leam  rep resen ts  the  world in 
a  p a rticu la r light, all depending  on the  psychological m ode. Learning 
th e se  two a sp e c ts  a m o u n ts  to lea rn in g  th e  ru d im e n ts  of folk 
psychological theory.

U n d erstan d in g  th e  c a u sa l role of a  psychological s ta te  is p a rt 
a n d  p a rc e l of u n d e rs ta n d in g  w h a t th a t  p sycho log ica l s ta te  is. 
U nderstand ing  th a t  som eth ing  is a  belief im plies u n d e rs tan d in g  th a t it 
is the  kind  of s ta te  th a t  typically is c au se d  by o th e r beliefs an d  the  
environm ent, a n d  th a t  ten d s  to give rise  to o th er beliefs, an d  so on 
This is, of course, exactly the  kind of inform ation th a t we acquire  w hen 
we acquire  folk psychological theory. T here is a  s tro n g  an d  a  w eaker 
in te rp re ta tion  of th is. O n the strong  one, w hat allows u s  to individuate 
som e psychological s ta te  as a  p a rticu la r psychological s ta te , is th a t we
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know  its cau sa l role. O n the  w eaker In terpreta tion , knowing the  cau sa l 
role of a  psychological s ta te  plays a  crucial role in  u n d e rs tan d in g  w h a t 
kind of s ta te  it is, even if one is in  a  position  to ind iv iduate  it in  the  
absence  of th a t  inform ation. The s tronger in te rp re ta tio n  lends itse lf to 
sem antic  functionalism , the  w eaker doesn 't.

This, then , is th e  m yth. We c an  u n d e rs ta n d  th e  in itial s ta te  of 
se lf-aw areness th a t  young  ch ild ren  have, a s  w h a t is d irectly  given to 
u s  in  o u r  a w are n ess  of o u r  c o n sc io u s  psychological s ta te s . W ith 
knowledge of folk psychological theory  an d  practice  in  applying it, we 
com e to  believe th a t  we h a d  d irec t access  to  psychological s ta te s  a s  
p a rticu la r rep re sen ta tio n s  of th e  w orld w ith  p a rticu la r cau sa l powers. 
H ere's w hy th e  m yth  c ap tu re s  the  com m itm ents of th e  Theory Theory. 
O n th e  one h a n d , it allow s for som e d irec t a cc ess  to o u r  ow n 
psychological s ta te s , b u t  on th e  o th er it show s u s  th a t  su c h  access is 
lim ited. It is th rough  the  acquisition  of knowledge of folk psychological 
theory, th a t  we lea m  to see su c h  s ta te s  as fully fledged psychological 
s ta te s  - rep re se n ta tio n s  w ith  p a rtic u la r  d irec tio n s of fit, a n d  w ith  
p a rticu la r cau sa l pow ers. We c an n o t acqu ire  su c h  a  theory  sim ply by 
sitting  a ro u n d  reflecting on o u r th o u g h ts . We norm ally do so th rough  
in terac tion  w ith  o th er people, by com ing to u n d e rs ta n d  th a t we are  all 
su b je c ts  of psychological s ta te s . It is, p e rh a p s , possib le  to acqu ire  
su ch  a  theory  alone, b u t  th a t  could  only be done by observing oneself 
a s  one w ould observe o th ers  - see w h a t they  (I) do a n d  say. It is only 
th ro u g h  a n  u n d e rs ta n d in g  th a t  p sy ch o lo g ica l s ta te s  m a n ife s t 
them selves bo th  directly  in th o u g h t a n d  indirectly  in  behaviour, th a t 
we gain  a  full u n d e rs ta n d in g  of th e  n a tu re  of th ese  s ta te s . W hat is 
clearly  n ecessa ry  is th e  ability  to look a t  oneself from  two different 
perspectives - from the  inside an d  from  the  outside. T his is n o t to be 
behav iourist and  claim  th a t  all th o u g h t m u s t be linked to d ispositions 
to behaviour. All th a t  is requ ired  is th a t  in  o rder to u n d e rs ta n d  w h at 
beliefs, desires, hopes, and  so on, are, we need  to see how  som e su c h  
s ta te s  are  linked to behaviour. O ther in s tan ces  of th a t  psychological 
k ind  need  n o t n ecessa rily  be  linked  u p  w ith  b eh av io u r for u s  to 
c o m p reh en d  th em . D isc rep a n c ie s  b e tw een  th e  en v iro n m en t a n d  
th o u g h ts  th a t  one m ost typically connec ts w ith  observation  of o thers, 
c an  be achieved by a  co m p ariso n  betw een  d ifferen t psychological 
s ta te s  a t different tim es. N evertheless, a lthough  it m ay be possib le for 
a  pe rson  to acquire  folk psychological theory  on h er own, th is  w ould
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still involve w hat we may call th ird  person  criteria  for application of 
such  sta tes.

To conclude, the m yth explains both  why it is th a t we seem  to 
have direct access to our psychological s ta te s  - because we do to some 
extent have such  access - and why th is doesn 't lead to solipsism . The 
consequences for self-knowledge we will see below. The m yth cap tu res 
one way in which we can flesh ou t the idea th a t all theory theorists 
clearly m u s t be com m itted to: in a ttrib u tin g  psychological s ta te s  to 
them selves, su b jec ts  m u st in som e e ssen tia l way draw  on the ir 
knowledge of folk psychological theory.

8. Theory Theory & Accounts o f Self-Knowledge

In th is  section, I w ant to look a t som e recen t accoun ts of self- 
knowledge to see w hether they are com patible with Theory Theory and, 
if not, how they are incom patible with it. 1 will not consider accounts of 
self-know ledge th a t are seriously  problem atic, like behaviourism , 
expressiv ism , and  in n er percep tion  theo ries . The aim  is not to 
determ ine which accoun t of self-knowledge is correct or w hether a 
theory theo rist is free to choose any  accoun t of self-knowledge. It is 
sim ply to indicate  th a t w hat Theory Theory h as to say abou t self- 
knowledge, is by no m eans fundam entally  different from w hat m any 
philosophers w ant to say about it anyway.

A good place to s ta r t  is w ith fu n c tio n a lis t theories of self- 
knowledge. W hereas there may be functionalists th a t cham pion a fully 
sym m etric accoun t of psychological a ttrib u tio n , there  are certainly 
plen ty  th a t  don 't. T here are  a t lea st two d ifferen t fu n c tio n a lis t 
accoun ts of self-knowledge, the classical' one and  the m ore m odern 
one (for lack of a better word). According to classical functionalism , as 
exp ressed  by B rian Loar (1993) and  Sydney S hoem aker (1990 & 
1993)45, it is part of the causal role of certain  psychological s ta tes that, 
u nder certain  conditions, if you have them , then  you believe th a t you 
have them . These psychological s ta tes are: (Shoemaker, 1990, p 188)

Ao  ̂ 'Z' (pféli 6̂ ^

45shoem aker (1993) says that classical functionalism is near enough his own view, 
so minor discrepancies can be expected.
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V
, psychological state  is always defined in term s of the functional role it 

occupies (or its functional state), self-attributions may be based on 
evidence o ther th an  the presence of some of the relevant causal

sensory states, including both sensations (e.g., pains) and perceptual 

states (e.g., seeming to see red), and intentional states, such as beliefs, 

desires, and intentions. One claim is that such states are necessarily 

"self-intimating": that it belongs to their very nature that having them 

leads to the belief, and knowledge, that one has them, or at any rate 

that it normally does so under certain circumstances. Another claim is 

that a person has "special authority about what such states he or she 

has.

Specifying (some of?) these conditions, we get the following claim. If 
you are rational, you have the concept 'belief, you have the belief tha t 
p, and you consider w hether you believe th a t p , you will come to 
believe th a t you believe th a t p . ^ 6  This is normally explained with 
reference to some subpersonal or neu ra l m echanism  (Shoemaker, 
1993; Loar, 1993). According to Loar, the self-ascriptive process takes 
you from the belief th a t p to the belief th a t you believe th a t p. The 
latter tracks the former, whilst itself being a réaliser of a self-ascriptive 
state  with the content tha t it tracks. Shoem aker stresses th a t however 
one w ants to conceive of self-ascription, one should not conceive of it 
as involving any m echanism  over and above th a t which is involved in 
implementing the belief and the self-ascriptive belief themselves. This 
is due to the fact th a t su ch  an  im plem entation  m u st be an 
implementation of inferential role, which should itself include the self- 
ascriptive mechanism.

W hat I have called the more m odern functionalist position, has 
been suggested by, for example, Georges Rey (1993) and Kim Sterelny 
(1993). According to it, first personal a ttribu tion  is based on the 
a sse ssm e n t of c h a ra c te r is tic  ra th e r  th a n  defining fea tu res  of 
psychological states. Characteristic features are directly accessible to 
the subjects them selves b u t not to anyone else. They are reliably 
connected  w ith the  relevan t functional roles. So a lthough  a

^®Two points are in place here. Firstly, the specification of the states that are self- 
intimating and the circumstances under which they are so, are meant to rule out 
unconscious psycho analytic and cognitive states (Shoemaker, 1990, p. 188). 
Secondly, presumably the formation of third-order psychological states on the basis 
of second-order psychological states, will follow a similar pattern, and so on for 
fourth-order psychological states, fifth-order psychological states, etc.
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factors. This does m ean  th a t se lf-a ttribu tions w on 't be a  h u n d red  per 
cen t reliable b u t, a s  we have seen, they don 't ap p ea r to be either.

A challenge th a t faces all functionalists is to accoun t for the kind 
of m is tak es th a t  we m ake in se lf-a ttr ib u tio n s  an d  th e  ones th a t  we 
don 't. It is no t im m ediately tra n s p a re n t how  th is  will w ork o u t on an  
a cc o u n t in  te rm s of su b p e rso n a l p ro cesses . The challenge for th e  
c la ss ifac tio n -d u e -to -ch a rac te ris tic -fea tu re s-fu n c tio n a lis ts  is to show  
how  o u r fallibility is due  to c lassifica tion  accord ing  to ch arac te ris tic  
a n d  n o t d e fin in g  fe a tu re s . T he im p o ss ib ility  o f e rro r  th ro u g h  
m isidentification is no t difficult to explain. The fact is th a t  the  evidence 
th a t  we a re  p re sen te d  w ith, a lbe it only c h a ra c te ris tic  fea tu res  of a 
functional s ta te , a re  n o t fea tu res th a t we a re  p resen ted  w ith  w hen we 
consider the  functional s ta te s  of o th er people. It m ay be m ore difficult 
to explain the  au th o rity  of self-ascrip tions. For it seem s possib le th a t 
a n  in te lligen t be ing  fu rb ish ed  w ith  a  good th eo ry  cou ld  be m ore 
au thorita tive  th a n  you ab o u t your psychological s ta te s . However these  
problem s m ay be solved, we see th a t b o th  these  acco u n ts  a re  partly  
asym m etric acco u n ts  of se lf-a ttribu tion , an d  bo th  are  com patible w ith 
th e  idea  th a t  we do have som e d istinc tive  know ledge of o u r own 
psychological s ta te s , th a t we don 't have of those of o thers.

Lastly, le t u s  co n sid er Peacocke's a cc o u n t of self-know ledge. 
A ccording to h im , it is b u ilt in to  th e  p o ssess io n  cond itions of o u r 
psychological c o n cep ts  th a t  if we p o sse ss  them , th e n  we will be 
d isposed  to se lf-a ttrib u te  the  conscious psychological s ta te s  th a t  we 
h a v e . 4 7  The possession  conditions for the  concept 'belief m u s t have a t 
least two c l a u s e s , 4 8  both  of w hich m u s t be know n by w hoever is to be 
a ttr ib u te d  m as te ry  of th a t  concep t (cf. a lso  S traw son , 1959). One 
c lause  applies to the  first person, p resen t ten se  case, an d  the  o ther to 
the  th ird  person  case: (Peacocke, 1992, pp. 163-4)

A relational concept R is the concept of belief only if 

(F) the th inker finds the first-person content th a t he stands in P to p 

primitively compelling whenever he has the conscious belief th a t p, 

and he finds it compelling because he has th a t conscious belief; and 

(T) in judging a  thought of the third person form aRp, the thinker

47in A Study o f Concepts, Peacocke only talks of belief. 1 take it, however, th a t he 
w ants to provide an  account of self-knowledge in general, not ju s t  of knowledge of 
own beliefs. His formulation there, then, provides the basis of such  an account.
48Peacocke is not claiming to provide the full possession conditions.
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thereby incurs a com m itm ent to a 's  being in a sta te  th a t has the 

sam e content-dependent role in making a  intelligible as the role of 

his own state  of standing in R to p in m aking him intelligible, were 

he to be in th a t state.

My self-attribution , say, of the  belief th a t  p, is a  case  of knowledge th a t 
1 believe th a t  p ,  b e c a u se  of th e  com bined  fac t of th e  p o ssess io n  
conditions of 'be lie f m ake  it a  cond ition  th a t  w henever 1 (being a n  
in stan ce  of a  subject) have a  conscious belief, say  th e  belief th a t  p, I 
am  willing to ju d g e  th a t  1 have th a t belief, an d  th e  fact th a t  I judge  th a t 
I believe th a t p  for th e  very reaso n  th a t  I consciously  believe th a t  p  (p. 
157).

Peacocke's a cco u n t is n o t a  m illion m iles aw ay from  a  c lassical 
functionalist acco u n t of self-knowledge. Peacocke, however, is opposed 
to su c h  a  view because , according  to him , it fails to give reasons  for 
one 's self-know ledge. It only explains o u r en titlem en t to a  distinctive 
k ind  of self-know ledge in te rm s of cau se s , n o t in te rm s of reaso n s . 
T hat, to Peacocke is n o t satisfactory , an d  he takes h is own acco u n t to 
provide the  req u is ite  re a so n s  (Peacocke, 1998). J u s t  a s  Peacocke 
objects to a c lassical functionalis t a cco u n t of self-knowledge, so there  
are  certain  obstacles for a  c lassical functionalist to em brace Peacocke's 
account. T here a re  a t lea st two reaso n s for th is . Firstly, th ere  is the  
issue  ab o u t rea so n s  an d  cau ses. W hereas a  fu n c tio n a lis t is probably  
very happy  to ta lk  of reasons, a s  long as it is u nders tood  th a t they are 
really ju s t  psychological c au se s , it is d o u b tfu l th a t  a  fu n c tio n a lis t 
would se ttle  for intelligibility in th e  th ird  p e rso n  c lause , m ak ing  no 
reference to c au sa tio n . Secondly, fu n c tio n a lis ts  a re  likely to requ ire  
th a t there  be som e m ention  of behav iour in  the  possession  conditions 
of a  psychological concep t, since  th e  p ro d u c tio n  of b eh av io u r is a  
typical effect of m any  psychological s ta te s , includ ing  belief. Peacocke 
does no t m en tion  th is  a t  all. It m ight also  be th o u g h t th a t  th e re  is a  
th ird  reason. Peacocke says th a t "there is a  sense  in  w hich the  concept 
of belief is a  first-person  concept" (p. 164). Could a  functionalist accept 
th is?  In order to determ ine th is  we m u s t first see w hy one m ight th in k  
th a t functionalism  is incom patible  w ith th is  idea, a n d  secondly, w ha t 
exactly Peacocke can  have in m ind.

A ccord ing  to se m a n tic  com m on se n se  fu n c tio n a lism , th e  
m eaning  of psychological term s is given by th e  role th a t  they  play in 
folk psychological theory. It is th en  n a tu ra l to expect th a t  for people to
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have psychological co n cep ts , th ey  m u s t  know  folk psychological 
theory. However, if we are  really  ta lk ing  ab o u t knowledge of a  theory, 
does it m ake sense  to ta lk  of the  concep ts involved in  su c h  knowledge 
being first personal?  T hat is, isn 't  th ere  a  so rt of objectivity involved in 
som ething  being a  theory, su c h  th a t  it m akes no sense  to requ ire  th a t  
in  o rd er to  know  th a t  theo ry , one m u s t  be in  p o sse ss io n  of firs t 
personal concep ts?  Knowing folk psychological theory  falls u n d e r  the  
category of knowledge of theo ries m ore widely. In o rder th a t  I know, 
say, p robab ility  theory , I n eed  n o t p o sse ss  firs t p e rso n  concep ts . 
Indeed, it seem s to m ake no se n se  to requ ire  th is . If we u n d e rs ta n d  
theory ' on th e  m odel of scientific theory ', th en  it does seem  p lausib le  
to c la im  th a t  th eo rie s  a re  re la tive ly  objective (cf. Nagel, 1986). 
However, a  theo ry  c a n n o t be  rela tively  objective if know ledge of it 
involves possessing  first pe rso n  concepts. A nother way to look a t it is 
th is way. Im agine aliens land  an d  s ta r t  exploring the  world. They learn  
to com m unicate  w ith u s , learn  o u r cu sto m s and  ways. They also say 
th ings like "Oliver believes th a t  th e re  is m ore to th is  th a n  m eets the  
eye " and  "Mary Ann is terrified of he igh ts  ". They also profess th a t  they 
have no em otions an d  from w h a t we can  tell, they don 't. They feel no 
fear, no joy, no love. N evertheless, they  a re  perfectly  p ro fic ien t in 
a ttrib u tin g  su c h  s ta te s  to o thers - they  m ake the  righ t k inds of reports 
u n d e r  th e  r ig h t k in d s  of c irc u m s ta n c e s , behave a s  if they  w ere 
expecting  c e rta in  em otional rea c tio n s  from  o th e rs  an d  so on. T his 
w ould be perfectly com patible w ith  functionalism . T hese a liens would 
have concepts of em otions. In o th er w ords, there  would be no th ing  first 
personal ab o u t these  concepts.

Now, does Peacocke m ean  a n y th in g  so su b s ta n tiv e  by first 
pe rson  concept" th a t  a  fun c tio n a lis t is forced to take  issu e  w ith  him ? 
Let u s  a ssu m e  th a t  the  two c lau se  possessio n  conditions hold for all 
psychological s ta te s  th a t  we a re  aw are  of having. (F) a n d  (T) a re  
perfectly com patible  w ith  th e  a lien s scenario . If the  a liens did have 
em otions, they  w ould com e to se lf-ascribe  su c h  em otions ju s t  in  the  
kind  of c ircum stances specified by (F). F urtherm ore, we can  regard  the 
a liens being fully com m itted  to (T) also . It is ju s t  th e  case  th a t  they  
never have em otions, so th e  s ta te s  of affa irs specified  by th e  two 
c lau ses are  never actualised .^^ However, Peacocke ta lk s  of a  capacity

do not take this to be uncontroverslal as an  idea. I do take it, however, th a t it is 
not obviously false.
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to self-ascribe as lying a t the core of possessing  the concept 'belief. 
Extending th is to emotion concepts, we m ight ask  w hat sense it would 
m ake to ascribe  to the  a liens a capacity  to self-ascribe em otions 
according to the conditions outlined by (F)? Is a capacity nothing more 
th a n  the following coun terfac tua l holding true; if one had  em otions 
and  concepts of these  em otions, one would be willing to self-ascribe 
oneself such  em otions w henever one was conscious of such  em otions? 
This is decidedly a th in  notion of capacity ', as is m ade clear by our 
case of the aliens. 1 would therefore be inclined to in te rp re t Peacocke 
as denying th a t the above alien scenario would be possible or, a t least, 
th a t these  aliens could ever possess the em otion concepts. If th is is 
right, then  Peacocke's account is im portantly  different from a classical 
functionalist account.

