Chapter Six

A Phenonenal , Dispositional Account of Beli ef

In this chapter, |I offer what | call a phenonenal
di sposi tional account of belief. | call it a dispositiona
account because it treats believing as nothing nore or | ess than
bei ng di sposed to do and to experience certain kinds of things.
I call it a phenonenal account because, unlike dispositional
accounts as typically conceived, it gives a central role to
first-person, subjective experience, or “phenonenol ogy.”

Di spositional accounts are usually thought to be notivated by
a desire to justify talk about nental states by reducing it to
tal k about sonething that behavioristically-mnded phil osophers
find | ess objectionable, viz. dispositions to behave. | want to
make it clear fromthe start that this reductionist notivation
plays no role ny project. M aimin presenting this account is,
as | hope becane clear in the previous chapter, to describe a way
of thinking about belief that is both faithful to the facts and
useful for the purposes of phil osophy and psychol ogy —an
account, especially, that can provide us with a framework for
under st andi ng subj ects not accurately describable as either
sinmply believing that P or sinply not believing that P, subjects
in what | have called in-between states of believing. It is not

necessary for this purpose —in fact, it is positively
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detrinmental —to insist on reducing nmental state talk to talk
about anything el se.

I will begin with a statenment of the account. | wll then
di scuss in-between states of believing in sone detail. | wll
conclude with a discussion of the relations between the present
account of belief and several other positions one mght take

regarding belief.
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1. The Account

It will be hel pful to begin by disarm ng severa
preconcepti ons the reader may have about accounts of belief that
focus on the dispositions of the believer. | have already
alluded in the introduction to two of these preconceptions.

First, as | suggested in the introduction, a dispositional
account of belief need not aimat being reductive. It need not,
in other words, aimto show how all talk about beliefs (in
particular) or mental states (in general) can be transforned or
“reduced” into tal k about other, |ess objectionable things. It
is rare in science to manage reductions of this sort, in which a
whol e range of discourse is shown to be repl aceabl e by sone ot her
different kind of discourse. Fortunately, insight into
scientific subjects does not seemto require such reductions. In
describing the dispositions relevant to a belief, I will feel no
compuncti on about appealing to dispositions that thensel ves
i nvolve beliefs. So, for exanple, relevant to Maurice' s beli ef
t hat snoking is dangerous is his disposition to recommend agai nst
it, if he believes that the recommendation will do any good.

A second preconception about dispositional accounts of belief
is that they can only appeal to behavioral dispositions. Once a
di sposi tional account of belief is unshackled fromreductivist
demands, however, the range of allowabl e dispositions broadens
substantially. Dispositions to acquire new beliefs and desires,
for exanple, would be perfectly acceptable. Especially

important, in ny view, are what | will call phenonena
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di spositions —dispositions, that is, to undergo certain kinds of
subj ective, phenonenal experiences, |like a conscientious
student’s disposition to feel surprise and di sappoi ntment were
she to get a B- on a paper. 1In calling nmy account a phenonenal
di sposi tional account, | nmean to be enphasizing the rol e these
phenonenal dispositions play in belief.

A third preconception about dispositional accounts of belief
has to do with what it is to have a disposition. Ryle, who
| aunched contenporary interest in dispositionalism mnade a point
of arguing that dispositions are bare ‘inference tickets,
icensing us to make hypot hetical clains of the sort, “If P
occurs, then Qwll,” but in no way warranting inferences about
t he exi stence of any non-dispositional states or facts underlying
the dispositions in virtue of which the dispositional clains are
true (Ryle 1949). Ryle's account of dispositions has since been
t he subject of nmuch critical scrutiny (for a review, see Prior
1985), and there is no need to attach his particular viewto
di sposi tional accounts of belief in general. M dispositiona
account of belief is in fact quite conpatible with a robust,
anti -Ryl ean view of the physical and causal underpinnings of
di sposi tional properties.

My account of belief enploys the concept of a dispositional
stereotype for a belief. The notion of stereotype to which I am

appeal ing here is sonewhat |ike that described in Putnam
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(1975a).EI A stereotype is a cluster of properties conventionally
associated with a thing, class of things, or property. To use
Put nam s exanpl e, stereotypical properties of tigers include
their being striped and their being four-Ilegged. Sone things
worth being classified as tigers —tigers dipped in ink, three-
| egged tigers —may not have all the stereotypical features of
tigers; although such creatures nmay be tigers, they are not
stereotypi cal ones. Indeed, we m ght discover that some of the
stereotypical features of tigers are had by no tigers at all (for
exanmple, if it were part of the stereotype of tigers that they
l[ived in African jungles). Stereotypes may in fact be broadly
i naccurate, although this is not normally the case. Putnam
poi nts out that the stereotype for gold involves its being
yell ow, al though chem cally pure gold is nore nearly white.
Under st andi ng di spositional stereotypes also involves
under st andi ng di spositions. Prior (1985) again provides a useful
review of contenporary positions. Wthout getting overly
involved in the tangle of issues arising in the phil osophi cal
debate on the nature of dispositions, | would characterize a
di sposition by nmeans of a conditional statenment of this form |If
condition C holds, then object Owill (or is likely to) enter (or
remain in) state S. Os entering state S we may call the
mani f estati on of the disposition, and condition C we nmay call the
trigger or condition of nmanifestation of the disposition.

Exactly what the connection is between O s having the

! The present concept of ‘stereotype’ does differ fromPutnanis in associating
stereotypes with things rather than with words, and in seeing it as a cluster of
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di spositional property to enter state Sin condition C and the
truth of the conditional statenent associated with that
di sposition is a matter of sone debate, but as a rule of thunb,
we may suppose that O has the disposition in question just in
case the corresponding conditional statenment is true. Thus, for
exanple, salt has the dispositional property of being soluble in
wat er because it is apt to dissolve (the manifestation) when
placed in water (the trigger). Mrrors are disposed to reflect
i ght because when |ight shines on them (the trigger), it
reflects back (the manifestation). Carlos is disposed today to
get angry when his car doesn't start because if his car doesn’t
start today, he is likely to get angry.

A dispositional stereotype, then, is a stereotype whose
el ements are dispositional properties. Consider, for exanple,
the stereotype for being a reliable person. This stereotype wll
i nclude the disposition to show up to neetings on tine, the
di spositions to follow through on commtnents, to be prudent and
careful in making inportant decisions, and so forth. Personality
traits, such as being hot-tenpered, courageous, tenacious, and so
forth, are all characterizable by means of such di spositiona
stereotypes. To have these personality traits is really nothing
nore than to match these stereotypes. M core claimis that
belief can be characterized in nuch the sane way.

Thus, consider a favorite belief of philosophers: the belief
that there is a beer in the fridge. A sanple of the dispositions

associated with this belief includes: the disposition to utter,

properties rather than as a set of ideas.
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in appropriate circunstances, sentences |like ‘There’'s a beer in
my fridge ; the disposition to go to the fridge if one wants a
beer; a readiness to offer beer to a thirsty guest; the

di sposition to think to oneself, in appropriate contexts,
‘There’s a beer in ny fridge'; an aptness to feel surprise should
one go to the fridge and find no beer; the disposition to draw
conclusions logically entailed by the proposition that there is
beer in the fridge (e.g. that there is something in the fridge,
that there is beer in the house); and so forth.

It is inmportant to notice that no one of these dispositions
is either necessary or sufficient for the possession of belief.
Intuitively, it may seemthat the disposition to feel assent to
an internal utterance of P cones close to being a sufficient
condition for believing that P, neverthel ess, we nust allow that
peopl e sonetinmes feel assent to utterances that it is not wholly
accurate to describe themas believing, e.g., when they don’t
real Iy understand what the utterance neans or when they are
“sel f-deceived.” (I will discuss the case of self-deception in
chapter seven.)

The |list of dispositions that informed common sense is
capabl e of associating with any given belief may be indefinitely
long. | would not want mny tal k about "stereotypes” to suggest
t hat we nmust al ready have associated with each belief each of
t hese dispositions. Rather, think of the dispositiona
stereotype for the belief that P as consisting of the cluster of

di spositions that we are apt to associate with the belief that P
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These stereotypes will be conposed prinmarily of behavioral and
phenonenal dispositions, although other sorts of dispositions,
such as dispositions to acquire new beliefs and desires, wll
play a role as well. The dispositions belonging to stereotypes
for belief will include all the behavioral and other dispositions
typically referred to by those advocating standard
“functionalist” accounts of belief (Putnam 1966; Lew s 1972,

1980; Fodor 1968), as well as many phenonenal dispositions that
play at nost a derivative role in standard, functionali st
accounts —such as dispositions to feel surprised or disappointed
and to make internalized utterances.

The reason | say that the stereotype consists of a cluster of
di spositions is to bring out two ideas: first, that sone
di spositions are nore central to the stereotype than others, and
second that there may be vagueness and conflict regarding exactly
whi ch anong the nore peripheral dispositions should belong to the
stereotype. Stereotypes are not thereby rendered usel ess: Rosch
(1977) and Wttgenstein (1958) have argued that many of our nost
useful concepts depend on clustering properties together in this
way.

