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 622 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 WITTGENSTEIN'S LATER PHILOSOPHY OF MIND:

 SENSATION, PRIVACY, AND INTENTION*

 W A T HAT follows is by way of a long abstract of a sequel to
 another paper.' I want to point, very schematically, to a

 connection, well worth further study, between the kind of
 doubt about the possibility of private language which Investigations

 ?258 should be seen as suggesting and an idea about our knowledge
 of our own intentional states-beliefs, desires, intentions, etc.-for

 which I have also claimed a Wittgensteinian origin in recent papers.2
 But I shall try to presuppose no familiarity with those discussions.

 The basic ideas in Investigations ?258 are, first, that the "state-

 ments" in a private language of sensation would be contentful, only

 if there were a substantial distinction between what it seemed right to

 the user of a private language-a linguist-to say or think, and what

 really was right; and, second, that there can be no such distinction.

 The connection of this thought with the nature of knowledge of

 one's own intentions turns on the simple point that a linguist would

 need, one way or another, to generate the semantics of the private

 language out of his own intentions. Roughly: correct identification

 of a sensation would involve applying the identifying symbol to a

 sensation of the type with which the linguist intended that it should

 be associated when he did whatever he did do to establish that sym-

 bol's meaning. The supporter of private language has an obligation,

 therefore, to ensure that there is a coherent notion of intention of

 the kind which the linguist needs; specifically, a notion of intention

 * To be presented in an APA symposium on the Thought of Wittgenstein, De-
 cember 30. Warren Goldfarb will be co-symposiast and John McDowell will com-
 ment; see this JOURNAL, this issue, 635-642 and 643/4, respectively, for their
 contributions. The material abstracted here was composed for the conference on
 Metaphysics and Epistemology held at the University of Queensland in May 1989. I
 am grateful to those who participated for helpful discussion, and especially to
 Andre Gallois. Thanks also to Bob Hale for comments on a draft of the paper
 presented there.

 l"Does Philosophical Investigations I, ??258-60 Suggest a Cogent Argument
 against Private Language?" in P. Pettit and J. McDowell, eds., Subject, Thought
 and Context (New York: Oxford, 1986), pp. 209-266.

 2 "On Making Up One's Mind: Wittgenstein on Intention," in Logic, Philosophy
 of Science and Epistemology, Proceedings of the XIth International Wittgenstein
 Symposium, P. Weingartner and Gerhard Schurz, eds. (Vienna: Holder-Pickler-
 Tempsky, 1987), pp. 391-404; "Wittgenstein's Rule-Following Considerations and
 the Central Project of Theoretical Linguistics," in Alexander George, ed., Reflec-
 tions on Chomsky (New York: Blackwell, 1989), pp. 233-264; "Critical Study of
 Colin McGinn's Wittgenstein on Meaning," in Mind, xcviii (1989):289-305.

 0022-362X/89/8 /611/622-634 ( 1989 The Journal of Philosophy, Inc.
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 THOUGHT OF WITT-GENSTEIN 623

 such that by forming one on a "baptismal" occasion, as it were, I

 can-even in circumstances of privacy-create facts about the

 proper description of sensations that await me in the future. That is

 an obligation which, on any view about knowledge of one's own
 intentional states along the broad lines I am going to canvass, cannot

 be discharged.

 I. THE SEEMS RIGHT/ IS RIGHT DISTINCTION

 According to the broadly Cartesian conception of the mental which

 Wittgenstein is examining, the truth of any of a linguist's judgments

 concerning his sensations will originate somewhat in the fashion of
 the truth of a contingent report of observation: it will be a matter of

 depiction of an appropriate-albeit interior-truth-conferring state
 of affairs, something manifest to consciousness but distinct from the

 judging, whose content is precisely that such a state of affairs ob-
 tains. The existence of a contrast between what seems right to the

 linguist and what is right is simply a requirement of this comparison:

 something demanded if it is to be appropriate to think of matters in
 terms of a possible fit, or congruence, between the linguist's judg-
 ments concerning his sensations and the character which those sen-

 sations actually have.