Not surprisingly, either functionalist account of self-knowledge is 
com patible with Theory Theory. However, sem antic  functionalism  is 
b uilt into both  accoun ts . As I sa id  above, a theory th eo ris t is no t 
required to accept th is position, nor is she required not to do so. If we 
combine Theory Theory with sem antic functionalism , we end up with a 
very good explanation of why knowledge of folk psychological theory is 
essentially involved in our self-attributions. This is due to the fact th a t 
our psychological term s are defined in term s of this theory. This is the 
reason  th a t children can  fully se lf-a ttribu te  psychological s ta te s  only 
once the rud im ents of folk psychological theory have been acquired. 
The fact th a t in order to acquire the concepts, one m u st acquire the 
theory , does requ ire  th e re  to be som e form of boot s tra p p in g  
procedure, whereby som e knowledge of the theory m akes one form 
certa in  concepts th a t th en  allow one to acquire  m ore theory and  
eventually  to re s tru c tu re  or change one 's concepts. This, however, 
seem s entirely plausible.

Theory Theory w ithout sem antic  functionalism  will have to take 
a different tu rn ; b u t no t very different. Even if we deny th a t  folk 
psychological theory is definitive of psychological concepts, we need 
not deny th a t there  is a very close connection  betw een the  two. It 
seem s folly to do so. The knowledge em bodied in folk psychological 
theory  clearly co n ta in s m uch  of w hat is involved in psychological 
concepts. W hereas it is true  th a t were folk psychological theory proved 
false, we m ight still tu rn  ou t to have psychological sta tes, it will also be 
tru e  th a t ou r concepts thereo f would be very different. Only, they
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w ouldn 't be so different th a t we would be unab le  to say th a t folk 
psychological theory was wrong abou t psychological sta tes. So, there is 
an  in tim ate  connec tion  betw een psychological concep ts and  folk 
psychological theory: in order to acquire the former, one m u st acquire 
a t least rud im ents of the latter. This seem s like a reasonable position, 
although it would need to specify more exactly the connection between 
the concepts and the theory.

As it s tan d s . Theory Theory is no t com patible with Peacocke's 
theory. Most im portantly , if Theory Theory takes seriously the idea of 
theory', th en  it is com m itted to accepting th a t the  alien scenario  is 
possible, ju s t  like functionalism  is. 1 have been arguing all along th a t 
Theory Theory shou ld  take the idea of theory' seriously. I, therefore, 
subm it th a t Theory Theory is com m itted to the alien scenario  being 
possible and, hence, to denying Peacocke's accoun t - a t least on the 
in terpretation th a t 1 have given it. Notice, however, th a t the difference 
betw een a Peacockian accoun t and  a Theory Theory accoun t is not 
great. It seem s exaggerated  to say, as  Heal does, th a t the  la tte r  
account is resolutely th ird  personal. Com m itm ent to an  alien scenario 
shows tha t there certainly are certain  com m itm ents to the objectivity of 
psychological concep t^  b u t th is does not boil down to the fact th a t we 
do not have distinctive first personal grounds for both self-attribution 
and self-knowledge.

9. Constructing a  Theory Theory Account o f Self-Attribution 
& Self-Knowledge

We have seen  th a t  Theory Theory is com patib le  with som e 
accounts of self-knowledge, or com patible w ith m inor rew orkings of 
some such  accoun ts. This indicates th a t the position Theory Theory 
takes vis-à-vis  se lf-a ttribu tion  and  self-know ledge is by no m eans 
singular. It is not resolutely th ird  personal in any ro b u st sense. It is 
less first personal th a n  som e accoun ts self-knowledge, for exam ple 
Peacocke's'. However, th is does not m ake self-attribution sym m etrical, 
nor does it imply th a t we are not entitled to a distinctive kind of self- 
knowledge. We have also seen th a t even if one opts for a Theory Theory 
th a t is also sem an tic  functionalist, one is still no t com m itted  to 
a ttr ib u tio n a l asy m m etry  nor to the  im possib ility  of u s  having
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distinctive knowledge of our own m inds. The sam e should  be true  for 
m etaphysical functionalism .

^ Self-attribution is m ost plausibly seen as som etimes, a t the very
1x 1  ' least, being g rounded  on direct access to one's own psychological

. . 7V < states. On the  o ther hand , su ch  access alone can n o t give u s  self-
a ttribu tion . Theory Theory holds th a t we have som e d irect access to 
som e of o u r psycholog ical s ta te s , b u t  th a t  know ledge of folk 
psychological theory m u s t play some role in self-a ttribu tion  also. In 
the m yth of the ontogenesis of self-attribution, we got some idea of how 
th is  works. It is p a rt of the n a tu re  of certa in  first-o rder conscious 
psychological s ta te s  - sen sa tio n s and  in ten tional s ta te s  - th a t they 
tend  to give rise to^i second-order psychological s ta te s  to the  effect 
th a t  the su b jec t is in the  first-o rder psychological s ta te s , on the  
condition  th a t the su b jec t is su itab ly  cognitively, doxastically  and  
conceptually equipped. How exactly one w ants to flesh ou t th is idea is 
up  to the individual theory theorist. As 1 indicated above, w hether or 
no t one w an ts  to com bine one 's Theory Theory w ith  sem an tic  
fu n c tio n a lism , a c q u is itio n  of psychological c o n ce p ts  an d  folk 
psychological theory  will go h an d  in h and . The co n seq u en ces of 
holding such views will differ, however.

Theory Theory need not hold w hat Peacocke (1998) calls a n o 
reasons view. Shoem aker's position is a no-reasons view because  he 
b a se s  se lf-know ledge on som e ro te  n e u ra l m ec h an ism . T his 
m echanism  is supposed to explain why it is th a t w hen one has a belief 
th a t p, say, one will come to believe th a t one h as the belief th a t p, 
provided th a t one possesses the concept of belief. Alternatively, one 
m ight provide an  explanation according to which having a belief th a t p 
is a reason for having a  belief th a t one believes th a t p. For example, it 
is a  com bination of the n a tu re  of consciously accessible psychological 
s ta tes, them selves, and  the n a tu re  of folk psychological concepts that, 
w hen an organism  is in a sta te  of the form er kind and  possesses the 
latter, it will come to ascribe itself the psychological sta te  in question.

Let me recapitu late  why the above position need not be sem antic 
functionalist. It is obvious, 1 th ink , th a t psychological concep ts and

^^However, again it is worth pointing out tha t Theory Theory m ust allow for the 
possibility of creatures tha t have no such access, but always self-attribute on third 
personal grounds. This, however, does not appear to be the case with hum ans.

shall not go into how to flesh out 'giving rise to', l^ t me ju s t indicate tha t 1 don't 
think it needs to be a causal analysis - i.e. one in which first-order psychological 
states cause second-order psychological states.
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folk psychological theo ry  a re  in tim ate ly  linked. It is no t, however, 
obvious th a t  th e  m ean ing  of psychological te rm s is given solely in  
te rm s of the  theory  in w hich they  figure. Psychological te rm s c an  be 
regarded  as  rigid designators. Let u s  a ssu m e  th a t w h a t speakers need 
to know  in  o rder to know  th e  m ean ing  of folk psychological te rm s is 
tha t: i. th e  term  is a  folk psychological term , ii. th e  referen ts of su c h  
te rm s  a re  re p re s e n ta t io n a l  p sy ch o lo g ica l s ta te s ,  a n d  iii. th a t  
psychological s ta te s  have c h a rac te ris tic  c a u sa l pow ers to th e  effect 
th a t  th ey  a re  c a u se d  by s ta te s  of th e  e n v iro n m en t a n d  o th e r  
psychological s ta te s , a n d  they  c au se  s ta te s  of th e  env ironm en t an d  
o ther psychological s ta te s  in th e ir tu rn . T his is a  b it m ore com plicated 
th a n  w h a t sp eak e rs  need  to know  in  o rd er to know  th e  m ean ing  of 
physical m agn itude  term s, b u t  it certa in ly  seem s to be in  th e  sam e 
ballpark . The re s t of the  m ean ing  of the  term s m ight be given by th e ir 
reference, as in the  case  of physical m agn itude  term s. I do n o t w ish to 
advocate su c h  a n  acco u n t here , b u t  m erely ind icate  th a t  som eth ing  
like it is open for the  theory theorist.

Let m e ad d re ss  one la s t question . If w h a t I have sa id  so far is 
true, how  come it is so frequently  th o u g h t bo th  th a t Theory Theory is a  
functionalist theory an d  th a t it is com m itted to a ttrib u tio n a l sym m etry 
an d  denying o u r en titlem en t to a  d istinctive  k ind  of self-know ledge? 
T here  is ce rta in ly  a  h is to r ic a l  lin k  b e tw een  T heory  T heory  a n d  
functionalism . Sellars w as a n  early  func tiona lis t an d  also  the  first to
propound  the Theory Theory position. His aim  w as to illu stra te  how we    ^  —   -----
rrïïght come to th in k  of ourselves a s  su b jec ts  of psychological s ta te s , 
w ithou t th e  psychological s ta te s  them selves being given to u s  directly 
(Sellars, 1963). It is im p o rtan t to note, however, th a t  Sellars did no t 
seem  to em brace a ttrib u tio n a l sym m etry. He m ain ta ined  th a t  we can  
be tra in ed  to "give reaso n ab ly  reliab le  se lf-desc rip tions ... w ith o u t 
having  to observe [our] overt behaviour" (p. 189) a n d  th a t, a lthough  
there  is no abso lu te  privacy of sub jec ts  vis-à-vis th e ir "inner episodes", 
there  is nevertheless som e form  of privacy. Sellars' p roposa l proved 
rem arkab ly  in fluen tia l. D ennett, for exam ple, traces th e  idea of folk 
psychological theory  back  to h im  (D ennett, 1987). W hen Lewis (1972) 
tak es  u p  the  Theory Theory idea, it is in  th e  con tex t of a rgu ing  for 
sem antic  and  m etaphysical com m on sense  functionalism . P resum ably  
all th is  is w here the  idea th a t  Theory Theory is a  fu n c tio n a lis t idea 
stem s from.
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There is, however, an o th e r origin of the  idea. Child psychologists 
u se  the  term  theory of m ind' largely in the  sam e way th a t  philosophers 
u se  folk psychology'. However, originally bo th  the  p h ra se s  seem ed to 
denote  Theory Theory. The te rm  theory  of m ind ' w as in troduced  by 
Prem ack & W oodruff (1978). According to them , som eone h a s  a  theory 
of m ind if he: (p. 515)

im putes m ental states to him self and to others (either to conspeciflcs or 

to other species as well). A system of inferences of th is kind is properly 

viewed as  a  theory, first, becau se  su ch  s ta te s  a re  no t d irectly  

observable, and  second, because the system  can  be used  to m ake 

predictions, specifically about the behavior of other organisms.

Som eone like Fodor, who is clearly  a  theo ry  th eo ris t, sim ply ta lk s  of 
folk psychology (1987). Later, w ith  divergence in  opin ion  concern ing  
how  to explain o u r p ractice  of a ttr ib u tin g  psychological s ta te s  to one 
ano ther, the  term  Theory Theory w as in troduced  (Morton, 1980). Now, 
T heory  of M ind is u se d  in  psychology to d en o te  th e  p rac tice  of 
a ttrib u tin g  psychological s ta te s  to one ano ther, no t necessarily  to refer 
to T heory  T heory. N evertheless, th e re  is little  d o u b t th a t  w hen  
psychologists ta lk  of Theory of M ind an d  Theory Theory, they  m ean to 
la tch  on to th e  ex p erim en ta l tra d itio n  o rig in a tin g  in  P rem ack  & 
W oodm ff s work, no t Sellars' early functionalism .

So m uch  for the  h istory  of the  m istake. Theory Theory is now a 
te rm  th a t  refers to a n  in te rn a l a cc o u n t of folk psychology th a t  is 
largely em pirica l in  c h a ra c te r . C om m on se n se  fu n c tio n a lism  is a  
som ew hat different story. It need  n o t be a n  in te rn a l accoun t, am ong 
o th er th ings. Theory Theory a n d  functionalism  can  be com bined, b u t 
need  n o t be so. W here the  idea  cam e from  th a t  fu n c tio n a lis ts  a re  
com m itted  to a  sym m etric  a cc o u n t of psychological a ttr ib u tio n  an d  
m u s t deny th a t  we have knowledge of o u r  own psychological s ta te s . 
I'm  n o t su re . As 1 have po in ted  ou t, it is n o t even to be found  in 
Sellars.
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Chapter 5

Ü

We have a very extensive shared understanding of how we work mentally. Think of it 

as a theory: FOLK PSYCHOLOGY. It is common knowledge among us; b u t it is tacit, 

as our gram m atical knowledge is. We can tell which p articu la r predictions and 

explanations conform to its principles, b u t we cannot expound those principles 

systematically. (Lewis, 1994, p. 416)

Among the many cognitive capacities th a t people manifest, there is one cluster th a t 

holds a particular fascination for philosophers. Included in this cluster is the ability 

to describe  people and  the ir behavior (including the ir linguistic  behavior) in 

intentional terms - or to interpret' them , as philosophers som etim es say. (...) Since 

the dom inant strategy for explaining any cognitive capacity is to posit an  internally 

represented theory, it is not surprising th a t in this area, too, it is generally assum ed 

tha t a theory is being invoked (...) The term folk psychology' has been widely used as 

a  label for the largely tacit psychological theory th a t underlies these abilities. (Stich 

& Nichols, 1995a, pp. 123-4)

159



All along, I have b een  ta lk ing  a b o u t o u r  know ledge of folk 
psycho log ical th eo ry . We have a lre ad y  se e n  w h a t th is  
knowledge am o u n ts  to in  term s of w h a t the  content of it is. It 
is now tim e to tu rn  to its form . Form s of knowledge have been  

m u ch  d isc u sse d  in  re c e n t decades; in  p a rtic u la r, ta c it  know ledge 
v e rsu s  o rd inary  know ledge (Chom sky, 1975; D avies 1989b; Fodor, 
1981; M arr, 1982; S tich , 1978). A n u m b er of theory  th eo ris ts  claim  
th a t  knowledge of folk psychological theory  is tac it (Braddon-M itchell 
& Jackson , 1996; Lewis, 1994; S tich  & Nichols, 1992). In th is  chap ter, 
1 will exam ine w h a t th is  claim  a m o u n ts  to an d  w h e th er it sho u ld  be 
accepted as form ing p a rt of Theory Theory.

I shall proceed a s  follows. F irst, I will look a t  tran sfo rm ationa l 
g ra m m a r a n d  how  ta c it  know ledge fig u res  in  th is  a re a . T ac it 
knowledge w as first in troduced  in  linguistics and  vision research , and  
to see w h a t role it is su p p o se d  to p lay  in  folk psychology, it is 
im portan t to u n d e rs ta n d  how  it figured originally. How tac it knowledge 
is re la ted  to u n c o n sc io u s  know ledge will be a d d re sse d  h ere  an d  
clarified later. Second, I sha ll exam ine th ree  p reva len t ph ilosophical 
theories abou t the  n a tu re  of tac it knowledge. We can  th en  move on to 
see w hether o u r knowledge of folk psychological theory  h a s  any of the  
fe a tu re s  of ta c it  know ledge. T h is is th e  th ird  s tep . I rely  on  a 
com parison  betw een  know ledge of g ram m ar a n d  know ledge of folk 
psychological theory. For th is  com parison , we need specific exam ples 
of the  s ta tem en ts  of folk psychological theory. And since tac it theory  
th eo ris ts  do n o t ten d  to provide any  exam ples of folk psychological 
generalisations, I rely on the  kind  of generalisa tions given in ch ap te r 1. 
We sha ll see th a t  none of th ese  g enera lisa tions a p p e a r  to be tacitly  
known. Fourth, I look over som e of the  recen t research  in experim ental 
psychology concern ing  w h a t psychologists call im plicit learn ing ' an d  
im plicit knowledge', b u t  w hich  is synonym ous w ith tac it learn ing  and  
knowledge. The aim  is to d iscover w h e th e r we here  find a  rad ically  
different view of tac it know ledge th a t  m ight en d an g er my conclusion
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th a t  folk psychological knowledge is n o t tac it. We don 't. According to 
th e  only rad ically  d ifferent su g g estio n  - th a t  ta c it know ledge is n 't  
rep resen ta tiona l - folk psychological knowledge will still be explicit.

i .  Tacit K nowledge o f  Transformational Grammar

'Tacit knowledge' is a  techn ica l te rm  u sed  prim arily  in  cognitive 
psychology a n d  lingu istics. It deno tes a  collection of cognitive s ta te s  
th a t  a re  a ssu m e d  to be ex p lan a to ry  of a  p a r tic u la r  ab ility  th a t  a  
sub jec t has, su c h  a s  the  ability to u tte r  an d  com prehend  g ram m atical 
se n ten c es . To u se  know ledge' here , a lb e it p refixed  by tac it ', is, 
p e rh ap s , in felic itous. T he term , in  its  s ta n d a rd  ph ilo soph ical u se , 
conno tes t ru th  an d  ju s tifica tio n . Tacit know ledge, how ever, h a s  no 
com m itm ents to either. It sim ply refers to a  body of rep re sen ta tio n a l 
s ta te s  th a t is causally  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of a  specified range 
of behaviour. S uch  s ta te s  are  also  know n a s  subdoxastic  s ta te s . This 
choice of vocabulary  is m ore apposite , doxa' being G reek for 'belief or 
opinion '. Often, su b d o x astic  s ta te s  a re  c o n tra s te d  w ith  beliefs, b u t  
som etim es also  w ith  the  en tire  c lass of p ropositional a ttitu d e  s ta te s . 
Usage of the  te rm  su b d o x astic ' s tre s se s  th e  fact th a t  th e  c o n tra s t  
betw een tac it knowledge an d  o rd inary  knowledge w as never supposed  
to be betw een  d ifferen t k in d s  of know ledge a s  su c h , b u t  betw een  
different k inds of cognitive sta tes.

K now ledge of g ra m m a r - a lo n g s id e  know ledge of v isu a l 
p a ra m e te rs  (M arr, 1982) - is th e  p ro to ty p ica l exam ple  of ta c it  
knowledge. The idea is in tim ately  linked w ith  the  figure of C hom sky 
(e.g. Chom sky, 1975). According to him , tac it knowledge of g ram m ar 
en te rs  into the  exp lanation  of o u r linguistic  ability, m ore precisely the  
a b il i ty  to  u t t e r  a n d  c o m p re h e n d  g ra m m a tic a l  s e n te n c e s .  
T ran sfo rm atio n a l g ram m ar is th e  p a r tic u la r  g ram m ar th a t  we a re  
a ssu m ed  to have tac it knowledge of. In general, it looks very different 
from the  kind of g ram m ar one is fam iliar w ith  from early schooling.

