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1.   In�tro�duc�tion

	Can my cat Grushenka think?  Here are some of the things she does.  She seeks me out.  She looks me in the eye.  She hollers at me.  She looks at the string.  She crouches when I reach for it, pounces when I pick it up.  She chases it.  I stop;  she hollers at me again.

	When I come home she runs down the stairs, smells my shoes, rubs against my legs.  Another day I arrive wearing a motorcycle helmet.  She gets halfway down the stairs, glimpses the helmeted figure, and runs back up the stairs to hide.

	She's doing something much like acting on reasons, express�ing desires, indicating objects, and making mistakes.  Is she actually acting, thinking, erring?

	Davidson has argued� that speech is necessary for thought.  Grushenka doesn't speak.  If Davidson is right, she literally does not have any thoughts at all.  

	The theories of content we will be examining in Chapters 3�6 below apply most naturally to very simple creatures, like bacteria, like frogs, like cats.  These theories all assume that these simple creatures literally have content�bearing states.  If all at�tribu�tions of content to non�linguals are metaphori�cal then these theories are doomed.

	In this Chapter I consider the details of Davidson's arguments.  I think Davidson does not produce a convincing case that thought requires speech, and hence I think that at�tribu�tions of content to non�linguals are sometimes literally true.

	Davidson's views on animal thought have shifted somewhat since “Thought and Talk” was published.  In his “Reply to Patrick Suppes” he writes,�





My suggestion comes to this:  we will in any case continue to talk as if animals have proposi�tion�al attitudes.  We can do so with good conscience if we keep track as best we can of the level of sig�nificance of such talk.  (p.252)







I take es�sen�tially this position in what follows.  We can describe the minimum structure required for rep�re�sentational content.  The content of many things that satisfy this minimum is quite different from the content of any of our thought, but it is still literally content.

	Certainly there remain many dis�tinc�tions to be made:  we may decide against at�tribut�ing beliefs to my cat (certainly to bacteria) but continue to attribute rep�re�sentational content.  Hence there are at least two conceptual boundaries that we need to mark:  one to indicate what is required for the simplest possible rep�re�sentation, and one to mark the difference between rep�re�sentation and belief.  In this thesis I work out the beginnings of a way to mark the first boundary; I will have nothing to say about the second. 



2.   Exegetical Prelimi�nary

	TT covers a great deal of ground on the way to its conclusion that “a creature cannot have thoughts unless it is an in�ter�preter of the speech of another” (p.157).  Should we consider all this to be one argument, so that the discussion of each topic yields another premise?  Or is the argument made in the last page or so (which yields the conclusion) meant to be relatively in�de�pend�ent?

	The structure of RA suggests a way to read TT, even if it is not exactly the way Davidson thought of it when he was writing TT.  RA makes two prelimi�nary points against Malcolm's claim that dogs have beliefs:  first, at�tribu�tions of content to dogs are not in�ten�sional, while at�tribu�tions of proposi�tion�al attitudes clearly are in�ten�sional;  second, any one thought requires a “rich supply” of related beliefs.  But Davidson notes that these points do not demonstrate that animal thought is not possible:  “Indeed, what these con�sidera�tions suggest is only that there probably can't be much thought without language.” (p.477)  He follows these prelimi�nary points with an expanded and somewhat revised version of the argument of the last page of TT.  I suggest we read TT as presenting several in�terre�lated views of the relation of thought and talk, but the argument of the last page is es�sen�tially in�de�pend�ent of the rest.  I'll call this argument and its fellow in RA the “central arguments.” 

	Hence there are roughly three distinct arguments to consider:  one about in�ten�sionality, one about the holistic character of thought, and one about what is needed for thought that only language can supply.  

	I agree with Davidson that in�ten�sionality is a crucial issue, and I agree with him that it does not decide the question whether animals can think.  In section 3 below I argue that the issue of in�ten�sionality is something of a red herring:  if a creature has mental rep�re�sentations (in a sense I will describe) then ascrip�tions of thought to it are in�ten�sional and may be as in�ten�sional as at�tribu�tions of proposi�tion�al attitudes.  

	I will not discuss the argument about holism here.  It is true that very many thoughts are such that something cannot have just that thought unless it has many others.  But I think this is not a universal phenomenon:  some thoughts are such that a creature can have that thought and have no other.  I discuss this point at some length in Chapter 6 below, section 8.

	In section 4 I will describe the central arguments.  Each has two premises;  in section 5 I examine the claim that if something has a belief it has the concept of belief, and in section 6 the claim that if something has the concept of belief then it com�muni�cates with another.



3.   Animal Thought and In�ten�sionality

	At�tribu�tions of thought are in�ten�sional; if what we say about the thought of dogs, cats, frogs and bacteria is not in�ten�sional then we are not at�tribut�ing thought.  

	Davidson has two kinds of arguments to show that attitude at�tribu�tions to animals are not in�ten�sional.  Davidson concedes that these arguments are not specially conclusive, but I want to demonstrate why they do not make their point. 

	The first argument appears both in TT (p.163) and RA (p.474).  Malcolm urges that the dog thinks the cat went up the oak tree.  But does the dog think the cat went up the same tree it went up yesterday?  that Grushenka went up the tree?  that the 7 year old domestic shorthair that Tony owns went up the tree?  We hardly know where to begin in thinking about answering these questions.  Dodging them by claiming the descrip�tions and predicates we offer are in transparent position doesn't help, since if a de re at�tribu�tion of thought is true then a de dicto one must be as well.  (Some, like Burge and Dretske, will urge that this is incorrect; but some kind of de dicto at�tribu�tion must back up a fully transparent one, even if it is only one that attributes the predicate.)  Since we can't decide which descrip�tions matter and which do not, it looks as though it doesn't matter how we describe the doggy thought.

