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Introduction

This thesis is about the nature of samethinking and samesaying. These notions
are broad and capture various distinct but related phenomena. I will focus on
two particular understandings of ‘samethinking’, and on one particular
understanding of ‘samesaying’. Let me address samethinking first. On the first
understanding of ‘samethinking’, samethinking occurs whenever two thoughts
concern the same referent.! We may distinguish between two different ways in
which this can occur. First, there are cases in which the sameness of reference is
manifest to the subject. Take for instance the two beliefs BOB DYLAN IS A
MUSICIAN and BOB DYLAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE.2 In such cases, the sameness of
reference is transparent to the thinker in such a way that she may combine the
two beliefs in an inference and conclude directly from these two beliefs alone

that a musician won a Nobel Prize.

Second, there are cases in which two thoughts concern the same referent, but
where the sameness of reference is not manifest to the subject. Take for instance
the two thoughts BOB DYLAN IS A MUSICIAN and ROBERT ZIMMERMAN WON A
NOBEL PRIZE. ‘Robert Zimmerman’ is Bob Dylan’s birth name, so the two
thoughts concern the same individual. However, unless the thinker has a further
belief to the effect that Bob Dylan is Robert Zimmerman, she may not rationally
infer from these beliefs that a musician won a Nobel Prize. We see, then, that two
pairs of thoughts that are referentially equivalent may nonetheless play different
roles in cognition. In this thesis, I offer a novel account of how to understand the

difference between cases of samethinking such as those above.

1 By ‘thoughts’, | mean psychologically instantiated mental representations.
2 Throughout the thesis, I use capital letters to indicate concepts and thoughts.
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The second understanding of ‘samethinking’ that [ will discuss in this thesis is a
broader phenomenon. Two thoughts, typically entertained by distinct
individuals or the same individual at different times, can be said to concern the
same subject matter despite differing in their overall semantic properties.
Likewise, it seems that two utterances may concern the same topic despite
differing in their overall semantic properties. Consider for instance someone
uttering the sentence “Whales are fish” in the 18% century, where such an
utterance would generally be regarded as true. If someone today were to utter
the same sentence, however, we would regard it as false. We have reason to
think that the meaning of the term ‘fish’ has changed between then and now.
Even if this is the case, it seems as though the 18t™-century person and the
current day individual are, in an interesting way, talking about the same topic
when uttering the sentence.3 This is the notion of ‘samesaying’ I will address in
this thesis. [ shed light on what it is for two thoughts or two utterances to be the

same in this way.

The thesis consists of four chapters that are to be seen as individual papers. I
have, however, included cross-references between the chapters where this is
appropriate.* The first three chapters focus on the first interpretation of
‘samethinking’: they are concerned with the distinction between cases in which
co-reference is manifest to thinkers and cases where it is not. The general
question I engage with is how we should understand the nature of thought in
order to account for the sort of rational reasoning that hinges on such
samethinking. I develop a new framework for understanding the nature of
thoughts. This framework accounts for the difference between cases of
samethinking in which sameness of referent is manifest and cases where it is not
in terms of primitive representational relations. I use this framework to account
for some of the long-standing puzzles within the philosophy of mind, such as
Frege’s Puzzle, and argue that the suggested framework is superior to central

alternative views on the nature of thought.

3 Whether or not cases such as ‘fish’ actually involve a change in meaning is controversial. [ say
more about this in chapter 4. For now, I use the case as an example in order to provide an
intuitive grip on the relevant notion.

4Since the chapters are to be seen as individual papers, there is some overlap of content in
certain places.



INTRODUCTION

The final chapter of this thesis concerns the broader understanding of
‘samethinking’ as well as the corresponding notion of ‘samesaying’. I discuss how
there can be stability of topic in cases where there is a change in the semantic
properties of the relevant representational devices. I argue that the continuance-
of-topic relation is non-transitive and that this puts restrictions on an account of

stability of topics.

In this introductory chapter, I will give an overview of the thesis and present
some background for the general discussion. In section 1, I present the notion of
coordination, which is central to the discussion of samethinking in the first three
chapters. In section 2, | briefly present the historical background for this
discussion. In section 3, I introduce the central competing views with which I
engage in this thesis. In section 4, I present the key claims of my positive
proposal, which I call Vehicle Relationism. In section 5, I lay out the background
for the discussion of stability of topics, which is the central theme of chapter 4. In
section 6, [ give an overview and summary of each of the thesis chapters. Finally,
in section 7, I point to some of the main findings of this thesis as well as

suggestions as to future work based on these findings.

1. Coordination in Thought

Our dispositions to act depend on our minds combining information in specific
ways. In particular, the mind treating certain pieces of information as concerning
the same referent is essential for such behavioural dispositions. If, for instance, I
have a desire concerning a particular individual and also certain beliefs
concerning this specific individual I may combine such propositional attitudes
and act rationally on them only if my cognitive system treats these propositional
attitudes as concerning the same individual. Further, rational reasoning depends
on the possibility of the beliefs figuring as premises in an inference being treated
as concerning the same referent. An important question is this: What is the

nature of thought such that our minds may combine information in this way?
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Whenever two mental representation tokens are so related that the subject may
combine the relevant information in inferences, or so as to act on them, directly,
without making an explicit identity judgement, we say that the representations
are positively coordinated.> In contrast, if the thinker is not rationally disposed to
exploit the relevant information in this way the representations in question are
negatively coordinated. In this section, | will elaborate on the phenomenon of
coordination and show why understanding the nature of this relation is an

important philosophical undertaking.

1.1. Coordination and Behavioural Dispositions

Suppose you have a desire to learn more about Bob Dylan. Suppose also that you
have the belief that there are several books about Bob Dylan in your local library.
You also form the belief that the best way for you to learn more about Bob Dylan
is to go to this library and read about him. You then have a reason to go to the

library and read certain books there.®

In order for you to be able to act on such reasons your cognitive system must
treat the relevant beliefs as concerning the same individual as the person you
wish to learn more about. In other words, the fact that these propositional
attitudes are treated as concerning the same individual is essential to your

behavioural dispositions.

To see this, contrast this scenario with one in which you have a desire to learn
more about Robert Zimmerman. Since ‘Robert Zimmerman’ is Bob Dylan’s birth
name, this desire concerns the same individual as in the previous scenario.

However, let's imagine that you are not aware of this fact. You have

5 The term is originally due to Fine (2007). Fine sometimes uses the term in a theory-neutral way
and sometimes as a term integrated in his specific framework. I follow Gray (2017, 2018) in
using ’'coordination’ in a theory-neutral way. 'Coordination’, in this sense, "just picks out a
rationally relevant relation between representations” (Gray, 2018, 2 n.3). As we'll see later in this
section, the rationally relevant relation in question is the one that figures into the explanation of
the cognitive system treating pieces of information as concerning the same referent in such a way
as to warrant trading on identity and to yield certain behavioural dispositions.

6] assume here a simple belief/desire account of agency (cf. Davidson 1963). Nothing hangs on
this.
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independently come to know about Robert Zimmerman through a mutual friend
who has told you many stories about what it was like growing up next door to
Robert Zimmerman. Let’s keep the beliefs in the initial scenario fixed so that you
still believe that the best way for you to learn more about Bob Dylan is to read
books about him at the library. In this case, since you are not aware of the fact
that your desire to learn more about Robert Zimmerman concerns the same
individual as your beliefs regarding how best to learn more about Dylan, you do
not have the behavioural disposition to go to the library based on this set of
propositional attitudes alone. In this case, the cognitive system does not combine
the relevant propositional attitudes in the way it did in the first scenario.
Although the different attitudes in fact concern the same individual, the cognitive
system treats the information as concerning distinct referents. In this case, you
need to form a further belief concerning the identity of Zimmerman and Dylan in
order to have a (rational) behavioural disposition to go to the library based on

this set of attitudes.

What aspects of thoughts explain the difference between the sets of
propositional attitudes in the two cases? It cannot be the referential content,
since the referent is the same in both cases. In the first scenario, the sameness of
reference of your beliefs and desire is manifest to you, whereas in the second
case the sameness in reference is not manifest to you. This marks the main
difference between the two cases. The way in which you think about the
individual seems to make a difference to whether or not the sameness in
reference is manifest to you. Whether or not the sameness of reference is
manifest, in turn, explains the difference in your behavioural dispositions in the
two cases. The first scenario illustrates a case in which your beliefs and desire
are positively coordinated. The second scenario illustrates a case in which your
beliefs and desire are negatively coordinated. In order to rationally act on your
belief/desire pair in the first scenario, you do not need to make any explicit
identity judgement to the effect that the attitudes concern the same individual.
You simply combine these attitudes directly as a result of the sameness of
reference being manifest to you. This phenomenon is closely related to that of

trading on identity, to which I now turn.
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1.2. Trading on Identity

The ability to combine pieces of information taken to concern the same referent
is essential to the explanation of rational reasoning. If you believe that Bob Dylan
is a musician and also that Bob Dylan won a Nobel Prize you may combine this
information and rationally infer that a musician won a Nobel Prize. This is
because your two beliefs are positively coordinated. If, in contrast, you believe
that Robert Zimmerman was a musician and that Bob Dylan won a Nobel Prize,
your beliefs would be negatively coordinated and as a result, you would not be
rational in inferring from these two beliefs alone that a musician won a Nobel
Prize. In order to be rational in making this latter inference, you would also need
to have a further belief to the effect that Zimmerman is Dylan. What is the nature
of the state you're in when you are warranted in making the inference without

making an explicit identity judgement?

As | said, in cases where your beliefs are negatively coordinated, the inference in
question would not be warranted, since you do not believe that Zimmerman is
Dylan. At first glance, then, it might seem intuitively plausible that the reason
why you are rationally warranted in making the inference in the first scenario -
when your beliefs are positively coordinated - is that in this situation you do
make such an identity judgement. This judgement, then, would result in a new
belief to the effect that Bob Dylan is Bob Dylan. On this picture, this is what the

two inferences would look like:

BOB DYLAN IS A MUSICIAN ROBERT ZIMMERMAN IS A MUSICIAN
BOB DYLAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE BOB DYLAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE

[BOB DYLAN IS BOB DYLAN] [ROBERT ZIMMERMAN IS BOB DYLAN]
A MUSICIAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE A MUSICIAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE

The suggestion under consideration, then, is that the difference between the two
cases is due to the fact that, in the first case you do have the bracketed belief

whereas in the second case you do not have the bracketed belief. If this were
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true, the difference between positive and negative coordination could be
explained in terms of such implicit identity judgements obtaining or failing to

obtain.

There are, however, serious problems with understanding the difference
between the two cases in this way. Notice that the bracketed beliefs contain
concept tokens that must be recognized as concerning the same individual as the
concept tokens in the prior premises. That is, the singular concepts in the
bracketed beliefs (i.e. [BOB DYLAN and BOB DYLAN] in the first inference and [BOB
DYLAN and ROBERT ZIMMERMAN] in the second inference) must be positively
coordinated with the corresponding singular concepts in the preceding
premises. How do we account for the recognition of sameness in reference in this
case? If, as we have been assuming, we need identity judgements in order to
recognize the sameness of reference, we would have to introduce further
identity premises in order to account for the singular concepts in the bracketed
beliefs being treated as concerning the same individual as the singular concepts
in the preceding premises. But we would then run into further problems when
trying to explain how one can recognize that these further identity judgements
concern the same individual as the other beliefs. And the same problem would

arise again: an infinite regress ensues.

We see, then, that the recognition of sameness in the first inference, and hence
someone being rational in making such an inference, cannot be due to further
identity judgements to the effect that the singular concepts refer to the same

individual. Instead, the correct way to understand the inference is thus:

BOB DYLAN IS A MUSICIAN
BOB DYLAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE

A MUSICIAN WON A NOBEL PRIZE

There is no need to include the identity judgement in order to account for why

someone may be rational in drawing this inference. The sameness of reference of
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the singular concepts in the premises is directly manifest to the thinker. This is
what sets the two inferences apart: In the case of someone having thoughts
about Robert Zimmerman and Bob Dylan without realizing that they are the
same person, they must make the further discovery that Dylan is Zimmerman in
order to rationally draw the inference, whereas in the other case the sameness of
reference is simply manifest in such a way that no further identity judgement is
needed for the inference to be rational. This marks the key difference between
those beliefs that are positively coordinated and those that are negatively

coordinated.

When sameness of reference is manifest to thinkers and the thinker exploits this
manifestness in drawing inferences in this way, we may say that the thinker is
trading on identity of co-reference. The notion of ‘trading on identity’ is originally
due to Campbell (e.g. 1987, 1994, 2002, 2012). He considers a deductive
argument of the same form as the inference concerning Bob Dylan above, where
the singular terms in each premise is manifestly co-referential to the thinker

without the need for an implicit identity judgement:

This argument is valid as it stands. There is no need for an extra
premise asserting the identity of [Dylan] (as referred to in the first
premise) with [Dylan] (as referred to in the second premise). If you
did suppose that such a premise is needed, and provided it, you would
have only begun. For you would now need further premises asserting
the identity of all the various [Dylans] referred to in the course of the
inference; and no finite, or for that matter, infinite provision of
further premises would be enough. We have to acknowledge that the
argument is valid as it stands. Rather than depending on an implicit
identity premise connecting the terms of the first two premises, it
simply ‘trades on’ the identity of reference of those terms. (Campbell

2012,97)

[ take this to be a convincing reason to deny that trading on identity depends on

implicit identity premises. That is, it cannot be the case that positive

10



INTRODUCTION

coordination obtains in virtue of such identity judgements. How then are we to

understand what warrants trading on identity?

We need a better understanding of the nature of coordination relations. This is
the central task with which I will be concerned in the first three chapters of the
thesis. I will consider some of the most prominent contemporary accounts of
coordination relations and offer criticisms of such views. I will propose a new
understanding of coordination relations that accounts for the phenomenon of
trading on identity. This framework draws on some key insights from previous
suggestions found in the literature, but combines these insights in a new way.

The result is a novel account of coordination.

I will say more about this later in this chapter, but first I will present some
historical background for the debate. Although most of the views [ engage with in
the thesis are contemporary, the interest in the phenomenon of trading on
identity and related phenomena goes back to at least Frege (e.g. 1892) and
Russell (e.g. 1910, 1912). The various accounts of coordination proposed in the
current debate are in many ways informed by the various views on the nature of
thoughts stemming from Frege and Russell. There is in particular one
observation made by Frege that marks the outset of the debate, namely his

(1892) insight that sameness of reference is not always manifest to thinkers.

2. Historical Background

Contemporary accounts of the nature of thoughts fall into two broad categories:
On the one hand there are those who have a broadly Fregean view on the nature
of thoughts, and on the other, there are those who have a broadly Russellian
view on the nature of thoughts. Both camps maintain that thinking involves
standing in a relation to propositions, but they differ in what they take the nature

of such propositions to be.” In what follows, I will point to the key distinguishing

7 For the sake of simplicity, I set aside views that take propositions to be sets of possible worlds
and views that take propositions to have no structure. My positive account does not say anything
about the nature of propositions. I do, however, accept a structured view on propositions. I
return to this later on.

11
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aspects of such theories. [ will also point to central puzzles found in the literature

that form the basis for the current debate.8

2.1. Fregeanism

The first broad group of views accepts Frege’s (1892) distinction between sense
and reference.? According to such views, thoughts about objects in the external
world are not directly about these objects, but instead they are mediated by
senses associated with such objects. This view is closely connected to the thesis
that thinkers are only related to objects in the external world via the properties
of such objects. When we think about objects, we do not think about them
directly, but indirectly, via their properties. Senses can thus be understood as
descriptive satisfaction conditions that determine the referent of concepts and
thoughts.10 So, for instance, the reference of a singular concept such as BOB
DYLAN is Dylan himself, while the sense of this concept is a way of thinking about
Bob Dylan, a mode of presentation of Dylan.