T ran sfo rm atio n a l g ram m ar w orks w ith  two o r m ore levels of 
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n . 5 2  \ sh a ll  give a n  exam ple  of th e  p rin c ip le s  of

52how m any levels are posited depends on w hich phase in Chom sky's work one 
looks at. He started  out with two, a t a  point had four, and now works with no more 
than  three levels. Fortunately, the exact num ber of levels is not im portant to the 
argum ent a t hand.
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tran sfo rm atio n a l g ram m ar in  te rm s of a  three-level s tru c tu re . This 
s tru c tu re  is com posed of the  following levels: DS, LF, a n d  PF. These 
a re  techn ica l te rm s u se d  by C hom sky connoting , respectively, deep 
s tru c tu re , logical form, and  phonological form. The DS of a  sen tence  is 
th e  b a sic  g ram m atica l s t ru c tu re  w h ich  is c o n s tru c te d  o u t of th e  
lexicon an d  basic  g ram m atica l ru les , su c h  as  th o se  of X -bar Theory. 
The PF is identical to th e  h ea rd  sen tence; th a t  is, it is th e  level w here 
th e  ch arac te ris tic  so u n d s  of language  a re  rep re sen ted . LF is w here 
an ap h o ra , scope, and  the  like a re  rep resen ted . According to L arson & 
Segal (1995), it is here  th a t  sy n tax  in terfaces w ith sem an tics. At th is  
level, th e  DS of a  sen tence  h a s  been  tran sfo rm ed . R ules, o th e r th a n  
those operating in  the  DS, govern these  transfo rm ations.

As a  concrete exam ple of tac it knowledge of g ram m ar, let u s  look 
a t m h-traces. A m h-trace is a  trace  left in  the  LF of a  p h rase  w here the 
interrogative p ronoun  - what, who, which, when, or where - h a s  moved 
from  the  position  it occupies in  th e  DS of th e  re levan t p h rase . The 
trace  is left in the  LF w here th e  m h-word figures in the  DS su c h  as to 
cap tu re  the  scope of th e  verb of w hich  it is a n  a rg u m en t (see fig. 1 ). 
Now, like' is a  transitive  verb and , a s  such , it takes bo th  a  sub jec t and  
a n  object. At the  level of DS, th e  su b jec t will a p p ea r to the  left of the  
(transitive) verb and  the  object on  th e  right, a s  is a p p a re n t in  "John  
likes whom?". At the  level of PF, the  in terrogative p ro n o u n  h a s  moved 
relative to the  position  it h a d  in  th e  DS. T he m h -trace  in  th e  LF 
ind icates the  position of the  relevan t interrogative p ronoun  in the  DS.

PF LF
"Hu:m dAS dgan laik?" "Whom, does John  like t,?"

transformations

X-bar Theory -----------------  DS   Lexicon

"John likes whom?"

Fig. 1
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In fig. 1, the fact th a t  the  trace  refers to 'whom' is rep resen ted  by the  
' l '  tagged a t  th e  end  of b o th  trace  an d  in terrogative  p ronoun . T his 
safeguards o u r u n d e rs tan d in g  the  sen tence  a s  one in w hich whom ' is 
the  object of'like ' (cf. Chom sky, 1986, pp. 77-78).

According to Chom sky, w h a t b e s t explains o u r speech behaviour 
is know ledge of g ram m atica l ru le s  su c h  a s  those  pe rta in in g  to w h- 
traces  - along w ith  ce rta in  perform ance m echan ism s th a t  access th is  
knowledge and  p u t it to use . 1 can n o t go in to  the  a rg u m en ts  here, b u t  
suffice it to say  th a t  th is  is th e  p ic tu re  th a t  form s th e  b asis  of m ost 
theorising  ab o u t the  n a tu re  of tac it knowledge. In w h a t follows, 1 sha ll 
u se  o u r knowledge of m h-traces a s  rep resen ta tive  of o u r gram m atical 
knowledge. W hat is tru e  of th is  knowledge, 1 will a ssu m e  is tru e  of all 
of gram m atical knowledge.

Tacit knowledge w orks like o rd inary  knowledge in  a  n u m b er of 
respects. It is, for exam ple, causally  efficacious in  the  p roduction  of a  
c e rta in  range  of behav iour. In o th e r resp ec ts , however, it is un like  
o rd inary  know ledge. M ost of u s  a re  u n a w are  of p o ssess in g  it, for 
exam ple. There is real d ispu te  concern ing  w ha t charac teristics  se t tac it 
know ledge a p a r t  from  o rd inary  know ledge, an d  w h a t consequences 
th a t  h a s  for psychology. A corollary of th is  is th a t  w ha t is classified as 
tac it knowledge, over a n d  above gram m atica l com petence and  vision, 
is no t generally agreed upon.

2. C hom sky & Stich: Tacit K nowledge Is Unconscious

Noam Chom sky h a s  suggested  th a t  the  only difference betw een 
subdoxastic  s ta te s  an d  beliefs is th a t  su b jec ts  a ttr ib u te d  these  s ta te s  
a re  aw are  of hav ing  th e  la tte r , b u t  u n aw are  of hav ing  the  form er. 
According to h is view, th e  two so rts  of s ta te s  are  bo th  cognitive s ta te s  
of the  following kind. They are  rep resen ta tiona l, causally  efficacious in 
the  p roduction  of th o u g h t an d  behaviour, an d  th e ir c au sa l powers are  
a s so c ia te d  w ith  th e ir  re p re s e n ta t io n a l  c o n te n ts . U n c o n sc io u s  
psychological s ta te s  q u a  u n c o n sc io u s  a re  n o t likely to c o n s titu te  a  
psychologically in te res tin g  c lass . H ence, th is  fea tu re  of su bdoxastic  
s ta te s  is irre levan t to psychological theo rising . We, in o u r role a s  
cognitive psycholog ists, sh o u ld  free ou rse lves of o u r p re-scien tific  
psycholog ical co n cep ts , like know ing ' a n d  believ ing ', s in ce  th e
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significant no tion  in  fu tu re  psychology will probably  be som ething  like 
cognizing' (Chomsky, 1976).

It is n o t e n tire ly  c le a r  w h a t C h o m sk y  h a s  in  m in d  by 
unconscious ' here. If we tu rn  to S tich 's  theory  of tac it knowledge, we 

will see how  it is possib le  to m ean  a t  le a s t two d ifferent th ings by 
conscious', a n d  consequen tly  th e  negation  of it. S tich  (1978) th in k s  
th a t the  difference betw een subdoxastic  s ta te s  an d  beliefs is far from 
being u n im p o rtan t to cognitive psychology. Subdoxastic  s ta te s  form an  
im portan tly  d ifferen t c la ss  of cognitive s ta te s  from  beliefs, b ecau se  
they  a re  co n sc io u s ly  in ac ce ss ib le  a n d  in feren tia lly  e n c a p su la te d , 
w hereas beliefs are  ne ither.

A b e lie f  is c o n sc io u s , a cc o rd in g  to  S tich , if we have  a  
c h a rac te ris tic  co n sc io u s experience w hen  o u r  a tte n tio n  is su itab ly  
d raw n to th e  c o n te n t of it. G enerally , a  su b je c t will a s s e n t  to a  
proposition th a t  she  believes to be true. However, conscious experience 
is only connected  w ith  verbal a sse n t inso far a s  the  sub jec t is disposed  
to a sse n t to a  proposition  expressing  the  co n ten t of one of h e r beliefs. 
A ssent and  conscious experience are  in terconnected , b u t the  form er is 
not essentially  correlated  w ith the  latter. R ather, it is "the experience of 
having an  occu rren t b e lie f  th a t is a t issue  (p. 504).

One im agines th a t  there  m u s t be m any  varieties of characteristic  
conscious experiences; p e rh a p s  a s  m any  a s  th e re  are  psychological 
m o d es . F e a r, p a in , a n g e r , a n d  p a s s io n  a re  a ll h ig h  on  
phenom enological im pact. Beliefs, on the  o ther hand , p resum ably  have 
less phenom enolog ical im port. Indeed, it is h a rd  to im agine w h a t 
phenom enology belief cou ld  have o th e r  th a n  som eth ing  like a  gut- 
feeling, a  feeling of recognition, or of u n su rp rise . To take  a n  exam ple, 
w hen you are p resen ted  w ith the  con ten t of a  belief th a t  you have, say:

(1) Paris is the capital of France

you shou ld  have som e k ind  of feeling of recognition or u n su rp rise . This 
m ay no t be terrib ly  sa lien t, b u t  shou ld  be sa lien t enough  for you to be 
able to d istingu ish  it from the  phenom enology of being p resen ted  w ith 
the  con ten t of a  belief th a t  you don 't have, say:

(2) Naupiion was the first capital of m odem  Greece
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In th is  c a se , you  sh o u ld  h ave  a  fee ling  of m ild  s u rp r is e ,  
inform ativeness, or som eth ing  of th a t sort. It is, a t any  ra te , a  feeling 
q u a lita tiv e ly  d iffe ren t from  th a t  w h ich  (1) e lic its . H ence, th e  
phenom enology  co n n ec ted  w ith  being  p re se n te d  w ith  c o n te n ts  of 
beliefs th a t  one h a s  an d  co n ten ts  of beliefs th a t  one does n o t have is 
reco g n isab ly  d iffe ren t. O nly in  th e  fo rm er c a se  do we have a 
characteristic  conscious experience.

Beliefs have roughly  th e  sam e phenom enology w h e th e r or no t 
they are explicit or implicit. Take:

(3) Cars aren 't living organism s

T his is a  trad itio n a l exam ple of a n  im plicit belief - a  belief th a t  you 
have never consciously  en terta ined , b u t th a t is im plied by o ther beliefs 
th a t  you have  consciously  en te rta in ed . However, a lth o u g h  you m ay 
never have th o u g h t of th is  before, it is n o t like (2 ) - it is n e ith e r  
surprising , no r unfam iliar.

S u b d o x a s tic  s ta te s  a re  a lso  in fe ren tia lly  im p o v erish ed  or 
encapsu la ted . The inferential p a tte rn s  by way of w hich  they  can  give 
rise  to beliefs and  beliefs can  give rise to them , are  extrem ely lim ited. 
Beliefs are  well in teg ra ted  in to  an  inferential netw ork  of o th er beliefs. 
For in stance , if 1 believe th a t Ted H onderich is the  a u th o r  of Violence 
fo r  Equality  an d  th a t  the  a u th o r  of Violence fo r  Equality  w as the  Grote 
P rofessor a t UCL, 1 can  in fer th a t  Ted H onderich  w as th e  G rote 
Professor a t UCL. S ubdoxastic  s ta te s  m ight form  a n  in feren tia l web 
w ith  c e r ta in  o th e r  su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s  b u t  n o t w ith  o th e rs . 
Subdoxastic  s ta te s  w hose co n ten ts  concern  m h-traces will n o t play a 
role in any  inference, involving s ta te s  w hose c o n ten ts  concern  v isual 
pa ram eters . Beliefs s ta n d  in  cau sa l re la tions th a t  su b d o x astic  s ta te s  
don 't an d  vice versa. Notice th a t  th is  does n o t m ean  th a t  beliefs and  
subdoxastic  s ta te s  a re  n o t re la ted  to each  o th e r in feren tially  a t  all. 
Subdoxastic  s ta te s  regularly  give rise to beliefs - the  opera tion  of ou r 
tac it knowledge of g ram m ar gives rise  to th e  belief th a t  som eone is 
say ing  th is  o r th a t. However, the  range of beliefs th a t  a  p a rtic u la r  
subdoxastic  s ta te  can  give rise to is im portantly  restric ted  com pared  to

^^Stich does not actually think th a t subdoxastic states can form part of an  inference, 
only beliefs can do so. When he talks of inference involving subdoxastic states, he 
m eans to talk of inference-like psychological operations (1978. pp. 511-17).
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the  range of beliefs a  belief can  give rise to. F urtherm ore, it is doubtfu l 
w he ther beliefs an d  subdoxastic  s ta te s  together can  inferentially  give 
rise to o ther beliefs or subdoxastic  s ta tes .

T he no tion  of in feren tia l en ca p su la tio n  is b e s t fleshed  o u t in 
te rm s of cognitive su b sy s te m s  (Stich, 1978; Davies, 1989). Beliefs 
"form a  co n sc io u s ly  access ib le , in fe ren tia lly  in te g ra te d  cognitive 
subsystem " w hereas subdoxastic  s ta te s  "occur in  a  variety of separa te , 
special p u rpose  cognitive subsystem s" (Davies, 1989, pp. 507-8). We 
can  p u t the  idea th is  way:

A cognitive subsystem  is either:

i. a  body of psychological states th a t are interrelated in term s of their

component concepts, or

ii. a  special purpose processor, and

iii. encapsulated from information outside it

W hat m akes u s  w an t to ta lk  ab o u t a  cognitive subsystem  is th a t  there  
is a n  iden tifiab le  p a r t  of th e  cognitive system  - e ith e r in  te rm s of 
function  or in fo rm ation  - th a t  is sep arab le  from th e  function ing  of 
o th e r  su b sy s te m s  a n d  th e  sy s te m  a s  a w hole. A su b s y s te m  is 
idiosyncratic e ither in term s of its p rocesses or its inform ation or both, 
and  is only sensitive to certa in  k inds of i n f o r m a t i o n . it i s  the  la tte r  
th a t constitu tes its inform ational encapsu lation .

P h ilo sophers a n d  cognitive psycho log ists often  ta lk  of beliefs 
form ing a  cognitive subsystem : th e  belief box. The belief system  stores 
only beliefs. All the  beliefs a re  sensitive to each  o ther. Beliefs a re  no t 
sensitive  to su b d o x astic  in fo rm ation  u n til it is p resen ted  in  a  belief 
form at. T here d o esn 't seem  to be a  co rrespond ing  su b d o x astic  box. 
T hat is, subdoxastic  s ta te s  are  sto red  in a  n u m b er of sep ara te  boxes - 
one or m ore of w hich concern  language an d  sto re  g ram m atica l ru les, 
one w hich  concerns vision and  s to res  v isual p a ram ete rs , an d  so on. 
For th is  reason , subdoxastic  s ta te s  c an n o t in te rac t w ith  each  o ther as 
beliefs c an  am ong one an o th e r. F u rth e rm o re , th e  e n ca p su la tio n  is

Strictly speaking, th is  is incorrect, A subsystem  is sensitive both  to w hat 
information is presented to it and the provenance of it. Thus, even if the information 
concerns the right subject m atter, it can  still fail to penetrate  into the relevant 
subsystem . For example, the visual subsystem  is not sensitive to information about 
visual processing th a t a subject may acquire studying optics. The visual system is 
only sensitive to information received from the retinas.
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su c h  a s  to m ake only a  lim ited a m o u n t of in fo rm ation  available to 
o ther cognitive subsystem s.

O n a  m ore encom passing  p ic tu re  of the  cognitive system , the  
in fo rm atio n a l e n c a p su la tio n  of su b sy s te m s  a lone  c a n n o t exp la in  
in feren tia l en cap su la tio n . O nce you begin  to p o p u la te  th e  cognitive 
sy s te m  w ith  m ore  su b s y s te m s , th e  n e ed  a r is e s  for a p lace  of 
in te rac tion  betw een a t least som e of th o se  su b sy stem s. System s like 
th e  belief sy stem  an d  th e  desire  sy s tem  - a ssu m in g  th a t  th e re  is a  
desire  system  correspond ing  to th e  belief system  - m u s t  be m ore or 
less in teg rated  w ith each  o ther, su c h  th a t  th e  inform ation  in  bo th  can  
com e together som ew here to form  in ten tio n s , p rom p t actions, an d  so 
on. It m u s t be possib le  for s ta te s  co n ta in ed  in  a t  le a s t som e of the  
su b sy stem s to in te rac t. One w ay to sa feguard  su c h  in te rac tion , is to 
a ssu m e  th a t subdoxastic  su b sy stem s have filters th a t  prevent m ost, or 
all, of th e  inform ation  con ta ined  in  th em  to be b ro ad c as t ou tside  the  
system . T hus, the  free inferential in te rac tion  of p ropositional a ttitu d e  
s ta te s  w ith each  o ther is due to the  fact th a t  the  su b sy stem s th a t they 
form p a r t  of do n o t have su c h  filters. Of course , su c h  a  filter shou ld  
no t exclude there  being privileged in te rac tion  betw een the  inform ation 
of som e subdoxastic  su bsystem s. For exam ple, we need  th e  g ram m ar 
system  an d  the  lexical system  to in te rac t in language p roduction  and  
co m p reh en s io n . A no ther w ay to  se c u re  th e  in te ra c tio n  be tw een  
p ro p o sitio n a l a tt i tu d e  s ta te s  is to  a s su m e  th a t  th e re  is a n o th e r  
cognitive subsystem , a  so rt of cognitive w orkspace (cf. B ernard  B aars ' 
g lobal w orkspace  th eo ry  of c o n sc io u sn e ss  (B aars, 1988)) th a t  is 
sensitive to the  inform ational c h a rac te ris tic s  of p ropositional a ttitu d e  
s ta te s  b u t  n o t to th o se  of su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s . F igure 2 gives u s  a 
flavour of how su c h  a  cognitive system  w ould look.

B oth conscious accessib ility  a n d  in feren tia l in teg ra tion  can  be 
regarded  as conscious fea tu res . H aving som e in fo rm ation  generally  
available in  one 's theo re tical o r p rac tica l reaso n in g  is one a sp ec t of 
w h a t it  is for in fo rm a tio n  to  be  c o n sc io u s . T he o th e r , is th e  
phenom enolog ical a sp ec t we ta lk ed  a b o u t above, w here  th e re  is a  
sen se  of recognition w hen  one is p resen ted  w ith  th e  co n ten t of such  
inform ation . 1 d o n 't th in k  C hom sky is easily  in te rp re ted  a s  hold ing  
m ean ing  inferentially en cap su la ted ' by unconscious ', since he would 
th e n  com m it h im self to hold ing  th a t  su c h  a  fea tu re  is irre levan t to 
cognitive psychology. T hat hard ly  seem s plausible. Therefore, we
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sho u ld  a ssu m e  th a t  C hom sky m ean s consciously  inaccessib le ' by 
un co n sc io u s '. So, th e re  is a  real d isag reem en t betw een  S tich  an d  

Chom sky abou t w hat fea tu res tac it knowledge h as. T his m ay be w hat 
is a t the  root of the d isag reem en t ab o u t w hat consequences assum ing  
th a t we have tac it knowledge h a s  for cognitive psychology.

