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1. INTRODUCTION 
Thought and speech are intimately connected, in ways that make the study 
of each shed light on the other. But the nature of that connection, and of the 
illumination it casts, are vexed issues that are the subject of considerable 
controversy. 

At the level of our platitudinous background knowledge about things, 
speech is the expression of thought. And understanding what such expressing 
involves is central to understanding the relation between thinlung and speak- 
ing. Part of what it is for a speech act to express a mental state is that the 
speech act accurately captures the mental state and can convey to others what 
mental state it is. And for this to occur, the speech act at least must have 
propositional content that somehow reflects that of the mental state, and 
perhaps must have other such properties as well. 

Speech acts must not only resemble the thoughts they express; they 
must also differ in important ways. Speech plainly cannot occur without 
thought, but thought unexpressed in speech can and often does occur. A 
satisfactory account of the relation between speech and thinking must, ac- 
cordingly, do justice both to the resemblance between speech and thought 
and to this difference between them. 

This asymmetry between thinking and speech may appear to imply that 
the study of speech must be based on the study of thought. Thus, one might 
argue, if thought can occur without speech but not conversely, thought must 
somehow be more basic than speech. Moreover, if speech is at bottom the 
expression of thought, perhaps we cannot understand the nature of speech 
without knowing what it is for something to express thought. And we cannot 
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understand that unless we know what thought is. On this view, thought is 
prior to speech, and the primacy of thought implies that to understand 
speech we must first understand the nature of thinking. 

But, if the asymmetry of the expressing relation suggests that we cannot 
understand speech without understanding thought, the way speech acts must 
correspond to the thoughts they express suggests that we can proceed in 
either direction. Since speech and thinking share their most important prop- 
erties, we should be able to learn equally about each by studying the other. 
If so, we need not follow the Cartesian suggestion that the study of thought 
must precede the study of speech. 

In what follows, I defend an account of the relation between speech and 
thought according to which the priority that thinking does have implies 
nothing about how we must study them. We need not understand speech 
only by appeal to the nature of thought. I begin by discussing, in section 2, 
how speech acts must resemble, in crucial respects, the mental states they 
express. In section 3, then, I advance a strictly causal explanation of what it 
is for a speech act to express a thought. On this suggestion, a speech act 
expresses a thought just in case the thought causes the speech act, and the 
two have the same or corresponding intentional properties, in the manner 
sketched in section 2. If this causal account proves to be defensible, we will 
have no reason to suppose we must study thinking before we can understand 
speech. Thought is only causally prior to speech, and causal priorities do not, 
by themselves, dictate how we should study things. 

To sustain this conclusion, I take up, in section 4, claims by various 
authors that thought is prior to speech in a way that we cannot explain in 
causal terms. On these claims, the basis for this priority is that the intention- 
ality of thought is intrinsic, whereas the intentionality of speech is not. I 
argue that these claims about intrinsic intentionality, and the noncausal 
primacy of thinking, are both unfounded. Section 5 examines insincere speech, 
which is a useful test case for a theory of the relation between speech and 
thought. For, if we hold that insincere speech acts express thoughts the 
speaker does not have, it is difficult to see how such expressing can be a 
causal matter. Section 6, then, considers the question of whether a causal 
account suffices to give a satisfactory explanation of intentionality, or whether 
we need, in addition, some thesis about intrinsic intentionality and the 
noncausal primacy of thought. In section 7, finally, I urge that we can best 
understand the force of the idea that thought is noncausally prior to speech 
if we appeal to the way we are automatically aware of our own thoughts and 
speech acts. And I conclude by arguing that this suggestion is compatible 
with an account of such primacy cast in strictly causal terms. 

2. THE CORRESPONDENCE OF THOUGHT AND SPEECH 
One way that thinking and speech resemble each other pertains to their 



INTENTIONALITY 153 

propositional content. Whenever I think something, I can express what I 
think by saying it. My speech act then has the very same content as my 
mental state.’ And whenever I perform a speech act, what I say expresses 
something that I am thinking, at least if I speak sincerely. To sincerely say 
it’s raining, I must also think it is; and again my speech act expresses my 
thought. For a speech act to express a mental state, the two must have the 
same propositional content. 

But the expression of thought by speech goes beyond just expressing 
content. To see this, it is important to distinguish two ways we put words 
to our mental states, and convey those thoughts to others. For example, I can 
express my belief that it’s raining by asserting that it’s raining. But if, instead, 
I only expect it to rain, I can express my expectation as well, by saying it will 
probably rain. And, in general, I can express in words the whole range of 
propositional attitudes that I can hold. If I say something you did was nice, 
I express my gratitude. If I say that something is nice, I express my admira- 
tion or pleasure; if I say it would be nice to have, I express my desire. In each 
such case, my speech act not only conveys the content of my mental state; 
it also captures my mental attitude. 

When I convey the content and mental attitude of my thoughts in the 
ways just illustrated, I do not explicitly mention those thoughts. Sometimes, 
my speech act simply has the same content, and has an illocutionary force 
parallel to my mental attitude. Other times, I may modify the content of my 
mental state so as to capture my mental attitude, as when I say that some- 
thing would be nice to have, rather than that it just is nice. I can also, 
however, put words to my mental states by explicitly describing them. I can 
convey my expectation of rain by malung a prediction that expresses my 
expectation; I can say, for example, that rain is likely. But another way to 
convey that expectation is just to say, straight-out, that I expect rain. These 
two kinds of speech act are not equivalent. The truth conditions of ‘Rain is 
likely’ differ from those of ‘I expect it to rain’, and either can be true without 
the others also being true. But the two speech acts both convey the same 
mental state. Consequently, the conditions in which one can correctly per- 
form the two speech acts are the same. Similar remarks hold of other kinds 
of mental state. I can convey my gratitude either by saying ‘Thank you’ or 
by telling you that I am grateful. I can express admiration of something either 
by saying that it is nice or by saying that I admire it. The conditions under 
which we can appropriately perform such pairs of speech acts will always be 
the same. 

This divergence of truth conditions from performance conditions emerges 
particularly vividly in connection with what Wittgenstein called Moore’s 
paradox (Wittgenstein 1953, 2:190; see Moore 1944, 204). As Moore noted, 
even though the sentence ‘It’s raining but I don’t believe it is’ is not an actual 
contradiction, we cannot use it to make a coherent assertion. There are 
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circumstances in which the sentence would be true, but none in which any- 
body could use it to say so. Its truth conditions thus differ from its conditions 
for coherent assertibility. Such sentences resemble ‘I do not exist’, which I 
cannot assert even though it can be, and indeed has beea, true.2 Parallel 
considerations affect other mental attitudes and the illocutionary acts that 
express them. I cannot coherently say ‘Thank you but I feel no gratitude’, or 
‘Rain is likely, but I don’t expect it’. If someone were to produce such forms 
of words, we would automatically try to interpret those words nonliterally, 
or as having been used ironically or with some other oblique force. Only thus 
can we regard the speaker as having performed any speech act at all. 

It is important to stress that there are grammatical forms of words that 
one can utter and yet perform no speech act. Otherwise, we could not explain 
what goes wrong with sentences such as ‘It’s raining but I don’t believe it’ 
and ‘I do not exist’ by saying that the literal meanings of these sentences 
prevent us from using them to say anything. But indisputable examples of 
this phenomenon are easy to come by. If somebody assertively utters a 
blatant contradiction, such as ‘It’s raining and it isn’t raining’, that utterance 
does not, on its face, constitute the comprehensible asserting of anything. If 
such a case actually occurred, we might try to take the person to be saying 
something that goes beyond those words; for example, that it is raining in 
one place but not another. But if the speaker insisted that we take those 
words literally and rejected any helping reconstrual, we would be unable to 
understand what illocutionary act was being performed. 

Things are different, of course, with a covert contradiction. People can, 
and do, say contradictory things without explicitly realizing that that is what 
they are doing. But if a contradiction is so blatant that its falsehood cannot 
be missed, we cannot use it, at least not in any literal way, to make an 
assertion. The impossibility of using a blatant contradiction to say anything 
explains the commonsense reaction people typically have to such cases. 
People do not normally say that contradictory assertions are false, or even 
necessarily false; they say, instead, that they are meaningless. This is not the 
crude error it is often supposed to be, but only the result of focusing on 
speech acts rather than on sentence types. Contradictory sentence types are 
plainly false, but the speech acts that result when one tries to assert them 
literally are meaningless. There is no way to understand the speech act, and 
thus no meaning we can give it. These considerations are, in effect, a com- 
monsense counterpart of W. V. Quine’s observation that no translation can 
be acceptable if it results in our rendering as elementary contradictions 
sentences that people actually assert (1960,58-59). The point is unexception- 
able once we note that translations must, in part, tell us how to construe 
people’s speech acts. Since there is no way to regard the assertion of a blatant 
contradiction as a coherent speech act, any translation that leads us to con- 
strue utterances this way must be in error. 
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Manifest contradictions are not the only cases of meaningful, grammat- 
ical sentences whose literal meaning blocks the performance of any coherent 
speech act. Any time we cannot construe the content of a person’s speech act 
as a literal match of the sentence in question, the conditions for the coherent 
performance of a speech act cannot be met. Part of what distinguishes such 
cases is that hearers automatically try to reconstrue the speech act as having 
some content or illocutionary force different from those which the grammati- 
cal and lexical properties of the sentence indicate. This desire to reconstrue, 
however, occurs in other kinds of cases as well. But when the sentence is 
perfectly grammatical, and there is nothing about the context of its being 
uttered that explains the hearers’ tendency to reconstrue, then no speech act 
is possible that has the literal content and force of the sentence in question. 
The sentences that exemplify Moore’s paradox are prime examples of this 
phenomenon. If somebody actually uttered ‘It’s raining, but I don’t believe 
it’, we would very likely try to reconstrue the speech act. Perhaps, for exam- 
ple, the speaker wants to say only how very surprising it is. Perhaps some- 
body who utters ‘Thank you but I feel no gratitude’ means not to thank 
anybody, but only to produce, albeit grudgingly, the proper formula. Unless 
we reconstrue these examples in some such way, one cannot understand the 
person as performing any speech act whatever. 

