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80 In my previous article, | considered the isstignguistic relativism. The issue
is whether the language we speak shapes the tlowghbave or whether language is
merely a device for the communication of thoughf®ie former view enjoys
widespread popularity. Many people ‘know’ that theit have many words for snow.
In fact, this is a myth whose history is well-doemted. This is not to say that the
former view is wholly mistaken but that the isssienore subtle and complex.

In this article, 1 want to consider a differentgém on the language-thought
relation. Many philosophers believe that animadsking language, lack thought as
well. This strikes many people as outrageous. Il stensider an argument put
forward by Donald Davidson in support of this carstbn. In so doing, | shall touch
on Wittgenstein’s thoughts on the relation betwé&spught and language and the
position in the philosophy of mind known iastrumentalism

81 A 15 pound New Jersey cat by the name of Jaoéntly earned himself a
brief moment of global attention by chasing a Idnetblack bear (twice) up a tree for
straying into his territory, being the garden of bivner, Donna DickeySpeaking to
the press, Ms. Dickey said of Jack that ‘he doesant anyone in his yard’ and that
he probably mistook the bear for her ‘barrel-cheéstbocolate Labrador retriever,
Cocoa'. Ms. Dickey’s neighbour, Suzanne Giovaredtled her comments on the cat
who also played in her yard almost every day. StekJack had never ‘fully bonded’,
as Jack’s personality could change from ‘friendby*aloof’.

We speak of animals in terms that we would equa#yl apply to each other.
We attribute our pets personalities. We attributeider class of animals the same
kinds of mental states that we have. Ms. Dickeyl ghat Jack’s behaviour was
expressive of a particulaesirenot to have intruders in his territory, a desire all
have ourselves. She said that he makeisiake A mistake arises when one has a
beliefthat is not true. Beliefs and desires are commoahsidered by philosophers to
be the two most general types of mental st#ebelief is a representation of how the
world is. It is an accurate representation, or ,tifiehe world is that way and an
inaccurate representation, or false otheriigedesire represents how | would like
the world to be. For example, if | want it to beasy on Saturday, | want the world to
turn out that way on Saturday. If | believe it wak sunny on Saturday, | think that the
world will be that way.

We have more mental states of the same type. htrhigte, hope, wonder and
fear that it will be sunny on Saturday. These aoeemspecialised’ and sophisticated
states than the general states of belief and désiréope that it will be sunny is to
not simply to want it to be sunny but to also badi¢hat there is a chance it will be
sunny and to believe that one cannot do anythirensure that it will be sunny. It is
unclear whether we would say, even informally, thatat could hope for something.
It is more natural to say a cat could hate: peagten say that cats hate water.
Likewise, people say that they fear dogs and aea seondering whether they can
make the jump from the roof to the wall. But whatather animals? Can a fish
wonder? Can a weasel be suspicious? Can a cadempilbect?

82 There are many who think that it is proper tmiaite animals beliefs and
desires and the capacity to think. There are owlen think that it is not. It is

Page 1 of 10



Thought and Language (Part I1) Richmond Journ&tdfosophy 13 (Autumn 2006)
Matthew Carmody

understandable, perhaps unavoidable, that we fatlom-human animals in human
terms but we are not speaking truthfully. They norenhave beliefs than the
computer that thinks the printer is not install&@iey no more have desires that the
shopping trolley that always wants to veer to ték. [These people number many
philosophers amongst them from across history.téttes defined man as an animal
but a rational one, the latter quality separatisgfrom the rest of the beadt8y
‘rational’, he meant one with the capacity for @asor thought. Descartes famously
argued that animals lacked minds and were comphlohines. Wittgenstein wrote:

A dog believes his master is at the door. But aaalko believe his master
will come the day after tomorroW?

Wittgenstein’s point is that there is nothing adan do to display this belief.
There is no way to behave except linguisticallgah believe someone will come the
day after tomorrow because my language allows nexpoess this incredibly detailed
idea. A dog, lacking language, cannot. To reply ¢hdog could nevertheless have the
belief without the means to express it is to conwat Wittgenstein would regard as
a central mistake. The idea that a creature coale la complex mental life full of
intelligent thoughts and yet not reveal this ink&haviour is incoherent. Animals do
exhibit non-verbal forms of communication but tiesnot sufficiently language-like
to support a claim that they have sophisticatedughts. Animal “languages” are
highly inflexible things with small vocabulariesu¢h as a range of calls).