Let u s now re tu rn  to o u r knowledge of m h -traces to consider 
w he ther it h a s  any of the  above fea tu res. 1 u se  th is  a s  a  te s t of any  
theo ry  of tac it know ledge th a t  it acco rd s w ith  know ledge of su c h  
traces . Firstly, we d o n 't seem  to be aw are of o u r know ledge of w h-  
traces. W hen looking a t  figure 1 a n d  the  su rro u n d in g  descrip tion , I 
take  it th a t no rea d e r u n tra in e d  in lin gu istics h a d  a  ch a rac te ris tic  
conscious experience. Secondly, o u r know ledge of m h-traces is no t 
inferentially in tegrated  w ith o u r beliefs, desires, em otions, an d  so on. 
O ur control over th is  knowledge is strictly  lim ited to th e  u tte ran ce  an d  
parsing  of g ram m atica l sen ten ces . W e canno t, for exam ple, s it down 
an d  reflect on th is  know ledge to w ork o u t a n  in te rn a l a cc o u n t of 
g ram m ar. We have to look a t  the  ju d g e m e n ts  th a t  we m ake, n o t 
in tro sp ec t on o u r p re -ex is tin g  know ledge. Of cou rse , g ram m atica l 
knowledge is no t com pletely inferentially  en cap su la ted , it in te rac ts
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with o ther p a rts  of o u r knowledge of language - for exam ple ou r 
lexicon. Nevertheless, g ram m ar is applied to language production and 
co m p reh en sio n  exclusively . C onsequen tly , it a p p e a rs  th a t  o u r 
gram m atical knowledge is consciously inaccessible and  inferentially 
encapsulated.

3. Davies: The Generality Constraint

Davies h a s  suggested the  G enerality C onstra in t as providing a 
principled d istinc tion  betw een beliefs and  subdoxastic  s t a t e s . T h e  
G enerality C o n stra in t is a co n stra in t on though t first suggested  by 
G areth  Evans (1982). It is applicable to the  issue  a t h an d  in the 
following way. Most people accept th a t though ts are struc tu red  sta tes. 
They are com posed of a n u m b er of concep ts. As a rule, we don 't 
a ttribu te  to som ebody the though ts the cat is on the m at' and the girl 
is in the  garden ' if they  c an n o t also e n te rta in  the following two 
though ts: the ca t is in the garden ' and  the  girl is on the  m at'. 
According to the Generality Constraint:

for a subject to have the thought Fa, she m ust  be able to: i. conceive 

of a being G, //, J . and  so on for all properties she knows of, and ii. 

conceive of b, c. d. and  so on being F for all the objects she knows
of. 56

This constra in t is only form ulated fully for propositions of the subject- 
predicate form, b u t we m u st im agine th a t it applies to all possible 
propositional forms (Davies, 1989). The constra in t holds on thoughts, 
not on propositions. It concerns the relation between a sub ject and  a 
proposition. It s tip u la te s  w hat kind of d ispositional s ta te  a sub ject 
m u st be in for h e r to s tan d  in a relation to a proposition, such  as

55xhe  d is t inc tion  only ope ra tes  on rep re sen ta t io n a l  s ta te s .  However, some 
subdoxastic sta tes  are best understood as  sta tes  of processors, not representational 
states. Therefore, not all subdoxastic s ta tes  will be accurately characterised by this 
distinction. Nevertheless, since all knowledge s ta te s  are representa tional, it will 
suffice to distinguish representational subdoxastic  s ta tes  from belief states. It may 
eventually be complemented. For example, because all beliefs are representational, 
beliefs differ from s u b d o x a s t ic  s ta te s  on two d im ens ions :  i. beliefs a re  
r e p re sen ta t io n a l ,  som e su b d o x a s t ic  s ta te s  a re  not, ii. beliefs differ from 
representational subdoxastic s ta tes  by being subject to the Generality Constraint. 
56rhis is a condensation of Evans (1982), pp. 103-4.
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believing, desiring , an d  so on. S u b jec ts  lack ing  su c h  d isp o sitio n s 
canno t s ta n d  in the  relevant relation to su c h  a  proposition.

D avies u se s  th is  c o n s tra in t  to d raw  a  d is tin c tio n  betw een  
subdoxastic  s ta te s  and  beliefs in the  following way. Beliefs are  sub jec t 
to the  G enerality  C onstra in t. A ssum ing  th a t  J a n e  h a s  the  concep ts 
tw elve-tone m u sic ', b a ro q u e  m u sic ', b e ing  tru ly  d read fu l', a n d  
stim u la tin g ', sh e  c a n n o t be a ttr ib u te d  th e  belief th a t  tw elve-tone 

m usic  is tru ly  dreadfu l, u n less  she  can  also  conceive of tw elve-tone 
m usic  being  s tim u la tin g  a n d  b a ro q u e  m u sic  being  tru ly  d readfu l. 
S ubdoxastic  s ta te s , on th e  o th e r h a n d  do n o t a p p ea r su b jec t to the  
G enerality C onstra in t. S ubjects u n tra in ed  in  linguistics are  a ttrib u ted  
know ledge of th e  fac t th a t  a  se n te n c e  c o m m en c in g  w ith  a n  
in terrogative  p ro n o u n  will co n ta in  a  m h-trace  w here  th e  p ro n o u n  
would figure a t the  DS. Such  an  a ttrib u tio n  is com pletely independen t 
of w hether the  sub jec t can  conceive of sen tences th a t  begin, say, w ith 
a proper nam e contain ing  a m h-trace, even on the a ssu m p tio n  th a t the  
sub ject h a s  the  concept of a  sen tence th a t begins w ith a  p roper nam e'.

It is im portan t, Davies w arns, no t to m isu n d ers tan d  the scope of 
the  constra in t. If a  psychological s ta te  is a  belief, it ipso facto  m eets the 
G enerality  C onstra in t. A subdoxastic  s ta te  m ight h ap p en  to m eet the 
G enera lity  C o n s tra in t, b u t  th is  does n o t y e t show  th a t  it is a 
conceptual s ta te  because  it is no t required  ipso fa c to  to m eet it. W hat 
Davies w an ts to ru le  out, is the  possibility of e rra n t subdoxastic  s ta te s  
m eeting the G enerality C onstra in t falsifying his idea. This is no t an  ad  
hoc move, as we are ab o u t to see. To illu stra te  w hat I take to be Davies' 
idea, I w an t to look a t the  case  of a  linguist. L inguists along w ith all 
o ther com peten t speakers can  be a ttrib u ted  knowledge of gram m ar, for 
exam ple know ledge of m h-traces. However, in th e  lin g u ist's  case  it 
a p p e a rs  th a t  h e r  know ledge of th e se  tra c e s  m ee ts  th e  G enera lity  
C o n s tra in t, b e c a u se  'm h -tra c e ' c a n  com bine  w ith  all h e r  o th e r 
concepts. This po in ts h e r  knowledge being concep tua l, a n d  c o n tra s t 
w ith the  s itu a tio n  th a t holds for sub jec ts  u n tra in ed  in linguistics. The 
q u e s tio n  is, sh o u ld  we say  th a t, in  th e  case  of lin g u is ts , th e ir  
g ram m atica l know ledge - th a t  is, th e  know ledge th a t  all com peten t 
sp eak e rs  p o ssess  - is co n cep tu a l?  It seem s to m eet th e  G enerality  
C o n s tra in t, a n d  if m ee tin g  th e  G en era lity  C o n s tra in t  is be ing  
conceptual, th en  th is knowledge certainly is conceptual.
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A nother possibility is to a ssu m e  th a t lingu ists have two separa te  
bodies of knowledge; one th a t m eets the  G enerality  C onstra in t and  one 
th a t  d o esn 't. W hat m ee ts  th e  G en era lity  C o n s tra in t  is n o t th e  
know ledge th a t  is ex p lan a to ry  of peop le 's  ab ility  to p ro d u ce  a n d  
co m p reh en d  g ram m atica l se n te n c e s , b u t  th e  know ledge th a t  is 
exp lanatory  of the  lingu ist's  ability to teach , resea rch , and  in  general 
to ta lk  ab o u t g ram m ar. This idea m ight seem  intuitively im plausible, 
a s  it appears g ratu itously  com plicated. N evertheless, I th in k  th a t  there  
a re  excellent rea so n s  for accep ting  it. F irstly , lin g u ists  tac itly  knew  
transfo rm ational g ram m ar before becom ing linguists. For qu ite  a  long 
period, they were in exactly  th e  sam e position  vis-à-vis g ram m ar as 
everybody else. It is a  s u b s ta n tia l  c la im  to m ake  th a t  sim ply  by 
acqu iring  know ledge of lingu istics , they  re s tru c tu re  the  know ledge 
they  a lready  p o ssess  tacitly, su c h  a s  to m ake it explicit. For all we 
know  th is  is n o t possib le. Secondly, it seem s perfectly  possib le  to 
im agine cases w here the two k inds of knowledge come apart. Imagine a  
lingu ist th a t h a s  been in a serious c a r c rash . She h a s  lost h e r explicit 
know ledge of g ram m ar. W hereas sh e  c a n  fully co m p reh en d  a n d  
produce gram m atical sen tences, she is unab le  to explain the principles 
underlying th is  capacity. On the  o ther hand , we m ay im agine th a t she 
h a s  lost her tac it knowledge of g ram m ar. In th is  case, she can  explain 
the  p rincip les of g ram m ar, b u t e ith e r h a s  g rea t difficulty u tte rin g  or 
com prehending  sen tences, or is incapable of doing so a t all. It rem ains 
a n  open q uestion  w h e th er explicit know ledge of g ram m ar could be 
effective in speech  com prehension  and  p roduction  given the tim e it is 
likely to take accessing  the  relevan t p a rts  of th is  knowledge. Perhaps 
th rough  practice, the  lingu ist will eventually  m ake th is knowledge play 
the  role th a t the  tac it knowledge originally did. However th is m ay be, it 
is still the  case  th a t the  two form s of know ledge c an  com e a p a r t in 
certa in  s itu a tio n s. The fact of the  lingu ist's  early  com petence an d  the  
possibility of h e r capacity  as a sp eak er an d  a s  a  lingu ist com ing apart, 
am o u n t to heavy reasons in  favour of accepting  the  m ore cum bersom e 
view suggested.

S ee ing  th a t  a p iece  of know ledge m e e ts  th e  G en era lity  
C onstra in t, is n o t sufficient to show  th a t  it is explicit a n d  causally  
efficacious in the  p roduction  of the  range of behaviour, it is posited as 
explaining. W hen I a ttr ib u te  to the  lingu ist know ledge of m h -traces  
becau se  1 w an t to explain how she  m anages to u tte r  and  com prehend
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gram m atica l sen ten ces , I need  n o t a ssu m e  th a t  th is  know ledge is 
conceptual because, a lthough  the  lingu ist will ac t in  w ays th a t  m ake 
m e th in k  th a t  h e r  knowledge m eets the  G enerality  C onstra in t, w hat 
m eets the G enerality C onstra in t is no t this knowledge, b u t som e other, 
explicit knowledge th a t  she has, th a t h a s  the  sam e conten t. The way to 
determ ine w hether or no t som e knowledge is concep tual, is first to tes t 
w hether it m eets the  G enerality  C onstra in t. If it does, we m u st m ake 
su re  th a t  th e  know ledge th a t  h a s  he reb y  b een  revealed  a s  being  
explicit, is the  knowledge th a t  is causally  efficacious in  the  p roduction  
of the  behav iour th a t  it is posited  as being explanatory  of. One way of 
doing th is  is to consider w he ther som eth ing  like the  lingu ist scenario  
ho ld s. Is it re a so n a b le  to su p p o se  th a t  th e  su b je c t  p o sse sse d  
knowledge of th e  relevant inform ation prior to h e r being able to ac t in 
w ays th a t  m ake  u s  w a n t to a ttr ib u te  to h e r  o rd in a ry  know ledge 
thereof? If it is, we can  conclude th a t the  knowledge is non-conceptual 
and , consequen tly , tac it. If it isn 't, it is co n cep tu a l a n d  hence  it is 
o rd in a ry  or exp lic it know ledge. In th e  lin g u is t case , th e  p rio r 
possession  of the  capacity  th a t  is explained by a ttr ib u tin g  to h e r the  
re levan t knowledge, a s  well a s  the  la te r  explicit lea rn in g  period, is 
sufficient for u s  to a ssu m e  th a t  w h a t is cau sa lly  efficacious in h er 
production  and  com prehension  of g ram m atical sen tences, is no t w hat 
m eets the  G enerality C onstra in t. C onsequently, the  knowledge is tacit.

A c o u n te rex am p le  to th is  c la im  com es from  know ledge of 
unconscious psycho analytic s ta tes . People th a t e n te r psycho-analysis 
apparen tly  come to be conscious of som e of the ir (former) unconscious 
s ta tes; they come to have explicit and  concep tua l knowledge of them . 
We would w an t to a ttr ib u te  these  unconsc ious s ta te s  to them  prior to 
analysis, because  they were exp lanatory  of certa in , p e rh ap s  peculiar, 
b eh av io u rs  on th e ir  p a rt. Now, th e  fac t th a t  th ey  com e to have 
knowledge th a t  is conceptual surely  w on 't m ake u s  say  th a t now they 
have two form s of knowledge: tac it an d  explicit know ledge w ith the  
sam e con ten t. R ather, we w an t to say  th a t  th e  know ledge th a t  they 
h ad  w as concep tua l all along, b u t m oved from  an  u n co n sc io u s s ta te  
in to  a  conscious one. B u t it seem s th a t  m y above c o n s tru a l of such  
developm ent disallows th is.

It seem s to m e th a t  there  is an  im portan t difference betw een the  
psycho-analytic p a tien t's  case  and  the  lingu ist's  case. Psycho analytic 
s ta te s  come in two varieties: s ta te s  th a t are  unconscious because  they
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have been  rep ressed , an d  s ta te s  th a t  a re  in n a te  an d  u n c o n sc io u s  
(Freud, 1915 /1957). It is a  reaso n ab le  con jec tu re  th a t  w hereas the  
form er are  conceptual, the  la tte r  are not. This allows u s  to p u t dow n 
th e  psycho  a n a ly tic  p a tie n t 's  c ase  to th e  w ork  of a re p re ss io n  
m echan ism . This, th en , will d is tin g u ish  it from  th e  lin g u ist's  case, 
w here th e re  is no su c h  m ec h an ism  in  play. H ence, w hen  we are  
p resen ted  w ith knowledge th a t  we are  u n ce rta in  ab o u t how to classify, 
we m u st also consider w he ther there  are  good reaso n s to suppose  the 
sub jec ts  to p o ssess  th e  concep ts in  te rm s of w hich  we w ould p h rase  
o u r know ledge a ttr ib u tio n s  to them , p rio r to  th e  po in t w here  they  
clearly  h ad  co n cep tu a l know ledge of th e  re levan t su b jec t m atte r. If 
th e re  a re  su c h  re a so n s , we sh o u ld  co n c lu d e  th a t  w h a t we a re  
co n cern ed  w ith  a re  re p re sse d  u n c o n sc io u s  s ta te s  hav ing  becom e 
consc ious . In p rac tice , th is  m igh t n o t be d ifficu lt - th e  k in d s  of 
experiences th a t  m ake unconsc ious psycho analy tic  s ta te s  conscious, 
a re  norm ally  qu ite  d ifferent from  th e  k in d s of experiences th a t  a re  
involved in acquiring  explicit knowledge a b o u t a sub jec t m atte r th a t  is 
tac itly  know n. O ne m igh t say  th a t  b o th  s itu a tio n s  m igh t involve 
learning, b u t the  form er is learn ing  an d  reflecting ab o u t oneself, the  
la tte r concerns learn ing  som ething  no t directly ab o u t oneself. In short, 
I don 't th ink  th a t the psycho analy tic  p a tien t scenario  poses a  serious 
th re a t to the  above suggestion  ab o u t how  to ch arac te rise  a lingu ist's  
know ledge u n d e rs to o d  as  th a t  w hich is cau sa lly  efficacious in the  
p ro d u c tio n  of h e r  lin g u is tic  u t te ra n c e s  a n d  c o m p re h en s io n . To 
conclude, tacit knowledge is no t s tru c tu re d  by concepts. Knowledge of 
m h -tra c e s  acco rd s  well w ith  D avies' m odel. S u c h  know ledge is 
plausibly  seen  a s  failing to m eet the  G enerality  C onstra in t, and  hence 
being non-conceptual.

Lastly, let m e po in t o u t th a t  th e  above does n o t im ply th a t  
subdoxastic  s ta te s  are  no t s tru c tu re d  - Davies believes th a t they  are. 
The po in t is ra th e r  th a t  su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s  a re  n o t s tru c tu re d  by 
concepts. Nevertheless, the  build ing  blocks of su c h  s ta te s  m u st be like 
concepts in som e respects. They m u st m ap onto som e cau sa l role in a 
cognitive system , an d  they m u s t be able to com bine w ith a n u m b er of 
o th er su c h  elem ents. W hat d is tin g u ish es  th ese  qu asi-co n cep ts  from 
real concep ts is th a t  they do no t com bine in the  fash ion  requ ired  by 
the G enerality C onstra in t.
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4, Folk Psychological Theory

It is no t c lear th a t  w ha t theory theo rists  have in  m ind w hen they 
claim  th a t  we have tac it know ledge of folk psychological theory, is 
fundam entally  the  kind  of folk psychological theory th a t  1 p resen ted  in 
ch ap te r 1. The problem , however, is th a t  no ou tline  of an  a lternative 
folk psychological theory  h a s  been  p resen ted . It seem s to m e th a t we 
canno t determ ine w he ther folk psychological theory is tacitly know n or 
not, u n le ss  we know  w h a t theo ry  we a re  ta lk in g  a b o u t - th a t  is, 
roughly w h a t c o n te n t it h a s . 1 will a ssu m e  th a t  w h a t th ese  theory  
th e o ris ts  have in  m in d  is w h a t 1 have  p re se n te d  so fa r a s  folk 
psychological theory . And w h a t 1 have p resen ted  so far is co n so n an t 
w ith the  kind of exam ples th a t a re  p resen ted  in the  lite ra tu re . We need 
not have before u s  a  full form ulation  of a  folk psychological theory in 
order to be able to a sce rta in  w hether it is tacitly know n or not. B ut we 
need a t least a  h and fu l of exam ples to guide u s  on the  way. Therefore, 
1 su g g est th a t  we th in k  b a ck  to som e of th e  exam ples of folk 
psychological g enera lisa tions p resen ted  in ch ap te r 1. Lets take  (Gl)* 
as a  typical exam ple to m atch  th a t of luh-traces:

(Gl)* ff (1) X w ants to 0 , and

(2) X believes tha t A-ing is a way for him to bring about 0  under those 

circum stances, and

(3) there is no action believed by X to be a way for him to bring about 

0, under the circum stances, which X judges to be as preferable to him 

as, or more preferable to him than, A-ing, and

(4) X h as  no o th e r w an t (or se t of them) w hich, u n d er the 

circum stances, overrides his w ant 0 , and

(5) X knows how to A, and

(6) X is able to A, and

(7) X does not believe th a t the outcome of A-ing is such  as to m ake it 

impossible or too difficult to bring about Æ ,  which is som ething else 

tha t X w ants as m uch as, or more than, 0,

then (7) X A-s

It m ight be objected th a t  a lthough  there  ex ists no a lternative  to 
th is  fo rm u la tion  of T heory  T heory a t  th e  m om ent, th e re  a re  two 
obvious cand idates . B aron-C ohen 's (1995) theory of the  p recu rso rs  of
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ToMM, d iscu ssed  in c h ap te r  1, an d  a  neo-C hom skian  a lternative . It 
m ight be th o u g h t th a t  B aron-C ohen  h a s  show n th a t  p a rt of o u r folk 
psychological knowledge em bodies the  inform ation th a t  is con ta ined  in 
the  ID, EDO, a n d  SAM. Could th e  in fo rm ation  co n ta in ed  in  th ese  
m o d u le s  n o t c o n s t i tu te  th e  ru d im e n ts  of a n  a lte rn a tiv e  folk 
psychological theory?  A part from  th a t  fact th a t  th is  view does n o t 
appear to be how  B aron-C ohen, him self, conceives of h is  work, it is no t 
really  c o n so n an t w ith  it e ither. U nderstood  synchron ica lly , th e  ID, 
EDD, and  SAM do no t replace  folk psychological theory. R ather, they 
su p p le m e n t it in  th e  se n se  th a t  th ey  m ake  p o ss ib le  th e  p ro p er 
o p era tio n  of th is  body of know ledge. ID, EDD, a n d  SAM a re  n o t 
them selves theories, they  a re  m ech an ism s th a t  help  you apply  the  
theory (they provide in p u t for ToMM). It is no t directly relevant to folk 
psychological theory how one m anages to track  a  d irection of gaze, how 
one detects self-propelled m otion, and  how  one determ ines th a t  one is 
a tten d in g  to th e  sam e s ta te  of a ffa irs a s  a n o th e r  ind iv idual. The 
significance of a ll th e s e  a c tiv itie s , th o u g h , is a  p a r t  of folk 
psychological theory. A m odule like the  ID allows you to see certa in  
m ovem ents as in ten tional behaviour. B ut w hat allows you to see those 
m ovem en ts a s  so m e th in g  s ig n ifican t is y o u r ToMM - y o u r folk 
psychological theory. Ditto for the  o th er m odules. On the  o th er hand , 
m ethods of application  are  highly relevan t to indiv iduals possessing  a 
theory , for to have u se  of it, th ey  need  to know  how  to apply  it. 
N evertheless, it is ra th e r  unlikely  th a t  we can  look to ID, EDD, and  
SAM for alternative form ulations of folk psychological theory.