To explain the divergence manifest in Moore’s paradox between truth 
conditions and conditions for the coherent performance of speech acts, we 
must distinguish expressing mental states from reporting that one is in them. 
‘It’s raining’ expresses, but does not report, one’s belief that it’s raining. By 
contrast, ‘I believe it’s raining’ reports that belief, but does not express it. 
One cannot therefore assert ‘It’s raining but I don’t believe it is’, since the 
second conjunct denies that I have the very belief that the first conjunct 
purports to express. If expressing were not distinct from reporting, the first 
conjunct would both express and report one’s belief, whereas the second 
conjunct would still deny that any such belief exists. So on this construal the 
sentence would be contradictory, which is plainly is not. Accordingly, a 
correct explanation of Moore’s paradox is impossible unless we recognize 
that reporting a mental state is distinct from expressing it. 

We tend to use verbs of illocutionary act in a way that may blur the 
difference between expressing and reporting one’s mental states. Rather than 
say that rain is likely or that something you did was good, I can make my 
illocutionary force explicitly by saying ‘I predict rain’ or ‘I commend what 
you did’, perhaps with the formulaic ‘hereby’ inserted where appropriate. 
But ‘I predict rain’ and ‘Rain is likely’ not only make the same prediction; 
they also express the same mental state, namely, my expectation of rain. 
Similarly, saying that something is good and that I commend it both express 
the same mental state, namely, my approval. 

These considerations may tempt one to hold that the phrase ‘I predict’ 
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is something like an optional variant of ‘is likely’, and ‘I commend‘ a variant 
of ‘is good‘. One might then go on to infer that ‘I expect’ and ‘I approve’ are 
just other such variants, and that when predictive illocutionary force is 
already present, both ‘I expect’ and ‘I predict’, like ‘I commend’ and ‘I 
approve’, are merely ornamental pleonasms. It would follow that ‘I expect 
rain’ does not report my expectation, but rather expresses it, by making a 
prediction. Similarly, we would conclude that ‘I approve of this’ expresses, 
rather than reports, my approval. 

Some such reasoning appears to have influenced Wittgenstein’s assess- 
ment of such cases. According to Wittgenstein (1 953,2: 190,192), “the state- 
ment ‘I believe it’s going to rain’ has a meaning like, that is to say a use like, 
‘It’s going to rain’.’’ He concludes: “ ‘I say’, . . . in ‘I say it will rain 
today’ , . . . simply comes to the same thing as the assertion ‘It will. . . . ’ ” 
If we take the use of linguistic expressions as central to their semantic charac- 
ter, it will be difficult not to assimilate reporting mental states to expressing 
them.3 

But the considerations raised earlier are still decisive. Whatever we 
may think about meaning and use, the use of a sentence is plainly distinct 
from its truth conditions. The sentences ‘I hereby predict rain’, ‘Rain is 
likely’, and ‘I expect rain’ are all three alike with respect to conditions of 
appropriate use. But their truth conditions indisputably diverge. Indeed, we 
can construct Moore’s paradox using any pair from among this triad of 
sentences. We can assert neither ‘I hereby predict rain but rain isn’t likely’ 
nor ‘I expect rain but I predict it won’t rain’, though neither sentence is 
contradictory. 

The identity of conditions of correct use despite divergence of truth 
conditions not only shows that expressing mental states differs from report- 
ing them. It also confirms that for a speech act to express a mental state the 
speech act must, in addition to sharing its propositional content with the 
mental state, have an illocutionary force that reflects the attitude of that 
mental state. For the paradox will arise using any mental attitude together 
with the corresponding illocutionary force. Only if expressing a mental state 
implies that the illocutionary force of the speech act reflects the attitude of 
the mental state is it open to us to explain Moore’s paradox as due to the 
denial in one conjunct of a mental state that the other conjunct purports to 
express. No alternative explanation is available that is equally compelling. 

That illocutionary force expresses mental attitude is also shown by 
impressive parallels that hold between verbs of illocutionary act and those 
of propositional attitude, and the grammatical complements that various 
verbs of each kind require. These syntactic and semantic parallels, and their 
importance, have recently between articulated in elegant and illuminating 
detail by Zeno Vendler and John R. Searle.4 

The parallelism between mental attitude and illocutionary force strong- 
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ly supports the view that satisfactory accounts of speech acts and mental 
states must proceed hand in hand. We can learn about either by appeal to 
the other. Traditional arguments for the interdependence of such accounts 
have generally stressed the impossibility of explaining what it is for either 
mental states or speech acts to have propositional content without presup- 
posing a notion of propositional content common to both. The difficulty 
resembles that which Quine finds in breaking out of the family of terms that 
ascribe synonymy and analyti~ity.~ The parallelism of mental attitude and 
illocutionary force complements traditional appeals to propositional content 
in supporting the claim that speech acts and mental states together form a 
family whose members cannot be explained except by appeal to other mem- 
bers of that family. 

Indeed, parallels of illocutionary force and mental attitude tell us more 
about thought and speech, and the way they are connected, than can parallels 
that involve propositional content. For one thing, the way we classify mental 
statesis a function of differences in mental attitudes, and we also classify 
speech acts into kinds on the basis of differences in illocutionary force. 
Propositional content tells us relatively little about how the various sorts of 
mental state and speech act differ from one another. More important, as 
Moore’s paradox shows, a match between illocutionary force and mental 
attitude is necessary for a speech act to express a mental state. That match 
is central to the tie between thought and speech. 

3. THE PRIMACY OF THOUGHT 
The claim that thought and speech are interdependent is unexceptionable. 
And, since speech acts have properties that correspond to those of the mental 
states they express, knowing about either will help us understand the other. 
But a compelling intuition exists that, whatever parallels there are between 
the properties of speech and thought, the nature of speech is dependent on 
thought, but not conversely. When a speech act expresses a mental state, the 
two do indeed have corresponding properties. But the speech act, on this 
intuition, somehow owes its properties to the mental state. We can under- 
stand speech only as the expression of thought. So we can explain speech by 
reference to thought, but we cannot explain thinking by appeal to speech. 

The idea that thinking is, in some such way, more basic than speech 
has been formulated with particular force and clarity by Roderick M. Chis- 
holm (1 958). According to Chisholm, “nothing would be intentional were it 
not for the fact that thoughts are intentional,” although “[t]houghts would 
be intentional even if there were no linguistic entities.” So “[tlhoughts are 
a ‘source of intentionality’,” whereas speech acts are not (533). Accordingly, 
we cannot “explicate the intentional character of believing and other psycho- 
logical attitudes by reference to certain features of language.” Rather, we 
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must “explicate the intentional characteristics of language by reference to 
believing and to other psychological attitudes’’ (52 1). 

The view that thought has primacy over speech is not new: It is of 
course present in Descartes, and can be found in Aristotle.6 And more recent- 
ly, such primacy has been championed by Vendler and by Searle. Both 
Vendler and Searle concede that, because speech has a physical realization 
that is readily observable, speech is intersubjectively more accessible than 
thought (Vendler 1972, 3; Searle, 5). But greater epistemic accessibility does 
not always indicate a more fundamental nature. And Searle and Vendler 
both insist, with Chisholm, that thinking is more basic than speech in some 
way that reflects the nature of both processes. 

That thinking is in some way prior to speech seems plain, and it is 
natural to try to explain this priority by appeal to the asymmetry of the 
expressing relation. Speech expresses thoughts, but thoughts do not express 
speech. Indeed, nothing whatever expresses speech, and thinking itself does 
not express anything, at least not in the way in which speech expresses 
mental states. Thoughts can therefore exist unaccompanied by any other 
sorts of intentional items, whereas speech is parasitic on thinking. In this 
spirit, Searle maintains that the intentionality of thinlung is intrinsic, as 
opposed to the derived intentionality of speech. For a person’s meaning 
something cannot “stand on its own in the way that [a person’s] believing” 
something, for example, can (29). 

By itself, however, this appeal to expressing raises more questions than 
it resolves. We cannot explain the primacy of thought over speech simply by 
saying that speech acts express thoughts unless we know what such express- 
ing consists in, and why it exhibits the asymmetry it does. Parallels between 
verbs of propositional attitude and illocutionary act help little here. Without 
some actual account of what the relation of expressing involves, ‘expressing’ 
is hardly more than a label for whatever it is that explains and underlies that 
parallelism. 

Moreover, a satisfactory explanation of expressing, for these purposes, 
must show how the expression of mental states by speech results in the 
primacy of thought. Not every asymmetric relation implies that one of the 
relata is somehow more fundamental than the other. And the primacy that 
such expressing implies must square both with the interdependence of thought 
and talk, and with the greater intersubjective accessibility of speech. An 
account of expressing which met these conditions would be able to explain 
satisfactorily the kind of primacy thought has, and why it has it. 

The account that immediately suggests itself relies on causal connec- 
tions. On this proposal, a speech act expresses a mental state just id in 
addition to having the right propositional content and illocutionary force, 
the mental state is causally necessary for the speech act to occur. If thought 
does cause speech, speech cannot occur without thought. So thought is caus- 
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ally prior to speech. This suggestion fits nicely with our having better inter- 
subjective access to speech. Effects are often more readily observable than 
their causes, and we often learn much about the nature of causes by studying 
effects. The direction of epistemic primacy is often opposite to that of causa- 
tion. 

A causal account of expressing also squares well with the interdepen- 
dence of thought and speech. For one thing, we not only learn about causes 
from examining their effects, but also about effects from looking at their 
causes. More important, however, that interdependence is due chiefly to the 
impossibility of breaking out of the family ofillocutionary acts and proposi- 
tional attitudes when we explain any of its members. The explanations that 
tie us to that family, however, are not causal, but conceptual explanations. 
They are explanations of what it is to be this sort of illocutionary act or that 
kind of propositional attitude. The situation is similar with many natural 
processes and properties- for example, with colors. We cannot explain what 
it is, phenomenally, to be some particular color except by reference to other 
colors. But this is a limitation on what we can explain conceptually, not 
causally. Causal explanations of color are of course possible that do not 
themselves refer to col6r. Similarly, the conceptual interdependence of thought 
and speech has no bearing on what causal links may connect them. 