According to Frege, the sense of a thought is a proposition.!! Each constituent
concept of a thought has a sense and together they combine into a complex sense
of the thought as a whole. The reference of a thought is its truth-value. A
thought’s truth-value depends on the reference of the constituent concepts and

such reference is determined by the senses of the concepts. On this view, there

8 Frege and Russell exegesis is beyond the scope of this thesis. In what follows I present the
relevant views in accordance with standard contemporary presentations of such views (e.g.
Recanati 2012, Chapter 1; Sainsbury & Tye 2012, Chapter 2). I will also present the views in such
a way that their relevance to the contemporary debate about coordination becomes clear, rather
than going into details about Frege and Russell’s views that are not directly relevant to the
discussion in this thesis.

9 More specifically, this broad category of views takes senses to be constituents of propositions
(e.g. Evans 1982, McDowell 1994, Stanley 2011; c.f. Merricks 2015, 129).

10 Some philosophers (e.g. Burge 1979, Evans 1982, McDowell 1984) have argued that Fregean
senses need not be construed exclusively as descriptive senses. Instead, we may allow for non-
descriptive or de re senses. I put this possible complication aside in this presentation since
nothing of what I say depends on it. I will, for simplicity, follow Kripke (1980) and assume that
Frege was a descriptivist.

11 Frege uses the word ’'thought’ to denote what is commonly called 'propositions’. When
presenting Frege’s view I stick to standard terminology rather than Frege’s own terminology.
Hence, I use ‘thought’ in the ordinary sense rather than in Frege’s technical sense. I will use the
term ‘proposition’ when talking about what Frege called ‘thoughts’.

12



INTRODUCTION

are two components to the content of concepts and thoughts; their senses and

their reference. Thinkers are only directly related to the former.12

Frege’s central argument in favour of positing senses is tightly bound up with the
phenomenon of samethinking, discussed in the previous section. Frege argues
for the distinction between sense and reference in the following way. Let’s
assume that there is nothing more to the content of atomic concepts than their
referents. If this is the case, the content of BOB DYLAN is just Dylan himself.13
Similarly, the content of ROBERT ZIMMERMAN is also Dylan himself. On this view,
then, DYLAN and ZIMMERMAN have the same content. Further, given plausible
assumptions about compositionality, the proposition that Dylan won a Nobel
Prize and the proposition that Zimmerman won a Nobel Prize is the same. But as
we saw in the previous section, this seems counterintuitive. One would have to
explain how someone who fails to realize that DYLAN and ZIMMERMAN are co-
referential could rationally believe and reject the very same proposition. If
thinking is a direct relation between thinkers and propositions, how can it be

that someone may rationally accept and deny the very same proposition?

Further, anyone who has the concept DYLAN knows a priori that Dylan is Dylan.
However, if all there is to the contents of atomic concepts are their referents, the
proposition that Dylan is Dylan must be the same as the proposition that Dylan is
Zimmerman. But it seems intuitively plausible that not everyone who knows that
Dylan is Dylan knows that Dylan is Zimmerman. In fact, the latter carries
potentially valuable information that allows someone who comes to know it to
gain new knowledge about the world. The thought that Dylan is Dylan and the
thought that Dylan is Zimmerman thus seem to play different roles in cognition:

The former is trivial while the latter is potentially informative. It seems that if

12 C.f. Carruthers’ (1989) presentation of Frege’s view.

13 Frege, of course, does not use Dylan as an example. Instead Frege talks about the Ancient
Babylonians. In Ancient Babylonia people called the brightest star visible in the morning
‘Phosphorus’. They gave the brightest star visible in the evening the name ‘Hesperus’.
Unbeknownst to them ‘Hesperus’ and ‘Phosphorus’ refer to the same heavenly body, namely the
planet we now call ‘Venus’. For the sake of consistency, I will present Frege’s puzzle in terms of
BOB DYLAN and ROBERT ZIMMERMAN. However, the puzzle as portrayed here is analogous to
Frege’s initial puzzle.

13
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the two thoughts express the same proposition we have no way of explaining

how they may nonetheless differ in cognitive significance.

This case shows that if thinking is a direct relation between individuals and
propositions, the contribution of a singular concept to a proposition cannot
simply be its referent. This is because two thoughts that are referentially
isomorphic may potentially play different roles in cognition. One way to cash out
the implication of Frege’s observation is in terms of coordination (c.f. Gray
2017). Coordination, remember, is tied in with the phenomenon of manifest co-
reference. Since rational individuals may fail to know that DYLAN and
ZIMMERMAN are co-referential such concept tokens are negatively coordinated.
Since the two concepts are in fact co-referential, coordination cannot merely be a
matter of having the same reference. We need something more in order to
explain the possibility of someone recognizing or failing to recognize the

sameness of reference.

According to Frege, senses are what accounts for the cognitive role of concepts
and thoughts. Even though two concept tokens have the same reference they
may have different senses. This means that, on Frege’s view, two thoughts or
concepts that play different roles in cognition have different senses. As a result,
two thoughts that differ in their cognitive role differ in their propositional
content. If two thoughts differ in truth-value, or if it is rationally permissible for a
subject to take conflicting attitudes toward their contents, the two thoughts have

different senses. This means that they have distinct propositional contents.

Campbell (1987) explicitly uses senses to account for coordination:

Any account of logical form which deals with inferences depending
upon two occurrences of singular terms having the same referent will
need to say when one can, as I shall put it, simply trade upon the fact
that they have the same referent. [...] it is in dealing with [this] that
we see why we need the notion of the sense of a singular term.

(Campbell 1987, 275)

14
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For Fregeans, positive coordination is explained in terms of sameness of sense
whereas negative coordination is explained in terms of a difference in sense.
That is, whether or not trading on identity is warranted depends on whether or

not there is sameness of sense.

Understood this way, Frege’s puzzle is ultimately a puzzle about coordination. I
thus accept what Gray (2017) calls Cognitive Significance as Coordination, which
is the claim that “differences in cognitive significance between representations
with the same referential content are explained by coordination” (2017, 3). The
key aspect of Fregeanism about coordination is this: Whether or not two concept
tokens are positively coordinated is to be explained in terms of sameness or

difference in senses. I now turn to Russellianism.

2.2. Russellianism

The other broad category of accounts of the nature of thoughts and propositions
that I will consider is the Russellian view. Russellians follow Russell in rejecting

Frege’s distinction between sense and reference.

According to Russell (e.g. 1903) propositions are structured complexes of objects

and relations. He says that

Whatever may be an object of thought, or may occur in any true or
false proposition [...] I call a term. [...] A man, a moment, a number, a
class, a relation, a chimaera, or anything else that can be mentioned, is
sure to be a term; and to deny that such and such a thing is a term

must always be false. (Russell 1903, 43)

Propositions that have singular individuals or objects as constituents are called

singular propositions.

Russell held that a subject must stand in a direct relation (what he calls an
acquaintance relation) to all the constituents of a thought in order for the subject

to be able to entertain it (1910, 1912). In his early days, Russell thought that it is

15
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possible for individuals to have thoughts concerning mind-external entities
directly, as illustrated by the quote.l* However, in his later works he holds that
the only sorts of things that thinkers can be acquainted with are their own

occurrent sense data, universals and, perhaps, also the self:

We have acquaintance in sensation with the data of the outer senses,
and in introspection with the data of what may be called the inner
sense—thoughts, feelings, desires, etc.; we have acquaintance in
memory with things which have been data either of the outer senses
or of the inner sense. Further, it is probable, though not certain, that
we have acquaintance with Self, as that which is aware of things or

has desires towards things. (Russell 1912, 51)

As a result, the only singular propositions human beings are capable of having

propositional attitudes towards are those that have such entities as constituents.

Russell’s reason for thinking that we cannot stand in direct relations to mind-
external entities is similar to Frege’s reason for introducing the notion of a sense.
Russell thought that one could only be acquainted with that for which
misidentification is not possible. If someone could be presented with the same
object twice and rationally fail to realize that it is the same object, then they do
not stand in an acquaintance relation to that object. If it is possible for two
thoughts to concern the same object but where the co-reference is not manifest
to the thinker, the thinker is not acquainted with the relevant object. In the case
of BOB DYLAN and ROBERT ZIMMERMAN, we see that a thinker may fail to realize
that two thoughts, that contain each concept respectively, concern the same
individual. Thus, the thinker is not acquainted with Bob Dylan. Russell agrees
with Frege that the content of propositions is transparent to thinkers in that
thinkers cannot fail to recognize sameness. Hence, there must be a difference in
the content of BOB DYLAN and ROBERT ZIMMERMAN that accounts for the

possibility of misidentification.

14 To give another illustration: In a letter to Frege, he famously said that "I believe that in spite of
all its snowfields Mont Blanc itself is a component part of what is actually asserted in the
proposition ‘Mont Blanc is more than 4,000 metres high” (Letter to Frege, 12 December 1904, in
Frege 1980, 169).
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The resulting view is one according to which our thoughts about mind-external
objects are never direct, but always mediated by our sense data, to which we do
stand in direct relations. If you have a thought about Bob Dylan, it is not directly
Dylan himself you have a thought about. Rather, your thought about Dylan is of
the form the thing that caused THIS [referring to your occurrent sense datum] is
so-and-so (c.f. Russell 1910). Our knowledge about the external world, then, is
grounded in acquaintance relations between ourselves and sense data.
Whenever someone has a thought about determinate singular objects in the
external world they deploy a singular thought. But according to Russell, it is not
the mind-external object that is a constituent of the singular proposition, but

rather it is a sense datum.

This contrasts with the Fregean doctrine that all thoughts are mediated by
(Fregean) senses and that one can never think about anything, not even sense
data, in an unmediated way. For Frege, there are no singular propositions. In
short, we may say that the main difference between Fregean and Russellian
propositions is that the former are composed wholly of senses, while the latter

have particulars (such as particular sense data) as constituents.

In current debates, many who are sympathetic to Russell’s general framework,
which takes propositions to be structured complexes of objects and relations and
denies the need for a further level of semantic content such as senses, resist
Russell’s restrictivism about acquaintance relations and singular thoughts. They
deny the sort of descriptivism advocated by Russell (1912). Such philosophers
maintain that one may have singular thoughts about mind-external objects as
well. Hence, according to such views, your thought that Bob Dylan won a Nobel
Prize contains Dylan himself as a constituent, rather than sense data caused by
that individual. I will call this view of propositions Millian/Russellianism. The
Millian aspect of the view comes from Mill’s (1843) claim that the referent of a
proper name is just its referent. Transposed to the realm of thought, the view
holds that the semantic content of singular concepts is their referent. Singular
concepts are those concepts that refer to individual objects in an unmediated
way (i.e. not by way of descriptions etc.). The Millian claim, then, is that singular

concepts may refer directly to mind-external particulars.
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A common feature of Frege’s framework and Russell’s framework is that they
take thinking to be a direct relation between subjects and propositions. We may
call this the Dyadic View of Thoughts. Many of those who take propositions to be
Millian/Russellian nowadays typically deny this; instead they take thinking to be
a triadic relation between subjects, mental representations and propositions. I
will say more about this approach in section 3. Before that, let me briefly set out
how the discussion in this thesis will relate to the general debate between

Fregeanism and Russellianism.

In this thesis I set aside the general question of which of the broad views of the
nature of thoughts is correct. However, the general aim of the proposed account
of coordination can be seen as a contribution to the debate in that, if successful, it
provides an argument in favour of Millian/Russellianism. Although, as I point out
throughout the thesis, the proposed framework of coordination is, in theory,
compatible with any account of the nature of propositions, I will in discussion
assume a Millian/Russellian account. My overarching aim is to see whether it is
possible to do justice to the Fregean data that co-referential concepts may differ
in their cognitive significance, within a broadly Millian/Russellian framework.
Hence, I will not discuss Fregean views at length. The views I engage with and
that I take to be my main opponents are views that share many fundamental
assumptions with the proposed framework. I will set out these views in section 3
below. All of these views are developed at least partly with the aim of accounting

for the Fregean data within a broadly Millian/Russellian framework.

As noted, if my account of coordination is successful this provides an argument
in favour of the Millian/Russellian picture. The Millian/Russellian framework is
more metaphysically parsimonious than the Fregean framework, in that it only
requires a one-levelled semantics. Also, various serious objections to the Fregean
view have been raised in the literature. Among these, Kripke’s (1979) puzzle of
Paderewski is most relevant to the discussion about coordination in thought. I
present the puzzle several places in the thesis, but the main observation that
poses problems for the Fregean view is this: There are cases where sameness or
difference in sense is not manifest to thinkers. If this is correct, senses cannot

account for coordination since it would be possible for the thinker to misidentify
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senses. | aim to explain both the Fregean data and the observation made by
Kripke within a Millian/Russellian framework. In this way, the arguments in this
thesis lend support to the Millian/Russellian picture of the nature of the content

of thoughts.

Since I presuppose a Millian/Russellian framework I will not say much about the
nature of the content of mental representation throughout the thesis. In fact,
strictly speaking, I don’t think anything about the semantic content of thoughts
follows directly from my view of coordination. However, as I said, I do think that
if my positive framework can account for the Fregean data without having to
abandon Millian/Russellianism, this gives us reason to prefer

Millian/Russellianism since overall the view is the most parsimonious.

Note that Frege’s observation that co-referential terms may differ in their
cognitive significance gives rise to several related but nonetheless distinct
puzzles. One question that arises from the Fregean data concerns the semantics

of belief ascriptions. Consider the following two ascriptions:

1) Lois Lane believes that Clark Kent is Clark Kent

2) Lois Lane believes that Clark Kent is Superman

Many hold that such belief ascriptions may differ in truth-value despite both
attributing a belief to Lois Lane that involves an identity statement between the

same individual.ts

Further, it seems that two natural language sentences such as

3) Clark Kent is Clark Kent
4) Clark Kent is Superman

differ in informativeness: The former seems trivial, whereas the latter is
potentially informative. How can this be, if the two sentences have the same

semantic content?

15 E.g. Crimmins & Perry (1989), Richard (1990).
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[ will not address questions pertaining to the semantic content of sentences in
natural language. Rather, my focus when it comes to coordination is on thoughts
and the explanation of rational reasoning and behavioural dispositions. Hence, |
will not explicitly engage with the linguistic versions of the puzzle in this thesis.
Some of what [ say may be relevant to understanding coordination in language,
but the nature of thoughts and natural language differ to such an extent that
giving an account of coordination in both domains would be too ambitious for a

single thesis.1®

As a result, I do not engage with Millian/Russellian frameworks that focus
primarily on accounting for coordination in language. The theories I have in
mind are those that go under the label Descriptive Millianism. This is the view
that, “although sentences that contain names express singular propositions,
when they use those sentences speakers communicate descriptive propositions”
(Caplan 2007, 181).17 Such theories account for the Fregean data in language in
terms of pragmatic considerations. Such pragmatic considerations are, however,
not easily transferable to thoughts. For similar reasons, I do not in this thesis
consider Millian/Russellian views that focus on explaining the Fregean puzzle
pertaining to belief ascriptions in terms of a semantic difference. According to
such views, propositional attitude reports involve unarticulated constituents
that concern the way in which the thinker believes what she believes.1® Although
I do not engage with the debate about coordination in language, [ do address a
related issue pertaining to language in the final chapter (Chapter 4). There I
discuss how utterances may concern the same subject matter despite a change in

meaning. | say more about the background for this particular discussion in

16] do, however, say more about the relation between coordination in thought and language in
section 7.4. below.

17 Soames (2002) provides the fullest defence of Descriptive Millianism. See Barber (2000) for a
similar view. For a criticism of Descriptive Millianism, see Caplan (2007). For a response to
Caplan’s argument against Descriptive Millianism, see Speaks (2010).

