Chapter One

Introduction to the Dissertation:
Phi | osophy, Devel opnental Psychol ogy, and Intuition

The history of philosophy is thoroughly entangled with
devel opnental psychology. In Plato’s Meno, Socrates applies his
fanmous “doctrine of recollection,” according to which al
learning is just recollection of things antecedently known from
past |ives, to questions about the nature of norality and to
skeptical concerns about the possibility of learning. John Locke
devotes the entire first book, and nmuch of the second book, of
hi s Essay Concerni ng Hunan Understanding to an extended
di scussion of the origin of ideas, interweaving devel opnent al
clainms about the origins of various types of ideas with
phi | osophi cal clains about their nature. H s discussions of the
nature of words and of the origins, extent, and reality of
know edge |i kew se hang upon devel opnental theses. Philosophers
reacting to Locke, such as Berkel ey, Hume, and Kant, have
i kewi se seen connections between devel opnental issues and
various issues at the center of phil osophy.

Cont enpor ary phi | osophers continue to make connections with
devel opnental psychology. WIllard Quine’s Wrd and Obj ect
concerns itself centrally with the |earning of |anguage from
scratch (as a child or jungle anthropol ogi st woul d), and Qui ne

draws substantial philosophical conclusions about the nature of



| anguage (e.g., about its indeterm nacy) fromthese observations.
Donal d Davi dson (1984) has drawn even broader concl usions about
| anguage, know edge, and the mind froma simlar starting point,
and sonme of his views and their devel opnental connections wll be
di scussed in the second chapter. Jerry Fodor (1983) has hel ped
to revive an innatist view of the mnd in philosophy, again
connecting issues about the devel opnment of the mnd with issues
about its nature. In fact, it is hard to find a phil osopher of
m nd, |anguage, or epistenology who isn't commtted to sone view
or ot her about the devel opment of children.

Devel opnment al psychol ogy, |ikew se, often builds upon
phi | osophi cal foundations. Like many ot her sciences,
devel opnent al psychol ogy had its origins in philosophy, and nuch
work in devel opnental psychology still explicitly positions
itself with respect to devel opnmental clains nade by phil osophers
such as Locke and Kant. The work of contenporary phil osophers
has al so had a great inpact on devel opnental psychol ogy. The
contenporary devel opnental literature on the child s “theory of
mnd,” for exanple, grew out of observations by phil osophers on
the inmportance of a creature’s understanding false belief for its
under standi ng of the mnd (Bennett 1978; Dennett 1978; Harman
1978; Wnmmrer and Perner 1983), and much of the work in theory of
mnd still draws upon the observations of phil osophers of m nd
such as John Searle, Fred Dretske, and Jerry Fodor. Wirk on
| anguage devel opnent (e.g., Markman 1989) has set itself puzzles
drawn from Quine’'s (1960) work described above. Wrk on

conceptual change in childhood (e.g., by Carey 1985; Gopnik and



Mel t zof f 1997) has drawn upon work on conceptual change in

phi | osophy of science (especially Kuhn 1960/1970). W rk on the
nature of the child s concepts (e.g., Keil 1991; Gelman and Col ey
1991) has drawn on phil osophi cal discussions of the nature of
human concepts in general (e.g., Wttgenstein 1958; Putnam 1975b;
MIlikan 1997).

Whi | e many phil osophers find thensel ves commtted to
devel opnental positions, or to positions that devel opnental
psychol ogi sts have thought to have consequences for their work,
few contenporary phil osophers have explored the enpirical side of
devel opnental psychol ogy in any extended way. |In this
di ssertation, which treats phil osophical issues that arise in the
context of devel opnental psychology, | hope to help renedy this
deficit. In particular, I will exam ne the concepts of theory,
representation, and belief as they arise in recent philosophical
and devel opnental work. These concepts play a crucial role in
bot h di sci pli nes.

The concept of theory plays a crucial and obvious role in the
phi |l osophy of science: Mst phil osophers of science suppose one
of the primary enterprises of science, if not the primary
enterprise, to be the construction and eval uati on of theories.

