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The | ast two days of the orientation on O6New
sessions conducted by Prof. Amita Chatterji and Prof. R.C. Pradhan.

On October 9, Prof . Pradhan delivered a | ect
Calling the problem of how mind knows the world as the most perplexing in philosophy,

Prof . Pradhan | ocated McDowell 6s book in a K
concept ospace ofreasorend t he rol e it plays in substant

metaphysical doctrine which requires two kinds of naturailigme that can be known by
scientific laws and another which explains how the space of reasons in therinmdan

comes to acquire or appropriate the world so that the world is always available to us in an
interpretative way. By arguing for this McDowell distinguishes himself from reductive
naturalists as well as non naturalists.

The second session on the sarag idvolved Prof. Chatterji introducing the participants to
Husserl 6s phenomenol ogi cal met hod and how th
contemporary naturalist researchers who are studying consciousness. Prof. Chatterji

explained that the key potem in consciousness studies is élplanatory gapvhich exists

between third person and first person understanding of the conscious experier@dThe
problemof expl aining the first person conscious
know haw to begin tackling the issue scientifically, can be fruitfully studied from a
phenomenological perspective, which has developed a method independent of introspective

as well as scientific accounts. By stressing on the common structure of our phenomenal
experience, Prof. Chatterji stressed this method gives us an account of subjective experience,
and not a subjective account of experience as has been alleged by some earlier analytical
philosophers.

On the final day of the orientation, Prof. Pradhan useditst session to guide the

participants through a tour of the various philosophical stances on the issue of realism. He
explained metaphysical realism and the commitments it entails on the grounds of semantics,
ethics etc. He t h eofinternalprdalesm, ared dontRstadnwitmé s | d e a
relativism as well as antealism. The session saw enthusiastic participation and many
guestions were asked, i ncl udreregchaotnghevhet her M
world, to account for human attributiof meaning to the world, can result in losing some of

the political and ethical benefits which have accrued from the Enlightenment tradition and the
disenchantmernt engendered.

In the second and final session, Prof. Chatterji spoke on embodied@ogmdtl how it is
radically different from Cartesian, computational and sandwich model views of cognition.
She held the audience enraptured when she introduced the need for theories of embodied
cognition by showing a series of drawings done by a blind etibut how she perceives the
world. This approach highlighted the extent to which our bodies guide our cognitive
experience. On popular demand, Prof. Chatterji also spoke briefly about consciousness and
self consciousness. On this she introduced thecpaatits to false belief tests in psychology.

All sessions witnessed a lot of back and forth questions and answers between the participants
and resource persons, and these interesting engagements seamlessly spilled over into the tea
and lunch breaks whe the resource persons freely mingled with the participants.



Hand Out of Prof. Geeta Ramanna

The Mentalistic Turnn Analytical Philosophy: Consciousness and language
1.1 Analyzing The Conscious Cogito

A. The concept of mind understood as mental statesita relation to consciousness,
self, problems of identity, language, rationality, action and its largely
interdisciplinary setting
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between the conceptual and the empirical.
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Theystudied the neural basis of consciousness (using the black box method
manipulating the input variables while observing the output of the system)
Consciousness relating to some degree of complexity of any nervous system.
Language system (human) not essential for consciousness

Assuming that selitonsciousness a special case of consciousness.

Where (neocortex and paleocortex associated with olfacsystem)
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In neural terms binding means the temporarily correlated firing of the

neurons involved. And this @ne by using oscillations.

Essential features of visual awareness mapped where the unity required
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probably at a frequency in the 400 Hz range. That i40 Hz oscillations

(variability 3570).

C. Whatwould count & criteria of consciousness to demarcdb® domain ofthe
conscioudrom the unconsciou?®
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Ontological Difficulties:(Whereis consciousness ®Whatis the locus of
consciousnessho can be conscious, McGisiow W g I G SN 2 F LK@ a A
GdzNy a Ayia2 Wg A YWBKS theré colsiolsnéss, dtumisyitS a & >
function);

Epistemological DifficultiesHow do | know about it?

D. Mapping the territory.
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zles with Representations
philosophical problem with symbols is that they, taken by themselves,
rtell us how to understand them. Consequently it is asked:

If each sign was, by itself, dead, what gave life to it?

