Appeared in Philosophical Sudies 105 (2001), pp. 59-105.
Russellianism and Prediction
David Braun

University of Rochester

Attitude ascriptions can be used to predict behavior. Consider, for example, the attitude
ascriptionsin (1).

(1) Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Twain will autograph her book.
If (1) istrue, then Lucy isquite likely to wave. If | bdieve that (1) istrue, and predict (on that
basis) that Lucy will wave then my prediction is quite likdy to be rignt.

But some philosophers, including Michael Devitt (1996) and Mark Richard (1997a),
think that none of thiswould be so if a certain theory of the semantics of attitude ascriptions were
true, namely the theory that | shall cdl Russellianism (also sometimes cdled 'neo-Russdlianism'
and 'the naive theory'). For suppose that Lucy sincerely utters (2).

2 If I wave, then Clemens will autograph my book, and Twain won't. But | want

Twain to autogrgoh my book, and not Clemens.
Everyone agreesthat if Lucy sincerely utters (2), then she believes that if she waves then
Clemens will autograph her book. But Russdlianism entails tha, in this circumstance, Lucy also
believes that if she waves then Twain will autograph her book, despite what she says using
"Twain'. So Russallianism says that (1) istrue, in this circumstance. But clearly Lucy will not

wave, in this circumstance. Thus, some critics say that if Russellianism istrue, then (1) cannot



be used to predict behavior. But (1) clearly can be so used, so Russellianismisfalse. Call
objections to Russellianism that take this sort of line Prediction Objections.

In this paper, | present several different Prediction Objedions, and defend Russellianism
from each. The objections differ (mostly) over the sense in which they say that attitude
ascriptions can be used to predict behavior. | argue that, under Russellianism, attitude ascriptions
can, in each sense, be used to predict behavior. | further argue that, even if they cannot be used
to predict behavior under Russellianism, it would still appear to ordinary speakers that they can.
Therefore, Russellians can either accept or explain away the intuition that attitude ascriptions can
be used to predict behavior.

Philosophers havelodged severd complaints aganst Russellianism tha are closely
related to the Prediction Objections. Mark Crimmins (1992) has claimed that ordinary
psychological generalizations would be false under Russellianism. Devitt (1996) and Richard
(1990, 1997) have argued that if Russellianism were true, then attitude ascriptions would not
explain behavior. Infact, Devitt and Richard often present their complaint about explanation™in
the same breath" as their complaint about prediction. (We will see one reason why they might do
so below.) Theseissues areindeed closely related; consequently, my replies to the Prediction
Objections make use of some of my previous work on Russellianism, explanation, and
psychologcal generalizations (Braun 2000, forthcoming). But the Prediction Objections raise

distinct issues that require separae treatment.*

1. Russdlianism

The view that | wish to defend says that (among) the objects of attitudes such as



believing, asserting, and desiring are Russellian propositions: structured entities whose
constituents are individuals, properties, and relations. These propositions are also the semantic
contents (or smply contents) of sentences with respect to (or in) contexts. Sentences
semantically express Russellian propositions in contexts. The words that appear in sentences
also have conterts in contexts, which gopear as constituents of the propositions that those
sentences express in those contexts. The content of a predicate, in a context, is a property or
relation. The content of a proper name, in a context, isthe individual to which it refersin that
context; similarly for smpleindexicalslike'l' and 'that’. For example, the proposition expressed
by 'Twain is an author', in any context, is a proposition whose constituents are Mark Twain (the
man himself) and the property of being-an-author as constituents. We can represent this
proposition with the ordered pair

<Twain, being-an-author>.
Since 'Clemens refers to the same person as "Twain', the sentence 'Clemensis an author
expresses exactly the same proposition, in any cortext.?

Russellianism further saysthat if Sis a sentence, then the content and referent of the
phrase that Sin acontext, i sthe proposition expressed by S, in that context. The content of the
predicate 'believes isthe binary relaion of believing. Thus the proposition expressed by (3) can
be represented by (4).

3 Karen believes that Twain is an author.

(4) <Karen, <Twai n, being-an-author>, believing>
Similar points hold for desire ascriptions like (5).

(5) Karen wants Twain to smile.



The content of the infinitival clause 'Twain to smile' is simply the proposition <Twain, smiling>2
The content of ‘wants' is the binary wanting relation. Thus sentence (5) expresses proposition
(6).

(6) <Karen, <Twain, smiling>, wanting>

Russellianism has a number of well known virtues. The arguments of Keith Donnellan,
Saul Kripke, David Kaplan, and others against descriptivist theories of proper names and
indexicals naturally suggest the view and lend some support to it. The theory easily accounts for
the use of indexicdsin complement clauses of attitude ascriptions, and for quantification into
such clauses. Theview also avoids many of the epistemological and semantic problems of its
Fregean rivas. (For details, see Salmon 1986, 1989; and Soames 1988, 1995.) But it also hasa
well known unintuitive consequence According to it, sentences (7) and (8) express the same
proposition, namely (9), and so these sentences must have the same truth value.

(7) Karen believes that Twain is an author.

(8) Karen believes that Clemensis an author.

(9) <Karen, <Twai n, being-an-author>, believing>
But many philosophers think it is dovious that (7) and (8) can differ in truth value, and so
conclude that Russellianism is false.

Russellians have replied at lengthto this Substitution Objection. According to Nathan
Salmon (1986, 1989), Scott Soames (1988, 1995), and Thomas McKay (1979), (7) and (8) really
do semantically express the same proposition, and so must have the same truth value; but
utterances of them pragmatically convey different propasitions. The propostions pragmatically

conveyed by utterances of (7) can differ in truth value from those conveyed by utterances of (8);



moreover, speakers often confuse the proposition semantically expressed by utterances of (7) and
(8) with the propositions they pragmatically convey, and so come to think that the sentences
themselves differ in truth value. | have argued elsewhere (Braun 1998) that, whether or not the
above claims about the pragmatics of (7) and (8) are correct, arational speaker can believe both
proposition (9) and its negation; and if he does so in theright ways, then he may also believe that
(7) istrueand (8) isfalse.

Thislast remark brings me to some metaphysical claims that are part of the theory that |
wish to defend here. The above Russellian semantics says that the contents of 'believe’ and
'desire’ are binary rdations that hold between agents and propositions. But many Russellians also
accept ametaphysics of these relations that says that they aremediated: agents believe and desire
propositionsin virtue of standing in certain relations to intermediaries that determine the
propositions believed and desired. These intermediaries are ways of taking propositions; they are
also sometimes called 'propositional guises or 'modes of presentation’; | will sometimes call them
‘ways of believing' and ways of desiring' propositions. According to this metaphysical theory, an
agent can believe a single proposition in more than one way ("twice over" or more, so to speak).
An agent can also believe a proposition in one way, while failingto believe it in another way.
Most importantly, arational agent can believe a proposition in one way while believing the
negation of that same propositionin asuitably different way.*

Toillustrate, let's consider sentences (10) and (11).

(10) Twainisan author.

(11) Clemensisan author.

According to theabove Russellian semantics and metgphysics, these sentences express the same



proposition, but that single proposition can be believed in distinct ways. An agent who believes
that proposition in a certain way will be disposed to assent to (10) and think that (10) istrue> An
agent who believes that proposition in a certain other way will be disposed to assent to (11) and
think that (11) istrue. An agent who believes the proposition in the first way, but not in the
second, will think that (10) istrue, but may have no opinion about (11). Thereisalso away of
believing the negation of the proposition expressed by (10) and (11) such that an agent who
believes that proposition in that way will think that (11) isfalse. A rational agent could believe
the proposition expressed by (10) in the first way, while believing the negation of that same
proposition in the third way. Such an agent would believe both a proposition and its negation, in
different ways that are suitablefor his being raional.

This theory can be fleshed out by saying more about the nature of ways of taking
propositions. One common view of them identifies them with mental representations (see
Richard 1990 and Crimmins 1992). On thisview, mental representations have propositional
contents. An agent believes a proposition by having a mental representation in her head (in the
right manner) whose content is that proposition. On this view, an agent could believe the
proposition expressed by (10) and (11) in one way by having acertain mental representation in
her head; she could believe the proposition in another way by having a different mental
representation in her head; and she could believe its negation by having yet another mental
representation in her head. If the mental representation that allows her to believethe proposition
expressed by (10) is suitably different from the mental representation that allows her to believe
the negation of that proposition, then the agent can rationally believe both propositions. Similar

points hold for mental representations and desiring propositions.



A similar situation can arise with attitude ascriptions such as (7) and (8).

@) Karen believes that Twain is an author.

(8 Karen believes that Clemensis an author.

Russellian semantics says that these express the same proposition, but (typical) Russellian
metaphysics says that this single proposition can be believed in distinct ways. A rational agent
could believe the proposition expressed by (7) and (8) in one way, while also believing the
negation of that proposition in a suitably distinct way. Such an agent could think that (7) istrue
and (8) isfase, and beinclined to assent to (7) and dissent from (8).

If this Russellian metaphyscsis correct, then the way in which an agent believes a
proposition can make a difference to behavior. For example, if Karen believes the proposition
expressed by (10) in acertain way, she will assent to it, but if she does not, then she may not
assent. Yet according to Russellian semantics, the proposition expressed by belief sentence (7)
says nothing about the way in which Karen bdieves the proposition expressed by (10). That is,
the proposition semantically expressed by (7) does not have away of taking a proposition as a
constituent. Thus one might suspect that if Russellianismwere true, then (7) could not be used to
predict Karen's assent and dissent behavior towards (10). Similarly for other attitude ascriptions
and bits of behavior.

By contrast, typical anti-Russellian views, such as those of Richard (1990), Devitt (1996),
Crimmins (1992), and Forbes (1990), say that the proposition expressed by (7) does semantically
provide information about the way in which Karen believes the proposition® Thus, many anti-
Russellians argue that attitude ascriptions could be used to predict behavior, if their views were

correct, but coud not be so used, if Russellianism werecorrect.



2. Mismatch in Ways
Let's examinethe case of Lucy a bit more closely from a Russellian perspective, while
keeping the Russdlian metaphysicsin mind. From here on, let'simagne that in the actual
world, Lucy sincerely utters (12).
(12) | want Twain to autograph my book, and if | wave, then Twain will autograph my
book.
Russellians, and nearly everyoneelse, will agree that in the actual world Lucy believes that if she
waves then Twain will autograph her book, and that she also wants Twain to autograph her book.
In short, (1) istrue.
Q) Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she waves, then
Twain will autograph her book.
Russellians would add that in the actud world, Lucy believes and degres these propostionsin
matching ways. She believes the proposition that (if she waves then Twain will autograph her
book), ina"Twanish" way. She also wants (the proposition) tha Twain autogrgphs her book, in
a"Twainish" way.’
Now consider another, nomologically possible world, in which Lucy sincerely denies (12)
and sincerely utters (2).
(2 If I wave, then Clemens will autograph my book, and Twain won't. But | want
Twain to autogrgoh my book, and not Clemens.
Everyone would agree tha, in thisworld, Lucy believes that if she wavesthen Clemens will
autograph her book. Russellians hold that she also believesthat if she waves then Twain will

autograph her book, despite her utterances of the 'Twain' sentencesin (2). But in thisworld she



believestha propositionina"Clemensish" way, and not ina "Twaini sh" way.

