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Abstract: Dennett’s singular position on the status of beliefs and desires can be character
sed by a negative claim beliefs and desires are not necessarily internal states involved in
the aetiol ogy of behaviour. Mtivating this claimis the recognition of a class of belief / d
esire assignnents in which there is no explicit representation tokened in the system we are
said to be dealing with "inexplicit’, or "tacit’ representation. But what exactly is "tacit
representati on? The problemis to find a naturalistic alternative to the account of beliefs a
nd desires as internal content-bearing states, which will enbrace this class of inexplicit re
presentation, both supporting univocal assignnents and granting these assignments expl anatory

bite. Wiile everyone is famliar with Dennett’s 'Intentional Stance’ story, an alternative p
osition is found to be conpatible with, and i ndeed even suggested by his witings. An appea
to biological teleology is nmade, normal conditions for proper functioning of behavi our being
said to be tacitly believed (in case there is no internal state purporting to coordi nate beha
viour with the presence or absence of those conditions), and nornal telic outcones of behavio
ur said to be tacitly desired (again in case there is no internal state purporting to elicit
behavi our in the presence of appropriate conditions). The concepts of belief and desire are
cast in terms of relational properties holding between an organi smand states of affairs by v
irtue of the possession of a trait with a certain function
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1. Fodor on Beliefs and Desires.

Jerry Fodor clainms that cognitive science will vindicate folk psychol ogy through the
followi ng pair of inplications

"For each tokening of a propositional attitude, there is a tokening of a correspond
ng relation bet ween an organi smand a nental representation”.

"For each tokening of that relation, there is a correspondi ng tokening of a proposit
i onal attitude".
(Fodor 1987: 20)

What does this nean? First that fol k psychol ogi sts, you, ne, or ny next-door neighbo
ur, have reasonably strong intuitions concerning the ontol ogical nature of beliefs and desire
s. The folk tools come with a folk manual and its folk gl osses. A mnimum comitnent is thoug
ht to be nade to the existence of discrete internal states, which have semantic content, and
whi ch make a causal contribution in the aetiology of behaviour. This much Fodor finds vul gar
to squabbl e about, says he.

Not only is this what we think beliefs and desires are, but this picture is what Fod
or bets a mature cognitive science is going to back up, with a few technical refinenents thro
wn in. Fodor thinks for instance that the classical conputer netaphor of the nmind is suitable
, With nental representations as syntactically well-formed concatenations of synbols with a ¢
onbi natorial semantics, and that the "attitude aspect of propositional attitudes will be ren
dered by a causal -functional role of the sentence token, the fact, as Fodor puts it, that men
tal representations occur in "belief boxes" or "desires boxes". These details are however spe
cific to Fodor's particular view concerning the proper treatnment of a scientific vindication

of fol k psychol ogy. They are only secondary to his nore general claimthat what the terns be
lief or desire routinely pick out are internal representations of some sort, and that this is
what we think they pick out.

Now this very point is of course what Daniel Dennett has problens with. As he hinsel
f puts it "realismwth regards to beliefs as 'discrete internal states’... has been ny chief

stal ki ng horse" (Dennett pers. comm in Bechtel 1985). |Indeed, |eaving asi de what Dennett t
hi nks we think beliefs and desires are, nmuch of Dennett’s work is peppered with exanples purp
orting to show that we quite frequently and quite naturally fail to ground our belief / desir
e attributions in existent thusly semantically interpretable internal states. Talk is of "pot
entially explicit", "inmplicit", "energent", or again "tacit" representation is popular here
though, rather frustratingly however, it must be said that the discussion does tend to stick
to the anecdot al

Fodor of course isn't inpressed by the exanples given. He has hedged his clainms to t
he effect that belief / desire attributions pick out relations to nmental representations,..
except when they don't. Basically, picking out internal, contentful, etc, states is what we s
houl d be doing. It is when, and only when, this happens that our attributions have expl anat or
y bite.

This point deserves sone attention. The idea is that, in nmany scientific co-optation
s of everyday terms, it turns out that the bearer of the properties crucial to our adoption a
nd use of the termis in fact a nmenber of a much narrower class than the one we were picking
out prior to scientific investigation. We had overextended the domain of application of the t



erm Fodor’'s exanple here is water: we used to call a whole range of things "water", but now
we know better, or at |east we know when to tenper our qualifications with e.g. '"chemcally i
mpure’. The real bearer of those properties which, for exanple, enabled the whole thirst-quen
chi ng business, is H2O. The "proper" applications of the termwater thus involves chenically
pure sanpl es of H20O These are the "core cases", the rest are sonmehow "derivative".