 It is no cause for-concern about the propriety of this demand that

 we are concerned with judgments about states of which the linguist is

 necessarily aware. For the linguist's-and our ordinary-conception

 of sensations allows for their occurrence in subjects, like animals or

 very young children, who lack the conceptual wherewithal to judge
 and classify them. So the point stands: if judgments about sensation

 are to be viewed on the Cartesian observational model, we should

 conceive of their correctness, when they are correct, as rendered by

 something distinct from the judgment-the c-haracter of the sensa-

 tion, the fact that it falls under the concept under which it is thereby

 judged to fall.

 If a seems right/ is right distinction is necessary, what would suf-

 fice to make it out? The implied answer of ?258 is: some independent

 "criterion" of correctness-some method whereby the linguist

 could further appraise judgments that initially strike him as correct.

 But the privacy of the subject matter, and of the concepts under

 which the linguist is putatively bringing it, necessarily pre-empt,

 Wittgenstein seems to suggest, the possibility of any such criterion.

 So, he is tempted to conclude, no content can be established for the
 needed idea of congruence between the linguist's successive convic-

 tions and the putative states of affairs they concern. And, hence,
 "here we can't talk about 'right'."
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 624 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 There are two salient lines of defense open to the friend of privacy.

 One of them3 contests whether the linguist does irremediably lack all

 means for a principled appraisal of his own judgments. The sugges-

 tion is that, by constructing sufficient of a system-theory-around

 his judgments, the linguist could establish conditions of acceptability

 which related not just to the judgments' initial appeal but to princi-

 pled holistic constraints. And he could thereby have, in certain cir-

 cumstances, compelling reason to overturn initially appealing judg-

 ments that he would otherwise have accepted. That would surely be

 to possess a "criterion of correctness" in the sense material to ?258.

 I investigated this proposal in some detail in an earlier paper (cf.

 fn. 1). Its prospects are, in my view, extremely unpromising. But our

 present business is to canvass an argument to the effect that the

 friend of privacy has no alternative course.

 The second response questions whether, in order for the linguist

 to be entitled to the needed distinction between his judgments and

 the states of affairs to which they are supposed to correspond, a

 further criterion is necessary for their acceptability beyond their

 commanding his initial assent. On the contrary: difficulty in making

 out a contrast between what seems right to the linguist and what is

 right is exactly to be expected if, as we naturally suppose, one's

 judgments about one's own sensations are infallible. In that case, so

 far from wanting a criterion for the correctness of his judgments, the

 linguist has such a decisive criterion in the very phenomenon of

 judgment itself. No other criterion is necessary or, if it is intended

 that it should dominate and, on occasion, correct the linguist's im-

 pressions, possible.

 A seems right/ is right distinction was demanded in order to vin-

 dicate the idea that the linguist has a genuine class of recognitional

 judgments in play, answerable to a genuine range of situations of

 which it is possible-if only for the linguist-to have a reasonably

 definite conception. The second response brings out that no fast-
 track demonstration that these ideas have no content can be based

 purely on the impossibility of ascertainable contrasts between what

 the linguist is/was inclined to think and what is/was actually so. For if

 there can be such a thing as infallible judgment, of any subject
 matter, then there will be both a genuine distinction between the

 judging and the states of affairs judged and no possibility of that kind
 of ascertainable contrast. Pleading infallibility, as it were, does not,

