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PREFACE

Frequency theories of probability, such as those of Reichenbach
(1949} and von Mises (1957), are often criticised for their apparent
inability to make cense of the application of a notion of probability
to a single instance. If this is the worse failing of such accounts =
as seems to be widely believed - then an obvious strategy is to look
for some other account of the application of probability to a single
case; an account compatible with, and designed to supplement, a frequ-
ency interpretation of sentences in which an occurrence of a term such
as 'probable' does not refer to a sgsingle case.

This strategy would be bound to fail, if it could be assumed that
the relation between general-case and single-case applications of prob-
ability is the same as that between a non-probabilistic generalisation
and one of its instances: i.e., the relation of instantiation of a
universal quantifier. For there is no non-trivial way to construe a
statement about relative frequencies in certain general classes which
will give it the form, 'For all x, Fx'. However, there seems to be no
reason to make this assumption.

Such an assumption would perhaps constrain the interpretation of
probabilistic generalisations more than that of statements which apply
probability to a single case. It would require such generalisations to
be of a universally-quantified logical form, but single—-case statements
only to be such as to be able to be universally quantified. Even so, in
its absence the single case still seems the proper starting point for a
philosophical account of probability. The goal of such an account,
above all, ought to be to describe and explain the role of probability
and related notions in guiding our behaviour. But any context in which a
probability judgement is used is - inter alia, perhaps - one of single-

case application. So an early task of a theory of probability ought to
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be to attempt to understand such an application.

Beyond this rather vague goal, however, it remains unclear as to
what the real issues are for an account of single-case probability. It
is not even clear what distinguishes *single-case' from 'general-case'
applications of probability, given that it cannot be assumed that the
relation between the two matches that in the non-probabilistic case. So
in Chapter 1 I try to locate the central aspects of 'the problem of the
single case'; and to characterise the problem in terms which depend as
little as possible on the viewpoint of any particular proposed
solution. I argue that the central issue concerns the interpretation
of gentences of the form (or paraphrasable in the form) Pg, where P is
a probabilistic sentential operator ('It is probable that ...', for
example) , and g is an appropriate sentence. (I call sentences of the
form Pg 'SP sentences'.)

Although few, if any, existing accounts of probability actually
identify a problem in exactly these terms, it is usually possible to
see how such an account will approach the issues I thus raise. In
Chapter 2 this procedure enables me to outline a range of proposals
based on existing accounts. These have in common the assumption that
SP sentences are truthconditional, their utterance amounting to a
particular kind of assertion. In this chapter I also identify a problem
common to all accounts which make this assumption, and exhibit the ways
in which in solving it most such accounts rely on a notion of ration-
ality. Some do so more directly than others, and this provides the
basis of a useful classification of the accounts mentioned in this
chapter (with one exception) into two classes.

Chapters 3 and 4 take these classes in turn, criticising the
accounts concerned. There is particular reference to their dependence
on a notion of rationality, and to the role of and grounds for the

claim that SP sentences are truthconditional. Some of the arguments in
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these two chapters are exemplified in Chapter 5, which is a criticism
of some of D. H. Mellor's views on probability.

In Chapter 6 I suggest an alternative view, which rejects the
assumption that SP utterances are assertions, holding instead that they
stand directly to partial beliefs as assertions do to full ones. This
view escapes the objections raised in Chapters 2, 3 and 4 to truth-
conditional accounts of SP sentences, but has to meet others. Among
these is an objection raised (in slightly different forms) by Geach and
by Searle, to a general strateqgy for the interpretation of certain
classes of utteraﬁces, to which the proposal here (for the class of SP
utterances) is at least closely related. I defend the proposal against
this objection in Chapter 7. Although here I am concerned only with the
interpretation of SP utterances, it seems to me that the argument is
applicable more generally, to defend similar approaches to other types
of utterance against the line of objection raised by Geach and Searle.

In Chapter 8 I consider some further problems for the proposal
of Chapter 6, these ones being specifically related to the fact that
it is an account of sentences involving probability.

Finally, in Chapter 9, I return to the notion of rationality,
exhibiting the ways in which this notion bears on the view I am advoc-
ating. The resulting picture seems to me to be more satisfactory than
those to which the accounts outlined in Chapter 2 give rigse. In this
chapter I also mention some of the questions left open by the present
account, particularly to do with the treatment of general-case probab-
ility, and its relation to the single case.

This dissertation is the result of my own work, and includes
nothing which is the outcome of work done in collaboration. I have
tried to acknowledge specific debts for arguments and ideas in notes
of reference -~ which are numbered consecutively in each chapter, and

listed at the end of the chapter concerned. Less specific debts, and
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gsimilar or closely reiated argquments of which I am aware, I have
tried to recognise in separate bibliographical notes, which follow
the notes of raference, if any, at the end of the appropriate chapter.
{In notes of both kinds, and very occasionally in the text itself,
entries in the bibliographical list at the end of the dissertation are
referred to by such forms as 'Reichenbach (1949)'; the date given is
the date of the edition referred to.)

Such individual references cannot reflect the extent to which I
have been influenced by -~ indeed, introduced to the philosophy of
probability by - the writings of P. P, Ramsey and of D. H. Mellor. My
debt to Hugh Mellor for this and for help and encouragement in
philosophy over several years is poorly repaid by Chapter 5.

I am also indebted and grateful to Jonathan Cohen, whose comments
came at exactly the right time to influence Chapters 7 and 8; to
Christie Hamilton, Richard Healey and Frank Jackson for comments and
encouragement at various stages; and to Deborah Best and Eileen Price,

for locating many typographical mistakes.
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1. LOCATING THE PROBLEM.

What are the tasks for an account of single-case probability? And
to what extent is it possible to set them out in terms which are
neutral between different possible approaches? Theory-neutrality is a
relative matter: a statement neutral between a given pair of theories
may not be so between these two theories and a third. But if we wish to
compare rival accounts of single-case probability, we should at least
be able to say what is at issue in terms which are neutral between all
the accounts we want to consider; for otherwise, what grounds could we
have for thinking that these ‘rival’' theories are in any way incom-
patible?

I think that a strongly theory-neutral characterisation of the
problem of single~case probabilities is most likely to begin with some
class of the sentences, or utterances, of ordinary language - of
English, for us. For some such class, identified in syntactical terms}
it will be agreed that its syntactical characterisation marks a dist-
inction of deeper, non-syntactical significance. And it will be noted
that English speakers characteristically utter such sentences in
situations of a certain kind. The fact that thexe is such a particular
kind of situation, for a given class of utterances, seems to be
entailed by the claim that the class in guestion ig of more than syn-
tactical significance. This is because, roughly, there would otherwise
be a difference of meaning without a difference of use - the impossib-
ility of which seems an uncontroversial aspect of the principle ‘mean-
ing is use’.

More specifically, since an utterance is in some sense an effect
of its speaker's state of mind, a non-syntactical difference between
types of utterance should be matched by a difference between the kinds

of state of mind from which such utterances result. Otherwise there



would be a significant difference of effect without a significant
difference of cause. It is true that in general a difference of effect
may result instead from a difference of prevailing circumstances; but
it is not as though what needs to be explained in a case like this is
something like the special features of utterances made by speakers with
heavy colds. Note that to claim that a non-syntactical distinction bet-
ween types of utterance should be matched by a distinction between
assoclated mental states, does not involve denying that certain
syntactical distinctions should also be matched in this way.

The differences of states of mind which are thus associated with
non-syntactical differences of utterance will usually, if not always,
also be revealed in differences of non-linguistic behaviour - or at
least of non-linguistic behavioural dispositions. Thus if two types of
utterance Ué and Ub result from mental states H; and Hb’ and M; and Mb
are such that for no speaker is there any possible circumstance in
which it would make a difference to his non-linguistic behaviour
whether his mental state were Mé or M., then it is difficult to see
what grounds there could be for regarding Ma and M as distinct (and

b

hence Ua and Ub as different in some non-syntactical respect). How

could we tell that a speaker was using Ué and Ub correctly, rather than

associating Ua with Mb, and Ub with Mé?

In other words, if a person claims that a syntactical character-
lsation of a class of utterances U marks a distinction of deeper, non-
syntactical significance, he shculd be prepared to describe associated
distinctions at two other levels: one distinguishing a particular king
of mental attitude, or state; the other marking a particular kind of

non-linguistic behaviour. He should thus admit the following three

questions:

1.1 What is the distinguishing non-syntactic characteristic of an



utterance of class U, in virtue of which U is a aignificant
sub-class of the class of all (English} utterances?

1.2 wWhat is the characteristic feature, or component, of the state of
mind of a speaker who makes an utterance of class U?

1.3 With what characteristic behaviour or behavioural disposition is
the state of mind identified in 1.2 associated, other than (the

disposition to make) utterances of class U?

These aquestions should be answered in such a way as to permit an answer

to a fourth:

1.4 wWwhat is the nature of the connection between the state of mind
identified in 1.2 and on the one hand, the making of an utter-
ance of class U; and on the other, the behavicur (or behavioural

dispositions) identified in 1.3?

Suppose a number of theories agree that a class U is of more than
syntactical significance. Then these four questions constitute a
problem which is posed in terms which are neutral between these various
theories, so long as none of them disputes the assumptions about lang-
uage, mind and behaviour on which the guestions rest. Thus for suffic-
iently restricted U, at least (though perhaps not, for example, if U is
the class of all English utterances), 1.1 - 1.4 are theory-neutral
relative to all but the most far-ranging disputes about the nature of
the utterances concerned.

These four guestions are applicable to any class of utterances
which is held to be of more than syntactical significance. However,
there is no guarantee that the problem they comprise, with respect
to any such class, is related to existing disputes; or that this problem
does not have an obvious solution. The cost of such a general formul-

ation of the problem may be that many of its instances are uninter-



esting. Fortunately the case which is relevant to single-case
probability does not seem to be of this kind; here appropriate
instances of 1.1 - 1.4 seem to set ocut a problem closely related to
existing disputes (and one whose solution is by no means obvious).

It seems to me that the most significant class of utterances for
which 1.1 - 1.4 foxrm part of the problem of single-case probability,
is that of utterances of the form Pg, where P is a probabilistic sent-
ential operator, and g is a truthconditional sentence. There are many
forms of probabilistic operator, from the meost vague and non-
numerical - ‘It is probable that ...', 'It is unlikely that ...', and
so on - to the most numerical and precise - 'There is a 74% chance
that ...', etc. The requirement that g be truthconditional is intended
mainly to exclude sentences to which ordinary usage does not attach
probabilistic operators (questions, for example). Whether it is exactly
the right criterion for this purpose need not concern us here; it does
not seem tooc weak, and if it is too strong it will nevertheless
simplify the discussion in a useful way.

g does not have to be a singular sentence. In this respect the
term 'single-case probability' is a little misleading. Roughly speaking
a 'single case' here is anything which could form the basis of a bet.
This includes the truth of general propositions. (The fact that it
would be impossible to settle a bet on certain types of generalisation
is not relevant here; many singular bets are also undecidable, for
various reasons. In any case, the truthconditionality of the more
unverifiable kinds of generalisation ig in doubt.} Thus 'It is likely
that all galaxieg contain intelligent life' meets the criterion (sub-
ject to the truthconditionality requirement); but 'All galaxies prob-
ably contain intelligent life', where 'probably' occurs within the
scope of the universal quantifier, does not.

As this example illustrates, ordinary usage often does not make
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a distinction between a pair of sentences, only one of which is
actually of the form Pg. 'All galaxies probably contain intelligent
life' would usually have the same gsense as 'It is probable that all
galaxies contain intelligent life'. It will be safe to ignore such
cases, so long as it is not a theory-dependent matter which such pairs
are equivalent. I shall assume that general agreement between competent
gpeakers is enough to ensure that this is so. We may thus assume, in
effect, that everything which can be paraphrased in the form Pq, has
been.

It does not seem posgsible Eo precisely define the notion of a
probabilistic sentential operator. However, given speaker agreement as
to which sentential operators are equivalent, it would in principle be
possible to investigate utterances of the form Pg equivalence class by
equivalence class - step by step, in other words, at each stage looking
at just those utterances whose sentential operator is equivalent
to some given operator. Since we have to assume speaker agreement at
other points, it would cost us little to fall back on this technique.
But it is far simpler to assume that it is reasonably clear to all parties
whether a given operator is probabilistic, and hence to deal with all
such operators in one go.

I shall cail an utterance (sentence) of the form Pg - where P
and g are as defined above - an SP utterance (sentence); and a context
in which such an utterance is used an SP context.

The fact that the class of SP utterances is of more than syntact-
ical significance is in one sense a consaquence of the assumption that
if qu is an SP sentence and P2 is a sentential operator equivalent to,
or interchangeable with, Pl’ then qu is also an SP sentence. This
assumption has the effect of including in the class of SP sentences all
merely syntactical variants of any given SP sentence. (The notion of

equivalence here, which we have assumed to be backed by speaker agree-
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ment, is a non-syntactical one.) However, it doesn't follow that the
class of SP sentences is homogeneous with respect to whatever gives it
non-syntactical significance. The class might contain very distinct
sub~clagses, with the members of different such sub-classes having
little in common. Because such sub-classes could be investigated
individually it would not be disastrous 1f this were so, but I shall
assume it is not. More precisely, I shall assume that general agree-
ment as to which operators are probabilistic (which agreement we have
already assumed) marks the presence of a non-syntactical feature common
to all SP utterances.

The case for regarding SP utterances as central to single-case
probability is as follows: the application of probability and related
notions occurg in contexts in which an agent ig uncertain whether some
state of affairs holds - whether some proposition q is true, let us
say: and in which he believes it is relevant to his interests whether
it is the case that ¢. In such a context an agent will generally
express interest in whether 'it is probable that ¢'. His assessment
of his position will depend on to which SP utterances involving g he
is prepared to assent. If he takes g to be relevant to his choice of a
course of action, then his behaviour will also depend on which such SP
utterances he is prepared to make, or assent to. If for example he is
prepared to say, 'It is probable that g', and has to decide whether to
act in a way which will be as much to his advantage if ¢ is true as it
will be to his disadvantage if g is false, then he would normally
act in the manner in question. There is no other class of utterances
in which ‘probable' and related terms occur which is so closely
linked to the application of the notion of probability. An SP utter-
ance seems the direct expression of the judgement which precedes an
application of this kind.

I shall assume that an argument along these lines is acceptable
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to all the standard approaches to single-case probability, and hence
that there is at least a de facto agreement that SP utterances form
a class of central importance to the understanding of this notion.
(Note that this assumption does not entail that all approaches agree
that the sentential operator form best represents the syntax of
these utterances. We have seen that some such utterances, at least,
can be paraphrased in other forms; one of which might be held to be
more basic, in some gense, than the operator form. However, the
assumption of gpeaker agreement as to which paraphrases are
acceptable allows us to discuss one form only - and the operator form
is at least convenient.)

It follows that with respect to the class of SP utterances,
questions 1.1 - 1.4 constitute a central problem for an account of
single~case probability. It will be convenient to be able to refer

directly to this particular instance of these questions. Thus:

1.5 What is the distinguishing non-syntactical characteristic of
an SP utterance, in virtue of which such utterances form a
significant sub-class of the class of all (English) utterances?

1.6 What is the characteristic feature of the state of mind of a
speaker who makes an SP utterance?

1.7 With what characteristic behaviour or behavioural disposition
is the state of mind identified in 1.6 associated, other than
with (a disposition to make) SP utterances?

1.8 What is the rature of the connection between the state of mind
identified in 1.6 and on the one hand, the making of an SP
utterance; and on the other, the behaviour (or behavioural

disposition) identified in 1.7°?

To ask these four questions is to ask for a description of the key

linguistic, mental and (non-linguistic) behavioural components of an
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SP context, and of the connections between these components. I shall
therefore call 1.5 - 1.8 the descriptive aspect of the problem of
single-case probabilities.

I am going to argue that most existing accounts of single-case
probability have considerable trouble in meeting this descriptive
requirement (though trouble of a kind which tends to be overlooked}.
The purpose of the above development has been not only to exhibit an
aspect of the task of these accounts in such a way as to enable this
difficulty to be made apparent; but also to show that it will be
difficult to defend such accounts on the grounds that the supposed
problem is formulated in terms that they need not accept. The descrip-
tive aspect of the problem of the single case seems strongly theory-

neutral.

A second important component of the problem of single-case
probabilities is the justificational (or explanatory) aspect. It is
one thing to describe the mental and behavioural features of a typical
SP context; another to justify, or explain, the fact that we have such
mental states and behave in such a way (in a particunlar such context,
or in general). For example, if in answer to 1.6 it is said that a
particular kind of belief gives rise to our behaviour, both linguistic
and non~linguistic, in an SP context, then a central component of the
justificational problem will be the question: how do we come to hold
beliefs of this kind, and with what sort of justification? The requ-
ired justification may be more or less general: a justification of the
practice of adopting such beliefs in certain circumstances, or of an
individual such adoption. Our main interest in these justificational
questions here will be in showing that the views we are criticising
are not significantly better able to provide answers than the alter-

native account which we support.
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as 1.1 - 1.4 indicate, the pattern of a unified description

of the linguistic, mental and non-linguistic behavioural aspects of

a type of context which has initially been characterised in terms of

its linguistic component, is by no means confined to the SP case. A

commonplace example is the simple model of assertion, belief and

resulting action. In this case 1.1 - 1.4 are taken to have answers

along the following lines:

109

1.10

1.11

The distinguishing non-syntactical characteristic of a member
of the relevant class of utterances is that it is an assertion.
The state of mind characteristically associated with the
assertion that g is the full belief that ¢ - of which the
utterance 'q' (or 'It is the case that gq') is a result, in some
sense, in appropriate circumstances.

The behaviour characteristically associated with the assertion
that g is whatever the speaker believes will be in his best
interests, if it is the case that g (or whatever will be in his
best interests if it is the case that g, if it can be assumed
he is not mistaken about this).

A full belief that g is associated with such behaviour because
such a belief is ~ inter alia, perhaps - a disposition to
behave 1n this way. Such a mental state gives rise to the
assertion that g in virtue of a habit the speaker has acquired
in learning the language; he has learnt to say that g when he
believes that g, and when the circumstances are in other ways

appropriate.

In so far as we shall make use of this model, I think it will be

best to ignore its deficiencies, on the grounds that since we are

concerned with the special problems in understanding SP contexts, the

simplest policy is to try to avoid more general problems. But it will
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be useful to mention one idealisation on which the model rests: the
notion of a full belief. No one is ever so confident of the truth of
a proposition as to act as if it were true, no matter how severe the
consequences of being wrong. So no one ever possesses the behavioural
digposition which the model associates with a full belief. Unless it
can be identified in some other way, there is strictly no such
mental state.

However, there do seem to be mental states such that faced
with an ordinary range of choices and consequences, a person will
always act as though a given proposition were true. We can call such
a mental gtate an effectively full bellef. Where precision is import-
ant (and sometimes as a reminder) I shall use this term, but other-
wise I shall) continue to refer to "full beliefs'. Note that since
a person's range of choices and consequences may vary from one
context to another (in which the truth of a given proposition is
relevant), a belief which is effectively full in one context may not
be so in another.

We shall see that other than simply by way of analogy, there
are two guite distinct ways in which the model of 1.9 - 1.12 may be
held to relate to answers to 1.5 - 1.8. It may be said either that
1.5 - 1.8 concern a special case ¢of the assertion model, or that the
latter model is itself a special or limiting case of a model answering
1.5 - 1.8. Either view might hope to satisfy what we may call the
limiting case constraint on 1.5 - 1.8: the recognition that towards
the limiting cases of very high and very low probabilities, SP
contexts somehow merge into, or approximate to, some other kind of
context, in which no mention need be made of probability. It is diff-
icult to be precise about the nature of this constraint. Its theory-
neutral basis, even more than that of the descriptive aspect itself,

is an observation about ordinary language: in particular, that
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ordinary speakers tend to drop talk of probability altogether, in
preference to using expressions involving extreme probabilities. An
account of the single case should presumably admit some explanation
of this fact; but there seems to be considerable scope for different

kindg of explanation.

In summary, I have argqued that one of the tasks of an account
of gingle~case probability is to answer questions 1.5 - 1.8. The
theoretical presuppositions on which these questions depend seem to
be sufficiently general, and sufficiently remote from the notion of
probability itself, to be acceptable to all actual accounts of the
single-case. This impression is supported by the observation that
the pattern of description required by 1.5 - 1.8 is well-recognised

elsewhere, for example with respect to the notion of assertion.



2, TRUTHCONDITIONAL SOLUTIONS, AND THE NEED FOR RATIONALITY.

How do existing accounts of probability answer questions 1.5 =
1.8? With respect to 1.5, there are certainly important differences
among the popular theories; but in one very significant way, most
accounts agree. It is held, in effect} that SP utterances should be
characterised as a particular kind of assertion, to be distinguished
from other assertions by their subject-matter - by the fact that they
axe assertions about probabilities. The differences come in attempting
to explain what it is to say something ‘about probabilities'. Different
candidates are offered as the central feature of the semantics of this
agreed class of utterances - as what provides their truth conditions,
as it is said.

In this chapter I want to outline the main such truthconditional
accounts, as they apply to 1.5 - 1.8. I want to exhibit a problem which
they all share; and to show how in attempting to solve it, most such
accounts rely on a notion of rationality, in one way or another. Later
on I shall argue that this dependence on such a notion is a major

weakness of the accounts concerned.

The first task is to distinguish the main forms of the truth-
conditional view. It will be useful to do so in three main groups. (The
overlaps to which this gives rise are an indication of the tendency for
accounts of probability to reach the same conclusion from different
peints of view.)

The members of the first group have in common a notion of object-
ive chance. The common claim is thus that in certain situations all
physically possible outcomes have such chances. The sentence, ‘It is
probable that ¢', for example, is true if and only if the objective

chance of an outcome such that g, is significantly greater than the



chance of an outcome such that not g. Variants of this view depend

on different interpretations of the notion of objective chance. Thus:

2.1 The hypothetical limiting freguency variant: the objective chance
that g is what the relative frequency of outcomes such that ¢ in
the class of all outcomes would tend towards as a limit, if the
given situation were to be repeated indefinitely.

2.2 The tendency version of the propensity view: the objective chance
that ¢ is a measure of the strength of the tendency for an outcome
such that g to occur in the given situation.

2.3 The range variant: the objective chance that g is a measure of the
nunber of outcomes such that ¢ in the class of all equiprobable
possible outcomes of the existing situation.

2.4 The objectively reasonable degree of partial belief view: the
objective chance that g is the unique degree of partial belief in
the occurrence of an outcome such that g which is made reasonable

by the existing state of affairs.

The second major group of truthconditional accounts have in common
the view that SP utterances are assertions about certain partial beliefs.
Assuming there is no relevant dispute about what a partial belief 1is,
variants of this approach differ with respect to which such beliefs,
actual or hypothetical, provide the required truth conditions. The

simplest position is the most subjective:

2.5 The actual partial belief view: an SP utterance is an assertion
about the speaker's own state of mind ~ 'It is probable that gq‘,
for example, means the same as "I have a strong partial belief

that gq°'.

A standard objection to 2.5 is that nobody’s actual degrees of

partial belief satisfy the probability calculus. The equally standard
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reply is that the calculus formalises an ideal way of arranging one's
partial beliefs, so as to achieve what is called coherence% Roughly
speaking this amounts to ensuring that one's degrees of partial belief
are not such as to lead to certain loss against a sufficiently clever
betting opponent (on the assumption that betting quotients are chosen
in accordance with one's partial beliefs)3. The probability calculus is
said to be an axiomatic description of the constraints on degrees of
belief which follow from this requirement. Neverthelegs, on this view an
SP utterance refers not to some ideal belief, but only to the actual
belief of the speaker.

The following view is different in this respect, and in the nature

of what is held to be the primary ideal:

2.6 ‘The rational belief view: 'It is probable that g' means the same as
‘Given the existing evidence, a ratiocnal agent would have a strong

partial belief that q'.

To illustrate the difference between coherence and what is involved in
2.6, suppose I believe that all past A's have been 8's, and have no
reason to think that the next A will be different. In the sense intended
by 2.6 it would be irrational of me to belleve that the next A will not
be a B, but it would not be incoherent.

2.6 admits several variants, depending on an ambiguity in the

notion of existing evidence. The more important readings are as follows:

2.6.1 ‘'The evidence of which I am actually aware ...°'.
.2 ‘'The evidence reasonably accessible to me ...'.
.3 ‘The evidence in principle accessible tome ...'.
.4 ‘'The objective present state of affairs ...'.

.5 'The total state of affairs, past present and future ...'.

There are further possible distinctions and elaborations. We can perhaps
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ignore 2.6.5, the 'God's eye view' alternative, but 2.6.1 - 4 all give
distinct and non-trivial interpretations of 2.6. Note that gsome of these
interpretations - particularly 2.6.3 and 2.6.4 -~ offer plausidble readings
of 2.4, which is also ambiguous, though not as much so as 2.6.

Fhe third major approach to truthconditions for SP sentences is
based on the notion of a probability relatian, so that SP utterances are
literally assertions that a certain relation holds between certain
entities. Variants depend on different accounts of thig relation (and

to some extent of the entities between which it is said to hold). Thus:’

2.7 The logical version: the relation in question holds between a set
of propositions (or, given sufficiently strong conjunction, a
gingle proposition) on the one hand, and a single proposition on
the other. It is a generalisation of the relation of logical
consequence, holding in any particular case at some strength s
between 0 and 1. (Alternatively strength can be made the third temm
of a standard triadic relation).

2.8 The rational relation version: here the relation holds between the
same kinds of entities as in 2.7, but is to be understood as
'A fuoll belief in all the propositions ... makes reasonable a

partial belief of degree ... that ...'.

If we denote the assertion that some such probability relation
holds with strength s between a set of propositions Q0 and the proposition
p by '‘R{(0.p,s)', then for any given s the truth of R(Q,p,s) depends on
both 0 and p. Yet for amy given probabilistic operator P, the truth of an
SP sentence Pp seems to depend only on p - in any given context, at any
rate. How then can a sentence of the form R(Q,p,s) provide the truth-
conditions of an SP uttarance?

The standard solution is to take an SP utterance to make an

implicit reference to the existing evidence. Thus 'It is probable that g
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is said to be conventionally elliptical for something like 'For some
high 8, if 0 is a set of propositions describing the existing evidence
then R{Q,q.S)"'. A consequence is that 2.7 and 2.8 have the game kinds
of sub-interpretations as 2.6, in virtue of the ambiguity of the notion
of existing evidence. With this addition 2.8 is in any case essentially

the same account as 2.6 of the truth conditions of an SP utterance.

Although it doesn’'t do justige to individual accountse I think this
summary does exhibit quite accurately the main strategles for a truth-
conditional approach to l.5. The major groupings reflect three of the
most dominant beliefs about probability: that it is somehow objective,
that it is connected with degrees of confidence, or partial beliefs, and
that it is in some sense relational. As we said earlier, a tendency for
these different intuitions to lead to the same conclusions is revealed in
the overlaps - in the similarity between 2.4, 2.6 and 2.8.

It might seem there should be a grouping corresponding to the
intuition that probability is related to fregquency. But except in the
form of 2.1, frequency accounts do not in themselves offer an interpret-
ation of single~case probability utterances. It is true that such
accounts are usually accompanied by an account of the single case, but
if this is to be truthconditional it must apparently fall into one of the

groupings we have described.

Assuming a truthconditional answer to 1.5, let us now consider 1.6.
The claim that an SP utterance is an assertion permits the corresponding
choice of (effectively) full belief as the category of mental state
required by 1.6. Just as SP assertions are said to be distinquished from
others in virtue of their subject-matter, these SP full beliefs will
differ from other full beliefs in that they are about single-case probab-

ilities (or in other words, about whatever provides the truth conditions
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of SP sentences). Let us call this

2.9 The full belief option for 1.6.

Each of the truthconditional accounts 2.1 - 2.8 has a corresponding
elaboration of 2.9, describing the characteristic content of an SP full
belief. But is there any alternative to 2.9 itself? It seems not, for if
SP utterances are a particular kind of assertion - as a truthconditional
account holds - then 2.9 follows directly from the assertion/full belief/
relevant action model of 1.9 - 1.12. It isg difficult to see how such an
account can deny that what is stated to be the case by an SP utterance
can be believed in the way associated with any other assertion (and
usually is so believed, by a person making such an utterance).

Given 2.9, however, what are we to make of the references to
partial belief by many of the accounts 2.1 - 2.8 - and of the widespread
feeling that someone who says 'It is probable that ¢', for example,
indicates a certain degree of confidence that g? (This feeling is the
basis of 2.5, but is not confined to such a subjectivist viewpoint).
Moreover we shall see that partial beliefs are very helpful in answering
part of 1.8. So there are good reasons for wanting to include partial
beliefs in the answer given to 1.6.

There is one way of doing so, for a truthconditional account: to
say that someone who makes an SP utterance characteristically has both a
corresponding (effectively) full belief (that it is probable that g,

e.g.), and a corresponding partial belief (that ¢). Let us call this
2.10 The partial belief option for 1.6.
It will be simplest to take 2.9 to exclude 2.10 - i.e. to say that 2.9

admits just the full belief, and not the associated partial belief.

I think we may assume there is no relevant disagreement about
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gquestion 1.7 - about the nature of the non~linguistic behaviour charact-
eristic of an SP context. For our purposes I think it will be sufficient
to consider only betting behaviour - which in any case is usually seen as
the most straightforward kind of single-case application of a probability
judgements. If we are unable to give a proper account of betting cases,
we are unlikely to be able to deal with more general ones. And in betting
cases all accounts of single-case probability seem to agree on certain
things: in particular, that if an agent claims 'There is a probability p
that ¢', he will in general (and should, perhaps) choose a betting
gquotient p, if given the opportunity to control the odds, but not the size

of the stake or the direction, of a compulsory bet that gq.

If there is no disagreement about 1.7, then the only wvariable in
1.8 is the answer already given to 1.6. In other words, what is involved
in 1.8 for a truthconditicnal account depends just on whether it has
chosen option 2.9 or 2.10. Moreover in either case such an account will
presumably say that an SP utterance itself characteristically results
from the corresponding full belief, in the same way that any asserxtion
does s80. So the question is just the connection between the non-
linguistic behaviour (or behavioural dispositions) characteristic of an
SP context and the state of mind identified in 2.9 or 2.10.

Bere 2.10¢ has a distinct advantage. A partial belief can be taken
to be, roughly speaking (and inter alia, perhaps), a disposition to a
certain characteristic form of behaviour. The betting behaviour we have
mentioned will then be a striking (if somewhat artificial) display of
this disposition. In general the disposition will be displayed by a
person's acting in the way that someone would who assigned expectations
to his possible actions by means of a certain calculation involving his
degrees of baelief and perceived utilities, and chose the course of action

with the highest expectation6. The disposition associated with a full
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belief - described in 1.11 -~ is a special case of this one. Notice that
the use of partial beliefs and the notion of coherence to provide a
subjectivist interpretation of the probability calculus, depends on the
link between such beliefs and a disposition to certain betting behaviour
being as close as this. If it can't be taken for granted that people will
bet in accordance with their partial beliefs, then it can't be claimed
that someone with incoherent partial beliefs will accept the bets
required for a Dutch book.

Thus partial beliefs give 2.10 an answer to 1.8 which is directly
analogous to the corresponding part of 1.11 (which it generalises, in
fact). In contrast the full belief option, 2.9, has an awkward problem
at this point. Why should the belief that it is probable that g, say,
give rise to just such-and-such a betting behaviour with respect to
whether g - in addition, note, to the kind of behaviour associated with
any full belief, with respect to whether it is probable that q? What is
it about the subject-matter of these particular full beliefs that ensures
this particular pattern of behaviour?

Although 2.10 avoids this difficulty in answering 1.8, essentially
the same problem re-emerges at another level; for why should the full
belief from which an SP utterance results be accompanied by the
‘corresponding' partial belief? Why should someone who believes that it
ia probable that g algo have a strong partial belief that g?

Thus the advantage of partial beliefs here is short-lived ~ which
is perhaps not surprising, given that they have been characterised in
terms of their behavioural consequences. The problem can be stated
entirely in behavioural terms, as concerning the connection between two
different kinds of disposition. For convenience I shall usually assume
2.10 and hence take the problem to concern the connection between two
levels of belief; truthconditional accounts are not thereby disadvant-

aged. Such an account thus seems bound to say that a person who holds a
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full SP belief will (usually, at the very least) also hold a corres-
ponding partial belief. The link problem, as I shall call it, is to
explain why thig is so.

At this point a natural suggestion is that the two beliefs are
really the same mental state, which happens to have two different char-
acterisations. But the trouble is, for a truthconditional account, that
it is not clear why these characterisations should not apply to different
entities (and why, if so, such entities should occur together). Such an
account takes the full belief that it is probable that g to be an
instance of the general notion of a full belief, and so needs only an
account of the truth conditions of ‘It is probable that g' to complete a
characterisation of this mental entity - relying on a standard account
of the general features of a full belief. There is thus no evident need
to refer to the corresponding strong partial belief that g, and hence no
obvious reason to regard it as really the same mental eﬂtity as the full
belief. The problem is compounded if a truthconditional account takes the
line that a person's belief that it is probable that g explains his high
degree of confidence that g - the presence of a mental state cannot
explain itself; but the source of the problem is not the tendency of such

accounts to take this line.

It thus seems that a solution to the link problem will need to
rely on some feature of the trxuth conditions assigned to SP sentences,
and we might expect the different accounts 2.1 - 2.8 to propose different
sclutions, some more satisfactory than others.

The subjectivist option, 2.5, seems to have the simplest solution.
If 'It is probable that ¢' means the same as 'I have a strong partial
belief that g' (or 'I am confident that ¢'), then to believe that it is
probable that g is just to believe oneself to have a strong partial

belief that q. So if it is impossible to be wrong about one's own
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beliefs - given that one asks oneself what they are, in a particular
case - then it is impossible to have the full belief without the corres-
ponding partial one. Perhaps for many of our partial beliefs we don't
have the associated full belief (because the question whether we have
the partial belief has never occurred to us) but this doesn’'t matter -
the converse implication is the important one.

The claim that it is impossible to hold mistaken beliefs about
one;s own pregent state of belief need not necessarily rest on a
principle of infallible introspection. It is enough that if we do ever
misjudge one of our existing beliefs, from that time on our newly
acquired second-level belief itself leads us to hold the matching firste
level belief, and therefore - unconsciously - to abandon our previous
partial belief.