Anal ogously, according to Fodor, what is really enabling our belief / desire based e
xpl anations to do the job they do is the presence of these internal, contentful, causally pot
ent states in the system whose behavi our is being explained. Whatever does not refer to such
things is attribution manquee, and can have no expl anatory rel evance.

Fodor does nmintain however that for the core cases, explicit representation is cruc
ial. That is, if one were to sonehow show that, for a given belief / desire attribution, sone

thusly contentful internal state could be seen to be picked out, and that content was not ex

plicitly represented, he would be in trouble. "No Intentional Causation w thout Explicit Repr
esentation" clains Fodor (Fodor 1987: 25). I'mnot quite clear here as to why he exposes him
self to such a line of criticism presunably because of his additional conmmtnents to Languag
e of Thought, but whatever the notives, note then that here is roomfor a first sw ng.

The second possi bl e nbove woul d be a challenging of the choice of core cases., i.e. t
he idea that there can be No Intentional Explanation w thout |Intentional Causation, as Fodor
mght put it. This is the kind of nove Dennett would need to make. In order to satisfy Fodo

r, his response here would have to be one that shows that his cases of non internally tokened
belief / desire attributions can, without then invoking internal causes, have scientific exp

|l anatory credentials. This Fodor very nuch doubts, as the only other realist option he sees

s his one, save perhaps sone kind of behaviourism which as everybody knows, for all else tha

t’s wong with it, can’'t be put to any explanatory worKk.

Such scepticismis of course heir to a now |long and well established tradition stenm
ing from Davidson’s "Actions, Reasons and Causes" (Davidson 1963), the central argument of wh
ich took the formof a challenge: what on earth could provide explanatory bite to belief-des
re attributions save a causal story (within the realmof the naturalistically kosher of cours
e)?

"failing a satisfactory alternative, the best argunment for [the causal theory] is that it a
one promises to give an account of the ’'nysterious connection’ between reasons and actions."
(Davi dson 1963: 11)

Orthodoxy no wants it that the causal story is the only serious gane in town. But is
it? Whilst perhaps not articulating Dennett’s npst 'official’ take on the issue, | take a ¢
ose |l ook, in the next section at the cases of inexplicit beliefs / desires at the root of his
hostility towards the 'inner cause’ view, take a fine-tooth conb to pick out sonme rel evant s
tatenents in Dennett’s witings and find that a naturalistic alternative strongly suggests it

sel f.

2. Dennett on Beliefs and Desires.

Here’'s Dennett on inexplicit representation then
First of all, a brief coment on what counts as explicit representation. Dennett him
self gives a succinct definition in ' Styles of Mental Representation’ (Dennett 1982): "inform
ation is represented explicitly in the systemif and only if there actually exists in the fun
ctionally relevant place in the systema physically structured object, a fornula or string or
t okeni ng of some nenbers of a system (or ’'language’) or elenments for which there is a semant
ics or interpretation, and a provision (a nechani smof some sort) for reading or parsing the
formul a" (enphases omtted). Note that a generally w despread concern is to rule out fromthe
definition things |like the weighting of connections between nodes in a connectionist network
There is a clear feeling that whatever information there is there cannot be subject to judg
enents concerning factivity or be involved in further reasoning. It is not information for th
e systemone woul d say.
David Kirsch (1991) woul d no doubt worry here about grounding explicitness in what h
e calls a "structural"” definition, one that doesn't appeal to considerations of processing ti
me, of conputational conplexity required to make the information readily usable. He feels ver
y strongly about denying the status of explicit information to information that takes tine an
d resources to extract. For himthe crucial upper lint is constant tine access, |onger that
that and the information is inexplicit. In particular, the parsing and semantic interpretatio
n of first order predicate cal cul us, thought to be a good candidate for being an anal ogue, co
mpl exi ty-wi se, of LOT, is a non-constant-time process. | don't think this matters here howeve
r: once the information is extracted and put to use, it is explicitly represented. Let us cal
I this inexplicit information 'potentially explicit’ and see whether Fodor can deal with it o
r not.1
It’s tine then to get out of the way then the objection that the beliefs and desires
typically predicated to us may be sinply potentially explicit, i.e. internal contentful caus
ally potent states, potentially derivable, either in principle or sinmply in practise, within
the resources of the systemfrom other such states (Dennett 1979a:104-106; 1981; 1982 ). The
problemw th this kind of rebuttal here is of course Fodor’'s readiness to nake the kind of d
i spositionalist concessions that Dennett perhaps wasn't expecting of him whilst of course nma
intaining that, though they can be attributed, dispositional beliefs cannot play an expl anato
ry role vis a vis behavi our (Fodor 1987:22) .
Anot her type of inexplicit representation invoked here is "inplicit’ representation
defined as what is inplied logically by sonething that is stored explicitly (Dennett 1982).
I"mnot quite sure however, that Dennett has shown just quite howthis inplicit information c
an have explanatory rel evance short of being potentially explicit. H's 'murder in Trafalgar S
quare’ exanple (Dennett 1981), which presumably purports to show how a proposition logically
inmplied by reasonably different explicit informational states in four different people can ha