Wittgenstein was arguing against a view of the mihdt stemmed from
Descarte.Descartes did not think of the mind as a physisialg. Descartes argued
that he could identify himself as essentially a ani a ‘thinking thing’. He then
argued that he could conceive of himself as suting existing without a body. So, a
body could not be essential to his being. A bodgnsexample of a physical thing.
Descartes argued that the essence of physicakthag to be ‘extended’ or to take up
space. Since a mind can exist without a bodycitdahe essential quality of a body,
namely extension. So, in conclusion, a mind is gsbmg that occupies no space and
is non-physical. This makes it a rather puzzlingdhYet it is not obviously wrong.
Although you may feel located behind your eyes, goei not aware of the length or
depth or breadth of your mind.

Furthermore, physical things are public things. @laek before me is a public
object because it is something anyone can in pliecee or feel. Your mind strikes
you as a private place. Sitting silently and mdgse on the train, you can retreat to
your inner world and flick through your memoriesabfildhood, dream of climbing
Mt. Everest and wonder whether geese can hop. Mocan get inside your mind to
see what you are thinking. The sharp separatiotvgele@ the inner world of thought
and the outer world of the behaviour you choosgigplay and between the Cartesian
mind and the physical world attract one another.

Wittgenstein thought that the image of the mindsasnehow inner and
inaccessible to others (except when you chooseueal what you're thinking) was
confused. There is a much closer connection betweanmind and your behaviour.
To talk of someone’s mind is to talk about how tinegy behave. If there were not a
tight connection between ‘public’ behaviour andivate’ thoughts, we would never
be able to learn what it means to say that soméeheves this or desires that. We
learn the meanings of words such as ‘cup’ and visien’ by being shown public
objects — cups and televisions. How could peo@eni¢he meaning of words if there
were not something both teachers and students smddor hear? So, to learn the
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meanings of expressions like ‘believes that thereaibadger in the garden’ and
‘desires that it be sunny this weekend’, we neadetbing public too, this being each
other’'s behaviour. It is important to see that thiglic behaviour isn’t essential
merely as a means to learning. It is essentiataoning the meaning of words that
you are not unconscious but this isn't reflectedtle meaning of our words.
Wittgenstein’s point was that the meaning of mernéims involves reference to
patterns of behaviour.

We display what we think through our behaviour. ¥de lie and we can hide
our feelings and we can lock ourselves away in murate worlds but these are
special behaviours, not normal behaviours. Our mabrivehaviours express our
thoughts. When someone from the bus to their faour frantically clutching an
opened umbrella as the heavens rain down on thensee that they believe that it is
raining and that they desire to stay out of tha.rBon’t think of them having these
‘inner thoughts’ and choosing to react in certamys/as a consequence. Think rather
that to have this belief and this desire is to sextent to behave in these ways. | say
‘to some extent’ because to have a mental stat@tisimply to behave in a certain
way. One way we know this is that you can keep ybaughts to yourself. A second
way is that there is no obvious connection betwaebrlief and a behaviour. We may
all believe that it will rain tomorrow but react wery different ways. The link
between having a mental state and behaving inicexays is tight but nosotight as
to mean that every mental state someone has cagabdefrom their behaviour. It is
not so loose as to mean that there is no connebitween having a thought and
being disposed to behave in certain ways. Quite toosxplain the right tension in the
connection is something Wittgenstein scholars débate.

We shall not pursue Wittgenstein’s lines of thoudhiffice it to say that if
there is a strong connection between mental statgehaviour, then the complexity
of one’s mental life will be reflected in the corapity of one’s behaviour. The dog
simply cannot behave in a way that shows thatstaaoncept of the tomorrow. We
can. We have language. Linguistic behaviour isntieans by which we inform each
other in great detail about what we are thinking #eling. So, without language, the
thoughts you can have are rather crude and im

83 | want to consider in more detail a bolder theput forward by the
philosopher Donald Davidson. He claims that onlatures capable of speech have
thoughts. He does not deny that non-human aningdda\e in sophisticated ways. He
denies just that it is proper to use words likdiddeand ‘desire’ when talking about
such things.