Thus in thisworld there is a mismatch between the ways that Lucy believes and desires
the propositions we've mentioned. She believes the first proposition in a"Clemensish” way, but
not a"Twainish" way. She desires the second propositionin a"Twainish" way, but not a
"Clemensish” way. In such amismatch world, shewon't wave. But if her ways of believing and
desiring matched, as they do in the actual world, then (other things bang equal) she would wave.
Again, we see that the ways in which an agent believes and desires propositions "make a

difference” to how the agent behaves.

3. Predicting, Predictions, and Using Sentencesto Predict

To understand the upcoming Prediction Objections, we need to understand what it means
to use a sentence (such as an attitude ascription) to predict an event (such as a bit of behavior).
We also need to think more generally about the nature of predicting and prediction.

The predicate 'predict’ appears to express a binary relation that can hold either between a
person and a proposition, or between a person and a (type of) event. Consider, for example, (13)
and (14).

(13) Joe predicted that Mary would wave.

(14) Joe predicted Mary's wave.
(14) relates Joe to the denotation of the description 'Mary's wave, which is an event (or type of
event).® (13) relates Joe to the proposition expressed by its ‘that'-clause® (13) also relates Joe
indirectly to a (type of) event, for the proposition expressad by 'Mary will wave' is such that,

necessarily, it istrue iff awaving event by Mary occurs. Let's say that the proposition that Mary



will wave ismade true by events of thissort. And let's say that this proposition, and utterances
that expressit, describe such events'®

The noun 'prediction’ exhibits an "act-object” ambiguity: it can be applied either to an act
of predicting, or to an object that is predicted in an act of predicting. (‘Belief' isamibiguousin a
similar way.) When Joe predicts that Mary will wave, a certain sort of event occurs, an event
that involves (at least) Joe, the propostion that Mary will wave, and thepredicting relation. This
event might be called 'a prediction’. | will saythat it isan act of predicting. This event may be
purely mental, or may be both mental and linguistic, for instance, an intentional utterance of the
sentence 'Mary will wave. The proposition towhich Joe is related during the act of predicting is
apredicted proposition.* Predictions, in the sense of "objects of acts of prediction”, may be
either propositions or (types of) events.*?

Typically, aperson engages in an act of predicting an event when the event liesin the
future of the act, as yet unobserved by the predictor. The basisfor her act of predicting is the set
of propositions from which she infers that the event will occur. Typically, her basisincludes
propositions about such matters as (8 the events that have occurred, or are now occurring, or will
occur, up until the timet of the to-be-predicted event, (b) information about other matters of
particular fact holding beforet, and (c) various laws, or other generalizations, relating types of
events and matters of particular fact. Propositions of these sorts are admissibleinto a basis for
predicting the event. (Some propositions are inadmissible into a basis for predicting an event:
for example, the proposition that the event occurs, the proposition that Smith knows that the
event occurs, and any proposition about times after t)."* The predictor's actual basis may or may

not include propositions of al the sorts mentioned above.

10



An act of uttering a prediction isaresult, or causal consequence, of some sort of
inference. But amoreimmediate result of such inferencesis abelieving-event with a
propositional content. Thusit's reasonable to think that whenever an act of predicting an event
occurs, there al'so occurs an act of predicting a proposition, for instance, the proposition that the
event will occur, or some other proposition describing the event.

These reflections suggest the following tentative analyses. If AisanagentandPisa
proposition, then A predictsP iff: thereisasa of propositionsB such that (i) B contains only
propositions that are admissible with respect to P; (ii) A believes all propositionsin B; and (iii) A
infers P from B, and consequently comesto believe P.** If E is an event, then A predicts Eiff A
predicts a proposition P that describesE.*

Notice that this tentative analysis does not require that the act of predicting occur before
the predicted event. A physics student can be sad to predict a pag event if heinfersthat it
occurs using only admissible information, e.g., lawful generalizations and information about
particular matters of fact that held before the event occurred.'

We need to consider at least two more notions before we can proceed to the Prediction
Objections. Thefirst, and easier, of these is the notion of an agent's using a sentenceto predict
an event (or a proposition describing the event). We can explicate thisidea as follows. A uses
sentence Sto predict P iff: (i) A predictsP; (ii) A thinksthat Sistrue and believes the
propositi on expressed by S (iii) the propositi on expressed by Sisamember of A's basisfor

predicting P."
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4. " Can Be Used to Predict”

The last notion we need to understand before turning to the Prediction Objections is the
most crucial: sentence Scan be used to predid P. (Here Smight be an attitude ascription, and P
aproposition describing a bit of behavior.) If we paid attention only to the linguistic form of our
analysandum, we might be tempted simply to modalize and existentially generalize on the earlier
analysis of “A uses Sto predict P<” The result would be: Scan be used to predict P iff possibly,
some agent uses Sto predict P. But under thisanalysis, it's obviously true that (1) can be used to
predict Lucy's wave, whether or not Russellianism istrue. For surely in some passible world
some agent usesascription (1) to predict that Lucy will wave whether or not Russellianismis
true in that world (or ours), and whether or not that prediction is"wise'. In fact, in some possible
world very like ours, some dim-witted agent uses ascription (1) to predict that Lucy will fly, and
also uses the sentence 'David Braun sneezed on July 1, 2000’ to predict that the temperaurein
Rochester, NY at noon on January 1, 2100 is 300 degrees Farenheit.

Clearly the notion of "can be used” that critics have in mind is stronger than thisone. It
concerns not so much whether some possible agent uses the sentence to predict P, but rather
whether the reaulting prediction istrue or reliable.’® | shall try to motivate some andyses of this
notion that these critics might accept by considering an example that does not involve attitude
ascriptions.

Consider (15).

(15) Carl isacar whoseignition key is being turned to its start position.

(15) can be used to predict that Carl's engine will start. This claim seems correct, but what does

it mean? A first guess might be: giventhe laws of nature the turning of Cal'signition key is
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sufficient for the starting of Carl's engine. Another way to put it: it'snomologically necessary
that if Carl'signition key isturned to its start positi on, then Carl's engine will start. But thiscan't
be quite right, for it's just not true that such a turning nomologically necessitates a starting. There
may, after al, be some abnormal, interfering factors present; for example, Carl's gas tank may be
empty, or there may be moisturein Carl's electrical system that prevents sufficient spark from
occurring. But under more favorable conditions, and in the absence of interfering conditions, the
engine will start. So we might think that, given the laws, the turning of Carl's key is sufficient,
other things being equal, for Carl's engine to start. Rephrasing, we get (16).
(16) It'snomologically necessary that: if Carl isa car whose ignition key is being
turned to its start position, then, other things being equal, Carl's engne will start.
The conditional embedded inside (16) is commonly called a ‘ceteris paribus conditional'.*®
These reflections moti vate the following attempt to explain "can be used to predict”,
which | cal the'Nomologica Sufficiency Analysis.
(17) The Nomological Sufficiency Analysis
Scan be used to predict P iff: it'snomologically necessary that if Sistrue, then,
other things being equal, P istrue.
Using thisanalysis, we can infer that (15) can be used to predict that Carl's engine will start iff
(16) istrue®
There are phrases besides 'other things are equal’ that are commonly used in ceteris
paribus conditionals, for example, ‘typically’, 'usualy’, and 'it is quite likely that'. Thus we could

rephrase the conditional embedded in (16) with (18).
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(18) If Carl isaca whoseignition key is beingturned to its start position, then it is
quite likely that Carl's engne will start.
At the beginning of this paper, | used the phrase "quite likely that" to paraphrase the claim that
(1) can be used to predict that Lucy will wave: | said that if (1) istrue, thenLucy is quite likely
to wave. | sugpect that you accepted this paraphrase without hesitation. | take this to be some
confirmation of the analysis givenin (17).

There's another closdly rel ated sense in which (15) can be used to predict that Carl's
engine will start, a sense which same critics of Russdlianism might havein mind. In the last
section, we found that an agent predicts P only if he infers P from a basis of admissible
propositions. If the agent is reasonable, then it should be possible to construct a reasonable
argument from the propositions in the basis to the conclusion P. Typically, the argument would
include some generalizations, probably generalizations that the agent takes to be laws or "near
laws'. Scientists sometimes explicitly formulate such predictive arguments. The arguments that
justify their predictions could be viewed as a kind of ideal for predictive arguments, and for acts
of predicting.

Reflections like these might motivate the following idea of anideal predictive argument.
Anideal predictive argument for P is a sequence of sentences that has as its conclusion a
sentence expressing P. Itisvalid, or in some other way strongly supportsits conclusion. Its
premises are all admissible with respect to P. At least one of the premisesisalaw, or alaw-like
generalization. All of the premises are essential in the following sense: if one of the premises
were deleted, the remaining premises would no longer logically entail or support the conclusion.

An ideal predictive argument whase premises aretrue is correct.

14



Sentence (15) could serve as the sole particular-fact premisein an ideal predictive
argument for the conclusion that Carl's engine will start. Consider argument (19).

(199 a Carl isacar whose ignition key is being turned to its start position.

b. For al x, if xisacar whoseignition key is being turned to its start
position, then, other things being equal, X's engine will dart.
C. Therefore, Carl's engine will start.
(19a), which isjust (15), is the only premise conceming particular fact in argument (19). (19b) is
aceteris paribus generalization. If (15) istrue, and (19b) is atrue law-like generalization, then
(19) isacorrect ideal predictiveargument, whoseconclusion is (therefore) likely to be true (in
some sense).

A theorist might think that an act of predicting isideally commendable only if it isthe
result of an inference that (in some way) paralels an idea predictive argument. He might
therefore think that (15) can be used to predict tha Carl's enginewill start only if (15) figuresin
an ideal predictive argument whose other premises are true. These ideas might encourage a
theorist to propose the following analysis of "can be used to predict”, which | call the 'Predictive
Argument Analysis.

(20) The Predictive Argument Analysis

Scan be used to predict P iff: Sisthe sole particular-fact premise in some ideal
predictive argument whose general-premises are true and whose conclusion
expresses P.

