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Cognitive Dynamics: An Attempt
at Changing Your Mind

In “Demonstratives” David Kaplan introduces the problem of
cognitive dynamics, the question of what it means to have retained a belief
over time which one would have expressed on a previous occasion by using
an indexical expression. In a footnote, Kaplan points out that an investiga-
tion of the phenomenon of cognitive dynamics might start with the follow-
ing question:

[W]hat does it mean to say of an individual who at one time sincerely asserted a
sentence containing indexicals that at some later time he has (or has not) changed
his mind with respect to that assertion? (Kaplan 1989: 538n).

In this investigation, I wish to take up Kaplan’s suggestion. I shall choose
the phenomenon of changing one’s mind as my starting point and work my
way from an analysis of this phenomenon to an understanding of cognitive
dynamics. Of particular importance for this investigation will be the precise
structure of the temporal reasoning a subject has to engage in if she wants to
change her mind about something. I shall defend a theory according to
which the following three conditions must be satisfied in order for it to be
the case that you have changed your mind about x:

(1) First you believed of x that it was ¢, now you believe of x that it is not-
Q.

(2)  You stopped believing of x that it was ¢ before you started believing of
x that it was not-p,

(3) Youknowthat (1) and (2).
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My task will be to show why I think (1)~(3) are necessary within an anal-
ysis of the phenomenon of changing one’s mind.! (3) entails (1) and (2), but
not vice versa, and the main part of this investigation will be taken up by a
discussion of what (3) adds to (1) and (2). My basic argument might be
described as follows: As they figure in both (1) and (2), your beliefs concern-
ing x are referentially transparent, i.e. you need not be aware of the fact that
they concern the same object. The role of (3) lies in making sure that it is in
fact epistemically transparent to you that both beliefs are concerned with the
same object.? I shall argue that it is in this condition that the analysis of a
change of mind connects with a theory of cognitive dynamics, a theory
according to which the sameness of one’s beliefs over time can be an
episternic given.

1.

There are many alterations in ‘cognitive state’ which don’t qualify
as changes of mind.® (1) serves to rule out three types of such alterations.
Under the first of these types fall alterations which are due to the appearing
or disappearing of beliefs. No change of mind occurs when somebody
acquires a belief about a thing she didn’t even know about before. Similarly,
forgetting is not a change of mind. (One solution (1) leaves open, however,
is that a change of mind might be a co-occurrence of forgetting one belief
and acquiring a different one.) A change of mind is a transition from one
belief state to another, not merely a transition from a belief state to some
other state or vice versa.

A second group of alterations ruled out by (1) concerns those cases in
which the subject’s beliefs held at different times concern different referents.
Of course, a subject can come to possess different beliefs about the weather,
for instance, just in virtue of looking out of the window at different times.
But this has nothing to do with a change of mind. As Baier puts it: “Varying
one’s intentional activity to fit varying circumstances, like updating one’s

1. Thesitate to call them sufficient conditions, since T think that a satisfactory anal-
ysis of the phenomenon of a change of mind should be pitched at the level of the
Justification rather than that of the dynamics of the change. Nevertheless, I
assume that such an analysis would entail conditions (1)—(3).

2. I adopt the distinction between referential and epistemic transparency from
Boghossian (1994) who draws upon Quine (1960) in choosing this terminology.

3. See Baier (1978) and Dennett (1978) for some examples.
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version of the current circumstances, requires no change of mind” (Baier
1978: 161). As these considerations make clear, however, we shall have to
restrict the domain of objects ‘%’ can stand for in a way that isn’t yet explicit
in (1).* Basically, we have to make sure that the object the beliefs are about
will only be considered in so far as it doesn’t undergo change with respect to
the property salient for the truth of the subject’s beliefs. Of some things this
will be true by definition, such as particular times, or time-slices of material
objects. However, we can also allow things into the domain under consider-
ation which dor’t change as a matter of contingent fact, such as material
objects in a particular period of their lifetime. For the sake of this discus-
sion, all we need to do as far as beliefs about enduring things are concerned
is to count changes in the referent as changes of the referent.