I do not want to discuss this proposal here, however. It seems to
me that (in this truthconditional form) subjectivism is refuted on other
grounds, and is the least plausible of the options 2.1 - 2.8. I shall

mention some of the objections in later chapters.

I shall call options 2.4, 2.6 and 2.8, which refer to ‘rational’
(or 'reasonable') degrees of partial belief, the rational personalist
accounts. Such theories have an approach to the link problem which is
similar to that of the subjectivists. The details depend to some extent
on which of the sub~interpretations arising from the ambiguity of the
notion of existing evidence is involved.

Thus under 2.6.1, to believe that it is probable that g, is to
believe that the evidence of which one is actually aware makes reasonable
a strong partial belief that g. So if (i) I believe it is probable that g,
and (ii) whenever I believe that the evidence of which I am aware makes
reasonable a certain belief I actually hold that belief, then

it follows that (iii) I have a strong partial belief that gq.



2:11

I think the best argument for (1i) is roughly as follows. If I
were regularly to claim to believe that my evidence made reasonable a
certain belief, and yet that I didn’t hold that belief, it would appear
that either I was simply lying about my beliefs, or I was misusing the
term 'reasonable’. There is some latitude: in a particular case I might
be claiming that some strictly empirical evidence supports a certain
belief, which is at odds with my intuitive judgement; then it is simply
the fact that I have not made reference to my total evidence (including
my intuitions) which allows an apparent violation of (ii}. Or by ‘'is
made reasonable’ I might intend 'is prescribed by the accepted theory',
or something similar? indiecating that I think accepted theory is in error
in this case. But in general if I use the term 'reasonable’ at all with
respect to beliefs, it is a condition of my being taken to be doing so in
the accepted sense that 1 actually hold the beliefs I claim to be reason-
able.

The same kind of argument is available to rational personalist
accounts which rest on stronger interpretations than 2.6,1 does of the
notion of existing evidence. The principle (ii) needs to be reformulated,
but is justifiable much as before. Indeed (1ii) itself is almost suffic~
ient, because since the move from 2.6.1 to 2.6.5 involves steadily
increasing bodies of evidence, it would be odd for someone who believes
say ‘The evidence in principle accessible to me makes reasonable a strong
partial belief that q@' - i.e. the interpretation of 'It is probable
that q' under 2.6.3 - not to also believe the interpretation under 2.6.2
and 2.6.1.

Thus in virtue of their account of the truth conditions of Sp
utterances, rational personalists seem to have plenty of material with
which to attempt a solution to the link problem. No doubt there are
difficulties for the proposed solution, but I don't want to discuss them

here (I am not trying to defend rational personalism, and I think it can



be attacked more effectively at other points).

I shall call the remaining options from 2.1 - 2.8 - i.e. 2.1, 2.2,
2.3 and 2.7 - the objectivist accounts of single-case probability. Here,
and from now on, the term 'objectivist'’ simply marks the fact that these
accounts are not personalist, in referring to beliefs.

How is an objectivist to approach the link problem? One suggestion
might be that it is somehow inconsistent to have a full SP belief,
understood in objectivist terms, but not the corresponding partial
belief. We have seen that given certain assumptions, both subjectivists
and rational perscnalists have an argument on these lines. But let us
take the hypothetical limiting frequency option, 2.1, as an exawmple: then
to believe fully that it is highly probable that g, is to believe that if
the present situation were to be repeated indefinitely, the limiting
relative frequency of outcomes such that ¢ would be close to l. A person
who holds this helief, but also believes that on this occasion the
outcome will not be such that g, is not being inconsistent. Moreover it
does not seem that a person who professed such beliefs would thereby
indicate a lack of grasp of the notion of limiting relative frequency
(as seemed to be the case with respect to the notion of rationality in
the rational persocnalist case).

The position is much the same for objectivist accounts other than
2.1. With its generalisation of the notion of logical consequence 2.7
might seem to be a special case, in that it will have available an
accompanying generalisation of the relation of inconsigtency. However,
since even a highly probable outcome need not occur, pairs of propos-~
itions which are inconsistent in this generalised sense need not have
false conjunctions. Even if it is a strong (but not deductive) consequ-
ence of the present state of affairs that the outcome of the existing

situation will be such that g, it may nevertheless be true that the
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outcome will be such that not-g. So the fact that a pair of beliefs is
inconsistent simply in this generalised sense, doesn't seem in itself a
reason why we shouldn't believe both. It might be objected that the usual
notion of inconsistency doesn't in itself provide such a reason, either.
But at least here we have an idea how an account might go, in terms of
the disutility of false beliefs, for example. And whatever the problems
with the details of such a justification for logical constraints on
belief, there are further problems with the extension to probabilistic
constraints. It is these further problems we are concerned with here. It
seems that 2.7 is not significantly better equipped to deal with these
problems than other objectivist accounts. A generalised notion of logical
consequence is not in itself an aid to a solution of the link problem in
terms of a consistency requirement, in the usual sense of 'consistency' -
even in the indirect way in which such a solution seemed possible for
subjectivist and rational personalist accounts.

50 an objectivist must take another line. I think there are two
possiblé approaches. One - the most popular, I think, in so far as
existing such accounts consider the link problem - is to say that it
would be irrational of someone who had the full belief that it is
probable that g, not to also have a strong partial belief that g; and
that most of us are rational in this respect, which explains the fact
that we generally do have the partial belief whenever we have the corres-
ponding full one. I shall consider this approach in more detail below.
The alternative, I think, is to claim that the reason people generally
assocliate this pair of beliefs, holding the partial one whenever they
hold the full one, is that they have acquired the habit of doing so, in
learning to speak the language. I shall ignore this approach for the
moment, but return to it in Chapter 4 (where I shall argue that it leaves

little content to the claim that SP utterances are truthconditional).
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We are now in a position to see the central importance of a notion
of rationality to most truthconditional accounts of SP utterance. Let us
recap a little. In Chapter 1l we characterised an aspect of the task of
an account of single~case probability, as to amswer questions 1.5 ~ 1.8.
In this chapter we began by outlining different approaches to 1.5, which
had in common the assumption that SP utterances are a particular kind of
assertion. We then looked at 1.6 - 1.8, and saw that in virtue of this
assumption all these approaches face a gimilar problem, in justifying a
link between two parts of their overall picture. We saw that it is at
least arguable that subjectivist and rational personalist accounts have
the means to secure this link, but that no corresponding move is avail-
able to the remaining - objectivist - accounts. We have just suggested
two alternatives, one of which is based on the claims that the link is
a rational one to make, and that most language-users are rational in
this respect.

Notice that what rests on these claims, for an objectivist who
takes thie line, is not an argument that this link does exist, in
practice - that people who belleve (effectively fully) that it is
probable that ¢ also have strong partial beliefs that g. This much can be
established empirically (or so an objectivist should claim). It is
rather an explanation of this fact. An objectivist's position is like
that of a zoologist who has noticed that all animals with hearts also
have kidneys; the need is for an explanation of this regularity.

Rational personalists make a different use of the notion of ration-
ality. In this case the truth conditions offered for SP assertions
explicitly mention rational behaviour - an SP assertion is said to be
about the degree of partial belief it is reasonable to adopt, given the
exigting evidence. The fact that rationality enters such an account at
such an éarly point means that the rationality of ordinary language-users

does not have to be separately assumed - or so it seems.
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These uses of rationality should both be distinguished from another
role the notion plays in accounts of gingle-case probability, in what we
called (p.1l:8) the justificational aspect of the problem of the single
cagse. Thus whereas the above uses concern the use (for the objectivists)
and the content (for the rational personalists) of an SP full belief, the
justificational aspect looks at the rationality of the adoption of such a
belief in the first place — at the question, for example, as to why,
given certain beliefs about something other than the probability of g,
we should infer that it is probable that gq.

Although these three uses of rationality are distinct, the last one
is closely related to each of the other two, in virtue of the fact that
objectivists and rational personalists will both need to consider the
justificational aspect of the problem of the single case. For an object-
ivist the connection takes the form of the condition that the compound
inference from certain evidential beliefs, to an SP full belief, and
hence to the corresponding partial belief, should be reasonable as a
whole. If we call the central feature of an objectivist's truth condit-
ions for an SP sentence an objective chance (i.e. modifying slightly the
usage of 2,1 -~ 2.8, so that 2.4 is not an objective chance account, but
2.7 is), then the argument is as follows: the objectivist wants to claim
both that (i) if there are such objective chances, then the downward
inference {from the full SP belief to the associated partial belief) is a
rational one; and that (ii) if there are such chances then the upward
inference (from evidential beliefs to the full SP belief) is also a
rational one. (i} and (1i) presumably entail that (iii) if there are such
chances then the combined Iinference from evidential beliefs to the
relevant partial belief is likewise a reasonable one (since it amounts to
taking two reasonable steps in succession). So if the combined inference
is unreasonable, there are no such chances - or so the objectivist must

claim. Hence the objectivist will regard the upward and downward infer-
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ences as related by the condition that their compesition itself be a
reasonable inference (in whatever sense they themselves are held to be
s0) .

There is an analogy here to scientific theories. To take a simple
example, suppose that on some observational basis OB we accept a theoret-
ical description DS of the structure of a certain substance, and are
hence able to deduce that this substance will burn with a yellow flame
(YF) = all this in terms of some atomic theory AT, and such that YF is
not part of OB. Then the belief that the given substance has structure DS
seems closely analogous to the objectivist's full SP belief, and AT to
the theory that there are objective chances. In this case we may argue
that (i') if AT is true then a belief in DS justifies a belief that YF;
that (ii") if AT 1is true then a belief that OB justifies a belief that
DS; and hence that (iii’) if AT is true then a belief that OB justifies
a.belief that YP. So if the combined inference turns out to be unjust-
ified, AT is false.

However, this analogy does not seem to help an objectivist to
clarify the sense in which his downward inference can be shown to be
rational, or justified. In the scientific case it is the fact that within
AT, YP is a logical consequence of DS, which gives us (i'). Because its
consequent is a partial belief (whose correctness depends on its
strength, as well its content), the objectivist's downward inference
cannot be straightforwardly deductive; and nor does it seem to be given
by an indirect consistency requirement (in the way in which subjectivists
and rational personalists seemed to be able to secure their downward
inferences). So although the scientific¢ example closely matches the
structure of the objectivist model, the nature of the key downward
inference is very significantly different.

For a rational persocnalist, the upward inference passes from a set

of evidential beliefs (EB, say) to the belief that the existing evidence
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makes reasonable a certain degree of partial belief in a certain prop-
osition. The beliefs EB concern evidence of which a person who makes such
an inference takes himself to be aware, but we have seen that under most
of its possible interpretations the term 'existing evidence' has a wider
reference. However since a person who takes himself to be justified in
believing that the existing evidence in one of the wider senses makes
reasonable a certain partial belief, will apparently believe the same
thing with respect to all narrower senses, we can concentrate on the
upward rule for the narrowest case - i.e. that in which 'the existing
evidence' does have the sense of 'the evidence of which I am aware'.

There is a close connection between this upward rule of inference,
and the combined rule in the objectivist case; because we may think of
the rational personalist's reading of 'It is probable that ¢' as ‘The
best combined rula, applied to (a true belief as to) the existing
evidence, leads to a strong partial belief that g'. So given that we hold
evidential beliefs EB, the difference between applying the rational
personalist's upward rule, and applying what we take to be the best
combined rule, is that our conclusion in the former case describes our
conclusion in the latter one.

This connection, and difference, can be illustrated in our scient-
ific example. The rational personalist's reading of 'It is probable
that q' corresponds to 'The reasonable thing to infer from (a true belief
as to) the observational data, is (a belief) that this substance will
burn with a yellow flame'. Essentially this describes the result of
applying what we take to be the proper rule of inference, in the circum-
stances. We occasionally use such constructions to distance ourselves
from an assertion. 'The evidence shows you are mistaken', we say, rather
than 'You are mistaken' (referring to the evidence, though not describing
it - that's another step). But notice how odd it is to say 'The evidence

as a whole indicates that you are mistaken, but you are not', or ‘The



2:18
observational data enables us to infer that this substance will burn with
a yellow flame; I wonder whether it will?'. Statements like these only
make sense when the evidence referred to is thought to be incomplete, or
otherwise in doubt. If not, then they involve the same kind of mistake as
would be made by someone who disputed the rational personalist's downward
rule of inference.

It might seem that objectivism and rational personalism correspond
to realism and instrumentalism, respectively, in the traditional dispute
about the status of scientific theories; but this is not guite right. A
truly instrumental construal of 'It is probable that ¢' would regard it
not as an assertion, with truth conditions, but as some sort of move, or
stage, in a procedure of inference. Rational personalism corresponds
instead to what we might call meta-instrumentalism, a view which takes
theoretical statements to describe the structure of the proper system of
inference from observation to prediction. This view shares with instrum-
entalism (or strictly with instrumentalism plus a 'this is the best
instrument' clause) the opinion that the whole dispute is captured in
the question 'What is the best form of inference in this domain?'. In
contrast the realist admits not only this question (put as 'What is the
best combined rule of inference'), but also a question as to the nature
of the underlying state of affairs, in virtue of which the former
question has one answer rather than another.

It 1s the fact that objectivists admit a question of the latter
kind which gives rise to their special problem with the notion of
rationality - to their interest not only in showing why and in what
sense their proposed form of downward inference is rational, but also
in assuming that ordinary agents are rational in this respect, on the
whole. Note that unless an objectivist can show that any speaker who
uses SP utterances has a grasp of the relevant notion of rationality,

this assumption will regquire the claim that even speakers without the
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grasp of such a notion, are rational in making the downward inference.
We have seen that rational personalists, on the other hand, merely need
to claim that speakers learn to be rational in the process of learning
the proper use of the term (or of related terms, such as 'probable'’
itself). This advantage is perhaps offset by the need to claim that
ordinary users of SP utterances do, in effect at least, have a grasp of
the notion of a rational degree of partial belief; I shall return to

this consegquence of rational personalism in Chapter 3.

The main tasks of this chapter have been firstly to show how the
assumption that SP sentences are truthconditional leads most accounts
of single-case probability to rely on some notion of rationality, in
order to deal with simply the descriptive aspect of the problem of the
single case (i.e. with simply 1.5 ~ 1.8); and secondly to exhibit the
different forms this reliance may take. This use of rationality has
often been taken too uncritically, I think, with the effect of
concealing some of the deficiencies of the accounts concerned. In the
next two chapters I shall try to bring these faults to light. At the
same time I shall argue that the truthconditional accounts we have seen
not to rely on rationality in answering 1.5 - 1.8 are not satisfactory
alternatives. The latter accounts are the subjectivist one, 2.5, and
any objectivist account which takes the second of the two lines we
suggested (p.2:13) towards the downward inference ~ namely that it is a
habit speakers acquire in learning the language associated with SP
contexts. We have not yet discussed this line, but it may seem similar
to the rational personalist's defence of the downward rule. This
impression is quite justified, but we shall see that the similarity
counts more against the rational personalist than in favour of the

aobjectivist.



Notes

This qualification is important: few, i1f any, accounts actually see
their main task as to answer 1.5 - rather they tend to ask 'What is
(2) probability?', for example. This claim therefore relies on the
procedure of considering 1.5 in the light of what such accounts

do say.

See de Finetti (1964), p. 111, n. (e), for example.

For the details see Mellor (1971), Chapter 2, for example.

For the reasons menticned in n. 1 above, and in the bibliographical
notes below.

And as a close analogue of more natural situations; as Ramsey says
(1978, p. 85), 'Whenever we go to the station we are betting that a
train will really run, and if we had not a sufficient degree of
belief in this we should decline the bet and stay at home'.

The point of this roundabout way of putting things is to avoiad
claiming that acting on a partial belief involves consciously perf-
orming this calculation. The calculation itself follows the formula
EA =Zux‘px , where EA is the expectation assigned to the action A,
u, is the utility of the outcome x of the action A, p, is the
agent’s degree of belief that x will occur (given that A does), and
the sum ranges over all the outcomes of A which the agent regards
as possible.

Cf. Ramsey (1978), p. 96, n. 1.

Bibliographical Notes

The views outlined in 2.1 - 2.8 do not correspond exactly with

existing accounts of single-case probability, and not only because

2.1 -2.8 are simply sketches of possible approaches: there is also the

reason mentioned in n. 1 above, the related fact that not all accounts
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of probability distinguisgh its single-case use to the game extent, and
the fact that even in so far as existing accounts do follow 2.1 - 2.8,
they may contain elements of more than one of these options (quite
apart from the overlap between 2.4, 2.6 and 2.8). But with these qual-
ifications, views along the lines of most of these options are not hard
to find.

Thus for 2.1 see Hacking (1965), and Popper (1957, 1960). The
terminology of 2.2 relies on a distinction drawn by Mellor (1971,
pp. 6B-7C). Mellor reijects this view, partly on the grounds that it is
liable to reduce to 2.1, which he has alreadly rejected. But it is
perhaps closer than 2.1 to the remark of Peirce (1931, Vol. 2, #664)
that a 'die has a certain 'would-be', ... quite analogous to any babit
that a man might have'. 2.3 is the classical view, developed by Laplace
{1951). As we shall see in Chapter 5, Mellor's (1971} contains a strong
element of 2.4.

2.5 is the adaption to the needs of 1.5 (and the assumption that
SP utterances are truthconditional) of the subjectivism developed by
de Finetti (1964), and adopted by Savage (1954), for example. In
versions corresponding to the weakest and strongest readings of
'existing evidence' 2.6 ig hard to find, but otherwige its manifesﬁ-
ations are thoge of 2.4 and 2.8. For 2.7 see Keynes (1921); though some
of Keynes' remarks (such as those on which Ramsey (1978, p. 65)
comments) invoke ratiomality in a way which suggests 2.8. This option
is also suggested, for example, by Carnap's account of 'logical or
inductive probability' ('probabilityl') in {1963), #25.

I have taken the notation of upward and downward rules of infer-
ence from Sklar'’s (1979). However I shall use the term 'downward rule'’
differently: when a distinction is important, for the strictly single-
case inference from a full SP belief to the associated partial belief

about a individual instance, rather than for the inference from an SP
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belief to a belief about relative frequencies in a yet-to-be-
observed class of cases. The latter inference is often called the
direct inference, and iz the basis of rejection rules for SP beliefs.
There is a close connection between this inference and the former one,
and in general it will not be important to make a distinction. So I
shall usually use the term 'downward inference' indiscriminately, for

both. Sklar uses it just for the direct inference.



3. RATIONAL PERSONALISM.

A rational personalist believes that an SP utterance is an
assertion, and that its truth conditions are the same as those of a
corresponding assertion about the deqree of a certain partial bhelief
which is made reasonable by the existing evidence. Thus ’Given the
existing evidence, it is reasonable to have a strong partial belief
that gq', or something similar, is said to paraphrase 'It is probable
that g'. The dependence of such an account on an appropriate notion of
rationality is quite explicit.

Such a paraphrase only supports the claim that SP utterances are
truthconditional if it is agreed that the rationality ascription
involved is itself truthconditional. In this chapter I want to present
several arguments for declining to agree. However, I want to begin with
2 brief argument against the paraphrase itself.

Rational personalism reduces talk about probabilities - in so far
as it takes the form of SP utterances, at least - to talk about reason-
able degrees of partial belief. And it does so in a rather strong
sense, so that a person who claims that it is probable that ¢, is
thereby claiming that the existing evidence makes reasonable a high
degree of partial belief that g. This is a much stronger kind of reduc-
tion than is involved in standard physicalist reductive accounts, for
example. It doesn't follow from the usual physicalist claim that a desk
is in some sense really a collection of atoms, that in saying ‘My desk
is supporting my elbows' I am myself saying that a collection of atoms
is supporting my elbows. Only a very naive physicalist account would
fail to accommodate the evident fact that it doesn't take a grasp of
the concept of an atom - under that name or any other - to speak comp-
etently about desks.

The rational personalist's reduction needs to be stronger for at
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least two reagons: firstly because the proposed solution to the link
problem rests on the claim that a person who believes it is reascnable
to adopt a certain belief, and uses the term ‘reasonable' correctly,
will adopt the belief in gquestion. This claim would be of no relevance
to the link problem if the full belief associated with an SP utterance
was not in itself a belief about rationality (i.e. a belief that it is
reasonable to adopt a certain partial belief). Secondly, and more
importantly, rational personalism is not simply an account of what else
is true, when a given SP utterance is true; it claims to be an account
of the characteristic feature of the meaning of SP utterances. If the
account is correct then a person knows the meaning of 'It is probable
that g', only if he knows that this sentence is true if and only if given
the existing evidence, it is reasonable to have a strong partial belief
that g. So it would be impossible to know the meaning of SP utterances
without a grasp of the idea of a partial belief, and of such a thing
being made reasonable by a certain body of evidence. In contrast, no
physicalist would claim that I don't know the meaning of ‘The desk is
supporting my elbows' unless I am acquailnted with the notion of an atom.

The fact that rational personalism depends on such a strong
reduction leads to the following difficulty: the making of SP utter~
ances seems a less sophisticated linguistic activity than that of
referring to partial bellefs, or to mental states in general. There
seems no obvious reason why a community should not have developed the
former activity but not the latter ome (or why such a group couldn't in
principle be established, by ensuring that its members were not taught
certain parts of our language). But a rational personalist must either
deny these possibilities, or admit that in such a case there would be
some other account of the distinguishing non-~syntactic feature of an SP
utterance. In the latter case it is difficult to see how such an alter-

native account could fail to extend to our own linguistic activity, so



as to give uvs an alternative to rational personalism itself,

This argument would be reinforced if it c¢could be shown that some
actual English speakers use SP utterances in the ordinary way, and yet
have no understanding of the notion of a partial belief being made
reasonable by a body of evidence. But it is not enough to argue that
many English speakers do not understand the term 'partial belief'. A
rational personalist could reasonably reply that such speakers under-
stand the notion of a partial belief, but under some other name -
‘degree of confidence', for example. Instead it needs to be argued that
there is some such group of speakers who have no grasp whatsoever of
any relevant notion of mental state. It was the fact that referring to
mental states seems a mmch less basic linguistic activity than making
SP utterances which was the basis of the above argument.

Note that this line of argument also applies to the subjectivist
truthconditional account, 2.5 - in fact even more so than it does toA
rational personalism; Subjectivism requires not only that users of SP
utterances have a grasp of the notion of partial belief, but also that
they are able to apply this notion reflexively, so as to describe their
own states of mind. Even more than simply referring to mental states,
this awareness of one's own present state of mind as a possible subject
of discourse, seems too sophisticated a linguistic ability to be an

essential part of the making of SP utterances.

However, putting aside this objection to the rational personal-
ist's use of 'Given the existing evidence, it is reasonable to have a
strong partial belief that g' as a paraphrase of ‘It is probable
that g', let us turn to the gquestion as to whether the proposed para-
phrase is itself truthconditional. I want to present three lines of
argument against taking it to be so.

Rational personalism is a reductive account of the truth cond-
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itionsg of SP utterances. However, the question it answers about SP
utterances - i.e. 1.5 - arises again for the class of rationality
ascriptions which it takes to describe the truth conditions of SP

utterances. Thus

3.1 wWhat is the distinguishing non-syntactic characteristic of such

an SP rationality ascription?

Here the rational personalist faces a dilemma: if he is prepared to do
without a further reductive account in answer to 3.1, then it is not
clear on what grounds he can insist on one for 1.5; but a reductive
approach to 3.1 faces two severe problems.

One problem is that the natural ways of attempting to explain the
relevant notion of single-case rationality either parallel objectivist
accounts of single-case probability, or explicitly refer to probability.
There is a hypothetical limiting frequency approach, for example: 'is
reasonable' equals 'would be more successful than other policies if
this situation were to be repeated indefinitely'. Similarly there is a
tendency approach, a logical relation approach, and perhaps a range
approach. And there is the line that 'is reasonable' corresponds to 'is
most likely to be successful'. The existence of these parallels is not
surprising, given that they rely on the same kind of facts about
ordinary English as give rational personalism its plausibility. But to
admit the need to explain rationality in any such terms, rather under-
mines its function as a secure base for a reductive account of single-
case probability (and one which is preferable to objectivist accounts).

The second problem for a reductive approach to 3,1 concerns the
rational personalist's justification of the downward rule of inference.
We suggested (pp.2:10-11) that a rational personalist might claim that
the operation of the downward rule is a key display of a correct grasp

of the relevant notion of rationality - so that a person who consist-
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ently claims that it is reasonable to adopt certain partial beliefs,
and yet fails to adopt them himself, simply reveals that he hasn't
understood what 'reasonable' means (or that he is lying, of course).
This strateqgy depends on there being no sensible question left over as
to why the habit of making such an inference should be associated with
a grasp of this term. To avoid the re-emergence of the link problem in
this new form, it needs to be claimed that to acquire an understanding
of (the relevant use) of ‘reasonable' is ~ among other things, perhaps -
to acquire such a habit. But this claim seems inconsistent with a
reductive approach to 3.1, for if the meaning of an SP rationality
ascription is explained in terms which don't mention rationality itself,
then these terms will suffice to say what a grasp of the meaning of
‘reasonable’ consists in, without mention of the habit of downward
inference.

Let us therefore suppose that rational personalism settles on the
other horn of the above dilemma, claiming that SP rationality ascrip-
tions have no non-trivial truth conditions - no truth conditions which
are statable other than in terms of rationality itself. One variant of
this claim would regard such ascriptions as theoretical statements,
whose meaning is to be understocd in terms of the rules for their
acceptance and rejection. Alternatively, the required notion of ration-
ality might be said to be an intuition, a grasp of which is revealed by
a correct uge of the upward and downward rules of inference linking it
to other notions.

As we said, it is difficult to see why someone prepared to accept
such an account shouldn't have done so for SP utterances in the first
place. But although this counts against the rational perscnalist, it is
not an objection to this kind of move in general, as a way of constr-
uing SP utterances as truthconditional. In order to find out what form

a stronger objection could take, we shall need to look more closely at



the notion of a truth condition.

The most widely-known use of this notion is that of the programme
to explain meaning ip terms of truth conditiomns. It is commonly said
that to know the meaning of a sentence is to know what would have to be
the case for it to be true. From this it is held to follow that a
systematic account of the truth conditions of the sentences of a given
lanquage, in terms of their structure and components, will give such an
account of their meaning. This programme is intended to apply in the
first place only to those meaningful expressions of the language in
question whose standard utterance amounts to an assertiocn - to the
making of a statement that the relevant truth conditions hold. It is
recognised that there are other kinds of meaningful expressions in
natural languages; gquestions and imperatives, for example. But it may
be claimed that even in these cases there is a truthconditional core,
which in part determines the meaning of such an expression.

We are concerned with the question whether SP utterances and the
rational personallst’'s rationality ascriptions fall into the truthcond-
itional class (for English) or into the class of exceptions. And we are
supposing that in order to avoid the problems we have raised for the
alternative line, our rational personalist has agreed that such ration-
ality ascriptions have no non-trivial truth conditions. What kind of
consideration could now be relevant?

One way to get some idea, I think, is to envisage treating as
truthconditional a class of utterances agreed not to be so, such as the
class of propositional questions -~ i.e. of utterances of the form
'Is it the case that g?' (Qg, for short), where ¢ is a truthconditional
sentence. Suppose we suggest that such an expression is an asmsertion.
We say that although its truth conditions cannot be stated by means of

any other expression (except one which ordinary usage takes to be
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equivalent to Qg, such as 'Is it true that g?'}, it states roughly what
is believed by someone for whom it is relevant but uncertain whether g.
We agree that English conceals the assertive character of these utter-
ances, and therefore propose a modified language {Q-English) which
differs from English in two respects: it treats the gentence ‘It is
queried whether g' as an (optional) alternative to Qg: and it allows
that Qq may be said to be true or false, just as 'It is queried whether
q' may be. Thus 'It is true that is it the case that ¢' asserts what
'It is true that it is queried whether g' asserts, and both sentences
are true just when Qg is. Such truth ascriptions are useful particul-
arly in expressing agreement wiéh ('asking the same question as') a
previous speaker; and also when there is quantification over a class of
sentences of the form Qg, enabling them all to be asserted (‘'asked') at
one go. Thus if Qn is (a name for) the sentence 'Is it the case that n
is a prime number?', the utterance 'Qn is true, for every natural
number n' performs a function which in English is most closely approx-
imated by the question 'Which natural numbers are prime?'. Similarly
"It is false that Qg' asserts the same as 'It is false that it is
queried whether g'. Either utterance is appropriate for a speaker for
whom it is either not uncertain or not relevant whether g, and explic-
itly withdraws g from the questions at issue. Such an utterance is thus
particularly useful in disagreeing with a previous speaker; and, like
the truth ascription, has a use in cases of semantic ascent.

On the relation of Q-English to English, and the truthcondition-
ality of the relevant portions of each, we seem to have three options:
we can say that English questions of the foxrm ¢g are truthconditional
after all (and that their appearance is hence deceptive); we can say
that it is the appearance of the sentences of the form 'It is queried
whether g' of Q-English which is deceptive, and that such sentences are

not really truthconditional; or we can say that the difference between
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the two lanquages is more than just a superficial one, in that the
relevant portion of Q—-English is truthconditional, but not that of
English. The first option conflicts with the well-established view of
the nature of propositional questions. The third seems to me implaus-
ible, particularly given that Q-English itself contains expressions of
the form 0Og, as well as the equivalent expressions ’'It is queried
whether g'. So the second option seems the most acceptable.

If the query ascriptions of Q-English are not really truthcond-
itional, I think we should expect this fact to ba revealed in the way
in which this language associates the terms 'true' and *false' with
such expressions. For presumably it must be something more than the
possibility of replacing this segment of Q-English with the corresp-
onding part of English itself which reveals the lack of truthcondition~
ality. This is particulady clear if we imagine trying to convince a
speaker of Q-English that 'It is queried whether ¢' is not a genuine
assertion. Unless we can point to some internal feature of his language
which justifies our claim, this person will feel that we have not ruled
out the first and third options above. That is, he will feel free to
claim either that our questions are really assertions, this fact being
concealed by the peculiar form of words we use in making such state-
ments; or that there is something which can be asserted in Q-English
but not in English.

So what is it about the way in which Q-English associates the
terms "true' and 'false' with expressions such as ‘It is queried
whether g' which distinguishes these sentences from genuinely truth-
conditional ones? If we can answer this, I think we shall be in a
position to examine the claimed truthconditionality of the rational
personalist's SP rationality ascriptions.

I think the key is the relational nature of the state of relevant

uncertainty. We saw that which questions I ask - what, in Q-English, I
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declare to be queried - depends roughly on what things I am uncertain
about, and on which such things I take to be relevant to me. And this
in turn depends on what I already know, and what my interests are. So
if I claim 'It is queried whether g’ and you reply "That‘s false", you
may intend no criticism of me, but simply be expressing a different
viewpoint. Hence the exchange should not be seen as me claiming that
something is the case, and you denying it. If anything has been
aggerted at all, it is apparently that for me it is relevantly uncert-
ain whether g, and for you not relevantly uncertain whether gq.

Suppose we systematically construe query ascriptions in this way,
making explicit the relativisation to the speaker's viewpoint. We shall
then find that the above exchange does not conform to the ordinary use
of the notion of falsity: since you are not denying that for me it is
relevantly uncertain whether g, it is not correct, in the ordinary
sense, for you to say 'That's falge’ in answer to my claim that it is
queried whether ¢ . The relativised claim is false in the standard
sense only if I am wrong about the relevance to me of, or my uncert-
ainty as to, whether ¢. So this proposal does not preserve the way 1in
which Q-English applies the term ‘false’ to query ascriptions; or does
so only at the cost of admitting a non~standard use of this term,
different from its use in association with the notion of a tyxuth
condition.

Suppose now that we try to avoid this difficulty by introducing
an objective justification for 'asking a question'. 'It is queried
whether g' is thus to be understood as 'It is objectively uncertain and
objectively relevant whether g' (we might say that g is 'objectively in
question'). This move is motivated by the desire to interpret the
response ‘That's false' to the utterance 'It is gqueried whether g' as a
standard denial of what the utterance asserts to be the case. However,

the proposal faces the following dilemma: the more it objectifies that



to which the query ascription is held to be relativised, the more
situations it will admit in which it is quite implausible to say that
the speaker is actually referring to (and relying on) this objective
base; while the more it reduces the level of objectivity of the base,
the more it will allow situations of the difficult kind, in which the
response 'That's false' doesn't indicate a criticism of the original
speaker, but simply the possession of a different point of view.

A more detailled examination would show, I think, that there is no
way to resolve this dilemma ~ no base to which to relativise query
ascriptions which escapes both kinds of problem. And it is this which
shows that the query ascriptions of Q-English are not really truthcond-
itional, it seems to me. I now want to argue that SP rationality
ascriptions are subject to the same dilemma.

The relational character of many rationality claims is well-
recognised; what is rational from your point of view needn't be so from
mine, and the disagreement may give neither of us grounds to criticise
the other. As rational personalists acknowledge, the simple claim that
it ig reascnable to adopt a certain partial belief is relational in
just this way. What partial belief it is reasonable for me to adopt
depends on what my evidence is. If your evidence is different there may
be a formal disagreement between us, in that we are not both prepared
to say, for example, 'It is reasonable to have a high degree of partial
belief that g'.

As in our query example, to maintain that such rationality
ascriptions are truthconditional it is necessary to exclude these non-
critical disagreements. This can be attempted by taking such utterances
to make implicit reference to the evidence on which they are based.
Rational personalists make this move in any case (for different but
related reasons); in fact they go one stage further, in making explicit

the reference to evidence. But to which evidence? We saw in Chapter 2
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(p. 2:3, in particular) that there is a range of possibilities, from
the evidence of which the speaker is actually aware at the time of
speaking, to a very strong 'God's evidence' alternative. Which altern-
ative, if any, is such that the resulting relativised rationality
ascriptions function in discourse in the same way as the (allegedly
elliptical) utterances they are supposed to represent?