But an even stronger case can be made for a causal account of express- 
ing. There are features of our commonsense views about the relation between 
thinking and speech that it is hard to see how to explain except by reference 
to the idea that speech acts causally depend on the mental states they express. 
Mental states often go unexpressed, and utterances occur that express no 
mental state, for example, when they consist in words that someone merely 
recites without thought. And a person may think two distinct things, each 
expressible by the same words, and yet use those words to express only one 
of the two mental states. So mere accompaniment of a thought by a corre- 
sponding speech act does not suffice for the speech act to express that very 
thought. Expressing is not like resembling. A speech act does not express a 
mental state just by having the right properties. There must also be some 
specific tie between the two. 

Moreover, we must explain a person’s performance of a speech act by 
appeal, in part, to that person’s being in that particular mental state. Indeed, 
genuine speech acts, as opposed to mindlessly recited utterances, presumably 
cannot even occur in the absence of mental states that have the same content 
and a corresponding mental attitude. If mental states do not cause the speech 
acts that express them, these features of the relation between thought and 
speech must remain puzzling. 

Sometimes we speak of a speech act’s expressing a belief without mean- 
ing to talk about any particular mental state that the speech act expresses. 
Instead, we may mean only that the speech act has the propositional content 
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that such a belief would have. To describe a statement as expressing the 
belief that it’s raining may be just a way of describing it in terms of its 
propositional content, and not by reference to some particular state of believ- 
ing. In such cases, we do not speak of any particular state of believing: 
Rather, we mention a type of mental state, some token of which the speech 
act presumably expresses.’ 

Similar remarks hold for other kinds of illocutionary force. We can 
describe a speech act as expressing the expectation that it will rain, for 
example, without meaning to describe it in terms of any relation it bears to 
a specific mental state. We may, instead, only mean to specify the content 
and force of the speech act. That is, we may mean to say no more than that 
it is the kind of speech act that expresses mental states that are, in turn, 
instances of expecting it to rain. We can, in general, say that a speech act 
expresses something in order to describe its relation to a mental state, or just 
simply to say what kind of speech act it is. 

An example of the second way of speaking occurs when we say that a 
speech act expresses a proposition. Here it is plain that we mean only to be 
talking about the speech act and its content, and not also about any mental 
state. Typically when we mean to be specifying the character of the speech 
act, we say what kind of force it has as well, as when we say the speech act 
expresses the belief that it’s raining or the expectation that it will. But it will 
be convenient, and help us avoid ambiguity, to speak of expressing a propo- 
sition when what we mean is not to speak of a particular mental state that 
the speech act expresses, but to say what its force and content are. 

The distinction between expressing mental states and expressing prop- 
ositions will assume special importance in subsequent sections. For now it 
is enough to note that the distinction can help dispel whatever doubts we 
may have about whether speech acts are caused by the mental states they 
express. These doubts stem from the correct observation that we can de- 
scribe a speech act as expressing beliefs, expectations, and the like without 
implying anything about a causal tie with some particular mental state. But 
to so describe a speech act is to do no more than specify, somewhat obliquely, 
its propositional content and illbcutionary force. By contrast, when we actu- 
ally do say that a speech act expresses some particular mental state, we 
cannot explain the tie to an individual mental state unless we presuppose a 
causal connection. 

An illustration of how this distinction can help us understand the 
relation between speech and thought arises in connection with the point, just 
noted, that mere accompaniment is not enough for a speech act to express 
a mental state. Suppose I speak the words ‘It’s raining’ and, at the same time, 
have the thought that it’s raining. It may seem impossible not to conclude 
that my words express my thought. In ordinary cases, of course. my words 
do just that. But this is not always the case. All that we can be certain of, in 
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the case under consideration, is that my words have the same propositional 
content as my mental state, that is, that my words express the proposition 
that my thought expresses. We cannot conclude that my words also express 
that very act of thinking. It is possible to use ‘thought’ in such cases to refer 
either to the act of thinking or to its propositional content, and confusion can 
result. 

Once again, Moore’s paradox helps out. In section 2, we used Moore’s 
paradox to show that expressing a mental state is distinct from reporting that 
one is in it. Only if the two kinds of speech acts are distinct can we avoid 
construing sentences like ‘It’s raining but I don’t believe it is’ as contradic- 
tions. Bat, if speech acts could occur in the absence of corresponding mental 
states, the opposite difficulty would arise in trying to explain Moore’s para- 
dox. For then not only would Moore’s-paradox sentences not be contradicto- 
ry; we would be unable to construe them even as being in any way problematic. 
If speech acts need not be accompanied by corresponding mental states, 
there would be no difficulty about one’s simply asserting that it’s raining, but 
that one has no corresponding belief. 

Accordingly, to explain Moore’s paradox we must suppose that speech 
acts cannot occur in the absence of corresponding mental states. And, as 
noted above, the best explanation of this regularity is that speech acts are 
causally dependent on such mental states. So the best explanation of Moore’s 
paradox will imply a causal connection between speech acts and the mental 
states they express. This should not be surprising. If the connection between 
the two conjuncts of Moore’s paradox were conceptual or analytic, we would 
once again have difficulty in explaining why such sentences are not contra- 
dictions. Indeed, we would have difficulty even in explaining why parallel 
problems do not affect sentences like ‘George says that it’s raining, but he 
doesn’t believe it is’. Such sentences are slightly odd, but we can explain such 
oddity as due not to any analytic connection between speech and thinlung, 
but to our background knowledge that speech always does express mental 
states. Our background knowledge about speech and thought is so well en- 
trenched as to be taken for granted. And any sentence that offends against 
such a well-entrenched piece of background knowledge will strike us as 
somewhat odd.a 

One might insist, however, that Moore’s paradox, and the regularity 
that speech acts cannot occur without corresponding mental states, both 
reflect the very way we think about mental states and speech acts. And if SO, 

one might object, causal connections could not underlie or help explain 
either the paradox or that regularity. Causal connections are empirical, and 
so could have gone unknown by us. Thus they cannot, on this objection, 
underlie our conceptions about things. 

But it is hard to imagine that the causal ties that bind speech to thought 
could escape our notice. And causal connections often do influence the ways 
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we conceive of things. Indeed, if there were any area in which causal ties 
would be likely to shape our conceptions, it would presumably have to do 
with our conceptions about the mental. For our introspective awareness of 
our own mental states very likely detects, or at least is somehow responsive 
to, such causal ties. And our introspective sense that such causal ties obtain 
will doubtless affect how we think about speech and thought. 

Accordingly, it is arguable that a causal account of the expression of 
thought by speech does all one could ask to explain the primacy of thought. 
In particular, it seems to do justice to Chisholm’s point that, although think- 
ing would be intentional without speech, speech without thought would not 
be. It is natural to take subjunctive and counterfactual conditionals to ex- 
press causal connections. So we can understand Chisholm to be claiming 
that, whereas speech is causally dependent on thought, no opposite depen- 
dence obtains. Similarly, we can offer a causal construal of Searle’s observa- 
tion that “I couldn’t make a statement without expressing a belief or a 
promise without expressing an intention” (28), and Vendler’s (1 972) insis- 
tence that speech involves “putting thought into words” (43). 

But one can concede that thought causes speech without also accepting 
that this causal tie is all there is to the primacy of thought. And all three 
authors insist that thought is primary in a way that is not at all causal. Thus 
Chisholm (1958) maintains that “[tlhe meaning [i.e., content] of thoughts is 
to be analyzed in terms of the meaning of language, and not conversely” 
(529). Vendler echoes this claim when he writes that “the full analysis of the 
[notion] of saying something. . . inevitably involves a concept which . . . es- 
sentially corresponds to the Cartesian idea of thought” (4). Searle too en- 
dorses this asymmetry with respect to analyzability: “the direction of logical 
analysis is to explain language in terms of [the] Intentionality [of the men- 
tal].” We can, Searle concedes, use language heuristically to explain the 
intentionality of mental states, but “the relation of logical dependence is 
precisely the reverse” (5).  Thus “speakers’ meaning should be entirely definable 
in terms of. . . forms of Intentionality that are not intrinsically linguistic” 
(160). These claims suggest that, though thought and speech may belong to 
the same conceptual family, within that family thought has pride of place. 
If so, the primacy of thought will not be solely causal, but conceptual as well. 
And if thinking is conceptually prior to speech, perhaps we can understand 
the nature of speech only by reference to thought. 

An initial response to these claims would be that what looks like con- 
ceptual priority is actually just a causal connection that is so much a part of 
our lives that we tend to take it for granted. Truths so ordinary as to be 
axiomatic often seem conceptual. Such conflation of causal with conceptual 
matters occurs in more mundane areas. It may seem to be a conceptual truth 
that the sky is blue simply because its terrestrial color figures so centrally in 
our everyday picture of how things are. Similarly, we so take it for granted 
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that thought causally underlies speech that this primacy can seem concep- 
tual. Any causal connection that we take to be partially constitutive of our 
picture of reality will seem to us, as Hume observed, to be grounded in our 
concepts. 

4. INTRINSIC INTENTIONALITY 
We may fairly regard the foregoing considerations as placing upon advocates 
of conceptual primacy the burden of showing that the priority they champion 
is actually conceptual, and not due simply. to causal connections. But it is 
arguably precipitous to convict the advocates of conceptual primacy of 
conflating platitudinous truths with conceptual connections. Even if such 
confusion does underlie claims of conceptual priority, we must address di- 
rectly the reasons these authors have given for such primacy. To sustain a 
claim of conceptual primacy one must show that there is some feature of 
thought or speech we cannot explain or do justice to if the priority of thought 
is only causal. So we must see whether any such feature exists. The insistence 
on conceptual priority seems to be based largely on the idea that the inten- 
tionality of thinking, unlike that of speech, is in some way intrinsic. If 
thinking is intrinsically intentional and speech is not, then perhaps some 
conceptual connection exists between thinking and intentionality that does 
not hold between intentionality and speech. 

The idea that thoughts, unlike speech acts, are intrinsically intentional 
has considerable intuitive appeal. But, to evaluate the force of that intuition, 
we must first specify what it means for intentionality to be intrinsic. One way 
to articulate the idea of intrinsic intentionality is by appeal to an apparent 
disparity between speech and thought with respect to physical realization. 
Speech acts cannot occur except by virtue of the production of specific 
sentences, which have determinate phonetic features. And sentences can 
occur parrotingly, as when one mouths words without meaning anything by 
them. So words with determinate phonetic features can occur without exhib- 
iting any intentionality, whereas the opposite is impossible. Words cannot 
manifest intentionality without having phonetic properties, or other equiva- 
lent observable properties. 