Davidson argues that the connection between thoamgth speech runs both
ways. We can express the two claims as follows:

(A) In order to be a language-using creature, you maxt thoughts.
(B) In order to be a creature with thoughts, you mesa tanguage-using
creature.

Claim (A) is not controversial. Suppose someones sdlgere is a badger in
your garden.” Why did they say this? Thegntedto tell you something anbelieved
that by uttering these words that you would belithag something. What abilities did
they need to make this utterance? They hagetm®vethat the right words to use to
express their belief that there is a badger ingdween are ‘there is a badger in the
garden’. In other words, they had to haw®wledgeof the meanings of their words.
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So, they must have had these thoughts at leascdiisider what is entailed by their
having knowledge of meaning. To be able to usentbe ‘badger’ requires them to

have the concept ‘badger’ and this requires therhatee lots of beliefs about what
badgers are. They know that badgers are creatutlesawertain appearance that live
in gardens, don't fly, are four-legged, don’t visihemas often, and so on. Although
we may dispute what you do and don’t have to knmgrasp the concept of a badger,
it seems clear that you must have plenty of otlogrcepts and beliefs. Put another
way, it is not possible to be a creature who hasgusingle concept.

84 Claim (B) is the controversial claim. At the trenof Davidson’s argument for
this claim is his understanding of what it is todéelief. If | say that | believe that
there is a badger in the garden, | give youdbretentof my belief (hereis a badger

in the garden) in words of English. (I could equally well givey the content of my
belief in words of another language, such as Pojesh borsuk w ogrodzie). This
may encourage us to think of beliefs as sentekeethiings. In your head are stored
lots of these sentence-like things. They may bepawed to strings of data in a
computer's memory.

Davidson argues that this is the wrong way to khabout beliefs. Strictly
speaking, there are no sutthngs as beliefs. If this seems like an odd thing to, say
consider the following. You have infinitely manylieés. You believe that 1+1=2.
You believe that 1+2=3. You believe that 1+3=4...andn,ad infinitum An infinite
number of beliefs requires an infinite memory. Yegou agree with the opinion of
most philosophers, psychologists, biologists anckats that your mind is just your
brain, you have to accept that your mind is firfdecause your brain is finite. It
occupies a finite volume of space and is made éuindgely many neurons with
finitely many connections. So, you have a contratic’

A second example is the following. Suppose you vaaiwn Oxford Street on
a busy day and see someone running out of a shghitlg a stack of CDs. They run
into the road, narrowly miss being run over, tfgdl and are apprehended. What do
you believe? You believe that someone stole soms. GOu believe that someone
was not looking where they were going. You beli¢hvat the person apprehended
them was a store guard. You believe that had tleey it by the car that narrowly
avoided them, they would have been seriously hAmtd so on. Are these beliefs
mental sentences that your mind wrote down onengyas the events unfolded? Or
did it only start to compile its beliefs when theha came to an end? Neither answer
is sensible.

We should instead think of a belief as a way ofregping something about
the mind of the individual. We each have minds thave knowledge of basic
mathematics, as a consequence of which we will\eehathe following ways. When
confronted with the sum of 3 and 4, we shall say&:believe that 3+4=7. When
dividing 16 by 4, we shall say 4: we believe thét4t4. And so on. To say that you
have each of the beliefs about the Oxford Stremtiémt is to select and present a bit
of the information you have recorded about thedent It is also potentially to
draw all the ‘background information’ you have —teuially all the information in
your head. For example, to have the belief that there nearly hit by a car requires
you to have beliefs about what cars are, how tledyabe, and so of.

We may say that when we attribute beliefs to soragae are making a map
of their mind. We may now understand what Davidsalts theholismof the mental.

It is the idea that our mental states are essbnirderconnected. It is not possible to
have just one concept or just one belief. If | &edi that cars are machines, | must
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have other beliefs about what cars are and machied-or example, | must believe
that cars have wheels and cannot fly. | must halefs about wheels and what can
fly. The beliefs and the concepts that feature hent multiply. Davidson is not
implying that to have one concept is to have ewenycept possible. This is clearly
nonsense. We start off with very few concept arehdpmuch of our formative years
learning new concepts. During this time, we calh thiink. Davidson is claiming just
that to have one belief is to have many other fsekend to have the capacity for
forming many more.