Those who are familiar with covering-law theories of explanation may notice that the

above ideal predictive arguments strongly resemble the ideal explanations (or ideal explanatory
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arguments) of such covering-law theories. In fact, many who accept covering-law theories of
explanation hold that explanations and predictions are deeply similar. For example, Carl Hempel
says that the difference between an explanation and a prediction is merely pragmatic: an
explanation of an event is an argument given after the event occurs (and after the event is known
to have occurred) whereas predictions are (typically) made before the event occurs, withthe help
of a supporting argument. Thus Hempel once proposed that all and only ideal explanations are
ideal predictive arguments. (See Hempel 1965b; and Hempel and Oppenheim 1965.) Those who
accept covering-law theories of explanation might similarly think that ideal predictive arguments
are somehow central to any theory of (reliable, reasonable) prediction, and so might well be
tempted to accept something like the Predictive Argument Analysis.

The critics of Russellianism who are most explicit about presenting Prediction Objections
to Russellianism, namely Devitt and Richard, seem to accept some sort of covering-law theory of
explanation. (They do nat explicitly endorse any such theory, but there are many signsin their
work that they tacitly presuppose such atheory.) And when they mention Russellianism's
(alleged) problems with prediction, they always do so "in the same breath” in which they mention
its (alleged) problems with explanation. Thus when they say that attitude ascriptions could not
be used to predict behavior, if Russellianism were true, they may well be using the phrase "can
be used" in a sense like that given by the Predictive Argument Analysis®

Thereis clearly a close relationship between the Nomological Sufficiency Analysis and
the Predictive Argument Analysis. If Sfigures as the sole particular-fact premisein an ideal
predictive argument, then the truth of it must be nomologically sufficient, under the law-like

generalizations mentioned in the argument, for the truth of P, if other things are equal. Thus, if
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the Predictive Argument Analysis entails that S can be used to predict P, then it's nomologcally
necessary that if Sistrue then P istrue, other things being equal, and so the Nomological
Sufficiency Analysisis dso satisfied. Conversely, if theNomological Sufficiency Analysisis
satisfied, then there are law-like generalizations that, together with the antecedent of therelevant
ceteris paribus conditional, are sufficient to formulate an ideal predictive argument whose

conclusion is the consequent of the conditional %

5. Two Prediction Objections

| am now ready to present two Prediction Objections, corresponding to the two analyses
of "can be used to predict” that | presented above. | call these the Predictive Argument Objection
and the Nomological Sufficiency Objection. These objections are inspired by Devitt and Richard,
but | hesitate to attribute the objections to them, for their explicit statements of their objections
are not as detailed as those that follow. Thus| shall attribute them to an imaginary critic.®

Consider ascription (1) again.

Q) Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Twain will autograph her book.

Our imaginary critic claimsthat (1) can be used to predid Lucy's behavior. Using the Predictive
Argument Analysis, our critic claimsthat if (1) can be used to predict that Lucy will wave, then
(1) appears as the sole particular-fact premise in some ideal predictive argument whose general
premises are true. Now any such ideal predictive argument will contain at least one ordinary
psychological generalization, by which | mean a generalization that contains attitude ascriptions

that do not explicitly mention ways of taking propositions. The simplest such argument is (21),
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but there are more complicated ones like (22).

(21) a

(22 a

C.

d.

Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she
waves, then Twain will autograph her book.

If aperson wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that (if
she waves then Twain will autograph her book), then, other things being
equal, she will wave.

Therefore, Lucy will wave.

Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she
waves, then Twain will autograph her book.

If a person wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes tha (if
she waves then Twain will autograph her book), then, other things being
equal, she will intend to wave.

If a person intends to wave, then, other things being equal, she will wave.

Therefore, Lucy will wave.

But, the critic mantains, if Russellianism is true, then noordinary psychological generalization is

true. Suppose, for example, that Mary (actually) believes and desires the propositions mentioned

in (21b) in mismatching ways. Suppose that Mary's hands are not tied down, that sheis not

suffering from paralysis, and so on. All other things are equd. And yet shedoesn't wave. So

Mary shows that (21b) isfalse, if Russellianismistrue. Mary similarly showsthat (22b) isfalse,

under Russellianism, for she satisfies the antecedent, and other things are equal, but she doesn't

form the intention to wave. In fact, if Russellianism is true, then no ordinary psychologicd

generalization is true, because of mismatch cases. But if thisis so, then no ideal predictive
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argument whose sole particular fact premiseis (1) has true generd premises. Thus (1) cannot be
used to predict Lucy's wave, according to the Predictive Argument Analysis. But (1) can be used
to predict Lucy's way, so Russellianism is not true. Rearranging and summarizing, we get
argument (23).
(23) The Predictive Argument Objection
a (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave.
b. If (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave, then some ordinary

psychological generalization istrue.

C. Therefore, some ordinary psychological generalization istrue.

d. If Russellianism is true, then no ordinary psychological generalization is
true.

e. Therefore, Russellianism is not true.

The Nomologicd Sufficiency Objectionissimilarin outline. Asbefare, the critic claims
that it's obvious that (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave. But according to the Nomological
Sufficiency Analysis, if thisis so, then ceteris paribus conditional (24) istrue.

(24) It'snomologically necessary that: if Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and
she believesthat (if she waves then Twain will autograph her book), then, other
things being equal, she will wave.

But (24) isfalse if Russellianismistrue. For if Russellianismistrue, thenthereisa
nomologically possible world in which all other things are equal, and Lucy sincerely assentsto
(2), and thus believes and desires the mentioned propositions in mismatching ways. According

to Russellianism, theantecedent is true in such aworld. And yet Lucy failstowave there. So if
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Russellianism istrue, (24) isfalse, and (1) cannot be used to predict Lucy's behavior. But (1) can
be so used. So Russellianism is not true. Rearranging and summarizing, we get argument (25).
(25) The Nomological Sufficiency Objection
a (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave.
b. If (1) can be used to predict Lucys wave, then (24) istrue.
C. Therefore, (24) istrue.
d. If Russdllianism istrue, then (24) is not true.

e Therefore, Russellianism is not true.

6. An Initial Reply

Both of the objections say that some important claim containing aceteris paribus phrase
isfalse under Russellianism. The Nomological Sufficiency Objection claims that (24) is shown
false, under Russellianism, by what happensto Lucy in another nomologically possible world.
The Predictive Argument Objection claimsthat all ordinary psychological generalizations are
false under Russellianism, and all such generalizations contain ceteris paribus phrases.

The obvious Russellian reply isto claim that other things are not equal in the cases we
considered above. For example, May believes and desires the relevant propositionsin
mismatching ways. Thisis sufficient for other things not to be equal. Thus Mary isno
counterexample to generalization (21b) under Russellianism. Similarly, for Lucy: inthe
nomologically possible world in which she believes and desires the propositions in mismatching
ways, other things are not equal simply because of this fact.?

Of course, | need to defend the claim that other things are not equal in Lucy's
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counterfactud case and Marys actual case To do this, it will be useful to think more generally
about ceteris paribus conditionals and generalizations, starting with some that do not contain

attitude ascriptions.

7. Ceteris Paribusand Context

Let'sreturn to Carl, and consider the ceteris paribus conditional embedded inside (16),
namely sentence (26).%

(26) If Carl isacar whoseignition key isbeingturned to its start position, then, other

things being equal, Carl's engne will start.
Let's say that suitable conditions hold when all other things are equd. Then we might paraphrase
(26) asfollows: if it were the case that (Carl is acar whose ignition key is being turned and
suitable conditions hold), then it would be the case that Carl's enginewill start. Carl himself
shows that (26) isfalseif hisignition key is beingturned and suitable conditions hold and yet his
engine doesn't start. Thus to determine whether a conditional (or generalization) isfaseina
situation, we need to determine whether suitable conditions hold init. But when we do so, we
need to keep in mind that the suitable conditions associated with a ceteris paribus conditional
vary from context to context. Let me explain.

Ceteris paribus conditional s are context-sensitive: their truth conditions (and contents)
vary from context to context. In most contexts, (26) would seem to us to be true (keeping the
world of evaluation fixed). But imagine the following scenario: Carl ismy car. As| walk to the
parking lot in the afternoon, | worry about whether | 1eft Carl's lights on in the morning, and

whether Carl's battery isdead. In such a context, (26) might seem to me to be false, but (27)
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might seem to be true.

(27) If Carl isacar whose ignition key is beingturned to its start position, and Carl's

battery is not dead, then, other things being equal, Cal's engine will start.

This judgment about the truth values of (26) and (27) seems reasonable, and is good evidence
that (26) is context-sensitive: in some contexts, (26) expresses a true proposition, in others a
false one. A reasonable explanation of this context-sensitivity isthat the suitable conditions
associated with a ceteris paribus conditional vary from context to context. In most contexts, the
condition of Carl's battery's being live seems to be included in the suitable conditions associated
with the conditiond (just as Carl's having some gasin his tank, and his starter motor's being in
working order, seem to be included in the associated suitable conditions for both contexts we
considered). But in other contexts, the battery's being live seems not to be included in the
suitable conditions associated with the conditional. 1n such contexts, the condition that the
battery be live must be explicitly added to the antecedent to get a ceteris paribus conditional that
istrue in the context.

The most obvious way to account for this context-sensitivity is to assume that the phrase
‘other things are equal’ is context-sensitive. Or if the phrase 'ather things beingequal’ forms a
single connective with the 'if...then' construction (a plausible hypothesis), then we can say that
this ceteris paribus conditional connective is context-sensitive. Let's say that the phrase ‘other
things being equal’, or the ceteris paribus connective, determines a suitable condition with
respect to a context. The phrase(s) may determine different suitable conditions with respect to
different contexts.®

Speakers' thoughts and intentions dearly play alargerole in determining the suitable
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conditions associated with a ceteris paribus conditional in a context. But gpeakersin a context
usually lack detailed knowledge of the suitable conditions determined by their utterances of
ceteris paribus conditionals. For example, Carl's engine will start when hisignition key is turned
only if Carl's solenoid is attached to the starter motor. So this condition is part of the suiteble
conditions determined by typical utterances of (26). But many speakers do not know that cars
have solenoids.

If ceteris paribus conditionals are context-sensitive in this way, then so are ceteris

paribus generalizations. For example, generalization (19b) is context-sensitive.

(19b) For dl x, if xisacar whose ignition key is being turned to its start position, then,
other things being equal, x's engine will gart.

Similar points about context-sensitivity also hold for conditionals and generalizations containing
attitude ascriptions. Consider (28).

(28) If Nancy wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that (if she waves
then Twain will autograph her bodk), then, other things being equd, she will
wave.

Imagine that Nancy believes and desires the relevant propositions in matching ways (so issues
about Russellianismare irrelevant). Nevertheless, (28) might be true in some contexts and false
in others. Imagine a context in which the speakers suspect that Nancy is considering employing a
method other than waving for attracting Twain's attention. Perhaps Nancy is considering yelling
"Please sign my book, Mr. Twain!" instead of waving, and our speakers know this. They think
that Nancy prefers waving over yelling, but may not be sure. In such a context, they might judge

that (28) isfalse but (29) istrue.
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(29) If Nancy wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that (if she waves
then Twain will autograph her book), and she does not prefer an alternative way
to catch Twain's attention, then, other things being equal, she will wave.