ve predictive or explanatory value (e.g. predicting simlar behaviours in the face of a quest
ion concerning the factuality of that proposition), seenms to nme a sinple case of dispositiona
| belief. The four men who inplicitly believe that P behave the sane way when faced with the
question 'is it the case that P sinply because they can actually derive the logically inplie

d proposition, i.e. render it explicit, when adequately pronpted. The justification for the r
el evance of inplicit representation in "Styles of Mental Representation" isn’t crystal clear
either. | suggest we suspend judgenent until a clear exanple is provi ded and def ended.

The contention that we ground, e.g., belief attributions in inplicit and potentially
explicit information isn’'t however the main thrust of Dennett’s argunents. The real key noti
on is the idea of tacit representation. The main idea is that tacit representation is represe
ntation that is never tokened in the system nor is inplied by explicit tokenings but neverth
el ess plays an explanatory role. As we shall see however, Dennett’s account is found guilty o
f being rather woolly on two fronts (1) he gestures in the directions of many prinma facie dif
ferent types of candidates for tacit representation-hood without attenpting to provide a syst
ematic account, in his own words, "the critical term ’'tacit’, still has been given only an i
nmpressioni stic, ostensive definition" (Dennett 1982) (2) nmore seriously, he doesn’'t nake clea
r what the attitude relations between these tacit representati ons and the systemthat represe
nts themare, he tends not to explicitly qualify themin terns of beliefs or desires.

The mai n exanpl es di scussed here involve tacit representations of rules, like the fo
Ilowing of the rules of arithmetic by a pocket cal culator, or, though not discussed by Dennet
t, but faithful to the spirit here, the following of Chnis Law by a connectionist network (as
described in Snol ensky 1988). Nowhere is there any kind of synmbolic representation that the
system consults. The systemis said to "honour’ the rule without explicitly representing it.
What shoul d one say in connection to belief and desire here? Dennett doesn’t say anything him
sel f. Perhaps we should say that the system knows the rule, or again that it believes it to b
e true. Snol ensky’'s network would then believe that "it is the case that V=C. R'.

Now of course, the rules that are said to be honoured don't necessarily correspond t
o the actual "laws of thought" mediating between the explicit representations of, say, input
and output. Indeed, to put things the other way round, the latter may only roughly approxi mat
e the forner (as would be expected for e.g. a network trained on a Ilinited nunber of exenplar
s, i.e. legal conbinations of values). Wiy then do we not invoke tacit know edge of those oth
er, actual, relations mapping inputs to outputs? The answer seens to hinge on the fact that
following the rules of arithmetic or Chnmis rule is a conpetence characterisation. The functio
n of the network is to produce outputs for given inputs consistently with the given | aws. Wer
e those laws to be different, the nappings between the explicit beliefs would have to change
accordingly. The truth of the laws is a crucial environnental condition for the proper functi
oni ng of systenR2. W are now equi pped to suggest a first account of tacit belief:

(A An organi sm O whi ch:
(i) has a trait T which has a function to bring about E by nmeans of doing R, and this re
lying on circunmstances Al,...A to performsatisfactorily, and

(i) does not have a trait (a) the function of which is to adapt T by eliciting T
in the sole presence of circunstances Al,...A 3, and (b) whichis in a state such that it it
self relies on the obtention of circunstances Al,...Al for proper functioning.

is said to tacitly believe that A, B and C obtain. It is said to explicitly believe
circunstances Al,...A obtain in case (ii) fails.