	The last step in this argument is a mistake.  If dogs have thoughts they are clearly not much like ours.  Their “form of life”��their sensory capacities, cognitive capacities, motor capacities, reproduc�tive cycles, dietary needs��is extremely different from ours.  We should expect that if they have concepts they will not be much like our own. The trouble is not that at�tribu�tions of doggy thoughts are semanti�cally transparent, but rather that they are sensitive to different sub�stitu�tions than similar at�tribu�tions to persons would be.  My cat's behavior shows this:  she runs from the helmeted figure, and she wouldn't run from me (if I weren't wearing the helmet).  We don't have an ar�ticu�lated set of concept�terms for dogs.  Even if we did it would remain a curiosity for ordinary ex�planatory purposes (although absolutely fas�cinat�ing on other grounds: it would say what it is like to be a dog), since the much more powerful scheme of concepts we employ for ourselves works just as well for dogs.  We see a similar phenomenon at work in what we say about each other.  We may know that Jones has a very idiosyncratic un�der�stand�ing of the relations of nations, so idiosyncratic as to show, for instance, that what she calls 'détente' is not détente; yet we might for all that report one of her beliefs using the term 'détente'.  She has some concept, one for which we have no simple term; so we use another which is close enough for ex�planatory purposes.

	The second argument occurs only in TT.  One way to in�ves�tigate the nature of a kind of thing is to examine the theories that talk about that kind of thing, in particular for invariants in the structure of claims about the kind of thing.  If a theory preserves its ex�planatory power under many more trans�forma�tions than the theory of belief�desire psychology permits, then it is not a theory of belief.  Davidson traces a series of refine�ments made to a very weak specifica�tion of teleologi�cal ex�plana�tions of behavior, and suggests (but does not claim) that a theory that does not interpret speech is es�sen�tially different in respect of invariance than proposi�tion�al attitude psychology.�

	I will summarize the series of refine�ments, then criticize the suggestion by showing how the needed invariance can be provided without speech.  

	We explain our actions by talking about our reasons.  We say someone wanted a certain outcome and believed that by acting thus she would obtain that outcome, and that's why she acted thus.  A solitary reason at�tribu�tion, however, explains nothing, since reasons are ex�planatory only given strong background as�sump�tions, as for instance that the agent didn't have a better reason to do something else.  So reason ex�plana�tion works by citing, implicitly or explicitly, a whole pattern of reasons that cohere in a certain way and which together explain a series of actions. 

	This constraint of pattern is a con�siderable im�prove�ment on solitary at�tribu�tions, but it still leaves room for unlimited alteration in the descrip�tions we offer in ex�plana�tion of an action.  We can show this by describing a math�e�mati�cal analogy with no more structure than we have introduced so far.  Suppose all actions are ordered, so that we can assign an integer to each one based on its position in the ordering.  Suppose what it takes to explain an action is two real numbers which when multiplied together yield the integer.  Of course for any integer there are infinitely many such pairs.  Now suppose the trick is to explain a series of actions, and a constraint is that the number�reasons for earlier actions can never exceed the num�ber��reasons for later actions.  This would constrain the possible at�tribu�tions of number�reasons, but the pos�sibilities are still infinite.

	Decision theory finds more structure in the field of beliefs and desires.  Davidson considers Ramsey's theory.  Ramsey showed how both utility and subjective prob�abil�ity can be determined on the basis of in�forma�tion about preferences among a variety of gambles.  This extended preference ranking determines a prob�abil�ity function uniquely and a collection of equivalent utility functions.  They are equivalent up to a linear trans�forma�tion, in Ramsey's theory; this entails that given one prob�abil�ity function each utility function yields the same ranking of acts.  This in turn means that we can explain an act by showing that it was the act that came out on top, and by citing the reasons the agent had for that act.  It's still true that if one reason at�tribu�tion is ex�planatory then there are infinitely many others, but we now have a principled way to charac�terize the mul�ti�plicity.  Fur�ther�more, the al�terna�tives are generated by altering the entire at�tribu�tion, rather than single at�tribu�tions piecemeal.

	Where do the preference rankings come from?  In actual practice, claims that someone has a preference ranking are supported by data about linguistic behaviour.  In�forma�tion about choices between gambles isn't enough, since the bare fact of a choice never determines what it was about the object chosen that was chosen.  Suppose Jones pulls a $10.00 bill from her wallet and pays for a book.  She chose one object among others.  What was she thinking?  Did she choose the leftmost thing in her wallet?  The thing with Hamilton's picture on it?  Her favorite bill?  There's no way to tell simply from seeing what she did.  

	To fix her preferences uniquely we should have to interpret what she says about them.  Without speech “the evidence will not be adequate to justify the fine dis�tinc�tions we are used to making in the at�tribu�tion of thoughts” (TT, p.164).  Evidence about choice behavior alone also doesn't seem sufficient to settle other fine dis�tinc�tions in the thoughts we have.  It seems hard to imagine how to “dis�tin�guish universal thoughts from con�junc�tions of thoughts ... how to attribute condi�tion�al thoughts, or thoughts with, so to speak, mixed quan�tifica�tion...” (TT, p.164). 