Thusit seemsthat (28) is context-sensitive: it istrue with respect to some contexts, false with

respect to others, even keeping all facts about Nancy fixed.

8. Madifying the Prediction Objections
The Nomological Sufficiency Analysis and the Predictive Argument Analysis used
ceteris paribus conditionals and generalizations (the latter in ideal predictive arguments) to
analyze "can be used to predict”, but they did not take into account the context-sensitivity of
those sentences. Consider the following instantiation of the Nomologicd Sufficiency Analysisto
sentence (1).
(1) can be used to predict that Lucy will waveiff: it'snomologically necessary
that if (1) istrue, then, other things being equal, Lucy will wave.
The ceteris paribus conditional on the right-hand side varies in truth value from context to
context, even kegping the facts about Lucy fixed. And so, according to the andysis, the truth
value of the left-hand side varies from context to context, even if the facts about Lucy are kept
fixed. Hencethis andyss is"contextually shifty” inaway smilar to thefol lowing (slly)
analysis of intelligence.
xisintelligent iff X'sIQ isas high or higher thanmy 1Q.
Different theorists who employ thislast "analysis’, without realizing the context-sensitivity of the

right-hand side, will come to different conclusions as to whether 'Lucyisintelligent’ is true.
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Similar phenomena arise for the Predictive Argument Analysis. the genera-premises of an ideal
predictive argument like (21) vay in truth vdue from context to context. So the analysis entails
that '(1) can be used to predict that Lucy will wave' istrue in some contexts, false in others.

All of this seems contrary to the intent of the critics of Russellianism. To do justice to
them, we should try to modify the analyses of “S can be used to predict P<%o that they are not
themselves context-sensitive, while at the same time taking the context-sensitivity of ceteris
paribus conditionals and generalizations into account. The best way to do this (I believe) isto
existentially generalize over contexts to get analyses of the following form.

Scan be used to predict P iff: thereisacontextcsuchthat...S...c....
| propose thefollowing modified analyses.
(30) The Modified Nomologcal Sufficiency Analysis
Scan be used to predict P iff: thereisacontext ¢ and a sentence S3such that (i)
SexpressesP in ¢, and (ii) it's nomologically necessary that if S, then, other
things being equal, $¥istruein c.
(31) The Modified Predicive Argument Analysis
Scan be used to predict P iff: thereis somecontext ¢ such that Sis the sole
particular-fact premise in someideal predictive argument whose general -premises
are truein ¢ and whose conclusion expressesP in c.
The main ideas behind these modifications can be seen by applying them to (1) and Lucy's wave.
(24) istrue in some contexts, namely those in which the suitable conditions associated with (24)
are strong enough to assure tha if Lucy were to believeand desire the mentioned propositions,

and those suitable conditions held, then she would wave. (Those suitable conditions include the
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conditions that Lucy not prefer alternative waysto catch Twain's attention, that she not be
paralyzed, and so on.) Thus, if (1) isalso true in such a context, then Lucy will wave. So the
existence of such a context seems to be a reasonable sufficient condition for the claim that (1)

can be used to predict Lucy's wave. And anyone who found the original Nomological
Sufficiency Analysis attractive should admit that the Modified version states a necessary
condition. Thus analysis (30) seems reasonable as an analysis of "can be used to predict”.
Similarly, (21b) is true in some contexts, namely those where the ceteris paribus phrase of
generalization (21b) excludes al interferences to the waving of an agent who bdieves and desires
the mentioned propositions. Thusif (1) isalso true in such a context, then Lucy will wave. So
the above Modified analyses preserve the spirit of their originals, but also take context-sensitivity
into account.

Critics of Russellianism who accept the Modified Anayses might want to add that there
are many contexts that, under these Modified Analyses, suffice to show that (1) can be used to
predict Lucy'swave. They might clam (for instance) that there are many contexts in which (24)
istrue, and many contexts in which the general premises of predictive argument (21) are true.
They might claim that among these contexts arethose in which ordinary speakersthink that (24)
istrue, or think that the generalizations that appear in simple ideal predictive arguments are true;
and also contexts in which some ordinary speaker uses (1) to predict that Lucy will wave®

Given these Modified Analyses, the most straightforward modifications of the earier
objections are the fol lowing.

(32) The Modified Predictive Argument Objection

a (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave.
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€.

If (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave, then some ordinary
psychological generalization istruein some context.

Therefore, some ordinary psychological generalization is true in some
context.

If Russellianism is true, then no ordinary psychological generalization is
true in any context.

Therefore, Russellianism is not true.

(33) The Modified Nomological Sufficiency Objection

(1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave.

If (1) can be used to predict Lucys wave, then (24) istrue in some context.
Therefore, (24) istrue in some context.

If Russellianism istrue, then (24) is not true in any context.

Therefore, Russallianism is not true.

9. Russellian Repliesto the M odified Objedions

In reply to these Modified Objections, | deny (32d) and (33d).?? Some ordinary

psychological generalization istrue in some context, even if Russellianismistrue; in fact, (21b)

istrue in some contexts. (24) istruein some contexts, even if Russellianism istrue. Infact, |

claim that (24) and (21b) are true in many contexts under Russellianism, including (nearly) all of

those contexts in which the critics think they are true.

To seethat thisreply is plausible, let's begin with (24).

(24) It'snomologically necessary that: if Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and
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she believesthat (if she waves then Twain will autograph her book), then, other
things being equal, she will wave.
Consider a context c in which the speakers are not considering the possibility that Lucy might
become suddenly paralyzed, or that shemight prefer some way of catching Twan's attention
other than waving, and so on. So the suitable conditions associated with (24) in such a context
include the conditions that Lucy not be paralyzed, not prefer alternative means, and so on. The
critics of Russellianism would agree that (24) istruein such a context.

Now let's suppose further (at least for the moment) that the suitable conditions associated
with (24), in this context ¢, also require that Lucy believe and desire in matching ways. Call this
the matching-ways condition. Now consider a nomologically possible world in which Lucy
believes and desires in mismatching ways, and consider the truth value of the conditional
embedded in (24) with respect to thisworld and context c. Under Russellianism, the antecedent
of the conditional istruein this world, with respect to c, but she does not wave. Y et the
conditional is not fase, with respect to this world and context ¢, because Lucy does not believe
and desire in matching ways at this world, and so does not satisfy the suitable conditions
associated with (24) inc. Infact, the conditional istrue, with respect to ¢, in any nomologically
possible world in which Lucy believes and desres the propositions in matching ways, and all
other suitable conditions associated with (24) in ¢ hold; for in all such worlds, she waves.
Therefore, if there are contexts in which the suitable conditions associated with (24) include the
matching-ways condition, then (24) is true, with respect to these contexts, even if Russellianism
IS correct.

Now | say that the matching-ways condition is part of the suitable conditions associated
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with (24) in some contexts. It is part of the suitable conditions associated with (24) in (nealy) all
contexts in which ordinary, non-Russellian, non-philosophical speakers consider (24), including
most contexts in whichthe critics think thet (24) istrue. | have three reasons for thinking thisis
0.

First, the matching-ways condition typically holdsin cases that ordinary speakers think
satisfy the antecedent of (24). But speakers dispositions to think of certain sorts of cases as
"typical” or "normal”, ina context, seem to hdp determine what counts as suitableconditions, in
acontext. So we have reason to think that the suitable conditions associated with (24) in
ordinary contexts includes the matching-ways condition. Now a critic might object that ordinary
speakers are ignorant of ways of taking propaositions, and their matching and mismatching, and so
might claim that the matching-ways condition cannot be part of the suitable conditions associated
with (24), evenif it holds in most cases that they think satisfy the antecedent of (24). But
ignorance of this sort cannot prevent a condition from being part of the suitable conditions
associated with a conditional in acontext. Recall that most speakers in most contexts don't know
that cars have sdenoids, and yet the connection of a solenoid with astarter is part of the suitable
conditions associaed with (26) in many contexts containing such ignorant speakers.

Second, the matching-ways condition strongly resembles other conditions that are clearly
apart of the suitable conditions associated with (24) in many ordinary contexts. Consider the
requirement that Lucy is performing means-end reasoning in anormal way. This requirement
seems to be part of the suitable conditions associated with (24) in many contexts. But the
matching-ways condition is similar to this requirement; both concern conditions that allow

reasoning to proceed in typical ways.

29



Third, if the matching-ways condition is part of the suitable conditions in any context
with ordinary speakers, then it is unlikely to be excluded from the suitable conditions in other
contexts containing only ordinary speakers. For recall tha a condition that is part of the suitable
conditions associaed with a conditional in one context is (usually) excluded from the suiteble
conditions in another context when the speakers in the second context are considering the
possibility that the condition doesn't hold. (Thiswas the point of my example of my walking to
the parking lot while considering whether Carl's battery is dead.) Now hardly any ordinary
speakers think about ways of believing and desiring propositions. So there are (virtually) no
contexts in which ordinary speakers are considering (24) and considering the possibility that
Lucy might believe and desire the relevant propositions in mismatched ways. So if the matching-
ways condition is part of the suitable conditions in at |east one context with only ordinary
speakers, it's very likely to be soin all such contexts.

Thusit's quite likely that the suitable conditions associated with (24) in many ordinary
contexts includes the matching-ways condition. But as | argued above, if thisis so, then (24) is
true in some contexts, even if Russdllianism is true.?

Similar points hold about generalizations like (21b).

(21b) If aperson wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes tha (if she waves
then Twain will autograph her book), then, other things being equd, she will
wave.

In many contexts, the suitable conditions associated with (21b) include the requirement that the
agent believe and desire the propositions in matching ways. Mary (who actually believes and

desires the propositions in mismatching ways) does not satisfy the suitable conditions associated
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with (21) in such contexts; therefore, with respect to such contexts, Mary does not show that
(21b) isfalse. Infact, the generalization is truewith respect to such ordinary contexts.

Therefore, the matching-ways condition is a part of the suitable conditions associated
with (24) and (21b) in some ordinary contexts. So (24) and (21b) are truewith respect to some
contexts, even if Russellianismistrue. Thus premises (32d) and (33d) of the Modified
Predictive Argument Objection and the Modified Nomological Sufficiency Objection are false,
and the objectionsfail.