This tentative characterisati on does seemto nake sense in the |ight of some of Denn
ett’s other comments. |Indeed, el sewhere, he has alluded to sonmething that seenmed prima facie
quite different to calculator-tacit-arithnetic-rule-following, nore in the spirit of what MI
l'ikan calls "tacit presuppositions’ (MIlikan 1993:104-105). In "True Believers", he talks of

"representation of the environnent in - or inplicit in - the organisation of the systent, as
"a way of alluding to this tight relationship that can exi st between the organisation of a s
ystemand its environnent". G ven behaviours or features of the system demand "very specific
environment[s] in which to operate properly" (Dennett 1979).

The rol e of the assunptions nmade by an organi sm when carrying out a piece of behavi
our, in fixing the content of a triggering indicator, has em nent support and equally eninent

approval of that support by Dennett hinself.

Dennett (1993:222) cites an excerpt fromMIlikan, a comrent simlar to this one:

"It is possible to define the content of an intentional icon with considerable deterninacy i
f you do it in the followi ng way. Consider the content to be that nmapped feature to which the
icon specifically adapts the user(s) of that icon. It is the feature that if removed fromth
e environnent or incorrectly mapped, will guarantee failure for its users"

(MI1likan 1993:109)

He goes on to say:

"This supports and illustrates nmy fundanmental point about constraints on interpretation. W
are bound to ascribe content that nakes it cone out that there is a free-floating rationale i
n support of this design. Wen determ ning the semantic value of sonething, we should refer..
. to the general principles in accordance to which it was designed to be guided"

Dennett (1993:223)

Now it is a small step to make fromthere to the ascription of tacit beliefs to syst
ens on the basis of the environmental assunptions they nake, and that with or without the pre
sence of a triggering indicator which adapts themto the presence or absence of the crucial c
onditions. And in the interest of accounting for cases of tacit representation, it is a step
I think Dennett should take. 4



Note finally that this talk of environmental assunptions provides a way of answering
enbarrassing intentional attributions of beliefs and desires to planets in order to explain
their behaviour, notably representation of Kepler’'s Laws and the belief that they are true. F
odor deals with this by saying that: (a) beliefs are explicit representations, i.e. states wi
th a certain content which enter in the causation of behaviour, (b) states representing Keple
r's Laws do not enter in the aetiology of the behaviour of the planets, therefore (c) planets
do not know Kepler's Laws, believe themto be true or whatever (Fodor 1987: footnote 9 pl56)
A charge that Fodor might press against Dennett is one to the effect that his liberal posit
ion vis a vis representation would allow the planets to tacitly represent Kepler's laws. Ar
esponse here might be to say that the behaviour of the planets isn't adapted in any sense. Th
e truth of Kepler's Laws isn't then an assunption the planets nake when carrying out sone pro
per function, as there is no such function in sight. Another nove m ght have been to add a co
ndition to tacit representation to the effect that it can only be procedural know edge define
d over explicit representations. This is what Dretske (1988) does when he di scusses a belief
- desire gloss on the behaviour of a rat (O, conditioned to press a |ever (M upon the flash
ing of ared light (F) (and perception / belief of the event (B)) when hungry (D) to bring ab
out the releasing of sone food into the cage (R). Dretske wants to say that the rat does M be
cause he wants R (c.f. the explicit internal indicator D) believes that F is the case (c.f. t
he explicit internal indicator B) and believes that doing Mupon F will bring about R The pr
oblemis that, while there is internal causally potent tokening for the belief that F and the
desire that R there is no such thing as an internal token for the last belief. Dretske reso
rts to tacit belief, and adds a definition-over-already-intentionally-characterised-objects c
ondition to avoid excessive liberalism (Dretske 1988:117-118). | do not think however that De
nnett would want such a stringent condition on tacit representation. Al so, his suggestions co