85 Davidson now makes the following claim. The @picof a belief emerges
only within the practice of interpreting a languade order to explain what this
means we will need to look a bit at Davidson’s \8eam language.

Suppose that you travel to a foreign country whoseple speak a language
you don’t understand. These people don’t speaki&mngHow would you go finding
out the meaning of their words? You would havelisasve how they use their words.
Suppose, for example, that every time a badgeramppéhey point at it and say,
‘borsuk!” A good guess here would be that ‘borsoiéansbadger But notice what
you are doing automatically to reach this conclasitou are attributing these people
certain beliefs. You are supposing that they belithat there is a badger in front of
them, that they believe by pointing it that youlw# drawn to it and that they believe
you will be able to see it. So, to interpret somesmwords requires you to attribute
them beliefs.

But how can you be sure that you are attributiregrtiihe right beliefs? How
can you tell what they believe? You will have t& #sem what they believe. As we
saw above, only through language can you expressdimplexities of what you
believe. So, to interpret someone’s beliefs reguy@u to interpret their words. But
we just said that to interpret someone’s words irequyou to attribute them beliefs.
Are we going round in a circle? No, says Daviddbihat we are seeing is that talk of
beliefs and talk of language is inseparable. Toewstdnd these people requires you to
guess at what they believe and what they mean wnmaedusly. There are many
guesses you could make and many will be wrong. Widiufind this out when you try
to use a sentence of their language thinking yalerstand it correctly and finding
that you get the reaction you expected.

Although this is a situation of ‘radical interpréten’ where you had to start
from scratch to find out what a group of people meau are fundamentally doing
the same thing when you communicate with thoseratgou. When someone says to
you, ‘there is a badger in the garden’, you immiatyaknow what they mean. But
you must be attributing them the belief that thisra badger in the garden and that
they think that by using these words, you will fothat belief too. Of course, you
don’t go through this process consciously. These ak natural assumptions you
make or beliefs that you ‘tacitly’ attribute.

It would be unnecessary to worry about what ottempte believe if | simply
thought that everyone sees the world the same wayla. If | believe that there is a
badger before us and someone says ‘borsuk!” theanl jump straight to the
conclusion that they medradgerby ‘borsuk’. But people do not all see the wotié t
same way. We all have different points of view. STt so in a literal sense and a
figurative sense. Literally, we all occupy diffetdmts of space and so see the world
differently. Figuratively, we all have different geriences, beliefs and perhaps
concepts and we may end up having different belbfsut the world. In one sense,
this is trivially true. You may have beliefs abdearis that | don’'t because | have

Page 5 of 10



Thought and Language (Part I1) Richmond Journ&tdfosophy 13 (Autumn 2006)
Matthew Carmody

never been there. In another sense, this is ofatrmportance. Because we don't all
see the world in the same way, there is the ch#mtepeople can make mistakes.
Suppose that, in the foreign country, | am witleéhpeople when a badger appears in
the distance. Two shout ‘borsuk!” and one shouiesih'® A little later, a dog appears
and all three shout ‘pies! If | supposed that Wehad exactly the same point of view
on the world, I'd be in trouble. For I'd have toysthat we all believed we saw a
badger and then a dog and yet one person usedtidemes’ for both the badger and
the dog. Perhaps in this language you can sayukbis ‘pies’. But then | find a
badger, point to it and say ‘pies!’ and these pecogihake their heads. So, my
supposition is false. How can | make sense of what third speaker said? The
simplest explanation is that he made a mistake.thdeight he saw a dog. He
represented the world differently from the resusf

Davidson therefore argues that we only have theequinof a belief as an
essential means of helping us interpret what pesgye So, only language users have
beliefs because it is onlgnguageusers that have something to say that we need to
interpret. So, non-language users don’t have lseliglaim (B) has been established.
Together with claim (A), we have the conclusiont thahinker is a language user and
vice versa.