A person who possesses all the dispositions in the stereotype
for believing “There is a beer in ny fridge” can always, on ny
view, accurately be described as having the belief that there is
a beer in his fridge. A person who possesses none of the
rel evant di spositions can never accurately be so described. And,

of course, bridging the gap between these two extrenes is a w de
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range of cases in which the subject has sone but not all the

di spositions in the stereotype. Roughly speaking, the greater

t he proportion of stereotypical dispositions a person possesses,
and the nore central those dispositions are to the stereotype,
the nore appropriate it is to describe himas possessing the
belief in question. An additional elenment of vagueness is
introduced if one accepts that having a disposition is itself not
a sinmple yes-or-no matter.

To believe that P, on the view | am proposing, is nothing
nore than to match to an appropriate degree and in appropriate
respects the dispositional stereotype for believing that P. The
belief that P, in any organism is whatever state of that
organi smthat causes it to respond in ways that match the
di spositional stereotype for believing that P.EI What respects
and degrees of match are to count as “appropriate” wll vary
contextual ly and cannot be specified by any sinple rule, and so
must be left as a matter of judgnment. | hope the nunerous
exanples in this chapter and the next wll help reveal what
course such judgnents tend to take. The view offered here does

not inply, nor is it intended to suggest, that beliefs are

2 An organismmay then be said to “have a belief” just in case that organismis in a
state that causes it to respond in ways that match the rel evant di spositional stereotype
It is thus logically possible, on the definitions | have given, to believe that P but not
to have the belief that P —if the organi smnatches the stereotype for believing that P

but is not caused by any of its states to respond in the stereotypical ways. 1In a richly
causal universe such as our own, however, believing that P and having the belief that P
will always go hand in hand. |f one is nonethel ess concerned to close the |ogical gap

bet ween the characterizations | have given here, one mght wish to alter the first
sentence of the paragraph in the follow ng way: To believe that Pis to be in a state that
causes one to respond in ways that match, to an appropriate degree and in appropriate
respects, the dispositional stereotype for believing that P. | have no serious objections
to such a definition of belief, although | think the definition in the text is sinpler and
for all practical purposes anmobunts to the sane thing
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met aphysi cal |y secondary or that tal k about themis sonehow
el i m nabl e.

If a nmetaphor for tal king about belief is necessary, | would
prefer the netaphor of matching profiles to the container
nmet aphor: Rather than thinking of P as the content of the beli ef
that P, I would prefer to think of P as the profile of that
belief. This allows, nmuch better than the container netaphor
does, in-between cases of the type that will shortly be occupying
our attention. One's dispositions may have sonething of a P-ish
profile, something of a Qish profile, or sonething in between;
one’s dispositional profile may match up quite precisely with P
or it may be | ess exact a match. For a discussion of the
infelicities of the container metaphor of belief, the reader is

referred to the previous chapter.

Ceteris Paribus Causes and Excusing Conditions
A substantial conplication arises fromthe fact that common

sense regards all these dispositions as holding only ceteris

paribus or “all else being equal.” Joe mght believe there is
beer in his fridge, but if he is particularly stingy with his
beer, he may not have sonme of the dispositions described above —
he may not, for exanple, be ready to offer a guest a beer or even
to admt that there is beer in his fridge at all —but we

woul dn’t want to say that |ack of these dispositions makes it any
| ess accurate to describe himas having that belief. Behaviora

di spositions seemparticularly defeasible in this way, phenonena
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di spositions a bit less so: If we were to inmagine that Joe was
not di sposed to feel surprise upon opening the fridge and
noticing a |lack of beer, this would generally seemto reduce at
| east to sone degree the aptness of describing Joe as believing
there is beer in his fridge.

In any case, the dispositions in the stereotype of a belief
are best seen as defeasible, loaded with tacit “if” clauses,
e.g., Joe is disposed to assent to utterances nmeaning that there
is a beer inthe fridge if he hears the utterance, if he has
decided not to lie about the matter, if he understands the
| anguage in which the utterances take place, if he has the
physi cal capacity to indicate assent, and so forth.

Note that in being ceteris paribus defeasible these
di spositional clains are not different frommany scientific and
ordi nary generalizations. Hunan beings are born with two legs if
t hey have devel oped normally in the wonb, if they don’t have an
unusual genetic make-up, if the doctor does not saw off a | eg
before renmoving the child, etc. Rivers erode their outside bank
at a bend if the river is not frozen, if the bank is nmade of an
erodable material, if there isn't a powerful fan in place
preventing the water fromtouching the outside bank, etc. The
ceteris paribus nature of such generalizations does not in these
cases, nor | think in the dispositional case, hinder their
productive use.

| leave it as an open netaphysical question whether the

di spositions in question nust always be manifested if all their
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conditions of manifestation are net. |f so, then dispositions
must often have an indefinitely | arge nunber of tacit conditions:
Condition C of the disposition’s conditional characterization
must, if conpletely fleshed out, be an indefinitely |ong
conjunction. (I ampresum ng we do not want to cut the matter
short by adding sonething |like “and nothing prevents it” to the
conditions of manifestation.) On the other hand, one may wi sh to
include only a few conditions in the trigger for any given
di sposition, if one is not averse to the idea that dispositions
do not always manifest thensel ves when their conditions are net
(see Martin and Heil 1996). Attenpting to resolve such questions
woul d | ead us away fromour nmain project, since nothing in ny
account depends on such details.

A person nmay then be excused froma dispositiona
mani festation —i.e. not seen as deviating fromthe dispositiona
stereotype —if one of the tacit conditions of manifestation is
not met or if the disposition is sinmply not mani fested for sonme
reason consistent with possession of the disposition, perhaps
because it is bl ocked by another disposition. Certain types of
conditions are regul arly regarded as excusers, such as physica
incapacity or the presence of a desire or situation that nakes a
particul ar mani festation prudentially inadvisable. |If Joe’'s
nmouth is sealed shut, it does not count against his believing
that there is beer in the fridge that he is unable to tell us so.
O her conditions may be somewhat | ess excusing and are apt to

propel us again into vagueness: ignorance about related topics
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(e.g., Joe believes that Budweiser is not a type of beer),

di straction by other cognitive denmands, or apparent failure to
reason correctly. |If Joe knows there is only Budweiser in his
fridge, but Joe does not think Budweiser is a type of beer, does
Joe believe there is beer in his fridge? Those fond of the de
re/de dicto distinction might remark that Joe seens to believe
(de re) of a certain type of beer that it is in his fridge, but
not to believe (de dicto) that there is beer in his fridge. This
is only one way (and a questionable one: see Stich 1983; Dennett
1987) of trying to get a handle on intuitions that pull us in
different directions in such cases.

One wants to find a single, unifying principle that can guide
us in distinguishing cases of genuine deviation from excused non-
mani festations. This is essentially a demand for a principle
unifying all the ceteris paribus excusers from di spositional
mani festation. | think the prospects for finding such a
principle are slender, but a brief |ook at the question is
nonet hel ess instructive.

Let us begin with exanples. Certainly when there is a sense
that the disposition in question would have manifested itself but
for the presence of sone hindrance external to the agent’s m nd
we are ready to grant excuses. |If Joe doesn't offer beer to a
guest only because sonmeone with a gun to his head is telling him
not to, we are hardly inclined to count his not offering beer as
a mark agai nst the accuracy of describing himas believing there

is beer in the fridge. A general shutdown of the mnd al so seens
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to be excusing: W don't blane Joe for not offering the beer if
he has bl acked out. On the other hand, if Joe deni es having beer
in his fridge when a guest requests sone, and we cannot tag his
deni al on any external cause, nor on an intention to lie, nor on
a m sunderstandi ng of the question, there may be no expl anation
left other than to say he doesn’t realize that there is beer in
the fridge; if then, five mnutes later, he turns around and

of fers his guest a beer, though nothing in the situation seens to
have changed, we may be greatly puzzled. W |ook for sone way to
explain this “inconsistent” behavior: Perhaps he suddenly
remenbered there was beer in his fridge after all? What, then
are we to say about his belief five mnutes ago —that he really
did believe there was beer in his fridge, but only “in sone
corner of his mnd”? Does it matter whether he woul d have
recalled it then, had he only stopped to think nore carefully
about it? Even, however, if sone of Joe's dispositions five

m nutes ago accorded with the stereotype, Joe's deviation from
the stereotype at that tinme may have been synptomatic, in a way
the deviations introduced at the beginning of this paragraph were
not, of a systemwide |ikelihood of deviation frommany aspects of
t he dispositional stereotype.

This | ast point may seemto hold sone prom se for the
construction of a general principle differentiating excused non-
mani f estati ons from genui ne deviations. |In cases of |inguistic
m sunder st andi ng, or of deliberate conceal nent, or of yielding to

external pressures, failure to manifest the stereotypica
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di sposition does not seemto be synptomatic of a systemn de,
behavi oral and phenonenal nonconformity to the stereotype. Joe
m ght well be thinking silently to hinmself, in any of these
cases, “There is a beer in ny fridge.” W have no reason, in
such cases, to expect a general non-adherence to the stereotype;
there seens to be a natural containnment of the deviation to a
particul ar range of circunstances: |If the gunman were to wal k
away, if his guest were to start speaking English, if Joe did not
feel his precious beer threatened by the presence of a thirsty
guest, we woul d again see a general conformty to the stereotype.
One could even bring cases of general nental or physical shutdown
under this unbrella, if one were to think of these conditions as
particul ar, narrow circunstances. Perhaps, then, sone idea of
cont ai nment of the deviation could be drafted to serve as a
general principle for identifying excusing conditions.