It is therefore alnost inpossible to do work in philosophy of
science w thout discussing, in one way or another, scientific
theories. For devel opnental psychol ogy as well, the concept of a
theory has played an inportant role. At |east since the tinme of

Jean Pi aget, sone devel opnmental psychol ogi sts have |ikened the



cogni tive devel opment of children to the processes of theory
change in science. Children are thought of as constructing,
testing, nodifying, and rejecting theories nuch as scientists do,
and a major task of devel opnental psychology, on this view, is

t he el aboration of children’s theories and the nechani sns of
their change. There is currently substantial debate over the

val ue of such a “theory theory” w thin devel opnental psychol ogy.
What is at stake is nothing |less than a general picture of the
nature of cognitive devel opnent.

The concept of representation has al so played an inportant
role in the work of philosophers and devel opmental psychol ogi sts.
Many phi |l osophers of mnd, such as Fred Dretske (1988), John
Searle (1983), and Jerry Fodor (1975, 1990) have taken
representations to be anong the nost inportant conponents of the
m nd, al though they have defined the term‘representation’ in
rather different ways, as we will see in chapter four. A nunber
of devel opnental psychol ogi sts have followed themin this, and
some, such as Josef Perner (1991), Alison Gopni k (Gopnik and
Astington 1988), and Henry Wellnman (1990), have argued t hat
comng to understand the representational nature of mnd is a
maj or acconplishment in the preschool er’s devel opnent of an
under st andi ng of m nds. However, unless we have a clear
under st andi ng of what a “representation” is supposed to be, then
we cannot clearly understand either the phil osopher’s clains
about the nature of mnd or the devel opnentalist’s clains about

the child s devel opnent of an understandi ng of m nd.



Finally, the concept of belief also plays a crucial role in
much work in both phil osophy and devel opnental psychol ogy. Most
phi |l osophers interested in representation regard beliefs as
central cases of representations, and many begin their
di scussions of representation in general wth discussions of
belief in particular. Qur ordinary, “folk” psychology is, in the
vi ew of many phil osophers (e.g., Fodor 1987; Stich 1983; Searle
1992), a psychology in which belief plays a central role, and
phi | osophi cal expl anations of behavior that are friendly to folk
psychol ogy often appeal primarily to beliefs and desires.

Devel opnment al psychol ogi sts synpathetic to such views have
regarded devel opnent of the child s understanding of belief as
crucial in the devel opnent of a theory of mnd in general (Perner
1991; Wellrman 1990; Astington 1993). Mirre broadly, nmany

devel opnent al psychol ogi sts have seen the determ nati on of what

it is achild believes about any particul ar subject as crucial in
characterizing the child s understanding of that subject.
Cogni ti ve devel oprment is often understood, by such psychol ogi sts,

as largely consisting in changes in the child s beliefs.

Qutline of the Dissertation
The second chapter of the dissertation initiates ny
di scussi on of the concept of belief. |In particular, | explore
t he question of whether infants and non-human aninmals, creatures
wi t hout | anguage, can have beliefs. | exam ne two well-known

argunments agai nst infant and ani mal belief advanced by Donal d



Davi dson, and | show how those argunments fail to establish their
conclusion. | then offer a plausibility argunment in favor of
t hi nking that infants and ani mal s have beliefs, and | describe
some practical considerations suggesting that the term*belief,’
if it is to be of broad use in academ a, ought not to apply
exclusively to the cognition of adult human beings. A general
account of belief is not offered until later in the dissertation.
The third chapter of the dissertation treats the concept of a
theory. In particular, this chapter is concerned with the debate
wi t hi n devel opnental psychol ogy over how nuch the cognitive
devel opnent of children is |like theory change in science. Usefu
debate on this topic requires a clear understanding of what it
woul d be for a child to have a theory. | argue that existing
accounts of theories wthin philosophy of science and
devel opnental psychol ogy either are |l ess precise than is idea
for the task or cannot capture everyday theorizing of the sort
that children, if they theorize, nmust do. | then propose an
account of theories that ties theories and explanation very
closely together, treating theories primarily as products of a
drive to explain. | clarify sone of the positions people have
taken regarding the “theory theory” of devel opnent, and I
concl ude by proposing that psychologists interested in the theory
theory | ook for patterns of affect and arousal in devel opnent

that woul d acconpany the existence of a drive to explain.

