~ Symbols, Icons,

v F:

- Concepts...

-.And why there are no

i -

~ (ontologically distinct) mental

. .-'\.

~ representations!
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' On the one hand, we cannot step outside our
§'-';f'f';":_i(-personaI or intersubjective) experience.

' For most practical purposes, the world just is
;'f_:{_;f_:_the world we experience.

Onthe other hand, we can for good logical
_ reasons conclude that some things lie even in
~ principle outside our experience.
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-Baslcumts of our structured thought.
'EXthlt the properties of:

* Systematicity & productivity (Generality Constraint).
* Brentano-type intentionality.

Kantian spontaneity (Prinz: “endogenous control”).

- d ownwards).

-Ablllty to change.



mistaken.”
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' Cancepts bear a close relationship to
,;};'ff}representatlons.

'Concepts bear a close relationship to signs.

' For certain conceptual agents, (nearly) all
"j:*_:f;concepts can be understood as representations.

But no concept can be understood solely as a
_ representation!



'j:the world’s absence (when it’s dark, say, or when

/7 ',we’re blind, or not at the location we’re interested in),
and for such purposes we must (in some sense)
represent the world in thought. But what reason is

~'5'-’3";--r};_there to think that this is the case in standard

. perceptual contexts?”




I ;ﬁe presentationalist vs.
“ tl -representationalist

- On the one hand, concepts are meant to
'}?f;':éﬁjé;g;_and or stand in for aspects of the world.

_ + On the other, such talk is taken as an
f-ﬁ_.:_'-f'i-_l_jl-_é'_’gitimate and misguided stepping back from
theworld agents are always /n the world and
_ directly engaged with it.
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this view, involves an ability to engage in
ch a simulation....”
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' Somethmg that by virtue of convention
;;_-;::;-.E_;_%:'stands in for something else.

Must be readily re-identifiable.

' NOrmaIIy must involve

_-j;f_ff@\llsual modality.

Mampulated according to
~ “purely syntactic” rules.




lassical -ggoymtlve science a
!-éfiilr'ese';;_f}; _:'K'i‘élon is either an atomic

T
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syn bal or a complex molecular

e

@fruc ture constructed through the
;--'s‘ystematlc recombmatlon of atomlc

“representatlon is a functlon of the Reconstructing
" the Cognitive World

us the syntactic structure of the |
camplex formula. In other words. <l = ‘ L2

...-.

;;;__languages, feature a combinatorial
s yntax and semantics.”

MICHAEL WHEELER




S y mb ol Checklist

. Amodal
Context-free; “purely” syntactic.

' Discrete (individuable), not continuous.
.Fully arbitrary.

Observer independent.
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= Image of computer applying purely syntactic
_ rules to strings of meaningless symbols to

" generate new strings of symbols.

- ' Turing test as popularly understood.

'John Searle's Chinese room thought experiment.

:_'[_i-:f*f;:_'lf)_-_ouglas Hofstadter: Typographical Number Theory
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.~ think, for a subject, is to use symbols. But whose

- symbols? Symbols in someone else's language or
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~ * Symbols have to be grounded somehow.
. * Symbols are only ever meaningful with
. respect to some context.

°Symbols evolve: consider the Sanskrit svastika.

The relationship between syntax and
_ semantics, form and meaning, is often non-
_ arbitrary.
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Madally grounded but not beholden to any
partlcular modality.

~To greater or lesser extent, sensitive to context.
¢ Individuable yet continuous.
~ * Requiring only an apparent arbitrariness.

_ *Deeply observer-dependent!!!
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