The question then arises, however, whether in putting forward
such a principle we have added anything of substance to the
account. Scientific and everyday generalizations are shown fal se
by devi ations that underm ne our reasons for thinking the
generalization is wdely, approximtely, or at least in “ideal”
circunstances, right; we introduce ceteris paribus excusers in
just those cases where we feel that a deviation fromthe
general i zation does not affect its overall validity. Introducing
a rule, then, that says ceteris paribus excusers are to be
adm tted exactly when a deviation does not threaten the basic

accuracy of the generalization is sinply to state what is
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inmplicit in the adm ssion of ceteris paribus defeasibility from
t he begi nni ng.

Carifying this point helps us to see the two factors that
come together in assessing deviations as potentially excused.
The first factor is an enpirical assessnent of the Iikelihood of
t he generalization’s broadly falling apart given that the
devi ati on has taken place. The second is a practica
understandi ng of the role of the generalization in one’s
cognitive structuring of the world. \Were can one afford a
certain anmount of | ooseness in the generalization because the
cases are marginal or covered by other generalizations, and where
will one want to insist on a stricter adherence to the rule? No
set of explicit rules seens to be able to guide us as well in
maki ng these assessnents as does a well-practiced intuitive grasp
of the generalizations in question. This |lack of explicitly
specifiable rules for separating excused from unexcused
devi ations froma generalization infuses even the nost robust
scientific theories (for exanples in physics, see Cartwi ght
1983). Phil osophers of science have learned to resist the
tenptation of attenpting to spell out in full detail the ceteris
pari bus conditions for any substantive, specific scientific
general i zati ons.

A failure to manifest a disposition, then, can either be
excused or unexcused. Wen the failure is excused, the deviation
detracts not at all fromthe accuracy of describing the person in

guestion as having the belief. Wen the lack of manifestation is
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not fully excused, the question of whether it will count as an

i nportant deviation —one that nakes us hesitate to ascribe the
belief or nmakes the belief ascription |ess apt than it could be —
wi Il generally depend on the context in which the belief
ascription takes place. Suppose, for exanple, that a child
studying for a test reads, “The Pilgrinms |anded at Pl ynouth Rock
in 1620,” and renenbers this. She is bit confused about what
pilgrinms are, though: She is unsure whether they were religious
refugees or warriors or maybe even sone kind of bird. Now, does
she believe that the Pilgrins | anded at Plynouth Rock in 16207
In some contexts —e.g., if we are tal king about her |ikely
performance on a history dates quiz —we mght be inclined to
descri be her as believing this; in other contexts we would not.
Note that | am not saying that the nental state of the child
varies with context. Rather, given that the child deviates from
the stereotype in some respects but not in others, how best to
descri be her nmental state will depend on the practical demands of
t he nonent .

Thi s cont ext -dependence is an inportant feature of the
proposed account. Different dispositional properties will, in
different contexts, be nore or less crucial to decisions about
whet her to ascribe a particular belief or not, and in m xed cases
failure to attend to the context of ascription can result in
differing assessnents of the appropriateness of a belief
ascription. Such inattention to context may be partly

responsi ble for nmuch of the wavering and di sagreenent about how
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to describe the kinds of in-between cases that are puzzling to
t hose who approach these cases | ooking for all-or-nothing
answers. Further exanpl es of context-dependence in belief
ascription will be devel oped as the discussion of belief

conti nues.

The | nportance of Phenonenol ogy for a Dispositional Account

Di spositional accounts of nmental states are not, of course,
new. G lbert Ryle's The Concept of Mnd (1949) began a trend
toward regardi ng nuch of nmental |ife as fundanentally
di spositional or at |east as dispositionally specifiable
(Armstrong 1968) —or, not so differently, as “functionally
speci fiable” (Lewis 1972, 1980; Putnam 1966; Fodor 1968). (A
di spositionally specifiable state is a state of an object, e.g.,
a brain, apt to bring about specified effects under specified
conditions; a functionally specifiable state is a state of an
obj ect apt to bring about specified effects under specified
conditions and to be produced by specified causes.) Ohers have
argued for dispositional accounts specifically of belief, or
specifically of unconscious, non-“occurrent” belief, independent
of any broader dispositionalist or functionalist program(e.g.,
Searle 1992; Marcus 1990). None of these accounts (except
perhaps Searle’s, which is in any case limted to unconscious
beliefs), however, appeal to phenonenal dispositions in their

characteri zati ons of belief.
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The incl usion of phenonenal dispositions in nmy account
ensures that the standard anti-behaviorist objections to Ryle’s
di sposi tional account of belief are inapplicable. The nost
conpel ling of these objections belong to a single genus,
expl oiting the | oose connection between nental states and
behavi or (e.g. Chishol m1957; Putnam 1963; Strawson 1994).
Putnam for exanple, inmagines a society of “super-spartans” who
feel pain but do not exhibit the range of behaviors typically
associated with pain (except avoi dance, which is not specific to
pain). Simlarly, Strawson imagi nes a species of “weather
wat chers” who have beliefs and desires about the weather but are
not constitutionally capable of acting in any way on the basis of
those beliefs and desires. Chi shol menphasi zes that we shoul d
not describe sonmeone as disposed to act in a certain way, given a
particul ar belief, unless we grant that that person has other
particul ar beliefs and desires. For exanple, though Jones may
have the belief that his aunt wll be arriving at the railroad
termnal in twenty-five mnutes, it is only true to say he is
di sposed to go there to pick her up if he wants to pick her up
and if his beliefs about howto get to the railroad term nal are
not too deeply confused. Full conditions for the possession of
any particular belief or desire can never be given in terns of
behavi oral dispositions al one; appeal to sonme other aspect of the
subject’s nental life will always be necessary.

The appeal to phenonenal dispositions gives the

di sposi tionalist about belief a clear and natural way around
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t hese objections. Putnanis super-spartans and Strawson’ s weat her
wat chers, though they | ack the manifest behaviors associated with
believing, still have the phenonenal life attending belief —if
they did not, there really would be no reason to regard them as
believing. Furthernore, they have clear, typical excusers from
behavi oral mani festation: contrary desires in the case of the
super-spartans and incapacity in the case of the weather

wat chers. W can al so grant Chisholmhis point: There is no way
to anal yze away nental life in favor of behavioral dispositions
or to replace all talk of belief with sone other kind of talk.
These are behaviorist ains not naturally suited to a non-

behavi oral i st dispositionalism Since it is no part of
phenonenal dispositionalismto bring about these ends, it is no
obj ection to phenonenal dispositionalismthat it is inpossible to
do so. Nevertheless, it is interesting to observe that at |east
some phenonenal dispositions have quite a tight connection
between trigger and manifestation. A person who believes that P
will normally feel assent to an internal utterance or verba

i mmge of a sentence expressing P in her own | anguage regardl ess
of what else is true of her; simlarly for her feeling surprise
at discovering that Pis false. |If she is not disposed to fee
assent toward the thought that P or feel surprise at finding P
false, we rarely allow excusers: These are central cases of
deviation fromthe stereotype.EI (We may nonet hel ess want to

ascribe the belief if the subject matches the stereotype in

3 Assuming that a person has privileged access to her own phenonenol ogy, we may have
here the begi nnings of an explanation of the high accuracy of first-person belief
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enough ot her respects, which is part of why feeling assent to an

utterance of P is not equivalent to believing that P.)

A Thought on Ryl e

I would like to conclude this section with sonme remarks about
Ryle, the intellectual forefather of dispositionalism about
mental states. Although he is typically viewed as a behaviori st
for whom appeal to phenonenal dispositions would be strictly out
of court, his case may be nore anbi guous than it first appears.
Ryle certainly stresses the inportance of behavioral dispositions
and downpl ays the inportance of phenonenal ones, sonetines even
seening to suggest that we could do without the latter entirely.
Neverthel ess, Ryle admts the relevance of such things as “silent
col I oqui es” that others could not possibly overhear (1949, p.
184) and tunes in one’'s head consisting of “the ghosts of notes
simlar in all but |oudness to the heard notes of the real tune”
(1949, p. 269). For such reasons, Stuart Hanpshire, one of
Ryle’'s earliest critics and nost careful readers, regards Ryle
has having an “anbi guity of purpose” regarding the reduction of
assertions about mental life entirely to statements about
behavi or (Hanmpshire 1950, p. 249). Despite his reputation, Ryle
at tinmes seens commtted to the inportance of internal, first-
per son phenonenol ogy.

In light of this possibility, Ryle' s short discussion of

belief is interesting:

ascri ptions.
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Certainly to believe that the ice is dangerously thin is
to be unhesitant in telling oneself and others that it is
thin, in acquiescing to other people s assertions to that
effect, in objecting to statenents of the contrary, in
drawi ng consequences fromthe original proposition, and
so forth. But it is also to be prone to skate warily, to
shudder, to dwell in inmagination on possible disasters
and to warn other skaters. It is a propensity not only
to make certain theoretical noves but also to make
certain executive and inmagi nati ve noves as well as to
have certain feelings (1949, p. 134-135).

If we set aside for a nonment the standard picture of Ryle as bent
on reducing all talk about nmental life to talk about behavi oral
di spositions, this passage begins to | ook rather |ike an appeal
to a nmix of behavioral and phenonenal dispositions. Perhaps a
bit optimstically, then, | would like to claimRyle as the first
(al beit wavering) advocate of phenonenal dispositionalism about

bel i ef .