18 See, for instance, Crimmins & Perry (1989) and Crimmins (1992) for a defence of this version
of Millian/Russellianism. Such views presuppose a representational theory of mind in that their
explanation of the semantics of belief ascriptions essentially involves reference to such
representations. Although I do not engage with this specific account of coordination in the case of
the semantics of belief ascriptions, I do consider Perry’s (1980) general view of mental
representations as mental files (see section 3.2. below).

20



INTRODUCTION

section 4 below, but first I will set out the theories I discuss in the first three

chapters of the thesis.

3. Competing Views

The views | engage with in this thesis are current prominent accounts of
coordination in thought that share certain fundamental assumptions with my
positive account. These views include Fodor’s (e.g. 1975, 2008) Language of
Thought Hypothesis (LOTH), the Mental File Framework (c.f. Recanati 2012,
2016), Originalism (Sainsbury & Tye 2011, 2012) and Semantic Relationism
(Fine 2007). The first three views take thinking to be a triadic relation between
subjects, mental representations, and propositional content. On such views,
thinkers are not directly related to the propositional content of their thoughts.
Rather, they stand in direct relations to mental representations that have such
propositional contents. As we’ll see, this allows us to account for the problems
raised by Frege and Russell in terms of something other than sameness or
difference in the propositional content of thoughts. The last view, Semantic
Relationism, does not appeal to a distinction between mental representations
and content. This framework, however, bears certain other similarities to the
view developed in this thesis; both views take coordination in thought to be
accounted for in terms of relational features of such entities. In this section, I will
give a brief overview of each framework in turn. [ do not, of course, intend the
following presentations to cover the full extent of these complex views. Rather, |
will focus on those aspects of the theories that will be important for the

discussion of coordination in this thesis.

The views I will consider can be divided into two broad categories based on how
they account for coordination relations. On the one hand, there are what I call
intrinsicalist views, and on the other, there are relational views of coordination.
Before going into the details of specific frameworks, let me say a few words

about these general categories.
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3.1. Intrinsicalism and Relationism

We may distinguish between two classes of views about how to account for
coordination in thought. On the one hand, there are those who hold that
coordination is to be accounted for in terms of intrinsic representational
properties of concepts and thoughts. I borrow this notion from Gray (2017,
2018). It is to be understood as a technical notion. The properties in question
need be neither intrinsic nor representational in the ordinary sense of such

terms. Let me elaborate.

First, an intrinsic property of a concept or thought is here understood as any
property that does not depend on relations to other concepts or thoughts:
“intrinsic representational features are those which can be stated without
reference to another representation” (Gray 2017, 4). A concept token or thought
token being of a certain type is thus to be understood as an intrinsic feature.1®
This is the case even if the type is determined by historical facts or other
relations that are not strictly speaking intrinsic to the concept or thought on an
ordinary understanding of ‘intrinsic’. The relevant notion of ‘intrinsic feature’
includes all features a concept or thought has when seen in isolation from other

concepts and thoughts.

Second, the properties in questions need not be representational in the ordinary
sense. If, for instance, one holds that mental representations are type
individuated in terms of their historical origins2? this would count as a feature of
the relevant kind even though having a certain historical origin would not count
as a representational feature on an ordinary understanding of ‘representational’.
Likewise, if mental representations are individuated in terms of their syntactic
shape?! this would also be an intrinsic representational feature in this context. In
general, the relevant features need not have anything to do with the fact that a
thought represents an object. To repeat: The intrinsic representational features
in question are those that can be characterized without reference to other

mental representations.

19 Unless the type is determined holistically.
20 This is what Originalists claim. | say more about this view in section 3.4. below.
211 say more about this in the next sub-section, where I present Fodor’s LOTH.
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We may thus define Intrinsicalism about coordination thus:

Intrinsicalism: Coordination is to be accounted for in terms of intrinsic

representational properties of concepts and thoughts,

where the relevant properties are those that a concept or a thought has
independently of other concepts or thoughts. This has been the dominant view of

coordination until recently.

On the other hand, there are those who hold that coordination cannot be
accounted for purely in terms of intrinsic representational features. According to
such views, coordination is essentially a matter of relational representational
features. Whether or not two thoughts are positively coordinated depends on
how the thoughts are related, and such relations cannot be reduced to sameness

or difference of intrinsic representational features.

We may thus define Relationism about coordination thus:

Relationism: Coordination is to be accounted for in terms of primitive

relational representational features.

My positive account is a version of relationism. Even so, it bears some key
similarities to certain well-known intrinsicalist accounts. I now turn to an

overview of the competing frameworks that | will address in this thesis.

3.2. Fodor’s Language of Thought Hypothesis

The key claim of Fodor’s LOTH is that thinking takes place in a mental language.
This language is distinct from natural languages, but bears some important
similarities to such languages. The main similarity is that the language of thought
also has a combinatorial syntax and semantics. A thought is made up of simple
expressions that combine into complex sentence-like structures. The semantic
content of a thought depends on the semantic content of the syntactic

constituents of that thought:
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Mental representations [..] have a combinatorial syntax and
semantics, in which (a) there is a distinction between structurally
atomic and structurally molecular representations; (b) structurally
molecular representations have syntactic constituents that are
themselves either structurally molecular or structurally atomic; and
(c) the semantic content of a (molecular) representation is a function
of the semantic contents of its syntactic parts together with its

constituent structure. (Fodor & Pylyshyn 1988, 12)

The syntactic features of a thought are physically implemented in the brain. The
cognitive system is only directly sensitive to such syntactic features of thoughts
rather than their semantic properties. On this picture, the cognitive system
resembles a computer in the sense that the cognitive system computes on

syntactically specified entities. Fodor says that

Computations are operations defined over syntax of mental
representations; it is the syntax, rather than the content, of mental

states that determines its causal powers. (Fodor 2008, 70)

The LOTH thus implies a certain view of the metaphysics of thoughts.
Propositional attitudes do not involve thinkers standing in direct relations to the
relevant propositions. Instead, thinkers only stand in direct relation to mental
representations having or expressing such propositional content. The LOTH can

be understood as a conjunction of the following three theses:22

A) The Representational Theory of mind (RTM): Thinking consists of
causal sequences of tokenings of mental representations.

B) The Sentence-Like Structure of Thoughts: Mental representations have
a combinatorial syntax and semantics. Thoughts are built up of atomic
constituents and the semantic content of a thought is a function of the
semantic content of the constituent atomic representations and the

syntactic structure of the thought.

22 C.f. Lycan & Prinz (2008, 146).
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C) The Computational Theory of Mind: The cognitive system is similar to a
computer in that it computes over syntactically specified mental

representations.

Thesis (A) suggests a different picture of the nature of thoughts than the one we
found in the previous section when discussing Frege and Russell. According to
this general view, which I called the Dyadic View, thinking is a direct relation
between a subject and a proposition. In contrast, according to RTM thinking is a
triadic relation between a subject, a mental representation and propositional
content. This has important consequences for how we account for Frege’s puzzle.
If we can account for the cognitive role of thoughts and concepts in terms of
mental representations, we need not postulate a further level of semantics akin
to Fregean senses. Nor do we have to follow Russell in his restrictivism about

singular thoughts.

Remember that the doctrine of misidentification is what led Frege and Russell to
develop their specific views on the nature of thoughts. According to this doctrine,
it is the case that, if it is rationally possible for a thinker to take two thoughts to
concern distinct individuals when they do in fact concern the same individual,
there must be a difference in the two thoughts. On the RTM framework, it is
possible to do justice to this doctrine without necessitating a difference in the
propositional content of the relevant thoughts. Since subjects are only directly
related to mental representations it is rationally permissible to be wrong about
co-reference as long as the representational constituents of the two thoughts
differ. If someone has the beliefs BOB DYLAN IS A MUSICIAN and ROBERT
ZIMMERMAN IS A MUSICIAN she may, as we have seen, rationally fail to know that
the two beliefs concern the same individual. However, all that follows directly
from this on the current account is that the mental representations, i.e. the
syntactic features of the thoughts, must be different. It does not follow directly

that the two thought must differ in their propositional content.

This means that according to Fodor’s LOTH, coordination is ultimately explained
in terms of a sameness or difference in the syntactic features of thoughts.

Whether or not two thoughts are positively coordinated depends on the
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sameness or difference in the constituent syntactic entities of such thoughts.
Such sameness or difference is, according to Fodor, a matter of two atomic

representation tokens being of the same syntactic type.

The question, then, is how to individuate such atomic mental representations.
Fodor is not explicit about exactly how to do this, but in some places he suggests
that they are to be individuated by their syntactic forms (cf. Fodor 2008). Talk of
such forms is of course purely metaphorical. Type identity of atomic
representations is not determined by their physical 'shape’ or ‘form’ in the brain,
since the same concept may be physically realized in many different ways in the
heads of different thinkers, or even the same thinker at different times. Fodor
(2008) illustrates sameness or difference in atomic representation types by

appeal to how we determine sameness of types of letters:

We distinguish 'dog’ tokens from ’cat’ tokens by their spelling, but we
don’t distinguish ’a’ tokens from ’b’ tokens that way, since 'a’ and 'b’
don’t, of course, have spellings. What they have is shapes; and their
shapes are different in ways to which our visual system is responsive;
if they weren’t, we wouldn’t be able to read. Likewise mutatis
mutandis for the way the minds draw type distinctions between

tokens of basic mental representations. (Fodor 2008, 80)323

Exactly what is meant by the talk of shapes of syntactic entities is not important
for the discussion in this thesis. Rather, what is important is that Fodor’s account
of coordination explains the phenomenon in terms of intrinsic representational
features of mental representations, as defined in the previous section. Such
intrinsic representational features, recall, are those features that are
independent of the properties of other mental representations of a thinker. On
this view, a mental representation being of a certain type is independent of its
relation to other thoughts or concepts the thinker may have. Fodor’s LOTH is

thus an intrinsicalist account of coordination in thought.

23 Fodor also uses this way of talking about mental representations in earlier work, such as in the
following passage: "Because Classical mental representations have combinatorial structure, it is
possible for Classical mental operations to apply to them by reference to their form” (Fodor &
Pylyshyn 1988, 13).
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The next two frameworks I will present, namely the mental file account and
Originalism, also accept RTM. They hold that thinking is not a direct relation
between subjects and propositions. The frameworks differ, however, with
respect to their views as to the exact nature of coordination. They take different
views on the nature of mental representations. I turn presently to the mental file

account.

3.3. Mental Files

The mental file account of the nature of thoughts has been developed in various
ways by different authors. One of the central proponents of this framework is
Perry (1980). Fodor also mentions the possibility of modelling mental
representations as files (2008, 92—100). The details of the framework are,
however, most thoroughly developed by Recanati (2012, 2016).2* In what

follows, I will thus focus on Recanati’s particular formulation of the framework.

According to this framework, singular concepts are to be understood as clusters
of information construed as mental files. Each file contains pieces of information
that are taken by the subject to concern the reference of the file. On this
framework, coordination is explained in terms of such information clustering
within mental files: All pieces of information contained within a single file are
positively coordinated.?> What file a given piece of information is stored in
wholly depends on the acquaintance relation through which it was gained
(Recanati (2012) uses the term epistemically rewarding (ER) relation for such
relations). All pieces of information gained through the same acquaintance

relation go into the same file and thereby become positively coordinated.

24 Talk of files and equivalent notions is also used in discourse representation theory (e.g. Kamp
2015) and file change semantics (c.f. Heim 1982).

25 Note that Recanati does not use the term ’positive coordination’. Instead he uses what I take to
be a synonymous term, namely ’'de jure co-reference’. I say more about this terminology in
section 6.1 below.
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The mental file theorist maintains that such acquaintance (i.e. ER) relations may
obtain between a thinker and objects in the external world.2¢ Hence, the mental
file framework differs from that of Russell in that one may have singular
thoughts about mind-external objects. In fact, Recanati develops his account of
mental files specifically as a way of accounting for the Fregean data within a
Millian/Russellian framework.2” He argues that we may have singular thoughts
about mind-external objects and that this involves deploying a singular file in

thought.

A mental file contains information in the form of predicates taken by the subject
to be satisfied by the referent of a file. So, for instance, your mental file about Bob
Dylan contains information such as ‘is a musician, ‘won a Nobel Prize’, and so on.
On this picture, two pieces of information, i and j, are positively coordinated if “i
and j occur in the same file without the benefit of a prior judgement of identity”
(Recanati 2012, 95). Every piece of information that is taken to concern the same
referent is stored within the same file. This means that the fact that the two
pieces of information ‘is a musician’ and ‘won a Nobel Prize’ is stored within one
and the same file is what warrants an inference directly from the two pieces of
information to the conclusion that a musician won a Nobel Prize. That is, co-

location of information in files warrants trading on identity.

In contrast, two pieces of information being stored in distinct files is an
indication that the information is taken to concern two different referents. Let’s
say that instead of having both ‘is a musician’ and ‘won a Nobel Prize’ stored in

the same file, you have the first predicate stored in your BOB DYLAN file and the

26 Such ER relations may be perceptually based, but can also obtain in cases in which one is
indirectly related to an object through testimony.

27 Note that Recanati takes his mental file framework to be ’'neo-Fregean’. He says that he
assumes "a two-level semantics with a sense-reference distinction” (2012, 13). However, in a
footnote on the same page he says that "since, in my framework, mental files are what plays the
role of sense, and mental files are representational 'vehicles’, it can be argued that the theory put
forth in this book is not a two-level semantic a la Frege” (2012, 13 n.6). Later on he says that
“some theorists, most prominently Jerry Fodor, reject the Fregean distinction between sense and
reference on the grounds that what plays the mode of presentation role is not anything semantic
[...] So what is the difference between the view I have expounded and the view, argued for by
Fodor [...] that modes of presentation are syntactic? Not much, since I accept that mental files are
representational vehicles. The difference is primarily terminological” (2012, 244—245). For the
purposes of this thesis, 1 thus take Recanati’s framework to be what I've called
'Millian/Russellian’ in nature. Nothing hangs on this terminological difference.
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second predicate stored in another file, namely your ROBERT ZIMMERMAN file.
Let’s also assume that you are not aware that Dylan is Zimmerman. Now, since
the two pieces of information are stored in distinct files, you are not warranted
in inferring from these two pieces of information alone that a musician won a
Nobel Prize. The information being stored in distinct files entails that the two
pieces of information are not accessible from one and the same file: “to say that
there are two distinct mental files is to say that the information in one file is
insulated from information in the other” (Recanati 2012, 42). This is why one
cannot, without violating rational norms, trade upon identity of two pieces of

information that are stored in distinct files.

This is also what accounts for the possibility of rational individuals ascribing
contradictory predicates to the same individual: Since a difference in files makes
it the case that the information is insulated, there is nothing that prevents you
from storing the predicate ‘is a musician’ in the BOB DYLAN file and ‘is not a
musician’ in the ZIMMERMAN file, since the contradiction is not manifest to you.
On this picture, “information integration and inferential exploitation of
information only takes place within files” (Recanati 2012, 43). Negative
coordination, then, is explained in terms of information being stored in distinct

files.

Note that information being gained through a given acquaintance relation counts
as an intrinsic representational feature. This is because being gained on the basis
of a given acquaintance relation does not depend on relations to other
representations. Likewise, being stored in a given file does not depend on
relations to the other pieces of information that may be in that file. Hence, the
mental file framework also offers an intrinsicalist account of coordination in
thought. This feature of the mental file framework will play an important role in

the discussion of this framework in this thesis.

[ now turn to a discussion of Originalism, a view that, like the mental file account
and Fodor’s LOTH, holds that thinking does not involve a direct relation between

subjects and propositions, and that coordination is to be accounted for in terms
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of intrinsic representational properties of concepts and thoughts. However, it

disagrees with these other accounts about the nature of mental representations.