 3 See Ross Harrison, On What There Must Be (New York: Oxford, 1974), chs. 3,
 6; note esp. p. 161; and Simon Blackburn, "The Individual Strikes Back," Synthese,
 LVIII (1984): 281-301, concluding pages.
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 THOUGHT OF WITTGENSTEIN 625

 of course, establish the needed distinction,4 but it points up what

 might seem to be a lacuna in Wittgenstein's reasons for thinking that

 it cannot exist.
 II. INFALLIBILITY

 How, though, can judgment, even about so intimate a matter as one's

 own sensations, ever be infallible? It is true, of course, that there are

 many ways in which one cannot, apparently, go wrong in making

 such judgments. There is, for instance, no distinction between a

 sensation's appearance, as it were, and its reality, so no ways in which

 appearances can deceive; there are no analogues, for sensation, of

 bad lighting, illusions of perspective, and background noise. There is

 also no analogue of the distinction between how a perceived object

 seems to a particular subject and how it publicly seems; for the way a

 sensation feels to someone is the way it feels, simpliciter. But such

 considerations, though limiting the range of possible sources of

 error, do not establish infallibility. Judging a sensation properly, as

 the linguist conceives it, is a matter of responding with an appro-

 priate concept to a token of a type of interior state of affairs which

 could have been instantiated in his consciousness even had he lacked

 the capacity to make judgments about it altogether. So it should be

 viewed as a substantial cognitive accomplishment-a simple but gen-

 uine feat of phenomenological taxonomy. As such, it calls, one would

 imagine, for wheels to turn within one's cognitive apparatus-for
 presumably causally based classificatory mechanisms to fire. Why can

 they not misfire? Is it even intelligible that they might somehow be

 proof against misfire?

 In ?271 Wittgenstein has his interlocutor say,

 Imagine a person whose memory could not retain what the word 'pain'

 meant-so that he constantly called different things by that name-but
 nevertheless used the word in a way fitting in with the usual symptoms

 and presuppositions of pain.

 Wittgenstein continues in propria voce,

 -In short, he uses it as we all do. Here I should like to say: a wheel that

 can be turned though nothing else moves with it, is not part of the

 mechanism.

 Here the "idle wheel" is that putative aspect of the competent

 ascription of pain to oneself and others which is supposed to involve

 4 Rather, the propriety of regarding a class ofjudgments as genuinely infallible, as
 opposed to merely incorrigible, depends precisely on making out the distinction. Cf.
 my Wittgenstein on the Foundations of Mathematics (Cambridge: Harvard, 1980),
 pp. 356/7.
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 626 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 the proper classification of an interior object, and hence to depend
 on success in remembering how the interior object has to be if it is

 properly to be classified as 'pain'. Wittgenstein's suggestion is that

 we should be doubtful whether any such interior classificatory com-

 petence is involved if somebody could lack it yet apparently function

 in all respects normally in his use of the word. Let that pass, however;

 does not the example at least force the linguist to acknowledge one
 kind of fallibility? Clearly the sincere use of a private language can-

 not be infallible. For if the linguist can establish private meanings, he
 can also lose track of them and use symbols in ways which diverge
 from the requirements of the meanings which he himself established.

 That is a relatively superficial point. But it takes us close to a

 deeper one. At Investigations II, xi (p. 272), Wittgenstein writes:

 Always get rid of the idea of the private object in this way: assume that it
 constantly changes, but that you do not notice the change because your
 memory constantly deceives you.

 My interest here is not in the efficacy of this thought against the
 "private object," but in the extent of the memory deception that

 Wittgenstein has in mind. Consider this possible parallel: you watch a
 colored light that varies between red, green and blue, and report its
 color at specified intervals; you do so correctly, but at each stage you
 misremember both how the light was at the last stage and how you
 classified it, in such a way that it seems to you that there has been no
 variation in color at all and that you have all along been describing

 the colors correctly. Here there is no question about your continuing
 competence with color concepts-for all your judgments of present

 color are correct. Your failings belong entirely to your memory of
 facts.

 It is different on the following possible reading of the passage.
 Now-when it comes, say, to reporting the light's color for the
 second time-you correctly remember your previous classification
 but misremember how the light looked, taking it that there has been
 no change. Finding yourself now inclined to a different classification,
 you may be inclined to disown the previous one; but equally, its
 precedent may stifle your inclination to what would in fact be the

 correct description of the present color of the light. In this way, a
 failure of factual memory may destabilize your grasp of color
 concepts.