	In�ter�preta�tion of speech solves the problem of making extremely fine dis�tinc�tions by two means.  First, it settles the in�ter�preta�tion of non�logical terms by con�centrat�ing on general truths about their relations with things.  Actual generality isn't needed, since sometimes we can gather evidence from a single use about how a term would be used in other cir�cumstances.  Second, in�ter�preta�tion finds a repeatable structure in the language (e.g., phrases like 'if', 'all', 'she') that can be used to generate the in�ter�preta�tions of extremely complex con�struc�tions.

	The trouble I see for this kind of argument is that there is a way to solve these problems for non�linguals:  mental rep�re�sentations (internal structures with the sort of structural complexity that language has) provide the resources.	  

	What follows is a brief exposition of the sort of theory I have in mind.  First I'll give some reason to think that the problem for the deter�minate�ness of the content of terms can be solved, and then describe where logical structure fits in.  What I say here is somewhat sketchy and incomplete; we will be con�sider�ing the details of much more ar�ticu�lated theories like this in the next 4 Chapters.

	We start by supposing a creature C has a certain type of state S.  It's important that S be a non�in�ten�tion�al type, since the project is to give a theory of content that doesn't assume categoriza�tions of things that depend on their content.  S's are caused by various things, among them F things.  When S's occur, the creature is caused by them (and other internal and external conditions) to execute certain movements.  Sometimes these movements result in some benefit to the creature that is contingent on the F things being around, and contingent on their being F.  This benefit, over time, controls the production of the state�type S.  For instance a history of benefit contingent on the production of the state when an F thing is around might increase the reliability of the connection between F things and instances of the state type S, so that the likelihood that there is no F around when an instance of S occurs goes down.  If the state type S has this relation in the life of the creature to the en�viron�men�tal type F, then an occurrence of S, when there is no F around, is wrong or incorrect.

	Instances of state type S are rep�re�sentations.  Of course we must be very careful what we mean when we say this.  S has no structure, so there is no sense in which it refers to F, and there is no sense in which S is a concept, if we mean by a concept something which can be predicated of an object.  The most natural way to express its rep�re�sentational content is with some such phrase as, there's an F, or, F here now, but we still have the problems we had with Malcolm's dog, now far worse, since we have no reason to think that creature C even has the internal resources for predica�tion of a demonstra�tively indicated object or time or place.  

	Certainly these are serious problems, but I don't see why they are principled objections to the claim.  We know what the dif�ferences are.  We keep them in mind in making at�tribu�tions of content to a simple creature like C, and we avoid drawing rash con�clu�sions from the at�tribu�tions.  This situation is familiar in the theory of measure�ment.  We measure hardness of minerals, pitch, tempera�ture and length using numbers.  Each domain has its own level of complexity, which is mapped by a certain set of features of the numbers.  We know precisely what we are measuring in each case, so we know that certain en�tail�ments from the numbers are not licensed for the objects measured.  From the fact that the measure of the hardness of one mineral is half that of the hardness of another it doesn't follow that the one is half as hard as the other.  The reason is that the Mohs hardness scale is calibrated against 15 standard minerals, and a given hardness only reflects the fact that a mineral can be scratched only by minerals with higher numbers.  

	The sketch of the theory so far solves the problem of making fine dis�tinc�tions in at�tribut�ing content to un�struc�tured rep�re�sentations or to elements of rep�re�sentations.  The at�tribu�tion that S is about F is made relative to a certain kind of ex�plana�tion:  C receives a benefit from an F's being F when S is produced.  The ex�plana�tion depends on certain nomologi�cal truths about F's and about C.  They might support counterfactuals like, things that are otherwise like F's but which are not F would not generate a benefit for C if C is caused by an S to produce its typical bodily movement, and things that are otherwise unlike F's but which are F would.  These nomologi�cal truths provide the requisite fine dis�tinc�tions among content at�tribu�tions.  (See below, Chapter 6, section 7, for more detail on this point.)

	What about structure?  There might be some further state which C comes to produce only given a fair sampling of S�type states, and then only if S�type states always occur with S'�type states (which we'll assume represent G, in the way S represents F).  This cautiously produced state might count as a rep�re�sentation that all F's are G's.  C might use this rep�re�sentation, along with others, to generate a state that leads it to move to a region of its en�viron�ment that lies outside of direct sensory range:  it might thus have a rep�re�sentation that there is a G behind that rock.  

	We can imagine finding some repeatable component of these internal states such that the way the states interact with one another and with the analogues of perception and action indicates that the component behaves much as some sentential connective behaves in our language.  We can imagine finding structure in these states that is analogous to the quan�tifica�tion�al structure of our language.

	I am certain that describing the empirical basis for such ascrip�tions of structure is a difficult task.  We know what the detail must look like, though, since we are looking for the sort of pattern of behavior and internal change we know we would have if we acquired thoughts of the relevant types and acted on them.  It's unlikely that we could succeed in describing the in�terac�tions for complex thoughts and continue to honor a strict constraint that the descrip�tive resources are naturalis�tic.  In fact I doubt the descrip�tion of S that shows it to be an F rep�re�sentation honors it.  But C doesn't speak, and that is the constraint we are presently in�ves�tigat�ing. 

	The general strategy is very much like Quine's strategy in in�ves�tigat�ing meaning by in�ves�tigat�ing radical transla�tion.�  There are three central dif�ferences.  First, we aim at no skeptical conclusion; the idea is to show how we can get at�tribu�tions of content that are as good as those we can get in radical transla�tion.  Second, we do not work with query and assent; we need to look directly at the way the inner states change in relation to stimula�tions from the world and in relation to what the creature needs and wants.  (Here we relinquish one of Davidson's central as�sump�tions, that the only data available to a radical in�ter�preter iare of  the ordinary sort that com�municators have about one another.)  Third, this project is in a sense con�struc�tive, where Quine's is descrip�tive.  We aim at describing various levels of complexity in the patterns of relations between inner states and states of the world that would suffice for transla�tions into content ascrip�tions with lesser or greater complexity.  Perhaps some creatures have something like a sentential logic but no quan�tifica�tion�al logic.  Or perhaps some creatures lack certain kinds of logical structure our language has; they might be incapable of adverbial modifica�tion.  