3.4. Originalism

Originalism is developed and defended by Sainsbury & Tye (2011, 2012). The
framework is specifically developed to account for the Fregean data within a
Millian framework. Sainsbury & Tye explicitly appeal to possible worlds
semantics when illustrating the nature of the content of thoughts (2012, 47—
46). However, the general framework would be equally compatible with classic
Millian/Russellianism about propositions. What's relevant in the current context
is that they claim that mental representations can do the work traditionally
assigned to Fregean senses, and so there is no need to introduce further levels of

semantics in order to account for coordination.

Originalists accept certain key claims of Fodor’s LOTH. First, concepts are taken
to be mental representations. Second, Originalists agree with Fodor that
thoughts have a combinatorial structure that consists of atomic concepts and

relations between such concepts:

[Concepts are] mental representations of a sort deployed in thought;
they are representational constituents of thoughts. Thoughts are
made up of concepts, and what thoughts as a whole represent is a
function of their component concepts: what they represent and how

they are combined. (Sainsbury & Tye 2012, 1)

Originalists also agree with Fodor that the cognitive system computes over token
mental representations: “Cognitive processing depends not directly on content
but on the vehicles of content: concepts and thoughts” (Ibid., 57). Hence,
Originalists take thinking to be a triadic relation between a thinker, mental
representations and propositional content. Thinkers are directly related to
mental representations and only indirectly to the propositional content of such

representations.
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The view differs, however, from that of Fodor in what it takes the individuation
conditions for concepts to be. The key claim of Originalism is that two concept

tokens are of the same type if and only if they have the same historical origin:

Originalism: Concept C1 = concept C2 if and only if the originating use of

C1 = the originating use of C2 (c.f. Sainsbury & Tye 2011, 105).

On this view, it is the case that for every concept there is just one originating use
and that every originating use of a concept is the origin of one concept only (c.f.
Sainsbury & Tye 2011, 104). So for instance, in the case of someone tokening the
concept ROBERT ZIMMERMAN, the type of the concept is determined by the time
in history at which it was first introduced. In this case, this would most likely be
at Bob Dylan’s baptism. Similarly, the type of a given tokening of BOB DYLAN is
determined by the first use of that term, which took place in a different historical
context than the first use of ROBERT ZIMMERMAN. As a result, the two concept

tokens in question are of different types, due to having distinct historical origins.

On this view, coordination is explained in terms of sameness or difference in
concept types. Concept tokens that are of the same type play the same role in
cognition, while concept tokens of different types play distinct roles in cognition.
Whether or not two concept tokens are of the same type fully depends on
whether or not they belong to chains of deference with the same historical
origin. Importantly, Originalists thus reject Frege’s (1982) claim that the possible
cognitive difference of co-referential concepts requires the introduction of

senses. They hold that,

distinct concepts can, and typically will, play different roles in our
cognitive activities, even if they have the same content. [...] The work
supposedly done by difference of sense can be done better by

difference of concepts. (Sainsbury & Tye 2012, 53—54)

This is the same general idea that we found in Fodor’s LOTH and the mental file
framework: We may adopt a simple one-levelled semantics and still account for
the Fregean data by appeal to sameness or difference in types of mental

representations.
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Since Originalists explain coordination in terms of sameness or difference in
types of concepts (and such types are not determined holistically) they
ultimately account for coordination in terms of intrinsic representational
features of concepts and thoughts, as defined in section 3.1. To determine the
type of a concept one need not look to other concepts the thinker deploys. We
may determine the type of a concept purely by looking at historical facts about
when the concept was first used. In the next section I will say more about why

this point is important to the discussion in this thesis.

3.5. Semantic Relationism

As mentioned throughout the presentation of the three previous views, they all
have in common that they explain coordination in terms of intrinsic
representational features of concepts and thoughts. Such intrinsic
representational features, recall, are those that can be established by looking at a
particular mental representation in isolation from other mental representations.
According to this terminology, then, a mental representation having a certain
content (i.e. referent) or being of a certain type (as long as types are not
determined holistically) counts as an intrinsic representational feature of that
representation (and, as we have seen, this is the case even when type

individuation involves an appeal to historical fact).

In recent years, some philosophers have argued that this approach to
coordination is misguided. Such philosophers (c.f. Fine 2007, Pinillos 2011)
argue that coordination cannot be reduced to sameness of intrinsic
representational features. This is because they take coordination to be an
essentially relational property. I call this general account of coordination in
terms of irreducible primitive relations Relationism. The most prominent
relationist account is found in Fine (2007), where he develops and defends his

Semantic Relationism. Fine develops relationist accounts for coordination in
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logic, natural language and in thought. In this thesis I focus on the latter, namely

coordination in thought.28

Like the views discussed in the previous subsection, Fine’'s account is advanced
as a way of accounting for coordination within a broadly Millian/Russellian
framework. It differs, however, in how the framework achieves this. Fine does
not ascribe any interesting explanatory role to mental representations when it
comes to coordination in thought. This is partly because he thinks that “thoughts
do not appear to have the same kind of clear syntax as sentences” (2007, 73).
This marks a clear discontinuity with the previous views which all take thoughts
to consist of structured representations and explain coordination in terms of
features of such mental representations. When it comes to Fine’s account of
coordination we may thus regard his view as closer to the Dyadic View in that, at
least for our explanatory purposes, thinking is a dyadic relation between a

subject and a proposition.

Consequently, Fine follows Frege and Russell in taking a difference in cognitive
role to imply a difference in propositional content. Importantly, however, Fine
takes the relevant difference needed to account for coordination to be a
primitive relational feature of propositions. Two thoughts that differ in their
cognitive role may share all intrinsic representational features and differ only in

their relational properties. On this view,

The content of a belief will be given by a coordinated rather than by
an uncoordinated proposition. Thus we may distinguish between the
content of the belief that Cicero is Tully (where this is the negatively
coordinated proposition) from the content of the belief that Cicero is
Cicero (where this is the positively coordinated proposition). This is

already a great advantage on the usual referentialist view, which is

28 As I read Fine, he thinks that it is possible to consider coordination in the different domains in
isolation. Even though Fine’s explanation of coordination is highly similar across these domains,
what’s important for the present purposes is that his explanation of coordination in thought does
not depend on what he says about the other domains. That is, although his explanations of
coordination in language and thought are similar, his account of coordination in thought does not
essentially depend on his account of coordination in language and vice versa. | say more about
the relation between coordination in thought and language in section 7.4. below.
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unable to make any such distinction without either distorting the
logical form or appealing to some notion of sense or “guises”. (Fine

2007,77)

Even though two thoughts such as DYLAN IS DYLAN and DYLAN IS ZIMMERMAN
express the same classic Millian/Russellian propositions, they express different
coordinated propositions: The former proposition contains a coordinative link
between the two objectual constituents making it positively coordinated, while
the latter proposition does not contain such a link, making it negatively
coordinated. This is why in the former thought the co-reference is manifest to

the thinker while in the second thought this is not the case.

An important consequence of Semantic Relationism, then, is that even though
classic Millian/Russellian propositions are not transparent to thinkers,

coordinated propositions must be. I return to this in section 6.2 below.

The account of coordination developed in this thesis bears many similarities to
the views discussed in this general section. In the next section [ will give a brief
overview of key-claims of the proposed account and point to similarities and
differences between this framework and the related frameworks considered

above.

4. Vehicle Relationism

I develop the framework of Vehicle Relationism throughout chapters 1, 2 and 3.

In what follows I will point to some of the central features of the framework.

The key claim of Vehicle Relationism is this:

Vehicle relationism: Coordination is to be accounted for in terms of

primitive relations between representational vehicles.

I use the notion of pointer relations to denote the relevant primitive relations.

Whenever the pointer relation obtains the relata are positively coordinated.

34



INTRODUCTION

Importantly, the pointer relations do not reduce to sameness of intrinsic

representational features of the relata.

I call the representational vehicles that are capable of entering into pointer
relations mental tags. Together with pointer relations, mental tags are the
building blocks of thoughts, and as such they can be understood as individual

concepts.

We then get the following characterization of coordination relations:

Positive Coordination: Two mental tags are positively coordinated if

and only if they are connected by pointers.

Negative Coordination: Two mental tags are negatively coordinated

if and only if they are not connected by pointers.

Vehicle Relationism thus assumes a representational theory of mind. According
to this view, thinking is a triadic relation between a subject, mental
representations, and propositional content. Thinkers are only directly related to
mental representations and indirectly to propositions via such mental
representations. The cognitive computational system is only directly sensitive to
features of mental representations. In this way, the framework bears similarity

to that of Fodor’s LOTH, the Mental File Framework, and Originalism.

It differs from such frameworks in that it is essentially a relationist account of
coordination. According to Vehicle Relationism, it is not possible to determine
whether or not two representational vehicles are positively coordinated merely
by looking at the properties of the two vehicles in isolation. Two
representational vehicles may share the exact same intrinsic properties -
including the semantic content they express - and still fail to be positively
coordinated. In the case of someone rationally having both the belief DYLAN WON
A NOBEL PRIZE and the belief ZIMMERMAN DID NOT WIN A NOBEL PRIZE, the
mental tags DYLAN and ZIMMERMAN have the same intrinsic properties, including
referential content, but they are not connected by pointers. Since they are not

connected by pointers, the co-reference is not manifest to the thinker.
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Vehicle Relationism thus agrees with Semantic Relationism in that coordination
is to be accounted for in terms of primitive relations. The framework differs from
that of Fine’s in that it takes the relata of these relations to be representational
vehicles, whereas Fine takes the relata to be objectual constituents of

propositions.

Since the framework strictly speaking is an account of mental representations it
is in theory compatible with any account of the nature of propositions. However,
as already mentioned, [ accept a Millian/Russellian account of propositions, and
accounting for the Fregean data within a Millian/Russellian framework is one of
the central motivations behind the development of Vehicle Relationism. The
viability of Vehicle Relationism does not, however, depend on the viability of this

particular view on the nature of propositions.

Thus far, I've focused on a notion of samethinking essentially tied to the
explanation of rational reasoning and behavioural dispositions. In particular, I
have focused on coordination, which is to be understood as the sort of
samethinking that essentially has to do with our capacity to trade on identity. In
the final chapter in this thesis [ explore a different way in which thoughts can be
said to be about the same phenomenon. This notion of ‘samethinking’ is tied in
with a related notion of ‘samesaying’. Since the latter has received much more
attention in the literature, I focus on utterances rather than thoughts when
discussing this broader notion. However, as far as [ can see, most of what I say is
equally applicable to the phenomenon as it occurs in thoughts. The question I
address in the final chapter is how someone (typically distinct individuals or the
same individual at different times) may properly be said to think or talk about
the same topic despite their thoughts and utterances differing in their overall
semantic properties. In the next section I will give some more background to the

debate on topic-continuity in cases of semantic drift.
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5. Topics

The final chapter of this thesis concerns the broader understanding of
‘samethinking’ as well as the corresponding notion of ‘samesaying’. It focuses on
the possibility that two thoughts or two utterances may concern the same topic
despite a difference in their overall semantic properties. The discussion in this
final paper does not build on the discussion in the previous chapters. It does,
however, concern the same general abstract theme: What is it for two

thoughts/utterances to be ‘the same’ in explanatorily interesting ways?

The chapter engages with the recent literature on Conceptual Engineering.2°
Conceptual Engineering is the process of assessing and improving our
representational devices. In the chapter, I consider prominent questions within
this literature and engage with some of the central views on the nature of the
project. I do, however, combine this literature with considerations familiar from

the literature on the nature of thoughts and language.

Semantic drift occurs whenever a word changes meaning over time. This is a
common phenomenon. Consider for instance the word ‘clue’, which used to mean
a ball of thread (of the sort that would help guide someone out of a labyrinth, for
instance), whereas today it means something like evidence or information that
helps solve a given task. It seems that the meaning of the word has changed. This
kind of semantic drift often results in a change in the subject matter that one
talks (or thinks) about when deploying such words. This is the case with the
word ‘clue’: People who used the word at a time when the word picked out balls
of threads specifically did not talk about the same subject matter as someone
who uses the word today. In cases like this, there has been a change in topic as a

result of the semantic drift.

Some cases of semantic drift, however, preserve topic. That is, there are cases in
which it seems correct to say that a use of a word prior to a semantic change

concerns the same subject matter as a use of the very same word type after such

29 C.f. Haslanger 2000, Plunkett & Sundell 2013, Cappelen 2018. Plunkett and Sundell (2013) use
the label ‘conceptual ethics’, while Haslanger (2000) uses the term ‘ameliorative project’.
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a change. At the beginning of this introduction chapter, we looked at one such
candidate. In the case of the word ‘fish’ it seems right to say that someone who
used the word at a time when they thought of whales as a species of fish talked
about the same subject matter as someone who uses the word today, although
such a person would not consider whales a type of fish. This is the case even if
we think that the meaning of ‘fish’ has changed as a result of people coming to

think that whales are not fish.30

In recent years the notions of semantic change and stability of topic have gained
currency as a result of the increased popularity of revisionary projects such as
conceptual engineering. Sometimes our representational devices do not work
the way we want them to.3! There are various ways in which such devices may
be sub-optimal: For instance, our words may fail to refer; or they may refer to
more things than we would like them to; or they may fail to pick out things that
should be in their extension; they may have negative consequences for a society
and so on. Philosophers are not merely in the business of describing the nature
of our representational devices - sometimes they ask what our representational

devices should be like.

Revisionary projects, such as conceptual engineering, involve changing semantic
aspects of representational devices. There is, however, a worry that such
changes will lead to a change in subject matter, resulting in people talking past
each other and providing solutions to problems other than the ones originally
posed. This is the Strawsonian challenge (c.f. Strawson 1963). In order to
respond to this challenge, many philosophers nowadays (e.g. Sawyer 2018,
Cappelen 2018) think that there may be a continuity of topic despite a change in
semantic properties. In the last chapter of this thesis, [ consider some prominent
theories of how to best account for the possibility of continuance of topics
despite such semantic drift. I will say more about this discussion as well as my
argument in the next section, where I give an overview of each of the thesis

chapters.

30 borrow the case of ’fish’ from Sainsbury (2014).
311 use the term ’'representational device’ rather than ’concept’ since the former is less
committing and theory-laden.
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6. Chapter Overview and Summaries

The thesis consists of four papers. The first three papers concern coordination in
thought. The fourth paper concerns the nature of the continuance-of-topic
relation. In what follows I will give a brief overview of the discussion and

argument of each chapter in turn.

6.1. Chapter 1: ‘Mental Files: In Defence of Pointer Relations’

The first chapter proposes a novel way of understanding coordination. It takes
the mental file picture (c.f. Recanati 2012, 2016) as an outset and develops a
more parsimonious framework for accounting for the nature of coordination in
thought. I argue that the mental file framework is insufficient when it comes to
accounting for coordination of relational predicates. In the case of relational
predicates coordination relations obtain across distinct files and the mental file
theorist cannot account for this purely in terms of co-location of information in a

single file.

[ consider various responses on behalf of the mental file theorist and argue that
in order to give an account of coordination of relational predicates, the file
framework must be supplemented with further machinery. More specifically, I
argue that the mental file theorist is forced to introduce pointer relations in order
to account for this phenomenon. Such pointer relations account for the

possibility of positive coordination across distinct files.

I then argue that this further machinery, i.e. the pointers, in effect renders the
files themselves superfluous when it comes to accounting for coordination in
general. If pointers can account for coordination across distinct files they can
also account for coordination within files. If we grant this, the files themselves
are no longer needed to account for coordination of one-place predicates. We

may give a unified account of coordination in terms of pointer relations without
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invoking the notion of a mental file. [ conclude that we ought to we give up the
explanation of coordination in terms of co-location of information in files and

instead adopt a relational account of coordination in terms of pointer relations.

I call the proposed framework Vehicle Relationism (c.f. section 4 above). This
framework has many common features with the mental file framework and is
developed partly as a result of engagement with the literature on mental files.
The main difference between the two frameworks is that the mental file
framework is an intrinsicalist framework while Vehicle Relationism is a
relational framework. The mental file theorist explains coordination in terms of
sameness or difference in files, whereas Vehicle Relationism takes the pointer
relations as representational primitives that cannot be reduced to sameness of

intrinsic features of mental representations.