 It is important to see that such destabilization need not merely be
 verbal. Someone learning a second language might occasionally
 muddle the names of colors, calling purple 'amarillo', for instance,
 or orange 'rojo'. The beliefs about colors which, thus incompetently,
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 THOUGHT OF WITTGENSTEIN 627

 the subject tried to express could and probably would, however, be

 perfectly correct. It is not merely an analogue of this kind of muddle

 which the linguist has to acknowledge to be possible in view of the

 fallibility of memory. Consider instead the case of a child learning to
 classify colors in English as his first language. Here it is not a matter

 of mapping a vocabulary onto an antecedently grasped set of con-

 cepts; rather, the boundaries of the concepts are set by the linguistic
 practice. And mastery of the vocabulary is not an all-or-nothing

 matter; various degrees of grasp are possible. There will be stages at

 which the child is acquainted with some but not all familiar color

 terms; and, more significantly, there may be stages at which his grasp

 of the use of particular color terms is partial. He may, for instance,
 reliably classify blue things as 'blue', and red things as 'red', but be

 inclined, until corrected, to classify most shades of purple as 'blue'

 and some-but perhaps not all-of the remainder as 'red'. Here it

 would be improper to say that his errors are merely verbal; for if they
 are verbal, then he is misusing the sentence, 'This is blue', to express
 true beliefs, ergo beliefs that he has the conceptual resources to

 entertain, about the colors of purple things. But any relevant true
 beliefs are to the effect that the objects in question are indeed pur-
 ple; so to regard his errors as verbal would commit us to ascribing the
 concept of purple to him which, since grasping it involves mastery of
 linguistic boundaries, is precisely what he lacks.

 There are degrees of grasp, not just of color vocabulary, but of
 color concepts, and, correlatively, degrees of confusion. Normally,
 people move through such intermediate degrees of grasp to attain a

 standard competence in color judgment which stays with them for

 the rest of their lives. But the durability of the competence is a
 contingency, like the durability of the capacity to balance on a bicy-
 cle. A kind of recidivism is evidently possible, and might have been
 quite usual; human existence supplies many examples, after all, of

 gradual loss of capacities that, in the earlier part of our lives, we may
 have worked hard to acquire.

 The linguist, then, who would conceive of his ability to classify his

 sensations as an inward-looking recognitional skill, must recognize

 two potential kinds of error which the fallibility of his memory may
 engineer. First, he may suffer linguistic amnesia-forget which ex-
 pressions respectively denote which kinds of sensations-although

 retaining a grasp of the various sensation kinds which, in the lan-
 guage as originally instituted, he had determined the use of the
 various classificatory terms to signal. Second, he may suffer from a
 kind of conceptual recidivism parallel to that of someone who, hav-

 ing once mastered the system of color concepts reflected in the
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 628 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 standard vocabulary in English, slips back into, e.g., classifying a

 large class of shades of purple with the blues. The linguist may slip,

 that is, into classificatory practices that, judged in the light of his own

 previous practice, would reflect a merely partial grasp of the con-

 cepts that were constituted therein. And this may happen while his

 dominant intention is to conserve his original classificatory scheme.

 Conceptual recidivism is, evidently, merely a special case of a more

 general possibility: departures from the system of concepts

 enshrined in the linguist's original practice may take all kinds of,

 perhaps unprecedented, directions. What is important, for our pur-

 poses, is that something other than notational variation be involved,

 and that the linguist's dominant intentions remain conservative.

 Now, there is a question whether either kind of possibility makes

 space straightforwardly for the linguist's holding a false belief about

 the character of an occurrent sensation. For the possibility of lin-

 guistic amnesia is only the possibility that he forms a true belief that

 he then forgets how to express; and, in a case of conceptual recidi-

 vism, his grasp is in doubt of the concepts with which, in ascribing a

 false belief to him, we should apparently be crediting him. Plausibly,

 I can only believe falsely that something is blue, if I know what it is

 for something to be blue and falsely believe that the particular object

 is that way.