254



2. Mxed Sets of Dispositions

The di spositional account of belief deals quite naturally
wi th in-between cases of believing, cases in which it seens not
quite appropriate to describe the subject as either fully
bel i eving or not believing the proposition in question. In this
section, | provide a few exanpl es of such m xed cases and sketch
some of the patterns into which they tend to faII.EI One of the
central advantages | want to claimfor the dispositional account

isits facility in handling such cases.

Two Exanpl es

El l en studi ed Spanish for three years in high school. ©On the
basi s of her studies and her exposure to such Spani sh words as
‘mesa,’ ‘nifia,’” ‘oreja,’ and ‘vaca,’ she is willing, sincerely
and cheerfully, to assent to the claimthat all Spanish nouns
ending in ‘a’ are femnine. Ellen has, however, occasionally
cone across certain words ending in “ista,’” such as ‘anarquista’
and ‘ bol chevista,’ that can be used either as nasculine or
fem ni ne (dependi ng on the gender of the anarchist or bol shevik),
and she uses themcorrectly as masculine when the situation
demands. She would not assent to the claimthat all Spanish
nouns ending in ‘a are femnine if an ‘ista’” word cane to m nd

as a counterexanpl e; neverthel ess, in nost circunstances she

woul d not recall such counterexanpl es.

4 Stich (1983) is a good source of further cases, though Stich does not endorse a
di sposi tional account of belief.
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Does Ellen believe that all Spanish nouns ending in ‘a are
fem nine? Sone of her dispositions accord with that belief;
others do not. \Whether it seens right to ascribe that belief to
her varies contextually, depending on what dispositions interest
us nost. |If we are considering which side she mght take in a
debate on the subject, it seens acceptable to say that she does
believe that all Spanish nouns ending in ‘a are femnine. On
the other hand, if we are interested in her skill as a speaker of
Spani sh and the |ikelihood of her making enbarrassi ng gender
errors in speech, it seens inappropriate to ascribe that belief
to her. |If we want to describe her cognitive state on the topic
as carefully as possible, probably the best thing to dois to
refuse to put the proposition “all Spanish nouns ending in ‘a
are femnine” either sinply in or sinply out of sone inaginary
“belief box” in her head, and instead to sketch the m x of her
di spositions as | have just done.

Geral dine’ s teenage son Adam snokes marijuana. Usually
Geraldine is unwilling to admt this to herself, and sonetines
she adamantly denies it. Eating lunch with a friend, Geraldine
can deplore her friend s parenting because of his daughter’s drug
probl ens while denying in all sincerity that Adam has any siml ar
problens. Yet she feels afraid and suspi ci ous when Adam sl ouches
hone late at night with bl oodshot eyes, and when she accuses him
of smoking pot, she sees through his denials. In a certain kind
of nmood, she would tell her therapist that she thinks Adam snokes
marijuana, but in another kind of nopod she woul d genuinely recant

such a confession. Wen CGeral dine’'s husband voi ces concern on
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the topic, Geraldine sincerely comes to her son’s defense. \Wat
does Ceral dine believe on the subject? Again, someone insisting
on a sinple “Yes, she believes he snokes marijuana” or “No, she
doesn’'t” will be hard-pressed. Perhaps we could say that her
beliefs on the subject change fromsituation to situation: Wen
she is denying that her son snokes pot, she sincerely believes
that he does not; when she is watching himcreep in at 2:00 a.m,
she sincerely believes that he does. But what does she believe
now, while she’'s working intensely on a client’s account and not
giving the matter any thought? A sinple yes-or-no answer seens
m sl eading at best. Even if we want to describe her as self-
decei ved, she is at best only partially self-deceived, since
there are conditions under which she would unhesitantly

acknow edge that her son uses narijuana.

The cases of Ellen and CGeral dine are not neant to depend on
any | ack of know edge about their nmental states, though |ack of
know edge is a conmon source of hesitation in belief ascription.
I do not want the reader to think I amputting forward an
argunment of the form W cannot know what Ellen and Geral di ne
“really believe”; therefore, there is no fact about what they
really believe. Rather, these exanples are neant to be cases in
whi ch we know that the subject deviates partly fromthe
stereotype for believing that P. | hope that, with these
exanpl es vividly before us, the reader will agree that in such
cases, the person is in a state that cannot be quite accurately

described as either sinply believing or sinply not believing that
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P, and that a dispositional description of the subject’s nental
state adequately captures the facts.

Al t hough sone cases that are unmanageable on an all-or-
not hi ng, Sinpl e-Question view of belief become manageabl e sinply
upon recognition of degrees of belief, cases such as those
descri bed above do not yield to this approach. It is not that
El l en and Geral dine sinply have a | ow degree of confidence (say
.6 on a scale fromO to 1) on the topic in question. Rather,
they are disposed to feel in some situations quite confident in
asserting one thing, while at the sane tinme they are disposed to
feel in other situations quite confident in asserting its
opposite. The doxastic situation is far fromthe kind of steady
uncertainty that one mght feel, for exanple, about the outcone
of a sporting event or the turning of a card. |In light of this
fact, it may be hel pful to introduce sone new term nol ogy. The
view of belief as sinply an all-or-nothing matter we may call the
digital view, the view of belief as always snoothly describabl e
by particul ar degrees of confidence we may call the anal og vi ew.
The cases on which | focus in this chapter are those unmanageabl e
by either of these views. The dispositional account reconmends
handl i ng these cases by describing in what ways the subject’s
di spositions conformto the stereotype for the belief in question
and in what ways they deviate fromit. Further questions may
t hen be raised about the reasons for the match and m smatch of
particul ar dispositions to the stereotype, opening avenues for

both scientific research and everyday inquiry.
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Normativity and Patterns of Deviation

The useful ness of classifying people’s nental states by
appeal to stereotypical dispositional patterns depends on the
tendency of people to adhere to these patterns. |f cases such as
Ellen's and CGeraldine’s were the norm the dispositional
stereotypes of belief would have |little purpose. As a general
rul e, however, people who conformto sone parts of the stereotype
are apt to conformto other parts also. Deviation fromthe
stereotypes tends to fall into particular patterns as well, a few
of which | will sketch briefly bel ow.

The stereotypes capture nore than nmerely statistica
regul arities, however. They capture sonething about how we think
peopl e ought to feel and behave. Sonething about Ellen’s and
Geral di ne’ s phenonenol ogy and behavi or strikes us as normatively
| acki ng, as incoherent or confused. W feel that if Ellen and
Geral dine correctly reasoned things through, they woul dn't
deviate fromthe dispositional stereotypes in the way they do.
The conditional runs the other direction as well: Failures of
reason will generally entrain failures to conformto the
st er eot ypes.

This is not to say that conformty to all elenents of the
stereotypes is required by reason. For exanple, we can hardly
convi ct soneone of poor reasoning sinply for not feeling
di sappoi nt nent upon suddenly | earning that P, on which he had

greatly counted, is false —strange though it nay be in sone
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cases and contrary to the stereotype. At the sane tinme, however,
sonet hi ng about such cases | eaves us uneasy. OQur fol k psychol ogy
and everyday dealings with other people are so thoroughly
dependent on the accuracy of these stereotypes that perhaps there
is a kind of social accountability to the stereotypes that
pervades even those aspects of the stereotypes not shored up by
the norns of reason. This, | think, is especially evident in the
stereotypes associated wth desires and personality traits, which
are | ess thoroughly accountable to the strict demands of reason
and whi ch consequently allow nore roomfor social accountability
to come undisguised into play. A person who is disposed greatly
to enjoy ice creamon sone occassions but to detest it on others,
with no clear excusing conditions (such as detesting it only in
times of grief), engenders a simlar type of disconfort. W want
to know whether, really, deep down, she likes ice creamor not.
W want to fit her into our stereotypes, and there is somne
pressure on her actually to do so. B

Certain patterns of deviation, however, are pervasive enough
that they don’t at all strike us as strange, and in such cases we
are much less likely to bring normative pressures to bear. A
person’s notor behavi or and expectations mght accord with a
belief that P, but not nost of her inward and outward ver bal
di spositions, as mght be the case, for exanple, with a skier who
al ways shifts his weight to the inside edge of the downhill sk

X° through a turn but who could not tell anyone that this is what

5 This topic is pursued in greater detail in Schwitzgebel and McGeer, “Psychol ogi cal
Di spositions: Revising the Phil osophical Stereotype,” unpublished MS.
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he does. Alternately, people are often disposed to recogni ze and
agree with assertions that P and able to answer correctly a
guestion like “P? Yes or no?” yet not able to come up with P as
an answer to a nore open-ended question or to act upon the truth
of P when uncued. My dispostions regarding the | ast names of
many of ny acquai ntances fromcollege followthis pattern. As a
general rule, the nore closely a m xed dispositional set matches
a famliar pattern of deviation, the | ess puzzling it appears to
us. At the other end of the spectrum would be cases in which the
subject’s dispositions regarding P vary widely in no recogni zabl e
pattern at all. 1In the extrene, we would have to describe such
cases as insanity.

A careful account of such in-between cases will| describe
exactly in what respects the subject deviates fromthe stereotype
of the belief in question and in what respects the subject
accords with that stereotype (and, if relevant, w th what degree
of frequency such deviations will occur); it will ook for a
recogni zabl e pattern in these deviations; and it will indicate
whi ch di spositions should count, in the present context, as the
nost i nmportant ones to the assessnment. It nmay or may not have a

normati ve el enent of the sort described in this subsection.