	I conclude that we can find the kind of evidence we would need “to justify the fine dis�tinc�tions we are used to making in the at�tribu�tion of thoughts” even for creatures that do not speak.  Things don't have to have mental rep�re�sentations to have thoughts��in particular, if they speak they don't��but we have seen no reason to think that the thoughts creatures can have with mental rep�re�sentations are any less fine�grained than our own.  



4.   The Central Arguments

	TT and RA conclude with similar arguments that non�linguals lack thought.  In this section I describe the two arguments and locate the dif�ferences between them.  

	The argument in TT runs like this:





1.  If something has a belief it has the concept of belief.

2.  If something has the concept of belief then it has the concepts of in�ter�preta�tion and error.

3.  If something has the concepts of in�ter�preta�tion and error then it is an in�ter�preter.

4.  Therefore, if something has a belief it is an in�ter�preter.







The stated conclusion of the con�sidera�tions advanced in TT is that “a creature cannot have thoughts unless it is an in�ter�preter of the speech of another” (p.157).  Davidson does not make the modal force of his claim precise.  It might be that anything that has a belief is something capable of in�ter�preta�tion.  Davidson aims at the stronger claim that anything that has a belief does correctly interpret the speech of another.  The stated conclusion is non�modal, in the way calling someone a programmer very strongly, perhaps with logical force, implies that the person has actually written working programs.  But the remarks that are intended to support it point in both directions.  “It follows that a creature must be a member of a speech community if it is to have the concept of belief” can be read as requiring that a believer must do more than live in a speech community.  But “...we can say more generally that only a creature that can interpret speech can have the concept of a thought” (both passages from p.170) puts the point much more weakly.  

	The real heart of the argument lies in the first two premises: having a belief requires having the concept of belief, and having the concept of belief requires relating belief to language in the ways we think belief and language are related.

	The argument of RA is similar.





1.  To have a belief it is necessary to have the concept of belief.

2.  To have the concept of belief it is necessary to have the concept of objective truth.

3.  To have the concept of objective truth it is necessary to com�muni�cate with another.

4.  Therefore, to have a belief it is necessary to com�muni�cate with another. 







Davidson does not put the argument so strongly.  He notes that Premise 3 is acceptable rewritten as a sufficient condition, and that he does not know how to demonstrate that it is a necessary condition, although he thinks it is.  

	TT does not make the claim that if something is an in�ter�preter then it speaks, although Davidson hints that “there may be good reason to hold this” (p.157)  RA makes (somewhat implicitly) both this claim and the still stronger claim that if something has thoughts then it is in�ter�preted (not just, in�ter�pretable).  The reason for the stronger claim is that a creature that is not in�ter�preted lacks something essential for having the concept of objective truth:  the sort of “trian�gula�tion” on the objective world that com�munica�tive in�terac�tion with another provides.  Hence there is no similar modal ambiguity in the argument of RA: if something has a belief then it can and does both speak and interpret.

	There is an in�ter�est�ing difference in the support offered for the second premise in TT and RA.  In TT Davidson rests on the strong claim that belief is a theoreti�cal notion es�sen�tially wedded to a social notion of in�ter�preta�tion:  





We have the idea of belief only from the role of belief in the in�ter�preta�tion of language, for as a private attitude it is not in�tel�ligible except as an adjustment to the public norm provided by language. (p.170)







(Compare “Belief and the Basis of Meaning”, p.153:  “belief is built to take up the slack between sentences held true by in�dividuals and sentences true (or false) by public standards.”)   There are two ways to understand the term “public”:  it might require a linguistic community of many speakers, or it might only require two people involved in the existence and main�tenance of the standard.  Davidson was inclined to the former sense in his papers on radical in�ter�preta�tion written around the same time as TT, but he argued decisively for the latter sense in the later “A Nice Derange�ment of Epitaphs.”�  His earlier stance cannot be understood as much more than an in�clina�tion, since the central thought of the later paper is strongly suggested by a remark in TT, p.157:  “Two speakers could interpret each other's utterances without there being, in any ordinary sense, a common language.”  RA argues squarely from the perspec�tive that no more than two com�municators are needed and that no common language is needed either. 

	This difference is in�ter�est�ing, I think, because it points to a central problem in un�der�stand�ing meaning, one that has plagued many in�ves�tigators and one we will consider at length in succeeding chapters (especially Chapter 5):  the source of the standards or norms that dis�tin�guish things with content from other things.  Kripke holds that Wit�tgenstein held that the standards are public in the former sense, and Davidson holds they are public in the latter sense.  I believe that they can be public in a still weaker sense:  there can be something about what a single organism is and does (something which can be determined by an observer) that sets the kinds of standards that are needed for meaning and belief.  

	Despite these dif�ferences the heart of the argument in RA is es�sen�tially the same as the heart of the argument of TT.  Let us turn now to the first premise of these arguments, the claim that if something has a belief then it has the concept of belief.



5.   Believing Requires The Concept of Belief	

	My remarks have three stages.  First, I criticize Davidson's reasons for this premise.  Second, I offer a weaker claim which I think is a necessary condition on rep�re�sentation and which seems to me to capture what is right about the premise.  Third, I survey three other arguments for the strong premise and show why they fail to establish it.