 There is scope for some debate about the last claim. It does not,

 for instance, seem a major solecism to describe someone who is
 confused about the distinction between leopards and cheetahs as

 believing of the cheetah in the cage in front of him that it is a

 leopard. But we can, I think, forego this debate. For if conceptual

 recidivism and its ilk are possibilities that the linguist must acknowl-

 edge, then he must at least allow the possibility of second-order error:

 the possibility of a situation in which he falsely believes that he has a
 true classificatory belief about an occurrent sensation, even if he is

 no longer competent to identify the content of the belief that he

 falsely takes to be true-since his error results from his having lost

 hold of concepts of which, in identifying that content, he would be

 exercising a continuing grasp. True, if matters are described in this

 more conservative way-and if loss of grip on his own vocabulary

 and conceptual recidivism and its ilk exhaust the pitfalls to which the

 linguist's attempts to annotate his sensations may succumb-then,
 whenever the linguist does manage a classificatory belief of deter-

 minate content, that belief will be true. The proper conclusion, how-
 ever, is not that the linguist is infallible in his attempts to classify his

 sensations, but that infallibility requires more than that the classifi-
 catory beliefs that he actually succeeds in forming be error-proof: it

This content downloaded from 91.183.198.198 on Mon, 13 Nov 2017 09:20:30 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms



 THOUGHT OF WIVTGENSTEIN 629

 requires, in addition, that there be no possibility of his being deluded

 that he has such a true belief when in fact he does not.
 III. PRIVACY AND INTENTION

 Infallibility is not to be had. But if the sort of second-order error

 which attends the possibility of conceptual recidivism and similar

 lapses is the worst the linguist has to reckon with-and I am suppos-

 ing it is-does that put obstacles in the way of a successful argument

 against private language? Would it be more straightforward to design

 such an argument, if we had forced the linguist to face the possibility

 of simple misclassification-false first-order beliefs?

 I do not think so. If the linguist makes such a second-order error,

 there will be a distinguished belief which, though he has uninten-

 tionally drifted away from the concepts necessary to grasp its con-

 tent, he nevertheless takes himself to hold truly-a belief expressed

 by the private sentence by which he attempts to represent his judg-

 ment to himself, but expressed by that sentence courtesy of the

 private language's original semantics which it remains his dominant

 intention to conserve. And this distinguished belief may actually be

 false in the situation in question. (Cf. the color recidivist's use of

 'This is blue' when confronted with something purple.) Hence, ex-

 actly as there would be if first-order error were involved, there is a

 need to conceive of the source of the truth value of the distinguished

 belief as residing in factors that are independent of-and may actu-

 ally outrun-the linguist's capacity for competent judgment. So the

 challenge remains to explain what these factors are.

 Our concern is with any response to this challenge of a nonopera-

 tionalist temper-any response that does not regard it as necessary,

 in order for sense to attach to the idea of the linguist's being in error,

 that his errors be detectable. If he errs undetectably, what makes it

 the case, e.g., that the relevant distinguished belief, which he falsely

 believes that he holds truly, is in fact false? There is only one possible

 answer. The concepts of which the linguist now has at best an im-

 perfect grasp have to be thought of as constituted by certain of his

 prior linguistic intentions: either the "baptismal" intentions that

 were operative when he gave himself the relevant private ostensive

 definitions, or-since the way the private language comes into being

 is strictly an irrelevance-intentions which previously informed his

 mature practice of the language and with which he intends his pres-

 ent practice to be consonant. And his error can consist only in his

 mistaking what constitutes compliance with those intentions on the

 occasion in question-a mistake originating not in any sort of mis-

 apprehension of the prevailing circumstances, for which the Carte-

 sian epistemology of sensation provides no scope, but in loss of grip
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 630 THE JOURNAL OF PHILOSOPHY

 on the intentions themselves. Whence the connection of the private

 language issue with our knowledge of our own intentions and of our

 intentional states in general.