At the subjective extreme, the difficulty is that disputes about
the truth of an utterance of the form 'The evidence of which I am aware
makes reasonable a partial belief of degree d that q' seem to bear no
direct relation to the situation in which two speakers each make such a
claim, differing only in the degree of partial belief that g that each
says to be reasonable. Since it is the latter kind of 'dispute' which
according to this version of rational personalism is involved when two
people ascribe different probabilities to the same proposition, the
account faces the following problem: it must either concede that the
ordinary language practice whereby one speaker declares another's
utterance to be false in such a context, is of no significance with
respect to the standard use of the notion of falsity; or acknowledge
that it fails to give an adequate account of such ordinary usage. In
the latter cage it concedes that some further account is needed; while
in the former one it denies the significance of just that feature of
language which ought, it seems, to be its own primary motivation. For
if the ordinary language practice of ascribing truth and falsity to SP
utterances does not involve the standard senses of these notions - the
senses associated with the notion of a truth condition - then what
grounds are there for expecting a truthconditional account of such
utterances?

As we turn to more objective evidential bases this problem
becomes less significant. Situations become rarer in which two speakers

at the same time and place can have different evidential bases, in the
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chosen sense. If it is held that SP utterances make implicit reference
to the reasonably accessible evidence, for example, then you and I can
only be referring to different bodies of evidence when we ascribe
different probabilities to something, if what is reasonably accessible
to you is not what 1s reasonably accessible to me. There are such
situations (in any reasonable sense of 'reasonably accessible'), but
they are less common than situations in which it is the evidence we
actually have on hand which differs.

However, as this source of difficulty becomes less significant
another one becomes more so. As in the Q-English case, the more object-
ive we take the relevant evidential base to be, the more situations we
admit in which the evidence that a speaker actually has - and (in the
SP case) the evidence on which he bases his partial beliefs and hence
his associated behaviour - is not the objective body of evidence, in
the chosen sense, for the context in question. Moreover, this fact
about his evidence is one of which the speaker himself can be awadre; he
does not himself have to belleve that his actual evidence -~ the evid-
ence on which he acts - is the evidence objectively available to him.
Consider for example the doctor who says ‘Your operation has probably
been successful ~ we could find out for certain, but since the tests
are dangerous and unpleasant, it is better to avoid them'; or the
driver who explains ‘This is probably the quickest route - unfortun-
ately we can't afford the time to stop and make sure'’. These are
plainly cases in which the speaker knows that the evidence objectively
available (or 'in principle accessible') exceeds that on which he orx
she is relying; and therefore cases in which the probability ascription
cannot be held to be relativised to such an objective base.

The fact that a range of alternative positions is for different
reasons unacceptable at either end does not entail that there is not

some satisfactory middle position. However, an acceptable middle
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position would be ruled out by a demonstration that there is an overlap
between the ranges of applicability of the two objections we have
raised. In fact, if it is agreed that the range of possibilities forms
a linear progression, then it is enough to show that there is one of
its members which is both open to the subjective objection and such
that any more objective position is open to the objective one. This
will show that no position escapes both.

It seems to me that the reasonably accessible evidence option is
of this kind. We have seen above that it is open to the subjective
criticism because, so to speak, what is reasonably accessible to you
may not be to me (if you have access to classified information and I
don't, for example). But any-more objective position will admit
gituations in which the evidence on which we act is (at most) the
evidence which is reasonably accessible to us, rather than the evidence
comprising this more objective base.

Thus it appears that no member of this range of alternatives is
safisfactory. This seems to me to be a strong objection to the rational
personalist position (and to the objectivist one, as we shall see in
Chapter 4); though an objection it is easy to overlook, in failing to
take seriously the ambiguity in the notion of the existing evidence.

The subjective criticism here is based on the ocbservation that
ordinary usage does not associate the terms ‘'true' and 'false’ with SP
utterances (or rather, does not always do so) in the way that it would
if it used these terms in the sense associated with the notion of
truthconditionality, and rational personalism's rationality ascriptions
were accurate paraphrasas of SP utterances. It is worth noting that
subjectivigts face much the same problem. Your reply 'That's true' to
my 'It is probable that ¢', if it shows anything about partial beliefs
at all, indicates that you have a strong partial belief that ¢ -~ not

that you think that I do (as the combination of the subjectivist
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reading of ‘It is probable that g' and the assumption that ‘true' is
used here in its standard sense would require). This is a well-known

objection to this form of subjectivist interpretation of Sp utterances%

We have supposed (p. 3:5) that to avoid the problems we raised
for a reductive account of the truth conditions of SP rationality
ascriptions, it has been agreed that such utterances have no non-
trivial truth conditlions. We suggested two slightly different accounts
of the meaning of such utterances, in line with this agreement: that
they acquire meaning in virtue of the rules for their acceptance and
rejection; and that their meaning is grasped intuitively, a correct
grasp being revealed in correct use of these upward and downward rules.
I now want to raise two points, in clarification firstly of what such a
move achieves (and fails to achieve), and secondly of its possible
grounds of support.

Pirstly, there is an important sense in which such an account of
the meaning of SP rationality ascriptions doesn't tell us why we ought
to adopt the partial beliefs which such,utterances describe as rational,
or reasonable. Some care 1s needed to characterise what is left unexpl-
ained here, and the ethical analogy is helpful. It is open to someone
who, like G. E. Mcore, takes the notion of goodness to be an intuition,
to say that the proposition that we ought to do what is good is
analytic - i.e., roughly, that the good is, simply, that which we ought
to do. But there remain guegtions as to how we come to have such a
concept at all, and as to what value it is to us; and someone who asks
'Why ought we to do what is good?' with these kinds of issue in mind,
will find it quite unhelpful to be told that he is asking for an expla-
nation of an analytic truth.

In the case of SP rationality ascriptions, similarly, accounting

for their meaning as an intuitioh, or in terms of the rules for their
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acceptance and rejection, will leave unexplained the value to us of
such an intuition or combination of rules - and hence the fact that we
make such rationality ascriptions at all. (The 'hence’ here relies on
the assumption that the existence of any sufficiently significant ling-~
uistic feature, is in some sense a result of the usefulness of some
function the feature in question performs). Moreover, given that non-
trivial truth conditions for such ascriptions have been rejected, the
fact that these utterances are being treated as truthconditional would
seem to be able to play no part in these explanations. It will be the
usefulness of the upward and downward rules in combination which
provides the basis of an explanation, and irrelevant whether these
rules are held to supply truthconditional meaning to an intermediate
stage. And in the absence of reductive truth conditions, there is no
bagis in the meaning of a rationality ascription for an argument to
establish the usefulness, in some sense, of the upward and downward
rules in combination.

If the claim that $P rationality ascriptions are truthconditional
can play no part in an account of how we have come to use such express-
ions, what other grounds could support it? Not ordinary usage, appar-
ently: we have just seen that the way in which 'true' and ‘false' are
often applied to such expressions counts against the truthconditional
view; and the Q-English example suggests that the fact that an utter-
ance has the superficial form of an assertion - i.e. that it has, or
can be paraphrased in, the form 'It is the case that ...' - i3 not a
reliable guide to itsg true status.

Another suggestion might be that the upward or downward rules
associated with SP rationality ascriptions 'transfer' truthcondition-
ality. Thus if the upward rule, say, were deductive, then a judgement
as to the truth of such an ascription would change only if the eviden-

tial beliefs on which it was based were later judged to be false. This
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connection might ensure that 'true' and ‘'false' are applied in the
same sense to these rationality sentences as to those describing the
evidence (whose truthconditionality, let us assume, is not in doubt).
In other words, if it were agreed that from true evidential beliefs the
upward rule invariably leads to a disposition to make true rationality
ascriptions, there would be some reason to think that ‘true' is used
with the same sengse in both contexts.

However, the rules for accepting and rejecting these rationality
ascriptions are non-deductive, at some stage at least - a rational
personalist who holds that statistical generalisations are universal-
ised SP sentences will say that the inference from the general to the
single case is deductive, but in this case the lack of a deductively
valid rejection rule distinguishes these generalisations from non-
statistical ones. SP rationality ascriptions thus seem to be suffic-
iently isolated from those parts of language whose truthconditionality
is not in doubt (in this context, at any rate), for it to be entirely
an internal matter whether these utterances are truthconditional them-
gselves. Whatever the reasons for regarding various other types of
utterances as making assertions, these expressions need to be separ-
ately assessed. The same goes for SP utterances in general, I think;

and I shall return to this point in Chapter 4.

Notes

1. And to analogous accounts of certain other types of utterance,
such as the suggestion that ‘It is right that g' asserts that the
speaker approves of the fact that g; see Moore (1967), pp. 37-39,
and Blackburn (1980), who mentions this case as analogous to the

presant one.



4. OBJECTIVISM.

In Chapter 2 we characterised an objectivist account of single-
case probability as one which takes an SP utterance to be an assertion
about an objective state of affairs, other than the strength or the
rationality of a partial belief. We adopted the general term ‘the
objective chance that g' for the basis of an objectivist's truth
conditions for such an assertion (with respect to the probabllity
of g). Under 2.1 - 2.3 and 2.7 we noted several possible forms of such
an account.

We saw that an objectivist is likely to rely on a notion of
rationality to solve what we called the link problem. That is, an
objectivist needs to explain why a person who holds an effectively full
belief that it is probable that g, say, will also have a strong partial
belief that q (or if partial beliefs are not regarded as significant,
as 2.9 has it, then why such a person will have the nom-linguistic
behavioural dispositions characteristic of an SP context). It needs to
be explained how the inference from the full belief is such a natural
one that the difference between the full belief and the associated
partial one i3 often overlooked. We saw how it followz from an object-
ivist's intexpretation of an SP context that there is such a gap. The
proposed explanation was that the required inference is a rational one,
and taken for granted because, in this case at least, we all take

rational behaviour for granted.

It might seem that objectivists will face the same problems with
the notion of rationality as rational personalists, and perhaps more
besides. For a satisfactory cbjectivist account would appear to give a
satisfactory rational personalist one, according to the rule that it is

reasonable in the rational personalist's sense to have a certain
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partial belief, if and only if in the objectivist sense it. is rational
to have a certain (effectively) full belief about objective chances,
from which in turn it is rational to infer the partial belief in
question. Thus objectivists seem to need an account of the ratiocnality
of their combined rule of inference - the rule which results from
taking their upward and downward rules in succession - and such an
account will apparently serve the purposes of a rational personalist,
in explaining what it is for a partial belief to be rational, given a
body of evidence. Hence whatever problems rational personalists exper-
ience with the notion of rationality are an indication of similar
problems for objectivists.

However, this overlooks an important option which is open to an
objectivist: to say that the notion of rationality in these contexts is
not correctly applied in the first place to individual inferences, but
to types, or habits of inference - application to individual inferences
being derivative, and in principle always subject to revision as more
information comes to light about the inference in gquestion.

As an illustration, consider the application of the description
‘generous’ to a person's actions. It might be said that each individual
such application relies on a general maxim - ‘It is generous to give an
unsolicited gift', for example - and i3 therefore liable to be revised,
if some more specific maxim ig found to be applicable. In this case the
more general maxim need not be said to be falsified, so long as it is
not construed as a universalised product of statements about single
cases, A case in which the giving of an unsolicited gift doces not seem
generous does not in itself show that there is something wrong with the
principle that it is generous to give such gifts, on this view - as it
would if the principle were of the form: (x)(If x is the giving of an
unsolicited gift, then x is genercus). (On this view the latter express-

ion is actually without sense, since it depends on the application of
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of the term 'generous' directly to the single case). Thus the reason it
doesn't now seem generous of me to have given you a chess computer is
not that it has now turned out that the gift was solicited, but that it
appears that I hoped that yon would enjoy it so much that you would be
distracted frowm your work; and that it hasn't yet become clear that I
wanted to distract you not for my own advantage, but because I was
concermed about your health; and so on. The story can be continued
indefinitely, and at each stage the general maxim on which the current
judgement relies is in no way undermined by the later discovery that
some more specific maxim is applicable as well. The current judgement
is the present evaluation of the given action. It is not a statement of
fact, but the expression of an attitude; an expression which is
licensed by (rather than a logical consequence of) the present most
specific applicable maxim.

I shall say more about this way of treating SP rationality later
on. For the moment the important point is that although it will not
yleld truth conditions for the individuval ascriptions of rationality
required by the rational personalistg, this line may be sufficient for
an objectivist claim that the upward, downward and hence combined rules
of inference - to, from and via objective chances - describe rational
types of behaviour. Then three problems seem to remain. One is that of
explaining what it is for a type of behaviour to be rational, in the
intended sense. Another is the problem of explaining the fact that
actuval agents do tend to behave rationally in this respect, habitually
adopting and applying beliefs about objective chances in more or less
the right way - the latter aspect here involves the link problem, the
step from a belief about objective chance to the assoclated partial
belief. And the third is that of showing that the proposed upward and
downward forms of inference are rational, in whatever sense has been

explained, given the proposed account of objective chance.
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A natural way to apprcach the first problem, I think, is to try
to explain 'rational' as 'on the whole advantageous', or something
similar. There seem to be several possibilities, even given that we
shouldn't slip single-~case probabilities back into the account. Since
we want a description applicable to a type of inference, there seems to
be no need to invoke the repetition of a numerically identical
situation - as 2.1 does, for example - or to rely in such a strong way
on a paraphrase of hypothetical form. It is an important question
whether a thoroughly actualist such account is possible, but I don‘t
want to discuss it here,

1f rationality is in the first place a property of types, or
habits, of inference, it is plausible to approach the second problem
in terms of social and biological explanations for the passession of
certain such habits by ordinary speakers. The natural objection to this
move -~ that it doesn't allow for disputes as to whether some particular
inference is really the rational one in the circumstances, even given
that it is the one we are lead by force of habit to make - is now ruled
out, as resting on a mistaken view of the nature of an ascription of
rationality. The closest we come to such a dispute, on the present
view, is a case in which & given inference instantiates one habit but
conflicts with another; then the conversational process by which it is
established that one or other habit takes precedence, may take the form
of a dispute as to whether the given inference is 'rational’ (or more
precisely, the form that such a dispute would take, if there were
really a matter of fact here to dispute about). On this view it is not
the reasonablaness of its instances which makes a habit a good one, but
in a sense the other way round. A speaker's use of the term
'reasonable’, as a description applicable to a single case, indicates
his possession of a related habit - and the fact that speakers have

certain such habits but not others seems to be in some way a result of



the advantages of possessing these habits.

It is the third problem which seems most difficult, I think, at
least at first sight. The objectivist is being asked for an explanation
of the rationality of the upward and downward inferences, in the sense
in which rationality has been explained, in terms of his notion of
objective chance. He is being asked, in effect: How would somecne who
was acquainted with this notion of objective chance, but who had some-
how lost the habits of inferance involving chance shared by the rest of
ug, be able to tell that these types of inference would be advantag-
ecus? If such a person held beliefs about relative frequencies, say, is
there any way in which we could persuade him to adopt ‘corresponding’
beliefs about chances, and reject non-corresponding ones? If he held
beliefs about chances, could we persuade him to adopt the corresponding
partial beliefs? Could we even justify our own readiness to make such
inferences?

As an example of the kind of problems which arise, suppose we
have convinced this person that from the frequency evidence he should
infer that it is very likely that there is a certain chance that g. In
order to induce him to adopt a high degree of partial belief that there
is this chance that g, we still need to persuade him that from a belief
that it is very likely that p, in general, he should infer a high
partial bhelief that p. So the upward rule depends on the Qownward one.

The objectivist's most plausible line seems to be to say that the
upward and downward rules are what gives meaning to objective chance
ascriptions. Just as the theoretical sentences of scientific theories
are held to pick up their meaning by virtue of the rules for their
acceptance, rejection and application, so in this case using and
grasping the meaning of abjective chance ascriptions amounts, essent-
ially, to using the proper upward and downward rules, in correct assoc-

iation. So there is no question of not using these rules, for someone
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who 'speaks the language' at all. Any proposed such gquestion is at best
terminological, and otherwise nonsensical. The person whose lack of
these habits of inference seemed to present a problem cannot be said
to have grasped the notion of cbjective chance. Correct use of sent-
ences referring to such chances is simply inseparable from the activity
of making these inferences. It is the entire linguistic package which
is rational, in that it is advantageous, on the whole -~ and that
explains why we have evolved it.

We looked at an analogous proposal from rational personalists in
the previous chapter. Before that, in Chapter 2 (p. 2:13}, we mentioned
this same proposal from objectivists, as a means of securing specific-
ally the downward rule (in order to solve the link problem); but we
defarred considering it, in favour of the more popular proposal
involving rationality. We now find that if this more popular approach
15 to avoid some of the difficulties we raised for rational personalism
in Chapter 3, it is likely to rely on the proposal to which originally
it seemed an alternative.

This proposal seems to me quite a promising one, but not an
approach which will give us truth conditions for SP utterances. Thus
notice that if our objective chance ascriptions are held to have truth
values in the standard sense, then because the acceptance and rejection
rules are not deductive, it may turn out that we have accepted a false
chance statement and rejected a true one - even if we are not in error
about the evidence. If we have any justification whatsoever for think-
ing that this is not the case with respect to the chance statements we
presently accept, it rests on the fact that these rules are likely to
give us the right answer. Here we encounter the classic circularity
problem. In order to understand why it is a problem, it {s important to
understand what is at issue.

The objectivist is claiming that SP utterances are to be inter-



4:7
preted, and given truth conditions, in terms of objective chances; and
that the meanings of sentences about objectiwve chances are to be under-
stood in terms of the rules for their acceptance and rejection. Let us
ignore the feature of these rules which leads to the ci;;ularity
problem for the moment, and suppose that everyone adopts and rejects
straightforward dispositions to make SP utterances in appropriate
circumstances, when confronted with certain kinds of evidence - about
relative frequencies, say. Thus confronted with evidence that a partic-
ular coin has landed heads on 90% of the many occasions on which it has
been tossed, everyone unreservedly rejects a disposition to say 'There
is a 50% chance that this coin will land heads at the next toss'. Is
this enough to show that SP utterances are truthconditional?

I don't think so. There are many kinds of situation in which an
awareness of some 'evidential' state of affairs is habitually assoc-
iated with the adoption or rejection of a disposition to make utter-
ances which are not truthconditional. If I observe water dripping from
the ceiling I will be disposed to say 'Where is that coming from?® (in
appropriate circumstances - if there is someone present who might know,
say). And if I then observe, or otherwise learn, the source of the
water, I will lose this disposition.

Is there some characteristic of such a habit of forming and
rejecting dispositions to utterance which reveals that the utterances
concerned are truthconditional? Being an invariant habit does not seem
enough. Some such habits are deductive inferences, and this does seem a
sufficient condition for truthconditionality - but it is doubtful
whether the deductive character of such a habit can be established,
without it first being shown that the utterances to which it leads are
truthconditional. In any case, when such a habit is clearly not
deductive, even this slender prospect is not available.

Thus the circularity problem is a difficulty for objectivists
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firstly in that it exhibits the non-deductive nature of the inferences
by means of which objective chance ascriptions are accepted and
rejected. But it also leads to a greater difficulty, once an object-
ivist takes the lipe that a grasp of the meaning of such ascriptions is
revealed in correct use of these inferences. For in this case it is
presumably important that we should be able to tell whether someone is
using these rules correctly - and be able to explain their use to some-
one who doesn't already use them, in order to give him a grasp of the
notion of objective chance. But if he doesn't already understand the
notion of likelihood, what use will it be to tell him that given such
and such evidence, it is likely that there is a high chance that ¢? And
in the case of someone who is already prepared to make this inference,
unless we can tell whether he is using 'likely' in the same sense as we
do, how are we to know that he is really taking the same inference as
we do to define the notion of objective chance?

I don'‘t think it will do to say that 'likely' picks up its
meaning as part of the same package, in the adoption of the same set of
rules of inference. This move faces a dilemma: either it treats
expressions of the form 'It is likely that ¢' as truthconditional, with
meanings to be explained as those of objective chance ascriptions are,
in terms of the rules for their acceptance and rejection; or it treats
these expressions differently from objective chance ascriptions, either
as truthconditional but with meanings explained differently, or as non-
truthconditional.

Under the firgt option - treating "It is likely that ' in the
same way as chance ascriptions -~ the acceptance rule for 'It is likely
that ¢' depends on a speaker's ability to recognise when it is the case
that ¢g; very roughly, he should accept that it is likely that g when he
has observed that it is the case that g in a majority of a range of

similar cases. (Here we are ignoring the third level probabilities



which would appear in a proper account). So in the case of ‘It is
likely that there is a high chance that p', a speaker is required to
recognise whether or not there is a high chance that p in similar
situations. But how can this be possible, if one cannot grasp the
meaning of 'Therxe is a high chance that p' without committing oneself
to inferences whose conclusion is the very sentence - ‘It is likely
that there is a high chance that p' ~ a grasp of whose meaning depends
on this act of recognition?

The second horn of the dilemma - treating the meaning of 'It is
likely that g’ differently from that of objective chance ascriptions -
seems to eéscape this vicious interxrdependence. However if there is a
satisfactory way of treating likelihood ascriptions, other than as
assertions whose meaning is given by the rules for thelr acceptance
and rejection, then what prevents us treating all SP utterances in the
same way? (Ordinary usage seems to make no such distinction).

These difficulties which stem from the circularity problem are
peculiar to chance; there are no such problems in the theoretical cases
in science in which sentences are held to acquire meaning in terms of
the rules for their acceptance and rejection.

Another problem peculiar to chance is the justification of the
strictly single-case use of the downward rule, in the inference from
an effectively full belief that there is a certain chance that ¢q, to
the corresponding partial belief. This should be distinguished from the
rule whereby beliefs about chances are rejected, although the two are
closely related. It follows from the single-case rule that with respect
to a large number of independent cases one should have a very high
degree of partial belief that the relative frequency of cases in which
g holds will be close to the chance that g (or strictly, to what one
believes the chance to be). This fact, a consequence of Bernoulli’s

Limit Theorem} is the basis of the rejection rule; i.e., roughly, that
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if in a large sample of independent cases the relative frequency of
cases such that ¢ differs markedly from the presently accepted chance
that g, the belief that there is this chance that g is likely to be
false, and should be rejected. However, it is not clear that the
rejection rule justifies the strictly single-case one. Even if a grasp
of the meaning of an objective chance ascription does consist in a
disposition to accept and ;eject such ascriptions according to the
proper rules, it still needs toc be explained why someone who accepts
such a statement as true should adopt the corresponding partial belief.
It may be that if he were to adopt some other degree of the relevant
partial belief, such a person would be lead (by the argument above) to
reject his pregent belief about chances; but why should he adopt any
degree of the partial belief, given simply that he holds the full one?

In other words, the claim that objective chance expressions
obtain their meaning in virtue of the rules for their acceptance and
rejection, does not appear to be sufficient to secure the single-case
use of the downward rule (and hence to solve the link problem). For
this purpose it seems necessary to add that a person has not grasped
the meaning of such expressions unless he does apply the downward rule
in individual cases. Thexe is no such additional requirement in the
scientific cases of this kind (where there is no corresponding gap

between the rejection rule and the rule of single-case application).

I have been raising objections to the proposal that the object-
ivist's upward and downward rules are what gives meaning to objective
chance ascriptions. In the present context this suggestion arose from
the proposal that in order to escape the rational personalists’
problems with the notion of rationality, objectivists should claim that
the term 'rational' applies in the firgt instance to types, or habits,

of inference - and only derivatively to individual inferences, in



virtue of what is known about the types to which they belong.

It seems to me that the move to interpret SP rationality in this
way is a good one, but that an objectivist doesn't take it far enmough,
in hanging on to a truthconditional view of SP utterances themselves.
Fox one thing an objectivist is thus 1éQd to reject the apparent wide-
spread substitutability of ‘It is probable that ...' for 'It is
reasonable to be confident that ...', and vice versa, saying that only
the former expression indicates an assertion of a matter of fact. This
ig an implausible move, and not simply on ordinary language grounds.
For if there is a viable notion of cbjective chance, it would seem to
give us the following reductive truth conditions for SP rationality
ascriptions: it is reasonable to have a degree n of partial belief
that g, if and only if there is an objective chance n that ¢. An object-
ivist can hardly deny that it is to this notion of rationality that the
ordinary use-of the term ‘'rational’ (or 'reasonable’') refers, in Ssp
contexts; at best he can claim that the egquivalence isn't such as to
provide a definition of the required notion of rationality.

In any case, an objectivist who admits such a notion of single-
case rationality will not be troubled by all our objections to the
rational personalists' use of such a notion. Thus since he does not
claim that an SP utterance is an assertion as to the rationality of a
certajin partial belief, the objectivist will not be concerned by the
possibility of a group of speakers able to use SP utterances but not to
refer to mental states. And he has no reason to deny that reductive
truth conditions for SP rationality ascriptions should refer to
objective chances.

However, our objection based on the relational nature of SP
rationality ascriptions does seem to apply equally to objectivist
accounts. If SP utterancesg are held to make implicit reference to the

body of evidence on which they are based, this evidence needs to be
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characterised in a way which is both sufficiently objective to avoid
the conclusion that in many SP contexts the texrms ‘tyxue’ and ‘'false’
are not associated with SP utterances in the pattern associated with
the notion of a truth condition; and yet sufficiently subjective to
avoid the redundancy arqument, that the evidence on which we actually
base our probability ascriptions and associated actions, is very often
much less than that to which SP utterances are being said to make
reference (so that an adequate account of our actual behaviour will
make redundant the proposed objectivist account). Just as in the
rational personalist case (p. 3:13), there seems to be no way to
characterise the evidential base of an SP utterance so as to satisfy
both requirements.

Our last objection to rational personalism in Chapter 3 dealt
with the claim that although SP rationality ascriptions have no non~
trivial truth conditions, they are nevertheless truthconditional, and
acquire their meaning in virtue of the rules for their acceptance and
rejection. We pointed out that since these rules are not deductive they
cannot be seen as 'tranferring' truthconditionality. In effect we have
already extended thias argument to objectivism, in our discussion of the
claim that objective chance ascriptions acquire meaning in the same
indirect way.

We also argued in Chapter 3 that if the meaning of an SP ration-
ality ascription is explained in this way, thean the claim that such
expressions are truthconditional can play no part in an explanation of
the fact that we have a use for such a combination of upward and down-
ward rules. This argument also seems to extend to the present case: in
the absence of a reductive account of the truth conditions of an
objective chance ascription, there seems no way in which the object-
ivigt's claim that his combined rule of inference has an intermediate

truthconditional stage, can bear on the usefulness of the rule itself.
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tie have mentioned above the objectivists® suggestion that there
is an analogy between SP expressions and the theoretical sentences of
scientific theories. This claim is a common and persuasive one, and it
is tempting to see it as defusing the above arguments, in two ways:
(i) to compare the claim that nothing turns on whether SP utterances
are said to be truthconditional to an instrumentalist arqument that
nothing turns on whether there are ‘really‘ theoretical entities; and
(1i) to see the objection to truthconditionality based on the relat-—
ional nature of SP utterances as no more significant than the supposed
failure of the law of bivalence resulting from presupposition, partic-
wlarly in theoretical contexts. But 1 think these comparisons are ill-
founded.

For one thing, as we noted above (p. 4:9), there is an important
difference between chance and theoretical entities in virtue of the
fact that in the theoretical case there are deductive links with non-
theoretical sentences - or at least links which are deductive so long
as the theoretical sentences concerned are truthconditional. Hence
these cages avoid any analogue to the circularity problem which, as we
saw, plagues objectivisgt accounts.

Moreover, in the chance case the acceptance and rejection rules
lead to the adoption or rejection of a belief as to a particular valuve
of the chance concerned. It is thus misleading to compare chance itself
with theoretical entities, whose existence is in question in the appl-
lcation of rules for the adoption and rejection of theories. There is
no set of possible observations which would leave chance ranked with
ether and phlogiston, as a theoretical entity whose time had pagsed. At
most, for an objectivist, it is an empirxical question whether there are
chances other than 0 and 1; and even this guestion is only entertained
at the cost of admitting that in many ordinary SP contexts SP utter-

ances do not refer to objective chances (i.e., in all those contexts in
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which there is no question of an empirical discovery that ordinary
speakers are wrong to use the SP utterances thay do - in fact to use SP
uwtterances at all).

We have seen that objectivists, like rational personalists, face
the following dilemma. If in order to make chance effectively non-
relational they objectify the base to which SP utterances are held to
refer, they invite the redundancy arqument, that an account of the many
SP contexts in which we act on evidence less than this objective base
will also deal with the only cases in which such an objective chance
account can be useful -~ those in which our actual evidence coincides
with the objective evidence. If on the other hand chance is said to be
relative to evidence which at least sometimes differs from speaker to
speaker, then the ordinary business of agreeing and disagreeing with
SP utterances does not in general amount to describing them as 'true’
and 'false' in the standard semse. So in this case also the truthcond-
itional interpretation is redundant, in a way-

If an objectivist takes the former option, then the redundancy
argument provides a sharp contrast with instrumentalism. The argument
rasts on the plausible assumption that thexe is some adequate account
of our use of single-cage probability in contexts in which we rely on
less than the objective evidence (in whatever sense the objectivist
gives this term). There is no corresponding arqument against electrons,
say, because there are no situations to which electron theory is not
applicable, which both exhibit the kinds of features which electron
theory explains in situations to which it is applicable, and are such
that an adeguate explanation of these features would automatically
extend to the clags of situations to which electron theory does apply.
Perhaps there are scientific theories subject to arguments of this
kind, but the standard redundancy argument for instrumentalism -

Occam's Razor - is very much weaker.
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If an objectivist takes the latter option, admitting that chance
is significantly relational in order to deal with all SP contexts, then
proposal (ii) for defusing our arguments against truthconditionality is
relevant. How is the failure of strict truthconditionality due to the
relational nature of chance different from the failure of bivalence due
to presupposition?

For one thing, it is not clear that presupposition does lead to a
failure of bivalence - that a sentence whose presupposition is falsge is
nelther true nor false, rather than simply false. Dummett has argqued
against this view (which is Strawson'sz). Arquing that ‘'the roots of
the notions of truth and falsity lie in the distinction between a
speaker's being, objectively, right or wrong in what he says whem he
makes an assertion‘? Dumett asks 'whether there is a place for a
convention that determines, just by the meaning of an assertoric uttex-
ance of a certain form, that, when all the relevant information is
known, the speaker must be said neither teo have been right nor to have
been wrong‘? 'It seems clear that there is no such place’, he says?

If Dummett is right only the presupposition case against strict
truthconditionality is affected - our argument, from relational chance,
is not. For if 8P utterances are taken to make reference to the
speaker's actual evidence (or to some other somewhat subjective base),
we need not claim that there is any gap between such a speaker's being
right or wrong - or between his speaking truly and speaking falsely -
in the standard senses of these terms. The argument is just that no one
does use the standard senses in such a context (and hence that from the
point of view of such an objectivist account the truthconditionality of
SP utterances is not reflected in this aspect of ordinary usage). In
referring to another speaker's SP utterance as true or false, or as
right or wrong, we consider in effect whether we would be prepared to

make the same utterance; notwithstanding that if we were to do so, we
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would be referring to our own evidence, rather than that of the other
speaker. Only if our evidence coincides with that of the other speaker
does this way of using 'true' and ’false' conform to the truthcond-
itional pattern.

This way of uvsing 'true' and 'false' requires that different
speakers share a common framework, not of eavidence, but of the way in
which they express their different points of view. It is because every-
body talks in terms of probabilities that one speaker can adapt
another's utterance to hig own purposes simply by saying 'That's true'
or 'That's falge'. In cases of presupposition this is impossible: if
your conversation were to presuppose Evolution and mine Creation, there
would be nothing in common on which such a linguistic device could
operate. (This is related to the point that what is in doubt for an
objectivist is the value of a chance, not the applicability of the
notion itself).

Although contexts of presupposition will therefore not exhibit
the same kind of non-standard use of the notions of truth and falsity
as chance ones, they may involve some other non-standard use. Dummett
recognises thig, but describes it as 'the notion of falsity ... being
understood as more restricted than that of an assertoric utterance the
speaker 1s wrong to make'? 50 he doesn't acknowledge the possibility of
such contexts in which the notion of a speaker's being wrong is also
non-standard, in which a speaker is not said to be wrong by those who
do not share his presupposition (unless what he says is seen as mist-
aken from his own point of view, perhaps). There seem to be scientific
cases of this kind, particularly in which a number of separate theories
apply to a given range of phenomena, each theory explaining some of the
facts better than any of the othexrs. But in such a case few people are
committed to one particular theory; most will work in terms of which-

ever is most useful for the situation at hand, and there will be a
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tendency to deny that what is said describes the ‘real’' state of
affairs. The lack of truthconditionality is thus quite open (and seems
to provide no significant objection to Dummett's account).

These cases are very different from SP contexts, where no one
switches from one body of evidence to another and back again, ascribing
chances on the basis of each. Moreover, it is in the most mundane of SPp
contexts we rely on the most subjective evidence, and in which the lack
of truthconditionality is hence most pronounced. Scientific cases of
this kind are at the opposite extreme, most distant from everyday
contexts.

It may be that there are more significant presupposition contexts
in which both 'false' and 'wrong' are used non-standardly. If so, they
will be analogous in this respect to SP contexts (as interpreted by an
objectivigt account which takes SP utterances to refer to a more or
less subjective base of evidence) - though the nature of the non-
standard use will differ. But since it will not be in some trivial way
that the utterances involved lack truthconditionality, the possibility
in no way undermines our argument in the SP case. On the contrary, it
allows that there may be other contexts in which the truthconditional
view is too easily taken for granted.

If there are such presupposition contexts, the expressions in-
volved will function as truthconditional whenever a group of speakers
share the relévant presupposition. In this case the non-standard use of
tfalse', ‘'wrong’ and so on coincides with the standard one. The same is
true for SP utterances (when a group of speakers share the same evid-
ence), and incidentally for our query ascriptions of Q-English (Chap~
ter 3). It no more shows that we should expect a truthconditional
account of SP utterances in general than it does for guery ascriptions
or sentences embodying such presuppositions. The apparent truthcond-

itionality of such cases should be explicable in terms of the general



account, rather than the other way round.

Thus the supposed analogy between chance and the theoretical
entities of science, exploited by objectivists in several ways, seems
to be a poor one. And although the claim of a similarity between SP
contexts in which speakers rely on different bodies of evidence, and
contexts of presupposition, fares a little better, it also turns out to
be of little use in defending objectivism.

Objectivism thus seems no better off than rational personalism,
having to meet almost the same objections to truthconditionality. And
we have seen that the one account from 2.1 - 2.8 which falls into
neither category ~ i.e. 2.5, the subjectivist option ~ is not a
satisfactory alternative. So there is a case for locking further
afield. In Chapter 6 I shall introduce an approach which rejects the
assumption that SP utterances are a particular kind of assertion.
Before that, in the following chapter, I want to try to balance the
abstract nature of the arqument so far with an example of its applic-

ation to an actual account of single~case probability.