	TT offers the following reason for the premise:  “Someone cannot have a belief unless he un�der�stands the pos�sibility of being mistaken, and this requires grasping the contrast between truth and error��true belief and false belief.” (p.170)  No reason is offered for the claim that if someone has a belief then he un�der�stands the pos�sibility of being mistaken.  But surely there is some conception of belief that is very close to, if not the same as, our own conception of belief, according to which something can have a belief but simply not grasp the idea that it might be wrong.  

	RA offers something more, as follows.  If something has a belief, it must be capable of surprise.  Being capable of surprise in turn requires that it must be able, if the belief is false, to reflect that what it believed and what it now believes are different.  This capacity clearly requires the concept of belief.  

	The trouble comes again at the beginning:  it does not seem necessary that if something has a belief it must be capable of surprise.  Something which made no affective or cognitive response to a false belief would be decidedly odd, but it's not clear why we should think it is not a believer. 

	It is one thing to fail to make a cognitive response to a particular false belief, but it is quite another to make no response to any false belief.  What I think is right about the first premise of the central arguments is that it must matter to a creature that represents things if its rep�re�sentations are wrong.  We can put this idea in a way that is in�de�pend�ent of the issue whether believers must have the concept of belief:





If something has states with rep�re�sentational content then it must be capable of a corrective response in the face of their falsity or mis�representa�tion.







I intend for this somewhat vaguely expressed condition to cover a range of cases from the simplest rep�re�sentational systems through human beliefs.  Consider the case of very simple rep�re�sentation described in Section 3 above.  What makes the state S a rep�re�sentation of F is that there is an ex�plana�tion for the presence and production of its instances that refers to a benefit the creature receives when F is there.  The ex�plana�tion should support counterfactuals like, if a string of tokens of S were produced and no benefit resulted, then the creature would leave off producing S's.  

	People, who do possess the concept of belief, often satisfy this condition by reflecting that certain of their beliefs must be false.  But often enough we change what we think without reflecting.  We need to be careful to dis�tin�guish three kinds of change.  Some mental changes are reflective, and some are not reflective, even though they are rationally appripriate.  Finally perhaps some mental changes occur by accident.  My weak condition on rep�re�sentation requires either the first or the second kind of change. 

	A believer that lacks the concept of belief is something extremely different from us.  Is there any way to develop this difference into an argument that it is not, after all, a believer?  Here are three attempts, and the reasons why I think they fail.

	(i)  An in�ten�tion�al action is one caused in the right way by a reason that ra�tion�alizes it.  It is ra�tion�alized by the reason provided the agent could have reasoned (from the reason) that the action has a desirable aspect.  A creature without the concept of belief cannot reason that an action has a desirable aspect, since it cannot have the concept of action (since having the concept of an action requires having the concept of reasons).  Hence a creature without the concept of belief performs no actions.  

	Searle's conception of the relation between intentions and actions has a similar conclusion:  an action is a bodily movement caused in the right way by an intention whose conditions of satis�fac�tion include that that very intention cause the bodily movement;  but lacking the concept of belief (and intention) a creature cannot have an in�ten�tion�al state whose conditions of satis�fac�tion are like this.�

	The trouble with this suggestion is that it is unclear why bodily movements caused by rationaliz�ing reasons are not actions, even if the creature that has them is not capable of grasping what makes the reasons rationaliz�ing, or even capable of rep�re�senting anything about a reason.  This difficulty shows up in Searle's theory of action as a difference between the content of an In�ten�tion�al state and its conditions of satis�fac�tion:  it does not always seem necessary that people should be capable of thinking that their per�cep�tions are related to what they perceive in the complex causally self�reflective way Searle claims they must be. 

	(ii)  It has been suggested that for a reason to cause an action “in the right way” (one condition on a bodily movement being an action) the way the reason causes the action must correspond to the idea the agent has of the relation between his reasons and his actions.  But an agent without the concept of belief has no ideas about the relations of her reasons to her actions.  Hence no bodily movement caused by the reasons of such an agent is ever caused in the right way by the reasons.  

	There is a parallel argument to be made about the kind of causal relation that must obtain among a sequence of beliefs if that sequence is to count as a course of reasoning.  If an agent doesn't (because she couldn't) have views about why one belief follows from another, then the sequence isn't reasoning.

	Both these sugges�tions are taken from responses to a different problem, the difficulty that certain sequences of events do not count as acting on a reason� (or as reasoning) if the sequences are in some sense accidental.  Both attempt to dis�tin�guish accidental from non�accidental causal chains by con�sidera�tions about which chain the agent has in mind.  But I think the difference between an accident and a non�accident is preserved in the sort of account of rep�re�sentational content I sketched above.  S represents F because there is an ex�plana�tion for why S occurs that refers to the benefit C receives from F when S occurs.  If there is an occasion on which C receives a benefit from an F when an S occurs, but the ex�planatory path to the benefit is different from the one that generally explains the occurrence of S's, that occasion is an accident.  (As we'll see in succeeding chapters, drawing the accidental/non�accidental dis�tinc�tion in this way does not begin to solve the problem Davidson sees for the causal theory of action, since for human agents the relevant ex�plana�tions are ones that involve the notion of rationality.)