The context-sensitivity of ceteris paribus phrases may also help explain why anti-
Russelliansthink that (24) and (21b) are falsein all contexts, under Russellianism. There are
some contexts in which the matching-ways condition is not part of the suitable conditions
associated with (24) or (21b): for example, contexts in which philosophically sophisticaed anti-
Russellians are aguing aganst Russellianism. When anti-Russelliansargue agai nst
Russellianism, they usually raise the possibility that an agent believes and desires the relevant
propositions in mismatching ways. They thus createa " sophisticated" context in which the
suitable conditions associated with (24) no longer include the requirement that Lucy believe and
desire the relevant propositions in matching ways. A nomologically possible world in which
Lucy bdieves and desires the propositions in mismatching ways is aworld that does satisfy the
suitable conditions determined by (24), with respect to such a philosophically sophisticated
context. Thus (24) is false with respect to such a sophisticated, philosophica context. So (33d)
may seem true to anti-Russellians who are thinking about mismatching ways while they are
objecting to Russellianism, and are not paying attention to the context-sensitivity of ceteris

paribus phrases. Similar points hold for generalization (21b) and premise (32d).
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10. The Predictive Proposition Objection

Some readers who sympathize with the Prediction Oljections may now be thinking tha |
got off on the wrong track along time ago. These reada's may be convinced that my discussion
of ceteris paribus conditionals and generalizationsis largely irelevant to the anti-Russellians
real concerns. After all, anti-Russellians are warried about attitude ascriptions under
Russellianism. Whatever their worries amount to, they surely havelittle or nothing todo with
the semantic peculiarities of other English sentences, such asceteris paribus conditionals and
generaizations. The strange semantic properties of these latter sentences should not show that
the critics' concerns about prediction and attitude ascriptions, under Russellianism, are incorrect.

In reply to these readers concerns, | want first to point out that | was led into a discussion
of ceteris paribus conditionals and generalizations by my efforts to provide chariteble
interpretations of the anti-Russellians' objections and what they might mean by "can be used to
predict”. | believe that many anti-Russellians would make use of ceteris paribus sentences, and
predictive arguments containing them, to explain and bolster their Prediction Objections. So |
could not have simply ignored these sentences. Nevertheless, | strongly sympathize with the
above worries: it seems to me that there should be some issue about Russellianism, attitude
ascriptions, and prediction that is independent of the semantic peculiarities of ceteris paribus
sentences. | shall now try to formul ate such aworry.

According to typical anti-Russellian views, sentence (1) expresses a proposition that is
partly about the ways in which Lucy believes and desres the relevant propositions.

(1) Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Twain will autograph her book.
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On these views, the proposition expressed by (1) says (or entails) that the waysin which Lucy
believes and desres match. By contrast, Russel lianism says that (1) does not express any
proposition about ways of believing and desiring. Now take some typical anti-Russellian view,
and the proposition (1) semantically expresses according to it; call this proposition ‘AR (for ‘anti-
Russellian’). Take the proposition that (1) semanticdly expresses according to Russellianism,
and cal it R. Intuitively speaking, proposition AR contains more information than proposition
R, namely information about ways of believing and desiring  This extrainformation is
nomologically relevant to whether Lucy will wave, for as everyone concedes, if she believes and
desiresin matching ways, she will wave (or is"likely" to), but if not, not.

A critic might clam that some propositions contain enough information that is
nomologically relevant to Lucy's wave to count as predictorsfor Lucy'swave. ARisone of
these. Others do not contain enough information that is nomologically relevant to Lucy's wave to
count as predictors of her wave. One obvious example is the proposition that Bill Clinton
sneezes at timet (assuming that Clinton's sneeze is causally isolaed from Lucyswave). ButRis
another such proposition, claimsthe critic. A sentence can be used to predict Lucy's wave iff it
semantically expresses a predictor (a predictive proposition) for Lucy's wave. Sentence (1)
expresses a predictive proposition for Lucy's wave if anti-Russellian views are correct, whereas
(1) does not express a predictive proposition, if Russellian views are correct. So (1) can be used
to predict Lucy'swave if anti-Russellian views are correct, but cannot be so used if Russellian
views are correct. But (1) clearly can be so used, so Russellianismisfalse. Call thisthe
Predictive Proposition Objection.

| believe tha this objection contains some useful suggestions about "can be used to
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predict". But it says little to support the claim that R is not a predictor of Lucy'swave Our two
earlier objectionstried (at least in effect) to distinguish between predictors and non-predictors by
appealing to ceteris paribus sentences; the basic ideawas that predictors can becombined with
the (propositions expressed by) ceteris paribus conditionals and generalizations to support the
conclusion that Lucy waves. But we saw tha the context-sensitivity of ceteris paribus phrases
makes this way of distinguishing predictors from non-predictors more complicated than it
initially appeared; and there is reason to douht that the facts about these sentences favor the anti-
Russellians. So to help the anti-Russellians, we need to find another method for distinguishing
predictors from non-predictors.

But in fact, any reasonable method for distinguishing predictors from non-predictors will
entail that Ris a perfectly good predictor for Lucy'swave. To seethis, it will be useful to return

(again) to Carl, and to think more generally ebout predictive information.®

11. Predictive Information

Consider the nomologically possible worldsin which Carl's engine starts. In each of
these worlds, the starting of Carl's engine has a causal history; at any time before the starting,
thereisaclass of all of the eventsthat occur at that time that are causes of the engine's starting,
in that world.® Given the occurrence of the eventsin any such class, the starting of Carl's engine
isnomologically inevitable (Noticethat | do not need to add a ceteris paribus phrase here; all
of the "other things' that "need to be equal" are already members of the class.*®) Now consider a
proposition that describes every event in one such class of events, and which is entirely about

those events. Such a proposition is admissible with respect to the proposition that Carl's engine
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starts. Moreover, for any nomologically possible world, if such a proposition istrue at that
world, then Carl's engine starts & that world. Such aproposition isideal for predicting the
propositionthat Carl'senginewill start. M oregenerdly:

(34) If Pand Q are propositions, and Q describes an event, then P isideal for
predicting Q iff: (i) P isatrue proposition that is admissible for predicting Q; (ii)
for any nomologically possible worldw, if Pistrueinwthen Qistrueinw.

We can also say that P isanideal predictor for Q, or an ideal predictive proposition with respect
to Q.** If Eisan event that Q describes, then we can also say that P isideal for predicting event
E.

Some of the propositions that are ideal for predicting a starting of Carl's engine describe a
turning of Carl'signition key to its start position. Thus the proposition that Carl is a car whose
ignition key is being turned to its start position contains some, but not all, of the information
contained in these ideal predictive propositions. So the proposition that Carl is a car whose
ignition key is being turned to its start position provides some predictive information concerning
the starting. M ore generdly,

(35) If Pand Q are propositions, and Q describes an event, then P provides predictive

information concerning Q iff: P contains some of the information contained in
some proposition that isideal for predicting Q.
We can similarly say that P provides predictive information concerning an event E that Q
describes. We can also say something similar about sentences, as opposed to propositions.
Sentence (15) semantically expresses a proposition that provides predictive information

concerning the proposition that Carl's engine will start. Thuswe could say that sentence (15)
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itself provides predi ctiveinformation. Moregenerdly,
(36) If Sisasentence and Q is aproposition that describes an event, then Sprovides
predictive information concerning Q iff: Ssemantically expresses a proposition
that provides predictive information concerning Q.
It'sintuitively clear that some sentences provide more predictive information concerning
aparticular event than others. Compare (15) and (37).
(15) Carl isacar whose ignition key is being turned to its start position.
(37) Carl isacar whose ignition key is being turned toits start position and whose
battery islive.
At least one ideal predictor for the starting describes both the turning and the live state of the
battery. (37) provides more of the information contained in this proposition than does (15).%*°
Can any finite English sentence expressall of the information contained in a proposition
ideal for predicting that Carl's engine will start? Perhaps sentences that contain phrases like
‘other things being equal’ can. For example, ‘Carl is acar whose ignition key is being turned to
its start position and all other thingsare equal’ may, in some context, express a propasition that is
ideal for predicting a starting of Carl'sengine. But if it does, it expresses such a propositionin an
"inarticulate” and context-sensitive way. Sentences that lack aceteris paribus phrase are likdy
to provide only some of the information contained in an ideal predictive proposition.
In light of these considerations, how should we analyze "S can be used to predict P'? The
most straightforward proposal is (38).
(38) Scanbeusedtopredict Piff: Sprovides predictiveinformation concerning P.

(15) provides predictive information concerning the proposition that Carl's enginewill start, so
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(38) entails that (15) can be used to predict that Carl's engine will gart.

Analysis (38), however, isquite liberal. According to it, any sentence describing any
cause of an event, no matter how remote or "partial” the cause, counts as a sentence that can be
used to predict that the event will occur. Consider, for example, the sentence 'The solar system
formed'. It expresses a proposition about one of the distal causes of the engine's starting. There
isatrue, admissible proposition that describes the formation, and all the other events that
occurred at that time that are in the causal history of the engne's starting and are (together)
nomologically sufficient to cause the (eventual) starting. This latter proposition isideal for
predicting the starting. The sentence about the formation provides some information contained
inthisideal proposition. So analysis (38) entailsthat it can be used to predict that Carl's engine
will start. Similar paints hold for sentences that describe more proximal causes, but give little
informati on about them, for instance, 'Carl has a solenoid' and 'Carl hasametallic part'.

We might try to craft a more restrictive informational analysis of "can be used to predict”
in terms of how much predictive information the sentence provides. Presumably, the analysis
would have a form like the followi ng:

(39) Scanbeusedto pradict P iff: Sprovides at least amount M (or percentage X) of

predictive informati on contained in some proposition ideal for predicting P.
But | susped that precisely measuring amourts of predictive information will be extremely
difficult or impossible. Furthermore, evenif it ispossible, I doubt that any choice of M will seem
intuitively correct. After al, for any choice of M there will be some proposition that provides a
little less than M amount of predictive information about P, but which will still look rather

predictive. Thus| am inclined to think that we should not strive for an informational analysis of

37



"can be used to predict” that is more restrictive than (38). We should accept (38), and settle for
saying that some sentences provide more pred ctive information, while others provide less (with
respect to agiven P).

However, | need not rely on the liberal standards of (38) in my defense of Russdlianism
from the Predictive Proposition Objection. | can instead rely on an analysisthat (I think) will be
more acceptable to those who find (38) too liberal. Intuitively, it seemsthat (15) provides a
substantial amount of predictive information regarding the starting, whereas The solar system
formed' does not. Thus a person who rejects the liberal analysis might find (40) more acceptable.

(40) The Substantial Predictive Information Analysis

Scan be used to predict P iff: Sprovides a substantial amount of the information
contained i n some proposition that isideal for predicting P.
We can say that the proposition expressed by Sisapredictor (or a predictive proposition) for P
(or for some event E that P describes) iff Sprovides a substantial amount of the information
contained i n some propositions that isideal for predicting P.