| begin chapter four by distinguishing two very different

conceptions of representation at work in the phil osophica



literature. On the first, “contentive” conception (found, for
exanple, in John Searle and Jerry Fodor), sonething is a
representation, roughly, just in case it has “propositional
content”; on the second, “indicative” conception (found, for
exanple, in Fred Dretske), representations nust not only have
content but nust al so have the function of indicating sonething
about the world. | argue that the phil osopher Dennis Stanpe
confl ates these two conceptions in a sem nal paper of his on
representation, and that Alison Gopni k and Josef Perner conflate
t hese conceptions in their discussions of the child's
understanding of the mnd. The latter conflation, | argue, |eads
Gopni k and Perner to think that when the child conmes to

appreci ate the nature of m srepresentation at age four, the child
nmust al so undergo sone change in her understandi ng of desire.
This chapter, |like the previous one, concludes with sone
suggestions for enpirical research. 1In particular, | argue that
it is an open question whether the child understands indicative
representation generally at age four, and that one useful test of
this hypothesis would | ook at the child s understandi ng of
representational art.

Chapter five returns to the topic of belief. 1In this
chapter, | describe sone of the desiderata of an account of
belief, and | argue for the existence of “in-between” states of
believing, in which a subject cannot accurately be descri bed
either as fully believing or fully failing to believe the
proposition in question. | also describe in sone detail the

cont ai ner netaphor for belief, quite popular now in phil osophy of



m nd, and | suggest that sone of the inages evoked by this
nmet aphor may draw us toward a view of belief that, on reflection,
we woul d not want to accept.

In chapter six | offer a “phenonenal, dispositional” account
of belief. The account is dispositional because it treats
believing as matching to an appropriate degree a stereotypical
set of dispositions. The account is phenonenal, because unlike
di sposi tional accounts as typically conceived, the dispositions
bel onging to that stereotypical set include dispositions to have
certain sorts of phenonenal experiences. One of the primary
virtues | claimfor this account is its facility in handling
cases of in-between believing, and | describe its application to
a number of cases of in-between believing. The |ast two sections
of the chapter are intended to forestall possible objections to
the account. In the first of those sections, | defend the view
t hat appeal to the causes of a belief is not necessary for ful
characterization of that belief. |In the last section, | argue
that beliefs conceived dispositionally can both cause and explain
phenonenol ogy and behavi or.

In chapter seven, | apply the account of belief just
devel oped to two puzzle cases in phil osophy and two puzzl e cases
i n devel opnental psychology. | argue that both Saul Kripke's
“Puzzl e about Belief” and the self-deception literature in
phi | osophy suffer froma failure to recognize the |egitinmacy of
descri bing a subject as being in an in-between state of
believing. Wth ny dispositional account of belief in hand, the

cases described by Kripke and by phil osophers interested in self-



deception no |longer |ook so puzzling. | then argue that the
devel opnental literature on the child s understandi ng of object
per manence, as well as a paper by Wendy Cenents and Josef
Perner, simlarly suffer froma failure to recogni ze the
| egiti macy of describing the child as in an in-between state of
believing regarding the topics at hand. One ought, in fact, to
expect that the gradual devel opnent of new conpetenci es and new
under st andi ngs of the world will nove children gradually through
periods in which they cannot accurately be described as either
fully believing or fully failing to believe the propositions
expressi ng the know edge they unequivocally have at the end of
t he process.

Chapter eight briefly reviews the dissertation, with a
particular eye to the practical benefits of my work for the

fields of philosophy and devel opnental psychol ogy.

The Role of Analysis and Intuition in This Dissertation

For two of the concepts discussed in this dissertation

theory and belief, | provide a novel analysis, and for one of the
concepts, representation, | provide a clarification of sone
di fferences between existing analyses. 1In the course of doing

this conceptual work, a nunber of practical decisions nust be

made that reflect nmy view of the ains of conceptual analysis. In
the |l ast few decades, nost phil osophers have been too quiet about
t he val ues guiding their conceptual analyses, but in md-century,

a nunber of phil osophers quite explicitly debated what these ains



shoul d be. So, for exanple, Norman Ml col m (1942) argued that
phi | osophi cal anal yses of words and concepts mnust cl eave
precisely to ordinary | anguage usages, and that only confusion
and falsity is to be gained by any attenpt at conceptual

nodi fication and linguistic redefinition (at |east by

phi | osophers). Less extrene “ordi nary |anguage” phil osophers
such as John Austin (1956) sinply recommended cl ose study of and
adherence to ordinary | anguage as a fruitful, guiding technique
for philosophers. In opposition, a nunber of people working in
phi | osophy of science, such as Rudolf Carnap (1962) and Carl
Henpel and Paul Qppenheim (1948), saw “explication” as a centra
project of philosophy. Explication was defined as the process of
transform ng an i nexact concept from ordinary | anguage (the
explicandun) into a nore exact concept for phil osophical and
scientific use (the explicatum. Carnap (1966, p. 5) describes
four goals that nust be balanced in explication: (1) simlarity
of the explicatumto the explicandum (2) exactness, (3)
fruitfulness, and (4) sinplicity.