 How, broadly, is it possible to have such knowledge? Two para-

 digms are liable to blinker our response to this question: knowledge
 by inference and knowledge by observation. But the idea that knowl-

 edge of one's own intentional states is more than quite exceptionally

 arrived at inferentially misrepresents both their phenomenology and

 their "grammar." We do not in general have any account to offer of

 the grounds on which we take ourselves to have the beliefs, inten-

 tions, etc., that we do, and it is normally quite out of place to expect
 such an account. Intentional states are avowable: they are subject to

 groundless, authoritative self-ascription, and it belongs to their es-

 sence that they are so.

 The Cartesian conception of knowledge of one's own intentional

 states opts for the other, observational paradigm: the intentional

 state is, typically, simply salient to consciousness, and directly recog-

 nized by the subject for what it is. This idea is a major target of

 Wittgenstein's destructive effort in the Investigations. A currently

 fashionable sort of reason for discontent with it, emanating from the
 writings of Hilary Putnam, Tyler Burge, and others,5 would reflect
 that the content of intentional states in general is determined as a

 function of factors-for instance, aspects of the physical and/or

 social environment-which lie out with the subject's consciousness;

 so the identity of an intentional state cannot in general be ascer-

 tained merely by scrutiny of elements that lie within consciousness.6

 5 The locus classicus is Putnam's "The Meaning of 'Meaning'," in his Mind,

 Language and Reality (New York: Cambridge, 1975), pp. 215-271. See also his
 "Is Semantics Possible?" ibid., pp. 139-152. Burge's ideas concerning the contri-
 bution of social considerations are introduced in his "Individualism and the Men-
 tal," in Midwest Studies in Philosophy, iv (1979): 73-121; see also his "Other

 Bodies," in A. Woodfield, ed., Thought and Object (New York: Oxford, 1982), pp.
 97-120, and "Two Thought Experiments Reviewed," Notre Dame Journal of For-
 mal Logic, xxiii (1982): 284-293.

 6 Two points about this train of thought. First, its thrust is not that second-order
 beliefs become additionally fallible on an externalist view of content; on the con-
 trary, if the content of the belief that P is in part externally determined, so-and in
 exactly the same way-is that of the belief that I hold the belief that P. Externalism
 poses no obstacle to the idea that, if I believe that I believe that P, then I do believe
 that P. The question is, rather, how I am to tell introspectively what second-order
 belief I hold. Second, the train of thought is, of course, utterly unconvincing as
 formulated: it is rather as if someone were to argue that it was impossible to
 recognize a friend in the street, since the identity of the approaching person would
 depend on considerations of history and origin which could not be salient to con-
 temporary observation. There is much more to say. For disbelieving responses to
 the train of thought, see Donald Davidson, "Knowing One's Own Mind," Proceed-
 ings and Addresses of the American Philosophical Association, LX (1987):
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 Wittgenstein's own objections to the observational model are differ-
 ent, however. In part, they are once again phenomenological,

 though there is no space here to review any of the details. But

 perhaps the most decisive difficulty that his writings disclose derives

 from the requirement the model imposes that intentional states can

 be fully determinate objects of inner contemplation before they issue

 in anything outward-and hence that their connection with events,

 and especially performances, lying in the future can only be causal.

 For, on the contrary, the ascription of intentional states to a subject
 is answerable to what he goes on to say and do in the broadly identi-

 ficatory fashion in which the ascription of dispositions and capacities
 is so answerable. Indeed, an ascription of a specific set of beliefs,
 desires, and intentions. to a subject can assume sufficient detail to
 ensure that the question of its justifiability in the light of his subse-
 quent performance presupposes no knowledge of whatever causal

 connections there may standardly be between intentional states and

 behavior, but is a priori.
 One of the most basic of the philosophical puzzles about inten-

 tional states is that they seem to straddle two paradigms: the para-

 digm of sensation and other avowable phenomena of consciousness,

 on the one hand, and, on the other, the paradigm of psychological
 characteristics that, like irritability or modesty, are properly con-