86 It might seem that Davidson has moved too fast.true to say that we only
have theconceptof a belief to help us interpret one another. iBigt one thing to have

a concept of something and another thing to hagestimething itself. A badger does
not need to have the concept of a leg to have Bgscan’'t we say that a badger lacks
the concept of a belief — and hence can't interargtthing — but that it nevertheless
has beliefs? Davidson says no.

Davidson denies that a creature can have a beltbbut the concept of a
belief. If you are a creature capable of havingdbgl then you are a creature capable
of appreciating the difference between truth ansitiaor between a true belief and a
false belief. Why? Because the essence of a bslifat it is a representation of the
world and it is a necessary feature of a repreient¢hat it may succeed and fail to
represent. No representation is automatically queeal to be accurate.

If you can appreciate the difference between tantl falsity, then you must
be a language-using creature. This is becauseadthieast between truth and falsity
will only be apparent to a creature that is engagetthe practice of interpreting the
language of other creatures. Why? To be able terpnet the language of other
creatures requires you to see them as creaturisctlisom yourself with a point of
view on the world. If you lack this ability to imj@ret, then you lack the ability to see
other creatures as having a point of view on thédv@ther creatures are just like
every other bit of stuff in the world. But once ymse the idea that other creatures
have viewpoints, you lose the idea that you hawgewpoint. For a creature this
simple, there is no difference between how the dvisrland how the world seems. So,
there is no way for this creature to be right oong about the world. There is no
difference between truth and falsity once langugges because the very idea that
there are different viewpoints on the world goethwii

This is a complex line of reasoning and one thathinstrike you as simply
absurd. Take our badger. Surely it can make mistaBar badger spies what it thinks
is an earthworm. It runs to it and starts to nibbld®ut it isn’t an earthworm, just a
similarly-coloured shoe-lace. The badger realitemistake and moves away.

Davidson would ask us to look at this in a diffaravay. There is no
difference between the world as it seems and thedwas it is for the badger. It
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seemed at one point to contain one thing that #ugér associates with food and a bit
later it seemed to contain another thing that thegler does not associate with food.
From the badger’s point of view, there is no waydifferentiate the following two
situations:

(@ the world contained a shoe-lace throughout but drasented it
wrongly as an earthworm at first

(b)  the world contained an earthworm and then a sheelaod |
represented both correctly at the right times.

It cannot, in other words, distinguish a changéhm world from a change in
its representations of the world. It is not awafeaogap between appearance and
reality because that gap only exists for a creature is aware that it is not alone. To
put it a little floridly, only when you realise ththere are two of you do you realise
that there’s a common objective world you have iommon and different
representations of that world through being twdedént creatures.

This does not mean that the badger can’t learn fa@encounter. He might
weaken his association between objects of thatesaag foodstuffs. In so doing, But
it cannot in any way strike him that he got it wgorHe cannot tell, so to speak,
whether he got it wrong or the world changed beedhsre is no such difference for
him.

87 Let's attempt a summary of what's been said. ddwcept of a belief exists
only for creatures who are language-users. As agenusers, they need to work out
the meaning of each other’s words. This requiremtho attribute each other beliefs
to capture the fact that they have different viewfsoon the world. It is not possible
for a creature to have beliefs without the conaafpa belief. A creature with the
concept of a belief has the concepts of truth afglty. A creature with the concepts
of truth and falsity must have the idea that its laaviewpoint on the world. An
awareness that there is a gap between how the vgeddhs and how it is only
emerges when it realises that there are otheruwe=atike it, who have different
viewpoints. This realisation will only happen whémose other creatures make
themselves known to it. This will happen when tteg seen by the creature as
communicating. This requires the creature to kenguage user, else the very idea of
communicating will be beyond him. So, to have adbe$ to be a language user and
to be a language user is to be something with tmeapt of a belief, as language-
users need that concept in order to attribute fsele others, this being essential for
interpretation.