There is a third group of cases ruled out by (1), albeit one which is not as
clearly defined as the other two. It concerns those alterations in one’s cogni-
tive state in which the subject does not move from a belief containing one
predicate to a belief containing a contradicting predicate. According to
recent externalist or anti-individualist theories,” an alteration in one’s cog-
nitive state can be due to the fact that one has moved from one linguistic
community to another. If the two communities have different linguistic
norms, the thought which one used to express by uttering a sentence in the
first community (and as a member of that community) can differ in mean-
ing from the thought one expresses in the second community (and as a
member of that community) by uttering the same sentence. This variation
in meaning can happen without one being aware that this is the case. A sim-
ilar phenomenon can be found in more common cases. Think of someone
who used to think of one of his friends ‘He is lazy’ but has since become
more tolerant and now thinks of the same friend ‘He is lacking energy’. Has
he changed his mind? I would say that the answer, in both cases, turns on
the question of whether the subject conceives of the predicates as contra-
dicting each other or not. In the case of the subject switching from one lin-
guistic community to the other, it is precisely part of the externalist’s story

4. Note that this does not mean giving up the de re specification of the beliefs in
question, because it is precisely a restriction on the res they can be about.

5. . Cf esp; Burge (1988). For a discussion of this phenomenon cf Boghossian
(1994). &t will become clear that I disagree with Boghossian on the implications -
this'has for seli-knowledge.
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that in order to be in a mental state with a certain (externally individuated)
content the subject does not need to be able to distinguish the content of
this mental state from that of states she could be in were the circumstances
different. Similarly, the person adopting a more tolerant view of his friend
might do so against the background of a new outlock on people’s behaviour
in general (mellowing with age), a revision of her previous views which does
not necessarily involve explicit rejection of them.

Whether there is a change of mind in these cases turns on the question of
what the thinker’s holding the new belief implies. As an analogue, we may
consider a similar question arising with respect to the implications of what
people say in a conversation. It will rarely be the case that a speaker will
straightforwardly contradict a statement another speaker has made. Rather,
we will often find situations in which upon one speaker’s uttering a sentence
like, for instance, ‘Bill is lazy’ another speaker will reply with a statement
such as ‘Bill is lacking energy. What the second speaker says does net by
itself determine whether she disagrees with the first speaker’s assessment of
Bill or not. She can indicate disagreement by prefixing her statement with
the word ‘Noj or by uttering it in a particular tone of voice, thereby making
clear that she intends her utterance to carry the implication of rejecting the
first speaker’s judgement. But it is by no means clear that the utterance nec-
essarily carries such an implication, and it can sometimes be part of the goal
of a conversation for the speakers to reach agreement on what they agree or
disagree on. Returning to the case in which someone entertains different
beliefs at different times, we can therefore say that her holding those beliefs
only constitutes a change of mind if she conceives of the predicates which
figure in them as mutually incompatible. The thinker’s holding those beliefs
however, will not always commit her to making such a judgement, more-
over, she might not even be able to do so.

2,

I have said that (1) draws a distinction between changes of mind
and certain other alterations in a thinker’s cognitive state. However, strictly
speaking, (1) does not ensure that any alteration in the thinker’s cognitive
state has occurred at all. This is where (2) has to come in. Consider the fol-
lowing argument introduced by Saul Kripke. In “A Puzzle About Belief”,
Kripke considers the case of Pierre whom we can credit with both the beliefs
expressed by the sentences “Londres est jolie’” and ‘London is ugly’ respec-
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tively. Obviously, the two sentences ascribe incompatible properties to what
is in fact one and the same city. But, as Kripke shows, we can construct a
coherent story as the consequence of which Pierre can be said to be disposed
to assent to both those sentences at the same time. We may read this as a case
in which (1) is fulfilled without there being any alteration in the subject’s
cognitive state at all. It would at first be true that Pierre believed of London
that it was pretty and then it would be true that he believed of London that
it was ugly, simply because it was all along the case that he held both beliefs.
The task of (2) is thus to ensure that a real change occurs, that the subject
holds the two beliefs successively.