Notes

1. Or Law of Large Numbers, as it is often called; see de Finetti
(1964), pp. 124-7, for example.

2. Strawson (1950), and (1952), pp. 175-179.

3., Dummett (1978), p. xvii.

4. ibid., p. xviii.

5. ibid., p. xviii.

6. ibid., p. xviii.
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The view that the notion of rationality, or reasonableness,
applies in the first instance to habits of inference, rather than to
single inferences, is advocated by Ramsey (who says he takes it from
Peirce); thus, 'Following Peirce we predicate (reasonableness) of a
habit not of an individual judgement' (Ramsey, 1931, p. 199; see also
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Accounts which treat chance az a theoretical concept, implicitly
defined by its acceptance and/or rejection rules, include those of
Braithwaite (19533, Chapter VI) and Levi (13967, pp. 197-204). Mellor
(1971, p. 57} comments on Braithwaite's 'eminently reasocnable
approach®, and notes the remark of Kyburg and Smokler (1964, p. 4)
that 'most statisticians today hold views which, while not so formal
and explicit as Braithwaite's, are not essentially different fyom his’.

This account of chance is criticised by Sklar (1979), who argues
that the proposal that chance statements acquire meaning in virtue of
their role in a theory - and particularly iﬁ virtue of acceptance and
rejection rules - undermines the ontological significance of the notion
of chance. Our argument (p. 4:12; and for the rational personalist
case, p. 3:15) that given such an account of chance, the claim that SP
sentences are truthconditional can play no part in explaining the use-~
fulness of the combined rule of inference, is similar. Sklar regards
his conclusion about chances {so defined) as analogous to such
‘instrumentalistic’ claims as Quine's of the underdetermination of rad-
ical translation, in semantics; and Reichenbach’s of the undetermin-
ation of geometry (Sklax, 1979, p. 412). Note that these forms of inst-
rumentalism are different from (and better established than) that with
which we contrasted our objections to this kind of account of objective

chance (pp. 4:13-14}.



5. MELLOR'S CHANCES.

In this chapter I want to consider the views on single-case
probability of D. H. Mellor. The choice is not an arbitrary one:
Melloxr's account is one of the most sensitive to the problems of the
single case. It is also one of the more recent accounts, given that its
original formulation1 has very recently been supplemented?

Mellor claims to make sense 'of chances being objective, empir-
ical and not relational, and applying to the single case'? In our
terminoclogy, however, his account often seems more rational personalist
than objectivist. Thus the 'main claim' is 'that chance statements
assert some degrees of belief to be made more reasonable than others by
objective empirical features of the world'? Mellor admits propensities,
but not as themselves a variety of objective chance (as propensity
accounts along the lines of 2.1 and 2.2 have it). Mellor's propensities
are dispositions to display, in appropriate circumstances, chance dist-
ributions over possible outcomes ~ i.e. in effect at least, distrib-
utions of degrees of rational partial belief.

Among the problems from Chapter 3 to which Mellor's account thus
seems subject, is that of saying what it means to assert that a partic-
ular degree of partial belief is reasonable, in a given (single) case.
We suggested that one way to avoid this problem is to argue that such
single-case rationality ascriptions have no non-trivial truth cond-
itions, but to claim that they are truthconditional nonetheless,
picking up their meaning via the rules for their acceptance and
rejection. Melloxr does not take this line, however. Rathexr, in a key
argument, he offers a characterisation of the notion of rationality
which is involved in such ascriptions.

The characterisation depends on the following argument, itself

designed to show that when chance is 'specified as a fact justifying
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degrees of belief’, it 'will relate to frequency in the way we know
it does'sz

Suppose a degree p of belief in a coin landing heads is justified
by knowing that p is its chance of doing so. To get what follows from this
supposition about the frequency of heads on repeated tosses, I appeal
to the laws of large numbers. By these it follows in particular that
as high a degree p’' of belief as we like, short of 1, is justified in
any freguency proposition F of the following form: in enough such tosses,
the frequency of heads would be within § of p, where § is any
positive real number, however small.

This very high degree p' of belief in the propositions F looks as
if it needs another chance to justify it; and if that were so, there
would be an arguably vicious regress. But p’ does not need a chance
to justify it, as the following argqument shows.

In Chapters 1 and 2 of (Mellor (1971)) I argued that a degree of
belief increasing towards 1 must turn into a full belief before it
gets there. ... For a belief to be justified, therefore, its just-
ified degree need not be 1; it need only be a degree sufficiently
close to 1. This being so, it follows that as the justified degree of
abelief tends te 1, it will turn into justified belief somewhere
before it gets there. Where it does so will depend on context, but
that jis immatexial here, since the laws of large numbersg can get the
justified degree of our belief in any F as close as any context could
concelivably require. So whatever the context, our assumption just-
ifies us in gimply believing every F, and hence in believing that, in
a sufficiently long run, the frequency of heads would come indefin-
itely close to the chance p. ...

Chances specified as facts justifying degrees of belief do there-
fore entail the corresponding hypothetical long run frequencies.6

Relying on this arqgqument, Mellor offers the following account of 'what
it is for a degree of belief to be justified by a fact abouwt an
event'7:

The sense of justification we require has to be factual rather
than, say, moral: an outcome of the coin toss is to some degree to be
expected, not to be approved or deplored. Yet justification here is
not a matter of making a belief true, since truth applies to the

content of a belief, not to its strength. There needs to be some

other mode of justification by facts which relates specifically to



to the degree of a belief rather than its content.

To see what this mode of justification is, consider ... the
connection between betting and degree of belief ... . I argued in
{(Mellor (1971)) that people'’s choices of coherent betting guotients
(CBQs) show how strong they thinf their beliefs are, provided they
suppose the betting situation to be restricted in specified ways in
order to exclude any effect on their choice of attitudes other than
the belief whose strength is to be measured. I then used the entail-
ment just established to show that only at a CBQ = p can I know that
I would break even in a long encugh run of bets on coins landing
heads when their chance of doing so is always p. Now under the rest-
rictions needed to make my CBQs measure my belief, ... breaking even
is the best result I could possibly hope to know of. So I have a
plain gambling rationale for choosing this CBQ in that situation; and
hence for having the degree of belief which, in that situation, this

CBQ measures.

The way in which Mellor talks about the relation between chance
and partial belief in these passages perhaps makes his view seem more
objectivist than rational personalist. This is not entirely a termin-
ological quibble, for we have seen that the two approaches depend on a
notion of rationality in different ways. However, given that Mellor
admits a question as to the nature of the notion of rationality, or
justification, which is relevant to SP contexts, I think we can ignore
the classification issue here.

Notice that Mellor's account of the relevant notion of justif-
ication relies on an argument in which the notion itself plays a
central role. It is not obvious that the circularity is vicious, but I
think it is.

The laws of large numbers are consegquences of the standard axioms
of the probability calculus, and are hence satisfied in any domain
which provides a model of these axioms. So in the domain of ccherent
partial beliefs, in particular, someone who believes to degree p that a
given coin will land heads when tossed should, for coherence, hold an

appropriately high degree of partial belief that the frequency of heads
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in a given large number of such tosses will be very close to p (if he
holds any belief at all about this frequency, at léast, and if he
regards the tosses as independent; all this can be made more precise).
In other words, the requirement of coherence suffices to ensure that
someone who holds a partial belief will, if the matter arises, adopt
the corresponding effectively full belief that in the sufficiently long
run, the frequency of whatever it is would come indefinitely close to
the degree of the partial belief. In a gambling context of the kind
Mellor describes, such a person will believe that so long as he always
chooses the CBQ corresponding to his degree of belief, he will break
even in the long run.

Mellor certainly doesn't want to say that any partial belief is
justified, so long as the person holding it arranges his beliefs
coherently. So in Mellor's sense, justified belief must provide soume-
thing more than a full belief in breaking even in the long run. What it
provides, he says, is the knowledge that one would doc so - a true and
justified effectively full belief.

The claim that a justified partial belief provides knowledge
about the corresponding long run, rests on the main argument, conn-
ecting chance 'specified as a fact justifying degrees of belief' with
hypothetical long run frequency. This argument runs with an as yet
undefined notion of justification. Although this procedure is not
necessarily objectionable in itself, it is crucial to the argument that
an effectively full belief which is justified in this undefined sense,
is also justified in the sense standardly associated with full beliefs
(whatever sense that may be), and is therefore true. As we have seen,
if a partial belief is said to be justified if it coheres with the rest
of the holder's beliefs, the limiting argument licensed by the laws of
large numbers shows that the coxresponding full belief in a hypothet-

ical long run frequency will be justified in the same sense; but this
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is no guarantee that it is true, or, for example, causally justified.

Hence it needs to be established that the argument is dealing
with a notion of justification which, so to speak, behaves properly in
the limiting cases. But how is this possible, if the conclusion of this
argument is required in order to define the notion of justification for
a partial belief?

The required behaviour in the limiting cases might be taken as
a theoretical assumétion of an account which says that the relevant
concept of justification is a theoretical one, with no reductive defin~
ition. We have noted moves of this kind at several points in previous
chapters. Here the difficulty is that it leaves justification defined,
effectively, in terms of the hypothetical long run frequency; or in
terms of whatever it is that is held to justify - in the sense in which
justified true belief is knowledge - a true belief with respect to the
long run frequency. And these are options which Mellor explicitly
rejects:

What has a disposition to produce a long run frequency of heads
on other, mostly nonexistent, tosses to do with my prospects of
getting headg on this actual toss? It is no use doing what Hacking
(1965, p. 135) does with his "frequency principle", namely in effect
defining the concept of justification or support to be such that
this disposition supplies it. That just provokes the question: why
should I adopt for this toss the degree of belief that is justified

in that sense? And to that guestion I know of no sufficient answer.9
In other words, if the required notion of justification is introduced
as a theoretical concept, anchored by the assumption that it corres-
ponds to the standard notion in the limiting cases, 1t leaves open what
is then the central gquestion: why ought we to believe what is just-
ified, in this theoretical sense?l0
Mellor draws an analogy between knowledge of chances and know-

ledge of colours. The above passage continues:

We cannot get to justified degrees of belief starting from frequ-
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encies, actual or hypothetical, or from dispositions to produce them.
The only way to start, as with colour, is by specifying the fact by

the degree of belief it is supposed to justify. And if we do that,

the frequencies, as we (have seen), ... take care of themselves.ll

Specifying single-case probabilities by the degrees of belief they
justify, or make reasonable, is the essence of rational personalism.
Its great strength, as we saw in Chapter 2, and as Mellor emphasises,
is to avoid the objectivists' problem with the downward rule; to avoeid
the question: why should we adopt partial beliefs, and act, in accord-
ance with our estimates of chance? However, as we also saw, tha cost of
this move is to shift the burden of providing truth conditions for SP
utterances on to a notion of single-case rationality. In Chapter 3 we
argued, in effect, that it is doubtful whether this notion is capable
of bearing this weight.

The analogous step in the colour case is simple in compariscon.
The fact that there is a (more—or-less) invariant causal connection
between an object's being of a certain colour and the resulting state
of beliéf of a normal observer gives a relatively clear single-case
sanse to the notion of a colour belief being justified. The close
asgociation between 'justified' and ‘true', said of full beliefs,
depends on the single-case application of the notion of justification
involved.

It seems to me that Mellor offers no adequate alternative sense
of justification for the chance case. The sense be does offer, in the
argument we have discussed, seems unsatisfactory.

In view of the proposed analogy between chance and colour, it
might seem plausible that the adoption of partial beliefs is also a
causal matter. Thus the claim would be that standard humans react to
certain kinds of situations in standard ways, by adopting certain

partial beliefs. Given that standard humans are ‘'programmed' in a

particular way, their adoption of these beliefs is a direct result of



the relevant features of the situations concerned.

I think this is on the right track. However, it will not allow
rationality (or justification) ascriptions to be taken as reporting,
or describing, such a causal inference. To read 'A degree p of partial
belief that g is justified' along the lines of ‘A standard human is
lead to adopt a degree p of belief that g in these circumstances' will
simply invite the question: is it reasonable to behave in the standard
way in this case? In the colour case the analogous 'A standard human
would see this as green' prompts an analogous question: is it really
green? In both cases the question would be senseless, or trivial, if
the state of belief resulting from the causal inference were about the
inference itself, in the way proposed.

The main difference between the two cases is that only in the
chance one is there a serious proposal leading, as we have seen, to the
claim that the beliefs and utterances which result from the causal
inferences concerned are about these inferences. This proposal - an
offshoot of the rational personalist programme - was a reaction to
douvbts raised on several grounds as to the truthconditionality of SP
utterances. If objections were to be raised to the truthconditionality
of colour ascriptions, this difference might vanish. It would then turn
out that colour ascriptions cannot be made truthconditional by being
taken to be about the effects of situations on the minds of standard
humnans. Just as with chances, such a proposal does not adequately
represent the standard use of colour ascriptions, which might therefore
be taken be taken to be non-assertive expressions of 'colour attitudes'
towards objects.

This doesn't mean that the only difference between chances and
colours is that, so to speak, we are at present objecting to the truth-
conditionality only of utterances about the former. It is rather that

the case against truthconditionality is much stronger for chances than
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for colours.

We have seen that it is the relational character of single-case
probability which casts most doubt on the truthconditionality of SP
utterances. The resulting proposal that such expressions make implicit
reference to 'the existing evidence' faces a dilemma: if the notion of
the existing evidence is taken subjectively, the resulting truthcond-
itional expressions fail to represent the way in which the notions of
truth and falsity are associated with SP utterances in use; but if
'existing evidence' is taken objectively, there will be many situations
in which SP utterances depend on evidence of a less objective level. In
the latter case the proposed truthconditional account faces a redund-
ancy problem: if some other account can make sense of contexts in which
SP utterances depend on evidence less than this objective base, what is
to prevent us using this other account, rather than the truthcondit-
ional one, in cases in which the levels of evidence coincide?

Mellor takes the latter course, and makes it clear from the start
that he is not offering an account of all SP contexts:

My project is ... limited. I am concerned only with statistical
probability, which I call ‘'‘chance'. The chances of coins landing
heads, of people dying and of radiocactive atoms decaying concern me;

the probabilities inconclusive evidence perhaps lends to hypotheses

on these and other matters do not.12

As the base of evidence on which a chance ascription depends, Mellor
takes the extent of what is causally available, to a being of our
limited 'conceptual and perceptual abilities‘%3 This is sufficiently
objective to aveid the situation in which two speakers in conversation
are referring to different bodies of evidence: if two speakers are in
sufficient causal contact to enable them to converse, then presumably
what is causally available to one is causally available to the other.
Hence Mellor is able to claim that chance is non-relational. However,

there are many SP contexts in which the evidence on which a speaker
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relies, and on which he bases some action, is less than is causally

available to him (we gave examples in Chapter 3, p. 3:12). If an
A
adequate account can be given of our behaviour if these contexts -~ as

presumably it can - why should it fail to deal with the contexts to
which an account such as Mellor's applies?

Mellor seems to feel that this argument goes the wrong way:
'Inductive probabilities are, I suspect, all descended from chances'’,
he says}4 He offers the following argument:

Perhaps however there does not need to be a chance of snow, only
an inductive probability of it relative to truth-making facts about
temperature and pressure? Not so. Bayesian decision theory does need
chances, as Jeffrey ... has remarked. Suppose I am a smoker deciding
whether to give up the habit because of my fear of cancer. For me,
smoking "dominates" not smoking, i.e. I shall prefer to smoke whether
I have cancer or not. But I alsoc know I should very much prefer not
to have cancer, and I think cancer much more probable if I smoke. In
short, the degrees of my relevant beliefs and desires make the theory
tell me to give up smoking. And so I should, but only if what just-
ifies the degrees of my conditional beliefs are propensities, not
merely inductive probabilities. Since I prefer to smoke in any case,
I would be a fool to quit if my smoking were merely better evidence
than my not smoking for the hypothesis that, whether I smoke or not,
I shall get cancer. Quitting can only be justified if it is an action
which will cause a change in my prospects, namely a reduction in the
probability of my getting the disease. But a probability which has
causes is a part of the physical world, not merely part of inductive
logic; that is, ... a chance. In other words, inductive probabilities
are not enough to make sense of ... Bayesian decision theory. The work

- 1
objective probability has to do there can only be done by chance. >

I don't want to defend inductive probabilities as a means of
supplying truth conditions to SP utterances. But I do want to dispute
that objective chances are essential to decisions of the smoking kind.
Consider the following case: I have been arrested for robbery, in
circumstances which leave me no defence. I know I will be convicted,

and would like as short a sentence as possible. A sympathetic court
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official, in charge of scheduling cases, offers me a choice of Judge A
or Judge B. Judge A, he tells me, gives a short sentence (in the event
of conviction) in every second case on his lisgt; Judge B, in every
third case. He explains that although he could find out where I will be
on the list of whichever judge I choose - and hence whether I will get
a short sentence - it would give the game away to make the necessary
enquiries, and although I would have a short sentence, he would lose
his job. So I have to choose without this extra information. Obviously
I should choose Judge A.

Whichever judge I choose, however, it is only a matter of object-
ive chance whether I get a short sentence in the trivial sense that my
chance of doing so is 0 or 1 - if 'objective chance'’ is taken in
Mellor's sense, at any rate. On the evidence causally available it is
effectively certain whether or not I get a short sentence, once I have
chosen my judge; and there is no guarantee that in choosing Judge A I
increase my chance of a short sentence -~ I may make it 0.

The example rests on the fact that not all the evidence causally
available to the court official and me is in fact available to us,
given the practical constraints of the situation. So it might be
objected that chance ascriptions refer implicitly not to the evidence
causally available in principle, but to what is available in practice.
The trouble with this is that it is too subjective; it allows for
situations in which two speakers in conversation are referring to diff-
erent bodies of evidence. The problems this leads to for truthcond-
itionality, we have already seen.

A different move, perhaps, would be to claim that in such a case
we make use of objective chances as a useful fiction, though recog-
nising that they are not strictly applicable. This runs into very
serious difficulties, however.

For one thing, in the supposedly analogous cases on which this
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claim will depend - cases in which scientific theories are held to be
used a useful fictions - it seems important that some explanation be
available, at least in principle, of the fact that a theory which is
acknowledged to be false is nonetheless useful. Such explanations are
of several kinds. Sometimes the false theory provides a close approx-
imation, in some sense, in a certain range of cases, even though it has
been replaced in general by a theory which deals with these cases and
others besides; then it is the new theory which justifies the continued
use of the o0ld one in a restricted range of cases. Newtonian mechanics
is the best-known example of such a superseded theory. In otherxr cases a
theory may depend on assumptions which are known from the start to be
false, but which are regarded as useful idealisations; the assumption
of continuity in the treatment of fluids is an example. The fact that
such an assumption does not lead to serious error seems usually to be
explicable in terms of the theory in virtue of which the assumption is
regarded as false (in the fluid case, in terms of molecular theoxry -
particularly the extreme smallness of molecules in relation to ordinary
fluid bodies}.

No account of these kinds seems possible in the chance case.
There seems to be no relevant sense in which my choice of Judge A
approximates to one based on a real objective chance (in Mellor's
sense). And since my position on the court list of whichever judge I
choose determines whether my chance of receiving a short sentence is 0
or 1, the objective chance account does not justify my acting in ignor-
ance of this position.

It might be said that my decision approximates that of someone
faced with the same choice, but whose position on the list of the judge
he chooses is not causally available to him even in principle. Assuming
that such a person has no greater chance of receiving one position than

another on the list of whichever judge he chooses, his objective chance
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of a short sentence is 1/2 if he chooses Judge A, and 1/3 if he chooses
Judge B. My decision closely resemhles this person's, the claim would
be, so I should act in the same way.

But why ‘should’ I do so? If the account is to parallel the
scientific cases in which false theories are useful fictions, and is to
support Mellor's claim that chance is indispensable in making such
decisions, then chance must somehow explain why I should behave in this
way. Now we have seen that objectivists have trouble with the question
to which this one presupposes an answer, as to why one should choose
betting quotients (for example} in accordance with one's estimate of
the actual chance. We have seen also (pp. 5:5-6) that Mellor recognises
the importance of the latter question, and that the rational person-
alist aspects of his account are an attempt to provide a solution. But
we have argued that he fails to establish an adegquate notion of ration-
ality, or justification. This continuing difficulty with the downward
rule suggests it is rather unlikely that chance can play a crucial role
in the present case, which involves action on less than an estimate of
the actual chance.

1f this impression is mistaken, moreover, such a 'useful fiction'
account is in great danger of being too successful. If it establishes
unregervedly that it is reasonable for us to behave as someone should
for whom the evidence available in principle, is just the evidence we
have in fact, it will run into an objection raised by Ayer to certain
types of relational and frequency accounts of probability: that it is
unclear why, given the choice, we should prefer probability judgements
based on largey amounts of evidence%G No matter how little evidence we
have, we can imagine someone to whom no more is available, even in
principle. If it is therefore reasonable to act in the way that this
imagined person should, according to what are for him the objective

chances, then why should we ever take the trouble to obtain more
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evidence? More general second-level evidence might indicate that the
more first-level evidence we pay attention to, the more chance we have
of being successful (in some sense) in our resulting behaviour, But why
should this concern us, if we have yet to be convinced of the advant-
ages of taking into account more than our present (first-level)
evidence?

Thus it seems that objective chances, in Mellor's sense, are no
help in explaining and justifying my choilce of Judge A rather than
Judge B. Yet this simple piece of Bayesian decision theory differs
significantly from Mellor's smoking example only in the nature of the
obgtacle which prevents the agent concerned obtaining more information
relevant to his decision. The smoker knows that smokers encounter
carcinogens more frequently than do nonsmokers, and wishes to avoid
such contact himself. But he doesn't know whether if he continued to
smoke he would actually encounter such substances in sufficient quant-
ity to give him cancer (or whether he would do so = or has already done
so = even if he now gives up smoking). The prisoner knows that people
tried by Judge B receive long sentences more frequently than those
tried by Judge A, and wants to avoid one himself. But he doesn't know
whether he would in fact do so even if he went before Judge B, or fail
to do so before Judge A. (Note that it would be easy to add to the
latter example something analogous to individual variation in suscept-
ibility to a given carcinogen). There seems to be no difference between
the two cases sufficient to show that objective chances play an essen-
tial xrole in guiding and justifying our behaviour in the former one,
given that they play no such role in the latter.

We have been discussing a passage which seemed to indicate
Mellor's response to our redundancy arqument - i.e. to the claim that
since there is presumably some adequate account of contexts in which SP

utterances depend on less than an objective base of evidence, and such
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an account can be expected to deal with the remaining SP contexts as
well, there is no need for a separate objective chance account {(and
hence that if only objective chances enable SP utterances to be const-«
rued as truthconditional, the truthconditiocnal view is itself redun-
dant). Note that this c¢laim does not commit us to denying that there
are contexts in which SP utterances appear to he truthconditional, in
various ways; and in which terms such as ‘probébility' and 'chance’
appear to have objective reference. On the contrary, we have argued
that what most reveals the lack of truthconditionality of SP utterances
is the dependence of many of them on subjective bases of evidence - in
which case (as we have noted, p. 4:17) it is to be expected that when a
group of speakers share a common base of evidence, their SP utterances
will appear truthconditional. Such speakers will associate the terms
‘true' and ‘false' with SP utterances in what, given an objectivist or
rational personalist reading of these utterances, will seem to be the
standard way - the way associated with the notion of a truth condition.
In such a context it will not be necessary to admit, for example, that
the response 'That's false' to an SP utterance constitutes not a crit-
icism of the previous speaker, in the usual sense — not a standard
denial of what has just been agserted - but rather the expression of a
different point of view.

There seem to be contexts in which such a comron base of evidence
is the norm, and in which the subjective character of SP utterances is
therefore well hidden. It is these contexts which have appeared to
regquire a notion of objective chance, in order to explain the meaning
and use of the SP utterances involved; or at least to admit such a
notion, in the absence of some of the difficulties of other SP cont-
exts. I have suggested, however, that the relation of these contexts
to more subjective ones is that of special to general cases. If so,

then the search for an account of objective chance seems misconceived:
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what is needed is an account of the general case, from which an account
of the special cases can be expected to follow.

Moreover, even if we put aside the redundancy argument there are
still problems to do with the class of contexts which are supposed to
involve objective chances. For one thing, the most plausible cases are
usually held to be scientific ones. But it is important to bear in mind
that many of the expressions used in scientific contexts in vhich terms
such as 'chance' and ‘probability’ occur are not SP expressions, but
rather statistical generalisations of some kind. There i3 no way to
paraphrase 'A radium atom has a 50% chance of decaying in 1622 years'
in the form 'There is a 50% chance that q', where g is a well-formed
sentence, for example. It is possible that such generalisations can be
given truth conditions other than in terms of objective chances (in
terms of frequencies, say). So the apparent truthconditionality of such
expressions cannot be taken as an argqument for objective chances in the
same way as that of SP utterances. It also has to be shown that no
other account will do the job (over and above a similar demonstration
in the SP case - and, we should perhaps add, an argument in both cases
that apparent indicates real truthconditionality).

A more serious difficulty for an account such as Mellior's iz that
it is not clear that in all contexts in which a group of speakers share
a commonn base of evidence, with the result that their SP utterances
appear truthconditional, this common base lies at the same level of
objectivity as in other such contexts. In fact it is not difficult to
see that such contexts differ a great deal in this respect. A group of
doctors discussing a patient's chances of survival may all be relying
on the same evidence; but know that if another piece of equipment was
available, say, their egtimate might be quite different. The same
patient's friends might share another body of evidence, and dispute his

chances on that basis. In general when a given event or proposition
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instantiates various different descriptions or generalisations, diff-
erent theories may ascribe it different chances. In the context of any
one such theory the relevant SP expressions will function truthcondit-~
ionally, but their doing so does not provide evidence of a real object-
ive chance. For which theory~relative chance would it be?

In other words, the objectivism of usage which results from the
fact that a group of speakers may base their SP utterances about a
certain matter on the same body of evidence, does not in itself seem
to indicate that such speakers are referring to non-relational object-
ive chances, as Mellor proposes. Features of many, if not all, such
contexts actually seem to preclude this interpretation. At this point
our previous remark, that expressions such as 'A radium atom has a 50%
chance of decaying in 1622 years' are not of SP form, is relevant. It
is tempting to fall back on such expressions as examples of the use of
chances which are secure from the objection that a given event may be
given different chances under different descriptions. But they are
secure from this objection precisely because they are statistical
generalisations rather than SP expressions. And hence they provide no
support for the claim that objective chances are needed to account for
our usage and behaviour with respect to the single case.

This kind of problem is not peculiar to Mellor's view of chance,
but plagues all the standard accounts. A hypothetical long-run frequency
view, for example, relies on the idea of the repetition of the situation
to whose outcome a chance is to be applied. But as is often pointed out,
what counts as a repetition depends on how the situation is character-
ised. Saying what is to be included in the characterisation is just the
problem of specifying the relevant level of evidence. However Mellor
has an unusual response to the point we have just raised: he allows for
‘an event instantiating more than one statistical law, attaching diff-

7 . . . .
erent chances to the same result'} 'There is nothing paradoxical in
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one outcome of an event having two chances', he says, 'even if it is
uncormmon. All it means is that two degrees of the same belief could
both be objectively justified; and that can be so even if no one could
actually have them both at once.'18

I think the difficulty with this proposal is Ayer's objection,
which we have noted above (pp. S5:12-13). If an event has different
chances under different characterisations, in what sense can it be
better to adopt a partial belief corresponding to one rather than
another? And what motive can there be for preferring a chance based on
more evidence to one based on less? We have seen that it won't do to
rely on a second-level chance ascription to answer these questions,
because while the answers are in doubt we have no reason to heed the
evidence on which such a second-level ascription would be based. It
doesn't follow that no satisfactory answers exist; but it seems there
can be none in terms not available to a frequentist, say, for whom the
parallel question is 'Why should we act on the basis of the most comp-
lete available frequency evidence?'. Mellor in particular claims to do
better than the frequentists, in avoiding this kind of question. But he
can only do so if chances are unique and non-relational - a state of
affairs which we now see receives far less support from the apparent
truthconditionality of much of the ordinary use of SP expressions than

might at first be supposed.

I want to end this chapter with some remarks about a respect in
which Mellor’s account seems more in accord with the view I shall be
supporting than are most accounts of single~case probability. Mellor
says that the reason 'it has proved so hard to frame an écceptable
account of objective chance' is that ‘people naturally feel that, if
chance is obijective, it must make true beliefs with some characteristic

content’, 'supposing that the only cbjectifying job facts can have to
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do is making beliefs true'.9

But this is not so, as we may see in ethics. An objectivist there
will naturally give truth conditions, such as: 'X is good' is true
if and only if X is good. This truth condition, like that for chance,
is not trite; to give it, the objectivist has to think there are
facts such as X being good, and that X's having some other properties
would make that fact obtain. But he is not thereby committed to
thinking that this fact's role is to make true a belief whose content
is that X is good. Cbviously not: its role is objectively to justify
a mental state quite different from belief, namely approving of X.
The content of all the relevant beliefs about X is entirely non-
moral. Morality, like chance, has no subject matter of its own. It
may be objective nonetheless; beliefs are not the only mental states
capable of objective justification. Failure to see this underlies two
views in ethics which correspond closely to frequency and subjective
views of chance. One tries to provide a distinctive content for the
belief that X is good; e.g. that X promotes human happiness. The
other sees that this misses the whole point of morality (since it
remains an open question whether one should approve of promoting
human happiness or anything else), and concludes that there is no
objective goodness at all.

Properly to recognise both objective goodness and objective
chance, we need to extend our conception of facts as suppliers only

of true beliefs‘zo

Note, firstly, that views to which Mellor is objecting here can
agree that the ultimate role of a chance fact is to justify a partial
belief. Objectivist views which recognise the question 'Why does a full
belief about a chance make reasonable a corresponding partial belief?'
(as all such views should) do so because they recognise that the key
role of chance facts is in some sense to guide our partial beliefs and
hence our actions. The issue here 1s thus whether there are really full
beliefs about ch;nce facts, as a step in the process whereby such facts
carry out this function. Mellor is apparently denying that there are
such beliefs. I think he is right about this, but it is a view which

seems to me to be difficult to reconcile with other aspects of his
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account.

One problem is this: given that we do say things like: 'There is
a chance of 1/2 that this coin will land heads when I next toss it',
Mellor apparently has to claim either (i) that such an utterance does
not make an assertion about one of the objective chances whose exist-
ence he accepts; or (il) that it does make such an assertion, but that
what it asserts cannot be believed to be the case in the usual way. If
(i), then what could be the evidence for thinking that there are
objective chances (given that apparent assertions about such things are
" in fact to be taken as examples of some kind of non-assertive idiom)?
But if (1i), then what notion of belief could be involved? And what
notion of assertion? On the usual view (summarised in 1.9 - 1.12,
pp. 1:9-10), an assertion characteristically results from, and is a key
display of, a corresponding effectively full belief. Moreover, if there

NYe {

are objective chances then someone who is prepared to\a;A;ssertion such
as the above one will presumably exhibit the non-linguistic behaviour
which would ordinarily be taken as displaying the disposition in which
the full belief associated with this assertion would consist. That is,
roughly, such a person will behave as if there is a chance of 1/2 that
the coin will land heads; he will be willing to bet a large stake for a
small return that there is this chance, for example, and in general
will behave in whatever way is to his advantage if there is such a
chance. What non-arbitrary grounds - other than an acceptance that
there are really no such things as objective chances - could there be
for denying that he actuwally has the belief of which this behaviour is
the display, according to the usuval picture of belief? Of course we
would expect such a person also to have the disposition characteristic
of a partial belief of degree 1/2 in a result of heads. Saying why he
should holdé the latter disposition, given that he holds the former one,

is for an objectivist the task of justifying the downward rule of
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inference (of solving the link problem, as we called it in Chapter 2).
It doesn't help in doing so to refuse to call the former disposition
a belief.

Melior says that 'for me to think there is a chance of heads is
... for me to have adegree of belief in heads and to think it justified
... by some fact about the coin toss'?1 So to say thexre is a chance of
heads is presumably to express this partial belief and to say, at least
implicitly, that it is justified. It is remarks like these which give
Mellor's account its rational personalist character. Rational person-
alism demonstrates that so long as there is an adequate notion of
single~case rationality, or justification, SP utterances and beliefs -
including those which mention chances - can guite well be construed as
assertions and beliefs about rational partial belief. Mellor thinks
that there is such a notion of justification (we have seen that he
takes pains to define it), and at least at some points seems close to
the rational personalist use of it. So from his point of view his
rejection of beliefs about chances ‘with some characteristic content’
seems unecessary. Thus although I am in sympathy with the move itself,

I think it fits uneasily with other features of Mellor's account.
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6. PARTIAL ASSERTIONS.

The previous chapters have been critical but not constructive. We
have argued against an assumption which seems to underlie most existing
accounts of single—case probability, but have not suggested a view
which escapes these arguments. I want now to outline such an account.
This approach, not surprisingly, will face objections of its own. I
shall try to defend it against some of these here and in later
chapters.

The views we have been criticising had in common the assumption
that SP utterances are a particular species of assertion, as the basis
of their various answers to 1.5. Bnd it is this assumption we have been
aiming to criticise, more than the particular accounts which rely on
it. So an alternative account should reject this assumption, placing SP
utterances in some othex linguistic category.

In order to see what this category should be, I think it will be
helpful to observe that language is among other things a means by
which a mental state in one person can give rise to a certain mental
state in another person - the nature of the latter mental state
depending on the nature of the former one. This kind of connection
occurs in non-linguistic ways as well - for example when X's desire to
hop causes him to do so, which results in an awareness of X's hopping
in the mind of Y. But language seems to be distinguished particularly
by its use of a system of conventional signs, the conventions employed
by the speaker needing to be understood by the hearer for the connec-
tion in question to be established.

Even when this condition is satisfied, by no means all utterances
connect a pair of mental states in a straightforward way. Many things
can go wrong: there may be no hearer; the speaker may be insincere, or

talking unconsciously (as in sleep); the hearer may not trust the



speaker, or his judgement; and so on. We shall see below that the
possibilities depend to some extent on the nature of the utterance
concerned. However, in general it seems to make sense to ask of a given
utterance what mental states it would have causally connected, if all
the necessary conditions had been satisfied.