By contrast, there may seem to be no properties that thinking must 
manifest in order to be intentional. indeed, introspection suggests that, aside 
from causal or temporal properties, thoughts have no properties whatever 
except for their mental attitudes and propositional contents. As Vendler puts 
it, there is no “mental ‘medium’ ” (44), in the way words are the medium of 
speech. So it may be tempting to conclude that thought, unlike speech, is 
intrinsically intentional. 

Perhaps Vendler is right that thinking involves nothing we would call 
a “mental ‘medium’.” But the intentional character of thoughts no more 
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exhausts their nature than the intentionality of speech acts exhausts theirs. 
Thoughts have a multitude of causal ties, some to mental events and others 
to nonmental, physical events. The best explanation of these causal connec- 
tions is that thoughts themselves have certain nonmental, physical proper- 
ties. For even if one regarded the intentionality of thoughts as some sort of 
nonphysical property, it would be mysterious how thoughts could be con- 
nected causally with physical states and events unless thoughts also have 
physical properties that enable these connections to hold. There is presum- 
ably nothing about the intentional properties themselves that explains these 
causal connections. So thoughts must have some nonintentional properties 
that make the connections possible. And, if thoughts must have noninten- 
tional properties, physical properties that pertain to the central nervous 
system are easily the most likely candidates. Indeed, it is reasonable to insist, 
with Searle (160, and chap. 10; see also Searle 1980), that the mental as we 
know it has a biological basis. We can most readily explain how biological 
processes could issue in thinking if we suppose that thoughts themselves 
have suitable physical characteristics. 

Like Donald Davidson’s (1 970) well-known argument for anomalous 
monism, the foregoing argument infers to what we must assume if we are to 
explain causal interactions between mental and bodily events. But the pre- 
sent argument circumvents Davidson’s difficult thesis about the impossibili- 
ty of psychophysical laws. It may seem that the use of this thesis as a premise 
enables Davidson to establish a conclusion stronger than the foregoing argu- 
ment can reach. Anomalous monism is the claim that intentional mental 
events are actually physical events, whereas the conclusion reached here, that 
intentional mental states have physical properties, may seem to be weaker. 
But the difference is illusory. The bodily events that Davidson holds are 
identical with mental events are physical only because they have physical 
properties that enable them to have causal ties with various physical events 
that are not also mental events. And that is exactly the conclusion reached 
here about mental states that interact causally with nonmental, bodily events. 
No reductive materialist thesis is at issue here, any more than in Davidson’s 
argument. And, in the absence’of independent argument to the contrary, 
there is no reason why events cannot be both mental and physical.9 

Thoughts need not, of course, have the same physical character or 
embodiment in order to have the same content and mental attitude, any 
more than speech acts must use the same words to mean the same things. 
In both cases, physical properties determine intentional character only in the 
context of a larger systematic structure. Patterns of sounds are speech acts 
only relative to a language. Similarly, it is reasonable to expect that individu- 
al neural events have specific intentional properties only relative to the 
overall operation of the central nervous system. So, even if it is wrong to 
regard the physical characteristics of thinking as a “mental ‘medium’,” there 



INTENTIONALITY 165 

is no significant disanalogy on this score between thought and speech. Both 
have nonintentional, physical characteristics. We must therefore look else- 
where for justification of the idea that the intentionality of thought, unlike 
that of speech, is in some way intrinsic. 

Searle explicitly notes that thinking resembles speech in having physi- 
cal “forms of realization.” He also points out that no one-to-one correspon- 
dence exists between those forms of realization and the intentional character 
of particular speech acts (1 5) .  Nonetheless, he holds that the intentionality 
of thought is “intrinsic,” as opposed to the “derived’ intentionality of speech 
acts (27). And, since he speaks of thought as being prior to speech in respect 
of logical dependence and definability, we must see whether his distinction 
between being intrinsic and derived supports a view that thought has a kind 
of primacy that goes beyond mere causal priority. 

The intentionality of mental states is intrinsic, according to Searle, 
because “[tlo characterize them as [mental states] is already to ascribe Inten- 
tionality to them.” By contrast, 

speech acts have a physical level of realization, qua speech acts, that 
is not intrinsically intentional. There is nothing intrinsically Intention- 
al about the products of the utterance act, that is, the noises that come 
out of my mouth or the marks I make on paper. 

Speech acts, on Searle’s view, are “entities such as marks and sounds that 
are, construed in one way, just physical phenomena. . . like any other” (27). 
The intentionality of mental states is intrinsic because to describe them as 
mental states is to describe them as intentional. The intentionality of speech 
acts is derived because a description in terms of their physical realization 
implies nothing about intentionality. 

But, as Searle concedes, intentional mental states, no less than speech 
acts, have some physical realization or other. So we could use that physical 
realization to refer to those states if only we knew enough neurology. And, 
even knowing no neurology, we can describe mental states in terms that 
imply nothing about intentionality. We can, for example, describe them as 
states that cause particular pieces of behavior. Searle is right that we seldom 
talk about our thoughts except in terms of their intentional character, whereas 
we do have occasion to describe illocutionary acts in nonintentional terms. 
But to sustain his distinction between intrinsic and derived intentionality, 
it is not enough that physical realization should sometimes figure in charac- 
terizations of speech, but seldom if ever in descriptions of thinking. Searle 
must present some way in which physical realization matters to the very 
nature of speech, but not to that of thought. 

We can, of course, describe speech acts in terms of their intentional 
character, rather than their physical realization. Indeed, that is our standard 
practice. To specify a speech act in orutio obliqua is to characterize it solely 
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by reference to its illocutionary force and propositional content. Moreover, 
direct discourse describes speech acts not just in terms of their physical 
realization, but by way of intentional character as well. A direct quotation 
tells us not only the exact words, but the content and illocutionary force as 
well. 

So to evoke his intuition about the derived intentionality of speech, 
Searle must get us to abstract from the intentionality of speech, and focus 
only on its physical realization. Accordingly, he puts his point in terms of 
“the products of the utterance act[s]” (27), rather than in terms of illocution- 
ary acts. The marks and sounds we produce when we use language can also 
occur in the absence of any intentional speech act. And, even when we 
produce marks and sounds by way of performing such speech acts, it is 
implausible to regard the marks and sounds on their own as bearers of 
intentionality. But the actual speech acts, by contrast, are intentional. For 
speech acts all have propositional content and illocutionary force. Indeed, 
no nonintentional utterance would count as an illocutionary act. The dispari- 
ty Searle sees between the intentionality of thought and that of speech is 
illusory. 

If we focus on speech acts simply as marks and sounds, we need to 
explain how those physical phenomena could have intentional character. 
Since marks and sounds are not always intentional, those which are must 
somehow derive their intentionality. The “problem of meaning,” Searle 
suggests, is the question of how they do so. But Searle also holds that no 
parallel problem obtains for thinking (27; cf. 167ff. and Chisholm 1958,524). 
This is puzzling, since, as Searle concedes, thinking also has physical realiza- 
tion. So the question will also arise about how neural states of the relevant 
kind can have intentional character. The explanation of how speech acts 
derive intentionality from mental states cannot help support the idea that the 
intentionality of thought is different in status from that of speech. 

It is important here to distinguish two problems. Some marks and 
sounds are intentional and others are not. So the question arises of what it 
is about those marks and sounds which are intentional in virtue of which 
they differ from those which are not. But there is a second, distinct question 
about how it is possible for such things as marks and sounds to have inten- 
tional character at all. 

The two questions are sometimes run together, perhaps in part because 
it is tempting to try to answer both by appeal to intrinsic intentionality or 
the primacy of thought. But the two questions are plainly distinct. One 
cannot even pose the question about what it is that makes intentional marks 
and sounds intentional unless one brackets the other question, about how it 
is that sounds and marks can have intentional character in the first place. 

Even if one believed that we can satisfactorily resolve the question of 
how sounds and marks can be intentional by appeal to some connection that 
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those marks and sounds have with mental states, a parallel problem auto- 
matically arises all over again with the mental states themselves. If marks 
and sounds can be intentional because of their causal tie with mental states, 
what is it that can explain how neural events themselves can be intentional? 
Unless there is some way to block this question, the appeal to mental states 
only postpones the problem; it does not resolve it. 

Moreover, the question about how marks and sounds can be intention- 
al is not the only problem about speech acts that has a parallel for mental 
states. Once we see that a question arises about how neural events can be 
intentional, the question will also arise o f  what makes intentional neural 
events intentional. The two parallel problems that apply to mental states are 
arguably more pressing, since there is no move we can make, analogous to 
the move from speech to thinlung, that can help out here. The existence of 
these problems may make it tempting to postulate that the intentionality of 
mental states is, after all, intrinsic. If we can see no place that such intention- 
ality could come from, must we not conclude that it is intrinsic, rather than 
derived? But without some independent reason to hold that the intentionali- 
ty of mental states is intrinsic, and an explanation of what being intrinsic 
amounts to here, such a claim is merely the label for the problem, and cannot 
provide a solution. 

This line of reasoning does illustrate, however, how we may be misled 
by not taking account of the difference between expressing mental states and 
expressing propositions. Suppose we set out to explain how marks and sounds 
can be intentional by appeal to their expressing mental states. We may then 
seek to make an analogous move for the case of mental states themselves, 
and propose to explain how neural events can be intentional on the basis of 
their expressing propositions. But the analogy here is unfounded. To say that 
some event, whether neural or linguistic, expresses a proposition is just to 
say that it has propositional content. To explain how neural events can be 
intentional by reference to their expressing of propositions is viciously circu- 
lar. 