ncerning tacit desires go against that grain of thisb

I amreferring here to Dennett’s oft-cited report concerning a progranmer saying of
a chess program"it thinks it should get its queen out early" (Dennett 1979:107). The point
s that the instruction appears to guide the chess program s behavi our w thout any kind of rep
resentation involving earliness and getting queens out being tokened. Now both Fodor (1987) a
nd Cumm ns (1986) have interpreted this as a piece of procedural know edge. | think it is pro
bably nore perspicuously analysed as a tacit desire. The programwants its queen to be out ea
rly on in the game. Cummins suggests a control-inplicit way of achieving this outcome w thout

explicit tokening. It goes sonething |like: pieces are noved out in increasing order of value
(I owranki ng pieces preferred) and according to a neasure of aggressiveness of the nove (agg

ressive noves preferred), aggressive noves are difficult to nake with | owranking pieces earl
y on in the gane, high-ranking pieces thus tend to get deployed early. The idea is that the ¢
hess program was designed in such a way as to bring about early queen deploynent. Having the
queen out early is a function of CHESS s behavi our. The behaviour is explained by reference t
0 a desire, the object of which is the fulfilnment of the proper function of the behaviour

Ascription of tacit desire on the basis of biological interest is an extrenely como
n and intuitive nove. Indeed, we do this for a lot of sinple tropistic behaviour in which rea
Ily one could only pick out a single internal state, i.e. the indicator that the crucial cond
itions for the triggering of the behaviour, in the aetiology of the behaviour. No internal de
sire-like token in sight. Plant behaviour is another case in point. The rubbing of a roundwor
m agai nst the inner surface of sone predacious fungi triggers off, via sone internal indicato
r, the production of a snmall |oop which garrottes the poor worm (Dretske 1988). Wy does the
fungus garrotte the wornf? Because it wants to kill it, eat it, etc.67

We can now offer a definition of tacit desire on par with the definition offered abo
ve in (A:

(B) An organi sm O whi ch
(i) has a trait T which has a function to bring about E by nmeans of doing R, and this re
lying on circunmstances Al,...A to performsatisfactorily, and
(i) does not have a trait (a) the function of which is to adapt T by eliciting T
(and therefore R) in the sole presence of circunstances Al,...Al8, and (b) whichis in a sta

te such that it itself has the function of eliciting T (and therefore R

is said to tacitly desire that E obtains. It is said to explicitly that E obtains in
case (ii) fails.

At this point one mght start to see the inkling of a response to (nmy) Fodor’s ' No
ntentional Explanation without Intentional Causation’, and a clearer idea of what Dennett mg
ht have been trying to say when claimng that belief-desire attribution was a natter of layin
g bare the rationale for behaviour rather than picking out salient parts in its local aetiolo

ay.

It is worth here quoting Dennett in full concerning his views on rationality. His c
osing contribution to Dahl bonis Dennett and Hs Critics contains an explicit statenent which
we can only wel come given the lack of clarity in his earlier treatnments of this supporting pi
Ilar of his work. Furthernore, there is also a nuch appreciated (by nyself) shift away fromh
is early handwavi ng towards fornal theories of inference processes, towards a nore function-b
ased approach

"MIllikan’s main point of disagreenent with ny view - or with what she takes to be ny view
- concerns the role | have given rationality. Wen she asks if, as ny early slogan has it, ra
tionality is the nother of intention, she has in mnd a reading of rationality as logicality,

starting down the sane path as Mc G nn (and a host of others | amsure). | think this obscur
es to her the continuum of process-types that take us frombrute non-inferential tropism thr
ough various inference-like steps, to full-fledged 'rational thinking’. One can start with th
e rationality of the design process that produces the nmechanisns that do the work. If the thi
ng is wired up rationally, it doesn't need to do any further thinking, it will do the rationa



| thing. It doesn't have to (a) identify a state that has neaning, (b) figure out using "rati
onal thought" what it means, (c) figure out using nore "rational thought" what the inplicatio
ns are on this occasion of a nessage with that nmeaning, (d) conpose a plan of action rationa
ly justified on the basis of this deternmination, and finally (e) act onit. If it is rational
ly wired up, the nechanismwill take care of all this. That is the sense in which | view rat
onality as the nother of intention,..."

Dennett (1993:225)

We have a view according to which rational behaviour is adaptive, or adapted, behav
our then9. Gving reasons a way of showi ng how that behaviour is functional. As Dretske puts
it, we are explaining why rather than explaining how. In his nore idiosyncratic way of puttin
g things, we are providing a ’structuring’ rather than a 'triggering cause (Dretske 1988). L
ayi ng bare the function and normal conditions for functioning provides the required environne
ntal enbeddi ng.