In chapter 1 I spell out the key claims of Vehicle Relationism. However, the view
is only worked out in detail in chapter 2. Before giving an overview of chapter 2,
let me make a brief terminological point. When discussing coordination in
Chapter 1 [ use the term ‘de jure co-reference’ rather than ‘positive coordination’.
The terms pick out the same phenomenon, namely the relation that warrants
trading on identity.32 The reason why I choose to use this term in the discussion
of the mental file framework is that this is the term used by Recanati himself.
This makes the discussion and references to the mental file literature flow more
easily. | ask the reader to keep in mind that there is only a terminological
difference (hence, no substantial difference) between de jure co-reference and

positive coordination.

6.2. Chapter 2: ‘Vehicle Relationism: In Defence of Pointer Relations’

The second chapter develops the framework suggested in Chapter 1 further.
Here 1 spell out the details concerning the cognitive role of mental

representations on this framework. The key claims of Vehicle Relationism are

w

32 Recanati also notes this synonymy when he says that, “coordination’ is another name for co-

reference de jure” (Recanati 2016, 33).
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the following. First, coordination is to be accounted for in terms of primitive
relational features of thoughts. Second, such relations obtain between
representational vehicles. I develop the details of Vehicle Relationism by appeal

to the notion of pointer relations discussed in Chapter 1.

In this chapter, 1 use the positive view to account for certain long-standing
puzzles within the philosophy of mind, such as Frege’s Puzzle as well as Kripke’s
puzzle of Paderewski. I argue that in order to solve these puzzles we need only

appeal to relational differences of the relevant mental representations.

I then compare the positive view to similar views, such as Heck’s (2012) Formal
Relationism, Fodor’s (1975, 2008) LOTH, and Fine’s (2007) Semantic
Relationism. The key claim of Heck’s formal relationism is that all that is needed
to account for the Fregean data is relational differences between the relevant
thoughts. Heck does not say much about how to implement such relations. They
do, however, say that they have an inclination to think that “the language of
thought hypothesis is true and that formal relations supervene on Mentalese
syntax” (Heck 2012, 159). While I agree with Heck’s general observation that
relational aspects of thought are sufficient to explain the Fregean data, I disagree
with their view about how to implement such relations if the syntax of the
language of thought is construed according to Fodor’s intrinsicalist view. This

leads to a comparison between Fodor’s LOTH and Vehicle Relationism.

As we have seen, Fodor’s LOTH and Vehicle Relationism agree on several central
issues. The key difference concerns how the two frameworks understand the
language of thought. Fodor takes the elements of the language of thought to be
highly similar to sentences and words in natural language and thus takes
coordination to be explained in terms of sameness of types (which is determined
by something akin to shapes) of the “words” in the language of thought. In
contrast, the Vehicle Relationist takes the relational aspect of mental
representations to be representationally primitive and an essential constituent
of the language of thought. On this view, the cognitive system “reads off” the
pointer relations directly, rather than recognizing coordination as a result of

encountering the same or different symbols in the language of thought.
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Finally, I compare Vehicle Relationism to Semantic Relationism. I point to
problems with Semantic Relationism that are easily avoided by the proposed
account. In short, I argue that it is puzzling how coordinated propositions can be
transparent to thinkers whereas classical Millian/Russellian propositions are
not. | also argue that Vehicle Relationism is more metaphysically parsimonious
than Semantic Relationism and that, as a result, Vehicle Relationism provides a

better picture of coordination in thought.

6.3. Chapter 3: ‘Originalism and Coordination in Thought: In Defence of Vehicle

Relationism’

Chapter 3 is to be seen in line with the former two chapters. In this chapter |
offer criticisms of one particular account of coordination, namely Originalism
(cf. section 3.3. above). I argue that the Originalist fails to account for
coordination in thought and that we instead should adopt a Vehicle Relationist

account of such coordination.

I consider two constraints on concept individuation that are generally accepted
in the literature, but that are jointly inconsistent. First, according to the Publicity
Constraint on concept individuation, the nature of concepts must be such that
distinct individuals may use the same concept or concept tokens of the same

type. This constraint calls for a coarse-grained individuation of concepts.

The second constraint is the Fregean Constraint. According to this constraint, a
difference in the cognitive role of thoughts and concepts must be reflected in a
difference in concepts or concept types (c.f. section 2 above). This constraint
requires fine-grained individuation conditions for concepts. The two constraints
are thus in tension (c.f. Crimmins 1992, Heck 2002, Laurence & Margolis 2007,
Duahu 2012, Onofri 2016).

Given the nature of Originalism, the framework seems prima facie promising
when it comes to accounting for the two constraints. First, the framework takes

concepts (types) to be public and hence shareable. This is promising when it
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comes to accounting for the Publicity Constraint. Second, the framework is
specifically branded as providing solutions to the longstanding puzzles
pertaining to the cognitive role of concepts and thoughts. It should therefore be

able to account for the Fregean data.

[ argue, however, that Originalism fails to provide a good account of the cognitive
role of concepts and thoughts. The problem is that the Originalist is forced to say
that sameness or difference in concept type is not always transparent to
thinkers. Coordination relations are, however, always transparent. Hence,
Originalism fails to provide an account of coordination and thus to give an
account of rational reasoning. As a result, the framework fails to provide
satisfying solutions to classical puzzles of mind, such as Frege’s Puzzle and

Kripke’s (1979) puzzle of Paderewski.

The problem posed for Originalism is a structural problem that affects any
theory that takes the cognitive role of concepts to be accounted for in terms of
types of concepts, but at the same time holds that sameness or difference in
concept types is not transparent to thinkers. [ suggest a minimal addition to such
frameworks that allows them to account for a thinker’s rational cognitive
capacities. I propose that the cognitive role of concepts is to be accounted for in
terms of primitive relations (i.e. pointer relations) that obtain between
representational vehicles rather than in terms of features such as
representations being of the same type. This opens up the possibility of having
coarse-grained individuation conditions for concepts (and thus respect the
Publicity Constraint on concept individuation), and at the same time do justice to
Frege’s observation without strictly speaking conforming to the Fregean

Constraint.

6.4. Chapter 4: ‘Staying on Topic: The Continuance-of-Topic Relation is Non-

Transitive’

In chapter 4 I look at the phenomenon of continuance of topics in cases of

semantic drift. There has been a tendency to make a sharp distinction between,
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on the one hand, cases of semantic drift where the topic is preserved and, on the
other, cases of semantic drift where there is a change in topics (e.g. Sawyer 2018,
Ball forthcoming). When it comes to accounting for continuance of topic the
dominant strategy has been to appeal to identity of some sort. I show that we
cannot draw a clear distinction between the cases of semantic drift where topics
are preserved and those where they are not. This is because we have cases that
in some sense fall into both categories. There are cases of semantic drift where
there is continuity of topic at any two minuscule time intervals through the
evolutionary chain of a term, but where there is discontinuity of topic at the
beginning and end of the chain. That is, the continuance-of-topic relation is non-

transitive.

By showing that the continuance-of-topic relation is non-transitive, I reveal a
structural problem with popular accounts of topic stability according to which
continuance of topic is accounted for in terms of identity relations, be it identity
of concepts (Sawyer 2018, Richard forthcoming) or identity of meaning (Ball
forthcoming). I argue that all accounts that try to explain stability of topics in

terms of identity relations fail.

Finally, I consider Cappelen’s (2018) account of stability of topics, and argue that
the non-transitivity of the sameness-of-topic relation puts some restrictions on
his Contestation Theory. 1 argue that a consequence of the finding in this paper is
that proponents of Cappelen’s Contestation Theory can only account for
continuance of topics if they adopt a similarity account of samesaying. They are
thus forced to reject Cappelen & Lepore’s (2007) argument to the effect that the

samesaying locution is necessarily a matter of identity.

In the final section of this introduction chapter I will point to some of the
findings in this thesis. I will also suggest some future work based on these

findings.
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7. Findings and Further Work

The thesis proposes a novel account of coordination in thought. I present the key
claims of Vehicle Relationism and use it to explain some of the central puzzles
pertaining to coordination within the philosophy of mind. I compare the view to
what | take to be the main competing frameworks given certain common
assumptions about the nature of thoughts. In what follows I will point to some of
the consequences of the proposed framework as well as suggest some further

work.

7.1. Consequences for Trading on Identity

One interesting consequence of Vehicle Relationism is that, if correct, the validity
of an inference and rational reasoning come apart. In presenting the debate in
this chapter I have explained the relevant notion of ‘manifestness’ in terms of its
role in giving warrant for an individual’s trading on identity. However, a
consequence of Vehicle Relationism is that one may be warranted in trading on
identity even in cases where the relevant thoughts do not in fact concern the
same individual as long as the cognitive system (mistakenly) treats the thoughts
as if they did concern the same referent. In Chapter 2, I draw a distinction

between manifest and apparent co-reference:

Manifest Co-reference: Two mental representations are manifestly
co-referential if and only if they are positively coordinated and share

reference.

Apparent Co-reference: Two mental representations are apparently
co-referential if and only if they are positively coordinated and do not

share reference.

Both manifest and apparent co-reference are sub-classes of positive
coordination. In order to be warranted in trading on identity one only needs
positive coordination. In the case of apparent co-reference, someone may be

warranted in trading on identity without the inference being valid. The semantic
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constraint commonly taken to be the mark of valid inferences says that, if the
premises are true, then so necessarily is the conclusion. However, in the case of
apparent co-reference it is possible that the premises are true, but that the

conclusion is false.

I take this to be a virtue of the proposed framework. This helps us explain how
someone may reason in a rational way in cases of confusion. To illustrate,
suppose you see a snake on the ground and form the belief THAT SNAKE IS
VENOMOUS. You look away and when you turn back you see what you take to be
the same snake again and form the belief THAT SNAKE ENJOYS SUNBATHING. You
would then be rational to conclude from this that there is a venomous snake that
enjoys sunbathing. However, unbeknownst to you, the apparent snake you're
looking at turns out to actually be two distinct snakes. The two representations
are positively coordinated and so you are rational in trading on identity in the
inference. However, since the two positively coordinated representations refer
to distinct individuals, the argument is not valid. A consequence of this view is
that positive coordination is not factive, in that two mental representations that

are positively coordinated may not be co-referential.

This contrasts with other views on coordination, such as Fine’s (2007) and
Recanati’s (2016). According to Fine, positive coordination entails co-reference:
“coordination within thought is taken to be a form of strict co-representation, in
analogy to [...] coordination within language as a form of strict coreference”
(2007, 67), and “strict co-reference implies coreference” (Ibid., 45). In the case of
the snake above, he would either have to claim that the relevant beliefs are not

positively coordinated or that they actually co-refer.33

33 The latter alternative seems to be what Fine would prefer. He might say that all three tokens of
THAT SNAKE in the beliefs figuring as premises and the conclusion have the same referent,
namely an amalgam of the two snakes: In cases of confusing two objects for one, "we have
successful reference to some sort of amalgam of these objects” (Fine 2007, 126). Fine also
introduces the notion of putative co-reference which corresponds to what is taken to be a matter
of co-reference from the subject’s point of view. This notion is not factive (c.f. Fine 2010b, 497).
Putative coordination explains why an individual may trade on identity in cases of confusion. In
such cases, the individual may trade on identity even though the relevant beliefs are not
positively coordinated (since positive coordination is a matter of strict co-reference on his view).
I do, however, think that in order for coordination to be the right notion to explain cognitive
significance in general (including cases of confusion such as in the case of inverse Paderewski
puzzles (c.f. Recanati 2012, 115—116)) warrant in trading on identity and positive coordination
should not come apart.
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Similarly, Recanati takes positive coordination to be factive. He takes positive
coordination to be a matter of knowledge such that, if two terms or token mental
representations are positively coordinated the thinker knows that they co-refer if
both refer.3* He thus denies that cases of confusion, such as the one involving the
snake above, involve reference to two distinct referents. Instead, he would say
that only the first token of THAT SNAKE refers to the snake, whereas the other
fails to refer. He says that “if the subject is confused, at least one of the two

singular terms must fail to refer” (Recanati 2016, 28).

The Vehicle Relationist account of coordination thus differs from the accounts
offered by Fine and Recanati in that the Vehicle Relationist does not take positive
coordination to be factive in the sense that it yields (possibly conditional)

knowledge of co-reference.

The fact that Vehicle Relationism allows for the possibility of positive
coordination (and hence warrant in trading on identity) despite a difference in
referential content makes the view similar to Lawlor’s 2010 account of internal
co-reference.3> According to Lawlor’s account “we might understand internal co-
reference in terms of a chaining relation among token expressions in thought
and language, with no implication of successful reference” (2010, 493). Lawlor’s
account differs from that of Vehicle Relationism in that she takes such chains to

obtain at the semantic level.

On the proposed framework, then, we only get validity in the case of manifest co-
reference. Only in the case of manifest co-reference does the thinker potentially
get new knowledge through an inference. But rationality may endure even in
cases where this is not the case. On this picture, then, the notion of coordination
in thought is first and foremost tied in with the rationality of an inference - the

class of inferences that yield knowledge (in the relevant way) is only a subclass

34 On this picture, positive coordination entails knowledge of conditional co-reference, i.e. that
there is co-reference if the concepts refer at all (c.f. Recanati 2016, 21).

35See Lawlor (2010) for reasons to think that this is the correct understanding of positive
coordination. She argues that we need “a substantive characterization that permits us to say how
inferences might be warranted from the subject’s point of view even if they’re not truth-
preserving [and] strict coreference doesn’t work for confused inference” (2010, 493). See Fine
(2010D) for a response to Lawlor’s argument.
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of inferences that involve positive coordination.

7.2. Consequences for the Notion of a Concept

Another consequence of the view proposed and defended in this thesis is that
talk about concepts as the constituents of thoughts is less explanatorily fruitful
than often assumed. What would talk about concepts even amount to on the
Vehicle Relationist account, one may ask. The question is a difficult one. One
possibility is to take concepts to be mental tags. Mental tags are the bearers of
semantic content, and the content of a thought depends on the constituent
mental tags of that thought and how they are structured. If we take concepts to
be tags of this kind, talk of concepts provides just another way to (indirectly) talk
about the content of thoughts. The question, then, is what explanatory work this
further notion of a concept might do that could not be done equally well by direct
appeal to the content of the tags. Further, when it comes to the traditional job
description usually assigned to concepts, such as accounting for cognitive
significance, mental tags do not in and of themselves play an interesting
explanatory role. Such explanatory tasks pertaining to coordination are all done
by the primitive pointer relations. Another possibility, then, is to take concepts to
be pointer relations. This, however, would lead to another non-traditional view
of the nature of concepts. Concepts are usually taken to be the sort of things that
can be given individuation conditions. However, when it comes to pointer
relations, talk about sameness or difference in types is misguided. Pointer
relations are specific instantiations of coordination relations in the mind of
single individuals. There is not much sense to be made of the notion of two

(token) pointer relations being of the same type.

The notion of a concept can, and has been, understood in a variety of different
ways. Sometimes concepts are taken to be public and sharable and sometimes
they are taken to be individual and hence non-sharable. By adopting Vehicle
Relationism we may, so to speak, free the notion of ‘concepts’ usually taken to

account for intrapersonal workings and reserve the notion for the explanatory
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purposes pertaining to interpersonal phenomena. The result would be that there
would no longer be a tension between the Publicity Constraint and the Fregean
Constraint on concept individuation (c.f. Crimmins 1992, Heck 2002, Laurence &
Margolis 2007, Duahu 2012, Onofri 2016), since the Fregean Constraint could

then be abandoned. I say more about this in chapter 3 of this thesis.