Again, if we focus on speech acts simply as marks and sounds, one 
might claim that sentences are relevantly unlike thoughts. For we can in- 
dividuate sentences without reference to intentionality, but we cannot do so 
with thoughts. When we do individuate a sentence independently of its 
intentional character, however, we leave open what speech act the sentence 
realizes, just as we presumably would have to be noncommital about what 
mental properties a mental state has if we were to specify the state in solely 
neural or causal terms. No disanalogy occurs here that can sustain Searle’s 
claims about intrinsic and derived intentionality. And, in the absence of 
some other way to substantiate such claims, we cannot use them to support 
the thesis that thought is conceptually prior to speech, and not just prior 
causally. 
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One can occasionally get the impression from what Searle writes that 
he believes the derived intentionality of speech acts not to be genuine inten- 
tionality at all. If one focuses on mere sounds and marks, rather than on 
actual speech acts, it is understandable that one might reach that conclusion. 
But genuine speech, as Searle himself explicitly insists (e.g., 169), is more 
than simply sounds. Speech is the producing of sounds in those cases in 
which the very acts of producing have propositional content and illocution- 
ary force. 

Similarly, by saying that the intentionality is intrinsic, Searle may mean 
only to say that its intentionality is not a relational property. Thinking is 
intrinsically intentional because, on this construal, its having some proposi- 
tional content and mental attitude does not consist in its bearing some 
relation to something else. Speech would thus have derived intentionality, 
presumably because, on Searle’s account, its having any sort of intentional 
character consists in its bearing a certain relation to the thoughts it expresses. 
On this suggestion, derived intentionality is relational, or extrinsic, inten- 
tionality. 

But there is a difference between what it is for something to have 
a particular characteristic and whzt causes it to have that characteristic. 
Mental states cause speech acts to be intentional; without those causes, 
speech acts would not be intentional at all. But it does not follow that the 
intentionality that speech acts do have consists in a relation they bear to 
those causes, any more than the movement of a billiard ball consists of 
a relation that billiard ball bears to the cause of that motion. Indeed, 
many thoughts are caused either by other thoughts or by nonmental, 
bodily states such as perceptual stimulations. But we do not conclude that 
the intentionality of these mental states consists in their bearing some rela- 
tion to their causes. 

As noted in section 3, Searle holds that a person’s meaning something 
cannot “stand on its own in the way that [a person’s] believing” something 
can (28). For 

John couldn’t mean that p unless he was saying or doing something by 
way ofwhich he meant that p ,  whereas John can simply believe that p 
without doing anything.. . . In order to mean that p ,  there must be 
some overt action. (P. 29) 

But these considerations do not help show that thinking exhibits a kind of 
intentionality different either in kind or in status from the intentionality of 
illocutionary acts. To explain these observations, all we need is the causal tie 
between speech and thought. Meaning something cannot “stand on its own” 
because meaningful performances depend causally on the mental states those 
performances express. 
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5. INSINCERE SPEECH 
Insincere speech provides a pivotal test case for any account of the relation 
between speech and thought. When we speak insincerely, the connection 
between what we say and what we think is not the same as it is when our 
speech acts are sincere. So to give an account of the intentional character of 
insincere speech requires that we examine our commonsense, presystematic 
intuitions about the connection between thought and speech, and the justifica- 
tion we have for holding them. 

According to Searle, “a lie or other insincere speech act consists in 
performing a speech act, and thereby expressing an Intentional state, where 
one does not have the Intentional state that one expresses” (10). Vendler 
makes a similar claim. Insincere speech, he holds, expresses thoughts that the 
speaker does not have (1972, 37). 

These remarks, if correct, cast doubt on our being able to give a causal 
explanation of what it is for a speech act to express a mental state. If speech 
acts express mental states even when we speak insincerely, no causal relation 
can, in general, connect speech acts with the mental states they express. 
Speaking insincerely is just saying something we do not think. So when we 
speak insincerely, there is no corresponding mental state to cause our speech. 
Moreover, if we cannot construe expressing causally, we must find some 
other way to explain what it is for speech to express thought. And the most 
inviting alternative may very likely seem to be an explanation that postulates 
some conceptual relation that ties speech acts to the mental states they 
express. Having to appeal to this sort of conceptual tie would, in turn, lend 
support to the idea that thought is conceptually prior to speech, rather than 
causally prior. So how we account for insincere speech has an important 
bearing on whether a causal explanation of expressing can succeed. We must 
therefore examine Searle’s and Vendler’s claims about insincere speech acts 
in some detail. 

At first sight, the view that insincere speech expresses thoughts that the 
speaker does not have may seem intuitively compelling. Some such view is 
roughly what most people would say, if asked to explain insincerity. But on 
closer scrutiny it is unclear that we can make clear sense of that idea. For one 
thing, if a person who lies lacks the mental state that the lie is supposed to 
express, how can the lie express it? One person’s lie cannot express another’s 
mental state. So it is no help that somebody else may have the relevant 
thought. The claim that insincere speech acts express mental states that the 
speaker is not in implies that such speech acts express mental states that do 
not even exist. How this can happen is a mystery. And it is a mystery 
whatever one’s view may be about what it is for speech to express thinking. 
‘Expresses’, in ‘This speech act expresses that mental state’, does not generate 
a referentially opaque context. 
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This puzzle becomes particularly acute if one holds, with Chisholm, 
Vendler, and Searle, that speech acts derive their intentionality from the 
mental states they express. If no such mental state exists, an insincere speech 
act will, in Chisholm’s phrase, have no source of intentionality. The speech 
act will therefore end up having no intentional character. Searle and Vendler 
both explicitly reject this conclusion. As Searle puts it, an “insincere speech 
act.  . . express[es] an Intentional state” (10). But it is hard to see how, on 
their view, one can avoid it. Nor, it will emerge, should we want to. 

Searle notes that “it is possible to perform a statement while lying.” To 
think otherwise is simply to “confuse the intention to make a statement with 
the intention to make a true statement” (168). For to make a statement, 
Searle tells us, is to represent things in a certain way. And one can readily 
choose to represent things as being different from the way one takes them to 
be. These sensible observations seem to capture accurately the way we ordi- 
narily talk about stating, asserting, and the like. But Searle also holds that 
one cannot “make a statement without expressing a belief’ (28). And this 
claim lands us back with the problem about how speech acts can express 
nonexistent mental states. 

A satisfactory account of intentionality must somehow resolve these 
opposing pressures. It must explain our inclination to regard insincere speech 
as having intentional character, and thereby explain Searle’s observation 
that, at least in casual usage, we speak of the telling of lies as cases of making 
statements. But it must also recognize the oddness of insisting that insincere 
speech acts derive their intentionality by expressing mental states that do not 
exist. 

As noted earlier, we sometimes use such terms as ‘thought’ and ‘belief 
not to speak of mental states, but to describe the propositional content of a 
mental state, at least as long as the rnental attitude or illocutionary force is 
appropriate. This ambiguity will help explain the force of the intuition that 
lies express beliefs that the speaker does not have, while enabling us to avoid 
puzzles about nonexistent mental states. For we need not interpret that 
intuition to mean anything about the expressing of mental states by insincere 
speech acts. Rather, the intuition may amount just to the idea that even 
insincere speech acts have propositional content. There is no problem about 
attributing to an insincere speech act propositional content that is shared by 
none of the speaker’s mental states. To say such a speech act has proposition- 
al content is simply to talk about the semantic character of the sentence in 
question. Propositional content in such cases results not from any connec- 
tion the speech act has with any mental state, but from the way people 
typically use the relevant form of words in the language in question. In the 
case of insincere speech, one’s speech act does, indeed, express a belief, but 
only in the sense of expressing a proposition. It does not express a mental 
state. So the intuition that even lies express beliefs tells us nothing about the 
relation of thinking to speech. 
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Insincere speech is intentional, therefore, only in an attenuated way, by 
virtue of the role other tokens of the relevant sentence types play in the 
language. Indeed, although sincere speech is intentional in just the way 
mental states are, insincere speech exemplifies something we can reasonably 
think of as derived, as opposed to intrinsic, intentionality. Insincere speech 
acts count as intentional only because they are token of a type of utterance, 
other tokens of which are intentional directly. 

When somebody lies, we tend to describe that person as stating some- 
thing, albeit insincerely. And, as argued in section 2, all speech acts express 
mental states. These natural observations. seem to imply, once again, that 
insincere speech expresses nonexistent mental states. But when one tells a lie, 
one states something only in the somewhat attenuated sense that the sen- 
tence that one utters is a token of a type we ordinarily use to make state- 
ments. The sentence token itself is not used, in such a case, with the 
illocutionary force of a statement. Only thus can we avoid the conclusion 
that we always believe the content of our lies. Parallel remarks hold for 
insincere speech acts that seem to exhibit other types of illocutionary force. 

The foregoing considerations suggest that a promising account of insin- 
cere speech would model it not on the making of statements at all, but on 
the rehearsed speech of actors. Actors are not typically in the mental states 
of their characters, and so the utterances of actors do not normally express 
those mental states. Rather, actors in effect pretend to perform illocutionary 
acts of stating, requesting, commanding, and the like, in accordance with the 
demands of their parts. Actors may even pretend to think the thoughts of 
their characters. But pretending to think something is not the same as actual- 
ly thinking it, any more than pretending to say something is the same as 
actually saying it. If an actor does happen to think something that corre- 
sponds to the lines of a character, it is incidental to the actor’s uttering those 
lines. When an actor playing Macbeth utters ‘I have done the deed’, he does 
not believe he has lulled Duncan. Nor does the actor, himself, actually say 
he has. If an actor did not merely pretend to say and think the things the 
character is supposed to think and say, but actually said and thought those 
things, we would very likely question the actor’s sanity. 

Similarly, when we speak insincerely, we simulate illocutionary acts. 
Pretense in this case is not the real thing. When one lies, one intends to 
deceive. Moreover, we intend our lies to deceive not just about whether our 
utterances are true, but also about what we actually believe. We try to get our 
audience to accept that we believe our utterances are true, when we really 
believe they are not. Thus we hope to deceive our audience into thinking that 
we are trying to tell them something, and to keep from them that we are, 
instead, trying to deceive them. It is at best a misleading ellipsis to say in such 
a situation that the speaker has made a statement. To insincerely make a 
statement is to pretend to make a statement. 
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It is convenient to use the words for ordinary illocutionary acts to 
describe what happens when we speak insincerely. For, except in special 
cases such as lying, there is simply no term for the insincere counterpart of 
an illocutionary act. So, when context makes it clear what we are saying, it 
is an innocuous shorthand to speak of an insincere simulation of a prediction 
or question, for example, as a prediction or question, without qualification. 
But it hardly follows that insincere speech consists of the actual performance 
of illocutionary acts. We also use such language to describe the speech of 
actors, without meaning thereby to elide the difference, in that case, between 
pretense and the real thing. Indeed, we even speak as though the fictional 
character an actor plays were a real person. Similarly, we describe, by an 
equally innocuous courtesy, both insincere utterances and lines recited in 
playacting as though they were genuine illocutionary acts. 