T h ere  is a n o th e r  p o s itio n  su g g e s te d  by th e  w ritin g s  of 
philosophers im pressed  by the  alleged sim ilarity  betw een knowledge of 
g ram m ar and  knowledge of folk psychological theory. As we have seen, 
the  ru les of tran sfo rm atio n a l g ram m ar th a t  we tacitly  know  need be 
no th ing  like the  ones th a t  o u r teach e rs  try to im prin t on u s  the  first 
painful years of schooling. Indeed, leafing th rough  a  tran sfo rm ational 
g ram m ar textbook, one is tak e n  ab ack  w ith  the  com plexity an d  the  
u n fam ilia rity  of th e  ru le s  th e re  p re sen te d . Few fam ilia r co n cep ts  
rem ain  like 'verb', 'adjective', 'subject', and  so on, b u t there  is a  m yriad 
of concepts u n d rea m t of by linguistic  neophytes. Could it n o t be the  
case  th a t  the rep resen ta tio n s involved in o u r tac it knowledge s ta n d  to 
the  rep resen ta tio n s th a t  we are  aw are of having like the  concep ts and
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ru les of transfo rm ational g ram m ar s ta n d  to the gram m atical concepts 
and  knowledge th a t we are aw are of possessing?

T he view is a  k ind  of ex ten sio n  of th e  fram ew ork  of ta c it 
knowledge of g ram m ar to tac it knowledge of folk psychological theory - 
a  so rt of neo-C hom skianism . T here is one crucial difference, however. 
Q uite a  lot of work h a s  been  done on tran sfo rm ational g ram m ar, and  
since  su b je c ts  d o n 't p rofess know ledge of th ese  ru les , it h a s  been  
co n c lu d ed  th a t  su c h  know ledge is tac it. T here  is no  co m p arab le  
s itu a tio n  in philosophy or psychology. Here there  is no theory  - no t 
even a  h and fu l of genera lisa tions suggestive of one. In sho rt, th ere  is 
n o th ing  to allow u s  to evaluate  th e  t ru th  of the  claim  th a t  o u r  folk 
psychological knowledge is tacit. So w hereas the  idea certain ly  m erits 
r e s e a rc h , it d oes n o t p rov ide  u s  w ith  a n  a lte rn a tiv e  of folk 
psychological theory a t present.

5. Folk Psychological Theory and  Tacit know ledge

We can  now exam ine w hether folk psychological theory is tacitly 
know n. I sh a ll a s su m e  th a t  if folk p sycho log ical know ledge is 
con sc io u sly  in accessib le , in feren tia lly  e n c a p su la te d , a n d  is non- 
conceptual, we have good rea so n s to believe th a t it is tacit. If, on the 
o ther hand , we are to find th a t it h a s  none of these  charac teristics , we 
should  conclude th a t it is not.

Do people have a  charac te ristic  conscious experience w hen they 
are  p resen ted  w ith exam ples of folk psychological genera lisa tions?  To 
my knowledge there  are no experim ents to show  this. However, first of 
all, we can  tu rn  o u r a tten tion  to (Gl) an d  consider w he ther th a t  gives 
u s  a  charac teristic  conscious experience. As far a s  I u n d e rs ta n d  Stich, 
it c e rta in ly  gives m e one. T here  is a n o th e r, m ore in d irec t way of 
ascerta in ing  w hether folk psychological generalisa tions are  consciously 
access ib le , th a t  re lies less on  w h a t m ay seem  to be a  d u b io u s  
phenom enological a rgum ent. This is connected  w ith verbal repo rt and  
assen t. The idea is th a t a lthough  it is no t necessary  for a  sub jec t to be 
ab le  to rep o rt on h e r psycholog ical s ta te s  in  o rd e r th a t  they  be 
classified as conscious, it seem s reasonable  to suppose  th a t if sub jects 
re p o rt be ing  in  a  p a r t ic u la r  psycholog ical s ta te , th e n  th ey  a re  
conscious of being in th a t  s ta te . Likewise, if a  su b jec t a s se n ts  to a
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question  to the effect th a t  she h a s  a  certa in  belief, say, th en  th a t belief 
is consciously accessible.

Of co u rse , n o t a n y  c a se  of a s s e n t  in d ic a te s  c o n sc io u s  
accessibility . People lie, a s s e n t to p ropositions th a t  they  believe are 
false, or don 't believe a re  true , w hen  u n d e r  p ressu re , and  so on. B ut 
the  fact th a t there  a re  exceptions does no t d e trac t from  the  fact th a t  
u n d e r norm al c ircum stances, it is extrem ely unlikely th a t  sub jec ts  are  
no t conscious of the  co n ten t of w h a t they  repo rt or a sse n t to. W hat we 
need  to en su re , of cou rse , is th a t  any  given case  is n o t an  u n u s u a l  
one. For exam ple, once we have people 's a sse n t to a  s ta te m e n t of folk 
psychological theory, we m ay w an t to e n su re  th a t  th e  a s se n t is no t 
b a sed  on sudden ly  realising  som ething , by ask ing  apposite  questions 
to th a t effect. If sub jec ts  a ssen t, and  deny th a t the ir a sse n t is based  on 
a  su d d en  and  new  rea lisa tion , we can  reasonab ly  conclude th a t  they  
are  in consciously accessib le  s ta te s  th a t have the  sam e con ten t as the 
p ro p o s itio n s  a s s e n te d  to. In  p rac tic e , we c a n n o t  te s t  all th e  
g en era lisa tio n s  of folk psychological theory , we will have to lim it 
ourselves to a h an d fu l of them . In th e  absence  of th e  possib ility  of 
carrying ou t su ch  an  experim ent, we can  a sk  ourselves, do I a sse n t to 
generalisations su ch  as  (Gl), a n d  do I have reason  to believe th a t su ch  
a sse n t is based  on som eth ing  o ther th a n  the  conscious accessibility  of 
a psychological s ta te  w ith  th a t  con ten t?  I th in k  you will agree th a t the  
answ er is: I a sse n t an d  there  is no reason  to th in k  th a t  th is  a sse n t is 
no t based  on the  conscious accessib ility  of a psychological s ta te  w ith 
the requisite  content.

In resp ec t of repo rting , th e re  a re  psychological ex p erim en ts  
concern ing  ch ild ren 's  u n d e rs ta n d in g  of folk psychology, th a t  involve 
c h ild ren  ju s tify in g  th e ir  psycho log ical ju d g e m e n ts . For exam ple, 
ch ildren  will explain why they th in k  th a t  a  person  who is denied v isual 
access to the  in tro d u c tio n  or d isp lacem en t of th in g s in  a  p a rticu la r  
location, doesn 't know  w h at is th ere  by saying th a t no t seeing im plies 
n o t knowing (Wellman, 1990; W immer, Hogrefe & Sodian, 1988). This, 
or som ething  very like it, is a  folk psychological genera lisa tion  w hen 
appropria te ly  hedged w ith  ceteris paribus  c lau ses. A dults, too, will 
som etim es d iscu ss  folk psychological p rincip les like people generally  
believe w ha t they  a re  told ' o r people like to be fla tte red '. All th is  
provides ex tra  evidence for the  idea th a t  folk psychological knowledge 
is consciously  accessib le . Hence, I believe th a t  we have convincing
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evidence to show  th a t folk psychological knowledge is not consciously 
inaccessible.

Show ing th a t  folk psycho log ical know ledge is co n sc io u s ly  
accessible by show ing th a t  it elicits a s se n t and  rep o rt u n d e r  certa in  
c ircum stances, im plies th a t  it is also inferentially  in tegrated . If 1 can  
report on som e psychological s ta te  th a t  1 have, no t only does it have to 
be inform ationally  in tegrated  in order th a t  I c an  do so, b u t  being able 
to repo rt on it h a s  m any  consequences for w h a t u se  I can  p u t th a t  
in fo rm ation  to. T he lim its h e re  seem  to m a tc h  th o se  of o rd in ary  
knowledge. It is p lausib le  th a t  it is n o t th e  fact th a t  I c an  rep o rt on 
su ch  a  psychological s ta te  th a t  m akes it play the  un lim ited  inferential 
role in  question , b u t  ra th e r  th a t  p a rt of w h a t it is to be reportab le  is 
a lready  to be ab le  to p lay su c h  a n  u n lim ited  in fe ren tia l role. In 
addition , beliefs a p p ea r freely to give rise  to new  folk psychological 
g en e ra lisa tio n s , a n d  folk psychological g e n e ra lisa tio n s  can  freely 
in te rac t w ith beliefs. All th is , tak en  together, p re sen ts  a  very strong  
case for the inferential in tegration  of folk psychological knowledge.

Beliefs give rise  to folk psychological g e n e ra lisa tio n s  in the  
following w ays. K now ledge th a t  we ga in  from  su c h  su b je c ts  as 
experim ental psychology, cognitive psychology, an d  psycho-analysis, 
profoundly affects the  way we th in k  of ourselves and  o ther people. The 
la s t couple of decades c en tra l ideas of psycho-ana lysis, su c h  as  the  
idea of the  un co n sc io u s , have becom e widely accep ted . Now, it will 
come as no su rp rise  if y o u r g reengrocer exp la ins h e r own or o th er 
peop le 's  a c tio n s  by refe rence  to u n c o n sc io u s  beliefs o r d esires . 
U n co n sc io u s m o tiv a tio n s  a n d  id eas h ave  becom e p a r t  of folk 
psychology. Likewise, those of u s  who are  w ell-read in psychology will 
have updated  or changed  a  n u m b er of beliefs ab o u t why people th ink  
and  ac t a s  they  do, w ith  c o n seq u en t ch an g es in o u r psychological 
a ttr ib u tio n s . For exam ple, people tend  to generalise  from  too sm all 
sam ples (Nisbett & Ross, 1980) or tend  to pick the  righ t-m ost of a row 
of identical item s w hen  ask ed  to choose the  one of su p e rio r quality  
(Nisbett & W ilson, 1977), a s  d iscu ssed  in c h a p te r  4. T his knowledge 
can  influence o u r psychological a ttrib u tio n s. To p u t it differently, ou r 
c o n sc io u s  know ledge c a n  in te ra c t  w ith  o u r  folk p sycho log ica l 
knowledge.
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A nother way of bring ing  o u t the  sam e point is to consider how  
m u ch  of o u r know ledge of th e  w orld we bring  to b e a r  on o u r  folk 
psychological a ttrib u tio n s . In o rder to work ou t w hy people a re  doing 
w h at they  are doing, we need  to get a t  the ir beliefs. For exam ple, we 
need  to know  w h a t belief(s) c a n  opera te  together w ith  a  p a rtic u la r  
desire  in o rder to bring  ab o u t th e  desired  s ta te  of affairs. A very good 
guide to th is  are  the  cau sa l connections th a t we have observed to hold 
in  th e  past. For exam ple, observing th a t  s tones over a  ce rta in  critical 
size b reak  m ost windows w hen  h u rled  a t them , I will a ssu m e  th a t  you 
believe the  sam e in  the  absence  of inform ation to th e  contrary . I m ight 
d raw  on th is  know ledge w h en  I exp la in  w h a t y o u r in te n tio n s  a re  
throw ing a  largish  stone a t your ex -partner's  window.

Knowledge of folk psychological theory  also affects beliefs in a  
way qu ite  different from th a t of tac it knowledge. We ap p ea r capable of 
d irectly  u s in g  th e  p rincip les of folk psychology in  ac ting , form ing 
in ten tio n s , an d  deciding w h a t to m ake of ourselves or o th ers . Folk 
psychology h a s  often been  a ssu m e d  to provide u s  w ith  th e  tools of 
h u m an  in teraction  (Fodor, 1987; D ennett, 1987). Being social an im als, 
o u r th o u g h ts  an d  ac tions depend  crucially  on those  of o thers . This 
m ean s th a t, in  m any  cases , we m u s t tak e  in to  co n sid e ra tio n  the  
th o u g h ts  and  ac tions of o th e r people in o rder to p lan  how  to ac t to 
achieve o u r ends. C onsequently , folk psychological p red ic tions have 
been assum ed  to be the cem ent of h u m an  societies. O ur ability to work 
o u t w ha t o ther people are  likely to th in k  or do allows u s  to cooperate 
with each  other.

M orton (1996) h a s  a rgued  th a t  we m ake decisions on the  basis  
of option-lim iting  p rocedu res  th a t  a re  aim ed a t cooperation . R a ther 
th a n  th e  ind iv idual m ak ing  decisions b ased  on pred ic tio n s  of the 
actions or th o u g h ts  of o thers, the  individual form s expectations a s  to 
the  fu tu re  th o u g h ts  an d  ac tions of o thers du ring  or after the  decision 
m aking. I can n o t go into the  deta ils of M orton's idea here. Suffice it to 
say th a t  I agree th a t  there  is a  tendency  to exaggerate the  im portance 
of folk psychological prediction  for h u m an  cooperation. It is very likely 
th a t  a  g rea t deal of h u m a n  in te rac tio n  is b ased  on  ex p ec ta tio n s , 
a lthough  I'm no t su re  w h e th er they  are  a  p roduct of decisions ra th e r  
th a n  an  ingredient therein . Even so, it is h a rd  to deny th a t  knowledge 
of folk psychological theo ry  is w h a t gives u s  those  ex p ec ta tio n s or 
allows u s  to form them . It rem ains incontrovertible th a t a t least som e
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of o u r in terac tions w ith o ther people rely heavily on folk psychological 
p red ic tio n . I th in k  h e re  of m a n ip u la tio n , s e d u c tio n , revenge, 
advancem ent, an d  so on, b u t  also  m ore benevolent ac tio n s su c h  as 
p lann ing  a  p leasan t su rp rise  for som eone.

As a n  exam ple folk psychological know ledge p laying a  role in 
d ec is io n  m ak ing , th in k  of lag o 's  m a n ip u la tio n  of O the llo  a n d  
consequen t revenge. lago knew  of the  typical re su lts  of jea lousy  - loss 
of ju d g em en t a n d  self-contro l, in te n se  rage - a n d  how  it m ay be 
induced . He u se d  th is  know ledge in p lann ing  h is  in te rac tio n s  w ith 
Othello. For exam ple, he  gets hold of D esdem ona 's h an d k erch ie f and  
p lan ts  it on C assio because  he believes tha t, on the  background  of the  
d oub t he h im self h a s  already sow n in O thello 's m ind, if O thello sees it 
in C assio 's h an d s, he will th in k  th a t D esdem ona gave him  it as a token 
of h e r love. Here, the  p rediction  of O thello 's beliefs form s the  basis  of 
lago's action. O ld-fashioned detective stories, su ch  a s  the  m ajority  of 
A gatha  C h ris tie 's  novels, have th e  c rim ina l foiling th e  police by 
carry ing  o u t a  n u m b er of deceptive m anoeuvres to avoid detection . 
S uch  deception also relies on being able to foresee w h a t o th e r people 
will th in k  and  do u n d e r certa in  c ircum stances. I th in k  cases  su c h  as 
these  are b est seen  as involving sub jects draw ing directly on the ir folk 
psychological theory. Here it is no t a  m a tte r  of th in k in g  if I do th is , 
w hat will she do. The issue  is ra th e r  th a t I w an t h e r to do th is , and  1 
need  to know  how  to m ake h e r do it. It will be im practicab le  to go 
th rough  all the different actions th a t one im agines one m ight perform  
u n d e r the  relevant c ircu m stan ces to see w ha t one w ould p red ic t th a t 
sh e  w ould do. Som e k ind  of gu id ing  ligh t is n eed ed  here : folk 
psychological theory. For exam ple, I w an t to destroy  w h a t my enem y 
values the  m ost - th e  love betw een him  an d  h is  wife. Je a lo u sy  can  
d e s tro y  love, so I'll m ak e  h im  je a lo u s . B u t in o rd e r  for folk 
psychological know ledge to serve th is  role, it m u s t be inferentially  
in tegrated.

Folk psychological theory can  also be u sed  in strum en ta lly . It is 
often  applied  to in an im a te  objects, for exam ple - ob jec ts  th a t  the  
a ttr ib u te r  does no t suppose  to actually  possess the  a ttr ib u te d  s ta te s .^7 
T hus, a  deciduous tree th a t fails to shed  its leaves in a u tu m n  is easily 
a n d  in te llig ib ly  d e sc rib e d  a s  th in k in g  th a t  it is s till  su m m er. 
Nevertheless, relatively few of those willing to a ttr ib u te  su c h  a  s ta te  to

^^This fact plays a large role in Dennett's Intentional Stance Theory (1987).
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a tree, believe th a t  trees  th in k . R ather, in the  ab sen ce  of a rbo real 
knowledge, th inking ' is u sed  as  a  sh o rth a n d  for w hatever m echanism  
a tree  h a s  of gauging the  season . E xam ples abound . 1 have heard  a 
respectab le  astro p h y sic is t on n a tio n a l television a ttr ib u te  in ten tional 
s ta te s  to objects in  space: the  gasses in a  q u a sa r  try  to o rb it a  black 
hole. Tolstoy fam ously  lam en ted  th e  ex ten sio n  of com m on sen se  
psychological exp lanations to governm ents and  co u n tries  in War and  
Peace. In all of these  cases  we inventively apply the  princip les of folk 
psychological theory  to qu ite  d isp a ra te  p h enom ena . T his s ta n d s  in 
sh a rp  c o n tra s t  to how  we a re  ab le  to u se  o u r  know ledge of b o th  
transfo rm ational g ram m ar and  v isual pa ram eters . It also indicates an  
in tim ate  connection to belief since w hen one u se s  a  body of knowledge 
in strum en ta lly , one is aw are of the  sen se  in w hich one applies it, in 
the  case a t hand , an d  how  th a t differs from s ta n d a rd  applications of it. 
Deciding to u se  a  body of knowledge in a  p a rticu la r contex t also seem s 
to rely on the  in feren tia l in teg ra tion  of th a t  inform ation . Therefore, 
th e re  is s tro n g  evidence th a t  folk psychological know ledge is no t 
inferentially encapsu lated .