In the remaining part of this chapter I will suggest further work prompted by the

positive proposal in this thesis.

7.3. Further Work: Empirical Findings in Psychology

In Chapter 1, I argue that explaining coordination in terms of pointer relations
renders the mental file framework superfluous. The files are, however, designed
to do more than just account for coordination. Since the central topic of the three
first papers concerns the nature of coordination in thought I focus specifically on
this explanatory task when discussing the mental file framework. However, in
general, the frameworks are so similar that I see no reason to think that one
cannot do with pointers what has previously been done with files. But this

obviously requires discussion going beyond what [ consider in the present thesis.

One use of mental files that I find particularly interesting is the deployment of
the framework in explaining the cognitive development of young children in
child psychology. In particular, psychologists have employed the notion of a
mental file in attempting to account for young children’s ability to pass false
belief tasks (c.f. Perner et.al. 2015). Future development of Vehicle Relationism
may involve an assessment as to whether the proposed framework can perform
similar jobs. It would, in general, be interesting to see how well the framework
fits with empirical findings in psychology. This is one direction which further

research into the nature of pointer relation may take.

49



INTRODUCTION

7.4. Further Work: Coordination in Language

Another direction which future work on Vehicle Relationism may take is
research into the possible implication of the framework for coordination in
language. In this thesis I focus on coordination in thought rather than in natural
languages. Given the close connection between thought and language, further
research into the proposed framework might give new insights into coordination

in language as well.

Here are some interesting questions concerning coordination that I will not
consider in much detail in this thesis: What is the connection between
coordination in thought and coordination in language? Do we need two separate
frameworks in order to give an account of coordination in both realms? Can
coordination in thought and language come apart in such a way that someone
may utter a negatively coordinated sentence to express a positively coordinated
thought and vice versa? If so, what is the coordinative status of the utterance as a

whole?

Although the two domains are closely related, I take it to be unproblematic to
propose an account of coordination in thought without reference to coordination
in language in the way done in this thesis. It seems plausible that Recanati is
right when he claims that “coreference de jure, even though it manifests itself in
language, is first and foremost a phenomenon at the level of thought” (Recanati
2016, 10).3637 If this is right, it is likely that one may develop an account of
coordination in thought without reference to coordination in natural language.
However, it would seem to follow that the converse is not possible. According to
the mental file framework, “coreference de jure at the language level is to be
accounted for in terms of deployment of the same file in thought. The identity

which grounds coreference de jure is not the identity of expressions but identity

36 Again, de jure co-reference is the same as positive coordination.

37 Burge (1979) argues that even Frege was primarily interested in thoughts when he developed
his account of sense: “Frege was primarily interested in the eternal structure of thought, of
cognitive contents, not in conventional linguistic meaning. He pursued this interest by
investigating the structure of language, and much of his work may be seen as directly relevant to
theories of linguistic meaning. But the epistemic orientation of his theorizing leads to a notion of
sense with a different theoretical function from modern notions of meaning” (1979, 398-399).
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of the mental file associated with them” (Recanati 2016, 12). So for instance, the
positive coordination in the case of an anaphoric statement, such as “Lisa is
home. She never left” is explained in terms of the same mental file being
associated with both ‘Lisa’ and ‘She’. That, of course, is not to say that the identity
at the conceptual level cannot be encoded by the syntax of natural language.
Recanati suggests that there may be “recurrence constraints on conceptual

elements [...] encoded in the syntax of natural language” (Ibid., 10).

A similar explanation is available to the Vehicle Relationist. On this view, one
may hold that coordination in language is to be accounted for in terms of pointer
relations between the mental representations associated with the relevant
terms. So, for instance, in the case of a statement such as “Lisa is home. She never
left”, ‘Lisa’ is associated with one particular mental tag instantiation and ‘She’ is
associated with another instantiated mental tag, and these two mental tags are
connected by a pointer. The pointer relation may be encoded by the syntax of the
sentence, but ultimately the explanation of coordination of anaphoric statements
depends on coordination in thought. Although this picture of coordination in
language fits well with the proposed framework, the Vehicle Relationist is not

committed to this particular view on coordination in language.

7.5. Further Work: Understanding the Exact Nature of the Pointer Relations

I have said that the pointer relation is a primitive relation. By this, | mean that
the pointers are representationally primitive. That is, they cannot be reduced to
sameness or difference in intrinsic representational features of concepts and
thoughts. The pointers are a representationally irreducible part of the language

of thought.

That, of course, is not to say that pointer relations cannot be reduced to
sameness or difference in any property. | have not said anything about how the
pointer picture may be neurologically implemented, and make no claim about

this matter in this thesis. It might very well be that the pointers ultimately obtain
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or fail to obtain as a result of sameness or difference in neurological firings. I

leave this as a topic for future work.

Although there is still more work to be done, I think the findings in this thesis

provide a foundation for such future enquiry.
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De Jure Co-Reference: In Defence of

Pointers

According to the popular Mental File view, de jure co-reference is to be
accounted for in terms of co-location of information within mental files. In
this paper I argue that the mental file theorist faces problems in accounting
for de jure co-reference of relational predicates in this way. I show that in the
case of relational predicates she is forced to postulate a further notion - the
notion of a pointer relation - to give an account of how de jure co-reference
may obtain between pieces of information across distinct files. I then argue
that it is this notion and not the notion of a file that accounts for de jure co-
reference. The resulting view is a version of relationism, but it differs from
other versions of relationism in that the relevant relations hold at the level of

representational vehicles rather than at the level of content.

1. Introduction

This paper offers an account of samethinking. As I use the term, samethinking

occurs whenever two thoughts concern the same referent.! There are two

1 By ‘thoughts’, I have in mind psychologically instantiated mental representations. It is natural to
think I thus have in mind thought tokens. However, 1 avoid framing the problem in terms of
thought types and tokens. There are two reasons for this: (i) it is controversial what the nature of
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different ways in which this can occur. First, there are cases in which co-
reference is manifest to the subject. In such cases, the thinker is warranted in
trading on identity and thereby in inferentially exploiting the sameness of
reference (c.f. Campbell 1987, 1994, 2002). Two thoughts that are related in this
way are de jure co-referential. Second, there are cases in which two thoughts
concern the same referent, but where the sameness of reference is not manifest
to the subject. In such cases, the subject is not warranted in trading on identity.
Such thoughts are de facto co-referential. This means that two pairs of thoughts
that are referentially equivalent may nonetheless play different roles in
cognition, depending on whether they are de jure or de facto co-referential. The
question of how to account for the difference between de jure and de facto co-
reference has been at the centre of many debates within philosophy of language
and mind since Frege (1892). The account of samethinking I offer in this paper
claims that the difference between de jure and de facto co-reference is to be
understood in terms of a particular kind of irreducible relation - the pointer

relation - that holds at the level of representational vehicles.2

We may distinguish between two classes of views about the difference between
de jure and de facto co-reference. On the one hand, there are those who hold that
the difference is to be accounted for in terms of intrinsic representational
properties, i.e. properties that do not concern relations to other

representations.? I will call such views intrinsicalist views:

Intrinsicalism: The difference between de jure co-reference and de facto co-
reference is to be accounted for in terms of intrinsic representational

properties.

the type/token distinction is, and (ii) the notions cannot be straightforwardly applied within the
framework I will develop in this paper. Further, in this paper I focus on singular thoughts, i.e.
thoughts that concern a single entity in an unmediated way. When I talk about reference, I thus
have in mind the relation between a mental representation and the entity it represents rather
than linguistic reference.

2 By this, I mean that the relevant relations are representationally primitive. That is, the relations
cannot be reduced to sameness or difference in intrinsic representational features of concepts
and thoughts.

3 Importantly, on this construal having a reference is considered an intrinsic representational
feature of concepts on views that hold that having a reference does not depend on relations to
other representations. Exceptions include views according to which reference is determined
holistically, i.e. not independently of the content of other representations.
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On the other hand, there are those who hold that samethinking cannot be
accounted for purely in terms of intrinsic representational features (c.f. Fine
2007, Pinillos 2011). According to such views, the difference between de jure and
de facto co-reference is essentially a matter of relational representational
features. Whether or not two thoughts are de jure co-referential depends on how
the thoughts are related, and such relations cannot be reduced to sameness or
difference of intrinsic representational features. Such views are often labelled

relationist views:

Relationism: The difference between de jure co-reference and de facto co-
reference is to be accounted for in terms of irreducible relational

representational features.

I will motivate a version of relationism by criticising a particular strand of
intrinsicalist views, according to which samethinking is to be accounted for in
terms of co-location of information within mental files (c.f. Perry 1980, Recanati
2012, 2016). I argue that on the assumption that we want a unified account of
samethinking, such views collapse into relationism. I then develop a new account

of samethinking in terms of pointer relations.

2. De Jure Co-Reference: The Phenomenon

Two sets of thoughts may be referentially equivalent but still play different roles
in cognition. Assuming Millian/Russellianism about mental content (as I will
throughout this paper),* if two inferences are referentially equivalent then
necessarily if one of them is truth-preserving so is the other. Even so, one of the
inferences may turn out to be rationally warranted while the other is not. That is,
the fact that a certain inference is truth-preserving does not guarantee that the
inference is rationally warranted. Whether or not an inference is rationally
warranted depends, at least partly, on the way the referent is represented in

thought. The two following sets of beliefs are referentially equivalent, but only a

4More on Millian/Russellianism and my motivation for assuming this view in section 2 in the
introduction chapter.
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subject holding the first set of beliefs can combine the beliefs in a generalization:
[CICERO WAS ROMAN, CICERO WAS AN ORATOR], [CICERO WAS ROMAN, TULLY WAS
AN ORATOR]. For someone who only has the second pair of beliefs, the
generalization that someone is a Roman orator would only be rationally
warranted if she has the further belief CICERO = TULLY. In contrast, a
generalization from the first set of beliefs does not require any identity
judgements, since the identity is manifest to the thinker: In the case of de jure co-

reference, the thinker knows a priori that the relevant terms co-refer.>

To see the importance of the phenomenon at hand, imagine if individuals were
never rationally warranted in trading on identity of co-reference. What if all
rational inferences essentially required identity judgements? In the case
considered above, a thinker who holds the first set of beliefs would have to make
a judgement of the form CICERO = CICERO in order to rationally make the
generalization. But if this was the case we encounter problems when trying to
explain how this can have any effect on the inference: How can the subject
inferentially exploit this information if she can’t trade on identity of the concepts
occurring in the identity statement and the concept occurrences in the initial
beliefs? If there were no trading on identity we would have to account for this in
terms of yet further identity judgements, but this would just generate further
problems of the same nature. Hence, accounting for all cases of knowledge of co-
reference in terms of identity judgements is hopeless. There must be cases in
which we can simply trade directly on identity of co-reference and these are

cases where the co-reference is manifest co-reference, i.e. de jure co-reference.®

In the case of natural language the paradigmatic case of de jure co-reference is
the case of anaphora. Someone who fully understands the sentence “Cicero
admired himself” cannot fail to know that “Cicero” and “himself” refer to the
same individual. In contrast, someone may fully understand the sentence “Cicero
admired Tully” without knowing that “Cicero” and “Tully” refer to the same

individual. However, as Lawlor (2002) points out, it is doubtful whether there is

5In Chapter 2 I will qualify this claim. For now, I stick to Recanati’s specific understanging of de
jure co-reference. Nothing in this paper hangs on this.
6 See Campbell (1994) for more on this.
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anything that plays the role of anaphora in thought. Why think that we use
anaphoric concepts rather than simply reuse the relevant non-anaphoric
concept? The latter makes for a much more economical theory of mental
representations. In his (2016), Recanati suggests that whenever there is
anaphora in natural language, this is to be accounted for in terms of sameness at
the conceptual level: "The expressions ‘John’ and 'he’ are not the same, in the
ordinary sense of ‘expression’, but they are associated with the same conceptual
representation, and that is what coindexing indicates” (2016, 9).” Hence, on this
view, the phenomenon of anaphora in language is not mirrored in thought.
Instead it must be explained in terms of a recurrence of the same concept (i.e.

file) in thought.

Even if we do not find anaphora in thought, there is still something worth
labelling de jure co-reference: As we have seen, in order for rational reasoning to
get off the ground, we must allow for cases in which sameness of reference is
manifest to the thinker. At the same time we have seen that sameness of
reference is not enough to guarantee that a thinker will know that two concepts
are co-referential. Hence there must be something more to the nature of thought
beyond reference that explains why, in certain cases, co-reference is manifest
while in other cases it is not. In this paper [ suggest a novel way of understanding
what this ‘something more’ can plausibly be. But before laying out my own
account, I will critically assess an alternative account that has received a lot of

attention in recent years, namely the mental file theory.

3. De Jure Co-Reference and Mental Files

According to the mental file framework, de jure co-reference is explained in
terms of information clustering within mental files: All pieces of information
contained within a single file are de jure co-referential. What file a given piece of

information is stored in wholly depends on the acquaintance relation (or

7 This is put in contrast with Fiengo and May (1996, 1998), according to whom anaphora involve
retokening a linguistic expression of the same type.
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epistemically rewarding relations, as Recanati (2012) calls them) through which
it was gained. All pieces of information gained through the same acquaintance
relation go into the same file and thereby become de jure co-referential. Being
gained through a given acquaintance relation counts as an intrinsic
representational feature. This is because being gained on the basis of a given
acquaintance relation does not depend on relations to other representations.
Likewise, being stored in a given file does not depend on relations to the other
pieces of information that may be in that file. Since the explanation of de jure co-
reference is given in terms of sameness of intrinsic representational features, the

mental file picture is an intrinsicalist view about de jure co-reference.

A mental file contains information in the form of predicates taken by the subject
to be satisfied by the referent of a file. So, for instance, my mental file about
Cicero contains information such as ‘was Roman’, ‘was an orator’, and so on. On
this picture, two pieces of information, i and j, are de jure co-referential if “/ and j
occur in the same file without the benefit of a prior judgement of identity”
(Recanati 2012, 95).8 This means that the fact that the two pieces of information
‘was Roman’ and ‘was an orator’ are stored within one and the same file is what
warrants an inference directly from this to the conclusion that one and the same
person was a Roman orator. So, on this picture every piece of information that is

taken to concern the same referent is stored within the same file.?

In contrast, two pieces of information being stored in distinct files is an
indication that the information is taken to concern two different referents. Let’s

say that instead of having both ‘was Roman’ and ‘was an orator’ stored in the

8 To say that two pieces of information are de jure co-referential might seem like an odd way of
expressing the point, but the idea is simply that in such cases the fact that the two pieces of
information regard the same referent is manifest to the thinker. I borrow this terminology from
Recanati (2012, 2016).

9 This picture becomes a bit more complicated on Recanati's account, according to which two
pieces of information might be taken to concern the same referent as a result of an identity
judgement and still they need not be stored in the same mental file. In such cases there is an
operation on files that allows for information to be shared, but that does not need to entail that
every piece of information is actually stored in the same file. For more on this operation, called
linking, see Recanati (2012, 42-53). For an alternative view on how to account on informative
identity judgements on the mental file view see Lockwood (1971), Strawson (1974) and Recanati
(2016). According to such views, informative identity judgements are to be accounted for in
terms of merging of two (or more) files. For criticism of the merge model, see Millikan (1997,
508).
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same file, | have the first predicate stored in the CICERO file (i.e. a singular file
referring to Cicero) and the second predicate stored in another file, namely my
TULLY file (i.e. another singular file that also refers to Cicero). Let’s also assume
that I am not aware that Cicero is Tully. Now, since the two pieces of information
are stored in distinct files, [ am not warranted in inferring from these two pieces
of information alone that someone was a Roman orator. The information being
stored in distinct files entails that the two pieces of information are not
accessible from one and the same file: “to say that there are two distinct mental
files is to say that the information in one file is insulated from information in the
other” (Recanati 2012, 42). This is why one cannot, without violating rational
norms, trade on identity of two pieces of information that are stored in distinct
files. This is also what accounts for the possibility of rational individuals
ascribing contradictory predicates to the same individual: Since a difference in
files makes it the case that the information is insulated, there is nothing that
prevents me from storing the predicate ‘was Roman’ in the CICERO file and ‘was
not Roman’ in the TULLY file, since the contradiction is not manifest to me. On
this picture, then, “information integration and inferential exploitation of

information only takes place within files” (Ibid., 43).