The expression 'substantial’ in (40) is vague, of course. | canmake it a bit more precise
by stipulating that (as | use the term) (15) does provide a substantial amount of information
contained in some proposition ideal for predicting that Carl's engine starts, whereas the sentences
‘The solar system formed' and 'Carl has a metallic part' do not. Furthermore, suppose that (15)
provides a certain fraction of the information contained in some proposition ideal for predicting
the starting; then any sentence that providesthe same fraction of information from some
proposition that isideal for predicting P shall aso count as providing a substantial amount of the

information from that ideally predictive proposition. These stipulations should seem reasonable,
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given our judgments about the predictive status of (15).

12. Reply tothe Predictive Proposition Objection

With these considerations and analyses in mind, let's return to attitude ascriptions and the
imaginary critic's objection to Russellianism.3® Consider again the propositions that (1)
expresses according to Russd lianism and arepresentati ve anti- Russd lian theory, namey R and
AR, respectively.

Q) Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Twain will autograph her book.
The critic claimsthat AR provides enough predictive information to be a predictor for Lucy's
wave, whereasR does not. Let's examine this claim inlight of the aboveconsiderations.

Neither Rnor ARisideal for predicting Lucyswave, for there are nomologically possible
worldsin which Ristrue and Lucy fails to wave, and worldsin which AR is true and Lucy fails
to wave. Nevertheless, both contain some of the information contained in some proposition that
isideal for predicting Lucy's wave; so both provide some predictive information. AR contains a
bit more predictive information than R. Thus sentence (1) provides a bit more predictive
information if anti-Russellianism is true than if Russellianism istrue. But according to our
Substantial Predictive Information Analysis of "can be used to predict”, (1) can be used to predict
that Lucy will wave iff it provides a substantid amount of the information contained in some
proposition that isideal for predicting that Lucy will wave. Thus, according to this anaysis, the
criticisright iff AR provides a substantial amount of information contained in some proposition

ideal for prediding that Lucy will wave, whereas R does not.
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Let'sfirst consider the claim that R does not provide a substantial amount of the
information contained in some proposition that isideal for predicting that Lucy will wave.
There'svery little to be said in favor of this claim. Perhaps the best way to see how little merit it
has is to compare ascription (1) with sentence (15). (15), everyone agrees, can be used to predict
that Carl's engine will start. Therefore, we can use the proposition it expresses as a very rough
standard for "measuring” whether other propositions provide substantial predictive information
(as, indeed, | did in crafting our latest analysis). But proposition R and the proposition expressed
by (15) (cdl it 'G' for ‘ignition’) are informationally similar in many seemingly important
respects. Proposition G describes a significant proximal cause of the starting and describes some
significant properties of this cause. R also describes asignificant proximal cause of Lucy's wave
and some significant properties of it.*” Rand G are also similar inthe ways in which they fdl
short of expressing ideally predictive propositions. G, for instance, failsto rule out the
possibility of adead battery; R fails to rule out the possibility tha Lucy bdieves and desiresin
mismatching ways. But R does not seem to fdl further short of itsideal predictive proposition(s)
than does G from its. Overall, then, we can conclude that if G provides a substantial amount of
predictive information, then so doesR. Since G does provide a substantial amount of predictive
information, so does R, and the critic's claim that R does not is incorrect.

The critic also daims that R fails to provide substantial predictive information, whereas
AR does provide substantial predictiveinformation. This conjunction of claimsis also
implausible. The difference in theinformation that R and AR provide is simply not significant
enough to warrant the claim. The claim is no more plausible than the claim than (37) provides

substantial predidive information aout Carl's starting, whereas (15) does not.
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(15) Carl isacar whoseignition key is being turned to its start position.

(837) Carl isacar whosignition key is being turned toits start position and whose
battery islive.

| conclude that the Predictive Proposition Objection fails to make a convincing case

against Russellianism.

13. An AlternativeRussellian Reply

Each Prediction Objection has claimed that (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave,
though different objections haverelied on different analyses of, or different senses of, the phrase
"can be used to predict”. In myreplies, | have accepted the claim that (1) can be used to predict
Lucy'swave, in each of these senses. | then tried to show that some other premise of each
objection isfalse. Along theway, | argued that attitude ascriptions can be used to predict
behavior, in each of these senses, even if Russellianism s true.

My replies have relied on claims that might be reasonably doubted. For instance, |
claimed that the suitable conditions associated with a ceteris paribus conditional like (24), ina
context, sometimes include the condition that Lucy believe and desire the propositions in
matching ways. | claimed that (1) provides a substantial amount of the predictive information
contained in some proposition that isideal for predicting Lucy'swave. These claims, | think, are
highly plausible, but they are not indubitable. Therefore, | would like to consider whether
Russellians can reply in any other way to these objections should my clams about suitable
conditions, etc., turn out to be wrong.

Let's suppose, then, that there are no contexts in which the suitable conditions associated
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with a ceteris paribus conditional or generalization require that an agent believe and desire
propositions in matching ways. Let's suppose furthermore that under Russellianism (1) falls
short of providing a substantial amount of predictive information. Thus, the standards for "can
be used to predid” are higher than I've been assuming thus far; consequertly, my attempts to
criticize the Prediction Objections have failed (thus far).

Supposing al of this, | think that there is one more plausible reply that a Russellian can
make: he can deny that (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave, in any of the ("high standard")
senses explained above. Instead, it merdy appearsthat (1) can be used to predict Lucy's wave, in
these senses. Of course, aRussellian is obligated to explain how it can appear that (1) can be
used to predict Lucy's wave, in the aove senses, even though (1) cannot, in fact, be so used. But
| think Russellians can do this (if need be). The explanation of the appearance will rely heavily
on the fact that ordinary speakers, and other non-Russellians, think that (1) isfalse when Lucy
believes and desires the propositions in mismatching ways. Let me explain.

According to the Modified Nomological Sufficiency Analysis of "can be used to predict”,
(1) can be used to predict Lucy'swaveonly if (24) istrue in some context.

(24) It'snomologically necessary that: if Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and
she believesthat (if she waves then Twain will autograph her book), then, other
things being equal, she will wave.

Now we are supposing that (24) isfalse in every context if Russellianism istrue. Thereasonis
that if Russellianism istrue, then there is some nomologically possible world in which Lucy
believes and desires the relevant propositions in mismatching ways, and the suitable conditions

of the context hold (despite the fact that Lucy believes and desire in mismatching ways), and yet
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the consequent is false.

But notice that even if Russellianism is true, and (24) really isfalse in every context,
nevertheless ordinary speakers (and other non-Russellians) would tend to think that (24) istrue,
in some contexts. Forif they congder aworld (a"situation") in which Lucy assentsto (2), and so
believes and desires the propositions in mismatching ways, they would think that the antecedent
of (24) isfalsein this situation (in their context).

(2 If I wave, then Clemens will autograph my book, and Twain won't. | want Twain

to autograph my book, and not Clemers.
Thus the falsity of the consequernt in the situation wouldn't convince them that the whole
conditional isfalse. They might think: "In this situation, Lucy doesn't wave. But neither does
she believe and desire the propositions mentioned in theantecedent of (24). It's still true that if
she believed and desired those propositions (which she doesn't in this situation), then, other
things being equal, she would wave." In short, even if Russellianism were true and (24) were
falsein all contexts, nevertheless ordinary speakers (and other non-Russellians) would tend to
think that (24) istrue (at least in some contexts). Therefore, if the Modified Nomological
Sufficiency Analysis redlly captures the sense in which ordinary speakers (and non-Russellians)
use the phrase "can be used to predict”, then such speakers would think that (1) can beused to
predict Lucy's wave, even if Russellianism is true and (1) cannot be so used.

Similarly for ordinary psychological generalizations like (21b), and the Modified
Predictive Argument Analysis of "can be used to predict”. Even if generalization (21b) were
false (in al contexts) under Russellianism, ordinary speakers would tend to think that it istrue

(in some contexts), for they would not recognize thet counterexamplesto it are really
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counterexamples. Ordinary speakers would think that Mary (who actualy believes the

propositi ons in mismatching ways) fails to satisfy the antecedent of (21b). So they woul dn't
think that she is a counterexample to the generalization, even if she were. Furthermore, the

people that they think satisfy the antecedent are people who bdieve and desirethe propositionsin
matching ways. Those people tend to wave, other things beingequal. So ordinary speakers and
other non-Russellians (in many contexts) would tend to think that generalization (21b) istrue,
even if Russellianismistrue and (21b) isfalse. Therefore, if the Modified Predictive Argument
Analysis captures the sense in which ordinary speakers (and other non-Russellians) use the
phrase "can be used to predict”, then they would tend to think that (1) can be used to predict that
Lucy will wave, even if (1) cannot be so used.

According to the Substantial Predictive Information Analysis, (1) can be used to predict
that Lucy will wave iff (1) provides a substantial amount of the information contained in some
proposition that isideal for predicting that Lucy will wave. | am supposing now tha (1) falls
short of providing a substantial amount of such predictive information, if Russellianism is true,
because the proposition it expresses fails to provide any information about the ways in which
Lucy's believes and desires the propositions. But ordinary speakers have astrong tendency to
think that (1) istrue only when Lucy believes and desires the relevant propositions in matching
ways. Therefore, ordinary speakers have a strong tendency to think that (1) is true only when
proposition AR istrue. AR does provide substantial predictiveinformation, according to anti-
Russellians. But if AR istrue whenever ordinary speakers think that (1) istrue, and AR does
provide substantial predictive information, then it's easy to see how ordinary speakers might

mistakenly come to think that (1) itself provides substantial predictive information. Therefore, if
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the Substantial Predictive Information Analysis captures ordinary speakers way of using "can be
used to predict"”, then ordinary speakerswill tend to think that (1) can be used to predict Lucy's
wave, even though (1) itself does not provide substantial predictive information.

All of these replies leave Russellians with an obligation to explain why ordinary speakers
think that (1) isfase in mismatch circumstances, when Russellianism saysthat (1) is, in fact, true
in such circumstances. But Russellians have already offered explanations of such ordinary
judgments. According to many Russellians, an ordnary spesker who isinformed that Lucy is
disposed to assent to (2) will (typically) come to believe thenegation of the proposition that (1)
expresses, in away that corresponds to the negation of sentence(1). Hisbelievingthis
proposition in this way explains why he thinks that sentence (1) isfalse. (See Braun 1998.)
Salmon, Soames, and McKay might add that utterances of (1) pragmatically convey the
proposition that Lucy would assent to "If | wave, then Twain will autograph my book". Our
ordinary speaker believesthat this conveyed proposition isfdse. Moreover, he confuses it with

the proposition expressed by (1), and so judgesthat (1) itself isfalse®

14. Conclusion

| intend this pgoer to be a contribution to the long-term project of assessing Russellianism
(aproject involving many philosophers besides mysdf).** Oneimportant part of this project is
the assessment of objections to Russellianism, along with replies to those objections. | here
considered objections that say (roughly) that if Russellianism were true, then attitude ascriptions
could not be used to predict behavior. | have formulated what | take to be the strongest

objections of this type, using as my starting points thebrief remarks by critics of Russellianism
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who mention predidion. | havetried to present the strongest replies to these objections. In my
opinion, the replies are more persuasive than the objections. Thus, in my opinion, the Prediction

Objections do not constitute a convindng case aganst Russellianism.*
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Notes

1. Here's onereason to think that the issues concerning prediction require separae treatment
from those concerning explanation. In Braun (forthcoming), | argue that Sexplainsevent E if S
describes some cause of E, or Sprovides a (substantial) portion of information from an ideal
explanatory argument that explains E. Thistheory turns out to be rather liberal about what
counts as an explanation of E. Theref ore, one might reasonably wonder whether every Sthat
counts as explaining E under this theory could really be used to predict E. This at least needsto
be argued, but arguing for it requires some discussion of the conditions under which a sentence
can be used to predict an event.