88 Davidson’s claim that beliefs are not real is tlaim that a belief is not a
discrete representation in the mind of a creatuth & particular content. It is not
something we could isolate using advanced neurcébdechniques (assuming that
the mind is the brain, of course). It is not sonmegghthat could be deleted from its
memory or added to its memory without affectingthimg else. We might say that
we attribute beliefs to one another to map ourneedsure’ each other’s mind. This
view goes under the name dafstrumentalism Beliefs are like a system of
measurement we have for each other’s minds.
Consider how we impose lines of latitude and lamdgt on the world. This

gives us a system of measurement that enablesgigetdhe location of things in the
world in a standard way and thereby to facilitatevement between places, of
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example. These lines dom&ally exist on the surface of the globe, of course, aher
the underlying surface does. In the same way, whenattribute beliefs, we are
drawing lines on the mind of someone to make ileeds read. We attribute beliefs to
make sense of the behaviour (linguistic and nogdiistic) we observe in each other.
If | see you walking towards a spider, stop, screamd run away, one way to make
sense of your actions is to say that you believed there was a spider before you,
you have a fear of spiders and that you wantedrcaway. Of course, there might be
other explanations. You may have just realised ybat had left the gas on at home.
The more | find out about you, the better positiam in to work out what is going on
in your mind.

Davidson in effect argues that beliefs are instmtaedevices that only
language-using creatures have and have accesset@s B narrow instrumentalist.
Another kind of instrumentalist — a wide instrunedist, as | shall call him — takes a
very different view. They will say that all sort$ things have mental states. Wide
instrumentalists such as Dennett or McCarthy, atiitibute mental states to anything
whose behaviour is complex enough to require ttrdation of mental states in order
to make sense of it. We make sense of a cat higuttrg beliefs and desires to it. The
cat sees its owner walking towards the fridge, drihye ball of wool it is playing with
and runs into the kitchen. Why? One explanatiahis|t believed food would appear
soon and desired food more than to play with thelwlnother is this. As a result of
light entering its eyes and sounds entering itss,ear series of complex
electrochemical processes in the brain were treggyeff (insert details here) that lead
to the cat moving into the kitchen and stoppingiteyfood bowl. Both explanations
are true but the former is simpler and more powelfie can predict in great detalil
how complex objects will move and function throwggace and time just on the basis
of knowing a few things about what they believe aegire rather than a mass of
technical data on how their brains are wired.

How simple a creature has mental states, in tHeumentalist sense? It is an
open question. McCarthy argues that you can at&ibaliefs to thermostats. When a
thermostat believes that it is too hot, it turns bieating off. Of course, the thermostat
can't tell you about its beliefs and isn’t consaaf them, but neither are many other
animals. What matters is whether we understandstesy better by attributing it
beliefs and desires and possibly other mentalstate

Instrumentalists face three questions. First, éf¢hare no beliefs, why do we
speak as if there are? Second, if there are noainstaites, then what on earth am |
doing when | tell someone what | believe about @dass in a philosophy exam?
Third, what is the underlying reality? When you s$lagt we can attribute beliefs and
desires to cats, is that because they are reatg?f not, tell me what is there so that
we can talk properly about the mind of the cat eatthan in essentially fictional
terms.

Instrumentalists may reply as follows.

First, we are not denying that beliefs are real dhenying that beliefs are
certain types of things. So, we're not saying ligliare like ghosts — things that
people are simply wrong in thinking are real. We&aying that beliefs are not
individual packages like sentences in the headhkrbf beliefs like habits. A car that
has a habit of not starting on cold mornings dadsavesome object that causes this
to happen. To say that it has a habit is to des@@mething about how it behaves. So
too with beliefs.

Second, when | ‘introspect’ or look inside my mititen it is true to say that |
find out about my beliefs but it does not followathl am reading out individual
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sentence-like packages. | am asking myself quesiiothe same way that someone
else can. | am interpreting myself. | know mysedttbr than anyone else because |
ask myself more questions and | tend to be morestomith myself.

Third, the underlying reality is yet to be discas@r We store information in
many different ways. For example, we store sounus immages. We store motor
patterns — routines that we execute to performanestisuch as tying our shoe-laces.
We store information in the form of remembered seo¢s, such as when we learn
facts. We are wired up to be motivated and to reacbany different ways that not
only philosophers, but psychologists will need e tis about. The reality is like a
piece of land and our mental states are the map e can map the land many
different ways but it is not purely arbitrary howewnap it. It is there, so to speak, to
be mapped.

89 One way, then, to argue against Davidson igyalsat his concepts of belief,
desire and thought are not quite right. He is righétress how they are not things we
literally have but wrong to think that they existly for creatures that are language
users. They exist where there is complexity.