How is it at all possible for one thing to be the representation of
another?

wpletan with let us ask two more fundamental questions about

sentations:

*  What are the kinds of things that can be regarded as a

representation? -— The answer is: Almost anything! Examples: A
picture, a word, a number (a numeral), a fragrance, a tune, rings on
tree trunk, flowers, flag, colours, a frown, and a state of mind

*  What are the kinds of things that can be objects of representation? --

= Here too the answer is: Almost anything! Examples: a person, a
physical object, a non-physical object like a number, a belief, a mood,
a non-existing object. [ The relation of representation is really
strange as it does not require that the things so related should exist in
order for the relation to exist.]

> question emerges: Of all these representations is there one which is

most fundamental? Many would say there is, and it is mental representation.




Pictorial Representation

* Pigtures represent naturally on the basis of their resemblance with the thing
represented.

*  Resemblance as the necessary and sufficient condition for representation

*  Problems

* Transitivity

*  Reflexivity

*  Aspects

*  Interpretation

* Things a picture cannot represemnt

Linguistic Representation

*  Wards do not represent naturally, they represent by convention. The English
speaking people have had a convention to use the word *cat” to represent cats. The
important question here is how can conventions explain representations

*  Another important question: Are words conventionally inked with an object or the
idea of the object that the speaker has in mind? This gave birth to the Ideational
theory of Locke, Words were regarded as sensible marks of idea. [Problems with
this theory.]

* Though Ideational theory has alot of problems and though it is hard to say what
ideas are yet in a very significant sense ideas are the things which represent. What
this implies is that the homan mind has the power to represent. Linguistic
representations are expressions of those mental representations,

Mental Representations

Mental states are charmcterised by aboutaess. (Remember that not all mental states
have this character. For instance pain doesn't.) Let us take some examples:

* I may believe that T am a good singer

# I may hope that I am a good singer

* I may wish that T am good singer

= I may fear that T am a good singer

All these mental states are directed to my being a good singer. Motice here that these
states all have me as their object. But there is more to these states than their objects,
Consider the following beliefs that T have

* I believe that the earth is round

* I believe that the earth revolves around the sun

Both beliefs have as their object the earth But they are different as what is believed
about the earth in the two cases are different, In the first I believe rhar the earth is
round, in the second I believe that the carth revolves around the sun. The first belief
is about the sun®s being round. This is known as the content of a mental state. Some
prefer calling these mental states propositional attitudes as they are directed towards
propositions. We shall get back to that again later. We shall now discuoss what this
content is as it is in the discossion of content that linguistic representations and
mental representations come close to each other. And on this issue Philosophy of
Language and Philosophy of Mind come close to each other, And this is why mental
representations are important for any one interested in Language.



History of the discussion on Mentalistic Content

We shall panse for a while and look at the history of ideas that led to the
inception of Theories of Mental Representations. Though we have earlier
said thatin a sense mental representations are more fundamental than
linguistic representations vet if we look into the actual history of the
theories of mental representation then we will find that most of the theories
were born out of theores of linguistic representation,

The mainstream philosophical orthodoxy that was prevalent in the major
part of the 20" century was Analytical Philosophy. This played a crucial role
in the development of theores regarding Semantic Content. These theories
in their tirn shaped the theories regarding Mentalistic Content and
consequently theories of mental representation. There has been another
orthodoxy which has had deep influence on theories of Mentalistic Content
and it is the Cartesian view of the mind. We shall briefly discuss both,

To start with we shall talk about Analytical Philosophy. What is interesting
about Analytical Philosophy is that it was generated as philosophers took the
famons Kngudstic furn and it is within Analytical Philosophy in the late 1980s
another interesting turn was taken — the mentafistic turn.

Origins of Analytical Philosophy, Michael Dummett
(Harvard University Press, Cambrdge, Mass., 1994)

*Analytical Philosophy is essentially an Anglo-Austrian Philosophy rather
than an Anglo-American Philosophy

*It has its origin in writings by philosophers who wrote in German.
Russell and Moore may seem exceptions.

*Analytical Philosophy was born when the ‘linguistic turn’ was taken.




The Linguistic Turn

What distinguishes Analytical Philosophy, in its diverse manifestations from
other schools is the belief, first, that a philosophical account of thought can
be attained through a philosophical account of language, and, secondly, that
a comprehensive account can only be so attained.”