The importance of this move is that it promises to provide a
means of clagsifying utterances in terms of a classification of mental
states: the category of an utterance will depend just on the categories
of the ordered pair of mental states which the utterance in question
would, in ideal circumstances, causally connect. It is true that this
approach is limited by several factors. It seems too dependent on
access to a speaker's intentions to be applied as a primary classific-
ation of a language we don't speak ourselves, for example. And it
relies on an ability to classify mental states independently of the
types of utterance to which they characteristically lead (and from
which they characteristically result). But these limitations do not
restrict certain uses of this technique for classifying utterances -
which seems, in particular, to be a useful approach to SP utterances.

It is not obvious that this technique will give us categories of
utterance corresponding to more usual classifications. But if making
possible causal links between mental states of different minds is the
fundamental role of language, then it would not be surprising if 4diff-
erences with respect to this role turn out to underlie what have been
seen as the significant divisions of the class of all utterances. This
seems to be the case, most importantly, for the classof assertions, for
which the relevant pair of mental states is a pair of effectively full
beliefs with a common content. That is, when all the conditions are
satisfied, X's assertion that ¢ to Y is the means by which X's belief
that g gives rise to Y's belief that g; if X hadn‘'t made the assertion,

Y wouldn't have come to have that belief at that time (and given that
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X is speaking sincerely, and so on, he wouldn't have made the assertion
if he didn‘'t have the belief that gq).

In these terms, we have offered three main types of argument
against the view that SP utterances are assertions. One involved exhib-
iting the difficulties which result from the admission of full beliefs
about probabilities, as well as the corresponding partial beliefs.
Another congisted in criticising certain proposed accounts of the
characteristic content of such a full belief. And the third involved
arguing that various grounds which might be thought to show that there
is some such content, do not in fact support this conclusion.

If these arguments have any force, then a natural suggestion, in
view of this characterisation of an assertion, is that SP utterances
characteristically transfer partial beliefs, rather than effectively
full ones. If the conditions are right, X's utterance of 'It is prob-
able that g' is the means whereby his high degree of partial belief
that g gives rise to a high degree of partial belief that g on the part
of Y. It is the partial belief that g that the utterance transferxs,
rather than -~ as the assertive view would have it - a full belief that
it is probable that g.

By recognising only the partial belief in an SP context, this
proposal avoids the difficulties which stem from the admission of an
associated full belief. But doing without the full belief may seem a
dangerous move, given that we have apparently taken mental states to be
well-defined without reference to the nature of the utterances to which
they characteristically give rise (so as to classify these utterances
in terms of their associated mental states). For suppose it turns out
that there are well-defined full beliefs such as the belief that it is
probable that g. The proposal will then be gshown to be false.

The short answer to this is that we are not really taking mental

states to be so independent of their linguistic expressions. Rather we



are taking advantage of their close relation to theif linguistic
manifestations to classify some of the latter in terms of the mental
states with which they are associated. The reason for doing so, in this
case, is that the notion of a partial belief is moch more widely accep-
ted and understood than that of the category of utterance we are prop-
osing; so there is a clear advantage in defining the utterance in terms
of the belief., This is not to say it is possible to decide what mental
gtate is present in a given instance without at the same time deciding
the category of associated utterances. On the contrary, it may be
imposgible to decide the mental state if a possible category of assoc-
iated utterance is overlooked - as the present case may illustrate.
Lack of attention to forms of utterance other than assertion seems to
have largely prevented the development of accounts of single-case prob—
ability without full beliefs.

Roughly speaking, a full belief that p is displayed by a person
who acts as if p, and is prepared to assert that p in appropriate
circumstances. Now an objectivist who thinks there is a high chance
that g, will take his own behaviour with respect to the proposition
that there is a high chance that g to fit this full belief model. This
is the view of someone who has already bought into the scheme, however.
It no more shows the correctness of the assertive view of SP utterance
than the fact that there are people who believe in the reality of
absolute space (and who therefore take ordinary spatial terms to refer
to absolute space), for example, shows that it exists. If the argument
seems more plausible for beliefs about chance than for space, it is
because in the former case a view of a part of mind (and a part of
language) is at stake, and our views about that seem more privileged
than ouxr views about space. But the impression is a mistake, as I think
the availability of an alternative description of our mental states and

behaviour in SP contexts will show. Such an alternative scheme will not



accommodate all the second-level beliefs of proponents of rival
schemes about their own mental states, but it no more needs to do that
than a relationist account of space needs to preserve the truth of
existing beliefs about absolute space. In either case the most that is
required is an explanation of how people could have come to hold what
are heing said to be mistaken beliefs.

We need some notation for the view we are suggesting. What are we
to call this category of non-assertive utterances? It is sometimes said
that SP utterances are qualified assertions. There seem to be two ways
in which this can be taken. In one sense a gqualified assertion is itself
an assertion, though a different one from that towhich the qualification is
applied. Qualification thus amounts to transforming one assertion into
another, for example by the addition of a sentential operator. In the
other sense, which is closer to what we want, ‘qualified' has the sense
of 'weak', or 'partial' (or perhaps ‘hedged'), so that a qualified
assertion is not itself an assertion - it transfers no full belief,
even in ideal circumstances.

The expression 'guarded assertion' is also sometimes used. But it
seems more sulted to the situation in which a person has an effectively
full belief (that g, say), but in circumstances which make it advisable
to be very cautious about expressing this belief, or to be careful not
to be misunderstood in doing so. At least in the former case it may be
useful to pretend that one's degree of belief that g is less than it
actually isg, by making the utterance appropriate to the sincere
expression of some partial belief that gq. But even if a hearer adopts a
partial belief that ¢ as a result of this utterance, the utterance has
not been the means of a transfer of a partial belief that g, because
the speaker had no such belief. So the utterance here is not of the
type we are interested in (except as a degenerate case - a case in

which not all the conditions of tranfer are satisfied).
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I propose to use the term partial assertion for an utterance of
the suggested category. It has the disadvantage that such an utterance
is in some way a part or component of an assertion, occurring in isol-
ation. But it matches the term ‘partial belief!, and will do as well as
any, given that there seems to be no generally accepted existing term.

It would be a mistake to conclude from the lack of an existing
term that there are no such utterances - as much a mistake as, say, it
would have been to conclude from the lack of a term (in English) for a
category of egg-laying mammals that there are no such animals. Asg we
have stressed above, we have no more direct access to a fimal linguis-
tic taxonomy than to such cases as the zoological one. The fact that in
the lingquistic case the instances to which such a taxonomy must apply
are close at hand is a doubtful advantage; it is correspondingly 4iff-
icult to treat our own linguistic behaviour as an object of enquiry.
There is a difference between the linguistic and zoological cases in
that we might take a linguistic taxonomy to be normative, and hence add
new forms of utterance to our language; whereas no such thing is poss-
ible in the the zoological case (genetic engineering and selective
breeding programmes aside, perhaps). But this possibility is not
relevant to the present case,

What are the conditions for a partial assertion to be the means
of transfer of a partial belief? Not surprisingly (if an assertion is
to be a special or limiting case of a partial assertion) they are»
similar to those for an assertion to be the means of transfer of a full
belief. Here the major condition on the speaker's side is that he be
sincere -~ that he actually believe what he says. Strictly speaking this
condition needs to be referred to a particular language, since a
speaker may believe what his utterance says in one language but not
what it says in another. On the hearer's side, the first condition is

that he understand the language the speaker is using, and, in terms of
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this language, correctly identify what has been said. The second major
condition is that he regard the speaker as a reliable source of inform-
ation on the matter in question; to do s6 he must both believe him to
be sgincere, and trust his (i.e. the speaker’s) judgement on whatever it
is. We can think of X's trusting Y‘'s judgement on the mattexr of
whether g, as X being disposed to believe that g, if he believes that
Y believes that g. A third condition on the hearer is that he not
already have the relevant belief when he hears the utterance in
question.

Thus, roughly, an assertion that g is an utterance which is {(or
would have been) the means by which the speaker's effectively full
belief that g gives (would have given) rise to a hearer's full belief
that g, if and only if these conditions are (had been) satisfied (with
regpect to the speaker, hearer and utterance in question, and to the
full belief that q).

This is not a precise characterisation. For one thing it admits
as assertions that g utterances which are much more besides (conjunc-
tions of this assertion with others, for example). Perhaps such cases
could be excluded by the condition that there be no utterance which in
the circumstances would also have resulted in the hearer adopting the
belief that g, but would have caused fewer other changes in his mental
state. But no doubt the characterisation is imprecise in other
respects. However, it will do to allow us to introduce the notion of a
partial assertion, in a way which exhibits its relation to the notion
of agsertion itself - which is what we want it for.

We could have said that partial agsertions expressg partial
beliefs, as assertions express full ones; but this would have depended
on the notion of the expression of a belief. Even if it is clear what
this amounts to in the case of a full belief, I don't think we can take

for granted its extension to partial beliefs. So we have looked at what
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the expression of a full belief achieves, in ideal circumstances, and
are using that as the basis of our extension to partial beliefs. And
we are interested in categorising SP utterances, rather than in finding
a rule for deciding whether any given utterance is a partial assertion.
Hence so long as we are clear as to the differences, if any, between
the ideal circumstances for an assertion and a partial assertion, we
needn't be concerned about some imprecision in our account of what
these circumstances have in common.

It seems to me that the only significant difference concerns the
requirement that the hearer be disposed to accept the speaker's judge-
ment on the matter in question. In the partial belief case X will only
rely on Y's judgement as to q if as well as trusting Y's assessment of
Y's evidence as to whether g, he doesn't think he has any better evid-
ence himself. In the limiting case of an effectively full belief this
condition reduces to the one we have described above, because in
trusting Y's judgement that it is effectively certain that g, X effect-
ively rules out the possibility that he might have different evidence
than Y, supporting a different conclusion.

With this qualification, the ideal circumstances for a partial
assertion parallel those for an assertion. A partial assertion of
degree d that ¢ can thus be said to be an utterance such that if and
only if these circumstances exist (with respect to the speaker, hearer
and utterance in gquestion, and the partial belief of degree d that gq),
it is the means whereby its speaker's partial belief of degree 4 that q
gives rise to the same belief to the same degree on the part of the

hearerxr.

This characterisation of partial assertion rests on a very
'external' view of language. It makes no use of the fact that utter-

ances are (usually, at least) voluntary, intentional acts. And this
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fact about language might seem to support the following objection to
the notion of a partial assertion: because linguistic behaviour is
intentional (with a few irrelevant exceptions, such as involuntary
cries of pain), we can only say what we can intend to say. But no one
can have intended to make partial assertions, if - with the possible
exception of a few philosophers - no one has been aware of the notion.
And hence ordinary SP utterances cannot be partial assertions.

However, there is a clear difference between (i) being able to
intend to perform an action of type 4, and (ii}) having a lanquage suff-
iciently powerful to say that one intends to perform an action of type
A. A child who has not learnt the word 'hop’ is not therefore unable to
hop, or to 4o so intentionally. And someone who doesn't know what an
assertion is, is not necessarily unable to make assertions. Linguistic
acts are not in this respect different from acts of other kinds.

The feeling that linguistic acts are different in this respect
might be encouraged by the tendency of the developers of the notion of
an Illocutionary act - in the first place J. L. Austin} and later, for
example, John R. Searlez- to concentrate on the large class of such
acts for which we do have names in English. In fact Austin and Searle
both recognise that there may be such acts for which we do not have
names; as Searle says, 'The act may have been so special and precise in
its intent that none of the existing words can quite characterise it
exactly'? Even 80, Searle (at least) doesn't sgem to envisage illocut-
ionary acts which differ as much from any for which we do have a name
as partial assertions do from assertions. Accommodating partial asser-
tions is more than a matter of making slight adjustments to existing
categories.

Suppose the term ‘partial assertion’ is introduced, with the
meaning we have given it. Will someone who says 'I partially assert

to high degree that ¢' and 'It is highly probable that ¢' be performing
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the same speech act in each case (except in the trivial sense that
different words are used)? It seems not, because it seems that the
former utterance is much more subjective, more 'about the speaker’®,
than the latter. But this ig a feature of some of the utterances used
to pe;form many types of illocutionary act. As Austin and Searle both
argue? constructions such as ‘I promise that ...', 'I state that ...‘,
and 'I assert that ...' are not (or are only exceptionally) used to say
something about the speaker.

The last example is particularly relevant here, because there are
constructions for making assertions whose apparent objectivity para-—
llels that of SP utterances: 'It is the case that gq', for example; and
perhaps (though there would be more dispute about this), 'It is true
that q'. For a partial asserxrtion there is apparently nothing which
parallels the simplest way to assert that g: to say simply 'q'. But, as
Austin points out? to assert that g by saying ‘'q’' one needs to say it
with the correct emphasis and tone. Otherwise one may be, for example,
asking whethexr g (i.e. saying 'g?'). There seems to be no reason why
degrees of partial assertion shouldn't be performed in a more sophist-
icated version of the same manner. In fact to some extent this is
already possibple in English, as when our doctor says 'You've got at
least ten years', and we judge from the tone of voice that he or she is
not entirely confident of this prognosis {(and hence, if we trust his or
her judgement, adopt a corresponding partial belief ourselves). In
theory the devices used to convey degrees of confidence in such cases
could presumably be extended to handle much more precisely defined
partial beliefs. But since the numerical theory underlying the ordering
of such precisely defined degrees of belief is guite a recent develop~
ment, it is not surprising that we in fact employ much less fundamental
linguistic devices for this purpose: the superficially objective lang-

uage of chance and probability.
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Thus the notion of partial assertion seems to fit quite naturally
into the approach to language in terms of speech acts and illocutionary
force. In this framework the present dispute concerns the illocutionary
force of an SP utterance. What illocutionary act do we perform, in
saying 'It is probable that g‘? In so far as it can be represented in
terms of this approach at all, the assertive or truthconditional view
will say that we make a statement, whose propositional content depends
to some extent on our use of the construction ‘It is probable that ...'.
The alternative view we have outlined here claims that our use of such
a construction modifies the illocutionary force (of ‘g', that is) but
not its propositional content.

Why are these views incompatible? Why shouldn't we say that the
same utterance may perform more than one illocutionary act, each assoc-
iated with a different propositional content? I think the simplest
answer, from our point of view, is that we make no such claim. We have
argued in earlier chapters that the assertive view is unacceptable, and
have now proposed an alternative. 1f a proponent of the assertive view
admits this alternative, but suggests that SP utterancés have a dual
illocutionary role, he simply makes things tougher for himself: he now
has not only to meet our original objections to assertive accounts, but
to do so in the light of his admission that there is an alternative
account available. We, on the other hand, have no reason here to
dispute the general claim that an utterance may perform more than one
illocutionary act; but say that we have already given our reasons for
not regarding SP utterances in particular in this way (i.e. our reasons

for denying the existence of one of the proposed roles).

The claim that SP utterances are not assertions is a counter-
intuitive one; at least it is counter-intuitive to me, and I suppose it

is to others, since otherwise it would surely have been more popular.
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It is the fact that on analysis I find the altermatives worse which
leads me to endorse this initially implausible claim. But it would be
reassuring to be able to dispel the counter-intuition. To do so it
would be necessary to identify its components, S0 as to say on what
mistaken views it rests. This seems a rather difficult task, but I
think we can distinguish one or two strands.

Perhaps the most important thing is that ordinary language
permits all sorts of constructions which seem to treat SP utterances
explicitly as assertions: 'The doctor stated several times that my
chances of recovery are excellent', 'He asserts it is probable he will
escape before Christmas’, and so on; plus many related constructions,
such as 'What did he say?', which may refer to SP utterances, and which
reinforce the impression that there is a certain ’'something' which is
what is said, or asserted, by someone who makes such an utterance.
Important among these constructions are those which apply the texrms
'true' and 'false' to SP utterances - 'That's false', said in response
to such an utterance, for example,

However, notice that although these are features of ordinary
language, it is not the ordinary language user whose intuitions
comprise the assertive view of SP utterances. That view is an inter-~
pretation of these features by specialists, who, unlike the ordinary
user, possess relatively sophisticated notions of assertion, belief,
and so on. It is a serious mistake to see the interpretation as as
much a 'given’' of ordinary usage as these features which it claims to
interpret. Rather the interpretation results from the application to
the case of SP utterances of a model of linguistic behaviour which
(let us say) has been adopted in the light of its success elsewhere. It
i3 not surprising that a specialist’s intuitions should be gquided by
this model, nor wrong that they should be. But such intuitions are no

better than the model itself is, in any particular case.
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A person who denies the applicability of this model to the case
of SP utterances should be prepared to offer an explanation of the
features of ordinary language we have noted. But at first sight, at any
rate, this docesn't seem an impossible task. The ordinary use of words
such as 'assert', 'state', ‘'true’ and 'false'®' precedes their more spec-
ialised use by philosophers, and so there is no obligation to explain
every instance of the former kind of use in terms of the latter. To
suggest otherwise would be like arguing that if zoologists, overlooking
bats, had adopted the term ‘winged vertebrates' for the category of
birds, it would be necessary to explain the acceptability in ordinary
usage of ‘Bats have wings' in terms of the similarity of a bat to a
bird (which is wrong because the use of this sentence doesn't depend
on the speaker's having encountered birds, or his knowing what a 'bird?’
is). Moreover, there seems no greater obligation to make a significant
category of all those things which in ordinary language can be said to
be 'asserted' (or 'true'), than there is to make one of the class of
animals which have wings. We can no more be certain that a useful
taxonomy of linguistic behaviour will be revealed at such a superficial
level, than we can be in the zoological case.

The partial assertion account is able to claim that these
features of ordinary language are part of the apparatus language
provides for describing and responding to the partial assertions of
others (and of ourselves at different times). The task is thus to
exhibit the conventions governing the use of 'assert', 'true', and so
on, in connection with SP sentences. For the reasons we have explained,
it is no objection to this programme to point out that this ordinary
usage does not itself employ the term 'partial assertion' (or any
equivalent term).

Similarly, the fact that we often say such things as 'He believes

it is probable he will escape before Christmas', does not show that we
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have beliefs about probabilities. A proponent of the partial assertion
interpretation of SP utterances is free to say that such constructions
are the means we use to report the partial beliefs of others -~ a means
whose indirectness (compared to 'He has a strong partial belief that he
will escape before Christmas') reflects the fact that neither ‘partial
belief' itself nor any equivalent term is very much in ordinary use.
Lacking such terms, language makes do by treating SP utterances as
assertions, and applying the forms appropriate to any.assertion: in
this case, constructions inveolving the notion of belief. It thus
achieves much of what it would if it did have such terms, and the
underlying procesgs is difficult to detect. But it is revealed by
certain conceptual problems - the link problem, in particular - and by
the fact that at least when this process applies the terms ‘true’ and
'false' to SP utterances, the resulting usage is non-standard, in view
of the relational nature of SP utterance.

Thus if the partial assertion account is to be rejected, it must
be on more substantial grounds. In the next two chapters I shall try to
block some possible lines of attack. Partial assertions are still very
much on trial, of course: but I think the evidence against the alter-

native ought at least to ensure that they get a fair one.

Notes

1. Austin (1975).

2. Searle (1969).

3. Searle (1968), p: 417; for similar remarks see Searle (1969),
P. 70, and Austin (1975), pp. 68-72.

4. Austin (1975), pp. 6, 78-82; Searle (196%), p. 33.

5. Austin (1975), p. 74.
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Bibliographical Notes

The partial assertion approach to SP sentences is similar to
that of Toulmin (1956), who says that 'there is no special "thing”
which all probability-statements must be about, simply in virtue of
the fact that they are “probability-statements"' (p. 50); and that
‘to say "“Probably p" is to assert, guardedly and/or with reservations,
that p' (p. 61). However, I think Toulmin’s use of the term 'guarded
assertion' is unfortunate: firstly for the reason we have already given
(p. 6:5), and secondly because it seems quite inappropriate for SP
utterances other than 'It is probable that ¢' (and certain very similar
ones). Thus is 'It is unlikely that ¢' a very guarded assertion that g?
Or a quarded assertion that not-g? And what is 'There is a 50% chance
that g'? I think it is much preferable to characterise SP utterances in
terms of their role in tranferring partial beliefs (i.e., as partial
assertions).

Toulmin's view gseems to have received little support. Mackie
(1973, Ch. 5) comments favourably on its application to certain cases.
And Mellor, whose rejection of the opinion that 'if chance is object-—
ive, it must make true beliefs with some characteristic content’' we
have already noted (pp. 5:17-18), seems to have a view which has some-
thing in common with Toulmin's,

In his (1980) Blackburn supports the view (which he attributes to
Ramsey) that 'judgements of probability ... are projections of our
degrees of confidence in singular beliefs' (p. 1, my italics), rather
than judgements about some matter of fact in the world. I think the
partial assertion approach is closa to Blackburn's, particularly in
beginning with partial beliefs, yet recognising that SP utterances are
not about such beliefs. But given the notion of partial assertion, I

doubt whether we need Blackburn's 'projection' metaphor.



7. AN OBJECTION FROM GEACH AND SEARLE.

The view that SP utterances are partial assertions has analogues
in other areas of discourse. Perhaps the best-known is the account of
ethical statements of forms such as 'It is a good thing that g' as
non-assertive expressions of approval, rather than as assertions whose
content is to be explained in terms of some notion of objective good-
ness (or, as it might be put, the view that a construction such as
'It is a good thing that ...' alters the force of a sentence to which
it is attached, without modifying its propositional content, or sense).
There is a general objecticn to moves of this kind, which has been put
forward by Geach, and later, in a somewhat different form, by Seazle}

The objection begins with the observation that accounts of this
general kind characteristically propose an interpretation of just those
sentences or utterances in which constructions of the relevant type -
'It is probable that ...', "It is good that ...', 'It is true that ...,
or whatever ~ are not part of any clause other than a complete sen-
tence. The objection then notes certain other kinds of occurrences of
such constructions, and argues that the proposed accounts are obliged,
yet unable, to deal with these new cases.

Geach puts it as follows:

There is a radical flaw in this whole pattern of philosophizing.
What is being attempted in each case is to account for the use of a
term “P" concerning a thing as being a performance of some other
nature than describing the thing. But what is regularly ignored i=s
the distinction between calling a thing "P" and predicating "P" of a
thing. A term "“P" may be predicated of a thing in an if or then
clause, or in a clause of a disjunctive proposition, without the
thing's being thereby called "P". To say, "If the policeman's state-
ment is true, the motorist touched 60 mph" is not to call the police-
man's statement true; to say, "If gambling is bad, inviting people to

garmble is bad” is not to call either gambling or invitations to

gamble "bad". Now the theories of non-descriptive performances
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regularly take into account only the use of a term "P" to call some-~
thing “"P"; the corroboration theory of truth, for example, considers
only the use of "true” to call a statement true, and the condemnation
theory of "bad" considers only the way it is used to call something
bad; predications of "true" and "bad" in if or then clauses, or in
clauses of a disjunction, are just ignored. One could not write off
such uses of the terms, as calling for a different explanation from
their use to call things true or bad; for that would mean that
arguments of the pattern "if x ig true (if w is bad), then p; but x
Is true (w Is bad); ergo p™ contained a fallacy of equivocation,

whereas they are in fact clearly valid.2
Geach does not mention non-descriptive accounts of ‘probable’
(and related words), but it seems clear that the partial assertion
view is of the pattern whose 'radical flaw' he claims to be exposing.
In any case, when Searle raises his similar objection he includes the
case of 'probable',_as well as some of the other cases mentioned by
Geach:

In the classical period of linguistic analysis, philosophers

often said things like the following:

The word “"good" is used to commend (Hare).

The word "true" is used to endorse or concede statements
(Strawson) .

The word "know" 1s used to give guarantees (Austin).

The word "probably” is used to gualify commitments (Toulmin).

Each of these is of the pattern: "The word ¥ is used to perform
the speech act a". ...

Let us call this pattern of analysis the speech act analysis.
Now, there is a condition of adequacy which any analysis of the
meaning of a word must meet - and which the speech act analysis fails
to meet. Any analysis of the meaning of a word (or morpheme) must be
consistent with the fact that the same word (or morpheme) can mean
the same thing in all the grammatically different kinds of sentences
in which it can occur. Syntactical transformations of sentences do
not necessarily enforce changes of meaning on the component words or
morphemes of those sentences. The word “true" means or can mean the
same thing in interrogativesg, indicatives, conditionals, negations,

disjunctions, optatives, etc. If it didn't, conversation would be
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impossible, for "It is true" would not be an answer to the guestion
"Is it true?" if "true" changed its meaning from interrogative to
indicative sentences.

This is an obvious condition of adequacy, but the speech act
analysis fails to meet it. There are two ways of construing the
analysis and on either way it fails to meet this condition of
adequacy. The crude way to construe it is to suppose that when the
speech act analysts said, "W is used to perform act A" they meant
every literal utterance of the word W is a performance of act A. 1If
this is what they meant, it is too easily refuted, for even if an
utterance of the sentence, "This is good", is a performance of the
act of commendation, the utterance of the sentence, '"Make this good"
is not .... (S)o we must turn to a second, more sophisticated inter-
pretation. Often the speech act analysts qualified their statements
of the form "W i3 used to perform act A" by saying that the primary
use of W is to perform act A. They were thus not cormmitted to the
view that every literal utterance of W is a performance of 3, but
rather that utterances which are not performances of the act have to
be explained in terms of utterances which are.

More precisely ... the speech act analysts ... need to show ...
only ... that literal utterances which are not performances of the
act A stand in a relation to performances of A in a way which is
purely a function of the way the sentences uttered stand in relation
to the standard indicative sentences, in the utterance of which the
act is performed. If they are in the past tense, then the act is
reported in the past; if they are hypothetical then the act is hypo-
thesized, ete. They need to show this, in order to show how the word
makes the same contribution to each different sentence, while main~
taining that the performative use is the primary use.

... But ... the speech act analysis of the ... words: "good",
"true", "probable"”, etc. does not satisfy this condition. Consider
the following examples: “If this is good, then we ought to buy it",
is not equivalent to "If I commend this, then we ocught to buy it".
"This used to be good" is not equivalent to "I used to commend this",
... etc. Similar counterexamples will refute the speech act analyses

of "true“, “"know", "probable", etc.3
Geach and Searle thus differ in their defence of the central
claim on which this line of objection depends: the claim that any such

non-descriptive performative account (to use Geach's term) is obliged
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and yet unable to offer an account of certain types of occurrences of
the words to which it is held to apply. Geach appears to argue for a
very strong version of this central claim, namely that a non~descrip-~
tive account is cobliged to provide the same interpretation of the
word in question when it occurs in an if or then clause, as it does of
the word's occurrence in a complete indicative sentence (and no lesser
clause). This is impossible because in a case of the former kind such
a word is not used to ‘call something "P"!, as Geach puts it. But
unless this obligation is fulfilled, Geach argues, such an account will
be reduced to saying that the use of the same word in these different
contextsg reflects a mere ambiguity. And this would have the conseguence
that instances of modus ponens involving this word would fail, ‘whereas
they are in fact clearly valid‘'.

On the other hand Searle recognises, in effect, that a weaker
version of the central claim will be sufficient to support the object-
ion. It is enough that there be some sense in which a performative
account is obliged to interpret the relevant class of occurrences of
the word in question, and yet in which it is unable to do so. It is not
essential that the interpretation thus required be of the same kind as
that provided of the initial class occurrences of the relevant word -
i.e., of the occurrences Geach describes as 'calling something “P", in
which the word is not part of any clause other than a complete present=-
tensed indicative sentence.

Let us begin with Geach's argument for the strong version of the
central claim. Can a performative account reconcile its inability to
provide the same interpretation of a clause occurring as the antecedent
of a conditional as it does of that clause standing alone, with the
validity of modus ponens?

The first thing to note is that a performative account is in any

case likely to reject the standard view of what the validity of many
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argument forms, including many instances of modus ponens, consists
in. Thus (concentrating on the probability case), if 'It is probable

that q¢' is being said tec be non-truthconditional, the validity of

7.2 If it is probable that g then r
1t is probable that g

Therefoxre r

cannot, at least in the standard sense, be a matter of the truth of the
premisses guaranteeing the truth of the conclusion. So a view such as
our partial assertion account seems obliged to offer some non-standard
account of validity. If it is unable to do so, that will be a strong
objection to the view itself. But if it can do so, it will be justified
in assessing Geach's objection in terms of this non-standard approach;
there will be no obligation to meet Geach on his own ground.

This observation does not necessarily make things any easier for
an account such as ours, but it does suggest that Geach's objection
would be better phrased in another way: assuming there is no disagree-
ment as to which inferences are correct, the problem for such an
account is not that the change in the role of the clause ‘It is
probable that g' from the first to the secon@ premiss of 7.1 makes the
inference invalid, in the standard sense; but rather that it is not
clear in what other sense such an account can distinguish correct from
incorrect inferences, and classify 7.1, in particular, as correct. In
this form the arqument is less an objection than a challenge -~ a chall-
enge to produce a suitable non-standard notion of validity. Moreover,
this challenge ariseg directly from the claim that the second premiss
of 7.1 is non-truthconditional; the changing role of the clause ‘It is
probable that g' is almost a red herring. After all, the problem would
be no less difficult (and the resulting inference no less correct) if

by convention we always replaced this clause by some other form of
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words, whenever it would otherwise occur as the antecedent of a cond-
itional - even though there would then be no clause repeated in the
premisses of 7.1?

It might seem that we can produce an account of wvalidity applic-
able to inferences such as 7.1 by making use of the fact that SP utter-
ances function as truthconditional in contexts in which speakers share
a common body of evidence. That is, we might claim that such an infer-
ence is valid if and only if it would be valid in the standard sense,
if the SP clauses involved were truthconditional - or if each were
replaced in all its occurrences by a truthconditional clause. Then the
fact that SP sentences behave in some contexts as iAf they were truth-
conditional will perhaps quarantee that this criterion classifies as
valid the right class of inferences. True, it will not count as valid
those inferences which depend essentially on the properties of probab-
ility itself, such as that from ‘It is probable that g' to 'It is
improbable that not-g'. But because such inferences do not have a form
which is recognised as valid more generally, they do not give rise to
Geach's argument; any accoun£ of probability needs to explain the
validity of such inferences, and given that they lack a valid general
form, truthconditional accounts have no ocbvious advantage.

Nevertheless, the validity of inferences which reflect the
special features of the probability calculus does need to be explained,
and the fact that this criterion is unable to do so is one reason for
looking for a more substantial account. Another is that the criterion
rests on what we have claimed is a derivative feature of SP gentences:
their ability to function as truthconditional in contexts of shared
avidence. We should expect an explanation of wvalidity in terms in
keeping with our primary view of the nature of SP utterances, rather
than one which depends on a secondary characteristic (the interest of

which lies in its connection with the truthconditional view, which, for



SP utterances themgelves, we have rejected).

But the most important reason for looking for a more substantial
account than this criterion is that it is no more than a criterion: the
fact that it works needs to be explained. We cannot say that the
correctness of 7.1 consists in the fact that if s is truthconditional,

the inference

7.2 I1f s then r

S

Therefore r

ig valid in the standard sense; for the question remains as to why we
should use the inferences picked out by this criterion (even assuming
that the corresponding question has been answered for inferences valid
in the standard sense).

As a first step towards a more substantial account of the nature
of the validity, or correctness, of 7.1, we shall need an interpret-
ation of its first premiss; an interpretation compatible with our
characterisation of SP utterances themselves, as partial assertions. We
characterised the notion of partial assertion in terms of the tranfer
from a speaker to a hearer of a partial belief. Is a similar move now
possible to explain the role of an utterance of the form 'If it is
probable that g, then r'? Is there a characteristic mental state, or
attitude, associated with the making of such an utterance?

The key notion we need, I think, is that of a disposition to
infer (or, more conveniently, an inferential disposition). We need to
say that among the mental states a person may have, are ones which
amount to a readiness to adopt a certain consequent mental attitude, if
and when one comes to adopt a certain antecedent attitude. We might
call such a disposition a habit of inference; but note that the number

of times such a habil can operate is limited by the number of geparate
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occasions on which a person can adopt the particular antecedent mental
attitude in question. Many such ‘habits' are employed no more than
once.

Thus for the conditional 'If s then t', the antecedent and
consequent mental attitudes of the associated inferential disposition
will be whatever attitudes are charactexistically associated with the
utterances ‘s' and 't' alone, respectively. If s is the sentence 'It is
probable that g' and £ (and g) are truthconditicnal sentences, then the
antecedent attitude is a gtrong partial belief that g, and the consequ-
ent one is an effectively full belief that t.

It is important not to claim that a conditional reports the
speaker's possession of such a mental disposition. If that were s¢ the
conditional would be truthconditional - would be about the speaker's
state of mind - and in particular would be false if and only if the
speaker did not have such an inferential disposition. But in practice
what a hearer indicates by saying 'That's false' in response to such an
utterance, is not that he doesn't believe that the original speaker has
the inferential disgposition in question, but that (even having heard
the utterance) he doesn't have it himself. Similarly 'That‘'s true',
said by the hearer, indicates that he does (now, at least) have the
relevant inferential disposition himself. So the cost of claiming that
a conditional reports its sgspeaker's possession of the corresponding
inferential digposition, is to be forced to claim that the terms ‘'true'
and ‘false’ are applied to such utterances in a non-standard way - and
this despite the fact such utterances are thus being said to be truth-
conditional. (This point is essentially the same as one we raised -
pPp. 3:13-14 - against 2.5, the subjectivist truthconditional interpret-
ation of SP utterance).

For the same reason it is important not to interpret the condit-

ional 'If it is probable that g, then t', along the lines of ‘If I were
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to partially assert (to high degree) that g, then I would assert
that t'. This reading seems to be what a suggestion of Dummett's in
reply to Geach's objection. amounts to (for the probability case, which
Durmmett, like Geach, does not himself refer to)? Note that to reject
this reading is not to deny that someone who has the disposition to
infer from a high degree of partial belief that ¢ to a full belief
that t, would, if he were to partially assert to high degree {and
sincerely) that g, be at least willing to assert that t{ it is simply
to say that the utterance 'If it is probable that g then t' does not
state that this is the case.

On Dummett's reading, a conditional whose antecedent is an SP
clause comes out as a sentence whose utterance amounts to an asseyxrtion
about the speaker (in so far as a conditional with truthconditional
antecedent and consequent is truthconditional itself, at any rate).
This fact leaves the reading open to the following objection from
L. J. Cohen: if Dummett's suggestion is tc be extended to the case of
probability, then there should be a use for a construction

meaning ‘If I were to assert (agree) guardedly that A&, then I should
assert (agree) that B', But this would not be a use paraphrasable by
'1f it is probable that A, then B'. For though it happens to be true
that if I were to assert (agree) guardedly that it will be cloudy
this afternoon 1 should also assert (agree) that I am excessively
cautious in my weather predictions, it is not true that if clouds are

probable this afterncon I am excessively cautious.