This idea that rational explanation is explanation takes adapted behaviour as an exp
| anans provides us at |least with sone kind of minimmcutoff point at which we can say "now w
e are definitely | eaving our domain of explanation, beyond this point, belief-desire attribut
ions can really be no nore than illegitimte anthroponorphi sns or zoonorphisnms, at best we ar
e cooking up spurious attributions to provide a pseudo-expl anation or pseudo-prediction to fi
t our existing know edge of correl ations between observabl es, we have no i ndependent grounds
to make these assertions". This cutoff point, | would suggest, follow ng etiological accounts

of function, corresponds to the nonent behaviour is selected for, pronoting the reproduction

of the behaver. Fromthat noment the behavi our acquires a function, and subsequent generatio
ns of |ikew se behavers reasons for behaving likewise. It is at this |evel where, doing sone
di stinction between sinply doing as reason dictates (by chance) and doi ng because reason dict
ates, can start doing some work (Dennett 1984: 25-27). So exit fromintentional systens awkwa
rd candidates like electricity, volcanoes and the wind. 10

If the tentative appeal made to tacit belief and tacit desire as rel ational propert

es between an organi smand states of affairs, grounded in biological function, is anything to

go by, we have a Realist position (with definite identity conditions and everything) with wh
ich to support an Intentional Explanation wi thout Intentional Causation. Insofar as giving "a
n account of the ’'mysterious connection’ between reasons and actions" (Davidson 1963) is conc
erned, | hope to have convincingly suggested that the causal theory need not be the only natu
ralistically kosher game in town.

Per haps then, for Dennett, Bechtel’s invitation to Realismthrough function never se
ened nore appropriate. 11

3. Synopsis and concl udi ng comment s.

We began the paper by examining Dennett’s conments to the effect that propositional
attitudes can be legitimately ascribed without a corresponding tokening of an 'internal repre
sentation’. W then attenpted to give a systematic account of the phenomenon by appealing to
bi ol ogical teleology. This left us with an account of what a tacit belief or desire is, nanel
y a relational property between an organismand certain states of affairs which holds by virt
ue of that organi smpossessing a trait with a certain function (c.f. (A) and (B) above).

But what should we say of explicit beliefs; what is an explicit belief? So far, our account

could very well have endorsed sone orthodox Fodorian view which mght go sonething like this:
having an explicit belief is a matter of bearing a certain relationship to an internal state
, a 'belief’, which in turn bears a certain relationship to a state of affairs.

Notice how this | eaves us with an inel egant disjunctive and ontol ogi cal |y het erogenous accou
nt of what a belief is: on one hand a concrete particular, on the other hand a relational pro
perty. This is suspect to say the least: what are the features in common to both tacit and ex
plicit beliefs which both nmake theminstances of beliefs? Sone tidying up is called for.

What | propose is that believing is only a matter of bearing a certain relational property v

is-M "@vis possible states of affairs. Consequently a belief is not taken to be a concrete pa

rticular. Beliefs are never internal states, and are never causes of behaviour.

Now of course one nmight respond "well, if you consider an internal state A and can legitim

tely say that the organismwho has A as this internal state A believes that p when in state A
and doesn’t believe that p when not in state A surely you can’t avoid saying that that stat

e is the belief that p?". Wll consider:

Otends to sink in water when its pouch (say) is full of lead. Otends not to sink in water

when its pouch is not full of |ead. The pouch being full of lead isn't for that much the tend

ency to sink in water, is it?

My contention is then, at the end of this discussion, that what people |ike Fodor have terne

d beliefs and desires are sinply features of the organismby virtue of which the organi sm bea

rs a certain relational property vis-a-vis a certain state of affairs
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1 There is nmuch | disagree with in David Kirsch's article, though given that, as we shall no

w see, a 'Kirschian' objection to Fodor’s claims isn't really going to get us that far and ca
n be easily accomopdated, | shall not attenpt to give a thorough critique here. Hadley (1995)
does a good job of that.