The Mentalistic Turn

=il Some recent work in the analytical tradition has reversed this priority,
in the order of explanation, of language over thought, holding that language
can be explained only in terms of antecedently given notions of different
types of thought, considered independently of their inguistic expression. A
good example of this new trend is Gareth Evan's posthumous book [ Vardeties
of Reference] .....0n my characterisation, therefore, Evans was no longer an
analytical philosopher, He was, indeed, squarely in the analytical tradition:
the three pillars on which his book rests are Russell, Moore and Frege.™

My view on this

Evans and others like him are still analytical philosophers (not merely belonging
to the analytical tradition).

The question that is relevant here is not which has precedence over which:
Thought over Language? Or Language over Thought? We must realise that
certain concerns that we have in Philosophy of Language converges with certain
concerns that we have in Philosophy of Mind. Dizcuszions in Philosophy of
Language and Philosophy of Mind converges on particular issues. And this
convergence can be understood only within Analytical Philosophy,

Omne of the key issues in Philosophy of Language is what would constitute the
meaning of a sentence or the semantic content of an utterance. One of the key
issues in Philosophy of Mind is what would constitute the content of an
intentional mental state. [t is in connection with the issue of content of an
utterance and content of intentional mental states that discossions in Plalosophy
of Language and Philosophy of Mind converge. We now realise that there are
issues that have to be discussed within the purview of Philosophy of Mind and
Philosophy of Language together. Hence we find a kind of new trend in
Analytical Philosophy, ushered in by the Mentalistic Torn.



This howeveris not that new a trend. The trend was set by no less a
person than Ludwig Wittgenstein in his Phifosophical Investigations.
When Wittgenstein offers his famous critique of Private Language he
is actually critiquing a particular view of the mind. He critiques a
particular notion of subjectivity, which is actually Cartesian in its
nature and origin.

This Cartesian view created a kind of orthodoxy which became an
influential paradigm in the analytical tradition itself. It gave birth to
one of the most powerful ism in analytical philosophy: Descriptivism
-— a view which finds its best expression in the works of Frege and
Russell. This is also a view that gave rise to another powerful ism:
Representationalism.

The mind is self-contained
with respect to the world

--- Descartes




The Birth of Descriptivism

This idea was reflected in Frege and Russell’s ireatment of empty terms and
their belief that such terms have associated with them a description which is
not satisfied by anything in the world. Hence contents of thoughts whose
expression make a use of such terms are to be seen in terms of narrow
cantent ( a content that can be specified without having to make any
existential claims regarding the world and the objects in the world), They
also concluded that we may also see other terms in the same way. Hence
the Descriptivist Tradition in Semantics and Philosophy of Mind was born.
{Russell even believed that we could only genuinely refer to our private sense
data by use of demonstratives,) All this gave birth to Frege's Theory of Sense

and Rll\%('”’s theory of Dv.\(‘ri])linn-&.

The Birth of Representationalism

“There is a picture of the mind which has become so
ingrained in our philosophical tradition that it is almost
impossible to escape its influence even when its faults are
recognized and repudiated. In one crude, but familiar,
version it goes like this: the mind is a theatre in which the
conscious self watches a passing show (the shadows on the
wall). The show consists of ‘appearances’, sense data,
qualia, what is “given’ in experience, What appears on the
stage is no ordinary objects that the outer eve registers and
the heart loves, but their purported representatives.
Whatever we can know about the outside depends on what
we glean from the inner clues.”

[Donald Davidson “Enowing Ones Own Mind™, in
Subjective, Intersubjective, Objective™, Clarendon Press,
Oneford, 2001, ]




The Inception of Narrow Content

Both Frege and Russell believed in the * idea that thought™ {and
speech) “relates to objects with an essential indirectness: by way
of a blueprint or specification which, if formulared, would be
expressed in purely general terms. Whether the object exists or
not would then be incidental to the availability of thought.
Underlying that idea is the following line of argument. When
we mention an object in describing a thought we are giving only
an extrinsic characterization of the thought (since the mention
of the object rakes us ourside the subject's mind); bur there
must be an intrinsic characterization available (one which does
not take us outside the subject’s mind), and that
characterization would have succeeded in specifving the
easential core of thought even if extra-mental reality had not
obliged by containing the object.”

[John McDowell, “The Sense and Reference of a Proper
MName”, in AW, Moore {ed.), Meaning and Reference, OUP,
Oxford, 1993.]

Deseriptivism, Representationalism and the idea of narrow
content follows from Descartes’ self containedness thesis.