Having said all that, why do I think that (3) is necessary? In formulating
(1) and (2) 1 have chosen de re characterisations of the beliefs in ques‘don.6
On the one hand, this means that (1) and (2) hold independently of how the
object of the thinker’s belief is described (they are referentially transparent).
On the other hand, (1) and (2) do not entail that the subject knows that the
beliefs concern the same object (they are not epistemically transparent). As
they stand, (1) and (2) leave out one fact which seems to be vital for there to
have been a change of mind: namely that your believing of x that it is not-g,
replaces your believing of x that it is . That means, the latter thought-epi-
sode occupies that position in your cognitive economy which used to be
occupied by the former thought-episode, and it has a different truth-value.
Kripke’s story shows exactly what is missing from the account as long as all
we have are (1) and (2). If it is possible to hold contradicting beliefs con-
cerning one and the same object at the same time (as part of one state of
mind, as it were), holding them successively cannot be what constitutes a
change of mind. Thus, there are cases in which (1) and (2) are true but no
change of mind has occurred. These are cases in which you don’t know that
(1) and (2) hold.” This is why (3) is necessary within an account of what it
means to change one’s mind. The particular problem I wish to discuss in the

6. Note that I speak of a de re characterisation of the beliefs, and not of de re beliefs.
7. As it stands, this is probably too strong, because it seems likely that all that is
actually needed is your being able to know that (1) and (2) hold. However, that
implies that at least on some occasions (3) will have to hold if a subject is to be
able to change her mind. Also, the condition concerns only the immediate (tem-
poral) vicinity of the change. I do not mean to-say that you only change your
mind properly it vou continue to remember that you did so. What we are inter-
ested in is the dynamics of the change itself (which does to some degree fnvolve
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rest of this paper concerns the nature of the knowledge postulated in (3). In
a series of papers, Ruth Millikan has recently put forward a view to the effect
that, precisely since (1) and (2) can hold without (3) holding, (3) can never
be the case as an a priori matter. The fact that the contents of two thought-
episodes contradict each other (or not) cannot be transparent to the subject
just in virtue of her entertaining those thought-episodes, it is something
that has to be established.® The subject has to re-identify the referent of one
thought-episode as the referent of the other before she can arrive at a judge-
ment about their relative truth-values.

In what follows, I shall discuss three corollaries which I take to follow
directly from the claim that in order for you to change your mind you have
to know that you do so. My aim is to point out that, ultimately, the notion of
re-identification cannot be made to do the work Millikan would like it to do,
especially as far as the temporal content of the beliefs in question is con-
cerned, and that we either have to give up the notion of a change of mind as
involving more than (1) and (2), or we have to suppose that a subject can
sometimes know a priori whether she does in fact entertain the same
thought at different times or not. In the concluding section, I wish to show
that this result is compatible with some of the externalist insights which
motivate Millikans own view.

3.

The first corollary I wish to discuss concerns the kinds of atti-
tudes you have to be able to entertain in order to change your mind:

Cl: At t; you knew of x that you believed it to be ¢, and now, at t,, you
know of x that you believe it to be not-o.

what happens before and after), but one can continue to hold a belief while for-
getting how one acquired it.

8. This also seems to be Kaplan’s view: “[I]n natural language every new syntactic
occurrence of a true demonstrative requires not just a referent-determining
intention, but a new referent-determining intention” (Kaplan 1989: 588). It
would therefore seem that, for him, cognitive dynamics must come about as a
mere epiphenomenon, the result of a succession of intentions which are in effect
independent of one another. The question as to why these intentions occur, i.e.
why there should be an obligation on the subject to adjust the expression of her
thoughts to the passing of time, is strictly speaking not part of the project of
direct reference semantics.
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In short, a capacity to entertain higher-order attitudes is presupposed in
the ability to change one’s mind. Changing one’s mind is a matter of pos-
sessing and exercising knowledge of one’s own mental states. That this is
indeed a requirement on our everyday notion of a change of mind might
come out more clearly when we consider why we should find it at all worth-
while to distinguish between a change of mind and the mere acquisition of a
new belief. This distinction came out in our discussion of condition (1)
above, and I think where we draw such a distinction, it is because of consid-
erations such as the following,.