2. | amignoring time and tense as much as possible throughout this paper. A Russellian who
took them into account might say that these sentences express a proposition, with respect to a
context, that has atime (interval) as a constituent. SeeSalmon 1986. Many of the sentencesl
discuss below have no context-sensitive expressions other than tense expressions. Thus | often
ignore context-sensitivity below, and speak imply of the proposition expressed by a sentence.

3. Again, | am ignoring time and tense (and tensel essness) here.

4. Thus underlying the binary bdief relation there is aternary relation BEL that holds between
agents, propositions, and ways of taking propasitions. (See Salmon 1986.) An agent A believes
proposition P iff MBEL(A, P, w). Moreinformally: A believesP in some way or other.
Similarly, thereis aternary relaion DES that can hold between an agent, a proposition, and a
way of taking a proposition; A desires P iff zMDES(A, P, w). Informally: A desiresP in some
way or other.

5. | often usenumerical indices for sentences as abbreviations for their quotation names,
especialy in 'that'-clauses. For instance | use (i) as an abbreviation of (ii).

(i) Karen believes that (10) istrue.

(i) Karen believes that 'Twain is an author' istrue.
Strictly speaking, there are different ways in which asingle agent, like Karen, can believe that
Twain isan author' istrue. For instance, Karen could have a name for the sentence "Twain isan
author', say 'Fred'. Then (if the content of a quotation-name is simply theexpression to whichit
refers) she could believe that "Twain is an author' istrue, in at least two ways: a"'Twainisan
author™-ish way and a"Freddish” way. Or she could believe the proposition that Twain is an
author' istrueinoneway, whilefaling to believeit in the other way.

6. Thisis ahit of an oversimplification. On Richard's (1990), Crimminss (1992), and Forbes's
(1990) views, different utterances of the same attitude ascription can expresss different
propositions. On their views, some utterances of (7) express propositions that provide
information about the ways in which Karen believes the proposition, whereas others do not.
According to Devitt (1996), attitude ascriptions relate agents to properties of mental
representations tokens; the ascriptions are ambiguous between transparent and opaque readings.
The opaque reading of (7) provides some information about Karen's mental representations that
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resembles what | would call "information about the way in which Karen believes the proposition
that Twain is an author".

7. | am making the following assumptions about Lucy and the ascriptionsin (1). First, if Lucy
sincerely asserts a sentence that contains'l', then she believes the proposition expressed by the
sentence in afirst-person way. For instance, she believes the proposition by having in her head a
mental representation containing something like a first-person pronoun. Second, | assume that if
she believes, in afirst-person way, the proposition that she wants Twain to autogrgph her book,
then she really does want Twain to autograph her book. | make similar assumptions about all of
the characters that appear in this paper. | also assume that, under Russellianism, the contents of
the (anaphoric) pronouns 'she’ and 'her' in (1) are Lucy herself; thus, (1) ascribesto Lucy belief
and desire in singular propositions that contain Lucy herself as a constituent. Russllianismis
compatible with other analyses of such (anaphoric) pronouns (see Salmon 1992 and Soames
1994), but the issues surrounding these analyses are orthogond to my concerns here.

8. Sentences like (13), in which the syntactic object of ‘predicts is an NP, raise some
difficult semantic problems. For instance, it appears that (13) can be true even if Mary never
waves, thus it can be true even if the NP 'Mary's wave' has no denotation. (Thanks to John
Bennett for pointing this out to me.) Similarly, a sentence like 'Joe predicted a hurricane in
Rochester' can be true when no hurricane in Rochester ever ocaurs. Moreover, this sentence may
be true, while the sentence 'Joe predicted an earthquake in Des Moines' is false, even though the
predicates 'hurricane i n Rochester' and 'earthquake in Des Moi nes' hav e the same (empty)
extension. Thusthe verb 'predicts seemsto have at |east some of the properties typical of
intensional transitive verbs, such as 'seeks. The semantics of such verbsis notorioudly difficult.
Many theorists (most famously, Montague 1974) hold that the NPs that appear in the objection
positions of such verbsrefer to properties (of e ther individuas or properties). That iswhy |
occasionally say that such sentences relate agents to types of events. But | mostly try to skirt
around this difficult semantic problem in what follows. Fortunately, the semantic issues
surrounding intensional transitives verbs won't affect the issues | discuss here.

9. Russellians and anti-Russellians would almost certainly disagree over the semantics of
prediction-sentences with sentential complements. (If so, they would almost certanly also
disagree about the semantics of prediction-sentences with NP objeds, but | wont discuss this
further here.) Russellians would certainly hdd that 'predict expresses a binary relation; in
addition, Russellians who accept the earlier metaphysical theory of belief would surely hold that
agents always predict propositionsin some way or other, via some way of taking the relevant
proposition. They should say tha a sentence of the form “A predicts that S'¢an be metaphysically
analyzed as “WPRED(A that Sw)<"where 'PRED' is a ternary relation holding between agerts,
propositions, and ways of taking propositions. Such a Russellian should say that an agent can
rationally predict both a proposition and its negation, as long as he does so in suitably different
ways. Forinstance, an agent might predict that Twain will wave, while taking that proposition in
a"Twainish" way, but predict that Twain will not wave, while takingit in a"Clemensish” way.
Anti-Russellians mi ght hold that the verb 'predicts semantically expresses the ternary relation
PRED; these theorists would dispute my claim that 'predicts expresses a binary relation. Other
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anti-Russellans might hold that the relation is binary, but that the propositional objects of the
relation incorporate waysof taking propostions. This dispute between Russellians and anti-
Russellians over the semantics of predict’ wont affect what fdlows.

10. A person can predict propositions that may not describe events. E.g., Joe may predict that
the United Nations won't exist in the year 3000, though it's questionable whether the embedded
sentence describes an event. In what follows, all predicted propositions will (purport to) describe
events.

11. A proposition isa predictive one iff someone stands in the predicting relation to it. This may
sound strange, but compare it with 'belief' as aterm for propositions. Not all propositions are
beliefs. The beliefs (the believed propositions) are those to which someone bears the believing
relation. They are beliefs iff someone stands in the believing relation to them.

12. English grammar allows us to state identities between predictions and propositions (denoted
by ‘that'-clauses), asin 'Joe's prediction is that Mary will wave'. Formulating a seemingly true
identity between a prediction and an event ismore difficult. If | say 'Jo€'s prediction is Mary's
wave, | will probably be taken to be (wrongly) identifying Joes act of predicting with Mary's act
of waving. | can say The event that Joe predicted is Mary's wave', but this does not explicitly use
the expression 'prediction’. Nevertheless, | shall say that some predictions (in the sense of
"objects of prediction") are identical with certain events.

13. It'sdifficult to say when a proposition is admissible into a basis for predictingan event. |
shall leave the nation unanalyzed. One might worry that | am travelling in avery tight circle
here. To determine whether a person is predicting P, one must know whether her basis contains
only propositions admissible with respect to P, but to know whether those basis propositions are
admissible, one mug determine whether it is legitimateto predict P using them. | suspect that
the circle really israther tight; nevertheless, | think the analyses | provide below are adequate for
my purposes here.

14. Russellians would obviously had that an agent may believethe propositionsin basisBin
certain ways but not in other ways. And as | mentioned before, many Russellians would hold
that ‘A predicts that S'¢an be metaphysically andyzed as “MPRED(A that Sw)<"where PRED is
an underlying ternary relation between agent, propositions, and ways of taking propositions. (See
note 9.) These Russellians should hold that the inferring relation is aternary relation that holds
between an agent A and propositionsP and Q: A infersQ from P. But such a Russellian should
metaphysically analyze the ternary relation of inferring into a quintary relation: A infers Q, taken
inway W,, from P, taken inway W,. An agent may infer Q from P, whentaking Q and P in
certain ways, but fail to infer Q from P, when taking them in certain other ways. For instance, an
agent might infer the proposition that Twain will fall, taking that proposition in a"Twainish"
way, from the proposition that Twain stepped on a banana peel, taking that proposition also in a
"Twainish" way; but he may fail to infer that Twain will fall, taking that propositionin a
"Clemensish" way, from the proposition that Twain stepped on a banana peel, taking that |atter
propositionina"Twa nish" way.
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15. | do not intend this metaphysical analysis of “A predicts E<to serve as a semantic analysis of
English sentences of the form ‘A predicts NP<"where NP might be an expression like 'Mary's
wave' or 'ahurricane in Rochester'. | hope to skirt around the difficult semantic issues regarding
the denotation of NPs in sentences of the form “A predicts NP<"' See note 8.

16. Theanalysis, however, does not allow a person to predict an event E on the basis of
propositions about events that occur after E, or any other propositions about times after E. If the
physics student who knows that E occurred infers that E had earlier causes of such-and-such
type, then he does not predict those earlier causing events. We can instead say that he
retrodicted those causing events.

17. Strictly speaking, a Russdlian should probally make someadditions to this andysis. First,
clause (ii) might be modified to the following effed: A thinksthat Sistrue and believes the
proposition expressed by Sin an "S'ish way. Clause (iii) might be modified to say something
likethefollowing: the proposition expressed by S taken in an "S'ish way, isamember of A's
basisfor predicting P. Fortunately, none of these qualifications will affect what follows below.
David Hunter has pointed out to me that one may test a theory (which we can think of as
a conjunction of sentences) by drawing consequences from it and determining whether those
conseguences ae true. A person who does this might be said to use the theory to predict certain
propositions, whether or not he believes the theory. Thus Hunter has suggested that my analysis
of “A uses Sto predict P<'should not include clause (ii). (One might, for related reasons, wonder
whether my prior analysis of ‘A predicts P<'should include the requirement that A believe P and
the basis propositions.) | am of two minds about whether to say that a person who tests a theory
in thisway really uses thetheory to predict propositions | am inclinedto say that hemerely
draws out some consequences of thetheory; altenatively, I'd say that there are two sensesin
which one can use a theory to make predictions, and | am interested in only one of these.
Fortunately, thisissue (again) does not affect the main issues with which I am concerned.