	(iii)  Putnam's views about Twin Earth and meaning can seem to suggest that the meaning of our words depends on a sort of semantic ideology;  we insist that our beliefs should be about things in virtue of what they are rather than how they seem.  Consider Archimedes and his word for gold.  Putnam considers the objection that perhaps Archimedes had an “opera�tion�al definition” for gold, so that whatever meets the tests he has for gold is gold as far as he is concerned.�  Putnam's response is that perhaps our natural kind terms and Archimedes' natural kind terms differ somewhat, but our natural kind terms are sensitive to what really is out there, whether we can dis�tin�guish it from other things or not.  We are realists, not operationalists.

	Now I doubt Archimedes' term would be a natural kind term at all if the definition is opera�tion�al in the strong sense that whatever produces a certain kind of experience is in the extension of 'gold', and in particular I doubt his word would mean gold.  Clearly more is relevant to the meaning of a term than just the things to which a person has applied it; we need to consider in addition what the agent would apply the term to.  This suggests that in order to have thoughts about natural kinds at all an agent has to be able to think that dif�ferences in what is really there in the world matter to whether what he thinks is true or false, and to have that kind of thought one needs the concept of belief.

	The suggestion is too strong, however.  A somewhat weaker way to say why the operationalist's concept differs from the realist's is that the difference between gold and something else matters to the realist.  We can see that it matters from Putnam's descrip�tion of what he thinks Archimedes would do if we performed the relevant tests on the non�gold stuff for him.  But certainly it can matter to Archimedes even if he has no thoughts about why or how it matters.  All that is necessary is that he is disposed to undergo the relevant al�tera�tions in what he thinks when presented with the relevant evidence.

	These three arguments and their problems suggest a general conclusion.  The capacity to reflect on our beliefs as beliefs is very important to our cognitive life.  But there doesn't seem to be anything logically wrong with the sup�posi�tion that all the changes that occur in our beliefs occur without the mediation of reflection.



6.   Having the Concept Requires Speech

	What of the other central premise in Davidson's arguments, that if something has the concept of belief it must actually be an in�ter�preter or a speaker?  In this section I will give my reasons for thinking this premise is somewhat shaky.  I will also describe an extended argument that is suggested by certain of Davidson's remarks, and show how the argument doesn't establish the point.

	In TT the argument for the second central premise reads as follows:





We have the idea of belief only from the role of belief in the in�ter�preta�tion of language, for as a private attitude it is not in�tel�ligible except as an adjustment to the public norm provided by language.  It follows that a creature must be a member of a speech community if it is to have the concept of belief.  (TT, p.170)







Two ideas make up this argument.  First, if a concept is analyti�cally related to certain other concepts, then if someone has the one then she has the others.  Second, if a concept is analyti�cally related to certain other concepts, then if someone has the one then she actually applies the entire set of concepts.

	If the reasoning of the last section is successful then the concept of belief is not, after all, analyti�cally connected to the concepts of language and com�munica�tion.  But let us suppose that it is.

	The first idea is very plausible, but not, I think, compelling.  If Burge is right, someone might command the concept of arthritis yet fail to understand that it is con�cep�tually necessary that arthritis occurs only in the joints.�  Suppose the basis for holding that there is an analytic connection between concepts is the sort of basis we have for such judgments:  a long history of wide linguistic usage.  Then a particular person might learn one of the concepts and not the others.  But Burge's “social ex�ter�nalism” about meaning is not necessary to make this point.  I think that if someone con�sis�tently applies a word in a certain way (to arthritis, for instance) and otherwise performs as we would perform with this word, the fact that she lacks certain concepts we think are strongly tied to that word is not sufficient ground to deny that her word means what we mean by it.  (On the other hand evidence that someone lacks these other concepts is usually extremely good evidence that the person is not able to apply the word as we do.)

	The difficulty with the second idea is the modal ambiguity we canvassed in section 4 above.  It is certainly possible for an agent to recognize that one of her concepts has certain analytic con�nec�tions with other concepts, and for her to fully grasp and understand the concepts, without actually applying them.  Hence there appears to be no reason to deny that someone could have the concepts of belief and language but not be a speaker or in�ter�preter.

	The argument in RA is much more subtle and much more difficult to evaluate.  To have the concept of belief one must have the concepts of truth and falsity, since beliefs are the sort of thing that can be true or false.  To have the concept of truth one must have the concept of the dis�tinc�tion between how things seem to one and what is ob�jec�tively so.  Davidson puts this variously as the concept of objective truth or the sub�jec�tive�ob�jec�tive contrast.  He concedes he does not know how to show that possession of the concept of in�ter�sub�jec�tive truth (a requisite for com�munica�tion) is necessary for possession of the concept of objective truth (RA, p.480).  In place of an argument he offers an analogy:





If I were bolted to the earth I would have no way of deter�min�ing the distance from me of many objects.  I would only know they were on some line drawn from me toward them.  I might interact suc�cess�fully with objects, but I could have no way of giving content to the question where they were.  Not being bolted down, I am free to triangu�late. Our sense of ob�jec�tivity is the conse�quence of another sort of trian�gula�tion, one that requires two creatures.  Each interacts with an object, but what gives each the concept of the way things are ob�jec�tively is the baseline formed between the creatures by language.  (RA, p. 480)







I'd like to sketch one way to develop the analogy and show why the sketch falls short of demonstrat�ing the point.

	The analogy is based on a relatively precise claim:  that a surveyor who is unable to move is unable to “give content” to statements of how far an object is from her.  “Giving content” means, I think, being able to apply an empirical test that grounds a measure�ment scheme.  We can measure weights with real numbers because we have empirical tests (using an equal�arm balance) for when two things weigh the same and when one thing weighs precisely twice another. Trian�gula�tion begins with measure�ment of a baseline, adds to it in�forma�tion about the angles of vertices of the triangle formed by the baseline and the object under inquiry, and computes distance using geometry.  Trian�gula�tion requires two empirical tests:  one to determine the length of the baseline, and one to determine the angle formed by the baseline and the sides of a triangle.  (This test must be applied twice, for the two ends of the baseline.)