In her study of the phenomenon, Annette Baier locates the origin of the
practice of changing one’s mind in the subject’s belonging to a community
of “mutual regulators” (Baier 1978: 167). It is in others that we first become
aware of a possible mismatch between what they believe and what is the
case, and it is others who first become aware of a possible mismatch between
our own beliefs and what is actually the case.’ And only in response to
mutual criticism can a capacity for self-criticism develop which leaves room
for a change of mind. However, if the adoption of a self-critical stance is the
result of such an internalization of criticism made by others, this will be
because the subject herself becomes aware of a possible dissociation between
what she believes and what is the case. The shift from the interpersonal to
the intrapersonal introduces a perspective onto one’s own cognitive states.
The significance of such a shift does not lie in detaching changes of mind
from external factors. We often change our mind because we have found out
something new about the world. But finding out something new about the
world does not suffice for making us change our mind. When we do change
our mind as a result of a new discovery, this is because this discovery has not
just given us a new view of the world but because it has also given us a new
view of ourselves, because it has fed into a self-critical faculty: into an aware-
ness that is directed primarily onto what we believe rather than what is the
case.

We don’t have to agree with all aspects of Baier’s speculative account of
the origin of thinking that allows for changes of mind in order to acknowl-
edge the fundamental point that lies at the heart of her considerations. No

9. - Baler does not putitin those terms, but I think thisisa fair translation of what she
savs into talk about beliefs. See also Astington & Gopnik (1988), esp. pp. 2011, for
similar considerations from the point of view of developmenital psychology.
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matter what particular reason we have for changing our mind about some-
thing, the reason why reflection, experience, or the influence of others make
us change our minds ultimately has something to do with rationality. Talk of
a change of mind has its place in an explanation of the cognitive economy of
a thinker.!? It ascribes to the thinker an ability to make sense of a distinction
between a change in the world and a change in her own beliefs about the
world, a distinction which would not make sense were it not for her ability
to know about her own beliefs.

It is important to point out that C1 can be fulfilled without the subject
knowing that it is in fact the same x both of her beliefs are concerned with.
As Burge points out,'! in order for the subject to have the type of self-
knowledge required by C1, it is not necessary that she have any independent
way of identifying x as the object of her first-order belief.

The source of our strong epistemic right, our justification, in our basic self-
knowledge is not that we know a lot about each thought we have. It is not that we
can explicate its nature and its enabling conditions. It is that we are in the posi-
tion of thinking those thoughts in the second-order self-verifying way. Justifica-
tion les not in the having of supplemental background knowledge, but in the
character of the self-evaluating judgements (Burge 1988: 660).

In this sense, knowing what one believes at a time does not imply know-
ing the object of one’s belief in a way that would enable one to recognize it as
the object of other beliefs. The subject can be authoritative about her own

10. In fact, it is an explanation of a skill which children have to acquire: “Three-
year-olds have beliefs, that is, representations of the world, and they change
those representations, but they have no understanding of representational
change. That is to say, they do not know that their beliefs have changed” (Asting-
ton & Gopnik 1988: 193).

11. See also Millikan (1993: 228n), who emphasises that her claims are compatible
with Burge’s (1988) and Davidson’s (1987) accounts of self-knowledge. It is not
immediately obvious, however, how Davidson’s views translate to knowledge of
one’s own indexical attitudes. What he says is that“[t]he agent herself [...] is not
in a position to wonder whether she is regularly using her own words to apply to
the right objects and events, since whatever she regularly applies them to gives
her words the meaning they have and her thoughts the contents they have”
(Davidson 1987: 456). It will be my aim to explore a view of indexicals exploit-
ing similar principles, but it is clear that a slightly different story has to be told
about what gives these their meanings.
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beliefs in the way described by C1 even though she does not realize that they
are concerned with the same object.

4.

Sometimes we can tell that a change occurs just by perceiving it
occurring. In this respect, one’s knowledge that one has changed one’s mind
must be different from one’s knowledge of other kinds of changes, because it
necessarily involves memory:

C2: At ty, you know of x that, at some time in the past, you believed it to
be .

This second requirement brings in a new element: The scope of the sub-
ject's knowledge ranges no longer just over the current beliefs, but also over
a belief the subject no longer holds.

Again, it is important to point out that C2 can be fulfilled together with
the second half of C1 without the subject knowing that the respective beliefs
are concerned with the same x. We will eventually have to ask how the sub-
ject could come to possess such knowledge, but we better not presuppose it
here if we don’t want to beg the question at issue. Instead, the question I
wish to address is whether we can make sense of C2 without assuming that
the subject already knows that the belief mentioned there concerns the same
x as the belief mentioned in the first part of C1. The problem, in short, is
that this case differs in an important respect from the cases of self-knowl-
edge discussed above. The externalist account of self-knowledge outlined in
the previous section relied on the fact that the subject entertained the first-
order thought while ascribing it to herself, simultaneously. Only because of
this fact can the reflexive judgement “simply inherjt[] the content of the
first-order thought” (Burge 1988: 656).'% There seems to be no similarly ele-
gant solution available with respect to present second-order thoughts about
one’s past first-order thoughts. It seems that either the subject has to know
about the co-reference of her past and present beliefs, or the content of her
past belief is not something she can be authoritative about.