For many specialising in animal behaviour, theatetbetween narrow and
wide instrumentalism is irrelevant. Rather thanalebwvhether animals really have
beliefs or desires or not, we should accept thay tthings that behave in ways
complex enough for us to talk of them being mindéte should choose a more
neutral vocabulary for describing what happens unideir skin. We may say that
they form representations, such as maps of themehenvironment, and that they are
motivated in various ways, such as to eat, plagroguce and so on. We should
investigate animals as animals, rather than ndeguimans.

Does this then become nothing more than a delbatgt &#ow to use words? It
should not. Words like ‘belief’ and ‘desire’ cametad existence only with the
emergence of human beings. We have a tendencyhagsenaturally evolved — to see
minds everywhere. For much of human history, wdarpd why things happened by
modelling things on human agents. For examplepm@sin the sky was caused by its
anger. It was an important advance to see natuoakps as mirdss So, we should
constantly be on the look-out for trying to viewiraals through a human lens and,
where this fails, to think of animals as nothingrenthan complex, instinct-driven
machines. By rejecting the two options as exhaestiv makes the considerable
variety of sophisticated behaviours we observe mmals more worthy of
appreciatiort*

Matthew Carmody
Richmond upon Thames College
matthew.carmody@rutc.ac.uk

! http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/50679t8.s
http://www.guardian.co.uk/g2/story/0,,1796076,06ht
http://www.nj.com/search/index.ssf?/base/news-3@884832170600.xml?starledger?nnj&coll=1

2 In Dennett's terms, the ‘least marked’. See Dénib® Animals Have Beliefs?’ iBrainchildren:

Essays on Designing Mind$998: MIT Press and Penguin).
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% There is the third option that it might be neitlrere nor false. For example, my belief that thddea

is large could be neither true nor false becaugevague whether it is a large badger or not. r8ge
article on vagueness in issue seven of the Richrdonchal of Philosophy.

* Aristotle, Metaphysics Z ch. 10.

® It's a mistake to think, as many do, that Dessam@és dismissing animals as simple, senseless
creatures that are no different in kind from ina@ienmachines like watches. Descartes argued that we
were to a large extent machine-like as well and tiia is something worthy of wonder. The abilities
of men and cats to react to the world around theedn’t require for their explanation the postulatio

of a mind but can be explained entirely in mechalnierms. Far from downplaying the importance of
these abilities, it explains them in an enlightgnivay.

For a discussion of Descartes’ views on aniraald references to Descartes’ own views, see John
Cottingham’s article ‘Descartes’ Treatment of Anigian Descartes: Oxford Readings in Philosophy
(Cottingham (ed.)1998: OUP).
® Philosophical Investigations, §174.

" This should not be understood as meaning thag@fititein was reacting to Descartes.

8 For more on this at an introductory level, see thapter on other minds in Keith Maslin®n
Introduction to the Philosophy of Mi{@001: Polity Press).

°® There is no easy introduction to Davidson’s phiftsy. Ramberg provides an introduction of
Davidson up to circa 1987 but Davidson did impadrtework right up to his death in 2003. See
Ramberg, BDonald Davidson’s Philosophy of Language: An Introtion (1989: Blackwell: Oxford).
A more advanced survey is given by the articlesudwig, K. (ed.)Donald Davidson(Cambridge;
CUP). The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy has good article on Davidson:
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/davidson/

19 One way of avoiding the problem without followilliavidson’s approach is to say that we have a
finite number ofexplicit beliefs and the means of using these to produagenfal infinity of beliefs
that we believémplicitly. See FodoPsychosemantidMIT Press), chs. 1,2.

1 if | have information in my head that is not héfdthe form of beliefs, then what format is the
information in? This is the (very good) questiortled “underlying reality” that | shall consider ity

in the penultimate section of the paper.

2 The example is inspired by a case Dennett analys&eyond Belief', in hisintentional Stance
(1987: MIT Press).

'3 The words ‘borsuk’ and ‘pies’ are the Polish wofdsbadgeranddog ‘Pies’ is pronounced PEE-
ess rather than to rhyme witlyes

1 For an interesting and accessible introductioanimal minds, see Marc Hausev\ld Minds(2001:
Penguin).
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