The approach taken in this dissertation has nore in conmon
with Carnap’s approach than with Malcolms. M aimis to assist
phi | osophers and devel opnental psychol ogi sts in devel opi ng
concepts that will be pragmatically useful for their academc
research. Wile it is definitely desirable to treat concepts in
a way that matches up to sone extent with pre-theoretical
ordi nary concepts -- for ease of understanding, if nothing el se

-- assuring such a match cannot be the final val ue of

10



pragmatical ly-oriented conceptual work. Sinplicity,

fruitful ness, coherence with inportant distinctions and divisions
in the field, and precision (and soneti mes vagueness in the right
pl aces -- see ny chapters on belief) nust all be considered as
goals in concept-tinkering, and people with different interests
may reach different conclusions about how these factors are al

to be bal anced and t hus about how best to analyze a particul ar
concept. Ordinary-language analysis is nore |ike analysis in the
strict sense of breaking apart and displaying what is already
present. My project is not so nuch to describe existing use as
to make recommendations for future use; sonething newis
constructed and offered up to take the place of, or to give
definiteness to, an existing vague or nuddl ed concept.

Taking this pragmati c approach to conceptual analysis
requires a certain willingness to say things that run contrary to
our pre-theoretical intuitions. At the very |east, we should be
unsurprised if an explication strains sone of our linguistic
intuitions about when it is and is not appropriate to use a
certain word -- a natural consequence of the effort to adjust our
under st andi ng of particul ar concepts and the words attached to
them Sonme of the clainms in this dissertation may diverge from
the reader’s intuition in other respects as well, when those
intuitions conflict with conclusions established on the basis of
enpirical evidence or philosophical inquiry.

Since the charge that a phil osophical claimis “counter-

intuitive” is often enployed as though being counter-intuitive by
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itself were reason enough to abandon a claim | would like
briefly to discuss the role | see intuition playing in this

di ssertation. Philosophers all too often are insufficiently

del i berative about the assunptions involved in condeming a
position for having counter-intuitive consequences, and | want to
give at |east nonentary pause to the reader who m ght be inclined
to leap in imediately with such assessnents of the work to
cone.

The conclusion one is usually neant to draw fromthe charge
that a claimis counter-intuitive is that that claimnust be (or
probably is) false. The typical role of a charge of counter-
intuitiveness, accordingly, is as the penultimate step in a
reductio. But certainly this formof argunent will work only in
domains for which intuition is taken to be a reliable guide. No
one argues, any nore, that it is counter-intuitive to claimthat
the Earth revol ves around the Sun, and therefore there nust be
sonmething wong with our celestial nmechanics. Nor does anyone
argue that it is counter-intuitive to assert that things gain
mass as they approach the speed of |ight, and therefore
Einstein's theory of relativity stands in need of correction.

But in philosophy the accusation of counter-intuitivity is taken
seriously. Wat is supposed to be the difference?

In certain fields, intuitions are the foundati ons atop which
all theories nmust be built. In linguistics, intuitions about
grammaticality are an inportant part of the raw data for theories

of grammar; if a grammatical theory produces predictions that too

! Elenents of this discussion will also appear in Gopnik and Schwi tzgebel (1997).
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seriously violate our grammatical intuitions, we nust reject the
theory. (Nevertheless, things are not entirely sinple, as is
made evi dent by such fanbus sentences as “The horse raced past
the barn fell”ﬂ) One might argue that the sane is true in nora
phi |l osophy: W have certain intuitions about what is noral and
what is not noral, and it is the business of noral philosophy to
construct theories that account for the accuracy of these
intuitions and organi ze theminto a workable structure. Still,
it is controversial whether this is how noral philosophy does (or
shoul d) work.