On our view, however, the conditional 'If I were to assert
quardedly that A, then I should assert that B' is associated with a dis-
position to infer from a belief that one is asserting guardedly thgt A, to
2 belief that one is asserting (or will assert) that B. There is nothing
to prevent someone from holding this disposition, but not a disposition
to infer from a high degree of partial belief that A to a belief that

B; and it is thisg latter digposition which we associate with the cond-



iticnal 'If it is probable that A, then B'.

Cohen makes a further point, that on Dummett's reading there
would be no cbvious use for 'If it i3 probable that A, then I should
prefer not to assert (or agree) guardedly that A'; whereas there is
such a use, along the same lines as 'Even if it's true that A, I would
prefer not to say so'. Our view handles this in much the same way, I
think. But there seem to be more difficult cases of a similar kind.
Thus suppose I think I am a consistently bad judge of horses, and hence
gay 'If it is probable that Proper Name will win the 3.15, then I am
bound to be confident that he will not do so'. On our reading this
ought to be associated with a disposition té infer from a high degree
of partial belief that Proper Name will win the 3.15, to an effectively
full belief that one has a high degree of partial belief that he will
not 30 so. Now this disposition is not unintelligible, but it seems
much less likely that I should actually have it, than that I should
feel justified in asgerting the conditional with which it is supposed
to be associated. Surely I can think I am a poor judge of horses, and
express this belief in this way, without being disposed to adopt
incorrect beliefs about my own mental state.

The wnusual nature of this conditional is revealed in other ways.
Significantly, a modus pornens arqument in which it appears seems to be

valid only if it is unusable. Consider

7.3 If it is probable that g, then I am confident that not-¢q
It is probable that g

Therefore 1 am confident that not-g

Suppose the argument is valid (in the standard sense). It is not usable
(for me) unless it is at least possible that there are circumstances
in which I take both premisses to be true. But in any case in which I

take the second premiss to be true (i.e. in which I think it is



probable that g), the conclusion is false; and hence, because the
argument has been assumed valid, at least one of the premisses is
false. So if the argument is valid there are, and can be, no circum-
stances in which it justifies my adoption of a true belief.

It would therefore gseem to be no great loss to concede that
in certain cases of this kind, modus ponens is not valid. However, the
immediate problem is to show that our reading of conditionals (and
particularly of conditionals containing SP clauses) is not undermined
by the existence of such deviant examples. The way to do so, I think,
is to refer to a factor we have so far ignored, namely the character-
istic effect of a conditional utterance on a hearer's state of mind.

In Chapter 6 we characterised assertions and partial assertions
as utterances which, if the circumstances are appropriate, are the
means by which a certain belief on the part of a speaker gives rise to
the same belief - i.e. a belief of the same content and the same
degree =~ on the part of a hearer. We outlined the major conditions
necessary for such a transfer to take place (and saw that these are
slightly more involved for a partial assertion than fpr an assertion
itself). The gquestion now is whether the notion of an inferential
disposition provides the basis of a similar characterisation of the
class of conditional utterances.

The simplest possibility is that if the circumstances are appro-
priate, a conditional utterance is the means of transfer of just such
an inferential disposition. It might seem that this won't do, on the
grounds that even if the gpeaker of such an utterance characteristic-
ally has such a disposition, what a hearer will adopt is not the same
disposition, but a belief about the speaker: i.e. that he has the
disposition in question. But this is a mistake. It is analogous to the
claim that what the hearer of an assertion 'g' characteristically

adopts ig the belief that the speaker believes that q, rathezr than the
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belief that g. In either case a hearer may adopt a belief about the
speaker's state of mind - and may adopt no other relevent belief, if he
is not inclined to follow the speaker's lead on the matter in guestion.
But in ideal circumstances a hearer of the assertion 'g’ adopts a
belief that g, and a hearer of a conditional utterance adopts the
particular inferential disposition whose possession by the speaker is
indicated by the fact of the utterance - or so it seems to me.

The ideal circumstances, under which a conditional utterance will
be the means of tranfer of an inferential disposition, have a pattern
which ig familiar from the cases of assertion and partial assertion.

On the speaker's side the main condition is sincerity, which here is a
matter not only of having the relevant inferential disposition, but
also, in general at least, of having neither the antecedent mental
attitude nor an attitude incompatible with the consegquent one (there
may be exceptions to this requirement, such as when a conditional is
used as a step in an argument). On the hearer's side, apart from the
general condition that he understand what the speaker says, the major
conditions are the palr that amount to trusting the speaker: i.e. the
conditions that the hearer should believe the speaker sincere, and
believe him reliable on the matter in question. In the case in which
either the antecedent or the consequent is an SP clause, believing the
speaker reliable is for the hearer not only a matter of trusting the
speaker's judgement; it is also necessary that the hearer should not
take himself to have relevantly different evidence from the speaker's
on the SP matter in question. (We saw that this condition is the
respect in which the circumstances for a partial assertion to result in
the transfer of a partial belief are different from those in which a
full assertion results in the transfer of a full belief).

We are now in a position to make sense of our deviant conditional

'If it is probable that Proper Name will win the 3.15, then I am bound
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to be confident that he will not do so'. If this were a normal condit-
ional, and the circumstances we have just outlined were present, its
utterance would lead a hearer to adopt a disposition to infer from a
high degree of partial belief that Proper Name will win the 3.15 to an
effectively full belief that the speaker is confident that Proper Name
will not win the 3.15. And this does seem to capture what the speaker
of such a conditional would want to convey, even if he cannot be taken
to have the same inferential disposition himself., The case seems rather
like that of the person who says, despairingly, 'I am incapable of
believing anything'. We cannot take this to be both a sincere express-
ion of belief, and true; yet it is not difficult to think of a role for
such an utterance. Such cases are made possible by the existence of
general conventions, whose very stability enables sense to be made of
certain kinds of deviations from the general pattern. Note that in the
conditional case such a deviation depends on the speaker and hearer
referring their SP talk to the same base of evidence - otherwise when
the hearer says, 'l see, so if it is probable that Proper Name will win
the 3.15, then you have a low degree of partial belief that that will
be the case', he is not expressing what the speaker has wanted to
convey.

We needed an account of conditionals in order to be able to say
in what the validity, or correctness, of the inference 7.1 (p. 7:5)
consists, for a view such as ours. And although we have really done no
more than indicate an approach to conditionals, in line with our
characterisation of assertion (full and partial), ; think we have said

enough to suggest an account of validity. Consider

(i) If p then g (ii) 1f p then g

P q
Therefore g Therefore p
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wWhat distinguishes (i) from (ii) is that only in the case of (i) do
the mental states characteristically associated with the utterance of
{sentences of the form of) the two premisses together guarantee the
presence of the mental state characteristically associated with the
utterance of the conclusion. This holds not only for truthconditional
p and g, but for any type of utterance whatsoever, 30 long as its
asgsociated mental attitude is such that it can occur as the antecedent
or consequent of an inferential disposition. (This seems to be a very
wide class indeed. I don't want to investigate its boundaries here, but
we should hope that they at least include all the types of sentences
which ordinary usage treats as the antecedents or consequents of cond-
itionals.) In particular, it holds when p or g is an SP clause.

Thus we have an account which enables us to say in what respect
(I) is a significantly different form of inference from (ii); and to
say why people do in fact, on the whole at least, make inferences of
form (i) but not of form (ii}. This account is applicable to the
special case in which p or ¢ is an SP clause. And in producing it we
have indicated the connection between an SP clause standing alone and
the use of the sgame clause as the antecedent or consequent of a condit~
ional (this will be important in meeting Searle's objection).

Bowever, we have glossed over a very important point: in what
gense do the mental attitudes associated with the sincere utterance of
the premisses of (i) guarantee the presence of the attitude associated
with the utterance of the conclusion? It is tempting to say that it is
physically impossible for a person to have the former attitudes but not
the latter one. But if that were so it would apparently be impossible
for a person not to believe all the logical consequences of his
beliefs. And it seems we often fall to make even such simple inferences
as modus ponens, particularly when we have some motive for not believing

the conclusion. Thus I know that if I haven't heard by the fifteenth, I
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haven't been short~listed, and that I haven't heard by the fifteenth;
but I can't bring myself to believe (fully, at least) that I haven't
been short-listed. Perhaps a case such as this simply illustrates that
we often profess things we do not fully believe, and that the degree of
confidence which will induce us to do so varies from context to
context (depending, among other things, on the relevance to us of the
matter in question). But even if this is so, it is clear that we often
simply overlook a consequence of our beliefs.

The notion of an inferential disposition is thus an idealisation
not only in that, for various reasons, a person who utters a condit-‘
ional may not have the ‘associated' disposition, but also in that,
these reasons aside, the dispositions to inference that people have are
very imperfect. Their effectiveness seems to depend on several factors,
but particularly on the extent to which the disposition and its ante-
cedent mental attitude are consciously held (at the same time). However
I don't want to investigate these factors here (or the question as to
what it is for a mental attitude to be 'consciously held'). But it is
worth noting that the notions of belief and partial belief are them-
selves idealisations in various respects (some of which we have already
observed); and that their usefulness as part of an explanatory model of
aspects of our behaviour depends in practice on these idealisations. So
there is a respectable precedent for our present use of the notion of
an inferential disposition.

Thus we may claim that the difference between validity and inval-
idity, though not accurately marked in the thought processes of any
actual person, is revealed in the way we have described in an ideal
model; to which our actual thought processes do in important ways
approximate. This proposal does not alter the non-standard character of
the approach to validity, which continues to provide the basis of a

reply to (our reworked version of) Geach's cbjection, in the way we
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have indicated.

However, we have so far ignored another important question: does
this approach characterise as valid, or correct, just the same class of
inferences as are held to be valid in the standard sense (when, where
necessary, premisses and conclusions such as 'It is probable that g
are assumed to be truthconditional)? And the answer is 'No'. The foll-

owing inferences, for example, are both valid in the standard sense7

(iii) ) ' {iv) If p then g
Therefore if not-p then g Not-g

Therefore not-p

But there is apparently no reason why a person who believes that p (or
has whatever other mental attitude is associated with p) should be
bound to have a disposition to infer from a belief that not-p (or from
whatever mental attitude is associated with not-p ) to a belief that g
{(or to whatever mental attitude is associated with gq). Similarly, why
should a person who is disposed to infer from a belief that p to a
belief that g and who also believes that not-g, be bound to believe
that not-p? The approach we have suggested thus seems to classify both
(iii) and (iv) as incorrect forms of inference. In the case of (iii)
this may be no bad thing; it is often held to be a defect (of certain
accounts of the conditional) that such inferences are admitted. But
surely we shouldn't classify (iv) as invalid.

I think this apparent difficulty stems largely from a mistaken
view of the nature of the approach we have suggested. The mistake =-
which admittedly we have said nothing to prevent - is to see it as
offering a criterion for deciding of any given form of inference,
whether or not it is valid, oxr correct. It actually offers the basis of
an explanation of the acceptability of certain forms of inference,

which are taken to be acceptable in ordinary usage. Thus while it
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claims to account for the correctness (in ordinary usage) of 7.2 and
7.1, it does not - or rather, should not - extend this to a general
claim with respect to any form of inference ordinarily judged to be
acceptable. For it may be that some forms of inference rely on some
more complex mental process than the operation of the inferential disp-
ositions associated with conditional utterances. For example, it may
be that many speakers possess the general habit of transposing their
inferential dispositions (at least when the antecedent and consequent
mental attitudes are both an effsctively full belief; we shall see in
Chapter 8 that there is a good reason for not doing so when either is
a partial belief). Then the presence of this habit, and the acceptab-
ility of 7.2, will explain that of (iv). And while it is an important
question where such a habit comes from, I don't think it is one which
need concern us here? It does not seam crucial to the task we have been
facing, namely that of finding an approach to validity which does not
rely on the assumption that all the premisses and the conclusion of
the inferences concerned are truthconditional. Moreover, it seems to be
the kind of gquestion which any account of validity will face, at some
point - and on a par with questions as to the justification of deduct-
ive inference.

In summary then, we have seen that Geach's argument, at least
when construed as an objection to partial assertions, seems misdir-~
acted. It attempts to apply to the inference 7.1 a notion of validity
which depends on the assumption that its premisses and conclusion are
truthconditional; a notion which the partial asgssertion view must there-
fore xeject. But the objection thus raiges the question as to what non-
standard account of validity is available, on such a view. We have now
seen that there seems to be the basis of such an account - or at least
of an explanation of the acceptability of certain forms of inference -

in an account of the states of mind characteristically associated with
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conditional utterances. This account of validity faces various prob-—
lems, but seems sufficient to indicate how there can be a relation
analogous to the relation of logical conseguence, between sentences
which are not truthconditional.

Geach's insistence that the two occurrences of 'It is probable
that g' in the premisses of 7.1 should not have 'a different explan-
ation' thus turns out to be irrelevant:; the notion of validity with
respect to which it would be relevant is inapplicable. But this insist-
ence also camouflages an important issue: that of the real connection
between the two occurrences. The existence of this connection is the

core of Searle's objection; to which we should now turn.

Firstly, it is appropriate to ask how our analysis of the use of
conditionals with SP clauseg as antecedents or conseguents, meets
Searle's requirement that ‘the analysis of the meaning of a word (or
moxpheme) must be consistent with the fact that the same word (or
morprheme) can mean the same thing in all the grammatically different
kinds of sentences in which it can occur'?

We have offered the following account of the connection between
the occurrence of an SP clause as (say) the antecedent of a conditional
and its occurrence as a complete sentence: an SP utterance character-
istically results from a speaker's possession of a certain partial
belief; an utterance of the corresponding conditional characteristic-
ally results from a speaker's possession of a certain inferential disp-
osition, the antecedent mental attitude of which is this same partial
belief. The connection between the partial belief and the disposition
of which it is the antecedent attitude is reflected, by convention, in
the relation between the clause in guestion as a complete utterance and
the same clause as the antecedent of a conditional utterance. In other

words, there is the basis of a rule associated with the conditional
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form, such that someone who knows this rule, and who understands a
given sentence (i.e. who associates the correct mental attitude with
thig sentence), will understand and be able to use a conditional in
which this sentence occurs as antecedent, even if he has never prev-~
iously encountered such a conditional.

The recognition that there must exist some such rule ought to be
the basis of Searle's objection. For it is only such rules which give
significance to the repetition of the same words (or morphemes) in
different grammatical contexts. For example, if language were finite,
in the sense that every utterance had to be chosen from a finite list,
then in principle every occurxence of a member of the list as a part
of some other member could be eliminated, simply by the invention of
some new word. Repetitions would therefore be of no more significance
than the existence of namesakes. So the potentially infinite character
of language gives point to an objection such as Searle's. It is seen
that language can only be potentially infinite (and yet comprehensible
by a finite intelligence), if there is a finite system of rules for
constructing new well-formed expressions from old ones and from the
finite stock of words. A proposed analysis of some part of language is
thus unacceptable if it is unable to make sengse of such rules.

However, although repetitions would be insignificant if language
wexe finite, it does not follow from the fact that language is infinite
that all ~or indeed, any ~ repetitions are significant. It is possible
to invent languages in which transformations according to context
ensure that the same 'meaning'’ is expressed by different words in diff-
erent contexts; and in which surface repetitions are therefore insig-
nificant}o So even if it is unlikely that actual languages are of this
kind, it is useful that Searle's objection can in principle be grounded
in another way: on an empirical investigation of the ability of

speakers to understand and use sentences which they have not prev-
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iously encountered, just so long as they are familiar with the comp-
onent words and structures of such sentences. (Note that this ability
might be evident even in the speakers of a finite language, if it were
large enough to make impractical the task of grasping its sentences
individually). It is possible, in principle, to establish empirical
facts of the following general form: in language L, speakers who are
familiar with a sentence (or word, or construction) x, and with a
sentence-forming function F( ), are able to understand and use the
sentence F(x) even if they have not previously encountered it. The
common ground between Searle and those he calls the speech act anal-
ysts, on which his objection must rest, seems to consist in facts of
this general (broadly syntactical) form.

Our account of conditionals seems to make good sense of the
relevant facts of this kind. It takes familiarity with the conditional
structure to be a matter of having learnt the association of condit-
ional utterances with inferential dispositions, the antecedent and
consequent attitudes of which are the mental states associated with the
antecedents and consequents of the conditionals in question. There is
thus a general pattern associated with the conditional form, whose
application in a particular case depends in a straightforward way on
the conventions governing the use of the antecedent and consequent of
the given conditional, when these clauses stand alone as complete
sentences.

In defence of Searle, it might be said that the partial assertion
view is not a speech act analysis, and so isn't the kind of view he is
objecting to. We have no direct interest in settling this claim - only
in showing that there isn't an objection on the lines of Searle's to
the partial assertion proposal. But note that our emphasis on the
mental attitudes characteristically associated with various utterances

is not incompatible with an account which stresses the speech acts
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performed in the making of such utterances. There can be no difference
in the illocutionary acts performed, without a corresponding difference
in the characteristically associated mental attitude. And gpeech acts
would be pointless if they didn't have at least the potential to prod-
uce a change in the mental state of hearers to whom they are directed.
So although some differences between utterances with respect to their
associated mental attitudes will be explained in terms of differences
of sense, rather than differences of force, there seems to be a reply
to Searle in explicitly speech act terms, parallel to ours. The complex
speech act performed by an utterance of 'If it is probable that q,
then r' (say) will, as Searle rightly requires, be systematically
related to that performed by 'It is probable that r', the connection
being signalled by the conditional construction of the former sentence.
It is true that the connection will not be as simple and direct as
either of the alternatives that Searle suggests; and also that the
nature of the connection - and the nature of the speech act performed
by the conditional - will need to be explained in something like the
mental state terms we have used; but these facts do not seem to count

against the claim of such an account to be a speech act analysis.

The indicative conditioral is not the only type of construction
on which Searle bages his objection. Be mentions several others, incl-
uding interrogatives, negations, disjunctions, optatives and past-
tensed constructions. I don’'t propose to deal with these here in as
much detail as we have the conditional, but I shall indicate in each
case the form of an account which seems to be consistent with our
general approach, and which seems to meet Searle's requirements, to the
extent that these are well-founded on the kind of grounds we have out-
lined. No doubt various possible objections will be left unanswered,

but I hope at least to show that Searle’'s argqument very much under-
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estimates the resources of this kind of programme.

Taking negation first, how are we to explain 'It is not the case
that it is probable that g'? (The awkward construction here is to make
clear that the negation operator attaches to the entire clause 'It is
probable that g¢'). With what mental attitude is such an utterance
characteristically associated? And does it relate to the attitude
associated with 'It is probable that g' itself in a way which can be
taken to be a function of the use of the negation construction?

We want to know, in effect, under what circumstances a person
will ordinarily deny that it is probable that ¢g. Under what circumst-
ances will a person say 'That's false' in response to the statement
‘It is probable that g'?

The most usual such case is that in which a person has an attit-
ude which conflicts with the attitude characteristically associated
with the utterance of 'It is probable that g' - i.e. with a strong
partial belief that gq. That is, a case in which a person has some other
degree of partial belief that g. However, it seems we should allow for
the possibility that an agent may have grounds for rejecting a strong
partial belief that g, without settling on any other degree of belief
that g. So we should say that most generally, the utterance of 'It is
not the case that it probable that g' is associated with the attitude
of rejection of a strong partial belief that g. And the effect of the
negation construction, applied to a given sentence, is to produce a
sentence whose associated mental attitude is the rejection of the
attitude associated with the initial sentence.

Having said this, it is important to note that there is little
ordinary use for the application of a negation operator in this way.
'It is not probable that g', for example, usually has the sense of 'It

is improbable that g' - which is associated with a weak partial belief

that g (or strong partial belief that not-q), rather than with simply
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the rejection of a strong partial belief that ¢. And in the limiting
case, 'It is not the case that g' seems to be always associated with
an effectively full disbelief-that g (or full belief that not-gq), and
never with the mere rejection of a full belief that g (which woulad
leave open the possibility of a partial belief that g, as wellas a full
belief that not-q)%llet us call this strong negation, as opposed to the
earlier weak negation. Thus we find that ordinary usage always intends
strong negation in negating sentences employed to make full assertions;
and usually does s0 in negating partial assertions. Note that this fact
does not help Searle's objection. Strong negation is just as capable as
weak negation of being signalled by certain constructions; and our kind
of account is able to deal with either.

These two types of negation give rise to two kinds of disjunc-—
tion. Thus suppose we say that the mental state characteristically
associated with 'It is probable that ¢ or it is probable that r' is
the same as that associated with 'If it is not probable that g, then it
is probable that r'. The latter attitude is an inferential disposition,
whose conseguent mental attitude is a strong partial belief that r; and
whose antecedent attitude is either a rejection of a strong partial
belief that g, or a strong belief that not-g, depending on whether the
negation in the antecedent of the conditional concermed is taken to be
weak or strong. If we call the resulting disjunctions 'weak' and
'strong' correspondingly, it is apparent that an inference can be drawn
from a strong disjunction less often than from a weak one (because a
strong negation supports a weak one, but not conversely). Just as in
ordinary usage negation of utterances employed to make full assertions
is always strong, so is their disjunction. And similarly ordinary
disjunction of SP sentences seems to be usually, if not always, strong.
Note that if there are weak SP disjunctions, then there might be

‘mixed’ disjunctions, strong in one direction and weak in the other -
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particularly in cases in which only one disjunct is an SP clause
(*Either r, or it is probable that q').

Disjunctions seem to be symmetric - the order of the disjuncts
seems to make no difference. But we have seen that the transposition
of a conditional, although perhaps admitted in some cases in virtue of
some habit, does not have the same status as the conditional itself. So
this account of the mental state associated with a disjunction needs to
be modified. In the above case it is not merely the state associated
with 'If it is not probable that g, then it is probable that r', but
the conjunction of this state and that associated with 'If it is not
probable that r, then it is probable that g'. (In the case of weak
disjunction this modification would be necessary even if transposition
were available, because double weak negation is not equivalent to no

negation at all).

Interrogatives and optatives differ from the kinds of sentences
we have considered so far in that they do not, even in ideal circum-
stances, transfer to a hearer the same mental attitude whose possezsion
by a speaker has lead to their utterance; or at least it is not essen-
tial to their role that they should ever do so. Thus if we describe the
mental attitude most characteristically associated with the utterance
of 'Is it the case that ¢g?' as wondering whether g, it may be that such
an utterance will lead a hearer to wonder whether g. This is most
likely when a speaker is mistaken in thinking that the person to whom
he speaks knows whether g. But it is easy to imagine a community who
never make this mistake, yet for whom the activity of asking such
questions has just as much point as it does for us. In contrast, if a
group of speakers used the utterances we know as assertions in such a
way that they were never the means of transfer of a belief, we should

say that they were not being used as assertions at all; the activity of
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using them would have some other point. Similarly, the utterance
‘I wigsh it were the case that g' might lead a hearer to desire that q,
but it is not essential to its role that it should ever do =o.

With respect to the question 'Is it probable that g?', note that
it is appropriate only if the speaker refers his SP beliefs (to do
with g) to the base of evidence he takes the person to whom he directs
the question to possess. His asking the question is a sign that he
takes this to be the relevant evidence. (This is so, at least, in cases
in which the speaker is actually trying to find out whether it is
probable that g - i.e. is actually seeking to adopt a partial belief
with respect to gq. The question might also be used as in an exam, so
that the speaker is interested specifically in the hearer's attitude
to ¢: and may have a different attitude, based on different evidence,
himself.) So when the person asked says 'Yes' or ‘No', his implicit SP
utterance rests on the same base of evidence as the original speaker's
would, if he were to say, accordingly, 'I see, it's probable (not
probable) that g'. This explains why although in general A's claim that
it is not probable that g need not contradict B's statement that it is
probable that g, if A asks B whether it is probable that ¢ he can
expect to receive an answer to the gquestion he asks ~ and not one to
some different question concerning B's viewpoint. Such a question
indicates that the context is effectively truthconditional, in the
sense we have noted (p. 4:17).

This point aside, the following argument from Searle seems
misdirected (Searle presents it for the case of 'true', but apparently
with the intention that it should apply to the other cases he mentions,
including that of ‘probable'):

The word {('probable') means or can mean the same thing in interrog-
atives as in indicatives .... If it didn't, conversation would be
impossible, for 'It is (probable)' would not be an answer to the
question 'Is it (probable)?' if ('probable') changed its meaning
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from interrogative to indicative sentences}2

For one thing, convexsation could easily do without question and answer
pairs in which significant words occur in both - for example by adop-
ting the convention that questions asked in English should be answered
in Japanese, and vice versa - though less extreme measures would
suffice. For another thing, there is no guarantee that when the same
word does occur in both, it 'means the same thing', in any ordinary
sense. This is shown by actual examples such as, 'Is it mine?', 'No,
it is mine'; and by the possibility of conventions under which the
meanings of words would vary according to whether their context was
indicative or interrogative. So the claim that in a given such question
and answer pair a certain repeated word 'means the same thing' in both
occurrences, regquires an argument applicable to the given case; an
argument to show, for example, that the relevant word somehow makes the
gsame contribution to the meaning of the guestion as it does to that of
the answer. Searle offers no such argument, for the above case.

On the other hand, the approach we have been suggesting is able
to offer roughly the following account. A person who asks ‘Is it prob-
able that g?' is characteristically indicating that he wants to be
quided in his adoption of a certain mental attitude with respect to g
by the corresponding attitude of the person to whom the question is
directed. The word 'probable' indicates that the mental attitude
concerned is a strong partial belief; the speaker wants to know whether
to adopt such a belief that g. Similarly, the word ‘probable’ in the
answer ‘It is probable that g' indicates that the mental attitude being
expressed by this speaker is his partial belief (that g). This connec~
tion explains ocur intuition that it is not a mere accident that the
same word occurs in both contexts.

Note that on this view, asking 'Is it probable that g?' is not

asking whether some state of affairs holds, in the way that we are used
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to thinking of 'Is it the case that r?', when r is truthconditional.
Similarly with optatives: 'I wish it were probable that q' is not
wishing that some state of affairs would hold, in the familiar sense.
This raises the question as to what counts as ;atisfaction of such a
wish. We seem bound to say that the wish is satisfied when the speaker
comes to have a strong partial belief that g; and yet this seems wrong,
in that it doesn't allow a distinction between the real satisfaction of
the wish on the one hand, and the speaker's believing the wish to be
satisfied on the other.

The solution is to make it clear that in such a case the sentence
'The wish is satisfied' is no more truthconditional than 'It is prob-
able that g’ itself. Thus if W is the sentence 'I wish it were probable
that ¢q', we must say that the utterance ‘W is satisfied' indicates, but
does not state, that the speaker has a strong partial belief that q,
just as 'It is probable that g would; the former utterance is approp-
riate in certain circumstances. Hence X's utterance of 'W is not satis-
fied, but Y believes that W is satisfied' is appropriate when, inter
alia, X has a strong partial belief that not-g (or, if the negation is
taken to be weak, a rejection of a strong partial belief that g), but
believes that ¥ has a strong partial belief that g. 'W is not satis-
fied, but I used to think that it was satisfied' is handled similarly.
And 'W is not satisfied, but I believe that # is satisfied' is approp-
riate for a person who has a strong partial belief that not-g (or who
rejects a strong partial belief that ¢q), but who mistakenly believes
that he has a strong partial belief that g. Such a state of mind is not
inconceivable, even if we sthld expect that being lead to make this
utterance would be enough to make such a person realise his mistake.
The assertion condition of the first clause of the utterance - i.e.
that the speaker have a strong partial belief that not-¢ (or that he

reject a strong partial belief that g) - is not incompatible with the
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truth condition of the second clause, which is that the speaker believe
he does have a strong partial belief that ¢g. But if 'W is satisfied‘
meant 'I have a strong partial belief that g¢', then its negation would
be an assertion that the gpeaker did not have such a partial belief,
and hence the assertion condition for the clause 'W is not satisfied’
would be that the speaker believe that he does not have a strong
partial belief that ¢. And this is incompatible with the truth cond-
ition of the clause 'I believe that # is satisfied’.

Thus in denying that W is a wish for some state of affairs, in
the usual sense, and hence denying that there 1is some state of affairs
whose holding would constitute the satisfaction of W, we give ocurselves
the means to distinguish between the claim that W is satisfied, and
the claim that one believes that W is satisfied. The distinction para-
llels that between 'It is probable that ' and 'I believe it is prob-
able that ¢' - where the first utterance indicates a strong partial
belief that g, and the second reports one (in the indirect way that
ordinary usage allows, given that the term ‘partial belief' is not in
common usel3). Note that we also have a straightforward explanation for
the fact that 'It is probable that g' is a way of indicating the satis-
faction of 'I wish it were probable that g', very similar to ocur

explanation of the corresponding fact about gquestions and answers.

Let us now turn to sentences of the form 'It was probable that ¢’,
which, of the various examples Searle mentions in his objection to the
speech act analysis, is the most difficult to explain in terms
of our general approach. Note, firstly, that such a sentence is almost
always used not in isolation, but in contrast to a present-tensed
assertion (full or partial) that g - an implicit one, very often. Thus:
'It was probable that Proper Name would win' ('But he didn't', or 'and

he did', being understood); or 'It was probable that Proper Name would



win tomorrow, but it is now improbable'. More rarely a past-tensed

SP clause provides the grounds for an assessment of the present prob=
ability of some past event: 'It was probable that Reagan would win,

so he probably did'. It might seem that there are many cases which are
not of these kinds, such as 'It was (or used to be) improbable that a
child would survive to the age of five' - but this is not a single-case
probability sentence. SP utterances are closely tied to our present
expectations (about states of affairs which may themselves be past,
present, future, or of no temporal location), and hence to our present
behaviour. Since we are unable to affect our past behaviour, we have no
direct interest in actual or hypothetical past expectations. Hence our
lack of use for past-tensed SP utterances in isolation. (Note that in
contrast, 'It will be probable that g' is generally taken to imply

'It is probable that g'; a fact which is perhaps more readily explained
on our view than by various objectivist accounts, which seem committed
to making sense of objective probabilities changing over time).

The significance of our lack of use for past—-tensed SP utterances
in isolation is partly that it means we have no need to associate such
a sentence with some past partial belief, actual or hypothetical; there
is always a relevant present belief. And because it suggests that such
sentences have a rather specialised usgse, it suggests that we are free
to give a rather complex interpretation of such an utterance, without
having to meet the objection that it is unlikely that a very common
usage has such a relatively complex basis.

I propose to interpret ‘It was probable that g' as, in the most

general case, ecquivalent to

7.4 For some r, if it (ever) were the case that r then it would

be probable that g, and it was the case that r.

By ‘equivalent to' here I mean that the mental attitudes character-
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istically assoclated - in the sense we have been using - with utter-
ances of the two sentences concermed, are the same.

The first important qualification, however, is that 7.4 will
generally represent only what is conveyed to a hearer, in ideal circum-
stances, by 'It was probable that ¢'; and not the state of mind of the
speaker. For there will generally be some r' of which the speaker

believes

7.5 If it (ever) were the case that r'’ then it would be probable

that ¢, and it was the case that r'.

(The most significant case in which 7.5 may not be what the speaker
believes seems to be that in which his grounds for the utterance 'It
was probable that g' are that he has heard someone else, whom he takes
to be reliable, making the same utterance; then, if he doesn't know on
what past evidence this person is relying, his attitude will go by 7.4
rather than 7.5). So in the usual case the speaker's characteriatic
mental attitude consists in the combination of a disposition to infer
from a belief that r’ (is true at a particular time) to a strong
partial belief that g (is true at a corresponding time), with a belief
that it was the case that r’ (at some particular earlier time). Note
that such a mental attitude does not commit the speaker to a strong
partial belief that g is true at a time corresponding to the present
time; only the additional belief that it is at present the case that r’
would do so. (How all this is best put depends on whether r' and ¢ are
taken to be tensed, and if so, on how tensed utterances are treated by
an account such ag ours; but I would prefer not to discuss these quest-
ions here).

Although in the usual case an utterance of ‘It was probable
that ¢' is an indication that there is some relevant r’ such that the

speaker believes that it was the case that r’, the utterance is not in
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any sense an assertion that it was the case that r’ ~ just as, as we
have seen, 'It is probable that g' is in no sense an assertion about
the speaker‘®s evidence. But whereas in the latter case a hearer who
takes the speaker to be reliable will adopt a strong partial belief
that g, in the former one there is no simple corresponding attitude.
However, in many contexts speakers share common beliefs about the
relevant past states of affairs -~ i.e. they have the same beliefs, and
take it for granted that they do so - so that the hearer already
believes that it was the case that r', and knows that r’ is the state
of affairs relevent to the speaker's utterance of 'It was probable
that ¢'. In such a case, 1f the hearer takes the speaker to be
reliable, the utterance will give rise to the same mental attitude on
the part of the hearer as it results from on the part of the speaker.

Otherwise, in the most general case, a trusting hearer will
adopt only the mental attitude of which 7.4 is an appropriate
expression. This complex attitude involves a sub-attitude of a type we
have not yet discussed: that associated with the existential quant-
ifier. I think we may construe this in terms of negation and the univ-
arsal quantifier. The universal gquantifier seems relatively easily
dealt with, as agsociated with a habit of adopting (or a disposition to
adopt) an attitude At(x), with respect to any ¥ believed to be in the
range of the quantifier in question. The nature of At( ) depends on the
form of the scope of the quantifier. In the case of 'All participants
in the lottery will probably lose their money', for example, At(x) will
be a strong partial belief that x will lose his money.

We want to say that an utterance of the form 'For some x, S(x)'
is characteristically associated with the same mental attitude as the
corresponding utterance of the form 'It is not the case that for all x,
not S(x)'. But we have distinguished two kinds of negation (p. 7:23);

which one is applicable to each of the two contexts here?



7:32

Strong negation depends on the existence of a mental attitude
opposite to that associated with the sentence being negated - for
example on a strong disbelief (or weak partial belief) that g in the
case of 'It is not probable that g', and on an effectively full disbel-
ief that g in the case of 'It is not the case that gq'. There seems to
be no such opposite mental state to the kind of habit associated with a
universal quantifier, unless it is the habit of never doing whatever it
is. But a person may think that it is not the case that all business-
men are rogues, say, without being disposed to never think that a
businessman is a rogue. So the first negation in 'It is not the case
that for all x, not S{x)' is a weak one.