The formulation I have chosen for C2 already entails that the subject will
know of the co-reference of her past and present thoughts. In so far as €2

12.“Burge’s choice of words in this case seems slightly at odds with bis nsistence on
the strict simultaneity of the two thonghts. ' .
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involves a present belief about an x, it will be transparent to the subject of
that belief that this present belief concerns the same x her past belief was
about. It will be objected that all this shows is that the formulation of C2 1
have given begs the question. All we can demand of the subject is: ‘At t,, you
know that, at some time in the past, you believed of some x that it was ¢/
This seems to defuse the problem, since, at t,, x is referred to under a
description {roughly: ‘Whatever x it was that my earlier belief was about’),
which leaves open whether I can still identify it or not.!” If we take this
reformulation as our basis, the question as to whether a change of mind has
occurred or not becomes a matter of the subject’s ability to re-identify x as
the joint object both of her present mental state and her past mental state,
an ability which is in principle fallible. This notion of ‘re-identification’
plays a crucial role in the account Ruth Millikan gives of indexicals. At the
heart of Millikan’s theory is the following consideration:

To know what an indexical indexes, to identify the indexed, requires that one
have a second route to thinking of it, a route other than via the indexical token,
and that one grasp this second route as one arriving at the same referent. Indexi-
cals do not in this sense tell what they point at, what it is that they bear their
adapting relations to (Millikan 1993: 271).

As far as the relation between two different occurrences of indexicals is
concerned, Millikan takes this to imply that the question as to whether they
index the same thing or not can only be solved by investigation into what it
is they in fact point at. In some cases, we are able to keep track of an individ-
ual, forming different indexicals in the process of gathering information
about one thing. However, as Millikan points out, “the activity of tracking is
done in the world, not in the mind” (Millikan 1993: 358). It may provide us
with an ability more or less reliably to hir upon the same thing (the same
kontent,' as Millikan would say) at different times. But this doesn’t make
the fact that it is one and the same object the subject keeps track of an
epistemic given, since there 18 no a priori guarantee against losing track

13. As Peacocke points out, this move means that we have to find a notion of ‘under-
standing’ which does not rely on sameness of thought, a notion which “marches
with reference to thoughts, rather than employment of them” (Peacocke 1981:
192£).

14. Kontents, for Millikan, are what David Kaplan calls ‘contents’ “In general, the
result of evaluating the content of a well-formed expression & at a circumstance
will be an appropriate extension for o” (Kaplan 1989: 501).

Cognitive Dynamics: An Attempt at Changing Your Mind 151

without noticing it. There is no relation between the indexicals themselves
which could make their having the same object manifest to the subject. The
only way the subject can identify the contents of two indexicals with each
other is in terms of an identification of a different kind: by identifying each
of them with the content of the same non-indexical thought which can serve
to mediate between them (cf. 1993: 275 and 360).1

In my opinion, the idea of re-identification turns out to be hopeless
when it comes to explaining how we could come to know what we used to
believe. It is constitutive of the process of re-identification as Millikan
describes it that one and the same object can be re-encountered on various
occasions and that the different episodes of encountering it are independent
of one another. However, precisely because there is a difference between
change in the world and representational change, knowing what it was I
believed cannot be a matter of being able to re-identify it with something I
could find myself believing, now, independently of what [ used to believe.!®
What [ used to believe concerned how things were at a particular time, and,
in virtue of their very nature, times are not things we can re-encounter, !’
thus, invoking the notion of re-identification here is spurious.

15. There are many aspects of Millikan’s analysis with which I am in complete agree-
ment, such as the point that keeping track does not by itself vield informative
thoughts of the type ‘This; is identical with this,’ (cf. Millikan 1993: 358). Where
exactly I think my account diverges from hers is the subject of the concluding
section of this paper.