Devi ati on and Devel opnental Psychol ogy
The di spositional account set forward in this chapter is
especially useful for those interested in devel opnenta

psychol ogy, since children, even nore than adults, are apt to
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have m xed di spositional states. Recall fromchapter two Smth's
daughter Zoé& and her devel oping belief that her father is a

phi |l osopher (Smith 1982), or think of any belief ascription to a
child where the concepts invoked do not nuch resenmble the child's
own. Although | argued in chapter two that belief ascription in
such cases is often necessary and useful, the match to the

di spositional stereotype is |ess than m ght be desirable. In
such cases, as is true generally, whether a particular belief
ascription is appropriate depends on the degree of match between
t he subject’s dispositions and those dispositions in the
stereotype that are inportant in the context.

The question of how well a child s dispositions match a given
stereotype becones even nore difficult in discussing the genera
—one mght say “theoretical” —beliefs of young children. Do
t hree-year-olds, for exanple, think that beliefs can be false?
(W mght want to say that without this belief the child cannot
have the concept of belief at all; see ny treatnment of this issue
in chapter two.) As discussed in chapters two and four, there
are respects in which their phenonenal and behaviora
di spositions fail to accord with the stereotypes for this belief
(Gopni k and Astington 1988; W mmer and Perner 1983; Perner
1991b). At the same tine, there are respects in which their
behavi or does accord with the stereotype. Researchers have found
precoci ous behavior on after-the-fact explanatory tasks (e.g.
“Why did she | ook under the piano instead of under the table?”
Vel | man 1990) as well as when the experinmenter conspires wth the

child to “trick” someone (Sullivan and Wnner 1993; disputably
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Hal a, Chandler, and Fritz 1991). Although the preponderance of
t hree-year-ol ds’ dispositions do not seemto accord with the
belief that beliefs can be false, it could be m sleading sinply
to deny themthis know edge wi thout qualification

Sim | ar exanpl es abound. Piaget (1954) has argued, on the
basi s of reaching behavior, that five-nonth-old children do not
bel i eve objects continue to exist outside their perceptua
fields, while Baillargeon (1987) and Spel ke et al. (1992) have
argued the contrary on the basis of the infant’s | ooking
behavior. (I will examine this case in nore detail in the next
chapter.) O consider: At what age do children understand the
past tense, given that their ability to use it is gradually
acquired and generalized? |In fact, every genuine case of
Pi ageti an décal age —difference in timng between the devel opnent
of skills tapping the sane fundanmental know edge —can be
described as a case of m xed di spositions regarding that
fundanent al know edge.

A tenptation arises in such cases to think that there nust be
a nonment at which the child genuinely understands the facts in
qguestion and thus to think that apparent earlier expressions of
t he knowl edge nust be artifactual and that |apses afterward nust
be due to inaccessibility of the belief or “performance” (as
opposed to “conpetence”) difficulties. Wile skeptical inquiry
into such potential shortcom ngs of devel opnental research is a
sine qua non of good scientific nmethod, it is unwarranted to

i nsi st adamantly that there must be such failures of nethodol ogy
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when different tests point to devel opnment at different ages of
capacities tapping the “same know edge.” The latter insistence
rests on the m staken presupposition that such know edge is
unitary and acquired all at a nonent rather than through a
gradual , asynchronous shifting of a broad range of dispositions
over a substantial span of devel opnent, as woul d seem on
reflection to be the case, at least for the child s nost general,
t heoretical beliefs. The dispositional view of belief recomends
a willingness to give up finding a sinple answer to the question,
Does the child really believe that such-and-such?

Tal ki ng about beliefs is scientifically useful because people
with some of the dispositions in a stereotype will tend to have
many of the other dispositions in that stereotype. Because of
this, we can nmake generalizations and i nductions on the basis of
t hese stereotypes, and it is enornously convenient, even
i ndi spensi ble, to appeal to stereotypes in describing our nental
lives. Still, when the match between stereotype and
di spositional set does break down, as will often happen with
young children and in cases of self-deception, in cases where
things are not fully thought-through, and in many nore cases
besi des, sinple belief talk may no | onger be appropriate, and
appeal s to the stereotype may have to be replaced with nore
complicated appeals to specific dispositions and sets of
di spositions. And once the phenonenal and behaviora

di spositions are nmade clear, it is a mstake to think there is
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still some further question to be answered, nanely, Wat does the

subject really believe?

A Short List of Patterns of Deviation

It may be hel pful to conclude this section by describing at
| east a few common patterns of deviation. This list is by no
means exhaustive. How irrational the deviations on this |ist
appear to us seens to be at |east roughly proportional to the
extent to which the subject could, by sinple reflection, bring
hinmself into line with the stereotype. Thus, “nodul arized
bel i eving” does not tend to strike us as particularly irrational,
while “unreflective inconsistency” is nore likely to strike us
t hat way.

Modul ari zed believing: It is conmon for a subject’s
di spositional profile to match that of the stereotype in a narrow
area (or “dommin”) of expertise, but to deviate fromthe
stereotype in nost other domains and particularly with respect to
the disposition to assent to P in inner speech. The exanple of
the skier’s know edge of when to turn is neant to be an instance
of this. In sonme cases, the dispositional profile can be brought
into line with the stereotype by practice and reflection (see
Karm |l off-Smth 1992), but often this will not be the case.

Unconsci ous beliefs: The history of psychoanal ysis suggests
that a subject may match a stereotype for believing that P in
bei ng di sposed to claimthat P under hypnosis or in free-

association or in other of the techniques of psychoanal ysis; and
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the subject may exhibit hysterical or destructive synptons that
seem sonehow consonant with a belief that P, though distorted;
yet that subject may not be willing under normal circunstances to
assent to P, even privately, because there is sonething
unpl easant to the subject about the thought that P (see, e.g.,
Freud 1977). This idea has been generalized into the popul ar
notion of the unconscious, according to which a person may be
di sposed to act in a variety of ways in accordance with the
stereotype for believing (or desiring) that P, yet because of the
unacceptability of the thought that P, not be disposed to admt
to herself that Pis the case. Different people may assess
differently the frequency of such cases, though it seens hard to
deny that they at |east sonetines occur.

Sel f-deception: Cases classified by folk psychology in the
category of “self-deception” may be a subset of cases of

unconsci ous believing. Geraldine's attitude toward her teenage

son may fit, inperfectly, into this category of deviation. In
chapter seven, | will exam ne the case of self-deception in nore
detail .

Unrefl ective inconsistency: A subject may deviate froma
stereotype sinply because she fails to put two and two together.
Ellen's case fits into this pattern. She matches the stereotype
for believing that all Spanish nouns ending in “a are femnine
in just those cases in which she is not rem nded of a few
exceptional nouns, and she deviates in cases in which those nouns

beconme salient to her. W mght suppose that with sufficient
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reflection, Ellen would soon cone to match fairly exactly the
stereotype for believing that not all Spanish nouns ending in ‘a
are femnine. |In cases of this sort, one would expect a match to
the stereotype for believing that P in just those cases in which
t he reasons agai nst believing P are not salient.

Peri pheral ignorance: Sonetines a person may fail to match a
stereotype due to ignorance of related topics. Exanples of this
include the child who is uncertain about who the Pilgrins were
and the case in which Joe believes there is Budweiser in the
fridge but does not believe that Budweiser is a type of beer.
Everyday intuition seens to be fairly conpetent at determ ning
what the dispositional effects of any particular type of
peri pheral ignorance m ght be.

Devel opi ng beliefs: This type of deviation would seemto be
closely related to the previous two. Acquiring a network of
know edge in a particular domain and forging that know edge into
t he kind of coherent structure necessary to match consistently
the stereotype for various beliefs in that domain necessarily
takes a certain anmount of time. During this period of transition
t he subj ect cannot be expected to match conpletely the stereotype
for the developing belief. This position finds support in
Wgot sky's (1962, 1978) argunent that children do not instantly
acquire major new abilities and understandi ngs, but rather nust
pass through a period during which they can exercise the
know edge or ability only with pronpting or with proper

structuring of the environment. As the child devel ops, |ess and
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|l ess of this external “scaffolding” is necessary for the child to
meet with success, and the child passes to fully devel oped
competency. In chapter seven | will exam ne two devel opnenta
cases in sone detail.

Partial Forgetting: The process of forgetting or unlearning,

in sone ways the opposite of belief devel opnent, al so does not

take place all at once. | amin the mdst, the reader wll
recall, of forgetting the [ast nanmes of many of ny college
acquai ntances. Sone tinme ago, | could have rattled off their

nanes easily; then it took nore effort and soneti mes the nanes

did not cone; now | can recall those nanes only with a pronpt of

some sort; perhaps later | will be able to pick themout in a
forced-choice test; when | ameighty, | probably will not have
any know edge of themat all. The nore demanding the recall

situation and the fewer the pronpts provided, the less likely
sonmeone in one of these internedi ate stages of forgetting is to

adhere to the stereotype of the belief that is being |ost.
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3. A Concern about Phenonenal Dispositionalismabout Belief
Functionalists such as Lewis (1972, 1980) and Putnam (1966),
as well as externalists about belief content such as Putnam
(1975a), Burge (1979), and Davidson (1987), argue that the
“content” of a belief is individuated not only in a forward-
| ooki ng way, that is, by the phenonenol ogy, behavior, and nental
states it is apt to produce, but also at least in part in a
backwar d-1 ooki ng way, by how it came about (or at |east how
states of its type are apt to cone about). |In other words, both
groups of philosophers highlight the inportance of | ooking back
at the causes of beliefs in deternining their content. Wn't the
di sposi tionalist account run against the argunments invoked in

favor of the backward-|ooking elenents in these accounts?