One reason why insincere speech acts may seem more like actual illocu- 
tionary acts than like the speech of actors is that an actor’s goal is just the 
simulation itself. When we speak insincerely, our goal is not primarily to 
simulate, but to deceive. And it may seem natural to describe speech as 
simulated only when the speaker’s goal is simply to simulate. But this difference 
in how we ordinarily describe things is not telling. Even if the aim of insin- 
cere speech is primarily to deceive, simulation is a means to that end. We 
simulate ordinary illocutionary acts, hoping, in part, to get our audience to 
think that we have performed the real thing. 

Sometimes insincere speech acts have much the same effects as their 
sincere counterparts. As Austin (1 962) observed, we tend to count an insin- 
cere promise as a case of promising, though we also regard it as infelicitous 
(16). But we do not count such cases as promising because the sincere and 
insincere cases are the same kinds of speech act. Partly we do so because, as 
just noted, we have no special word for insincere promises. But we also do 
so because we hold people responsible the same way, whether they speak 
sincerely or not. If I try to deceive you in thinking that I am sincerely 
promising something, I am responsible for my speech act just as though I had 
been sincere. The same holds for lying. You will hold me responsible for my 
lie just as if it had been a sincere statement. But responsibility is not a reliable 
guide to how we classify things, and insincere lies and promises are not 
genuine statements and promises. 

We can reinforce this conclusion by turning again to the comparison 
between insincere speech and the rehearsed speech of actors. Though we hold 
each other responsible for our insincere speech acts, nobody would think of 
holding actors responsible for the illocutionary acts of their characters. We 
cannot explain this difference as due to the simulated nature of actors’ speech, 
since we do hold people responsible for simulations. The difference here is 
rather that actors have no intention to deceive, and context makes it unlikely 
that their utterances would fool anybody. We peg responsibility to considera- 
tions of intention and probable outcome, not to types of speech act. 
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It  might appear that insincere speech acts are genuine speech acts 
because the insincerity, properly understood, attaches not to the speech act 
but to the speaker. If I insincerely tell you something, the insincerity is a 
matter of my state of mind in speaking to you. My act of telling you some- 
thing is perfectly genuine, one might urge. In telling you what I believe is 
false, however, I myself am not being genuine. But this objection trades on 
a false dichotomy about how adverbs operate. If I do something carelessly 
or willfully or generously, both my action and I are careless or willful or 
generous. Similarly with my saying something insincerely. Nor, of course, 
can we infer from my saying something insincerely that I say it, tout court. 
Adverbs do not, in general, detach. 

One might maintain, however, that whatever the case about insincere 
speech, genuine speech acts can occur unaccompanied by corresponding 
mental states. And if this is so, the causal account of expressing will not do 
justice even to sincere speech acts. Thus one might urge that, in general, we 
can choose to say whatever we please, regardless of what our mental states 
may be. One can, for example, say “The moon is made of green cheese,” or 
even “2 + 2 = 5,” if one so chooses. And plainly there is no question of one’s 
believing these things. But saying such things would not be genuine speech 
acts. Rather, if one uttered such things, they would simply be cases, once 
more, of simulated assertion. If somebody were to produce these words, we 
would automatically assume either that the person somehow misspoke, or 
that no real illocutionary act was in question. We would either try to construe 
the utterance nonliterally or ironically, so as to allow us to attribute to the 
speaker some genuine speech act, or we would simply dismiss the person’s 
words as not worth taking seriously. As Vendler ( 1  972) stresses, saying some- 
thing, in such cases, is the saying of words and sentences, and “none of these 
‘sayings’ will carry an illocutionary force” (25; cf. 93). 

When one speaks sincerely, what one says corresponds to some mental 
state that one is in. Indeed, this is what it is for a speech act to be sincere. 
We can only understand a speech act to be sincere if we suppose that the 
speaker is in a corresponding mental state. But in section 2 we argued that 
all speech acts express corresponding mental states. Moreover, the argument 
there did not hinge on whether or not the speech act is sincere. It was simply 
that if speech acts did not invariably express corresponding mental states, 
we could not explain why we cannot coherently assert, for example, ‘It’s 
raining but I don’t believe it is’. Thus, suppose that not all speech acts do 
express corresponding mental states. Then there should be no difficulty about 
my saying that it’s raining, albeit perhaps insincerely, and immediately going 
on to say that I don’t believe it. But I cannot do so. Accordingly, the condi- 
tions for a speech act’s being sincere coincide, in this respect, with the 
conditions for something to be a genuine speech act at all. In both cases, one’s 
speech must express a corresponding mental state. As Vendler and Searle 
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both note, for something to be a genuine speech act, “one must mean what 
one says” (Vendler 1972, 26; see Searle, 69). 

If I say that it’s raining and go on to say also that I don’t believe it, I 
simply betray my insincerity. That, one might object, is all that goes wrong 
in Moore’s paradox. Indeed, Moore himself seems, at one point, to offer such 
a diagnosis (1942, 542-43). But this suggestion cannot be correct. There is 
nothing problematic about one’s speaking insincerely in ways that betray 
one’s insincerity. The difficulty with Moore’s paradox is not just that one 
avows one’s own insincerity. If I say it’s raining and go on to say I don’t 
believe it, I tell you that I did not mean what.1 said, that is, that I did not 
actually perform the illocutionary act that I purported to. Only if sincerity 
is presupposed in the performing of genuine illocutionary acts can we explain 
why this is so. 

These considerations may seem to provide the basis, after all, for insist- 
ing on a conceptual connection between thinking and speaking. It is part of 
our conception of genuine speech acts that they express actual mental states 
that the speaker is in. We do not count any utterance that does not do this 
as an actual speech act. But how we conceive of things and how we classify 
them often does not reflect any analytic connections among our concepts, but 
only well-entrenched background knowledge about those things. We do not 
count as water anything that is not HzO, nor anything as gold whose atomic 
number is not 79, though no analytic or conceptual truths underlie our 
refusal to do so. And, as noted in section 3, there are strong theoretical 
reasons to conclude that no conceptual or analytic truth explains the connec- 
tion between thought and speech, either. If it did, we could not explain why 
‘George says it’s raining but does not believe it is’ is not a contradiction. 

Once again, focusing on speech as simply marks and sounds misleads. 
If speech acts were merely utterance acts, the kind of simulation that occurs 
both when actors recite lines and when we speak insincerely would not make 
the resulting utterance a case of simulated speech. Whatever simulation there 
is in such cases, genuine uttering does occur. But mere uttering does not 
suffice for the performance of an illocutionary act. Uttering can and indispu- 
tably does occur unaccompanied by any illocutionary force. 

6. EXPLAINING INTENTIONALITY 
The foregoing discussion of insincere speech not only helps sustain a causal 
account of expressing and of the primacy of thinking over speech. It also has 
a useful implication about the status of the distinction between expressing 
mental states and expressing propositions. Unless we invoke that distinction, 
we cannot explain our commonsense, presystematic intuition that insincere 
speech expresses thoughts we do not have. The distinction between express- 
ing mental states and expressing propositions is therefore not the product of 
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abstruse considerations of limited application. Rather, our double use of 
words for mental states, to refer to mental states or to their propositional 
content, emerges in the course of the very attempt to understand the ways 
we ordinarily describe thinking and speaking. 

We may expect, therefore, that the distinction between expressing men- 
tal states and expressing propositions will be central to any satisfactory 
explanation of the relation between thinking and talkmg. This turns out to 
be so. In particular, once we see that thoughts, beliefs, and the like may be 
either mental states or propositions, we are in a position to explain the 
powerful temptation we have to subscribe to claims about the intrinsic 
intentionality of thinking, and the noncausal priority of thought over speech. 

Propositional content is simply intentional content. Such content can- 
not, presumably, occur on its own, since it is only a characteristic of concrete 
mental states or speech acts. We conceive of such content by abstracting 
from particular mental states or speech acts that have that content. Since we 
conceive of propositional content in abstraction from particular mental states 
and speech acts. it is independent of any other aspect of speech or thinking. 
So a thought, in the sense of a propositional content, is no more than some 
intentional property or other. Thoughts, understood as propositional con- 
tents, are therefore as intrinsically intentional as anything could be. 

Conflating thoughts in the sense of mental states with thoughts in the 
sense of propositions can therefore lead us, albeit tacitly, from the unexcep- 
tionable but unexciting claim that propositions are intrinsically intentional 
to the interesting but indefensible claim that mental states are. We saw in 
section 5 that the only way to explain Searle’s and Vendler’s views about 
insincere speech is to appeal to such a conflation. It is therefore a natural 
speculation that this conflation also underlies their insistence on the intrinsic 
intentionality of mental states. 

The same ambiguity also helps explain the pull of the idea that thought 
is prior to speech in some noncausal way. Thoughts in the sense of proposi- 
tional contents are, indeed, conceptually prior to speech. We cannot under- 
stand what it is for something to be a genuine speech act unless we understand 
what it is to have propositional content. But mental states are, in this respect, 
no different from speech. We can understand what it is for something to be 
an intentional mental state only if we grasp what it is to have propositional 
content. If one fails to notice that ‘thought’, ‘belief, and the like can refer 
either to mental states or to propositional contents, one might conclude, 
wrongly, that thoughts in the sense of intentional mental states are also 
conceptually prior to speech acts. 

One might question, however, whether a causal account of expressing, 
and of the primacy of thought, enables us to deal satisfactorily with all the 
questions we have about the relation of speech to thinking. In particular, a 
causal account might seem not to do justice to our sense that we must in 
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some way make reference to thinking in order to explain the intentionality 
of speech. And if it does not, perhaps we must appeal to some sort of 
noncausal primacy of thought or to intrinsic intentionality. 