16. Corresponding difficulties emerge with an account of T-thoughts, because we
dor’t re-identify ourselves in different ways across different contexts. It is there-
fore consistent with her views that Millikan treats ‘T as an “active self name” {cf.
Millikan 1993: 274) rather than an indexical. However, [ cannot see how a simi-
lar solution should be available in the case of temporal expressions.

17. Elsewhere Millikan acknowledges this difficulty and suggests a solution: “It is
hard to see how one could gain more than one perspective upon an affair con-
cerning when this or that happened, or develop the notion of a linear time
sequence for events at all, without turning to the aid of others who confirm one’s
judgements. Only because my judgements of time sequence nearly always match
those of others do I have reason to believe that I have an objective ability, not
merely a seeming ability, to fit things remembered into a time sequence and that
objective time sequences exist at all. The medium that is another person who
speaks to me provides at least the most accessible way of having more than one
perspective upon time” (Millikan 1984; 309). In my view, however, her use of the
notion ‘perspective’ biere begs the question.
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The point is this: if we don’t allow C2 to hold in the way I formulated it,
we can never know whether we have changed our minds or not, neither as
an a priori matter nor as an a posteriori matter. Above, we saw that we have
to restrict the domain of objects ‘¥’ can stand for in order to make sure that
we talk about a change merely in the subject’s beliefs about the world rather
than a change in the world itself. The beliefs in question can concern an
object only in so far as this object does not undergo change with respect to
the property salient for the truth of the subject’s beliefs. However, the
domain of objects thus described just disappears out of sight when we don’t
allow C2 to hold. Not only does it become impossible to retain a particular
belief about what was the case at a particular time or over a period of time,
once that time has passed, it becomes impossible to say what it would mean
to entertain any belief about what was the case then. Allowing C2 to hold
removes this difficulty, but it also means that there have to be cases in which
we know that a present state we are in concerns the same object as a past
state we were in.

5.

The main point of the above discussion can be brought out in a
third corollary which also makes explicit the direct connection between
changing one’s mind and cognitive dynamics:

C3: Atty, you know of x what it would take for you to still believe that it

was .

This corollary claims that your knowledge that you've changed your
mind ultimately rests upon the fact that, had you not changed your mind,
there would be modes of thinking available to you which would make this
immediately transparent to you. In short, you can sometimes be directly
aware of the fact that you entertain the same content on two different occa-
sions {even though vou might have to express this content in different
ways).'® And your being authoritative about your changes of mind rests

18. In fact, I am putting forward an option which Millikan does not consider,
because she seems to assume that on any kind of theory co-referring indexicals
used at different times cannot express the same mode of presentation since one
of them would have to be a ‘mode directed through memory’ (Millikan 1993:
338).
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upon your being authoritative about holding on to the same content in this
way.

This is precisely the view Ruth Millikan tries to avoid at all costs, at least
if it is to express a requirement on what has to be epistemically given to the
subject.

[T]he ability to represent, to think of, a kontent does not entail the ability to

reidentify that kontent when one thinks of it again. Thinking of a thing does not

involve ‘knowing what' one is thinking of, if that means always recognizing it
when encountered again in thought. This is because the identity versus difference

[...] of thought kontents always depend on how matters stand in the world, not

just in the head. It is never dictated by the insides of thought alone (Millikan

1993: 357£)

Two different claims make their appearance in this short passage: there
is, first, the claim that whether two thought-episodes do in fact concern the
same thing or not (have the same kontent or not) depends on externalist
constraints, on how the world is. Second, there is the claim, assumed to fol-
low from this, that it cannot be part of the definition of thought that the
subject should be able, upon entertaining a thought-episode, to know what
it would mean to entertain a thought-episode concerning the same object at
a later time,

On closer inspection, the general shape of the argument should look
familiar.!® Compare the ‘argument from illusion’: We know that our senses
sometimes deceive us, in the sense that there is no internal guarantee that
how things look to us is how things actually are in the world. Some cases of
things looking thus and so happen to be due to things being thus and so
while others aren’t. From this it is argued that, since the subject will never be
able to tell for sure which of these two cases is actually fulfilled, how things
actually are can, strictly speaking, never enter into our definition of what it
means for things to look a certain way. Instead, we need to appeal to private
‘sense-data’ in order to explicate the meaning of the term.