2 A brief comment here on ny use of the concept of function. Although | am at present synpat

hetic to current orthodoxy in ternms of accounts of function, nanely sone version of the so-ca
Iled 'aetiological account’, | wish to remain uncommitted at this point to any particular vie
w on the question - the jury nmay still be out.



I have in mnd what would correspond to MIlikan's 'indicative intentional icon’ producer

M1 likan 1984: 96-102) or Dretske's representation producers in 'type |11’ representationa
ystens (Dretske 1988: 62-64).

At this point, one nmight want to note how the treatnent of tacit representation given abov
e differs fromthat given in Hadl ey (1995). Hadl ey includes cases involving environnental ass
unptions, such as the so-called ’'snoot hness’ assunptions allegedly nade by visual systens, un
der the heading of "broadly defined inplicit representation’”

3
(
s
4

"Representation Ais inplicit in a representation or systemB iff Ais not explicitly repres
ented by B, and Ais derivable fromB by neans of |ogi co-mathenatical inference conjoined wt
h true descriptions of B's structure, and accurate principles of science.
The principles of science just alluded to may include biological, perceptual and other princ
i ples of interaction between agent and environnent."

(Hadl ey 1995: 236)

This seens to me to be erring too nmuch on the liberal side. According to this definition, ti
re marks on a roadkill might tacitly represent a Mchelin 145 SR tire, as the representation
is derivable froma true description of the roadkill’s structure conjoined with accurate prin
ciples of science. Hadley is not capturing here what he presumably set out to capture: the id
ea of "success conditions" (p235) or environnental features a systemis "well adapted" to (p2
35). 'Derivability’ with "accurate principles of science" is just too lax a requirenent.
5 W have until now held the view that the organismtacitly believes that the Normal condit
ons for proper functioning of the behaviour it is carrying out obtain. Beliefs like 'Mbrings
about R, or "Mbrings about Rin conditions FF mght not prima facie fit the mould that sno
othly. I's Ms bringing about R a Normal condition for proper functioning of M? Ms bringing ab
out Ris conditional upon Ms bringing about R does, at first sight, appear to be tautol ogic
al . Pending a closer exam nation of the issue, we can settle with the foll ow ng anended defin
ition: an organismis said to tacitly believe (a) that the Normal conditions for proper funct
i oning of the behaviour it is carrying out obtain, (b) that the behaviour it is carrying out
will performit proper function, i.e. performNormally.
6 Scott Sehon (1994) defends such a tel eol ogical view of desire, according to which an agent
is said to "desire’ the telic outcone of its behaviour, offering an alternative to Davi dsoni
an (incl. 'Fodorian') accounts of action. An account of howone is to treat belief within thi
s franmework is | acking however.
7 The idea of tacitly represented goals is now nonnai e courante in the ethol ogical and situa
ted robotics literature. Brooks’ subsunption architecture is a case in point (e.g. Brooks 199
1), as is MFarland' s work (see e.g. MFarland 1989, but especially MFarland and Bosser 1993
183; 184-187, in which he and his colleague air their hostility towards Davi dsoni an action
theory, a quick dip into the philosophical debate which is rare in the largely enpirically-mn
nded robotics comunity).
"Dennettian’ as he may be, MFarland get cold feet however when it conmes to calling the tac
tly represented goals 'desires’. He maintains that 'an intentional system in essence, conta
ns a representation of a goal (or want)that is in sone way instrunental in controlling the be
havi our of the animal" (MFarland 1983). In response to this, Dennett urges himto enbrace a
nore |iberal view of intentional idionms so as to include both active (i.e. explicit goal-repr
esenting) and passive control systenms (Dennett 1983: 381).
8 | have in mnd what would correspond to MIlikan's "inperative intentional icon’ producer
(Ml1likan 1984: 96-102).
9 See also here the views of MFarland who has been recently pushing a view according to whi
ch rational action need not be the result of rational thought (MFarland 1993, MFarland and
Bosser 1993).
10 Concerning the behaving as versus behavi ng because reason dictates distinction, note that
an aetiological teleological theory has the resources to neet the Davidsonian challenge to d
i stinguish between the n reasons which (happen to) justify an action and the precise reasons
for which an action was performed (c.f. Davidson 1963:9). Behaviour may incidentally fulfil m
any functions, but it is the proper function, whose fulfilling by the behaviour in the past a
ccounts for the presence of the behaviour in the present.
11 Bechtel 1985.