Descartes claimed that the mind is “a substance whose whole essence is
to think, and which does not depend on any place or material thing in
-:Irllt'r To l'ﬁ.ih"‘”.{ IIF.I‘JI' f‘r‘lr‘:‘lr.l.\fﬂlff.lrn'ﬂlf'ﬂlf “'J"r'J'J'I.';_-'.\ 1'|||r. .r.}l'\'l"alrnrf'.\' Ira TS.y I
Cottingham, R. Stoothoff, D). Murdoch, Cambrndge University Press,
Cambridge 1984, vola, p. 127.) Two things follow from this self:
contanedness thesis: (a) a person®s mind 15 not only distnct from her
body but also distinct from all bodies; and (b) “all mental characteristics
Hre |'I:4|]a'|..”'l. "I"IFMFMIJIIE' r:r-:lr1|, 11|:4r 'i" I":Illlll:ll I"\'i"r il]h'1 H 11||"l| are 'ir1 rl"ll'
absence of, any body whatsoever”. (McDowell's *Singular Thought and the
Extent of Inner .‘i]ml'r' in l‘|-111'r, MeDwowell {l':h.}, ."h'.l:.l’.ll."r'r.l'_, 'f'.‘u.l.-:’-_"r.‘ﬁ ared
Context, pp. 146-158, ) What 12 important for us 1z that Descartes

maintains that a person’s mind is capable of having the mental
charactenstics that it has independent of the exastence of any body
whatsoever. This makes mind insulated from the world as well as other
1r1'ir1|:.|'ﬁ. II"I'I" HI"I:I i'll"l'l'irl'l:] I'I.Ili.l':l"l:l'lﬁl"lt'r" 1':| 'ir'l\.':lk.t' 1]||' il:.ll'a'l. ':Ir. r1||'1|r:4|
representations which acted as intermedianes between the mund and the

waorld.



Six :P'uleesi.n the Philosophy of Language and the inception of
Marrow Content

{ David Chalmers in his paper “The Components of Content® says
{ that we can find at least six famons puzzles in philosophy of

: langnage within the Analytical tradition which deeply influenced
theories regarding mentalistic content and also theories of

. mental representations. We shall now discuss these puzzles,

| (1) The first is the one that results from Putnam®s Twin Earth
Thought experiments. The question that Putnam answers is ‘Is
content in the head?’. And he answers this in the negative by
showing that the twins across the worlds are identical in the
physical histores, but one's thought is about water or H20 while
{ the other's is about twin water or twater or XYZ. And hence the

{ experiment demonstrates that the psychological histories do not
supervene on the physical histories of the twins. This very
example, however, has been used by internalists to vindicate their
faith in narrow content as they say that the experments also
show that the cognitive similarities between the twins are
striking, This might indicate that there is some wholly internal
aspect of content that the twins share. And that might be what
can be called the narrow content of their mental states.

Continued

(2) The second is Frege's puzzle, which speaks of the cognitive difference in our
thought that Hesperus is Hesperus, and our thought that Hesperus is Phosphorus.
These cognitive differences indicate conceptual differences, which might have
serions bearing on the theory of content.
(3) Th: third is the puzzle about belief made famous by Kripke in his ‘A puzzle
about belief®, Frenchman Pierre is told in French that London is pretty, and he
I:H:l.i.l!‘l:"l:! it. Later on he visits a city called London and he has no idea that the city he
knew as Londres is the same as the one called London, Pierre however finds
London ugly, We cannot take Pierre to be highly irrational and believing
uunnltan:uushr that London is prclt_', and that London is not pretty.
(A smular kind of problem arises in propositional attitude ascribing contexts.
Ch:]:l:n:r calls it * The mode-of-presentation problem' If [immy says, "Lois
belmres that Superman can fly", he speaks truly. If he says, "Lois believes that
Cladﬁ Kent can fly", he speaks falsely, as Lois does not know that Clack Kent 13
Supqman But on many accounts, the proposition that Clark Kent can fly is the
same as the proposition that Superman can fly. If so, it seems that to believe that
Claﬂr; Eent can fly, it is not enough to believe the corresponding proposition; one
must believe it under an appropriate mode of presentation, Then the question is:
What is a mode of presentation, and how can this be integrated into an account of
|:|-|:l|.1:iI ascription?