Intuitions are an inportant part of the data in phil osophy of
mnd as well. We make intuitive judgnents about our m nds, about
our experiences, perceptions, and internal states. However, it
shoul d be noticed that the data that nust be accommopdated in
phil osophy of mind are the intuitive judgnments that some such
propositions P, Q etc. are true, which | eaves as an open
guestion whether P, Q etc. are actually true. 1In this regard,
intuitions play a slightly different role in philosophy of m nd
than in linguistics or noral philosophy as conceived above: In
the latter fields, when people have an intuition that Xis F
(e.g., X is ungrammatical or immoral), the datumto be accounted
for is the F-ness of X, and the occurrence of the intuition
itself is only attended to in a secondary way if at all, while in
phil osophy of mind the reverse is true. That we nake certain

intuitive judgnents is an undeni able fact that phil osophers of

2 That this sentence is grammtical can be seen by conparing it to the simlarly-
structured sentence “The man hit with the rock shouted.”
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m nd nust accomodat e; whether those intuitive judgnents are
right is a separate question altogether.

Intuitions are reliable indicators of the adequacy of
grammatical, noral, and phil osophical theories of the sort
descri bed above in a constitutive way: They are the very nmateri al
that the theories seek to organize. Intuitions may be reliable
in a non-constitutive way al so. The expert chess-player may have
an intuition that one chess nove is better than another, even if
she cannot articulate exactly why. |If | develop a theory of
chess that is neant to classify certain types of noves as good
and others as poor, and the theory runs contrary in a range of
cases to Gary Kasparov's intuitions, | have good reason to be
concerned. Hi s intuitions have been honed by long practice and
have been enployed in brilliant chess play. On the other hand,
it is not inpossible, the way it is in the grammatical case, that
ny theory is right and Kasparov is broadly m staken (for exanple,
if everyone else is nore terribly mstaken). A theory of chess
that violates Kasparov's intuitions may be unlikely to succeed,
but in sinmply in violating those intuitions it does not conflict
with a piece of the data the theory is attenpting to organi ze.
The theory is not about Kasparov's intuitions; it is about chess.

We are all experts, in a pragmatic sort of way, in everyday
psychol ogy, and perhaps for this reason, counter-intuitive clains
i n psychol ogy or philosophy of mnd should be regarded as prim
facie less plausible than intuitive clainms, just as we would

regard as prima facie less plausible a theory of chess that ran
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counter to a grandnaster’s intuitions. After all, our
psychol ogi cal intuitions are grounded in w de experience of our
own mnds and the mnds of others. Nonetheless, it does not
follow that our psychological intuitions are infallible, just as
a grandmaster’s intuitions about chess aren’t infallible. Nor
need our intuitions even be entirely coherent. (At the end of
section one in chapter four, and in chapters five and six, | wll
poi nt out some places in which our intuitions may pull in
conflicting directions.) As psychol ogi cal science has matured,
we have becone nore confident in |eaving intuitions behind when
they conflict with well-supported psychol ogi cal clainms, as for
exanple in the cases of blindsight (Wiskrantz 1986) and
attribution error (N sbett and Ross 1980). So, although we may
justifiably take refl ective psychol ogical intuition as a good
prelimnary guide, we no longer take it as the final authority
about the m nd.

One mght argue that all judgnments rest, ultimately, in
intuition, and that therefore there can really be no court of
appeal beyond that of intuition. Even, however, if we accept the
prem se that all judgnents do ultimately rest on intuition
(however such a claimis to be spelled out), the conclusion
either does not followor is irrelevant to the issue at hand. W
don’t take seriously our intuitions about the details of physics,
and we are right not to. Therefore, either intuition is not
al ways the final court of appeal, or it is, but certain counter-
intuitive judgnents are nonet hel ess acceptable in the face of

strong evidence (which m ght be thought of, on this view, as
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stronger intuitions that conflict with it), and thus the argunent
cannot without further work establish that we nust adhere to any
specific intuitions we mght have in discussing the mnd in
particul ar.

Al this said, | do not think that anything I will defend in
this dissertation rebels too violently against our intuitions.
In ny argunments and ny anal yses, | will be guided by what | hope
to be a well-considered bal ance of reflective intuition
phi | osophi cal and psychol ogi cal theory, enpirical data, and a

pragmati c aesthetic of sinplicity.
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