Ext ernal i sm and Phenonenal Di spositionalism

External i sts about belief hold that whether a subject
believes that P, or whether the subject believes, instead, that
Q depends, at |east sonetines, on facts about the world external
to the subject herself. | wll shortly describe an exanple. The
di sposi tional account offered here is in fact conpatible with our
intuitions in the kinds of cases typically invoked to support
externalism In fact, the view conports nore exactly w th our
intuitions in such cases than do the standard externalist views.

Consi der Putnanis (1975a) exanple of Twin Earth, a pl anet
identical to Earth in every respect except that where Earth has

water, Twin Earth has twater, indistinguishable fromwater by any
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of the tests available to inhabitants of Earth or Twin Earth but
in fact a different chem cal conpound than H,O Wayne from Earth
and Dwayne fromfrom Twin Earth are nol ecul e-for-nol ecul e
identical to each other (one m ght even suppose that Dwayne,

t hrough sone freak occurrence, happens to be 90% genui ne water).
It seens intuitive to say that, despite the simlarities between
them Wayne has beliefs about water, not twater, since that is
what he interacts with on Earth, and Dwayne has beliefs about
twater, not water (though both will, of course, use the word
‘water’ to describe what they see). |If this is right, then it
appears that the content of one’'s beliefs depends not only on
what is in one’s head, but also on one’s environnment and in
particul ar on how one's beliefs were caused.

At first glance, it mght seemthat \Wayne and Dwayne, being
nol ecul e-for-nol ecul e identical to each other, could not possibly
have different dispositions and thus nust have the sanme beliefs
on any dispositional account of belief. |If this were so, then
i ndeed the dispositional account of belief would run contrary to
our intuitions in Twin-Earth-1ike cases. This would be
unfortunate, perhaps, but not fatal: There is no guarantee that
t he nost useful scientific or philosophical understandings of
mnd will accord with folk intuition in every respect.EI As it
turns out, however, dispositionalismabout believing is

compati ble with such externalist intuitions, since dispositional

6 Fodor’'s (1981) position of “methodol ogical solipsisni (expanded from Putnam 1975a)
is interesting in this respect, though he later revises it (1994). Roughly, it is the
view that sonething like the fol k concepts of belief, desire, etc. are appropriate for
psychol ogi cal theorizing about the mind, but these concepts nust be purged of any of their
external i st consequences.
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properties thenselves may be defined in part “externally,” i.e.,
with reference to the organismis past or its environment. Only
Wayne has the disposition to regard a present instance of water
as an instance of the sane kind of stuff Wayne drank as a child.
Only Dwayne has the disposition to use the word ‘water’ intending
to refer to the sane kind of stuff people in his community on
Twin Earth refer to by using that word. Sonmeone who believes
that the nmeaning of a sentence is in part determ ned by factors
external to the individual uttering those sentences has an
addi ti onal pool of externally individuated dispositions to draw
fromin distinguishing Wayne from Dwayne. Wen Wayne utters the
sentence ‘water is clear and potable,’” he is uttering a sentence
that means water is clear and potable; when Dwayne makes exactly
t he same sounds, he is uttering a sentence that neans twater is
clear and potable. Thus, if sentence neaning is in part

determ ned by external factors, Wayne will be disposed to say one
kind of thing, while Dnayne will be disposed to say quite

anot her.

So there are at | east sone dispositions Wayne and Dwayne do
not share. The question about whether we shoul d describe them as
havi ng the sanme belief, then, depends on whether these
di fferences are regarded as inportant enough in the context of
ascription to warrant differential treatnment of Wayne and Dwayne.
I f one chooses to focus on utterance neanings, and if these are
i ndividuated externally, or if one focuses on dispositions

i nvoki ng one’s past or one’'s community, one can fairly readily be
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drawn into regarding the two nen as having different beliefs. |If
one focuses instead on what it is like fromthe inside, on
phenonenol ogy and notoric behavior, and especially if one is not
an externalist about |inguistic nmeaning, one may find oneself
drawn in the internalist direction.IZI An internali st

di spositionalist would hold that externally individuated

di spositions are never relevant, for the purposes of phil osophy
or science, to the assessnent of belief.

Al t hough Put nam makes a good case for the intuitiveness of
descri bing Wayne’s and Dwayne’'s beliefs differently (simlarly
for Burge and Davidson with respect to their exanples), in sone
contexts the intuitions are not so clear. For instance, |let us
suppose that Wayne and Dwayne are both environnmental engineers
working on a large water-treatnent project. Mracul ously, Wayne
and Dwayne are teleported to each other’s worlds. Wayne's
cowor kers may be concerned about Dwayne’'s ability to continue
with the project. Doesn't it seemright to say that they
shoul dn’t worry because Dwayne’s beliefs on the processes of
water treatnment are exactly the same as Wayne’' s?

G ven that our intuitions on the Twwn Earth and the ot her
external i st cases are sonewhat anbival ent and context dependent,
as | think they are, then the dispositional account of belief
have offered has an advantage over standard externalist accounts
of such cases, since it provides roomfor such anbival ence and

allows us to predict contexts in which the intuitions may go one

" Dretske (1995), however, argues that even phenonenal experiences should be
i ndi vi duated external ly.
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direction or another. In the water-treatnent case, the

di sposi ti ons Wayne and Dwayne do share are the focus of concern
and so the dispositionalist account would predict an inclination
to regard the two as having the sanme belief. |In another case,

per haps where we are particularly concerned with what kind of
stuff Wayne and Dwayne intend to pick out by neans of their word
‘“water,’ the dispositionalist account may pull in the externalist
direction (depending on whether you think Wayne’'s and Dwayne’s
words do refer to different kinds of stuff). \Whereas the

di sposi tionalist account can accommodate intuitions pulling in
both directions and to sone extent predict on the basis of
context in which direction our intuitions will be pulled,
standard externalist accounts nust stand fast with an
unchangeabl e answer: that what Wayne and Dwayne believe really is
different; thus externalists are forced to try to explain away
internalist intuitions the dispositionalist account handles quite

natural ly.

Functi onal i sm and Phenonenal Di spositionalism

What about functionalist argunments for the necessity of
i nvoki ng backward-1 ooking as well as forward-|ooking criteria for
bel i ef individuation? Functionalists hold that what nmakes a
state a belief is its causal role in the systemin which it takes
a part, or the causal role that states of its type typically play
in systens of the type in which it takes a part (Lew s 1980;

Shoemaker 1981; Block 1978). A state’s causal role has both
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f orwar d-1 ooki ng and backwar d-1 ooki ng conponents —it is both apt
to be caused by certain kinds of events and apt to cause certain
ki nds of events. Pain is the favorite exanple: It is apt to be
produced by, anong other things, pinchings, pokings, fire,
pressure, and bodily injury, and it is apt to produce, in turn,
groaning, withing, disrupted thoughts, and avoi dance. Although
it is common for functionalists considering the individuation of
mental states to argue for the inportance of causal role
generally, it is not as common to find argunents for the

i nportance of including the backward-1ooking el enents of causal
role as opposed to including only at the forward-| ooking

el enent s.

Shoenmaker is an exception. He begins his 1981 paper with an
attack on behaviorismlike Chisholnis (1957) attack di scussed
above: Because how one’s beliefs di spose one to behave depends on
one’s desires and how one’s desires di spose one to behave depends
on one’s beliefs, it will be inpossible to reduce tal k about
mental states to any other kind of talk so | ong as one appeal s
only to behavioral dispositions. Shoemaker, however, does take
as his aimthe redefinition of nental predicates in terns of
predi cates containing no nental predicates. Shoemaker says,

Let us say that a state (nmental or otherwise) is
functionally definable in the strong sense just in case
it is expressible by a functional predicate that contains
no nmental predicates (or nental term nology) whatever...
It is functional states in this sense which functionalism
takes nmental states to be (1981, p. 95).

So long as one’s task is to provide for nental states functional

definitions in this strong sense, post-Rylean, anti-behaviorist
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argunments |i ke Chisholms show that nmere appeal to forward-

| ooki ng dispositions will not do. Functionalists appeal,
therefore, not only to dispositions to behave but also to the
typi cal physical causes of nental states and also to the causa
rel ati ons between nental states, on the understanding that the
whol e bundl e of nmental states, taken together, can in principle
be characterized wholly in ternms of physically (or at |east non-
mental | y) described inputs and outputs (Lew s 1972; Bl ock 1978).
Since it is not part of the project of phenonenal

di spositionalismto characterize nental predicates by neans of
non-nmental predicates, the functionalist’s reasons for wanting to
appeal to the backward-I|ooking relations of nental states do not
apply.