	I can see no principled reason why a surveyor who is “bolted to the earth” could not apply both these tests.  The surveyor might possess a meter stick; then any point at the far end of the meter stick, when the near end touches the surveyor, is one meter away.  Any line between her and one of these points can serve as a baseline.  She can determine the angles at the ends of the baseline with a theodolite; she need not actually be at the far vertex.  

	It is surely possible to improve the descrip�tion of “bolting” so one or the other of these tests becomes impossible for the surveyor.  The surveyor might neverthe�less appreciate what she is unable to do; her statements about distances would then have content, but a content she is unable ever to verify.  The only way for her statements literally to lack content is for there to be some principled difficulty in the way of an empirical test, for instance if it is nomologi�cally impossible for the relevant measure�ments to be made.

	If we apply the analogy to the case of possessing the concept of objective truth, the results so far are disap�point�ing, and reflect problems we have seen before.  We don't yet know what the relevant empirical tests are for applying the concept of objective truth, or why a non�com�municator would be unable to apply them.  But we clearly do know that whatever they are they can be applied, since we do apply them.  So at best the analogy so far suggests a non�com�municator might understand the concept but not be able to apply it.

	Here is another other way claims made using a measure�ment scheme might be said to lack content.  The measure�ment scheme might be said to measure empirical properties on a scale of a certain type, for instance an interval scale.  If the empirical basis for making the measure�ments does not support the claim about the type of scale then claims of measure�ments on a scale of the relevant type lack content.�  Distance is measured by an interval scale; the analogy suggests there is a way of describing being bolted to the earth that shows that measure�ments made from this basis could only be “weaker” scales in the sense that they are subject to more trans�forma�tions. 

	Let's try to develop the analogy in this direction.  I'll describe a series of refine�ments to a too�simple causal theory of content, where each refinement is prompted by con�sidera�tions that appear to be ones Davidson has in mind in RA and his “Reply to Burge.”�  The last refinement uses com�munica�tion to provide a solution to a difficulty about change of belief.

	We start with the simplest possible causal theory of rep�re�sentation:  a type of state of a creature is about whatever causes it.  There are two problems.  First, these rep�re�sentations can never be wrong, since their cause is always actual.  Second, the content is fixed by con�sidera�tion of the cause of each token of the state.  But what is the cause of a particular event?  There appears to be no principled way to select any particular region of the light�cone preceding the occurrence of an event.  Hence the content of the state seems to be more or less arbitrary.

	A first suggestion is that a state�type of a creature represents that type of feature of the world with which the state�type is best correlated over time.  While singular causal claims are interest�relative in the sense just mentioned, general causal claims are not; they are supported by con�sidera�tions about what is common to all possible light�cones that produce the relevant type of effect.

	There is still a problem about error.  If it is possible for instances of the state�type generally to be produced by more than one en�viron�men�tal type (which must be possible if error is possible) then there is a type of state such that the internal state type is better correlated with this type than any en�viron�men�tal type:  the dis�junc�tion of states of the surface of the creature that lead to the production of the internal state type.  (This dis�junc�tive state is clearly not any “natural” way of categoriz�ing the world, but the theory with which we are now working does not require “natural�ness.”)

	This problem isn't solved if we make the causal relations to the world more complex.  We might say that the creature manages to improve the reliability of the rep�re�sentation�type, and thereby alters the proximal states that give rise to it.  But there is still a more complex, changing, state of the world with which the rep�re�sentation�type is better correlated than any in the creature's en�viron�ment;  it's again the surface states of the creature, now considered as one object.

	What's needed at this point is some way to select between things in the world and surface stimula�tions.  Benefit solves the difficulty.  The inner state type is about that feature of the world which produces it and which accounts for the success the creature has when it produces it.  The condition of the surface of the creature does not account for success, since without the en�viron�men�tal cause there is no success.  (Benefit usually forces the choice of some distal cause, but this is a contingent fact about how goods are dis�tributed in our world.  If one could benefit simply from the state of one's surface, the content of the inner state would be that the surface state obtained.)

	There is, however, at least one difficulty remaining, and com�munica�tion appears to provide a solution.

	The sketch of a causal account so far makes the content of a type of state relative to what provides a benefit.  But the relation between the external type and the benefit has not been stipulated to remain constant.  If this relation changes the content of the rep�re�sentation can change.

	Suppose that over time what the creature needs in order to survive alters, and the creature makes suitable al�tera�tions in what proximal states yield the rep�re�sentational state type S.  The content of the rep�re�sentation drifts as time passes.  The relation can change from the world side as well, if what property is available to provide the benefit alters.  Suppose the benefit is initially provided by things that are F, but in time F things disappear; but during that time G things become more available, and provide a similar benefit.  So long as the difference doesn't matter to the creature, there is simply a smooth shift in the content of the rep�re�sentation, from F to F�or�G to G.  We may call this the problem of content drift.  It appears to be a serious problem, since beliefs cannot change their content, whereas the state�type S apparently can.

	If the creature com�muni�cates, though, we can describe a clear way in which a drift in content makes a difference.  Recall Davidson's claim that belief is “not in�tel�ligible except as an adjustment to the public norm provided by language.”  The problem of content drift is that the standard provided by the notion of benefit is so weak that rep�re�sentational content does things that belief content cannot do.  But com�munica�tion provides a much stronger standard.