As Paul Snowdon has pointed out, if we see ourselves forced to draw
such a conclusion, it is because of a background assumption which we
haven’t in fact provided an argument for, namely that “there is in all cases a

19. Davidson:(1987) also notes a correspondence between the problems of scepti-
cism about the outer world and authoerity (or lack of it) sbout one’s own mental
states:
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single sort of state of affairs whose obtaining makes ‘looks’-ascriptions true”
(Snowdon 1981: 203). Instead of this assumption, Snowdon suggests

a disjunctive picture which divides what makes looks’-ascriptions true into two
classes. In cases where there is no sighting they are made true by a state of affairs
intrinsically independent of surrounding objects; but in cases of sightings the
truth-conferring state of affairs involves the surrounding objects (ibid.).

This disjunctive picture allows us to see how an instance of it appearing
to the subject that such-and-such is the case can actually be counted as the
subject’s seeing that such-and-such is the case, without that implying that
this is somehow indirectly given to the subject and that her knowledge rests
upon her drawing an inference from a more ‘immediate’ object of acquain-
tance to the obtaining of the objective fact. This also means that while our
entertaining certain thoughts requires circumstances outside ourselves to be
a certain way, their being a certain way makes ways of thinking available to
us which wouldn’ be available otherwise. This is a point repeatedly empha-
sised by John McDowell, who points out that the disjunctive account
removes the apparent epistemic barrier which seems to make our perceptual
beliefs stop short of the facts. “When someone has a fact made manifest to
him, the obtaining of the fact contributes to his epistemic standing on the
question” (McDowell 1982: 215).

Now let us go back to Millikan’s argument. As we have seen, the crucial
step in her argument lies in saying that because external conditions deter-
mine whether we do in fact entertain the same content on two different
occasions, considerations about sameness and difference of contents cannot
enter into a definition of what it means to entertain a particular thought. We
can now see that the fact that we can sometimes be mistaken about the co-
reference of two of our thought-episodes does not have to stand in the way
of making the fact that a thought can be entertained at different times crite-
rial for it being the thought it is. If we can give a disjunctive account of such
cases, the fact that apparent transparency can sometimes mislead us does
not have to mean that we can never trade upon identity. While certain con-
ditions outside our present mental states have to be fulfilled in order for us
to be able to entertain certain thoughts, their being fulfilled can make
modes of thinking available to us which wouldn’t be available otherwise (as
we have seen above).

The discussion of C2 was meant to show that in order to make sense of
the phenomenon of changing one’s mind, we have to allow for the identity
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in reference of two thought-episodes entertained at different times to be an
epistemic given. We could put this by saying that there is a transtemporal
identity criterion for such thoughts. It must be possible for the subject to rely
on the fact that she is entertaining the same thought again. In discussing C3,
a stronger claim has emerged: The kinds of thoughts one can change one’s
mind about are thoughts of which one can know what it would take to
entertain them on a different occasion. It is constitutive of the thoughts in
question here that they can be entertained on different occasions. We might
call this a transtemporal distribution criterion. In fact, the transtemporal dis-
tribution criterion is more fundamental than the transtemporal identity cri-
terion. We cannot start off with a complete account of what it is to entertain
an indexical belief at one time which leaves open the guestion of what it
would be to entertain that belief at some other time. Rather, it is constitutive
of the belief being the belief it is that it can be entertained at different times.
The cognitive role of temporally indexical thoughts can only be captured in

cases where they are entertained on different occasions.?”

6.

Above, 1 have said that changing one’s mind, if it is to be different.
from a mere change in de re belief, must be seen as an exercise of one’s ratio-
nality. I wish to conclude by contrasting the view of rationality that emerges
from my discussion of what it means to change one’s mind with some of
Ruth Millikan’s remarks about rationality. In White Queen Psychology she
writes:

Rationality obviously pivots on kontent. It is kontents, for example, that must
not be both affirmed and denied by the rational person. To be able to draw logi-
cal inferences from kontent to kontent but only when these kontents are pre-
sented in a certain way, under certain modes, is a limitation of rationality. It is
not, as the rationalist tradition teaches, a relocation of rationality into some
inner, purer, safer realm. To recognize the same kontent as the same so as to rea-
son about it appropriately but to do this only when this kontent is presented
again under the same semantic mode is to be capable of moments of rationality.
The fewer these moments are, the less one will be rational. Multiplying modes,
then, cannot possibly increase one’s rationality. To be rational, one needs to reen-

20. It is here were the difference between my account and the theories offered in
Perry (1979) and Lewis {1979) is probably most obvious. Their account of
indexical thoughis as seli-locating’ does not acknowledge that self-location
might be possible only as part of an ongoing praciice.
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counter kontent in such a way that one recognizes it. Diversifying modes of pre-
sentation does not help that (Millikan 1993: 348).