If the second negation i1s strong, then this utterance is charact-
eristically associated with a rejection of the habit of adopting, for
any x, the opposite mental state to that characteristically associated
with the utterance 'S(x)'. If ${(x) is the sentence 'It is probable
that g(x)', for example, then this attitude amounts to the rejection
of the habit of adopting, for any ¥, a strong partial disbelief that
g(x) (or a strong partial belief that not-gq(x)). However a person may
reject this habit, without there being any x with respect to which he
holds a strong partial belief that g(x) (and is thus prepared to say,
'It is probable that g(x)"). This will be so for a person who thinks
that for all x, there is a 50% chance that g(x), for example. So if the
second negation is taken to be strong, 'It is not the case that for
all x, it is not probable that g(x)' cannot be taken to be equivalent
to 'For some x, it is probable that g(x)'.

I therefore take both negations in 'It is not the case that for
all x, not S(x)' to be weak; and hence take 'For some x, S(x)' to be
characteristically associated with a rejection of the habit of reject-
ing, for any x, the mental attitude characteristically associated with

the utterance 'S(x)°.



7:33

In the case in which S(x) 1is truthconditional, the claim that the
second negation here is weak seems to conflict with our earlier
(p. 7:23) obsexrvation that ordinary usage applies only strong negation
to sentences used to make full assertions. However, the conventions
governing truthconditional contexts seem to ensure that in this case
the second negation can be taken to be strong: that if S(x) is truth-
conditional, then a person will only reject the habit of disbelieving
that s(x), for evexy x, if he does think there is some x such that it
is the case that S(x). The possibility that would otherwise count
against strong negation - that he might merely think that there is
some x such that it is probable that S(x), say - is taken to be ruled
out by the nature of the context. (It is hard to say exactly what con-
ventions ensure that this is so; but the law of excluded middle seems
to play an important role).

Applying all this to the case that we are interested in,
we thus take 7.4 to be characteristically associated with the rejection
of the habit of rejecting, for propositions r, the combination of the
disposition to infer from a belief that r to a strong partial belief
that g, with the belief that it was the case that r. Note that reject-
ing the combination of two mental states amounts to rejecting their
conjunction, not to the conjunction of the rejection of one with the
rejection of the othex.

The relative complexity of the mental states we thus associate
with past-tensed SP utterances seems to me to be no objection to our
general view. We have seen that the complexity results from the
relation of the evidence on which the speaker relies to the context of
utterance - from the fact that it is not usually evidence which the
speaker would now use. The hearer's relation to this evidence is gener-
ally different, so there is further complexity - the details depend on

what base of evidence the hearer has in common with the speaker. Now if
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such utterances were a common and fundamental part of ordinary usage,
we might expect a much simpler account than this. But we have seen that
there is relatively little use for such sentences. When they are used,
moreover, it seems that they are often a source of confusion - people
fail to distinguish 'It was probable that g' from 'It is probable that
it was the case that g', for example; or are reluctant to accept such a
claim as 'It was probable that he would win, but he lost'. In the
latter case 'It seemed probable that he would win, but he lost’ is
often preferred; an utterance which has a much more straightforward
analysis, in terms of the speaker's previous partial beliefs, and
perhaps those of his peers - or in terms of his beliefs about these
partial beliefs, to be precise. So if anything ordinary usage provides
a certain amount of evidence that a past-tensed SP utterance is a

rather complex construction.

It should be emphasised that the mental states we are taking to
be associated with utterances need not be consciously held -~ and cert-
ainly not in the sense that speakers should, if asked, be able to
report their possession of these attitudes. If that were so, language
would be impossible unless it had the means (and its speakers had the
ability) to refer to all its associated mental attitudes. Our own lang-
uage seems at present very limited in this respect. We have already had
to invent a term or two (‘'inferential disposition’, for example), even
to deal with very common types of utterance.

The more we have to characterise new kinds of mental state, the
more we are likely to find that our classification of such entities
depends on some prior classification of the utterances with which we
are taking these mental states to be associated. We saw in Chapter 6
(pp. 6:3-4) that this 1s likely to be the case, but that it doesn’t

undermine the use we were then making of the notion of the mental
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attitude associated with a type of utterance, which was to introduce
the notion of partial assertion in terms of partial belief. In this
case the mental state is relatively familiar, and so does serve to
characterise the type of utterance. In this chapter we have made a
different use of associated mental attitudes: they have enabled us to
give an account of the connection between the use of an SP clause as a
complete sentence and its uses as a component of various more complex
sentences - and thus, I think, to meet the objections of Geach and
Searle. This use does not depend on an ability to classify associated
mental states without a prior classification of the corresponding
utterances.

It is worth emphasising that our use of the notion of the mental
state characteristically associated with an utterance does not commit
us to claiming that every utterance of a particular sentence signifies
that its speaker has the mental state we have said to be characterist-
ically associated with such an utterance. It doesn‘t rule out insincere
SP utterances, for example; or many kinds of specialised uses of these
and other utterances, in which the use of an utterance doesn't conform
to its most characteristic pattern. At most we need to claim that these
specialised uses rely on the characteristic one - that they would not
be understood by someone who 4id not understand the characteristic use,
in particular. (Our sentence 'l am incapable of believing anything' -
p. 7:13 - is a minor example of such a specialised use).

Underlying this approach is roughly the following view of lang-
uage. Learning a language is a matter of acquiring habits, particularly
of two basic kinds: habits of making utterances whose form depends on
various aspects of one's mental state; and habits of changing one's
mental state in various ways, in response to various features of utter-
ances one has heard. These habits are general in form, and many of them

operate in the production or use of a single utterance. Their use of
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particular words and other syntactical components is conventional, but
not without restrictions: it is essential that the conventions be such
as to provide syntactically-based rules to enable speakers to generate,
and hearers to utilise, utterances which they have not previously
encomtered. Neither a speaker's production of an utterance as a result
of his possession of a certain mental state, nor a hearer's utilisation
of that utterance to produce a particular mental state, is a conscious
decision -~ or indeed a decision at all. This is not to deny that some
or all of the mental states involved may be consciously held (whatever
this amounts to), but just that there need be a conscious belief of the
form 'I have this mental state, soc I should make such-and-such an
utterance' (or 'l have heard this utterance, so I should adopt such-
and-guch a mental attitude'). There may well be cases in which utter-
ances do in part result from, or produce, beliefs of this form - but
then these beliefs simply form part of a complex mental state, whose
connection with the utterance in question is not itself mediated by
another conscious attitude. Recognition of this point is essential, if
we are to avoid an ¢objection based on the observation th;t most of the
mental states to which this account will need to refer are not ones of
whose existence most gpeakers are - or any speakers need be - aware; or
even ones for which ordinary language has names.

Finally, this view might seem too committed to the existence of
complex mental states, prior to the ability to speak a complex lang~-
vage. On the contrary, it would thus be claimed, our ability to adopt
various complex mental attitudes (if not to adopt even simple ones},
depends on our possession of a langunage 'in which to think'. I think
such an objection is unlikely to be successful. Por one thing, the
notion of thinking in a particular language seems far less applicable
to unconscious mental states than to conscious ones. More importantly,

the view we have taken seems consistent with the claim that mental
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complexity, and the capacity to hold certain complex mental attitudes,

develops alongside linguistic ability. It is true that such an account

would have to allow for acertain innate capacity for complex linguistic

and mental activity, but any approach seems bound to admit this much.

Notes

Geach (1960); the argument is repeated in his (1965). And

Searle (1969), pp. 136-141.

Geach (1%60), p. 223.

Searle (1969), pp. 136~9; Searle gives the following references

for the views to which he is objecting: Hare (1952), Ch. 2,
Strawson (1949), Rustin (1946), and Toulmin (1950).

Given that the same form of words does occur in both contexts - and
that we have no reason to think this is accidental -~ we should
expect this fact to reflect a non-syntactical connection, of which
an account of the validity of 7.1 will need to take note. But until
we know what such an account will look like, when it cannot be
assumed that the premisses are truthconditional, we have no reason
to think that the relevance of this connection will be any less
obvious than it is on the standard view.

Dummett (1973), pp- 351-54.

Cohen (1877), p. 29, n. 19; I am grateful té Jonathan Cohen for
bringing this to my attention.

If the conditional is interpreted appropriately, at any rate.
Partly for the reason that the habit of transposition does not seem
to apply to the dispositions associated with conditionals contain-
ing SP clauses. This, incidentally, is one reason why it seems

better to rely on such a habit to give us (iv) than to attempt to
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claim that inferential dispositions are transposable by nature.

Searle (1969), p. 137.

To illustrate, suppose that a language L. is built up from the

1

atomic sentences s, and s, by means of the operations 'Not' and

'And'; and that the sentences of L, are systematically listed as

1

to' t1’ t

possible to work out that of t

PYAREEY in such a way that knowing the form of ti‘ it is

Let L2 be defined from L, by the

I+1° 1

rules (i) To express what would otherwise be expressed by 'Not ti’
say 'Not ti+l'; and (ii) To express what would otherwise be expr-

] [3 2 v, ’

essed by ti and tj say ti+2 and tj+2 ; these rules to be applied

repeatedly in building up sentences of multiple complexity. Thus if
R . . s

s, is to and S, is tl, what is expressed by ' (Not to) and tl in

and t_.', where n is the index in

L., is expressed in L2 by tn+2 3

1
the given list of ‘Not £,'. Interpreting a sentence of L. is a

1 2
matter of applying these rules in reverse, in the order dictated by
the structure of the sentence concerned, and then of rebuilding the
sentence in Ll‘ But in L2 itself, occurrences of s, and s, in
complex sentences are of little more than accidental significance.
We are relying on this fact in writing 'not-g'. Its explanation is
perhaps that only evidence that not-g could comprise grounds for
rejecting an effectively full belief that ¢ - though this would not
be so if there were non-relational objective chances, for then
evidence that the chance that g is other than 1 would comprise such
grounds.
Searle (1969), p. 137.
Cf. pp. 6:13-14. We can say 'I am confident that ¢', which has a
very similar sense to 'I believe it is probable that g'; the fact
that one is sometimes more appropriate than the other seems explic-

able largely in contextual terms - because a discussion is, or is

not, couched in terms of probabilities, for example.



8. PURTHER PROBLEMS.

CONDITIONAL PRCBABILITY

Jonathan Cohen raises the following objection to ‘guarded
assertion' theories of probability:

«.+{A)ny analysis for the term 'probable', that is to allow
interpretation of the mathematical calculus of chance as a logic of
probability, must at least elucidate a certain well-known fact. This
is that the following three expressions do not necessarily have the
same truth-value for particular A, B and n, viz.: p(B,A) = n,

p(A > B) = n, and A > p(B) = n. And the guarded-assertion theory is
inherently incapable, on its own, of elucidating this fact, because
all three expressions can function egually well as forms of gquarded

agsertion where the truth of A is the only known or assumed evidence%
Let us read 'partial assertion' for 'quarded assertion'. Is the partial
assertion view of SP utterances able to meet this objection? And more
generally, how does this view relate to the mathematical calculus of
chance, or probability?

Let us firstly consider the pair of expressions 'p(B,3) = n' and

'Aa > p(B) = n'. The fact that these expressions may have different
truth-values (for particular A, B and n) is supposed to be revealed by
examples in which p(B,A) is not equal to p(B), and in which A is cont-
ingently true. Now 'p(B,A)' is generally read as, and intended to
formalise, 'the probability of B, given A*. Thus if 'A > p(B) = n’ is
read as 'If A, then there is a probability n that B', then the non-
equivalence of these expressions is revealed by a case in which for
some n, and n2 (nl # n2): (i) the probability of B, given A, is n,;

(ii) the probability of B is n and (iii) it is the case that A. For

2;
in such a case, the claim is, the assumption that (iv) if A, then the

probability of B is n leads to a contradiction.

ll

However, the partial assertion account denies that (ii) and (iv)
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are truthconditional, and seems likely to do the same for (i), when
it offers an interpretation of such a sentence. It therefore doesn't
admit a notion of equivalence here based on speaker-independent truth-
values, but only the following suﬁstitute: it says that two sentences
are not equivalent if and only if there are circumstances in which a
speaker acquainted with both will be prepared to use (or assent to) one
but not the other. The relevant guestion is thus whether, on our
account, a speaker can have the mental attitudes associated with each
of (1), (ii) and (iii), at the same time. We know that this is not so
for (ii), (iii) and (iv) (for an ideal speaker, at any ratez), because
the belief associated with (iii) and the inferential disposition assoc-
iated with (iv) together guarantee a partial belief of degree n;,

rather than n that B. So only if the situation is different with

2°
regpect to (i), (ii) and (iii) does this objection point to a signif-
icant difference between (i) and (iv).

The fact that we do not yet have an interpretation of (i) in line
with our general account prevents us from demonstrating that (i) is
just as incompatible as (iv) is with (ii) and (iii). Instead, we have
to ask whether there are any actual cases in which speakers do assent
simultaneously to sentences of the forms (i), (ii) and (iii). It seems
to me that there are not, at least so long as 'The probability of B
is n' is an SP sentence, which is the case that concerns us here.

If it is true that ordinary usage deesn't significantly disting-
uish between (i) and (iv), then we may take the mental attitude
characteristically associated with (i) to be the same as that assoc~
tated with (iv) - i.e., a disposition to infer from an effectively full
belief that A to a partial belief of degree nl that B.

There seem to be two strands in the usual rejection of this

equivalence. One is the argument we have just looked at. About this,

note that the problem arises essentially with respect to (iv). If
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probability ascriptions are truthconditional, then someone who asserts
‘If A, then probably B', and admits that it may be that A, seems
unable - consistently - to claim also that it is not probable that B;
for this claim, with the initial assertion, entails that not A. On the
other hand ‘'The probability of B, given A' seems to have an interpret~

ation given by
8.1 p(B,A) = p(A & B)/p(d).

Under this interpretation, ‘The probability of B, given A, is high'
is not incompatible with 'The probability of B is low', for a person
who admitg that it may be that A. The claim that the probability of B
is low does seem to impose some constraint on what may be consistently
claimed about the probapbility of A, for a given high p(B,A) - we shall
see why this is later on - but it does not regquire that A be said to
be false.

The second strand in the usual rejection of the equivalence of
(i) and (iv) seems to be the view that the former is associated with
'the odds at which (a person) would now bet on (B), the bet only to be
valid if (A) is true'; whereas the latter indicates 'the degree to
which (a person) would believe (B), if he believed (A) for certain'?
And these may be different, in general, ‘for knowledge of (A} might
for psychological reasons profoundly alter (such a person's) whole
system of beliefs'? I think our characterisation of the conditional
in (i), in terms of the notion of an inferential disposition, largely
avoids this problem. There seems to be no reason why we shouldn't allow
that such a disposition may be overridden, in certain cases, by a
disposition of some other kind - say by an agent's disposition to
commit suicide, if he comes to believe that A, to give an extreme
example. Because 'If A then probably B' is not an assertion about the

speaker's state of mind - indeed, not an assertion at all, in the



8:4
strict sense - its sincere utterance is not incompatible with the
existence of such an overriding disposition.

However, the question remains as to why someone who has the
disposition to infer from a full belief that A to a strong partial
belief that B, should accept certain odds but not others on a condit-
ional bet that B (the bet only to be valid if A is true). If we wish
to identify (i1} and (iv), and associate (i) with the choice of such
conditional betting odds, we shall have to provide a rather strong
answer to this question.

Ideally, a willingness to accept certain odds on an appropriate
conditional bet will turn out to be equivalent to - or at least a part
of - our behavioural characterisation of the relevant inferential dis-
position. We have not yet offered such a characterisatioq; if anything,
we have simply relied on the notion that someone who has such an infer-
ential disposition will exhibit the behaviouxr associated with its
conseguent mental state (or at least will be disposed to do so), when-
ever he exhibpits (or is disposed to exhibit) the behaviour associated
with its antecedent mental state. But it is important to- recognise
that such inferential dispositions have a use, and are revealed, not
only when they are 'actualised' in this way, but also in hypothetical
reasoning. And since a person's choice of conditional betting odds
seems to depend on such reasoning, I think we have good grounds for
expecting the kind of inferential disposition associated with (iv) to
be revealed in the choice of such odds. Indeed, a good indication that
there is this connection is the fact that if a person chooses certain
odds on a bet that B, conditional on A, but then different odds on a
straight bhet that B, when A turns out to be the case, we do think his
behaviour calls for explanation - we do look for the 'psychological
reasons' behind it. Moreover the fact that such an explanation typic~

ally concentrates on the way in which the 'knowledge of A might ...
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alter such a person's whole system of beliefs' (p. 8:3), shows that
we do generally take it for granted that the source of what needs to be
explained is not, or is only indirectly, some feature of the person's
mental state prior to his coming to believe that A; and so is nothing
so straightforward as the lack of a significant connection between his
choice of conditional betting odds and the mental state in virtue of
which he is prepared to assent to (iv).

Thus I think we are justified in taking a willingness to assent
to either (i) or (iv) to be associated with the choice of a conditional

betting quotient n, on a bet that B, conditional on A; and hence in

1
taking (i}, as well as (iv}, to be characteristically associated with

a disposition to infer from an effectively full belief that A to a
partial belief of degree nl that B.

In thus denying that the standard use of °'If A, then probably B'
supports the contraposition, 'If it is not probable that B, then it is
not the case that A', we deny that the former 'If ... then ...' is the
truth-functional conditional. Since we are regarding 'It is probable
that B' as non~truthconditional, we are bound to deny that a condit-
ional with this clause as its consequent is truth-functional in the
standaxd sense, But this fact does not in itself commit us to reijecting
contraposition. We might interpret ‘If R then probably B' as 'Not-A or
probably B' - and, as in Chapter 7 (p. 7:24), associate this disjunc-
tion with the mental state consisting of two inferential dispositions:
that from a belief that not-not-A to a strong partial belief that B,
and that from a strong partial disbelief that B (or a rejection of a
strong partial belief that B, if the negation is taken to be weak) to
a belief that not-A.

The reason we have little or no use for this disjunction is that

when ‘It is probable that B' is the conclusion of some argument or

chain of reasoning, the base of evidence on which it rests always
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includes any premisses on which the conclusion rests. But if 'It is
not probable that B’ is to be used as a premiss in the transposition
of such an argument, it must rest on a smaller base of evidence; other-
wise it would presuppose what it is supposed to refute. So, in effect,
the disjunction 'Not-A or probably B' runs together two different uses
of 'It is probable that B' - uses which differ in depending on diff-
erent bases of evidence. We have noted before that to treat a belief
as a full one is to treat as irrelevant changes of evidence - to the
extent that we are sure that A, we are sure that there is no evidence
showing that not-A - and this explains why contraposition is permiss-
ible of the conditional 'If A then B', associated with the disposition
to infer from an effectively full belief that A to an effectively full
belief that B.

If (i) is equivalent to (iv}, and the value of the probability
of B, given A, is correctly specified by 8.1, then it needs to be
explained why somecne who claims 'If A, then the probability of B is n'
should alsoc agree that p(A & B)/p(A) = n. More exactly, it needs to be
explained why a person should be prepared to claim (a) 'If A, then the

probability of B is n', (b) 'The probability of A & B is n,', and

1
(¢) 'The probability of A is n2', only if n = nl/nz; or if not why a
person should believe (a), (b) and (c) only on this condition, at least
why people generally do do so.

It seems to me that the proper account will be of the latter
kind. Roughly, it will explain this fact about the way in which we
arrange our mental attitudes, as resulting from the nature of the
general habits which lead us to adopt the particular mental attitudes
associated with (a), (b) and (c). We have not discussed the form of
these habits, or the form of their antecedent mental attitudes (i.e.,

the attitudes given which these habits lead us to adopt the mental

states associated with such utterances as (a}, (b) and (¢)). But to
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attitudes are general beliefs about relative frequencies, and that the
habit concerning (c) is to adopt a partial belief of degree nz that A,
if A instantiates some general type such that one believes that 100n2%
of propositions instantiating this type are true. (This is really a
great over-simplification). Then the habit concerning (b) is to adopt a
partial belief of degree n, that A & B, if A and B instantiate general
types such that one believes that 100nl% of propositions of the form
P, & pB are true, where Py and p, are of the type instantiated by A
and B, respectively. (This is also over-simplified: if A and B are of
the general forms A( ) and B( )}, what is important is the relative
frequency of true propositions of the form A(x) & B(x), not of the
form A(x) & B{y)). And the habit concerning (a) is to adopt a dispos-
ition to infer from an effectively full belief that A to a partial
belief of degree n that B, just when the habits associated with (b) and
(c) would lead to partial beliefs of degrees nl and n, that A & B and
A, respectively, and n = nl/nz.

The fact that people posses habits of these kinds will explain
the fact that people are, generally, prepared to claim (a), (b) and
(c) only if n = nl/nz. The question then becomes, why do people have
such habits? It seems to me that the most plausible approach is an
evolutionary one. Thegse habits are part of our linguistic and concep-
tual inheritance. That explains why we have them, while the fact that
they form part of this inheritance 1s to be explained in terms of their
general usefulness (and of several circumstantial factors, such as the
capacity of human minds to function at this level, and perhaps the
existence of certain linguistic and conceptual preconditions for the
development of the language and concepts of probability).

I shall say a little more about this kind of explanation in

Chapter 9 (though not particuiarly with respect to its present use}.
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Its present use, to recap, is to account for the fact that the use of
the expression ‘The probability of B, given A, is ...' (formalised as
'p(B,A) = ...'") is constrained by 8.1, given that we are claiming that
in practice it is egquivalent to 'If A, then the probability of B
is ...'. I think this sketch of an explanation is enough to dispel
the feeling that our equivalence claim leaves something mysterious
about this constraint.

We are now in a position to observe the sense in which both
'p(R,A) = n' and ‘A » p(B) = n' support a kind of weak contraposition.
It results from the fact that p(A & B) € p(B), so that
p(B,A) = p(A & B)/p(A) € p(B)/p(R). So p(A) € p(B)/pP(B,A), so that
for fixed p(B,A), there is an upper bound on p(A) which decreases
with p(B). In particular, when p(B,RA) is close to 1, then p(A) is
virtually bounded above by p(B) - which gives standard contraposition
in the limiting case: if p(B,A) = 1 and p(B) = 0, then p(a) = 0.

The partial assertion account will interpret and justify the
inequality 'p(A & B) € p(B)' as it does the equality 'p(B,A) =
p(A & B)/p(A)'; that is, as a formalised description of a general
characteristic of the way in which we arrange ocur partial beliefs,
which holds because - and in so far as - we aéopt such beliefs
according to certain rules of inference. The resulting inequality
'p(d) € p(B)/p(B,A)"' will also be interpreted in this way ~ i.e.,
roughly, as a formalised description of a pattern into which our
partial beliefs tend to fall. Note that our beliefs may be generally
constrained in this way without our being aware of the fact, and of the
reason for it; and therefore without our having a corresponding rule of
inference, say from a disposition to infer from a belief that A to a
strong partial belief that B (i.e. what we would normally report as a
belief that the probability of B, given A, is high), and a strong

belief that not B, to a strong belief that not A. This is also true of
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non~probabilistic inferences: as we saw in Chapter 7 (pp. 7:16~17),
the inferential disposition associated with 'If A then B' does not in
itself quarantee the transposed disposition, but may do so for someone
who has the habit of transposing such conditionals. We now see
that the source of such a habit may be an awareness of the formal
properties of rules of inference whose own justification lies at a more
basic level (though we should note that such an awareness might well
accompany a mistaken view of the origin of these formal properties).

Let us now turn to the expression 'p(A > B) = n'. To start with,
let us suppose that '-»' indicates the material conditional (and that
A and B are truthconditional). Then ‘A > B' is itself truthconditional,
and what it expresses can be believed, fully or partially, in the usual
way. And it can be bet upon, which is the best way to exhibit the diff-
erence between ‘p(A >B) = n' and 'p(B,A) = n' (or 'A > p(B) = n', so
long as ' 3' is not taken truth-functionally, but rather in the way we
have suggested). Thus suppose I have the chance to place a bet that if
the Vicar is struck by a thunderbolt, he will survive - it being spec-
ified that the conditional is to be taken materially. Although I think
the Vicar would be unlikely to survive such an accident, I also have a
high degree of partial belief that the antecedent will not be realised;
that the Vicar will not be struck. Bence I have a high degree of
partial belief that the bet will be won, and I shall thus be prepared
to accept a high betting quotient, staking a large amount for a small
potential return. And I shall be prepared to say 'There is a high
probability that A materially implies B, where A is the proposition
that the Vicar will be struck by a thunderbolt, and B the proposition
that he will survive®.

If on the other hand I am offered a conditional bet that the
Vicar will survive, the bet only to be valid if he is struck by a

thunderbolt, I shall only accept at a very low betting guotient,
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corresponding to the very low degree of partial belief that the Vicar
has survived, which I am disposed to infer if I come to believe that he
has been struck. I shall thus be prepared to say ‘'If the Vicar were
struck by a thunderbolt, there is very low probability that he would
survive'; or ‘'The probability that the Vicar will suxvive, given that
he is going to be struck by a thunderbolt, is very low'.

In examples such as this the partial assertion account is able to
exhibit the difference between (the ordinary language expressions
represented by) 'p(A 9 B) = n' and 'p(B,A) = n' (or 'A 2 p(B) = n').
Now Cohen's objection is that ’all three expressions can function
equally well as forms of (partial) assertion where the truth of A is

the only known or assumed evidence'? This is so, roughly, because
8.2 p(A & B) = p(not~A or B) = p(not-aA) + p(B) - p(not-2A & B)

{(given that '—' is the material conditional). Thus for a group of

' speakers who take p{A) = 1, so that p{not-A) = 0,
8.3 p{(A - B) = p(B).

In other words, the constraints of coherence are such that a person who
has an effectively full belief that A and a certain degree of partial
belief that A ¥ B, should - for coherence - have the same degree of
partial belief that B. If such a speaker thinks that a hearer also has
the full belief that A, and that the hearer knows that the speaker
believes that A, he will take 'There is a probability n that A 9 B' to
be a suitable expression of his partial belief of degree n that B. This
utterance may be preferable to 'There is a probability n that B', for
example if the speaker wishes to conceal his partial belief that B from
a second hearer, who (the speaker believes) does not know that the
speaker believes that A.

However, this kind of thing is not confined to contexts involving
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probability. Suppose you and I both know that a third person, X, was
seen in the vicinity of the bank, soon after it was robbed; but that X
doesn't know we know this. I am certain that if X was in the vicinity
at the time it was he who robhbed the bank, and therefore certain that
he did it. To express this belief to you in the presence of X, without
letting him know that I'm certain that he 4id it, I may say 'If X was
in the vicinity of the bank at the time, he is the person who robbed
it' (or better still, ‘Either X robbed the bank, or he was nowhere in
the vicinity at the time'). But the existence of this kind of case
does not show that a speech act analysis is unable to make sense of the
difference between asserting that B and asserting that A materially
implies that B; or between the latter speech act and that which exp—
resses a disposition to infer from a full belief that A to a full
belief that B. It is simply that these differences are not clearly
revealed in this kind of case - rather as the difference between
'‘Hesperus is a planet'® and ‘Phosphorous is a planet' is not revealed in
a community of speakers who take it for granted that these names refer
to the same thing, for example.

The same is true in the prebabilistic case. The partial assertion
account admits a clear distinction between 'It is probable that A
materially implies that B* and 'If A then probably B' (or ‘B, given 3,
is probable'; note again that since this account denies that ‘It is
probable that B' is truthconditional, it is unable to make sense of a
demand for an interpretation of 'A materially implies that probably B';
cf. pp. 8:5-6). But it is free to admit that in certain cases, such as
when A is taken for granted, this distinction is not revealed in the
use of these expressions.

Having said this, it is important to note that it is very rare
indeed for 'lIt is probable that if A then B' to be used in the sense of

'It is probable that A materially implies that B'. Instead the former
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sentence is almost always eguivalent in use to 'If A, then it is
probable that B' (and hence, as we have seen, to 'B is probable, given
that A'). This is shown, for example, by our rejection of an inference
from (i) 'It is very unlikely that the Mayor will come for lunch' to
(ii) 'It is probable that if the Mayor comes for lunch, he will have
forgotten to shave'. If (ii) were of the form 'It is probable that A
materially implies that B', then (i), and the fact that
P (A materially implies B) = p(not-A) + p(B) ~ p{not-A & B) _- p(not-A),
would entail (ii); yet obviously we don't take such an inference to be
valid.

Ernest Adams has presented many similar examples? And David Lewis
has shown that under very weak assumptions no interpretation of ' '
can reconcile such examples with the claim that 'It is probable that
if A then B' is of the form 'It is probable that (A‘—)E)‘? However,
neither Adams nor Lewis draws the conclusion that we simply don't have
any ordinary use for sentences ascribing probabilities to indicative
conditionals; rather each concludes, roughly speaking, that the assert-
ability of such a conditional goes by the conditional probability of
its consequent, given its antecedent, and not by its own absolute
probability. Hence each faces the task of explaining this fact. Now
this conclusion does not seem to be available to an account such as
oursg, at least as a distinct conclusion from the claim that ordinary
usage simply doesn't ascribe probabilities to indicative conditionals;
this is so, roughly, because we do not have a notion of meaning, other
than in terms of assertability conditions. But this distinction seems
no loss. It is true that we ought to explain why ordinary usage behaves
in this way, but this seems a simpler task than the one that Adams and
Lewis set themselves.

Indeed, if indicative conditional utterances are to be understood

as being - most characteristically, at any rate - expressions of



inferential dispositions, and as non-truthconditional, then it is
difficult to see what role there could be for an utterance of the form
'It is probable that (A -2 B)'. Such an utterance would presumably have
to be associated with a partial inferential disposition; but how can a
constant disposition come by degrees? (And we certainly shouldn't
associate such an utterance with an inconstant disposition - say, to
usually infer a belief that B from a belief that A). So if this view of
conditionals is correct, it is not surprising that ordinary usage does
not ascribe probabilities to conditionals, except perhaps to material
ones. And although, as we have seen, the partial assertion view can
make sense of an ascription of the latter kind, the scarcity of such
ascriptions in ordinary use seems at least partly explained by the fact
that we rarely use the conditional form of the material conditional. We
tend to use the disjunctive form instead, to which probabilities do
seem to be ascribed in the standard way - i.e., in particular, so that
as p(A) increa§es, so does p(3 or B). If there are any uses of the
material conditional in conditional form, and it turns out that even in
these cases probabilities are not ascribed to the conditional, then we
shall have to say there is simply a convention not to use the form
'It is probable that if A then B' in this way. But such a convention is
perhaps to be expected, given the much more widespread use of this form
with respect to non-material conditionals, as equivalent to 'If A, then
probably B'. This more widespread use perhaps results from a general
syntactical convention, allowing an occurrence of ‘'probably’ within a
sentence to be replaced by an earlier occurrence of 'It is probable
that ...'.

In summary, we have argued that a partial assertion account has
no need to make sense of a difference between 'B, given A, is probable'
{or 'The probability of B, given A, is n') and ‘'If A, then it is prob-

able that B' (or 'If A, then the probability of B is n'). It is able to
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distinguish between 'It is probable that A materially implies that B'
(or 'There is a probability n that A materially implies that B') and
either of these earlier expressions, but seems to have very little need
to do so. In practice 'It is probable that if A then B' usually, if not

always, is used so as to be equivalent to these other expressions.

INTERPRETING THE CALCULUS

A question raised by the above discussion is in what sense does
the partial assertion view provide an interpretation, or a model, of
the mathematical calculus of probability? In what way ought it to do
so, and does it succeed?

The probability calculus ig unlikely to be much of a constraint
on an account of probability, unless it is based on what such an
account needs to interpret: the forms and structures of orxdinary usage
involving 'probability' and related terms. So let us assume that the
probability calculus formalises what ordinary usage seems to take to be
true of probability. Then it would appear that no matter how an account
of probability interprets the calculus, it is bound to do so fully and
without deviation, so as not to conflict with ordinary usage.

I think this requirement is too strict, however. Standard repres—
entations of the probability calculus embody the assumption that prob-
ability is a property (of events, or propositions, or whatever). This
assumption is not a given of ordinary usage, but an introduced tenet of
the interxpretations in question. In so far as the calculus depends on
it, the calculus may be rejected by a view of probability which rejects
this assumption.

We saw something of this kind in the previous section. We saw
that the assumption that 'It is probable that B' is truthconditional

supports the transposition of 'If A, then it is probable that B'; and
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hence the inference from this conditional and !'It is not probable
that B', éo 'Not A'. The need to accommodate this inference leads in
turn to the distinction between this conditional (or 'A < p(B) = n')
and 'B, given A, is probable’ (or ‘p(B,A) = n'). This distinction is
unnecessary, according to a partial assertion account; and, we claimed,
finds no support in ordinary usage.

In earlier chapters, we have seen that SP utterances function as
truthconditional in contexts in which a group of speakers share a
common base of relevant evidence. In such a context the notions of
truth and falsity are associated with SP sentences in a way which
matches the standard use of these notions - the use associated with the
notion of a truth condition. So if the assumption that SP sentences are
truthconditional is reflected in standard presentations of the probab-
1lity calculus, we should expect this to be revealed in cases of mixed
evidence. These might arise in several ways: the perspectives of people
with different evidence might be run together; the perspectives of the
same person at different times might be combined; or a hypothetical
perspective might be joined to an actual one (or to a different hypo-
thetical one). The inference from 'If A, then it is probable that B’
and 'It is not probable that B' to ‘'Not A' is a case of the last kind;
when 'It is probable that B' occurs as the consequent of this condit-
ional, the evidence on which it rests includes the hypothesis that A.
We have seen that in this case ordinary usage seems more easily recon-
ciled with a partial assertion account than with a truthconditional
one? We should hope that this is true in cases of mixed evidence in
general; or at least that thexe are none which can only be made sense
of by a truthconditional account.

At any rate, we should expect the standard probability calculus
to accurately reflect the use of SP sentences in contexts of shared and

fixed evidence. In these cases the assumption that such sentences are
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truthconditional should have led to nothing inexplicable by a partial
assertion account. More precisely, the calculus should in these cases
formalise the rules governing the use of SP sentences - in the way,
for example, that the propositional calculus formalises the rules
governing the truth-functional connectives (in their application to
truth-functional clauses). Neither calculus need formalise actual
usage, which doesn't always conform to these rules.