In section 4 we distinguished two questions about intentionality. One 
was the problem of how such things as marks and sounds can have intention- 
al character at all. A parallel problem arises, as we saw, for mental states if 
those states have physical characteristics. But we can bracket that concern 
and ask the more limited question of how those sounds and marks which are 
intentional differ from those which are not. What is it that accounts for the 
intentionality of those speech events that da have intentional character? 
Again, we can pose a parallel problem about thoughts, if thoughts have 
physical realization. What is it in virtue of which those neural events which 
are intentional differ from those which are not? 

These various questions are not entirely independent. How we answer 
each will influence, to some extent, the way we can answer the others. But 
it is tempting to try to answer the question of how intentional marks and 
sounds differ from those which are not intentional in strictly causal terms. 
The intentional cases are caused by mental states that have the same content 
and a corresponding mental attitude, whereas the nonintentional cases are 
not. Indeed, not only do mental states cause corresponding speech acts; they 
presumably also cause those speech acts to have whatever properties they 
have that enable them to be intentional. So mental states actually cause those 
performances to be intentional. Mental states are thus a causal source of 
intentionality. 

Mental states not only cause speech acts and other behavior. They also 
cause other mental states. Indeed, we can introspectively discern that this is 
so. We are often aware that thinking one thing causes us to think another. 
And, introspection aside, it would be strange if mental states had such a 
multitude of causal connections with various bodily events but not with one 
another. Suppose, then, that the mental states that cause speech acts also 
cause them to have the intentional character they have. There is no reason 
to think that the way mental states cause speech acts differs from the way 
they cause other mental states. So it will be equally natural to suppose that 
when one mental state causes another it also causes that other mental state 
to have the particular intentional character it has. 

These considerations have consequences about intrinsic and derived 
intentionality. We cannot reasonably hold that the intentionality of thoughts 
is intrinsic if those thoughts are causes of other thoughts, but derived if they 
are effects. For one thing, many mental states are both causes and effects of 
other mental states. Moreover, the distinction between intrinsic and derived 
intentionality does not, intuitively, fit with any difference we know to hold 
between those mental states which cause other mental states and those which 
are caused. But mental states are sources of intentionality for speech acts in 
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just the way they are sources of intentionality for other mental states. In each 
case, they confer intentionality by causing the speech act or other mental 
state to have whatever properties it has in virtue of which it has its intention- 
al character. So we cannot sustain a distinction between intrinsic and derived 
intentionality by appeal to the idea that thinking is the source of the inten- 
tionality of speech. 

The causes of speech acts are not themselves speech acts. And this may 
seem to provide a disanalogy between thought and speech that would allow 
us to characterize as intrinsic even the intentionality of those thoughts which 
are caused by other thoughts. Thus we might urge that something has derived 
intentionality only when it is different in lund from the source of its inten- 
tionality. Speech acts have derived intentionality, on this suggestion, but 
those mental states whose intentionality is caused by other mental states 
would nonetheless have intentionality that is intrinsic. But there is no reason 
to think that whether something differs in kind from the source of its inten- 
tionality matters to whether the intentionality of that thing is intrinsic or 
derived. Indeed, to determine whether it does matter, we would need some 
independent grasp of the distinction between intrinsic and derived, which we 
lack. 

In any case, there are other reasons to reject the idea that something 
is intrinsically intentional if it causes something different in kind to be 
intentional. Some mental states are caused by other mental states. But some 
are caused by nonmental, bodily events, such as perceptual stimulations of 
various lunds. We cannot conclude that such causes of mental states have 
intrinsic intentionality, since these causes are not even intentional. The 
distinction between intrinsic and derived intentionality cannot, therefore, 
enable us to explain anything about the intentionality of speech that we 
cannot explain by the causal theory of expressing. 

Even if we can give a satisfactory causal explanation of how those 
sounds and marks which are intentional differ from those which are not, 
there is also the problem about how such things can have intentional proper- 
ties at all. As already noted, this problem arises equally for thoughts. Since 
we can, in principle, describe mental states in neurological terms, we must 
explain how such things as neural events can be intentional. 

If mental states had no nonintentional, physical features, no such prob- 
lem would arise for them. There would be nothing to being a mental state 
other than being intentional. To ask how it is possible for mental states to 
be intentional would then be just to ask how intentional states can be inten- 
tional. We can sensibly formulate the problem of how mental states can be 
intentional only if we can describe such states in nonintentional terms. 

Accordingly, if mental states had no nonintentional, physical features, 
the status of the intentionality of thought would differ from that of the 
intentionality of speech. For speech acts plainly do have nonintentional, 
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physical features. So the question about how such things can be intentional 
would still arise for speech, though not for thought. This disparity would 
justify our thinking of the intentionality of thought as intrinsic. We could 
maintain that something is intrinsically intentional just if the question about 
how it can be intentional does not arise. Intentionality is intrinsic, on this 
suggestion, when it is pure-unaccompanied and undiluted by nonintention- 
a1 properties other than causal connections and spatiotemporal location. 

But, if mental states with no nonintentional features did exist, we 
would need to explain how such states are possible. And we would have the 
additional burden of explaining how such states can interact with noninten- 
tional bodily states. So, even though no question would arise about how 
mental states can be intentional, we would have to explain at least as much 
if the intentionality of mental states were pure, in the foregoing sense, as we 
would if mental states have properties other than their intentionality. The 
idea that we need not explain something’s being a certain way if its being that 
way is all there is to it is an unfortunate legacy ofAristotle’s unmoved mover, 
adapted with disastrous results in Descartes’s postulation of a substance 
whose sole nature is thinking. And the idea of thoughts that have no charac- 
teristics other than their intentionality is no more than a further adaptation 
from substances to states. 

Indeed, the difficulties we encountered above in discussing the question 
of how speech acts come to be intentional suggests that there may well be 
something misconceived about that question. There is no difficulty about 
how speech acts get to be intentional if that question is simply the question 
of how speech acts come to exist. But if, instead, it is the question of how 
intentionality can come to belong to states or events that also have physical 
properties, the situation is less clear. But the correct answer here must, in any 
case, depend on what it is for something, whether speech act or mental state, 
to be intentional. 

Insofar as we want to explain how such things as speech acts and mental 
states can be intentional at all, and what it is for them to be so, we should 
expect that whatever understanding we gain about the intentionality of one 
will help us explain the inte‘ntionality of the other. We can come to under- 
stand why intentional performances occur at all, and why particular ones do, 
by appeal to the mental states that cause them. But there is no reason to 
expect more help from mental states than from speech acts about what it is 
for something to be intentional, or how it is possible for particular kinds of 
states and events to be so. A satisfactory explanation of intentionality must 
accordingly stress the interdependence of thinking and speech, rather than 
rely on the causal asymmetry between them. 

Indeed, it is arguable that speech acts inherit their intentionality from 
mental states by being part of an overall causal network that involves those 
mental states. If so, mental states would be responsible for the intentionality 
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of speech acts in a way that goes beyond merely causing their occurrence. But 
even this line of argument cannot help establish any priority of thought over 
speech. Whatever considerations might go to show that the intentionality of 
speech acts derives from their having suitable causal connections with other 
intentional states and events would also apply to the mental states them- 
selves. Moreover, it is arguable that what makes something a mental state 
is its causal connections with other mental states and with behavior and 
sensory stimulation. (See David Lewis [1966 and 19721 for an especially 
effective defense of this view.) If so, then not only is the intentionality of 
speech acts due to their causal connections with thoughts; the intentionality 
of mental states themselves consists, in part, in the causal relations those 
states bear to speech acts. Accordingly, the causal network containing both 
mental states and speech acts will yield no priority for either thought or 
speech beyond the circumstance that mental states cause speech acts. 

7. INTENTIONALITY AND SELF-AWARENESS 
If the preceding argument is correct, we have no reason to suppose that our 
ability to explain intentionality will be impaired if we forgo claims about 
intrinsic intentionality and the noncausal primacy of thinking. There is, 
however, a difference between speech and thought which does support a kind 
of primacy for thinlung, and which also helps explain the force of the intui- 
tion that thoughts are intrinsically intentional. We are ordinarily aware, 
without having to infer or observe anything, of what we say and of much of 
what we think. This awareness, moreover, is not couched in terms of the 
physical features of either our mental states or our speech acts. We are, of 
course, ignorant of the physical realizations of our thoughts. And our auto- 
matic awareness of what we say typically involves no conscious attention to 
the words we use. We are often fully aware of what we have said, but either 
cannot recall our actual words or must concentrate to do so. And, even when 
we do know what words we spoke, we rarely determine what we have said 
on the basis of our knowing those words. 

Now insincere speech aside, whenever we say anything we are in a 
mental state with the same propositional content and some corresponding 
mental attitude. Since we do not normally determine what we say by infer- 
ring it from our words, the best explanation of our effortless awareness of 
what we say is that we are aware of what we think, and aware that we gave 
expression to that mental state in speech. Accordingly, our automatic aware- 
ness of what we think is less direct, by two steps, than our awareness of what 
we think. 

A number of factors nicely corroborate this account. Notoriously, we 
have comparative difficulty remembering the content of our lies. We more 
often make mistakes about our lies than we do about our sincere statements, 
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and they sometimes slip our mind altogether. Our account predicts this. 
When we lie, we get no help from any automatic awareness of the mental 
state our speech expresses, as we do with sincere speech acts. For no such 
mental state exists. Accordingly, our awareness of our lies is more studied 
than our awareness of sincere speech, and we would therefore expect, correct- 
ly, that we would have a harder time accurately recalling them. 

Moreover, although others must sometimes tell us how to take their 
words, we need never to do this for ourselves. We know automatically what 
construction to place on our own words. The best explanation of this knowl- 
edge is, again, that we come to be aware of'what we say by being aware of 
what mental state our words express. We may, of course, occasionally have 
to do something like figure out what our own words amount to. If my thought 
is confused, I may have to sort out what, as we might put it, I really meant 
by my words. (I am grateful to Richard Mendelsohn for insisting on this 
point.) But even then I do not so much figure out what it was I said as figure 
out what I should have said. And, if I am inarticulate, or misspeak, then my 
words may be confused even though the thought itself is not. Indeed, I can 
presumably distinguish cases in which my thought is confused from those 
in which only my words are, precisely because my awareness of my mental 
state makes me aware of how to take my words. 