 ceived as dispositional and give rise to no phenomenon of avowal. It

 appears that neither an epistemology of observation-of pure intro-

 spection-nor one of inference can be harmonized with all their

 aspects. Now, when each of the horns of a dilemma seems unplay-

 able, it is often good policy to look for a common assumption. And

 there is, of course, such an assumption here. It is the assumption that

 there has to be a substantial epistemology of intentional states, a

 mode of cognitive access to those states which is distinctively avail-

 able to their subject and which is somehow able to measure up to the

 epistemic security with which sincere avowals of intentional states are

 standardly credited. But then it seems that the only relevant possibili-

 ties-since one does not know a priori of one's own beliefs, desires,

 etc.-are observation and inference, and neither seems to be at the

 service of a satisfying account. The conclusion would therefore seem
 suggested that knowing of one's own beliefs, desires, and intentions

 441-458; and Burge, "Individualism and Self-Knowledge," this JOURNAL, LXXXV,
 A 1(November 1988): 649-663. For defense of the train of thought as a weapon
 against the observational model, see Paul Boghossian's "Content and Self-knowl-
 edge," forthcoming in Philosophical Topics.
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 is not really a matter of "access to"-being in cognitive touch with

 -a state of affairs at all.

 How can this thought be made clear sense of? I strongly suspect

 that there is only one viable strategy for doing so. That is to recog-

 nize that the authority standardly granted to a subject's own beliefs,

 or expressed avowals, about his intentional states is a constitutive

 principle: something that is not a by-product of the nature of those

 states, and an associated epistemologically privileged relation in

 which the subject stands to them, but enters primitively into the

 conditions of identification of what a subject believes, hopes, and

 intends.

 There are various, more precise possible accounts and compari-

 sons by means of which one might attempt to render this idea more
 concrete,7 but I have no space to attempt to take the task on here,
 and we need, in any case, only a very general sketch for our present

 purpose. The language game of intentional states, so conceived,

 would function roughly like this. A subject's sincere dispositions of

 avowal-or, better, his beliefs-concerning his intentional states

 would stand by default, unless there was positive reason to reject

 them. Such reason might be provided by the inability of the inten-

 tional system so determined to rationalize his behavior satisfyingly,

 together with the availability of an alternative system, generated by

 discarding the suspect ascriptions, which fared better. Or it might be

 provided by internal constraints of harmony and intelligibility work-

 ing within the system as a whole. Since the telos, in the most general

 terms, of the practice of ascribing intentional states to oneself and

 others is mutual understanding, the success of a language game that

 worked this way would depend on certain deep contingencies. It

 would depend, for instance, on the contingency that taking the self-

 conceptions of others seriously, in the sense involved in crediting

 their beliefs about their intentional states, as expressed in their

 avowals, with authority, will almost always tend to result in an overall
 picture of their psychology which is more illuminating-as it hap-

 pens, enormously more illuminating-than anything which might be

 gleaned by respecting all the data except the subject's self-testimony.

 And that in turn rests on the contingency that we are, each of us,

 ceaselessly but-on the proposed conception-subcognitively

 moved to opinions concerning our own intentional states which will
 indeed give good service to others in their attempt to understand us.

 Thus, we do not cognitively interact with states of affairs which

 7 See my "Wittgenstein's Rule-Following Considerations . . .," pp. 246-254;
 and my "Moral Values, Projection and Secondary Qualities," Proceedings of the
 Aristotelian Society, supp. vol. LXII (1988): 1-26.
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 confer truth upon our opinions concerning our own intentional
 states; rather, we are inundated, day be day, with opinions for which
 truth is the default position, as it were. They count as true provided
 that we hold them and that no good purpose is served, in another's
 quest to find us intelligible, by rejecting them.8

 Sketchy as it is, some of the effects of applying this austere picture
 to intention itself are fo seeable and striking. That I should know
 what I currently intind becomes the default position. But reflect that
 the picture, if good at all, ought also to extend to knowledge of our
 former intentions or-what comes to the same thing, barring mis-
 takes about other matters-knowledge of what currently would
 comply with them. For making sense of others' behavior depends as
 much upon knowledge of their former as of their present intentional
 states; and, once again, our practice is to give avowals of former
 intentions, and judgments about what courses of action now comply
 with them, the same kind of default authority.