Thereé is an important qualification, however. The numerical
probability calculus enables us to make SP utterances which were not
available to us before it was developed - any utterance of the form
'There is a probability n that A‘', for example. And it might seem that
given that the whole numerical calculus has been developed under the
assumption that there are real probabilities — properties or relations
of some kind - such numerical SP sentences can only be made sense of
under this assumption. If so, then it will surely be very hard to
reject at least a 'theoretical construct' account of objective probab-
ility -~ for haven't such utterances become almost indispensable?

Not so much as might first appear, I think. It is important to
keep in mind that we are talking about single-case probability here. A
sentence such as 'There is a 0.023% chance that a radium atom will
decay within a year' 1is very precise, numerically, but it is not an
SP sentence. We seem to be much more reluctant to make precise numer-
ical SP ascriptions than we are to make such statistical generalis-
ations. It is common for SP ascriptions to be criticised for 'meaning-
less"' precision.

To the extent that we do use numerical SP sentences, I think
there is the following explanation, consistent with the partial
assertion approach: the development of numerical probability has given
us the means to express - and perhaps the means to hold - a very much

greater range of effectively distinct degrees of partial belief than
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was previously possible. This range is not only ordered, but alsoc
provided with a measure, by the association of probabilities with the
real or rational numbers from O to 1. Note that we do not therefore
need to claim that a single person can have more than a finite numbex
of effectively distinct degrees of belief; any more than the use of
real or rational numbers in the labelling of temperatures, say,
requires thermometers capable of recording an infinite number of
distinct temperatures. A numerical statement of probability, like a
numerical statement of temperature, has a certain implicit vagueness.
Hence in any given context there are only a finite number of effectiv-
ely distinct such statements. It is irrelevant here whether probability
is objective?

It might be said that people often make numerical SP utterances
without the understanding necessary to have the 'associated' dispos-
ition to (non-linguistic) behaviour - the understan@ing necessary to
make a decisjon to accept certain corresponding betting odds and reject
others, for example. Since it is this disposition which is supposed to
indicate a person's possession of the corresponding partial belief, it
would seem that having numerically-defined degrees of partial belief is
a more difficult activity than the (sincere} utterance of numerical SP
sentences. If so, then surely the primary account of SP utterances
cannot be in terms of associated partial beliefs.

I have two answerg to this. Firstly, I think it overestimates the
extent to which people lack the behavioural associations of their SP
utterances. It wounld be unusual for someone acquainted with the lang-
vage of probability not to prefer a favourable outcome to depend on a
proposition he takes to be more probable than on one he takes to be
less probable. But secondly, and more importantly, what cases there are
of this kind simply seem to exemplify a very common type of linguistic

phenomenon: the ability of speakers to learn to use a sentence or
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construction in a certain range of appropriate circumstances, without
having grasped its full meaning and proper associations. Repetition of
the utterances of figures of authority is a common kind of case. It
occurs not only with utterances of apparently assertive form, but also,
for example, with questions: a person may learn, say, that in the
present climate the question, 'Is your monetary growth target compat-
ible with a fall in the rate of inflation?' is a good one with which to
try to embarrass a political opponent, even though he (the speaker) has
no idea what a monetary growth target is (and therefore can hardly be
said to wonder whether such a thing is compatible with a fall in the
rate of inflation}.

The partial assertion account characterises SP utterances in
terms of their role in a certain kind of ‘core' context. It is no
objection to this account that such utterances have uses in other kinds
of context, so long as these uses are in some way derived from the core

use. These imitative cases clearly satisfy this condition.

I1f it is agreed - with the above qualifications with respect to
cases of mixed evidence, numerical precision, and so on - that the
probability calculus formalises the ordinary use of SP sentences, then
a further question arises: why is it so? Why does the use of such sent-
ences have the structure of (what we refer to as) the probability
calculus, rather than some other structure?

For the partial assertion account, in view of the fact that it
takes SP utterances to be, standardly, expressions of partial belief,
essentially the same question arises at the level of belief. Why are
our partial beliefs governed by constraints which are formalised in the
probability calculus? Answering the question at this level will autom-
atically answer it at the level of utterance. And at the level of

belief, it seems to me that the question has largely been answered by



8:19
the subjectivists, in their development of the notion of coherence%o
This is not to say that we arrange our beliefs coherently because we
realise that we should do so; but rather that this notion enables us to
understand what is wrong with an arrangement of partial beliefs which
doegn't satisfy the probability calculus, and hence gives us the
beginnings of a (more-or-less evolutionary) explanation of our devel-
opment of constraints such that our beliefs do conform to the calculus,
on the whole. However, it is not at all clear how the details of this
explanation should go; and with the exception of a few remarks in the

next chapter, I shall not try to provide them here.

DISPUTES ABOUT PROBABILITIES

Suppose I say, 'It is probable that A', and that you disagree,
saying, 'No, you're wrong, it is not probable that A'. It is natural to
think that we are disagreeing as to some objective state of affairs.
But in Chapters 3 and 4 we saw that in view of the relational nature of
such utterances, this natural interpretation of such exchanges can only
be maintained if SP utterances depend on a sufficiently objective base
of evidence, or in contexts in which all participants in fact share a
base of evidence at a more subjective level. This observation led to
a central difficulety for truthconditional accounts of SP utterance.

If we are to reject truthconditional accounts, however, then
whatever alternative theory we propose should be able to account for
such exchanges. What is the point of such behaviour, if not to settle
some objective question?

A dispute about an objective question is settled when the part-
icipants come to share the same belief about the matter concerned.
Analogously, the partial assertion account should claim, a dispute of

the above kind is settled when the participants come to have the same
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partial belief, about whatever it is whose probability is at issue.
Now the degree of a person's partial belief that A (if any), is a
function of the various dispositions he holds to infer such beliefs
from certain evidential beliefs (i.e., dispositions corresponding to
his accepted rules of inference to single-case probabilities), and of
his relevant evidential beliefs themselves. So it is conceivable that
an SP dispute could arise because the participants accepted different
rules of inference. But since such a dispute would be impossible to
settle unless appeal could be made to some common set of more basic
rules of inference, this is not the interesting case. In general an SP
dispute will arise from the participants' possession of different evid-
ential beliefs, and will be settled when they come to have the same
such beliefs.

The normal course of an SP dispute 1s for the participants to
make explicit the evidence on which their SP claims rely. Ideally one
or other participant will come to recognise that the other's evidence
is superior in some respect, and will accordingly adopt a modified
belief. In practice various things can go wrong, of course. Some piece
of evidence may itself become contested; then this new dispute will
need to be resolved before the original one can be. Or it may turn out
that the participants have conflicting evidence, so that both are led
to reject their original partial belief, but not to adopt any other.

On the whole, however, the benefits of increasing one's evidence
seem to provide a plausible explanation of the existence of such
dispute behaviour. It is not that people have these disputes because
they are conscious of the resulting advantage, but rather that ident-
ifying the benefit of such behaviour seems to give us the basis of an
explanation of its development as part of our linguistic activity. It
enables us to say what purpose such behaviour serves.

Finally, note that objectivists are bound to accept that it is
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better to base probability judgements on more evidence than on less.

So they too ought to be prepared to explain the benefits of doing so.

In other words, our account of the purpose of SP disputes does not rest

on a claim that truthconditional theories can reject. It might be

suggested that only a truthconditional account can explain why

increasing one's evidence is beneficial; but we saw in Chapters 3 and 4

that the more defensible of such accounts cannot support this kind of

explanatory load.
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9. A RETURN TO RATIONALITY.

One of our major concerns in earlier chapters was to distinguish
the different ways in which most truthconditional accounts of single-
case probability rely on a notion of rationality, and to arque that
this dependence is unsatisfactory, on several grounds. Since then, in
Chaptexrs 6, 7 and 8, we have been presenting and defending an alternat-
ive to such truthconditional accounts. In this final chapter I want to
look at rationality (as it relates to single-case probability) in the
light of this alternative theory; and to argue that the partial
assertion account escapes serious problems with respect to this notion.
I doing so I shall try to exhibit some of the more general questions
with which the present dispute about single-case probabilities -~ i.e.,
esgentially, 1.5 - 1.8 - is connected.

In Chapters 3 and 4 we saw that one problem for truthconditional
accounts of SP utterance, given that many of them depend on a single-
case application of the notion of rationality, is that this notion is
no more obviously explicable in truthconditional terms than the notion
of probability itself. Obvious ways of attempting to specify truth cond-
itions for a rationality ascription of the relevant type - for example,
an utterance of the form, 'It is reasonable to have a high degree of
partial belief that g' (where g is truthconditional) ~ seem either to
amount to one of the ways of construing objective probability ascrip-
tions, or to actually refer to a notion of probability. Yet it is
difficult to see how someone who accepts the need to give non-trivial
truth conditions for SP sentences, can consistently deny that similarly
non-trivial truth conditions are needed for such corresponding ration-
ality ascriptions.

Similarly, it would be odd to reject truthconditionality for SP

utterances and yet to try to retain it for the corresponding ration-
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ality ascriptions. For one thing, such a move would conflict with the
widespread substitutability of 'It is reasonable to belief that ...'
(oxr 'It is reasonable to be confident that ...') for 'It is probable
that ...'. More importantly, the rational personalist programme seems
to demonstrate that sentences of the form, 'It is reasonable to have a
" partial belief of degree n that g', if truthconditional themselves, are
an adequate basis for a truthconditional account of SP sentences.

Thus the partial assertion account must associate such ration-
ality ascriptions with something other than an effectively full belief
that it is reascnable to have a certain partial belief. The simplest
possibility is that a rationality ascription is associated with the same
mental attitude as its corresponding SP utterance. Then 'It is reason-
able to have a strong partial belief that @' (or 'It is reasonable to
be confident that g') is characteristically an expression of a strong
partial belief that g, just as 'It is probable that ¢g¢' is. Other
features of the context will presumably decide which utterance is the
more appropriate.

One objection to this suggestion is the claim that it 1s quite
conceivable - indeed quite common - for somecne to believe it is
reasonable to be confident that some state of affairs g obtains,
without actually thinking that it is probable that g. And conversely,
isn't it possible to think that g is highly probable, and yet to think
it is quite unreasonable to be confident that g? (Thus, ‘I'm almost
sure the cat will be back, though there's really no good reason to
think so').

I think this kind of claim is overrated. It is common in dis-
cussions of the nature of knowledge, where it is used in an attempt to
identify a difference in mental state between soleone who knows that g
(or who thinks he does) and someone who merely believes that g. Thus to

think that one knows is said to be to believe (and presumably to think



one believes) and to think this belief justified; whereas (it is
claimed) it is quite possible to believe that g without thinking that
one is justified in doing so.

This claim has a weak sense, in which it is indisputablé, but
also irrelevant: it is clearly conceivable for someone to be confident
or certain that some state of affairs holds, without ever having heard
of the notions of justification and rational belief (unless the state
of affairs in question itself concerns these notions, of course). Such
a person partially or fully believes whatever it is, but does not
believe he is justified in doing so. He has no thoughts at all about -
justification. But this tells us nothing about the difference between
probability and reasonable partial belief, or between full belief and
knowledge.

In the strong sense, the claim is that it is possible for someone
to be confident or certain that g, and yet to think that he is not
justified in holding this belief. I doubt whether this is so. It seems
to me that the cases which appear to be of this kind are better exp-
lained in other ways. Roughly speaking, we say that a belief is just-
ified when we take it to instantiate some general kind, with respect to
which we hold the general rule that (other things being equal) beliefs
of this kind are justified. If we believe that few straying pets ever
return, for example, we may operate the general rule such that if we
learn that x is a pet who has just disappeared, we shall be disposed to
say that we are justified in being confident that x will not return.
(Though it seems that our actual rules are of much greater generality
than this). This rule will go hand in hand with one which leads us to
be confident that x will not retuxrn, when we learn that x is a pet who
has disappeared. Generally speaking we shall apply these rules in a
particular case unless we have some more specific rule which overrides

them; if we believe that Tiddles always returns, for example, this will
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take precedence over these more general rules, when it is Tiddles who
disappears. However, it may happen that the more specific rule is one
of which we are not conscious, a rule which we would find it difficult
to put into words, and therefore to appeal to, if called on to justify
the belief to which it leads. The most specific rule we can appeal to
is the more general one = in this case the one which justifies the
belief that Tiddles will not return. So we are inclined to acknowledge
that this belief is justified, even though we don't hold it ourselves.
Conversational constraints oblige us to recognise generally accepted
rules, and we are unable or unwilling to argue the case for the more
specific rule from which our actual belief - that Tiddles will return -
results.

Moreover, note that although such circumstances separate ‘I am
confident that ...' from "It is reasonable to be confident that ...',
the construction ‘It is probable that ...' stays with the latter exp-
ression. 'I am confident that Tiddles will return, though really it is
probable he won't' is much more readily understood - in much the same
way as 'I am confident that Tiddles will return, though it is really
reasonable to be confident tnat he won't' - than 'It is probable that
Tiddles will return, though it is reasonable to be confident that he
won't'.

In other words, not only are cases in which a person's stated
degree of confidence differs from what he claims to be the reasonable
degree of confidence, of doubtful significance; but also such cases
seem to be ones in which the stated degree of confidence differs from
the claimed probability. The connection between 'It is reasonable to be
confident that ...' and 'It is probable that ...' is hence reinforced
by such cases. At the same time, the claim that 'It is probable that gq°
is characteristically an expression of a strong partial belief that ¢,

is not significantly undermined. As we have already noted (p. 7:35),
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it is possible to acknowledge situations in which such an utterance
does not result from this partial belief, without rejecting the view
that the central use - the use which determines the meaning of such an
utterance - is the expression of such a partial belief. One such non~
standard situation is the one we have described, in which a speaker's
agreement that it is probable that ¢ (or that it is reasonable to be
eonfident that gq) is a recognition of a generally accepted rule of
inference, which for the speaker himself is overridden by some other
rule; this latter rule being one that the speaker is not able or not
prepared to state. 'I agree that it's probable that g, though I can't
bring myself to be confident that g' has the often useful effect of
avoiding a dispute as to whether it is probable that g, without
deceiving a hearer as to the speaker's own attitude to q.

So the claim that the single-case rationality ascriptions assoc-
iated with SP contexts are characteristically linked to the same
partial beliefsg as their corresponding SP utterances is more secure
than it first appears. Moreover, it is important to bear in mind that
unlike most truthconditional accounts of SP utterance, the partial
assertion view does not depend on the existence of a notion of rational
partial belief, and hence needs only to interpret whatever orxrdinary use
there is for constructions such as 'It is reasonable to believe
that ...'. This use may be very much less than would result from the
powerful notion of rationality required by other accounts. And its
interpretation seems more a matter of answering such gquestions as,

'In what circumstances is "It is reasonable to be confident that g"
more appropriate that "It is probable that g"?', than of trying to
explain the meaning of 'It is reasonable to believe that ...'.

The most jmportant difference between 'It is reasonable to be
confident that g' and *It is probable that g' seems to be that

the former is more defensive than the latter. The former is



9:6
appropriate when a speaker feels that his authority with respect to gq
is being challenged, and presents an expression of his partial belief
that ¢ which reminds a hearer that if he wishes to reject the belief,
he must reject the evidence or the inferences on which it is based. By
such an utterance a speaker hopes to indicate that he does not stand
alone, that he follows widely-accepted beliefs and conventions, which
must be challenged if the belief he expresses is to be disputed (though
there is always an element of bluff: a speaker can also be challenged
on the grounds that he is mistaken about these beliefs or conventions).
However, note that 'It is reasonable to believe that ...' cannot be
paraphrased by 'Widely-accepted conventions lead to the belief
that ...', or by anything of the kind. The force of the expression, its
connotations of approval according to some impersonal standard, depend
on its not referring to any particular set of conventions.

This is all I have to say about the use of single-case ration-
ality ascriptions in SP contexts. It seems to me that the partial
assertion account is free to treat the role of such ascriptions as a
minor one. Ordinary usage seems compatible with such a treatment. The
emphasis usually placed on such a notion of rationality in discussions
of single-case probability appears to be very largely a response to the
needs of the various truthconditional accounts, rather than a reflect-

ion of an important ordinary use.

However, there is another way in which questions of rationality
are relevant to accounts of single-case probability. In earlier chap-
ters we referred to the various uwpward and downward rules of inference,
to and from beliefs about single-case probabilities, which are a part
of the different truthconditional theories of SP utterance. We saw that
okjectivist accounts -~ those such theories which rest on some notion of

objective chance - tend to rely on rationality to secure their downward
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inference (from a belief about the chance of some event or state of
affairs, to the corresponding partial belief). Rational personalists,
on the other hand - who construe SP utterances as statements about the
rationality of certain partial beliefs - seem to obtain the downward
rule in a more straightforward way; but cnly because they have already
invoked rationality, in giving truth conditions to SP sentences.

All truthconditional accounts take the upward rules to license
inferences from belliefs about observed relative frequencies, or what-
ever other evidence is held to be relevant to the values of single-case
probabilities, to beliefs about such probabilities. We noted that such
accounts have the option of taking these rules to be in two steps: a
non—-deductive inference from observed fregquencies (say) to a universally
quantified sentence about single-case probabilities; followed by the
deductive instantiation of this universal quantifier, to yield an SP
sentence.

For rational personalists, the conclusion of an upward inference
is true in virtue of the rationality of the inference from the eviden-
tial beliefs in question to the corresponding partial belief - i.e., it
is correct to infer from an evidential belief B that it 1s reasonable
to have a partial belief of degree n that q, if and only if it is
reasonable to infer from the belief B to a partial belief of degree n
that g. We saw that this latter inference corresponds to the result of
cambining the objectivist's upward and downward inferences; and that it
is unlikely that the rationality of the objectivist's downward infer-
ence can be established in isolation from that of the upward one - it
seems to be the combined inference which must be shown to be rational,
in the first place.

However, we saw that objectivists seem to have a strateqgy which
involves denying that the required notion of rationality is applicable

to the single~case, at least in such a way as to yield truthconditional
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rationality ascriptions. This consists in treating the upward and
downward rules as part of a package that speakers acquire, in learning
to understand and apply the language of probability; and in claiming
that this package can only be judged as a whole, and not with respect
to some property of its individual applications. Single-case rational-
.ity ascriptions (to these inferences and to the beliefs which result
from them), in so far as we have use for them, are thus to be regarded
as non~truthconditional expressions of attitudes, as evaluations
resulting from the speaker's general evalvative maxims (these in turn
being related to his beliefs about the relative usefulness of various
types of behaviour).

However, we saw that this strategy seems to leave no substance in
the claim that SP utterances are truthconditional. In any case, it was
unclear why someone who acknowledges the lack of truthconditionality of
such ascriptions of raticnality to degrees of confidence as do occur in
ordinary usage, should want to insist on truthconditionality for SP
utterances themselves. Indeed, we saw that an objectivist possesses
all the ingredients for an objective standard of assessment applicable
to single beliefs, in the formula: 'A partial belief that g is
reasonable if and only if its deqgree corresponds to the objective
chance that q'. True, if this is a definition, rather than a derived
equivalence, then it will be no use in explaining our use of the down-
ward rule; but the fact that what seems such an obvious equivalence -
at least from the objectivist's point of view - has an inconvenient
logical status, is a rather poor reason for denying that it is true.
(This formula defines 'reasonable' for a partial belief; note that the
"reasonableness' of the inference from the full belief that there is a
chance n that g, to the partial belief of degree n that g, follows
according to the principle that it is always reasonable to adopt a

reasonable belief - i.e., that an inference is reasonable if its conc-
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lusion is, given its antecedent).

Thus although it is open to objectivists to argue that the upward
and downward rules are linguistic 'facts of life', subject to
evaluation only as a whole, and not with respect to their individuail
instances, this strategy is at best an incongruous addition to the
objectivist view. It seems to leave the central feature of such a
viaw - a concept of objective chance - not only as an ﬁnsupported and
ineffectual notion, but as a positive embarrassment, given the ordinary
asgociation between ascriptions of probability and ascriptions of
raticnality to degrees of confidence.

In denying that SP utterances axre truthconditional, a partial
assertion account denies, in effect, that the objectivists' combined
rule of inference has a significant division into upward and downward
rules. It rejects the view that there is a half-way stage in the
application of the combined rule, consisting in an effectively full
belief about an objective chance. Since it is this stage which seems to
conflict with the gtrateqgy of treating such rules of inference as ling-
uistic 'facts of life', the strategy is much more plausible for a
partial assertion theory than it is for objectivism.

We have seen that both objectivists and rational personalists are
likely to take the upward rule of inference to be a two~stage one, the
intermediate stage being a generalisation about single-case probabil-
ities. A partial assertion account also seems likely to admit an inter-
mediate stage at this point, at least if it is going to make sense of
the ordinary use of statistical generalisations; but it is not clear
what form this stage should be said to take. There seem to be at least
two possibilities.

The altermative which most closely parallelsg the corresponding
step in truthconditional accounts, is to associate the intermediate

stage with the result of applying a universal quantifier to an SP
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clause. In Chapter 7 (p. 7:31), we suggested that 'For all x, it is
probable that Fx' 1is characteristically associated with a disposition
to infer (or habit of inferring) a strong partial belijief that Fx, with
respect to any newly-encountered x. I think it is open to a partial asser-
tion account to say that such dispositions are the intermediate stage
in the inferences from which our partial beliefs result: certain
beliefs about observed frequencies (and perhaps other kinds of evid-
ence) lead us to adopt certain such dispositions, which in turn lead
us to adopt the partial beliefs from which SP utterances result.

At first sight an advantage of this approach is that
what follows the intermediate stage is deductive; or at least has the
partial assertion view's substitute for deductive validity, in the fact
that the disposition associated with 'For all x, it is probable that
Fx' guarantees the partial belief associated with 'It is probable that
Fa' (for anyone who is aware that a lies in the range of the quantifier
‘For all x, ...'). Against this advantage, however, must be set the
fact that a given case may instantiate several such dispositions, each
supposedly leading to a different partial belief, unless the rules
under which these dispositions are inferred from evidential beliefs can
ensure that this situvation will never arise. At some stage in the infer-
ence from evidential beliefs to partial beliefs, different, perhaps
conflicting, evidential beliefs must be ’processed', to yield the
resultant on which the final partial belief depends. If this is to
happen at the step from evidential beliefs to dispositions of the above
kind, the rules governing this step will need to be very much more
complicated than at first appears. Bach such rule will need to take
into account all the relevant evidence, and the resulting dispositions
will be liable to adjustment every time there is a change of evidence.
Only in this way will it be guaranteed that the available evidence

never gives rise to conflicting dispositions both applicable to a
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single case.

It is true that these problems also arige for most truthcond-
itional accounts of single-case probability, which mmst not allow
different parts of a given body of evidence to give rise to conflicting
probabilities for a single proposition. {The possible exceptions are
accounts which make explicit the reference to evidence of SP gtate-
ments, and which incorporate a rule to select as the basis for action
and partial belief the particular statement which refers to all the
available evidence). But it would be pleasing if a partial assertion
account could do better. So it is worth trying to relocate the stage at
which the ‘processing’ of conflicting evidence is said to take place.

One way to do so is to weaken the disposition held to be assoc~
iated with the intermediate stage in the inference from evidential
beliefs to partial beliefs, so that it becomes a disposition to infer
(say) a strong partial belief that FPa, for suitable a, only if there is
no conflicting disposition, over which the given one does not take
precedence. This has the disadvantage that either the sentence ‘For
all x, it is probable that Fx' is no longer available to express the
stronger disposition, where this might be appropriate, or there is no
simple way of expressing this weaker disposition. In the former case
there are likely to be problems with constructions involving the
universal quantifier, such as the existential one; while in the latter
case we would seem to lose the connection between the generalisations
actually used in probabilistic contexts and the intermediate stage in
the inference from evidential beliefs. So although perhaps neither
difficulty is conclusive, I think it may be better not to construe the
intermediate stage in terms of such dispositions, but rather in terms
of beliefs about relative frequencies 1in appropriate classes.

The picture will then be roughly this: beliefs about observed

relative frequencies, and perhaps about other things, lead us to adopt
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beliefs about relative frequencies in certain general classes. We then
follow a system of rules in using these éeneral beliefs as a guide in
the adoption of partial beliefs about individual cases. Certain
conflicts of evidence can arise at the first stage; the percentage of
B's in two samples of A's may differ, for example. But the conflicts
which arise because a given individual belongs to more than one class
with respect to which such general beliefs are held, are dealt with at
the second stage. The rules we apply favour certain such beliefs at the
expense of others, in a way which depends particularly on the relations
between the various classes concerned. Thus if class A contains class
B, 80% of A's are C's, and 20% of B's are C's, then other things being
equal we will adopt a degree of belief of 0.2 rather than 0.8 that a
given B ig a C. But there is no guarantee that these rules decide every
such conflict; in some cases conflicting general beliefs may simply
cancel each other out, leaving us without guidance as to what partial
belief we should adopt.

If such inferences to and from general beliefs about relative
frequencieg are to be regarded as linguistic 'facts of life’', as habits
we all acquire (more or less pexrfectly, perhaps) in learning to use the
language of probability and related notions, then two kinds of question
arise. There is a descriptive one: what are the actual forms of these
various inferences? And an explanatory one: why do we have these forms
of inference rather than others? (Note that just the same kind of |
questions also arise if we take the intermediate stage to involve the
above dispositions, rather than such beliefs about relative frequ-
encies).

I have very little to say about these questions. With respect to
the first, it is worth noting that the descriptive approach is not
ruled out by the existence of disputes (among statisticians, for

example) as to the merits of various rules of inference involving
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relative frequencies. If such a dispute can be settled, there must
exist agreed constraints on such rules of inference; these constraints
will be the linguistic 'facts of life'. If there are no such
constraints there is no real dispute - only a confusion resulting from
different linguistic practices making use of the same words. Assuming
that there is such a common basils, however, it may turn out that
different groups have exploited its potential in different ways. Stat-
igticians may habitually employ complex derived rules of inference of
which most speakers are unaware, for example.

Concerning the second question, the natural approach is to say
that we have these forms of inference because they work, because they
enable us to be more successful in our dealings with the world than we
would be without them (and perhaps more successful than we would be
with any alternative set of rules). But such an answer will need to he
expregsed with care, at several points. If it claims to offer an evol-
utionary account of the fact that we use such ruies, then it ought to
suggest a mechanism associated with the historical development of lang-
unage, whereby innovations can be adopted or retained in virtue of their
advantages. It is unclear how much scope such an account can, and
should, allow for deliberate additions to linguistic practice by
~ speakers themselves.

For another thing, such an approach should presumably be able to
establish whatever claim it makes for the usefulness of our existing
rules without itself relying on these rules - particularly if the claim
is that these rules are more successful than alternative sets. Within
this constraint, it would be possible in principle to examine a large
class of actual uses of these inferences, and to show not only what
Ct;ntxibution our use of them makes to the outcome of each case, but also,
perhaps, what would have been the ocutcome had other rules of inference

been employed; though hexre it might turm out that some such counter-
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factual claims rest on generalisations which cannot be 3justified
without use of the inferences whose advantages we are trying to
establish. If a plausible evolutionary mechanism can be exhibited, then
the fact that we have developed our actual rules of inference may be
evidence that these rules have 'worked' in the class of actual past
instances of their use. But if such conclusions are to be generalised
to future cases, or even to hypothetical past ones, an inductive
inference will be required, of the same type as the inference from
observed to general relative frequencies.

An interesting question is whether if the inductive step is taken
for granted, it is possible to provide any stronger justification for
the inference from beliefs about general relative freéuencies to
single-case partial beliefs; whether it is possible to go further than
an argument of the form, 'This type of inference has been useful in the
past, so it will be useful in the future'’, to provide a justification
for such inferences which is applicable to a single instance.

At first gsight the justification may seem obvicus: if I believe
that 50% of A's are B's, then if I am in the habit of adopting a
partial belief of some degree n less, say, than 0.5 that a newly-
encountered A is a B, my corresponding choice of odds will lead to my
losing money if I continually bet that the A's I encountexr are B's; or
at least so I should believe, given my belief about the relative frequ-
ency of B's among A's. This argument is deceptive, however. From
(1) '50% of A's are B's', what follows is (ii) 'A person who agrees to
a total stake s at betting quotient n on a bet that a2 is a B with
respect to every a in A, will lose an amount Ns(0.5 -~ n), where N is
the total number of A's', It is not clear what relevance (ii) has for
someone who can be certain he will not be betting on more than a small
number of A's. At best it seems to show that if a person has no idea

how often he will want to bet that an A is a B, at a given stake, if he
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wagts a consistent policy for all such cases, and if he wants to avoid
admitting as a possible situation any case which he can tell in advance
would result in a loss for him, he must adopt the policy of setting
betting quotients equal to the proportion of A's which are B's. More-
over, if a person accepts this arqument for the general betting policy,
it is not clear that it doesn‘'t bypass the usual connections with
partial beliefs. 'I see the argument for choosing a betting quotient
of 0.5 that this A will be a B', such a person might say, 'But why
should I have a partial belief of the same degree that it will be so;
why should I have any ;.particular partial belief about it?', There is
thus a danger that the argument operates at the wrong level, and
justifies the wrong thing. The problem arises from the attempt to
locate a notion of justification applicable to the inference to an
individual partial belief, and hence to the individual partial belief
itself; a notion such that a rational agent can be said to adopt such
a partial belief in virtue of perceiving it to be justified. We have
suggested instead that agents adopt such beliefs in virtue of their
possession of certain habits of inference; that these habits can be
justified only as a whole, and not with respect to their individual
applications; and that in so far as the individual beliefs which result
from these habits are said to be justified (or 'reasonable', or what-
ever), this is a specialised expression of the belief concerned, and
therefore itself a result of the speaker‘s possession of the relevant
habit of inference.

In any case, it is these kinds of questions which provide the
partial assertion account's closest approach to the issues of ration-
ality which, as we have seen, are so important for truthconditional
accounts of single~cage probability. We can see that they are far less
central to the partial assertion view than similar issues are to the

latter accounts. It seems to me to be an advantage of this view that it



separates these questions concerning the origins and advantages of
certain linguistic practices, from essentially descriptive questions
about these practices, such as we raised in Chapter 1 (in the form
of 1.5 - 1.8).

1f the intermediate step in a typical inference from evidential
beliefs to a partial belief is a belief about relative fregquencies,
there are important questions to do with the precise form of this
intermediate belief. For example, is it concerned with a relative
frequency in an actual class, or in some sort of ideal or hypothetical
class? And is it a limiting frequency, or a simple class ratio?

I don't want to try to answer these gquestions here. However it
seems to me that freed of the task of providing truth conditions for SP
sentences, the actual class ratio alternative is more plausible than it
has usually appeared. For example, the most common objection to the use
of actual frequencies in accounts of probability is that the proportion
of actual cases may not equal the chance. Thus a coin which is to be
tossed once and then destroyed has a chance of 1/2 of landing heads,
even though it does so on either none or all of the occasions on which
it is tossed. But on the partial assertion view the utterance, 'There
is a chance of 1/2 that this coin will land héads on the coming toss'
does not state any class ratio; it merely expresses a partial belief,
held in virtue of the gpeaker's belief that in sﬁme relevant class of
tosses to which he takes this one to belong, 50% result in heads. It is
true that the speaker wouldn't be justified in using this utterance -
that is, wouldn't have the associated partial belief - according to the
partial assertion view, if he believed he knew the outcome of this
particular toss already; but ordinary usage wouldn't have him do so0.
When a speaker's belief about an actual clasgs ratio conflicts with what
other beliefs would lead him to expect, the former belief takes pre-

cedence in determining his partial beliefs with respect to members of
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that class, and hence his SP utterances {(unless the latter beliefs
lead him to question the former one, as when our belief that a coin is
unbiased leads us to doubt someone's claim to have tossed it heads
fifty times in a row).

We have already noted that whatever mental attitude is said to
form the intermediate stage in the inference to partial beliefs, it
ought to be such as to be plausibly associated with the types of
utterance which appear to characterise this stage; that is, with the
various forms of probabilistic generalisation. As in the SP case, there
is a certain amount of scope for claiming that ordinary usage has come
to embody, to some extent, the assumption that probability is some
kind of entity, or property. Even so, it is not clear whether an actual
class ratio account can meet this condition.

An advantage of the actual c¢lass ratio, I think, is that since
it does not require the notion of a limit, it does not require that
individuals be ordered in any way. The notion of a limiting frequency
seems an unnecessary buxden, taken over from single-case fregquency
accounts.

However, there is a disadvantage of the actual class ratio
account, from our point of view, which concerns a limit of anothex
kind. The limiting case of a belief that n% of A's are B's, as n
approaches 100, is a belief that all A's are B's. In Chapter 7 we took
the mental attitude characteristically associated with the utterance
'All A's are B's' to be a disposition to infer that a is a B, with
respect to any newly-encountered a, and not simply a belief that the
relative frequency of B's in the class of A's is 100%. So if we now
claim that the intermediate stage in a typical inference to a partial
belief is a belief about relative frequencies, we admit a kind of dis-
continuity in the limiting case. This appears to be a violation of the

limiting case constraint we mentioned in Chapter 1 (p. 1:10).



I am not going to attempt to settle this issue here. For one
thing, it is by no means clear what the real issues are for an account
of general-case probability. The subject seems to require the kind of
analysis we have tried to provide for the single case; in Chapter 1.
However, I think we have taken the cases in the correct order. General-
isations would be irrelevant if it were not for their application to
individual cases, and the study of their forms should hence be based on
a proper understanding of the associated single case. True, it might
turn out that a proposed account of the single case could be shown to
be unacceptable, on the grounds that it could not be linked to any
satisfactory account of the general case; but we have found no reason

to think that the partial assertion theory is in this position.

Bibliographical Notes

On the view that rationality is a characteristic of habits of
inference, see the bibliographical notes to Chapter 4 (p. 4:19).

A view according to which probability judgements rely on beliefs
about relative frequencies has been developed extensively by H. E.
Kyburg, particularly in his (196l1l) and (1974). However, Kyburg takes
the probability of a statement 8 to be a logical relation between s and
a body of such beliefs. Subject to the qualifications in the biblio-
graphical notes to Chapter 2 (pp. 2:20-21), his account thus falls into
our category 2.7 (and I think that some of our objections to truth-
conditional accounts thus apply to it). Nevertheless, I think Kyburg's
theory gives a good indication of the kind of account of probabilistic
generalisation which might accompany a partial assextion view of the

single case.
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