L astly , we m u s t  ex am in e  w h e th e r  o u r  folk psycho log ical 
know ledge is n o n -co n cep tu a l. F irstly , th e re  is little  d o u b t th a t  we 
possess  the  concep ts th a t  a re  involved in  su ch  knowledge. W hen we 
a ttr ib u te  folk psychological s ta te s , su ch  a s  beliefs, desires, in ten tions, 
a n d  actions, we do so u sing  the  very te rm s th a t  a re  involved in the 
knowledge th a t theory  th eo ris ts  a ttr ib u te  us.^® This, seem s to be no 
coincidence, b u t due to the  knowledge in question  being s tru c tu re d  by 
concep ts . People's folk psychological know ledge seem s to m eet the  
G enerality  C onstra in t. 'Belief, desire', hope', fear', the  ca t is on the  
m at', the  m usic will stop ', and  so on, a re  all tho u g h t rad icals th a t can  
com bine in the  fashion  dem anded  by the  G enerality  C onstra in t. I can  
apply  a desire  to a  tree, a  m oped, a  worm , an d  so on. I can  desire, 
believe, hope, and  fear th a t  the  ca t is on the  m at. W hat we need to rule

^®This argum ent is culture relative. If we assum e th a t there is a t least a core of folk 
psychology tha t is not culture specific, then we face the problem of cu ltures where 
the psychological vocabulary is significantly different from ours. 1 don't think this is a 
serious problem although it provides practical difficulties. W hat needs to be shown in 
these cases, is th a t subjects acknowledge the kind of psychological differences tha t 
are reflected in the range of psychological states posited by folk psychological theory. 
They need not have a single word for each such state. If th a t can be done, then we 
can assum e tha t they possess the relevant concepts. Thus, they can be assum ed to 
have conceptual folk psychological knowledge. However, for simplicity of exposition, 1 
have chosen a more culture relative example.
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out, is the  possib ility  th a t  I have som e explicit know ledge th a t is 
causally  efficacious in these  com binatorial capacities th a t is separa te  
from th a t w hich is causally  efficacious in my norm al folk psychological 
a ttrib u tio n s. In o th er words, we need to ru le  o u t the  possibility  th a t  
the  folk are  re la ted  to the ir folk psychological knowledge in the  way 
th a t linguists are  rela ted  to th e ir g ram m atical knowledge. There seem  
to be im portan t d iscrepancies betw een th e  folk psychologist an d  the  
lingu ist case. F irstly, lingu ists are  a ttr ib u te d  knowledge of g ram m ar 
p rio r to th em  behav ing  in w ays th a t  m ake  it a p p e a r  th a t  th e ir  
gram m atical knowledge m eets the  G enerality  C onstra in t. In the  case of 
folk psychological knowledge, people are  a ttr ib u te d  su ch  knowledge a t 
roughly tim e w hen they behave su c h  th a t  th e ir  knowledge seem s to 
m eet the  G enerality C onstra in t. They can  conceive of a  belief having as 
c o n te n t all th e  p ro p o sitio n s they  have a n  idea  of, an d  they  can  
conceive of any one proposition  form ing the  co n ten t of the  variety of 
folk psychological s ta te s . Secondly , in  th e  c ase  of th e  lin g u is t 's  
know ledge m eeting  the  G enera lity  C o n s tra in t, we can  identify  a 
learn ing  period in w hich it is p lausib le  to su p p o se  th a t she acquired  
th e  concep ts  a n d  the  explicit know ledge. A co m parab le  s itu a tio n  
can n o t be found with respec t of folk psychological knowledge. Even 
though  ph ilosophers an d  psychologists a re  tra in ed  in the  area, the ir 
knowledge seem s to have passed  the  G enerality  C o n stra in t all along. 
T his also ru les o u t the  possibility  of the  folk psychologist case  being 
like the  psycho-analy tic  one, in w hich  psychological s ta te s  come to 
su rface  in consciousness. We have no reaso n  to th in k  th a t sub jec ts  
acqu ire  folk psychological co n cep ts  se p a ra te ly  from acqu iring  folk 
psychological know ledge. Indeed, looking a t  developm ent, ch ild ren  
ap p ea r to acquire the  concepts of folk psychological theory along w ith 
th e  theory  itse lf (W ellman, 1990). Knowledge of folk psychological 
theory goes h an d  in h an d  w ith folk psychological concept possession . 
This is w hat we would expect if the  knowledge w as conceptual.

Let me su m m arise  w h a t we have found  so far. T here is good 
evidence to su p p o rt the  claim  th a t  know ledge of folk psychological 
th eo ry  is c o n sc io u s ly  a c c e ss ib le , in fe re n tia lly  in te g ra te d , a n d  
concep tual. All of these  c h a rac te r is tic s  a re  su p p o sed  to be defining 
c h a ra c te ris tic s  of beliefs a s  opposed  to su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s . S ince 
beliefs m ark  the  s ta te s  of o rd inary  knowledge an d  subdoxastic  s ta te s
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m ark  the  s ta te s  of ta c it know ledge, we m u s t conclude  th a t  folk 
psychological knowledge is no t tacit.

6. Last Objections

Let u s  consider som e final objections to the  above conclusion . 
First, it m ight be objected th a t  I have n o t ru led  o u t the  possibility  th a t  
folk psychological knowledge is tacit, since sub jec ts  m ight have learnt 
the  p rincip les of folk psychological theo ry  th ro u g h  d isc u ss io n  a n d  
reflection, a fter they have tac it m aste ry  of them . B u t th is  case  shou ld  
be ju s t  like the  lingu ist case, an d  we have already seen  th a t  there  are  
im portan t differences.

A nother objection rises o u t of the  first. Let u s  g ran t th a t  the  folk 
psychological generalisa tions considered  in ch ap te r 1, are  consciously  
accessible, inferentially  in teg rated , an d  conceptual. How do we know  
th a t all of folk psychological knowledge is like th is?  C ouldn 't there  be 
tac it p a rts  of folk psychological knowledge (cf. Scholl & Leslie, 1999}? 
We c an n o t definitively re ject th is  possib ility  before we have a  m ore 
elaborate form ulation of the  suggested  p a rt of folk psychological theory 
th a t is supp o sed  to be tacitly  know n. However, a s  far a s  we know, 
there  are  no tac it p a rts  to folk psychology, and  we have been  given no 
reason  to th ink  th a t there  are any  such .

H ang on, som eone m igh t say, th e  above only goes th ro u g h  
because  you have m isportrayed  tran sfo rm ationa l g ram m ar. T here are  
m any th ings a b o u t it th a t  we know. We have the  concept of a  verb, a  
noun, an  adverb; we u n d e rs ta n d  th a t  a  sen tence  m u st a t least con tain  
a  su b je c t a n d  a  verb , an d  so  on. In sh o rt, c e rta in ly  s o m e  of 
tran sfo rm a tio n a l g ram m ar c o u n ts  a s  o rd inary  know ledge, j u s t  like 
som e of folk psycho log ica l know ledge does. T h is , how ever, is 
insufficient to show  th a t  the  body of knowledge as a  whole is no t tacit. 
All I have show n is th a t  th e re  a re  p a r ts  of folk psychological theory  
th a t  a re  explicitly  know n. B u t so  a re  p a r ts  of tra n s fo rm a tio n a l 
g ram m ar. T herefore, 1 have failed to show  th a t  folk psychological 
knowledge is n o t tacit. T here a re  several th ings to say  in th is  context. 
A firs t an sw er w ould  be th a t  it is n o t un like ly  th a t  th e  exp licit 
know ledge of g ram m ar th a t  we have, is w h a t we le a rn t in school. 
A lthough there  is a  big difference betw een the g ram m ar th a t  we learn
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th e re  a n d  tra n s fo rm a tio n a l g ram m ar, th e re  a re  c e rta in ly  som e 
sim ilarities. These m ay accoun t for the explicit knowledge th a t we have 
of g ram m ar. Here again, we have a  case  of explicit learn ing  th rough  
teach ing . T here  is a n o th e r , s tro n g e r  resp o n se . T h is is th a t  it is 
u n n ecessa ry  for lingu ists to w ork w ith su c h  categories a s  verb, noun, 
a n d  so on. C a tego ries su c h  a s  th e se  n eed  p lay  no  ro le  in  a 
transform ational gram m ar; it c an  do w ithou t them . It m ay even be th a t 
o th er categories are  m ore ap p ro p ria te . Now, com pare th is  w ith  folk 
psychological knowledge. How w ould a  folk psychological th eo ris t work 
w ithou t categories su ch  a s  belief, desire, hope, an d  so on? They form 
p a rt of w h a t h is  theory  m u s t explain , b ecau se  it is a  theory  of the  
practice of a ttrib u tin g  su c h  s ta te s . How w ould knowledge of a  theory 
co n ta in in g  no psychological te rm s cu lm in a te  in  th e  a ttr ib u tio n  of 
them ? It seem s th a t psychological categories are m uch  m ore intim ately 
connected  w ith an  in te rna l a cco u n t of folk psychology th a n  linguistic 
categories, such  as verb an d  noun, a re  connected  to linguistic theory. 
W hat linguistic  theory  m u s t exp la in  is people 's ab ility  to u tte r  and  
com prehend  g ram m atica l sen tences , an d  term s like verb' an d  noun ' 
only play a  role insofar as they occur in these  sentences.

T aking a view su c h  as th is  com m its one to a  qu ite  strong  view 
th a t it is unlikely th a t folk psychology can  be accounted  for in term s of 
knowledge of a  theory  th a t  does n o t co n ta in  te rm s su c h  a s  'belief, 
desire ', an d  so. Therefore, one m ight p refer sim ply to say  th a t  the  
difference betw een knowledge of tran sfo rm atio n a l g ram m ar an d  folk 
psychological theory is th a t w ha t is explicitly know n in the form er case 
are sm all and  peripheral p a rts  of the  theory, w hereas w ha t is explicitly 
know n in the  la tte r  case  form p a r t  of the  core of folk psychological 
theory. E ither way, th e re  is a  fu n d am e n ta l difference betw een  folk 
psychological knowledge an d  g ram m atica l knowledge. Only the  la tte r 
is tacit.

B u t p e rh a p s  th e  above a c c o u n ts  of ta c it know ledge a re  all 
wrong. In the  fu tu re , we m ay com e acro ss  a n o th e r  a cc o u n t of tac it 
knowledge th a t will classify folk psychological knowledge as  tacit. This 
objection h as  two paris . First, there  is the possibility th a t  none of the 
above a cc o u n ts  a re  co rrect. Secondly, there  is th e  possib ility  th a t  
an o th e r accoun t of tac it knowledge will have folk psychological theory 
being  tac itly  know n. E stab lish in g  th e  firs t does n o t e s ta b lish  the
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second. T hat requ ires add itional evidence and  argum ent. Let u s  begin 
with the  first part.

Psycho analy tic  s ta te s  provide a  prim a fa c ie  p rob lem  for the  
above acco u n ts  of cognitive s ta te s . For Chom sky, th ere  is no way of 
d is tin g u ish in g  su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s  from  an y  o th e r  c o n sc io u s ly  
in ac ce ss ib le  s ta te s .  How ever, p sycho  a n a ly tic  s ta te s  seem  very 
different from subdoxastic  s ta te s . They are  no t posited  to explain any 
p a rticu la r ability, a n d  they  a p p ea r in a  wide variety  of con tex ts (see 
below). For Stich, the  problem  is the  following. Intuitively, it m ay seem  
th a t  h is  acco u n t d is tin g u ish es  betw een  p sycho-ana ly tic  s ta te s  an d  
su b d o x a s tic  s ta te s  b e c a u se  w h e rea s  th ey  a re  b o th  con sc io u sly  
inaccessib le, only su b d o x astic  s ta te s  are  inferentially  en cap su la ted . 
Psycho analytic s ta te s  m an ifest them selves in all a sp ec ts  of everyday 
life: in m istakes, d ream s, (certain  k inds of) forgetfulness, slips of the  
tongue, an d  so on  (Freud, 1 9 0 0 /1 9 5 3 ). T here  is no one a rea, or 
sm aller group  of a reas , in  w hich  psycho analy tic  s ta te s  exclusively 
m an ifest them selves. It is a  m is tak e  to th in k  th a t  su c h  s ta te s  are 
m anifested  only in the  behav iou r of the  neuro tic  or psychotic. Hence, 
we canno t here find a n e a t parallel to the  circum scribed  a reas in which 
g ram m atica l know ledge m an ife s ts  itse lf (linguistic  u tte ra n c e s  and  
com prehension). However, th is  c an n o t be S tich 's  view b ecau se  we 
c an n o t ta lk  a b o u t su c h  s ta te s , and  w hen  we a s se n t  to s ta te m e n ts  
a b o u t how  we feel a n d  th in k  unconsc iously , we do so n o t in the  
im m edia te  w ay in w hich  we a s s e n t  to s ta te m e n ts  ex p ress in g  the  
con ten ts  of beliefs th a t we have. Therefore, there  is a  rea l danger of 
psycho analy tic  s ta te s  falling on  the  side of su b d o x astic  s ta te s  on 
S tich 's  classification. This, however, is infelicitous a s  we have seen  
th a t unconscious psychological s ta te s  seem  significantly different from 
subdoxastic  ones. It m ight be th o u g h t th a t S tich  h a s  m ade allowances 
for th is  by po in ting  o u t th a t  he  is only speak ing  of no rm al sub jec ts  
(1978, p. 505). However, a s  we saw  above, u nconsc ious psychological 
s ta te s  m anifest them selves in all trades of life. Everybody is sub ject to 
d ream s, for exam ple . F u rth e rm o re , everybody h a s  u n c o n sc io u s  
psychological s ta te s  even  w hen  they  a re  n o t re p re ss in g  (Freud, 
1915 /57 , pp. 192-95). Therefore, it is no t c lear th a t  S tich ’s theory is 
su ffic ien t for p rov id ing  a  good d is tin c tio n  b e tw een  beliefs a n d  
su b d o x astic  s ta te s . It m ay c la ss  som e s ta te s  a s  su b d o x a s tic  th a t  
shou ldn 't be so classified.
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O ne m ight, of cou rse , ob jec t th a t  it is far from  c lea r th a t  
un co n sc io u s psychological s ta te s , a s  p resen te d  by psycho analy tic  
theoiy , are  respectab le  en tities  a t  all. A n u m b er of ph ilosophers and  
p sycho log is ts  ce rta in ly  a p p e a r  to th in k  th a t  p sy c h o -an a ly s is  is 
unscientific clap trap . Alternatively, one m ight claim  th a t  there  really is 
no im p o r ta n t  d iffe ren ce  b e tw ee n  p sy ch o  a n a ly tic  s ta te s  a n d  
subdoxastic  ones. T hat, however, would need som e explanation . B ut if 
one is sym pathetic  to p sycho-ana lysis  broadly  conceived, th e  above 
sh o u ld  m ake one h e s ita n t  to  em brace  C hom sky 's a n d /o r  S tich 's  
accoun ts w ithout m odifications.

T he s itu a tio n  is n o t g re a t for D avies e ith e r. He w a n ts  h is 
acco u n t to classify  psycho analy tic  s ta te s  a s  co ncep tua l s ta te s . The 
problem  here is th a t  psycho-ana lysts  som etim es a ttr ib u te  to sub jects 
psycho  analy tic  s ta te s  even w hen  th e  know ledge is un like ly  to be 
conceptual. N eonates can  a lready be a ttr ib u ted  ideas to the  effect th a t 
th e  b re a s t is good or bad  (in K leinian theory). P sycho-analysis  is 
concerned  w ith how b e s t to explain  a su b jec ts ' behaviour. If th a t  is 
done by reference to unconscious s ta te s , it is no doub t usefu l to posit 
rep resen ta tio n a l s ta te s  th a t  c an  com bine in ce rta in  w ays. However, 
w he ther the  com binatorial capacities connected  w ith su c h  s tru c tu re s  
a re  like th o se  c o n n e c te d  w ith  c o n c e p ts  o r no t, is irre lev a n t. 
U nconsc ious psychological s ta te s  a re  in te res tin g ly  d ifferen t from 
ordinary  psychological s ta te s . In o th er w ords, psycho analy tic  s ta te s  
need  no t be concep tua l s ta te s . The resp o n se  to be m ade on Davies' 
b ehalf here is sim ilar to the  responses possible on behalf of Chom sky 
a n d  Stich: Davies is m isgu ided  in  paying  any  credence  to p sy ch o 
analysis. However, the  po in t is still w orth  noticing. We m ay p u t it 
conditionally. If there  are  unconsc ious psychological s ta te s  m uch  like 
p sycho -ana ly sis  says th e re  a re , th e n  none  of th e  above a cc o u n ts  
ap p ea r sa tisfactory  a s  they  s tan d . Som e add ition  or rew orking would 
be necessary.

As I sa id  above, from th e  m ere fact th a t  none  of th e  p re sen t 
a c c o u n ts  of ta c it know ledge a re  en tire ly  sa tis fac to ry , we c a n n o t 
conclude th a t  it m ay tu rn  o u t th a t  folk psychological know ledge is 
tac it. For w h a t m u s t be show n  is th a t  ta c it know ledge is n e ith e r  
c o n sc io u s ly  in a c c e ss ib le , in fe re n tia lly  e n c a p s u la te d , n o r  non- 
conceptual. That, 1 believe will be h a rd  to show, b u t let u s have a look 
a t som e of the recen t resea rch  in experim ental psychology on im plicit
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knowledge. Here, 'im plicit knowledge' is u sed  synonom ously w ith tac it 
knowledge'. 59

7. Kinds o f  Knowledge

R esearch  in to  im plicit knowledge is norm ally carried  o u t in the  
co n tex t of te s tin g  w h a t is im plicitly  le a rn t. It is a n  u n d e rly in g  
a s s u m p tio n  th a t  im p lic it know ledge  is im p lic itly  le a rn t.  T he 
pro to typ ica l exam ple of im plicit lea rn in g  an d  know ledge co n ce rn s  
a rtific ia l g ram m ar, n o t t ra n s fo rm a tio n a l g ram m ar. An a rtific ia l 
g ram m ar is a se t of relatively sim ple ru les th a t  guides how a finite list 
of e lem ents m ight be^com bined, m ost com m only letters. Som e le tters  
m u s t s ta r t  a  g ram m atica l string , o th ers  end  it, only som e le tters  can  
follow u p o n  o th e r le tte rs , a n d  so on. In the  learn ing  p h a se  of the  
experim ent, su b jec ts  are  exposed to so-called  gram m atica l s trin g s - 
s trings of le tte rs  th a t are  o rdered  according  to p a rticu la r ru les. They 
are asked  to m em orise as m any of these  strings as possible. E xposure 
is som ew here a ro u n d  5-10 seconds. In th e  te s t phase , su b jec ts  a re  
p resen ted  w ith new  strings, only som e of w hich are gram m atical, and  
are  asked  to classify them  e ith e r a s  gram m atical or ungram m atica l. It 
is found th a t sub jects perform  significantly above chance. A nu m b er of 
resea rch e rs  take  th is  to show  th a t  the  sub jec ts  have implicitly le a m t 
the  relevant ru les (Manza & Reber, 1997).