The aim of this paper was to explore an option which this quotation
from Millikan does not consider. In fact, there is an ambiguity in saying that
kontents “must not be both affirmed and denied by the rational person”
Millikan obviously interprets this as saying that being rational consists in not
affirming and denying the same kontent. However, this strongly externalist
notion of rationality makes it mysterious how any creature could come to be
such that its psychology follows rational patterns. A weaker interpretation of
the same sentence suggests that rationality is that which normally prevents
us from affirming and denying the same kontent. This does not mean laps-
ing into the opposite extreme of not acknowledging any externalist con-
straints upon thought. Indeed, the passage from Millikan is highly
instructive in pinpointing where externalist constraints may come in. She is
right in saying that any multiplication of modes of presentation results in a
decrease in rationality. But this can also be interpreted as saying that an ato-
mistic picture of modes of presentation—a picture according to which it is
at best an accidental property of a mode of presentation that it can be enter-
tained at different times—is hopeless, because the very point of modes of
presentation is to enable a subject to entertain the same kontent on different
occasions. In short, what is dependent on externalist conditions is the indi-
viduation of modes of presentation.?! Ways of thinking about a thing are
ways of retaining information about it across contexts. What the world is
like will have an influence on whether we succeed in doing so, but where we
do, our doing so will contribute to our rationality. It is in the ability to trade
upon the identity of the objects of thought, to retain one and the same belief
over time, where an ability to be rational is conferred on the subject even
though this “ability to be rational loops through the outside world” (Milli-
kan 1993: 358).

The phenomenon for which Kaplan has coined the term ‘cognitive
dynamics’ thus emerges as having a pivotal role in our lives as rational
agents. It seems plausible that it is quite generally the case that in order to
count as making a significant contribution to a thinker’s reasoning at all, a
belief formed at one time must in principle be available at a later time for
confirmation or revision. If I cannot form any conception of what it would

21. For similar proposals, see McDowell (1984) and Evans (1981).
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take for me to change my mind in the future with respect to an assertion
made now, it is not clear how such an assertion could carry any meaning.
The aim of this paper was to point out that, in a case where an assertion
contains an indexical expression, confirmation or revision of it at a later
time cannot draw upon a re-identification a posteriori of what it was about,
simply because what it was about may no longer be the case. If revision of a
past assertion containing an indexical is to be possible at all, it must be
grounded in a priori connections between past and present. There must be
cases in which the fact that a subject is entertaining the same indexical belief
on two occasions is epistemically transparent to the subject, and it is this
transparency which a theory of cognitive dynamics has to explain.??
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=~  TOBIES GRIMALTOS AND CARLOS |. MOYA
Belief, Content, and Cause

In this paper we intend to analyse two cases of change in belief.
These cases have been designed by John Perry and William G. Lycan in order
to show that the semantic properties of a subject’s beliefs, such as their prop-
ositional content, cannot explain the change in that subject’s behavior. Both
Perry and Lycan think that the conclusion they extract from these cases can
be raised to a general thesis, namely that a fairly sharp boundary must be
drawn, inside the concept of belief, between semantic properties and causal
powers. Perry thinks we need a distinction between belief object, or propo-
sition believed, and belief state. It is the latter that accounts for the belief’s
causal role. Lycan, in turn, elaborates on Perry’s distinction by asking us to
distinguish between two individuative schemes for beliefs, namely the truth-
conditional scheme and the computational scheme: “The truth-conditional
individuative scheme is typically imposed when what concerns us are the
truth-values or other semantic aspects of beliefs; the computational scheme
is imposed when what we care about is causal effects” (Lycan 1988: 86). We
shall contend, instead, that both cases can be accounted for with no need to
create a gap between propositional content (individuated in terms of truth
conditions) and causal or computational role. We shall try to show that, in
both cases, the relevant change in the subject’s behavior is explained by a
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