Per haps, however, there is sonme warrant for a revised
functionalismthat characterizes and individuates nental states
both dispositionally and in terns of how they are apt to cone
about, but at the sanme tine does not require that nental
predi cates be in-principle characterizable by non-nmental ones —a
functionalist account, in other words, that does not treat
phenonenol ogy sinply as falling out of the functional relations
but rather treats phenonenol ogy as itself one of the relata. |
have no serious objections to such a view, although in the case
of belief in particular I aminclined to nake the stronger claim
t hat once one takes phenonenal dispositions seriously, an
adequat e characterization of what it is for a subject to believe

somet hi ng does not require appeal beyond the dispositiona
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features of the subject’s nental life. To argue otherw se woul d
require quite a different set of objections than can readily be

drawn fromthe functionalist literature.
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4. Beliefs, Causation, and Expl anation

Joe rises off the couch and heads for the fridge.
Intuitively, we explain this behavior by appealing to various
mental states of his: He feels thirsty. He wants a beer. He
thinks that there is a beer in the fridge. Moreover, we hold
that these nental states are causally effective in getting himto
the fridge. 1In general, it is supposed, nental states |ike
belief both cause and expl ain much of our behavi or.

Many phi |l osophers of mind today accept sonething like this
intuitive picture. Thus, for exanple, Fodor regards it as an
essential feature of nental states |ike belief that they cause
behavi or and can be invoked to explain it (1987, p. 12-14). One
of the primary tasks of Dretske’s 1988 book is to show how states
with indicative content, |like beliefs (see above, chapter four),
can cause and expl ain behavior. Searle (1984) al so argues that
beliefs play a crucial role in causing and expl ai ni ng behavi or.

| accept this picture of belief, although I would hasten to
add that beliefs cause and expl ai n phenonenol ogy (and ot her
i nternal changes) as well as behavior. Nevertheless, several
peopl e have objected that a dispositional account of belief
| eaves no room for belief to play such a causal and expl anatory
roIe.EI If believing just is being disposed towards certain
behavi or and phenonenol ogy, the objection goes, it is
illegitimate to say that beliefs cause or explain that behavior
and phenonenol ogy. The objection has even nore bite if we take

t he explanandumto be itself a disposition. It seens natural
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for exanple, to explain the disposition to assent under certain
ci rcunstances to utterances of the form*“P?” by appealing to the
fact that the subject believes that P. But if believing that P
just is a matter of having such dispositions, then seemngly the
bel i ef cannot be invoked to explain the presence of those sane
di sposi tions.

I wll break nmy response to this objection into severa
parts. First, let us consider the question of whether a belief,
regarded as a disposition to manifest certain phenonenol ogy and
behavi or, shoul d be thought of as causing that phenonenol ogy and
behavi or when it is manifested. |If a negative answer is urged to
this question, presunably it is done so on the basis of a genera
conmmtnent to the position that dispositional states do not cause
their manifestations. Consider, then, the general question of
whet her di spositions can cause their manifestations. For
concreteness, consider the case of solubility. (Solubility is
i ndi sputably regarded as dispositional: Sonmething is soluble in
water just in case it is disposed, under normal conditions, to
dissolve in water.) |Is sonmething’s solubility in water (the
di sposition) a cause of its dissolving when placed in water (the
mani f estation) ?

Phi | osophers interested in the metaphysics of dispositions
are, in fact, divided on the question of whether dispositions
cause their manifestations. David Arnstrong (1968, 1969) and
W1 liam Rozeboom (1978) have argued that dispositions do cause

their manifestations. They argue for the point in essentially

8 This point has been put to me nost vividly by Max Deutsch and John Searle.
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t he sane way, although Rozeboom adds several conplications absent
in Arnmstrong. The argunent runs like this. For every

di spositional property, there nust be some categorical basis --
i.e., sone non-dispositional property causally responsible for

t he dispositional manifestation when the triggering conditions
are nmet. But, in fact, the dispositional property is nothing
over and above its categorical basis; indeed, it is to be
identified with it. Since categorical bases, by stipulation
cause di spositional manifestations, so also do dispositions. On
this view, then, beliefs regarded as dispositions can cause their
phenonenal and behavi oral manifestations, and one version of the
obj ecti on nounted two paragraphs back is defeated.

Anot her vi ew of dispositions denies the existence of
categorical bases for dispositions. Ryle (1949) is typically
read as holding such a view (e.g., by Arnstrong 1968; Mackie
1973; Prior 1985). A proponent of this view regards clains about
di spositional properties as bare conditional clains, asserting a
connection between trigger and manifestation, but requiring no
commtment to the existence of an underlying property responsible
for the maintenance of that connection. On this view, it would
appear that dispositions do not cause their manifestations. If a
di sposition is sinply a regularity or the obtaining of a
conditional fact, it cannot be a cause, for although regularities
and conditional facts may suggest the existence of causa
relations, it seens that they are not the right sort of things

t hemsel ves to be causes.
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Arnstrong (1969) and Elizabeth Prior (1985) have argued
agai nst the Rylean view, contending that it flies in the face of
the common intuition that there nust be something in the world
t hat makes the dispositional clains true, sone persisting feature
of the object to which the dispositional property is ascribed
t hat causes the manifestation when the triggering condition is
met. | accept their argunment on this point. In any case, the
old Ryl ean view of dispositions wthout bases has sonmething of a
verificationist feel that sits at best unconfortably with the
realist talk of beliefs as causes of behavior that is presupposed
by the objection | am addressing. After all, if dispositions can
be manifested wi thout the existence of some underlying cause in
t he object that has the dispositional property, then presunably
human behavi oral and phenonenol ogi cal di spositions can operate
the same way; and if they can, then the case for the existence of
bel i efs as causes of such behavi or and phenonenol ogy i s on shaky
ground. Either such behavioral and phenonenal dispositions have
no categorical basis, in which case we ought not think that they
are the causal result of sonme belief, or they do have a
categorical basis, in which case the Ryl ean approach to these
di spositions is out.

A third view of dispositions grants the existence of
categorical bases for dispositions, but refuses to equate
di spositions with those bases. Prior (1985), for exanple,
advocates “functionalisni about dispositions, on which a
di spositional property is a higher-order property -- the property

of havi ng one or another non-di spositional property, or basis,
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that plays the causal role of producing the manifestation when
the triggering conditions are net. On Prior’s view, the
categorical basis for any disposition is a sufficient cause of
the mani festation, given the triggering condition, and therefore
t he di spositions thensel ves cannot cause their manifestations:
There is no causal work |eft over for themto do, once the basis
has done its business. So, for exanple, sonething about the
ionic structure of salt causes it to dissolve when placed in
water. That sonething is the categorical basis of its

di ssolving. The property of having some structure, ionic or

ot herwi se, that results in dissolution when placed in water is
the property of being disposed to dissolve in water. But this
property does not cause the dissolution; rather the ionic
structure of the salt does.

Note that neither on Arnstrong’s and Rozeboonis nor on
Prior’s view does having the categorical basis cause an object to
have the dispositional property: Having the categorical basis
causes the dispositional manifestation in the rel evant
circunstances. Having the catergorical basis is either
identified with having the dipositional property (Arnstrong,
Rozeboom) or having some basis or other of the right sort is
identified with having the dispositional property (Prior).

I have no particular quarrel with either view of
di spositions. But, if | accept Prior’s view, does ny view of
belief then inply that beliefs cannot cause the behavior and

phenonenol ogy belonging to their dispositional stereotypes, since
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di spositions on Prior’s view do not cause their nmanifestations?
It does, if beliefs are thensel ves seen as conplicated

di spositions, consisting of a conjunction of the individual

di spositions in their stereotypes. The view | espouse, however,
is not commtted to treating belief in that way. So |long as
there is a categorical or causal basis for the phenonenol ogy and
behavi or in question, the belief can be identified with that

basi s, regardl ess of whether dispositions thenselves are so

identified.

Let me clarify this point just a bit. 1In the first section
of this chapter, | offered an account of what it is to believe
somet hi ng but no account of what a belief is. | do not think an

account of the latter sort as useful as the fornmer, in part
because thinking too nmuch in terns of beliefs and too little in
ternms of believing strengthens the contai ner metaphor for belief,
repudi ated in chapter five. After all, beliefs seemto be things
in the head (or at |east |ocatable somewhere). Nevertheless, it
is necessary fromtine to tinme to talk about beliefs, and so a
good account of themis necessary. Here, then, is ny idea: A
belief is a state of a creature causally responsible for its
respondi ng in ways that match the appropriate dispositiona
stereotype.E Having a belief, then, is being in such a state
(and in a causally rich world, as | suppose ours to be, anyone
who believes that P -- i.e., anyone who matches to an appropriate

degree and in appropriate respects the dispositional stereotype

% One might want to add further conditions to this definition, if that be thought
necessary to get at the right part of the causal chain.
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for believing that P -- will also have the belief that P). It is
then trivially true that beliefs cause phenonenol ogy and
behavi or.

So far | have tal ked a | ot about causation and not at al
about expl anation, but the objection requires that the
di sposi tional account allow not only for beliefs to cause
phenonenol ogy and behavior but also for beliefs to explain
phenonenol ogy and behavior. However, once we allow that beliefs
cause phenonenol ogy and behavior, it is a quick step to the
conclusion they can be invoked to explain it. David Lew s
(1986a; simlarly, Hunphreys 1989) argues that to explain an
event sinply is to cite information about its causal history. On
this account of explanation, surely, beliefs can explain
behavi or. But even on accounts of explanation that do not equate
expl anation with providing causal information, paradigmatic
expl anations of events cite the causes of those events. Wy did
the water boil? Because the stove was turned on. Even the
appear ance of ‘cause’ in ‘because’ suggests this connection
bet ween causes and expl anations. If we explain why the child
tripped by citing (a.) the rock’s being in the trajectory of his
foot and (b.) his not paying attention to where he was goi ng, we
have given a partially physical and a partially nental
expl anati on of the event; and in both cases what we have done is
cite causes.