Im plicit knowledge is prim arily  charac terised  by it being difficult 
to access. S ub jec ts  possessing  im plicit knowledge: i. do n o t tend  to 
elicit su c h  knowledge in free recall, ii. have problem s eliciting  th is  
know ledge in forced-choice te s ts , iii. show  low confidence in th e ir  
ju d g em en ts , an d  iv. a re  n o t good a t tran s fe rr in g  th e ir  know ledge 
a c ro ss  d o m a in s  (Berry & D ienes, 1993). W hat s u b je c ts  e lic it 
spon taneously  is e ither no t app rop ria te  to explain their ability, or if it 
is, it is insu fficien t to do so. In general, su b jec ts  perform  b e tte r  a t 
forced-choice te s ts  th a n  a t sp o n ta n eo u s  recall. More recen t resea rch  
h a s  show n th a t  th ere  is som e tra n s fe r  ac ro ss  dom ains of im plicit 
knowledge. G. A ltm an, Z. D ienes, a n d  A. Goode (1995) found  th a t

59cf, the following passage from Mark F. St. Jo h n  and David R. Shanks (1997, p. 
162): "Together with its synonyms tacit' and covert', the term implicit' has become 
common coinage in psychology over the last decade. The study of implicit processes 
Is now the focus of major research efforts in psychology, bu t there has been some 
controversy about how best to define this form of knowledge. "
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su b je c ts  m anaged  to tra n s fe r  know ledge of an  artific ia l g ram m ar 
across m odalities: from le tters to m usic, and  from graphic  sym bols to 
n o n se n se  sy llab les. D ienes & A ltm an  (1997) found  a  s ig n ifican t 
tra n s fe r  of know ledge of a rtific ia l g ram m ar from w ords to co lours. 
N evertheless, a lthough  sub jec ts  perform  significantly above chance  on 
the  tran sfe r dom ain  task , th e ir perform ance is significantly  w orse in 
the  new  dom ain com pared  to th e  dom ain  in  w hich they were originally 
tra in ed . So, a lth o u g h  ta c it  know ledge m ay be le ss  in fe ren tia lly  
en cap su la ted  th a n  the  above a cco u n ts  m ight lead u s  to expect, it is 
still no th ing  like ordinary  knowledge.

The only app roach  to tac it knowledge found in the  psychological 
lite ra tu re  th a t differs significantly from Chom sky's, S tich 's, and  Davies' 
accoun ts, stem s from a n  increasing  scepticism  ab o u t the  a b s trac tn e ss  
of im plicit know ledge. A n u m b e r  of re se a rc h e rs  deny  th a t  w h a t 
sub jec ts  leam  are  the  relatively a b s tra c t ru les according to w hich the  
g ram m ars  w ere c o n s tru c te d  (D ienes & A ltm an, 1997; St. J o h n  & 
S hanks, 1997). Instead , they suggest th a t  w hat the sub jec ts  learn  are 
the  p a rticu la r configurations of the  dom ain in w hich it is acquired, for 
exam ple sim ple correlations (Perruchet & Gallego, 1997). This h a s  lead 
Axel C le e re m a n s  (1997) to d en y  th a t  im p lic it know ledge  is 
rep resen ta tiona l in any  trad itiona l way. It is no t com posed of d iscrete  
sym bolic en titie s , b u t c o n s is ts  in "patterns of ac tiva tion  th a t  a re  
d is tr ib u te d  over m any  p ro cess in g  e lem en ts. " (p. 226). N othing is 
rep resen ted  separa te ly  from  th e  p rocessing  e lem ents. In sh o rt, th is  
a m o u n ts  to a denial th a t  tac it know ledge is rep re sen ta tio n a l in the 
o rd inary  sen se  of th a t  term . T his, th en , m ight be reg a rd ed  a s  a n  
a lterna tive  acco u n t of tac it knowledge; beliefs are  rep re sen ta tio n a l, 
su b d o x astic  s ta te s  a re  not. T h is certa in ly  conflicts w ith  the  above 
acco u n ts . However, th e re  a re  re a so n s  n o t to get too excited  ab o u t 
C leerenm ans' conclusion even if we g ran t him , w hich we need not, th a t 
a rtific ial g ram m atica l know ledge is n o t rep re se n ta tio n a l. A rtificial 
g ram m ars  a re  sm all a n d  sim ple, co n ta in in g  n o th in g  close to th e  
com plexity  of tra n s fo rm a tio n a l g ram m ar. It m ay be th a t  we u se  
d iffe ren t m e th o d s  of le a rn in g  a n d  s to rin g  for s im p le  b od ies  of 
inform ation  com pared  to m ore com plex ones. For exam ple, we m ay 
need rep resen ta tions for the  latter.

The views ab o u t tac it knowledge in the  psychological lite ra tu re  
range from  su b tle  v a ria tio n s on  th em es suggested  by, for exam ple
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s t ic h , to la rg e -sca le  d e n ia ls  of th e  re p re se n ta tio n a lity  of ta c it  
knowledge. N evertheless, there  seem s to be no suggestion  in the  offing 
th a t  will allow consciously  accessib le , in feren tially  in teg ra ted , and  
co ncep tua l know ledge to co u n t a s  tac it. So, u n le ss  th e re  a re  o th er 
k inds of know ledge th a t  seem  b e tte r  c an d id a tes  for su b su m in g  folk 
psychological know ledge, we sh o u ld  conclude  th a t  it a m o u n ts  to 
o rd in a ry  know ledge. It m ay be th o u g h t th a t  folk psycho log ical 
know ledge c o m p a res  b e tte r  to  so -ca lled  e x p e rt know ledge; th e  
knowledge th a t  experienced  ch ess  p layers have of ch ess , docto rs of 
d iseases, physic is ts  of physics, an d  so on. For, if n o th in g  else, folk 
psychological knowledge seem s to differ from o rd inary  know ledge by 
being  m ore d ifficu lt to e x p re ss  a n d  by su b je c ts  n o rm ally  being  
unaw are  of u s in g  it w henever they  do so. T his is j u s t  th e  s itu a tio n  
experts  find them selves in. They find it difficult to verbally  exp ress 
th e ir  know ledge. However, they  are  likely to be ab le  to recall th e ir  
knowledge w hen given sufficient tim e and  incentive. B u t there  are  also 
differences. For exam ple, tran sfe r of knowledge betw een the  original 
an d  new  d o m a in s  is lim ited  (D ienes & A ltm an , 1997). E x p ert 
kn o w led g e  a p p e a r s  in fe re n tia l ly  e n c a p s u la te d .  H en ce , folk 
psycho log ical know ledge d o e sn 't  q u ite  fit th e  profile  of ex p ert 
knowledge either. Therefore, it seem s fair for u s  to conclude th a t  folk 
psychological knowledge classifies as ord inary  knowledge. It h a s  m ore 
th ings in com m on w ith  o rd inary  knowledge th a n  w ith  e ith e r tac it or 
expert knowledge.
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Chapter 6

This is not the end. It is not even the beginning of the end. But it is, perhaps, the end 

of the beginning. (Sir Winston Churchill, Speech, Mansion House. 10 Nov. 1942)
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In the  preceding  ch ap te rs , I have dealt w ith  w h a t I have seen  as 
foundational issu es  in  the  Theory Theory of folk psychology. The 
n eed  for p h ilo so p h ica l fo u n d a tio n s  for th is  th eo ry  h a s  b een  
e x acerb a ted  by th e  T heory  T heory  v e rsu s  S im u la tio n  Theory 

debate . In th is  deba te  it is a p p a re n t th a t  th e re  is little  c o n se n su s  
a b o u t the  n a tu re  an d  com m itm en ts of th e  Theory Theory; n o t even 
am ong theory th eo ris ts  them selves. C onsequently , p a rts  of the  debate  
have been  som ew hat m isguided . The aim  of the  th e s is  h a s  been  to 
clear up  a t least som e of these  exegetical m istakes.

Theory T heory cla im s th a t  know ledge of a  folk psychological 
theory  is causa lly  efficacious in the  p roduction  of o u r psychological 
a ttr ib u tio n s . It ho lds th a t  su c h  a know ledge is n ecessa ry  for su ch  
a ttr ib u tio n s  b u t  n o t sufficient. I tak e  it th a t  th is  is a  s ta te m e n t of 
Theory Theoiy th a t  all who call them selves theory th eo ris ts  can  agree 
ab o u t. I have been  concerned  w ith  flesh ing  o u t th is  claim . T hree 
questions im m ediately p resen t them selves: w h a t does it m ean  to say 
th a t  we have know ledge of a th e o ry , w h a t is th e  n a tu re  of o u r 
k n o w le d g e  of th is  theory , a n d  if know ledge of su c h  a theo ry  is 
n ecessary  involved in a ttr ib u tin g  psychological p roperties to people, 
does th is  imply a ttrib u tio n a l sym m etry, and  th a t  we have no d istinc t 
know ledge of o u r  own m inds, a s  opposed  to th o se  of o th e rs?  The 
answ er to the  first is th a t  w hat we know  is s tru c tu re d  in a  p a rticu la r 
way th a t  is im p o rtan tly  s im ila r to the  way scien tific  theo ries a re  
s tru c tu re d . The an sw er to the  second  is th a t  o u r knowledge of th is  
theory  is no t tacit, b u t  like o rd inary  knowledge. The an sw er to the  
th ird  is th a t a lthough  som e a ttr ib u tio n a l sym m etry  is required , th a t  
sym m etry isn 't com plete. We are  n o t requ ired  to deny th a t we have no 
distinctive knowledge of o u r own psychological s ta tes , indeed it seem s 
folly to do so. T his knowledge does not, however, derive from d irec t 
aw areness of psychological s ta te s  a s  we conceive of them . To p u t it 
differently, w h a t we a ttr ib u te  ourselves h a s  m ore to it th a n  w h a t we 
are directly p resen ted  w ith in experience.

A p resupposition  for answ ering  the  th ree  q uestions is th a t  one 
h as a  pretty  solid idea of w hat folk psychological theo iy  co n sis ts  in. I
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have given a n u m b er of exam ples of folk psychological generalisa tions 
th a t I believe a re  uncontroversial. M any of them  are  m entioned in the 
lite ra tu re  in  one form  or o th er. E qu ipped  w ith  th ese , th e  th ree  
questions becom e answ erab le. In c h a p te r  5, I poin ted  o u t th a t  there  
are different views of w h a t the  folk psychological genera lisa tions we 
have know ledge of a re  like, b u t  no exam ples thereof. S hou ld  su c h  
exam ples appear, an d  sho u ld  they  tu rn  o u t to sa tisfac to rily  explain  
som e of o u r psychological a ttrib u tio n s, som e of w ha t I have said  in the 
above cou ld  be ren d e red  obsolete . For exam ple, th e  q u e s tio n s  of 
w hether the  parallel w ith scientific theories can  be upheld  and  w hether 
the  theory  is tac itly  know n, will be reopened . However, m u ch  of 
su b s ta n c e  will rem ain . For exam ple, if w h a t we know  tu rn  o u t to be 
very different in  s tru c tu re  from scientific  theories, we sh o u ld  re s is t 
calling ou r accoun t of folk psychology T heo iy  Theory'.

T hroughout, I have aim ed a t being as undogm atic  as possible, in 
o rder no t to com m it Theory Theory to som eth ing  th a t it need  no t be 
com m itted to. However, I have closed op tions too. I have rejected a 
w eak read ing  of theory ' w ith the  consequence  th a t  one theory  th a t 
calls itse lf  a  T heory  T heory  is excluded  from  be ing  so. T h is is 
u n fo rtu n a te , b u t  unavoidab le . In o rder to provide a  solid b a s is  for 
Theory Theory, we m u st m ake its claim  relatively precise. On the o ther 
hand , we m ay a lso  end  up  ap p ro p ria tin g  th eo ries  th a t  d o n 't call 
them selves T heory  T heories, b u t  s h a re  som e of th e  sam e basic  
p resu p p o sitio n s . T his w as the  fate of D avies & S tone 's  version  of 
sim ulationism . Firm  answ ers to the  th ree  questions m entioned seem s 
to me necessa ry  to have a foundation  on w hich to build  a  properly 
worked o u t Theory Theory. If we do no t provide such  answ ers, we are 
s tran d ed  w ith an  im possibly vague position. Instead , once we accept 
the p icture of Theory Theory p resen ted  here, we have som ething  m uch  
m ore specific to deal w ith. It will allow u s  to consider w he ther Theory 
Theory is a  reasonab le  position  as it s ta n d s  and , if no t, w h a t o th er 
position m ight b est cap tu re  ou r ideas.

W anting som e firm ground on w hich to c o n stru c t Theory Theory, 
I nevertheless a ttem p ted  to leave a  n u m b er of issu es  open for debate  
am ong theory theo rists. T hese are  the  following. A theory theo rist m ay 
be a m etaphysical or a  sem an tic  com m on sense  functionalist. W hat I 
have pointed o u t is sim ply th a t Theory Theory is not synonym ous w ith 
functionalism . All functionalism  requ ires is som e sy s tém atisa tio n  of
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folk psychological generalisations, b u t  can  be con ten t w ith an  ex ternal 
accoun t of folk psychology. Theory Theory, however, is specifically an  
in te rnal account. If one desires to say  som ething  ab o u t the  m eaning of 
psychological s ta te  term s and  ab o u t the  n a tu re  of psychological s ta tes, 
one can  em brace functionalism  as well a s  Theory Theory. B u t th is  is 
far from necessary . It is w orth  keeping in m ind th a t  functionalism  is 
n o t a n  unp rob lem atic  position  (Block, 1980). Fixing the  reference of 
theo re tica l te rm s exclusively in  term s of the  role th a t  they  play in a 
theory , h a s  the  co u n te rin tu itiv e  consequence  th a t  th e re  c an  be no 
tran s-th eo re tica l term s. Take th e  term  electron '. It is a  term  th a t  h as 
been  u se d  in  a  n u m b er of d ifferent theories. Niels B ohr u sed  it, for 
exam ple, b u t  th e  p revalen t theory  in  w hich  th e  term  figures now, is 
different from B ohr's. If we adop t a  functionalist theory of the  m eaning 
of theo re tica l te rm s, we com m it ourselves to m ain ta in in g  th a t  w ha t 
B ohr m e a n t by e lec tro n ' w as d ifferen t from  w h a t w e  m ean  by 
electron '. We are  no t talk ing  ab o u t the  sam e thing. C onsequently , it 

will be false to say th a t Bohr w as wrong abou t electrons. He couldn't be 
w rong b e c a u se  he w as co n ce rn ed  w ith  so m eth in g  d ifferen t from  
electrons, th a t  we now know don 't exist. F unc tiona lis ts  try to obviate 
th is  difficulty by saying th a t  if theories a re  a  b it false, th is  does no t 
in flu en ce  th e  m ea n in g  of th e  te rm s. T he p rob lem  re m a in s  of 
determ ining  ju s t  how false one can  allow a  theory to be before there  is 
a change in term s. And it seem s to me th a t com m on sense  h as  it th a t 
we can  ta lk  of a  theory being qu ite  w rong ab o u t electrons as opposed 
to a  theory  having  a  different no tion  of e lectrons (say, Bohr's). This, 
then , is one problem  th a t functionalists face.

A nother option  th a t is left open for the  theory  th eo ris ts  is ju s t  
w h a t acco u n t of se lf-a ttrib u tio n  an d  self-know ledge is deem ed to be 
m ost satisfactory . The options are  no t unlim ited. Full-scale sym m etric 
or asym m etric positions can n o t be chosen, an d  there  are  the  em pirical 
d a ta  to be acco u n ted  for also. N evertheless, Theory T heory seem s 
com patible w ith a  n u m b er of c u rre n t accoun ts, e ither a s  they  s ta n d  or 
slightly revised versions of them . By keeping op tions su c h  a s  these  
open. Theory Theory will rem a in  a  p recise  an d  d istinc tive  in te rn a l 
a cco u n t of folk psychology, b u t  n o t thereby  firmly com m itted  on a 
n um ber of o ther issue. These issu es are relevant to Theoiy Theory, b u t 
n o t re lev an t in  th e  se n se  theo ry  th e o ris ts  a re  req u ired  to take  a 
p a rtic u la r  s ta n d  w ith  re sp ec t of them  in o rd er to c o u n t a s  theory
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theorists. We m u st keep open a window for disagreem ent. B ut we m u st 
m ake su re  th a t  su c h  d isag reem en t does n o t concern  the  foundations 
of the theoiy.

I have only been  able to deal w ith j u s t  a  few issu es  su rro u n d in g  
Theory Theory. I take  it, however, th a t these  were the  m ost p ressing  to 
get resolved. I leave a  h o st of q uestions unansw ered . Below I will h in t 
a t  o ther foundational issu es  th a t  a re  im p o rtan t for theory theo ris ts  to 
deal w ith. T here a re  th ree  issu e s , I w ould like to pick u p  on. They 
concern  the  acqu isition  of folk psychological theory, ceteris paribus  
c la u se s , a n d  th e  c o m p ila tio n  of a  p ro p e rly  e x p la n a to ry  folk 
psychological theoiy.

1. Acquisition a n d  Development o f  Folk Psychological Theory

M uch w ork  on th e  T heory  T heory  h a s  b een  done by child  
psychologists. In ch ap te r 1, we were in troduced  to two accoun ts of the 
acquisition  of folk psychological theory. There is Gopnik, Meltzoff, and  
W ellm an's view th a t ch ild ren  are  little sc ien tists, or, alternatively, th a t 
sc ien tis ts  are  big children , w ith an  innately  given ability to theorise. 
C hildren  acquire  folk psychological theory by form ing a  theory ab o u t 
th e  co n tin g en c ies  th a t  they  observe in  th e  w orld. We w ere a lso  
in tro d u c e d  to B a ro n -C o h en 's  w ork, in sp ire d  by Leslie, on th e  
p recu rso rs  of folk psychological theory. The ID, EDD, an d  SAM come 
on-line a t va rious s tag es of developm ent, an d  provide in p u t to the  
ToMM. However, th is  say s n o th in g  a b o u t how  one develops folk 
psychological theory once these  m odules are  on-line.