4. De Jure Co-Reference of Two-Place Predicates

The cases we have looked at thus far have been cases involving only one-place
predicates. However, some of the information we gain about the reference of a
file will be relational, and hence some of the information within the files will be
relational predicates. In the case of two-place predicates, for instance, the
information predicates a relation between the referent of the file in which the
information is stored and some other object or individual.1® Consider the thought
CICERO LOVED CAESAR: In this case, the thought predicates about Cicero that he
loved Caesar. If someone comes to form this belief, the predicate ‘loved Caesar’

will go into that individual’s CICERO file. Now, in many cases a subject will believe

10[n particular, I'll focus on relational predicates that contain two (or more) singular concepts, as
opposed to predicates that contain a singular concept and a general concept (such as 'Lisa likes
cats’).
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multiple relational predicates concerning the same individuals. For instance, in
addition to having the predicate ‘loved Caesar’ in her CICERO file, someone might
also have the predicate ‘killed Caesar’ in her CICERO file, if she believes that
Cicero killed Caesar. According to the mental file framework, the fact that the
two occurrences of CICERO in the thoughts CICERO LOVED CAESAR and CICERO
KILLED CAESAR are de jure co-referential is explained by the concept occurrences
being associated with the same file. Further, the two pieces of information being
taken to concern the same individual, Cicero, is explained in terms of the
information being located within the same file: The co-location ensures the

coordination of the first relata (i.e. CICERO and CICERO).

However - and this is where the problem arises - we also need to explain why
the two occurrences of CAESAR are de jure co-referential, and why the two pieces
of information are taken to concern the same individual, Caesar. It is clear that
they are de jure co-referential, because the subject need not make the explicit
judgement that CAESAR (figuring in the first piece of information) and CAESAR
(figuring in the second piece of information) are co-referential in order to make
the inference that there is an individual such that he was both loved by Cicero
and killed by Cicero - or simply that there is an individual such that he was both
loved and killed by one and the same person. How are we to explain this
phenomenon on the mental file framework? We clearly cannot account for this in
terms of the occurrences of CAESAR being located in the CICERO file; appeal to the
CICERO file can only explain the CICERO occurrences being de jure co-referential.
On the current picture, co-location within mental files can only explain de jure
co-reference of the first relata (e.g. the two occurrences of CICERO), but not of the
second relata (e.g. the two occurrences of CAESAR) of two-place predicates. The
CICERO occurrences are related to the CICERO file in this specific way in virtue of
being located in that file, whereas we do not have a similar relation that we can

appeal to when it comes to the occurrences of CAESAR.

In his (1980) Perry foreshadows this worry for the mental file picture. In offering
an account of singular thought in terms of an analogy with files, he says that “in
the analogy 1 have presented, there is really no provision for handling

[relational] predicates” (Perry 1980, 20). However, without spelling out any
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details about the nature of this problem he continues by saying that he would
like “to end by pointing out how considerable relational information can
nevertheless be handled in such a system, for this is a point that seems
importantly related to the study of what it is to think from a position in the
world” (Ibid.). The relations Perry has in mind are the ones that hold between
the observer and the object that is observed. For instance, if one of your files
contains the predicate ‘x sits to the left’, what you believe is that x sits to your
left. Having this sort of information in a file thus involves predicating a relation
between the referent of the file and yourself. Perry’s response is to say that the
fact that the file is your file explains any relation the referent may bear to you.
His explanation thus accounts for a specific class of relational predicates; namely

the ones having oneself as one of the relata.

However, while this may explain this specific class of relational predicates,
Perry’s explanation is not applicable to the case at hand. There is nothing in the
nature of either CICERO or CAESAR that allows us to reduce the relational
predicates to one-place predicates in the same way we may when the thinker
herself figure as one of the relata in the particular way addressed by Perry. In
what follows I will argue that in order to give a full account of relational
predicates the mental file theorist is forced to postulate a relation between
pieces of information across distinct files. In our case, she must say that there is a
certain relation between the occurrences of CAESAR stored in the CICERO file, and
the CAESAR file itself that accounts for the concept occurrences being de jure co-
referential. In the next section I aim to show that this relation cannot be
explained in terms of information clustering within mental files. If [ am right, we
need something over and above the notion of information clustering in order to

give a full account of co-reference de jure.

5. Information Distribution in Mental Files

Since co-location of information within one mental file is not sufficient to explain

de jure co-reference in cases of relation predicates we need to appeal to
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something more in order to give a full account of de jure co-reference. The
question, then, is what this ‘something more’ can plausibly be on the mental file
framework. Perhaps understanding the way in which information in the form of
relational predicates is distributed in the files can be of help in this enquiry. After
all, understanding the information distribution of non-relational predicates helps
in accounting for de jure co-reference in such cases: The information being
clustered together in the same file explains why the information is taken to
concern the same individual without a prior judgement of identity. In his (2012),
Recanati says that in the case of relational predicates information “is shared
between two files” (Recanati 2012, 50). Exactly what this sharing of information
amounts to is unclear, but he mentions two possibilities: One possibility is that
information in the form of relational predicates is duplicated into all the relevant
files, thereby making the information accessible from each of them. The other
possibility is to say that the information is not duplicated, but instead we
introduce a pointer into one of the files that takes us to the file in which the
information is stored. I return to the latter alternative and the notion of a pointer
in section 6, but first I will focus on the first option and argue that simply
duplicating the information is not sufficient to explain de jure co-reference of

relational predicates.

According to the duplication strategy, the information in question is stored in
both the CICERO file and the CAESAR file. So the CICERO file will contain the
predicates ‘loved Caesar’, ‘killed Caesar’ while the CAESAR file will contain the

predicate ‘is loved by Cicero’, ‘was Killed by Cicero’ and so on:

Cicero | Caesar |
... loved Caesar ... was loved by Cicero
... killed Caesar ...was Killed by Cicero

Fig. 1
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The subject may then inferentially exploit the information stored in each file.
From the information in the CICERO file she can infer that one and the same
person both loved Caesar and killed Caesar. From the information in the CAESAR
file she can infer that one and the same person was loved by Cicero and killed by
Cicero. This picture looks a lot like the original picture involving monadic
predicates; the only difference is that in the case of relational predicates the
information in question goes into multiple files. The duplication strategy, then,
does not really add much to the original picture. In what follows I will argue that
as a result, the strategy on its own does not provide us with a framework capable

of handling de jure co-reference of relational predicates.

Consider again the inference from ‘Cicero loved Caesar’ and ‘Cicero killed Caesar’
to ‘someone was loved and killed by one and the same person’. In the previous
section we saw that from the information stored in the CICERO file the thinker
can infer that (i) someone both loved Caesar and killed Caesar. Likewise, from
the information in the CAESAR file she could infer that (ii) someone was both
loved by Cicero and killed by Cicero. However, on the current picture she cannot
infer from these two pieces of information alone that (iii) someone was both
loved and killed by the same person. Remember that on the mental file
framework what warrants trading on identity is co-location of information in
files. Even though the two occurrences of CAESAR are located in the same file
they are not related to the same file in the right way. It cannot be that co-location
of information guarantees co-reference of the concept occurrences that are not
themselves associated with the file in which the information is stored. To see
this, consider having a further piece of information in the CICERO file, namely
‘Cicero feared Cleopatra’. If co-location of information guaranteed co-reference
amongst concept occurrences that are not associated with the file in question,
the two occurrences of CAESAR as well as the occurrence of CLEOPATRA would be
de jure co-referential, and the subject would be warranted in inferring that
someone loved, killed and feared one and the same person. But this is clearly
wrong. Hence someone cannot on the current picture infer (iii) without judging
that Cicero (figuring in the first piece of information) is Cicero (figuring in the

second piece of information) or that Caesar (figuring in the first piece of
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information) is Caesar (figuring in the second piece of information). But we have
already established that a thinker can infer directly from the information ‘Cicero
loved Caesar’ and ‘Cicero killed Caesar’ that someone was loved and killed by the
same person, without having to make any kind of identity judgement. On the

current picture, the mental file framework fails to account for this.

The problem with the duplication strategy is that it does not postulate any
relation between the two occurrences of CAESAR in the CICERO file, nor does it
postulate any relation between the occurrences of CICERO in the CAESAR file.
Further, there is nothing in this story that explains how the information in the
CICERO file relates to the information in the CAESAR file or that file itself (and vice
versa). Recall that on the mental file framework information integration and
inferential exploitation of information only takes place within files (unless you
have two files that are linked as a result of an identity judgement): “Exploitation
of information is blocked if the relevant information is distributed in distinct
files, for then, there is no presupposition that all the information derives from
the same object” (Recanati 2012, 43). Since on the current picture, the
information is stored in distinct files, and there is no further mechanism that
relates the pieces of information in one of the files to pieces of information in the
other (see Fig.1), we simply do not have the resources needed to give a
satisfactory account of de jure co-reference of relational predicates. Duplication
of information can only explain why two pieces of information within one and
the same file comes to be de jure co-referential, and hence the duplication does
not add anything of explanatory interest to the initial picture of de jure co-
reference. Since, as we have seen (c.f. section 4), the initial picture is insufficient
for explaining de jure co-reference of relational predicates, the duplication

strategy fails to give a full account of the phenomenon.

In the next section I turn to the alternative story about information distribution
of relational predicates, namely the story that appeals to the notion of a pointer. |
will argue that this strategy is on the right track, but that it ultimately leads to
the conclusion that mental files are redundant when it comes to explaining de
jure co-reference. Since this is arguably the central purpose of the file

framework, this is a significant blow to the theory.
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6. Introducing Pointers

The problem with the duplication strategy was that on this picture there is
nothing that relates the occurrences of CAESAR in the CICERO file to each other, or
to the CAESAR file itself. Once this observation is made, appealing to the second
way of representing information sharing suggested by Recanati seems more
promising. According to this suggestion, information sharing amounts to “storing
the information in a single file and introducing into the other file a pointer to the
first file so as to make the shared information accessible from the second file”
(Recanati 2012, 50). Again, this is an explanation of how the information is
distributed in the files. However, introducing the notion of a pointer that
indicates a relation between files might be exactly what we need in order to
explain the cases we have looked at.! Returning to our example, according to
this view, the information ‘Cicero loved Caesar’ and ‘Cicero killed Caesar’ would
only be located in the CICERO file and not in the CAESAR file. But even though the
information is not stored in the CAESAR file, it is still accessible from that file in
virtue of the pointer that takes us from the CAESAR file to the CICERO file. The

current picture, then, looks like this:

Cicero | Caesar |
... loved Caesar =>» Cicero
... killed Caesar =>» Cicero

Fig. 2

11Recanati doesn’t discuss the nature of the pointers, but in a footnote he refers to Hendriks’
(2002), in which Hendriks discusses Vallduvi’s (1992) theory of information packaging.
According to him, the pointer-mechanism is “much more efficient' than a straightforward
multiple recording of information on cards” (Hendriks 2002, 80). Note that Vallduvi calls the
pointer ‘a linking mechanism’, but this is not what Recanati has in mind when he uses the term
'linking’.
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This picture avoids some of the problems posed for the duplication strategy. We
now have a direct relation between the two files, and this helps us overcome the

problem of insulation of information exploitation in files.

However, while this is an improvement, the picture is still not quite what we
need. One problem with the current notion of a pointer is that the pointer seems
to be a mechanism that connects files rather than pieces of information. In our
case, the pointers signal that there is some information about the referent of the
CAESAR file located somewhere in the CICERO file. But then the question is this:
Given that our CICERO file may contain various further predicates, some of which
may not concern Caesar, how do we know which predicates are the ones related

to the CAESAR file?

One possibility is that the pointer tells us to go to a general file and then the
cognitive system searches through all the information in that file until it finds
some predicate(s) concerning the referent of the file in which the pointer is
located. However, there are two problems with this strategy: First, this story
seems too inefficient; it seems highly unlikely that in order to come to the
conclusion (iii) someone was killed and loved by the same person (without making
any identity judgements of the form CAESAR (figuring in the first piece of
information) = CAESAR (figuring in the second piece of information)), the
cognitive system would need to run through all the information stored in the
CICERO file. Second, even if we allow for such inefficiency, we would have no way
of explaining how the system would be able to recognize which pieces of
information concern the referent of the file in which the pointer is located. Keep
in mind that on the mental file framework sameness of mental representations is
not accounted for in terms of sameness in Mentalese typography or the like, but
rather in terms of sameness of mental files.12 On the current picture we have no
story to tell as to how the cognitive system is able to recognize that the two
occurrences of CAESAR in the CICERO file stand in the relevant relation to the

CAESAR file itself.

12 Alternatively one might say that on this picture sameness in Mentalese typography is explained
in terms of sameness of files.
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All of this indicates that in order for the notion of a pointer to be of any help, the
pointer must be such that it takes us directly to the relevant information, rather
than to the general file in which the information is stored. Luckily there seems to
be no principled reason why we cannot adopt this notion of a pointer on the

mental file picture. The current picture, then, is this:

Cicero | Caesar |

... loved Caesar <

.. killed Caesar <€

Fig. 3

The pointers indicate what information in the other file involves the referent of
the file in which the pointer is based. Since there can be various different pieces
of information stored in another file that concerns the referent of the file in

which the pointer is based, we need one pointer for each piece of information.

While this is a further step in the right direction there is one further problem
with the current notion of a pointer. According to the notion at work, a pointer is
something that takes us from the file associated with the second relatum of two-
place predicates to the information stored in the file associated with the first
relatum. In the case at hand (Fig. 3), if we go to the CAESAR file we find
something along the lines of a command that tells us to go to the CICERO file. In
contrast we find no command similar to this in the CICERO file. That is, there is
nothing in the CICERO file that tells us what file the two occurrences of CAESAR
are associated with. Moreover, there is nothing in the CICERO file that tells us that
the two occurrences of CAESAR are related to the same mental file, and thus that
they are co-referential de jure. Just the fact that the two occurrences of CAESAR
are being pointed to is not sufficient for them being de jure co-referential. After
all, the thinker might have further relational predicates in her CICERO file. For

instance, if she thinks that Cicero admired Aristotle, she would also have the
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information ‘admired Aristotle’ in her CICERO file. In this case, there would be a
pointer anchored in the thinker’s ARISTOTLE file pointing to the relevant piece of
information in the CICERO file. Hence, the occurrence of ARISTOTLE would also be
pointed to, but the occurrence of ARISTOTLE is not de jure co-referential with the

two occurrences of CAESAR that are also being pointed to.

The problem is that there is nothing in the CICERO file that tells the cognitive
system which of the pointers are anchored in the same or different files. The one-
way pointer can only do its job after we have established a relation between the
CAESAR occurrences in the CICERO file and the CAESAR file. But in order to
establish this relation we need something that takes us from the file in which the
information in question is stored (i.e. the CICERO file) to the file associated with
the second relatum (i.e. the CAESAR file). Only if we trace the pointer back to the
file in which it is anchored (i.e. the CAESAR file) does it become clear that the two
occurrences of CAESAR are related to each other, in that they stand in a pointer
relation to the same mental file. In order to give a full account of jure co-
reference, then, we need a notion of a pointer according to which the pointer
goes both ways; the pointer must not only take us from the file associated with
the second relatum to the file associated with the first relatum, but it must also
take us from the file associated with the first relatum to the file associated with

the second relatum:

Cicero | Caesar |
...loved Caesar € >
..killed Caesar € >

Fig. 4

The resulting picture, then, is one in which de jure co-reference is not simply
explained in terms of information clustering in files, but also in terms of relations

between information in distinct files. Even though information integration and
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inferential exploitation of information only take place within files, it essentially
depends on relational mechanisms across files. In the next section, I will argue
that as long as we have the notion of a pointer relation, we do not need the

notion of a file to account for de jure co-reference.