|



Continued
{5}.;Th¢ fifth puzzle is called by Chalimers *The problems of the essemual indexical’
Suppose [ believe that I am in grave dangern If I believe this, I am most likely to talke

I.PEIDPI;H‘E :u:l:iu\n.. “:'Il'l.ilt JI! jmpu\rtﬂnl JI! thﬂ‘ ‘I'I.i! bEIJIE’E JI! f!!fﬂtiﬂn!‘ indEKjCﬂJ JIJ'I. nmature.
1 would ot be doven 1o action, had T believed that x was in danger, even though
{unbeknownst to me) xwas no one else butme, And so the guestion anses: *How can e
squfm this indexical aspect with an aceount of the contents of thought®

{8) The sixth puzzle is called by Chalmers the puzzle of the ‘conungent a prmon’, We
have :tipu]a.ted that one meter is the ]ength of astck }:epl somewhere in Pans, And so
we can in fact know a priog that thar particular stick is one meter long. But it is in fact a
mnfl:'ngem fact that the stick is one metre, as the stick could well have been longer or
sharter. And so we face veranother puzzle how ‘ean one have a prios knowledge of a
contingent truth#

T]:ri.s led to the famous debate in PhﬂusuPh\r of Mind: Externalism and Internalism n
Iha;p-h:i]moph}-‘ of mund are two conflicting theses about how intentional mental states
are correctly individuated, Externalizm about the mind is the thesis which says thar there
ia @ deep individuative relation between an individual's being in those states and the
nature of her social and physical environment. The very existence of those states entails
th:;exi:tence and the nature of the objects towards which they are directed or entail that
the physical or social environment of the subject is in a partcular way, T am not talang
any stand on the issue regarding whether all mental states are intentional or not, Bur 1
s.méga:-ing to discuss only the intentional mental states, as it is in the case of the
intentional mental states that the externalist-internalist debate anses.

Iris :'Iw.r why content is so important for theory of meaning. We shall now ey 1o sav why
content 1s o 1 riant in u.u.dmtnnd.ing the mind and the mental. We are here u::i:n.g content
ta make senseof one of the crucial mental phenomena: Intentionality.

To understand this we shall refer to Jerry Fodor's Psyohosemanires: The Frobiem of Meaning
in the Philosophy of Mind.

Jerrw Fodor defended a Theory of Mind which is known as Folk Peyehology. There are avany
m}rn' in which follc Plyehnlng}r is understood, but for Fodor it means a theory of mind which
we almost naturally possess which helps us in e ining an d prediction behaviour. Under
this view it is assunved that we are able 1o 80 explain mc%prediﬂ the behaviour of orher by
ageribing them intestional mental stares v.rl'iielﬁavemmm]isﬁc coitent, Thete is a tendency
uf alli tl'lﬂ“ il'ltﬂltimlﬂl mcntal l-‘tﬂmwﬂﬂbmd Etﬂ}u‘l{ﬂ‘ hES "l'l.ﬂ'.'f Are seen as mcntal
states which are directed towards propositions.

We find Fodor articulating the essence of propositional attitudes or intentional mental states
in the first chapter of hiii-nnk.

Iﬂu{ndonal Srates are Semantically Evaluable

“Beliefs are the kinds of things that are true or false; desires are the kind of things thar ger
frustrated or fulfilled; hunches are the kinds of things that teem out to be right or wrong; so it
goes. | will assume that what makes a belief true (/folse) is something about its relation to the
TLT yel’lnlngien] mld.....Hm:.-nn, to say of a belief that it is true {,u"Eﬂ.le} is to evaluate that
belief in terms of its relation to the Wllli. I wall call such svaluation ‘semantic™ The idea of
Semantic Evaluation and the idea of Content “are intimately interconnected. .. Hamlet's
belief that his uncle lalled his father ... has a certain semantic valie; in particulars, it%s a trme
belief. Why true? Well, because it corresponds to a certain fact. Which fact? Well, the fact that
Hamlet’s uncle kalled Hamlet's father. But why is it thae fact that determines the semantic
evaluation of Hamletr’s belief? Why not the fact that two is a prime number... Well, because
the conrenrof Hamber's belief is thar his uncle killed his fathes, ... 0 vou kaow whar the
contens of a belad 1", then o kenow wihat ¢ s aboor the world thar determines the semantc
eviluatron of the belef] that, at a minimum, s how the notions of content and semantic
evaliation connect.”