 If anything like this is correct, then the linguist is in serious diffi-
 culty. We saw that the conception of a private language as founded
 upon inward-looking classificatory competences demanded acknowl-
 edgment of the kind of fallibility illustrated by conceptual recidivism.
 And that in turn demanded the possibility of a split between the
 classification of an occurrent sensation that accords with the lin-
 guist's baptismal or erstwhile mature intentions, and the linguist's
 actual classificatory performance in response to that sensation. The
 linguist's baptismal, or mature, intentions have to be empowered to
 constitute substantial truth conditions for beliefs that he has not yet
 formed about sensations that have not yet occurred; and they have to
 be able to do this in total independence of what, if any, beliefs he
 actually does form when the sensations occur. So we have to conceive
 of facts about what does or does not conform to those of the lin-
 guist's prior intentions which constituted the linguistico-conceptual
 apparatus that he is seeking to deploy, as settled quite independently
 of his own subsequent responses and judgments.

 But no such conception can be accessible on the austere view of
 intentional states which was sketched. Simply: there is nothing for an
 intention, conceived as determining subsequent conformity and
 nonconformity to it autonomously and independently of its author's

 8 To avoid misunderstanding, note that the austere picture proposes a (default)
 sufficient condition for a subject's being in a particular intentional state. There is no
 suggestion that the same condition is also necessary. So the picture need not involve
 that there is always a regress of beliefs whenever anything is believed; or that
 unselfconscious creatures, which lack the conceptual resources for second-order
 beliefs, are incapable of believing altogether.
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 judgments on the matter, to be. What the linguist needs is a plato-
 nized intention, an interior mental state sustaining objective rela-
 tions of fit to prospective courses of action rather as a rule, platoni-
 cally conceived, determines its own proper applications indefinitely
 far down the tracks, as it were-leaving the human subject, in both
 cases, only with the task of following through a predeterminate
 commitment. That is mythology. And the austere view has no place
 for it. With the austere view in place, the linguist is bereft of the
 means to give the needed constitutive account-to explain what,
 independently of his judgment, constitutes the truth of a thought

 expressed in the private language.
 The reason the austere view does not generate a similar result in

 the case of public language is that keeping a grip on one's own prior
 linguistico-conceptual intentions does not, in contrast with the pri-
 vate case, suffice for truth; for one may be encumbered with the
 wrong intentions-misunderstand the content of the judgment at
 issue-or fall victim to perceptual or other kinds of cognitive error.
 It is the linguist's peculiar predicament, by contrast, that a failure to
 keep track of the requirements of his previous baptismal or mature
 intentions is the only way he can fall into error. Yet error-if only
 second-order error-has to be possible, if a genuine exercise of
 concepts is involved. The result is that the austere view of intention,
 by granting default correctness to all the linguist's private "judg-
 ments," makes it impossible for any of them to be correct-and
 hence undercuts the picture of a domain of independently consti-
 tuted states of affairs which those "judgments" were supposed to fit.

 The only possible recourse for the friend of privacy is to provide
 some account whereby default correctness might on occasion be
 overridden-something parallel to the way whereby explanatory

 constraints, operated by third parties, may dominate a subject's sin-
 cere avowals. But that is to say that any hope for the linguist must

 depend upon his turning explanatory theorist with respect to his own
 basic classificatory responses-seeking to devise criteria whereby
 they may be appraised. I do not believe9 that there is really any hope
 in that direction. But, in any case, if the argument I have adumbrated

 succeeds in detail, no purely constitutive conception of the seems
 right/is right distinction can be sustained.

 CRISPIN WRIGHT

 Universities of St. Andrews and Michigan

 9 For the reasons elaborated in my "Does Philosophical Investigations.
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