7. De Jure Co-Reference and Pointer Relations

We have seen that we cannot give a full account of de jure co-reference simply in
terms of information clustering within mental files. This is because, in the case of
relational predicates, the information is clustered in two distinct files in such a
way that we cannot inferentially exploit the information without introducing
further machinery. In order to account for de jure co-reference of relational
predicates, then, we need a further notion; such as the notion of a pointer. A
pointer, I suggest, is to be understood as a relation that holds between mental
representations, and whenever this relation holds the relata are de jure co-
referential. The mental file theorist, as | have argued, needs the notion of a
pointer in addition to the notion of a file. She would have to say that while de jure
co-reference of one-place predicates is explained in terms of co-location within
files, de jure co-reference of two-place predicates is to be explained in terms of
the specific relations that hold across files. But, then, there seems to be a pressing
question: If we are to explain de jure co-reference in terms of pointer relations in
the case of relational predicates, why think that we should explain de jure co-
reference of one-place predicates in terms of co-location of information within
mental files? If we can explain de jure co-reference of one-place predicates in the
same way we explain de jure co-reference in the case of relational predicates, we

do not need the mental files to explain de jure co-reference in the simpler cases.!3

13 One might think that even though de jure co-reference is not to be explained in terms of mental
files, there is still some job left for the mental files to do. I think this is not the case; whatever the
notion of mental files can do, we can do in terms of pointers. It is beyond the scope of this paper
to give an argument to this effect. For the purposes of this paper, we may allow that an appeal to
the notion of mental files is warranted in some cases. The important point is that when it comes
to de jure co-reference we must abandon an explanation in terms of files. If anything, the mental
file theorist has it the wrong way around: the de jure co-reference relation is what explains
certain aspects of mental files, c.f. Fine: “mental files should be seen as a device for keeping track
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The mental file theorist might respond by saying that we do, at the very least,
need files to ‘anchor’ the pointers. That is, she might say that we cannot have
pointers all the way down - the pointers must be anchored in something more
fundamental. I agree that pointers must have anchoring points, but I do not agree
that such anchoring points must, or should, be characterized as mental files. As
long as we have pointers to account for the de jure co-reference relation, files are
no longer doing any real work in the explanation of this phenomenon. A mental
file is a metaphysically demanding notion: In postulating mental files we
postulate small containers for each and every one of our mental representations
(i.e. concepts), and each of the containers contain pieces of information - some of

which involve occurrences of terms associated with different files.

[ suggest that we give up on the idea of mental containers and instead we appeal
to a notion of a mental tag, or the like. A tag, | suggest, is to be understood as a
meeting point for pointers. Mental tags have two roles relevant to the
explanation of de jure co-reference: (i) mental tags are meeting points for
pointers, and (ii) mental tags have semantic contents. They are mental
representations, building blocks of thoughts. As such they should be understood
as representational vehicles. Whether or not two tags are de jure co-referential
wholly depends on whether or not they are connected by a pointer. De facto co-
reference occurs whenever two thoughts concern the same referent, but where

the relevant tags are not connected by pointers.

I suggest, then, that the reason why we can infer from CICERO WAS ROMAN and
CICERO WAS AN ORATOR that someone was a Roman orator without an additional
premise of the form CICERO = CICERO is that there is a pointer between the two
occurrences of CICERO relating them in such a way as to explain them being de
jure co-referential. In our case of information in the form of two-place predicates,
the first and second relata are not connected by pointers. We may illustrate the

pointer picture thus (although I will qualify this shortly):

of when objects are coordinated (represented as the same) [i.e. de jure co-referential] and, rather
than understand coordination [i.e. de jure co-reference] in terms of mental files, we should
understand the workings of mental files in terms of coordination [i.e. de jure co-reference]”
(2007, 68).
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Cicero loved Caesar

Cicero killed Caesar

Fig. 5

The picture I'm suggesting is metaphysically sparse. We only need the notion of a
tag and the relations between these, in addition to a simple Millian/Russellian
picture of the propositional content of thoughts. At the same time, the
framework is explanatorily powerful in that it accounts for the phenomenon of
samethinking just as well as the mental file picture arrived at in the end of

section 6.

The pointer relation is representationally primitive. That is, the relation that
accounts for de jure co-reference cannot be reduced to sameness of type of tags,
or the like. In particular, the pointer relation does not hold in virtue of sameness
of intrinsic syntactic properties, such as sameness of Mentalese symbols. On the
pointer picture, the intrinsic syntactic properties of mental representations play
no role in determining when two representations are - or fail to be - de jure co-
referential. The framework has a minimum of metaphysical commitments, and
this makes the framework much more flexible than theories that account for
samethinking in terms of intrinsic representational features, including the
mental file account. To see why this is a great virtue of the theory consider the

following cases:

1) We were debating whether to investigate both Hesperus; and
Phosphorus,; but when we got evidence of their true identity, we
immediately sent probes there; ,.

2) Hesperus; is Phosphorus, after all, so Hesperus-slash-Phosphorus;,

must be a very rich planet.
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In both cases we have two concepts that are de jure co-referential with the latter
concept (i.e. ‘there’ and ‘Hesperus-slash-Phosphorus’), but that are not de jure
co-referential with each other. In his (2011) Pinillos uses these cases to argue
that de jure co-reference is a non-transitive relation. If this is correct, this creates
huge problems for any theory that attempts to account for de jure co-reference in
terms of identity relations of any kind (be it sameness of Mentalese type or
mental files or the like). If de jure co-reference were a matter of identity of this
sort, the relation would be transitive. Hence, if Pinillos is right, such intrinsicalist

views fails to give a general account of de jure co-reference.

Note that (1) is a case of anaphora. As mentioned earlier (section 2) it is
controversial whether or not we have anaphora in thought - why not just use
our non-anaphoric concepts twice? Those who hold this view might find (2)
more convincing. In this case we do not have anaphora, but instead we have a
slash-concept - the kind of concept that (in normal circumstances) results from
an informative identity judgement. The idea is that after having made the
judgement we get a new concept that is a merging of the two (or more) original
concepts.'* One may of course question whether there is such a thing as a slash-
concept. But then one would have to give an account of why Pinillos’ argument
has a strong intuitive appeal. The question of whether or not there are such
things as slash-concepts requires further investigation. What's important for this
paper is simply that the pointer picture - unlike the mental file view - is
compatible with either outcome: If it turns out that de jure co-reference is in fact
a non-transitive relation, this would not pose any problems for the pointer
picture, since on this framework we do not explain de jure co-reference in terms

of identity relations.

Since mental tags are to be understood as meeting points for pointers, rather
than Mentalese symbols or the like, a more correct way to illustrate the pointer

picture is this:

14 Such a view can be found in Recanati 2016.
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loved

killed
Fig. 6

The empty spaces represent (instantiated) mental tags. What matters for the
explanation of de jure co-reference is merely whether or not the tags are
connected by pointers. From the case illustrated, we can conclude directly that
someone was both loved and killed by the same person as a result of the tags
being related by pointers in this specific way. We may, then, illustrate the case of

non-transitivity of de jure co-reference discussed above thus:

is after all, so must be a very rich planet.

Fig. 7

The first and second mental tag stand in pointer relations to the last one (the
slash-concept), but they do not stand in pointer relations to each other. On this
picture, de jure co-reference is fully explained in terms of how the mental

representations are related to each other.

A further virtue of the pointer picture is that it is capable of explaining de jure co-
reference between all the different propositional attitudes and not just doxastic
states. A mental file, recall, is by definition a cluster of information taken by the
subject to be true about the referent. What this in effect means is that the mental

file framework cannot give us an explanation of how a desire and a belief can
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stand in the de jure co-reference relation. However, a subject’s ability to combine
beliefs and desires in a way that does not involve identity judgements is crucial
for explaining behavioural dispositions. The problem does not arise for the
pointer picture because it does not make a principled distinction between
different attitudes. If you desire to read a book about Cicero and you believe that
going to the library is a good way to read about Cicero these two thoughts
involve de jure co-reference and combining them will result in you having a
(rational) behavioural disposition to go to the library. The desire and the belief

are de jure co-referential because they stand in a pointer relation.

The mental files theorist also has problems in accounting for reasoning involving
doxastic attitudes other than belief. Consider suppositional reasoning. In such
reasoning, the premises are not taken to be true by the subject. Yet they may
enter into de jure co-reference relations - either to each other, or to information
stored within mental files. Consider also deliberation about e.g. whether or not
you want to read more about Cicero. In this case, it might be relevant to take into
account your beliefs about Cicero. If so, it is crucial that the cognitive system is
able to detect which beliefs are relevant for your deliberation, and this as well

involves de jure co-reference.1®

The pointer picture has no problem here. Again, it predicts that de jure co-
reference may obtain across all kinds of propositional attitudes. It is a mistake to
make a distinction between the different attitudes when it comes to de jure co-

reference.

In the next section, I will show how the pointer picture accounts for cognitive
significance. I will also compare the pointer picture to other theories according
to which de jure co-reference is explained in terms of relational properties. In
particular, I will point to differences between the pointer picture and the sort of

semantic relationism found in Fine (2007).

15 Similar issues also arise for the mental file account when it comes to accounting for de jure co-
reference in imagining (cf. Ninan 2015).
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8. The Pointer Picture, Cognitive Significance and Relationism

In recent years there has been a trend in the debate about de jure co-reference to
appeal to relational properties of concepts and words in order to account for the
phenomenon (e.g. Fine 2007, Pinillos 2011). On such views, the relevant
relational aspects are primitive, and thus cannot be accounted for simply in
terms of intrinsic representational features. The pointer picture is to be seen in
line with such relationist theories. On the framework I'm proposing there is
nothing about the intrinsic nature of the two tags involved in thinking CICERO IS
ROMAN and TULLY IS ROMAN that tells us whether or not the thoughts are the
same. It is only once we see how the beliefs relate to each other (i.e. whether
they are connected by pointers or not) that we can know whether or not it is in
fact the same belief. In what follows, I will show how this framework explains
how two referentially identical thoughts may nonetheless play distinct roles in

cognition.

8.1. Cognitive Significance

Pointers account for the role a given belief plays in thought. We can, therefore,
account for the cognitive significance of different beliefs by appealing to pointer
relations. Take for instance the two thoughts CICERO IS CICERO and CICERO IS
TULLY. In the former thought, the two tags are connected by pointers, whereas in
the second they are not. We may then explain the difference in informativeness
in terms of how the beliefs interact with a person’s other beliefs. That is, we may
understand the cognitive impact of the two beliefs in terms of how they relate to
one’s already existing belief base. Cognitive impact is understood as the result of
a new belief’s being taken as input to an already existing base of beliefs (c.f. Fine
2007). Now, let’s say that a given individual's belief base does not already
include the belief CICERO IS TULLY. The two thoughts CICERO IS CICERO and
CICERO IS TULLY will differ in how they relate to this individual’s belief base, and
thus in their cognitive impact. In the first case the two mental tags are

themselves connected by pointers. When someone forms this belief, both tags
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will enter into the exact same pointer relations: Both tags will stand in pointer
relations to those beliefs in the belief base that the individual might express
using the name ‘Cicero’. As a result, the cognitive impact will be minimal: The
individual will not be able to exploit the pointer relations in such a way as to gain
new knowledge. In contrast, if the person formed the belief CICERO IS TULLY, the
two mental tags would not be connected by pointers. The two mental tags would
enter into different pointer relations. The first tag would stand in pointer
relations to all beliefs in the belief base that the individual might express using
the name ‘Cicero’, whereas the second tag would stand in pointer relations to all
of the beliefs she might express using the name ‘Tully’. In this case the individual
may exploit the new pointer relations and draw new inferences. For instance, if
she has the belief CICERO IS ROMAN and TULLY IS AN ORATOR, the pointer
relations going between each of these beliefs and the new belief (i.e. CICERO IS

TULLY) will warrant the conclusion that someone is a Roman orator.

Importantly, coming to know that Cicero is Tully does not have the cognitive
result that occurrences of CICERO and TULLY enter into direct pointer relations.
Pointer relations only hold in cases where the recognition of co-reference is not
due to a prior identity judgement (cf. Recanati's claim that two pieces of
information in a file are de jure co-referential only if their being located in the
same file is not due to a prior judgement of identity (see section 2)). Instead,
what happens in the case of informative identity judgements is that one may
draw new inferences that one was previously not warranted in making. The
identity judgement functions as an implicit premise and thereby rationally
allows the thinker to draw new conclusions from premises that are only de facto
co-referential. We see, then, that there is a relative difference in the cognitive
impact of the two kinds of identity judgements. This, I suggest, is what the
difference in cognitive significance of trivial and informative identity judgements

amounts to.

Pointers also account for the possibility of rational individuals ascribing
contradictory predicates to the same referent. Recall that on the mental file
framework the explanation was that information stored in distinct files are

insulated from each other. The explanation in terms of pointers appeals to
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whether or not the beliefs stand in pointer relations to each other. In cases
where a subject rationally believes two incompatible propositions, as in the case
of someone believing that Cicero is bald and also that Tully is not bald, the two
beliefs - or more specifically, the belief constituents - are not connected by
pointers. If two beliefs are not connected by pointers, they are not taken by the
subject to concern the same referent. If they happen to be co-referential this is
not manifest to the thinker. This is why one may rationally believe of the same
referent both that he is bald and that he is not bald. The explanation in terms of
pointers does an equally good job of explaining such cases as does the mental file
framework. But the pointer picture has the benefit of not having to appeal to
identity relations (i.e. identity of files). As we have seen, theories that appeal to
identity relations face problems in accounting for the possibility of de jure co-

reference being non-transitive.

In the next sub-section I will point to similarities and differences between the
pointer picture and other relationist accounts found in the literature, such as

those of Fine (2007) and Pinillos (2011).

8.2. Different Versions of Relationism

I take the main claim of relationism (about thoughts) to be that samethinking
cannot be explained purely in terms of intrinsic features of concepts and
thoughts, and that we need to take the relational aspects of thinking into account
in order to give a full account of de jure co-reference. While relationists such as
Fine and Pinillos hold that the relevant relations hold at the level of
propositional content,!¢ the picture | have suggested does not commit us to say
that the relational properties relevant to the explanation of de jure co-reference
in thought are part of, or affect, the propositional content of thoughts. It is
compatible with the pointer picture to say that the two thoughts CICERO IS
CICERO and CICERO IS TULLY have the same propositional content. What makes

the cognitive difference is how the representational vehicles relate to a thinker’s

16 [ set out Semantic Relationism in more detail in Chapter 2.
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other representational vehicles. This is why the pointer picture can allow for a
simple (i.e. non-relational) Millian/Russellian account of mental content. The
pointer picture (or what one may call Vehicle Relationism) provides a relationist
explanation of de jure co-reference but it does so without invoking a complex
semantics. As far as | can see, when it comes to explaining de jure co-reference in
thought, there is nothing the semantic relationist can do that can’t be done on the
pointer framework, and the suggested framework is compatible with a

parsimonious semantics, which counts in its favour.

A notable feature of the pointer picture is that, if correct, contrary to what has
often been assumed in the debate, the explanation of de jure co-reference is not
fundamentally a matter of semantic properties. Rather, de jure co-reference is
essentially a matter of relations between representational vehicles. Two
thoughts such as HESPERUS IS HESPERUS and HESPERUS IS PHOSPHORUS may have
the same content, but still play different roles in cognition. De jure co-reference is
at the heart of many of the classical puzzles within the philosophy of mind, and
the pointer picture predicts that trying to explain such puz