I hope that | have dealt adequately with the objector’s

concern about the ability of beliefs, on ny account, to cause and
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expl ai n phenonenol ogy and behavior. | will now tackle the
guestion of the causation and expl anati on of particul ar

di spositions within the stereotype, beginning with the issue of
explanation. It is inportant here to keep clear in one’s mnd
the difference between the explanation of particular

di spositional nanifestations and the explanation of particul ar

di spositions. M response to the first version of the objection
turned on treating beliefs as the bases that cause, and thereby
expl ain, their behavioral and phenonenal manifestations. W are
now turning our attention to the question of whether beliefs, on
my account, can explain the presence of particular dispositions.
A simlar response is not open to the this version of the

obj ection: Categorical bases do not cause the dispositions for
whi ch they are the bases.

Intuitively, it seens plausible to say that Joe's believing
that there is beer in the fridge explains his disposition to
assent to the claimthat there is beer in the fridge (ceteris
pari bus). The supposition of the objector is that we would have
to reject this intuition on the dispositional account of belief:
If to believe that Pis sinply to have a variety of dispositions
of this sort, believing that P cannot explain the presence of
t hose very di spositions.

Let me sort out what is right and what is wong in this
objection. Certainly we cannot explain the tendency of salt to
di ssolve in water by appealing to its disposition to dissolve in

wat er; nor can we explain the presence of the entire range of
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di spositions in the stereotype for a belief by appealing to the
exi stence of that belief. However, it does seemintuitive to say
that we can explain the tendency of salt to dissolve in holy

wat er by appealing to its tendency to dissolve in water in
general. This case is in inportant respects parallel to

expl aining Joe’'s disposition to assent by appeal to his belief.

It is intuitively acceptable to explain the presence of one

di sposition by appealing to a | arger set of dispositions that
encomnpasses it.

Consider, as a simlar case, Kepler's |laws of planetary
notion. Although these |aws predict the position of the planets
with substantial accuracy, they do not (by thenselves) reveal any
cause of the notions or in any way add to our know edge of the
pl anets, except in so far as they reveal a pattern in the
pl anets’ notions that had not before been noticed. Nevertheless,
it seens right to say that we can explain the appearance of a
pl anet in one part or another of the night sky by appealing to
Kepler’'s laws. Fitting the planet’s notions into an easily
conprehensi ble pattern of regularities is a way of explaining it.
The planet was at such-and-such a place three weeks ago, so
according to these equations governing its regular notion, it
ought to be in this place now Even Newtoni an nmechani cs m ght be
t hought to explain in the same way. Explanations of this sort
work by fitting isolated facts or events into a |arger pattern
even when no explanation is available as to why that pattern is
one way rather than another. Simlarly, then, one can al so

expl ain particul ar behavi oral and phenonenal dispositions by
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fitting theminto the |arger dispositional stereotypes of belief.
So again, the objection fails.

Per haps, however, it will seem necessary to offer an account
of belief on which the presence of the belief is causally
responsi ble for the individual dispositions in the stereotype and
on which the whol e pattern of those dispositions is to be
expl ai ned by appeal to the presence of that belief. Here,
finally, we have a pair of demands that the dispositional account
cannot satisfy.

These demands do not have the intuitive appeal of the denmands
wi th which the dispositional account is conpatible. Wile nost
of us would find it intuitive to say that Joe s belief causes and
explains his trip to the fridge, and even that it explains his
di sposition to assent to certain statenments, it is not equally
intuitive to say that Joe’'s belief causes his disposition to
assent to certain statements; nor is it very intuitive to say
that Joe’s belief explains the presence, not of each disposition
consi dered individually, but of the entire range of the
di spositions in the stereotype, considered as a whole. Even if
we did have these intuitions, | see no reason to regard them as
inviolate in the face of an otherw se appealing account of belief
t hat contravenes them

| believe there are al so good i ndependent reasons to reject
these particular intuitions. |[|f believing causes one to have al
the dispositions in the stereotype associated with that belief

(and thereby explains the match to that stereotype), then
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believing nust be a state distinct frommatching the

di spositional stereotype for P. Wen tw states are not

di stinct, one cannot cause the other, just as sonething s being

t hree-angl ed cannot cause it to be three-sided or sonething's
bei ng an election in 1996 cannot cause it to be an election full
stop. (Those who hold that a disposition causes its

mani festation hold that the disposition is distinct fromits
mani f estati on; the categorical basis, however, not being distinct
fromthe disposition cannot cause it, as described above.) But
surely it is fanciful to think that there is sone distinct state
of the mnd, separate from having the range of dispositions in
the stereotype for believing that P, that is the state of
believing that P. How could we identify such a state, apart from
appealing to the dispositions it is apt to produce? And what
great benefit would there be in tal king about such a state? Even
if we supposed such a state to exist, | cannot but think that it
woul d be nore profitable to talk about a creature’s overal

di sposi tional make-up, and tie believing to that, than to single
out such an el usive ghost as the proper referent of such an

i mportant word as ‘belief.’
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5. Concl usi on

In this chapter, I have set out a novel account of belief.
Li ke Ryle, | suggest that having a belief is nothing nore or |ess
than having a certain range of dispositions. Unlike Ryle,
however, | enphasi ze the phenonenal dispositions involved in
bel i eving and see no reason to downplay or be reductivi st
regarding tal k about our internal nental lives. | also go beyond
Ryle in introducing the notion of a dispositional stereotype
agai nst which a person’s dispositional profile can be matched, to
hel p make sense of and provide a structure for talking about
cases of what | have called in-between believing. | discussed
sonme cases of in-between believing in nore detail and outlined
some conmmon patterns of deviation fromthe dispositiona
stereotypes for belief. Finally, | addressed some concerns about
t he di spositional account that m ght naturally arise out of an
externalist or functionalist view of belief or out of attention
to issues of explanation and causation. | wll close by
addressing the question of how conpatible ny account is with the
idea that beliefs are real, concrete states of the brain,
di scernible and classifiable, at |east potentially, to an
advanced science with substantial know edge about how the brain
wor ks.

The relation between this view and nmy account of belief is
per haps best approached with the help of an analogy. | ask the
reader to imagi ne a nineteenth-century understandi ng of disease

before the advent of the germtheory. W wll not imagine it as
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the messy thing it actually was, but instead in a rather

i deal i zed fashion. To have a disease, on the enpiricist view
amimagining, is sinply to have sone cluster of synptons. These
synptons tend to cluster together into general patterns, and we
may | abel these patterns of synptons with different nanes:
dropsy, diphtheria, tuberculosis, etc. In diagnosing a patient,
one exam nes that patient’s synptons and determ nes which of

t hese named clusters she nost closely approxi mates. (W wll
ignore the little conplication of discovering new di seases.) The
nore closely a patient’s synptons match the cluster of synptons
associated with a certain disease, the nore appropriate it is to
describe the patient as having that disease. A patient whose
symptons deviate fromall the known stereotypes of disease cannot
be said sinply to have one di sease or another; to describe that
patient’s condition accurately, one can only give a |list of
particul ar synptons.

Those hol ding this nodel of disease would know, of course,
that there nust be sonme set of causes for the tendency of
synptons to cluster together and for the clustering together of
particular synptons in particular cases. However, since they
admt ignorance regardi ng what exactly these causes m ght be,

t hey nmust nake do with an account of disease that appeals only
the patient’s match to a stereotypical profile of synptons. It
may or it may not turn out that there is a single, sinple cause,
such as the possession of one single physical characteristic
(e.g., infestation by a certain type of mcrobe the inmmune system

cannot effectively suppress), at the root of any particul ar
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clustering of synptons. If it did turn out this way, then a
restructuring of the understanding of di sease would probably be
desirable, and in the process of such a restructuring it may
begin to ook nore like a sinple yes-or-no question (or a sinple
anal og matter of degree) whether a person has a disease. On the
other hand, it may turn out that diseases in fact have no such
simpl e causes, that synptons are clustered together for reasons
too conplicated for us to reduce to a single, |abeled cause, and
t he synptomcluster account of disease is the best account
avai |l abl e to human understandi ng. The pre-germ account of
disease is justified in either case, since nothing better is to
be had for the tine being, despite the fact that it is reasonable
to suppose that it may be repl aced.

I woul d suggest that we are in a simlar position with regard
to beliefs. It may, or it may not, turn out that there are sone
fairly straightforward and scientifically scrutible bodily causes
for the clustering together of dispositions into the stereotypes
with which we are famliar. |[If this does turn out to be the case
—if beliefs really are strongly concrete and observable in this
way —then we may wi sh to restructure our understandi ng of belief
around these causes. But until such causes are discovered, if
ever they are, a synptom based account of belief is fully
warranted. Enbrace, therefore, as robust and optim stic a
real i smabout belief as you wish: It is not inconpatible with
accepting, at least for the tinme being, the dispositional account

of belief offered here.
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