E m bracing a  less narrow  reading  of theoiy ' th a n  th a t suggested  
by G opnik, Meltzoff, and  W ellm an m ight lead one to em brace  a  less 
sc ien tis tic  view of child  developm ent. N evertheless, if it seem s th a t  
w ha t ch ild ren  lea rn  is a  theory  on  the  very s tr ic t no tion  defended by 
G opnik, Meltzoff, and  W ellm an, th e  sam e evidence can  be u sed  to 
su p p o rt the  m ore liberal version th a t  I have defended. If we accep t a  
m ore liberal idea of theoreticity , g rea ter d iscrepancies betw een w hat 
sc ien tis ts  do in th e ir lab s and  w h a t ch ild ren  do in th e ir  hom es are 
allowed. Those d iscrepancies m erit m ore a tten tion . Indeed, I th in k  it is 
crucial no t to overem phasize the  w ays in w hich children  an d  sc ien tis ts 
a re  a like. T here  a re  obvious d ifferences be tw een  acq u irin g  folk
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psychological theory and being a scientist. Theory Theory m u st allow 
for these. I am  not claim ing th a t psychologists deny th a t there are 
differences between scientists and  children, bu t ra ther than  people like 
Gopnik have a tendency to m arginalise them.

The m eans by which people acquire folk psychological theoiy are 
not unlikely to change over the years. Young children seem  to behave 
in ways th a t are com parable to experim entation. They repeat certain  
actions over and over, in order, it seem s, to observe w hether the sam e 
effect follows: "Will m other sh o u t w hen I tu rn  over my plate (again)?'])
As children grow bigger, they become increasingly u n lik e l^  behave in ^  ^  
th is  way. B ehaviours th a t are  to lerated  in young ch ild ren  are  not 
to lerated in older children. Being told off and  m eeting hostility and 
anger are  hard ly  conducive of freew heeling experim en ta tion . As 
children  become adolescen ts, the  situ a tio n  becom es m ore difficult. 
A lthough Gopnik seem s to th ink  th a t teenagers e x p e r i m e n t , I  don't 
th ink  th a t their behaviour is best seen as that. Their lack of regard for 
parental authority, custom s, and  so on, is better understood in term s 
of becom ing m ore a u to n o m o u s h u m an  beings, no t in te rm s of 
developing folk psychological knowledge. Even teenagers have regard 
for the ir p a ren ts  and  do not experim ent on them  in order to find 
suppo rt or to falsify their psychological hypotheses. It is even more 
unlikely th a t people experim ent with their peers. H um an relationships 
are fragile and fraught with difficulties as it is. In general, one does 
one's best to get on. People agonise over having said or done the right 
thing because they know ju s t  how severe pun ishm ents can  follow from 
doing or saying the wrong thing. Here is no joyful experim enting when 
what could be at stake is loss of job, position, dear ones, and so on.

W hat I was trying to em phasize in c h ap te r 1, w as th a t it is 
possible to regard any one person 's folk psychological knowledge as 
continually developing. The development in the first five or ten years is 
no d o u b t m uch  m ore d ra m a tic  th a n  th a t  w h ich  follows it. 
Nevertheless, we continue to learn  new th ings abou t people. Theory 
Theory's account of acquisition  of folk psychological theory should  
account for this. As I have been a t pains to point out, modelling such  
development on scientific experim entation is not always very plausible.
For exam ple, it is quite clear th a t people frequently generalise from 
their own case, in the absence of fu rther supporting  evidence. If you

^^Private conversation.
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have a tendency  to dislike being corrected, the  tem pta tion  is a ssu m e  
th a t  everybody d islikes being corrected . However, som e people like 
be ing  co rrec ted  b e c a u se  th ey  believe th a t  it will im prove th e ir  
perform ance. C ases like these  a re  clearly very different from cases of 
sc ien tis ts developing theories. Therefore, it w ould be usefu l for Theory 
Theory to be m ore specific a b o u t th e  d ifferen t w ays in  w hich  we 
acqu ire  folk psychological theo iy , an d  how  th ese  ways m ay change 
over th e  years, a s  we becom e a d u lts . I'm  n o t su re  th is  is really  a 
fo u n d a tio n a l issu e , b u t  it is c e rta in ly  a n  is su e  th a t  n eed s to be 
addressed  before Theory Theory is likely to rec ru it new supporters .

2. Ceteris Paribus

A serious challenge for th e  theo iy  th eo ris t is to explain how  we 
m anage to rep resen t ceteris paribus  c lauses. One m ight g ran t th a t our 
folk psychological theo iy  is explicitly known, b u t if one adds the ceteris 
paribus c lau ses to each  and  every generalisa tion , we seem  to end  up  
w ith a  rid iculous am o u n t of inform ation. However, in m any situations, 
we effortlessly a ttr ib u te  psychological s ta te s  and  we m ust, therefore, 
m aste r such  knowledge easily a n d  quickly. How is th is possible if w hat 
we need to do is to consu lt a  g a rg an tu an  body of knowledge?

One option to take is to deny th a t  adding  ceteris paribus c lauses 
to folk psychological generalisa tions m akes the  am o u n t of inform ation 
unm anageab le . T his is n o t as crazy as it so u n d s. We know very little 
ab o u t how we m anage to u se  the  re levan t p a rts  of any  of o u r larger 
bod ies of know ledge in  p a r t ic u la r  s i tu a tio n s . M ost of th em  are  
som ew hat complex, including  a  su b s ta n tia l n u m b er of ceteris paribus 
c la u se s . We n eed  to know  how  we m an ag e  to u se  th e  re lev an t 
inform ation as effortlessly and  quickly as we do. It is unlikely to tu rn  
o u t to be the case  th a t the  norm al s itu a tio n  is extrem ely sim ple, b u t 
th a t  th e  folk p sy c h o lo g ic a l one  is im p o ss ib ly  c o m p lic a te d . 
Furtherm ore, a lthough  there  are  a  n u m b er of conditions w here ceteris 
are  no t paribus, it is som ew hat pessim istic  to im agine th a t a  long list 
is a ttach ed  to each  folk psychological generalisation.

W hat seem s to be a n o th e r  option is to liken folk psychological 
knowledge to expert knowledge. This w ould acco u n t for o u r ease  a t 
applying ou r knowledge in certa in  cases. However, we saw  in ch ap ter 5
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th a t expert knowledge is significantly different from folk psychological 
knowledge. It is qu ite  u n c le a r th a t  th e re  is any  c la ss  of know ledge 
o ther th a n  ord inary  knowledge th a t  the  la tte r  fall under. B u t p e rh ap s 
m uch  of w hat we regard as o rd inary  knowledge is au tom ated  in som e 
m an n e r. A fter all, su b je c ts  m ay  have s o m e  a w a re n e ss  of th e ir  
au to m ated  knowledge, b u t need  n o t know  exactly how  it is causa lly  
efficacious in th e  p ro d u c tio n  of any  given behav iou r. T h is m igh t 
acco u n t for o u r u se  of folk psychological knowledge. N evertheless, 
ra th e r th an  being an  a lternative to the  first option, it is the  first option. 
The problem  w ith th is  p a rticu la r version of the  first option, is th a t  it is 
no t clear th a t sub jects can n o t report on the  knowledge th a t  is causally  
efficacious in the ir psychological a ttribu tions.

It is, I believe, ra th e r  im p o rtan t for Theory Theory to be c learer 
on the  issue  concern ing  the  app lica tion  of folk psychological theoiy . 
T his does tie closely in  w ith  th e  ap p lica tio n  of la rg e r bod ies of 
knowledge in general. Possibly no reso lu tion  will be found u n til we 
know m ore ab o u t knowledge an d  the  application  of it. However, there  
is still room  for som e developm ent of the  Theory Theory s ta n d  on th is 
issue.

4. Compiling Folk Psychological Generalisations & Psychologic

W h at I p re s e n te d  in  c h a p te r  1 w as b u t  a  h a n d fu l  of 
generalisa tions. However, consider the  following possibility. W hen we 
co n s id e r o u r folk psycho log ical p rac tice , th e re  is a  h a n d fu l of 
psychological generalisa tions th a t n a tu ra lly  p resen t them selves. This 
gives rise to the  idea th a t knowledge of a  body of generalisa tions such  
a s  th e se , is w h a t is c a u sa lly  e fficac ious in o u r  psycho log ical 
a ttribu tions. However, it m ight tu rn  o u t th a t  w hen we tu rn  to look for 
m ore su c h  g e n era lisa tio n s , in  o rd er th a t  we c an  exp la in  a  m ore 
su b s ta n tia l p a rt of o u r behaviour, we realise th a t  we were m istaken . 
We can n o t come u p  w ith any m ore su c h  generalisa tions, a t  least no t 
enough  to su p p o r t T heory T heoiy . I believe th is  is a n  im p o rta n t 
objection for theory  theo rists  to counter. Not, of course, by providing a  
co m p le te  folk p sy ch o lo g ica l th eo ry , b u t  by p ro v id in g  m ore  
generalisations to su b s ta n tia te  the position.
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Now, it so happens th a t a psychologist has done ju s t  that. J a n  
Sm edslund has long been engaged in carrying out the project of listing 
the generalisa tions th a t form the core of folk psychological theory 
(Smedslund, 1990, 1997). He sees him self as: (1997, p. ix)

explicating the implicit conceptual system of psychology embedded in

ordinary language, or in o ther  words, the  basic a s su m p tio n s  and  

d is t inc tions  underly ing  ou r  ways of th ink ing  and  ta lk ing  a b o u t  

psychological phenomena. ^

He calls such  an explication psychologic'. The idea behind psychologic 
research  is to unveil the "invariant s tru c tu re  em bedded in the way we 
talk  and  th ink  abou t persons, and  deal with them ." (1990, p. ix). He 
takes th is as being a foundational issue in psychology. Psychology 
uses psychological term s unreilectively. In order th a t psychology may 
progress as a truly scientific discipline, the m eaning of term s deployed 
by this discipline m ust be laid bare. In this way, scientific psychology 
can be based on an explicated folk psychological theory.

Sm edslund 's view of folk psychological theory is quite distinctive. 
F irstly , he believes th a t  folk psychological g e n e ra lisa tio n s  are  
normative, not descriptive, statem ents: (1990, p. 60)

psychologic owes its predictive success to its being an explication of 

rules which people regard as correct and  live according to. These 

rules are m an-m ade and  m aintained by people, and hence are very 

different from natural laws.®^

However, as I argued w hen 1 converted Rational S im ulationism  into 
Rational Theory Theory, working with norm ative generalisa tions will 
not, by itself, disqualify an  in ternal account of folk psychology from 
being a Theory Theory, Secondly, he does not believe th a t  folk 
psychological theory is an  em pirical theory. He believes th a t is an  a  
priori theory , b e c a u se  if you s u b s ti tu te  th e  o c c u rre n c e  of a 
psychological term  in a psychological law with the definition of it, the

G^There is a tension between this way of conceiving of folk psychological theory, and 
Sm edslund 's  conviction tha t  his psychologic is nothing bu t a system  of Lewisian 
platitudes (1997, p. xii). Lewis clearly does not hold that folk psychological platitudes 
are normative, bu t tha t  they are descriptive. Furthermore. Lewis does not regard the 
platitudes, themselves, as being causally efficacious in the production of our  folk 
psychological attributions. Sm edslund does.

198



law  becom es t a u t o l o g i c a l .T h i s ,  of cou rse , is a n  a rte fa c t of the  
functionalis t analysis of the  m ean ing  of theore tical term s. One could 
say  th a t the theory is no th ing  b u t an  explication of som e of the  term s 
involved in it - in  th is  case, folk psychological theory  explicates the  
m ean in g  of folk psychological te rm s. N evertheless, it rem a in s  an  
em pirica l fact w h e th e r o r n o t th e  th eo ry  app lies to any th ing . The 
m eaning of theoretical te rm s is analytic, b u t  it is a n  em pirical question  
w h e th e r th e re  is an y th in g  to w hich  they  apply. All th is , however, 
seem s perfectly in  acco rdance  w ith  S m ed slu n d 's  idea. He, him self, 
however, h as  failed to see th a t once you apply a  Ram sey-Cam ap-Lew is 
theory of the  m eaning of theoretical te rm s to a  theory, th a t  theory will 
tu rn  o u t to be ju s t  as a  priori a s  folk psychological theory. S m edslund  
th in k s  th is  is a n  a rte fac t of ce rta in  theo ries only, geom etry being the  
p ro to ty p e . T hird ly , h e  se em s to th in k  th a t  know ledge of folk 
psychological theory is im plicit which, if the  general u se  in psychology 
of th is  term  is any th ing  to go by, m eans th a t  he th in k s  th a t it is tacit. 
Looking ahead  a t (1)-(13), however, 1 fail to be convinced. However, the 
po in t here is no t to exam ine S m edslund 's  project, b u t to look a t som e 
of th e  re s u l ts  of th is  p ro jec t: th e  l is t  of folk psycho log ica l 
generalisations.

In The Structure o f  Psychological Comm on S e n se , S m edslund  
p resen ts  h is psychologic as a  so rt of geom etrical trea tise , divided into 
definitions, axiom s, theorem s, corollaries, and  exp lanatory  notes. This 
ap p ea rs  to be connected  to h is idea th a t  folk psychological theory is 
like E uclidean  geom etry; bo th  a re  com posed  of logically necessa ry  
propositions and  bo th  a re  u se fu l tools for p red ic tion  (1990, p. 45). 
T here  a re  56 ax iom s. H ere is a  h an d fu l: (1997, p. 104-7, the  
num bering  is mine)

(1) A person is held responsible for his or her ac ts  by everyone J

involved.

®^The example he gives concerns surprise. The definition of surprise is: " 'Person P in 
situation S at time t  is surprised' = d f P  in S at t is in a sta te o f having experienced 
something that F had expected or had taken fo r  granted would not occur.' " (1990, p. 
48). The relevant law is described as follows: " 'If P in S  a t t  experiences an event 
which  P has expected, or taken fo r  granted, not to occur, then P in S a t t  will become 
surprised.' " (p. 54). Inserting the definition of surprise ' into the law produces the 
following result: " 'If P in S at t experiences an event which P has expected or taken for  
granted would not occur, then  P in S a i t will be in a sta te o f having experienced 
something which P had expected or had taken fo r granted would not occur.' " (p. 55). 
This is clearly a tautology.
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(2) P wants to do what P believes is right and to reject what P believes 

is wrong.

(3) A conscious person is continuously acting. ^

(4) P tries to maximize expected utility. ^ ■

(5) P wants to feel good and wants to avoid feeling bad. -

(6) P's want A is stronger than  P's want B, if, and only if, when A and 

B are in conflict, and  no o ther  factors intervene, P tries to act 

according to A and not according to B. ^

(7) P wants to believe what is the case..-------

(8) If everyone takes a psychological proposition X to be self-evident, 

then everyone believes tha t  everyone else takes X to be self-evident, 

everyone believes tha t  everyone else believes tha t  everyone else takes 

X to be self-evident, everyone believes tha t  everyone else believes that 

everyone else believes that everyone else takes X to be self-evident, 

and so on.

(9) The strength of a feeling is equal to the product of the strength  of ^  

the want and the strength of the belief, whose relationship constitutes

the feeling.  ̂ O  ^ " r> d ’  ̂ '
(10) Every person wants to care for someone.

As I menLioned, these are only axioms. For each axiom there are 
varying num ber of theorem s, corollaries, and notes. For example: (p. 
63-4)

(11) Every person wants to be cared for by someone, [and)

(12) P wants his or her liking a person to be reciprocated.

are theorem s of (10). An example of a note to (10) is: (p. 63)

(13) The preceding axiom does not state th a t  persons always care for 

someone or act caringly. It only  asserts  tha t  a want to care for someone

 ̂ always exists. W hether  it is m anifested in action depends  on its 

'-J strength relative to other wants.

Now, I'm not too su re  abou t applying the s tru c tu re  of a geom ^rical 
trea tise  to folk psychological theory. However, we need not get 
embroiled in the logic of psychologic, w hat is im portan t is simply t h ^  
generalisations listed. They form a good s ta rtin g  point for a theory V  
theorist. Some of the generalisations are more satisfying th an  others.
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no d o u b t . T h e  point is not to advocate Sm edslund 's psychologic, bu t 
to point out th a t there has been a su b s tan tia l a ttem pt at lleshing out 
folk psychological theory. And w hatever you m ight w ant to say about 
(1)-(13), they  a re  n o t obviously  h o p e less  c a n d id a te s  for folk 
psychological generalisations.

5. The End

Let me, som ew hat perversely, end  th is  conclusion  w ith a 
conclusion. I have dealt with ju s t  a few foundational issues in Theory 
Theory. There are m any o ther such  issues th a t need addressing, three 
of w hich 1 have briefly m en tioned  above. Providing sa tis fac to ry  
so lu tions to the  problem s raised  is necessary  for Theory Theory to 
co n s titu te  an  a ttrac tiv e  and  p lau sib le  in te rn a l a cco u n t of folk 
psychology. I had  a brief look a t the possible directions in which such 
research  m ight take us. 1 th ink  you will agree th a t the prospects for 
Theory Theory are not bad. It may ultim ately not tu rn  out to be the 
right internal account of folk psychology: m ost people nowadays seem 
happy about a Theoiy Theory-Sim ulation Theory mix. However, I hope 
to have shown in the above that, as it s tan d s  a t the m om ent. Theory 
Theory is a live option.

63|, for one. have misgivings abou t the formulation, bu t not the idea of (4). If (4) is 
accepted as a folk psychological genera lisa tion , it seem s a cand ida te  for a 
generalisation that is tacitly known.
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A . f ‘U  C-U^^ of' (31̂  fx pv̂  c^vC,U^,'5\/(cLMt^7

 ̂ (S j^ ^  Vx >J»M. -Vo c.O/v̂ .̂ 4̂ÀL\UL____ 6/^vwW 'l

)- . j.q -^ . W W  ll " ? ''/K ,;,i

( fÇ j,'W /u W 4  „

5.^) (J - • ' M m s . U  '-^  w f / e v f

1. |  . b \  (, A, lU ,^ W f o-'

,3 . j) 4%. 5:t,.;j. Wvu «J®. A (. x t ^ j  ~  ■s^chj.u^

■> I : I ( M - ^ )

^ — ir clv -w^ —

\̂ ^  f \N ^ r  ^ ^  ) fcvV>j'>'-'̂ i'v̂  ‘T*‘T~ /awv YU<A, ^W b

DV  ̂ iv ,  t I r f ^  jw A:37 U ^  *Y

p|7 6 W o  . N< t̂e . j \.0̂ 4̂Wa\ sx\ .
 ̂ . ,\̂ vooVj*-| iW '  A/Ov̂ </ ÿ

p ^ v  K 'A ',)L 3 KA(t.T f  .'â . H xaa. V ^ U
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" '  ĵJ<r £ o  1

.V  f o s ^ ^ .  _ FP ,  ^  5 , ^  _  of

^  <^cV £&u '(A  '   ̂ l i ^  *

o tftA#û \A t-t_ l •V> - ^ ^ U m V  ' i a ( o * ^  ^ u « >  o v t ^ y
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