Cases of misspeaking and confusion aside, the match between thinking 
and speech typically seems flawless. Our words make clear the content of 
our thoughts, and illocutionary verbs indicate our mental attitudes. Nonver- 
bal behavior, by contrast, seems unable to keep up with the detailed and 
subtle accuracy with which speech conveys thought.lO We tend even to at- 
tribute to our thoughts the syntactic structure of the speech acts that express 
them, though it is plain on reflection that we have no reason to suppose that 
thoughts have much of the complex compositional structure that sentences 
exhibit. 

The best explanation of this sense of seamless match between thought 
and speech is, once again, that we know what we say because we know in the 
first instance what we think, and know also that our speech expresses those 
thoughts. The situation is analogous with nonverbal behavior. We are also 
automatically aware of our nonverbal actions; we do not have to watch 
ourselves, or infer from anything, to know what actions we perform (see 
Searle, 88-89). This awareness results from our knowing what we intend, and 
knowing that our actions have given expression to those intentions. 

If our awareness of what we say derives in this way from our awareness 
of what we think, we can understand why thought should seem to be prior 
to speech in a way that goes beyond the fact that mental states cause speech 
acts. This additional primacy of thought is due to our deriving our awareness 
of what we say from our awareness of what we think. Such primacy is 
basically an epistemic matter. But it also has to do with the nature of thinking 

David
Sticky Note
The following fn. was added when this article appeared in Consciousness and Mind, 2005:I would now qualify this claim of a flawless match; see ‘‘Content, Interpretation, and Consciousness,’’ ch. 12 in this volume, §III.The reason is that when the content of an intentional state is at all complex or subtle, expressing that state in words may sometimes result in a speech act whose content is slightly more fine-grained or elaborate than that of the intentional state that caused that speech act.  The words one uses to express a thought will sometimes have semantic meaning that one in effect accepts on the fly as a fine tuning of the original thought.  Such acceptance typically results in a new intentional state with the more refined content, which can then in turn figure in subsequent inference or other thought processes; but the original state that caused the speech act nonetheless had the less fine-grained content.More than one intentional state doubtless figures in the causing of most, perhaps all, speech acts, but typically one state is strongly dominant in that causal process, and subject to the foregoing qualification the content of that state determines that of the speech act.  Should two or more states with slightly different contents have roughly equal prominence in causing a speech act, it may be correspondingly unclear what the precise speaker's meaning of that speech act is.One may perform a speech act to vent an emotion or achieve an effect not directly relevant to the speaker’s meaning of that speech act, and such emotions and desires may figure strongly in causing the speech act.  Such states don’t contribute to the speaker’s meaning since a speech act with that speaker’s meaning could occur independent of those causes but not without being caused by an intentional state with content relevantly close to the speaker’s meaning of the speech act.
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itself. Our automatic awareness of our own mental states is presumably 
possible, in part, because of the nature of mental states themselves. And our 
ability to rely on that awareness to know our own speech acts doubtless tells 
us something, in addition, about the connection between thinking and speech. 

These considerations can also help explain the appeal of the idea that 
the intentionality of thought is intrinsic. There are two ways we learn about 
what we say: by our awareness of the thought expressed, and by our words. 
But, without neurological knowledge far beyond anything we now have, we 
can have no such double access to our own thoughts. So, for practical pur- 
poses, we can regard the intentionality of mental states as if it were intrinsic. 
For, given our current knowledge, our thoughts have no nontrivial properties 
other than those we apprehend introspectively. 

Since our automatic awareness of what we say relies on our automatic 
awareness of what we think, but not conversely, we can sustain an epistemic 
version of the primacy of thought, and a pragmatic version of something 
resembling the intrinsic intentionality of thought. But things would be different 
if intentional mental states were necessarily conscious, as some have urged. 
On the present suggestion, the primacy of thought and the intrinsic character 
of its intentionality stem from the way we are conscious of our own inten- 
tional states. So, if that consciousness is a necessary feature of our intentional 
states, then the primacy of thought and the intrinsic character of its inten- 
tionality would arguably be necessary as well. Indeed, if intentional states are 
necessarily conscious, it is reasonable to suppose that such consciousness 
would be a necessary consequence of the intentionality of such states. Such 
intentionality would then itself arguably be a necessary feature of the states 
that have it. 

These considerations provide one more way to explain the appeal that 
such primacy, and intrinsic intentionality, have for us. One who holds with 
Descartes that thinking is necessarily conscious’l will very likely also insist 
on the primacy of thought, and the intrinsic intentionality, which seem both 
to follow from such necessary consciousness. Indeed, the idea that intention- 
al states are invariably conscious plays a pivotal role in Vendler’s (1972) 
discussion (50, 1 55 ,  16 1, 19 1-93), though Searle equally explicity disavows 
that idea (2). 

Searle’s disavowal is undoubtedly correct. Many, indeed probably most, 
of our intentional mental states occur outside our stream of consciousness. 
Nor is there any reason to suppose that any necessary connection does hold 
between a mental state’s being intentional and its being conscious. It is 
arguable, instead, that a mental state’s being a conscious state is just a matter 
of its causing a roughly contemporaneous, second-order thought to the effect 
that one is in that very mental state.12 Indeed, this account of what it is for 
a mental.state to be a conscious state is intuitively most compelling in 
the case of intentional mental states. On this view, the consciousness of 
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intentional states is indeed the result of intentionality. But although such 
consciousness is a result of intentionality, it is not a result of the intentionali- 
ty of the states that are conscious. Rather such consciousness is due to the 
intentionality of the second-order thoughts about such states. Moreover, 
although neither thought nor speech is conceptually prior to the other, on this 
view, those thoughts which are conscious do have a primacy that is doubly 
causal. For that primacy consists in those thoughts’ causing both the speech 
acts that express them and the higher-order thoughts that make them con- 
scious. 

Notes 
I .  In what follows I use ‘mental state’ to refer only to intentional mental states, thereby 

excluding nonintentional mental states such as bodily sensations. I also frequently use ‘thought’ 
not to refer just to beliefs and similar mental states, but as a generic term for intentional mental 
states of any sort, regardless of the kind of propositional attitude they exemplify. 

2. Since the problem about these sentences is assertibility, and assertion is an expression 
of thought, these considerations suggest an inviting way to explain Descartes’s insistence that 
“this statement, ‘I am. I exist’ is necessarily true every time it is produced by me, or mentally 
conceived” (Adam and Tannery edition [ 1964-751, 7:25; cf. Haldane and Ross translation 
[1931], 1:I 50). 1 argue for such an account of the cogito at the end of “Will and the Theory of 
Judgment” (1985) and, more extensively, in “Will, Mind, and Method in Descartes” (1983, sec. 
4). 

3. This view suggests a way to help clarify Wittgenstein’s (1953) well-known but puzzling 
suggestion that we construe such sentences as ‘I am in pain’ not as straightforward assertions 
that one is in pain but as expressions ofthat pain, on a continuum with such natural expressions 
as crying (part I .  sec. 244). Whatever reasons we have to hold that ‘I believe it’s raining’ 
expresses my belief rather than reporting it should equally help to show that ‘I am in pain’ 
expresses, rather than reports, my pain. But see Wittgenstein’s distrust of this analogy at part 
I ,  sec. 3 17. 

4. Vendler ( 1  972, chaps. 2 and 3) and Searle (1983, 166, 175: 1975, passim). Unless 
otherwise indicated, page references to Searle are to the 1983 work. 

5. On analyticity and synonymy, see From a Logical Poinf of View (l980), chap. 2. Quine 
formulates the analogous difficulty about intentional mental states in Word and Object (1960), 
221. 

In “Talking about Thinking” (1973) I argue that the difficulty about intentional mental 
states is insuperable. See also Davidson, “Thought and Talk“ (1973, on the interdependence 
between speech and thinking. ‘ 

6. Descartes: Discourse V (Adam and Tannery edition [1964-751, 656-59;  Haldane and 
Ross translation [ I93 I ] ,  I: 1 16-18) and Correspondence (Adam and Tannery edition [ 1964-751, 
4573-76, 5:275-79; Kenny translation [ 19701, 206-8, 243-45). Aristotle ( I  984): de Interpreta- 
tione, I6a3-8. 

7. On this distinction, see Sellars, “Notes on Intentionality” ( I  964) and Science and 
Metaphysics ( I  968, chap. 3). See also Sellars’s Science, Perception and Reality ( 1  963), esp. chaps. 
2, 5, and 1 I .  

It will be evident throughout that the present discussion has been strongly influenced by 
Sellars’s important and penetrating work on these topics. 

8. Searle also appeals to Moore’s paradox to show that all speech acts must express mental 
states. He writes: “It is logically odd, though not self-coutradictory, to perform the speech act 
and deny the presence of the corresponding Intentional state’’ (9). But he leaves unexplained 
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what this logical oddity consists in and how, ifit is logical, it differs from analyticity. In any case, 
since Searle takes the oddity to be logical and not a feature ofthe relation between thinking and 
speech, it  is unclear why, on his account, there is no difficulty with third-person counterparts. 

9. The diference Davidson’s denial of the possibility of psychophysical laws does make 
is that it enables him to claim a priori status for his conclusion about mental events. On there 
being no difficulty about events being both mental and physical, see my “Mentality and Neutral- 
ity” (1976). 

It may be worth noting that, since the present argument makes no appeal to laws or 
regularities that causally connected events must fall under, it is compatible with Searle’s conten- 
tion that causal connections involving intentional states can obtain in the absence of a corre- 
sponding universal regularity (1  35; see 1 I7 and chap. 4, passim). 

10. Compare Wittgenstein’s observation: “Suppose we think while we talk or write-I 
mean, as we normally do-we shall not in general say that we think quicker than we talk, but 
the thought seems nof to be separafe from the expression” (part I ,  sec. 3 18; emphasis in original). 

I I .  For example: “it  is not possible for there to be in us any thought of which, at the 
moment it is in us, we are not conscious” (Fourth Replies: Adam and Tannery edition [ 1964-751, 
7246; cf. Haldane and Ross translation [ 193 11, 2: I 15). 

12. I have defended this view in detail in “Two Concepts ofConsciousness” (forthcoming) 
and “Thinking That One Thinks” (1980). 
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