	Two distinct creatures are es�sen�tially causally in�de�pend�ent of one another.  Their histories are different.  Usually they come from different parents and have a different internal con�stitu�tion.  Even if they are twins they differ physically in a variety of ways.  They are in different places.  They go different places.  Each is subject to different pressures from heritage and en�viron�ment.

	Since they are different in these ways, if the content of their rep�re�sentations drifts it is possible for it to drift in�de�pend�ently.  In fact it is likely that it will.

	Now suppose they are trying to com�muni�cate.  Suppose for simplicity's sake they are reporting their beliefs honestly and sincerely.  Each belief report expresses the content of a rep�re�sentation.  If the contents are changing then what the reports are keyed to changes as well.  If each creature changes in�de�pend�ently, their word use changes in�de�pend�ently.  Neither can predict what each new report might mean.  In this case they cannot com�muni�cate.  Com�munica�tion requires that com�munica�tive in�terac�tions yield or have the potential for yielding benefit to the par�ticipants that derives from the exchange of in�forma�tion.  Neither can bring the other to believe anything about the world by way of getting the other to respond to the content of its states.	

	If they are com�municat�ing then they are holding their use of utterances relatively fixed with respect to their other changes;  fixed enough for one to take the other as using the same utterance form again for the same things.  This relative fixity is what provides a standard against which to measure their beliefs.  It is a standard over which neither has complete control:  the other may at any point fail to catch on.  That's what makes it a standard;  and it only continues to be a standard if they continue to com�muni�cate.

	That completes my sketch of one way to understand Davidson's analogy.�  I think Davidson is correct that this kind of causal in�terac�tion does settle some question, but I do not think it makes a sharp dis�tinc�tion between things that have concept of objective truth and things that have no rep�re�sentational contents at all.  The difference I have indicated is a matter of degree.  Our language is subject to content drift as well.  It simply drifts more slowly and under different sorts of pressures.  The appearance that the content of non�com�municators really does something different from the content of beliefs comes from a mistaken con�centra�tion on the non�content properties of the rep�re�sentations, the property of being state S.  When the content of the rep�re�sentation changes, we should say the creature has a different rep�re�sentation, since certainly beliefs, and other rep�re�sentations, are in�dividuated according to their content properties, not their non�content properties.  



7.   Con�clu�sions

	I have charac�terized Davidson's position on animal thought as consisting of three types of argument, one about in�ten�sionality, one about holism, and one about what is needed for something to be a believer, and what is needed for something to have the concept of belief.  I have argued that the first and last type of argument fail; I will return to holism in Chapter 6 below.  

	Despite these problems Davidson is surely right that there are very important dif�ferences between believers like us and other things.  We may be inclined to build these dif�ferences into the definition of belief.�  For my purposes that is an acceptable stance to take; what I have been concerned to show is that Davidson's arguments have no force against the claim that things that do not com�muni�cate could have states with semantic properties, and in fact could have proposi�tion�al contents as complex and fine�grained as the contents of our proposi�tion�al attitudes.

     *Dugald Owen, Claudine Verheggen and Bruce Vermazen each read an earlier version of this chapter and patiently corrected various mistakes I made.  

     �In “Thought and Talk”, in Inquiries into Truth and In�ter�preta�tion (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 1984), pp. 155�170, and in “Rational Animals”, in Actions and Events:  Perspec�tives on the Philosophy of Donald Davidson, eds. Ernest LePore and Brian P. McLaughlin (Oxford:  Basil Blackwell, 1985), pp. 473�480;  I'll call these 'TT' and 'RA'.

     �In Bruce Vermazen and Merrill Hintikka, eds., Essays on Davidson:  Actions and Events (Oxford:  Clarendon Press, 1985).

     �I am somewhat hesitant whether this really is the structure of the argument.  What Davidson says satisfies this form up to the concluding claim; but the form of the conclusion is not that a theory permits too much variation, but rather that if it doesn't interpret speech it fails to capture certain facts relevant to the success of its ex�plana�tions.

     �I am indebted to Klaus Strelau for this way of describing the strategy.

     �In Ernest LePore, ed., Truth and In�ter�preta�tion (Oxford:  Basil Blackwell, 1986), pp.433�446.

     �John R. Searle, In�ten�tionality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982), Chapter 3.

     �See Davidson's “Freedom to Act”, in Essays on Actions and Events (Oxford:  Oxford University Press, 1980), pp.78�9. 

     �“The Meaning of 'Meaning,'“ in Mind, Language and Reality (Cambridge:  Cambridge University Press, 1975), pp.237�8. 

     �Tyler Burge, “In�dividualism and the Mental,” in Midwest Studies in Philosophy, IV (1979), and subsequent papers.

     �See Patrick Suppes and Joseph Zinnes, “Basic Measure�ment Theory”, in Handbook of Math�e�mati�cal Psychology (New York:  Wiley, 1963), esp. pp.11�15.

     �In The Journal of Philosophy, v.85, no.11 (November, 1988), p.665.

     �I hasten to add that it is unlikely that this is Davidson's way of un�der�stand�ing the analogy.  His suggestion is extremely intriguing, but I am unable to make better sense of it than what I have written.

     �On this suggestion the difference between a believer and something just like a believer, except in speaking, would in some cases be rather like the difference between a statue and the bronze of which it is made.  Something might be just like me and fail to be a com�municator; our sense that it and I are psychologi�cally im�por�tantly similar might correspond to the sense that even if the statue and the bronze are different they are surely not distinct things.
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