18. One might initidly think that the critic's notion of "can be used to predict” hassomething to
do with the reasonableness of agents who use the sentence to make predictions. In fact, Richard
sometimes maintains that if Russellianism were true, then attitude ascriptions "would give us no
reason” to believe that an agent will act a certain way (see Richard 1990, p. 176, and Richard
1997, p. 202). So onemight propose thefollowing analysis: Scan be used to predict P iff itis
possible for areasonable agent to use Sto predict P. The problem with this analysisis that
agents can reasonably believe falsehoods which they can "combine" with the proposition
expressed by Sto predict just about any other proposition. For example, it seemsto methat, in
some possible world, the following generalization is false and yet some agent in tha world
reasonably believesit: if aperson believesthat (if shewaves then Twain will autograph her
book), and she wants Twain to autograph her book, then she will yell. But clearly (1) cannot be
used to predict that Lucy will yell, at least not in the critics' intended sense of "can be used to
predict”. (Thanksto John Bennett for discussion of these matters.)

19. Notice that ceteris paribus conditionals are strong conditionals of some sort. Consider the
conditional embedded in (16): neither the falsity of its antecedent at aworld nor thetruth of its
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consequent at aworld is sufficient for the truth of the whole at that world.

20. To derivethisresult, we must allow ourselves to use instances of the fdlowing schemas
'Sistrueiff S
The proposition tha Sistrueiff S

21. See note 23 for passages in which Devitt and Richard discuss Russellianism's alleged
problems with predction at the same time that they mention its alleged problems with
explanation. Devitt quite often mentions the generalizations that (he thinks) support
explanations using attitude ascriptions: see Devitt 1996, pp. 174-5, 220-1, and 230-7; and Devitt
1997, pp. 117. Richard saysthat ordinary psychological explanations of behavior are
"underwritten by" or "implicitly invoke" psychological generalizations: Richard 1990, pp. 260-
3, and Richard 1997b, p. 90. He also speaks of the premises of belief-desire explanations:
Richard 1990, pp. 176, 219. These passages indicatethat Devitt and Richard are assuming some
sort of covering-law theory of explanation. Since they closely associate prediction with
explanation (see note 23), they may aso hold a covering-law theory of prediction, and so they
might accept the Predictive Argument Analysis of "can be used to predict”.

22. | am assuming that here that the law-like generalizations can belinguistically formulated in
such away that they can figure in some ideal predictiveargument.

Both the Nomologcal Sufficiency Analysis and the Predictive Argument Analysis ental
that a sentence that expressesinformation irrelevant to predicting P can (neverthdess) be used to
predict P. For instance, both allow that the sentence 'All whales are mammals and Carl isacar
whose ignition key is being turned' can be used to predict that Carl's engine will start. | am not
sure whether thisis a defect of the analyses; in any case, | shall not try to reformulate the andyses
so as to exclude such sentences. This defect in the analyses (if it is one) seemsirrelevant to the
Prediction Objections that critics lodge against Russellianism; the critics, after all, maintain that
attitude ascriptions provide too little predictive information to be usable for predicting behavior.
(For related discussion, see note 34. Thanksto Gabriel Uzquiano for discussion of thistopic.)

There may be yet other sensesin which the truth of (15) can be used to predict that Carl's
engine will start. It might be possible to use some notion of conditional probability. For
instance, one might propose that the subjective probability of 'Carl's engine will start' given (15)
is high (or above .5). But subjective probabilities vary from person to person, and it's clear that
the critics have in mind something more "objective" when they say "can be used to predict”. One
might propose somemore objective nation of conditional probability, perhaps havingto do with
frequency, or objective chance, or logical probability. But asfar as| can tell, the critics of
Russellianism have nothing like thisin mind; and since these notions are so difficult and
contentious (even more contentious than the notions | introduced above), | shdl steer clear of
them.

23. Asl've mentioned before, Devitt and Richard tend to present their objections concerning
explanation and prediction "in the same breath”. Devitt (1996, pp. 55-6) claimsthat attitude
ascriptions attribute semantic properties to token mental events (thinkings). He says that one of
our primary purposes in attributing attitudes is "to explain and predict the behavior of the subject,
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which | shall abbreviate 'to explain behavior™ (1996, pp. 57-8). Heagain mentions prediction,
together with explanation, on p. 151: "Opague ascriptions serve our purposes of explaining and
predicting behavior" (see aso p. 153). His main argument against Russellianism occurs on pp.
174-5; he mentions prediction there more often than explanation, though it's hard to attribute any
particular significanceto this.

Asfar as| know, Richard explicitly mentions prediction in only one place: Richard
19974, p. 202. When discussing Russellian claims about the pragmatics of atitude ascriptions,
he says "l don't find this lineof defense satigactory, for it forces usto say that attempts to
explain or predict behavior by ascribing propositional attitudes, if taken literally, cannot be
successful” (Richard's emphasis).

In constructing the following Prediction Objections to Russellianism, | have also made
use of Devitt's and Richard's objections to Russellianism concerning explanation. For these
objections, see: Devitt 1996, pp. 151-3, 182-4, 243, and 304; Richard 1990, pp. 126 and 173-6;
and Richard 19973, p. 202.

24. | shall assumethat if generalization (21b) istrue under Russellianism, then it is sufficiently
law-like to serve as a general premiseinideal predictive arguments. The aaguments | present
below to show that (24) is true under Russellianism would dso suffice to show that (21b) is
nomologically necessary under Russellianiam.

25. Inthissection, | borrow and modify material from Braun (2000). In that paper, | present
further arguments for the context-sensitivity of ceteris paribus phrases, and present atentative
semantic analysis that modifies the theories of Morreau (1997) and Silverberg (1996). Much of
the literature on ceteris paribus generalizations (including Fodor 1991, Schiffer 1991, Cartwright
1983, Laymon 1989, and Pietroski and Rey 1995) is concerned with whether these
generalizations can be laws. Thisisnot my main concern here. Although critics of
Russellianism tend to think that ceteris paribus psychological generalizations are laws, the
Prediction Objections would hardly be affected if the psychological generalizations were not
laws. A critic of Russellianism could conceivably hold that they are not laws, but that their truth
isnecessary in order for attitude ascriptions to be used to predid behavior; he coud then claim
that they would be false under Russellianism, and make some rather trivial changes to the
objections | present in the main text. | (nonetheless) briefly discuss the debate between Fodor
and Schiffer over ceteris paribuslawsin my (2000). | think that much of the literature on ceteris
paribus generalizations, and their statusas laws, suffersfrom the fact tha it does not sufficiently
recognize the context-sensitivity of these generalizations (the above papers by Morreau and
Silverberg are exceptions [See a'so Morreau 1999) .

26. Thereisanother compelling reason to think that ‘other things being equal’ must be context-
senditive: its content seemsto differ from one conditional to another. The phrase ‘other things
are equal’ seemsto "alude" to different suitable conditionsin (26) than it doesin (i).

(1) If this match isstruck, then, other things being equal, it will light.
This should be sufficient to show that the phrase, or connective, is context-sensitive.
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27. Thanksto Earl Conee for helpful advice about formulating the Modified Analyses and the
Modified Objections (not all of which | have heeded).

28. Inthissection, | again borrow and modify material from Braun (2000).

29. | present further reasonsto think that suitable conditions can include the matching-ways
condition in Braun (2000).

30. Thefollowing account of predictive information is inspired by Railton's (1981) and Lewiss
(1986) accounts of explanatory information. | endorsed modified versions of their views on
explanation in Braun (forthcoming). My account of predictive informaion is a more distant
descendant of their views on explanatory information.

31. Some of the causes of Carl's starting (for example, Carl's having a battery and Carl's having
spark plugs) might be thought to be states or state of affairsrather than events. | am counting
these as events.

32. | amignoring indeterminism here. Taking it into account would introduce unenlightening
complications.

33. Tobeabit more precise: the "other things" that "must hold" are included in the class, and
the "other things' that "must not hold" are nomologically precluded by the members of the class.
For instance, in every nomologically possible world in which Carl's engine starts, one cause of
the engine's starting is an event (or state) of there being ar in Carl's air intake at the relevant
time. This event nomologically necessitates that Carl's air intake isnot full of water at that time.
In that sensg it precludes tha sort of interfering factor. Other interferingfactors are similarly
precluded by other causes. (Thanksto David Hunter for discussion of this.)

34. Some propositions that areideal for predicting Carl's starting may differ from the
propositions describing atemporal cross-section of events that cause Carl's engines starting. For
instance, some such propositions may describe such a cross-section plus some other causdly
irrelevant events, or may contain some other causally irrelevant information. Others may
describe some events at timet; and some other events at timet, which together make up a
nomologically sufficient set for the occurrence of Carl's engi ne's starti ng.

35. There may even be a sense in which the truth of (37) makes the starting "more likely" than
doesthetruth of (15). There are nomologically possible worlds in which (15) istrue but Carl's
engine does not dart. 1n some of these worlds, theengine does not dart because Cal's battery is
dead. (37) isnot trueintheseworlds Thusthe truth of (37) "eliminates’ some possible
interferences to Carl's starting that (15) does not (that is, the set of nomologically possible worlds
in which (37) istrueis a subset of those in which (15) istrue). In some sense, the more passible
interferences to an outcome that a sentence eliminates, the "more likely" the truth of the sentence
makes the outcome.
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36. Thefollowingrepliesto the Predictive Proposition Objection are somewhat similar to my
replies to certain explanation objections in Braun (forthcoming).

37. Thatis, sentence (1), and the proposition it expresses according to Russd lianism, namely R,
describe a certain sort of event involving Lucy, the relations of believing and describing, and
certain Russellian propositions. One of the causes of Lucy'swave is an event of this sort. (I
think that among its causally relevant properties are that of being-an-event-composed-of-a-
believing-and-desiring, and al so its being-an-event-composed-of -a-believing-and-desiring in
certain Russellian propositions. But | won't argue for this.) Thisisso evenif R failsto describe
certain other causally relevant features of tha event, such asits being (partly) a believing-in-
proposition-P-in-way-W. (Thanksto David Hunter for discussion of this.)

38. Some Russellians might claim that utterances of (1) pragmatically convey proposition AR,
even though it semantically expresses only proposition R. Thus they might agree with the critics
in holding that (1) does not semantically express a proposition that can be used to predict Lucy's
wave, but maintain that (1) does pragmatically convey such a proposition. | rather doubt that
utterances of (1) routindy pragmatically convey AR, or the metalinguistic proposition mentioned
in the text, or any of the other sorts of proposition that Salmon, Soames, and McKay say they do.
| also think that pragmatic explanations often fail to explain ordinary speakers judgments about
the truth of (1). See Braun 1998.

This section provides much of the material needed to answer yet another Prediction
Objection, one which is a variant on the classic Substitution Objection. Consider (i) (=(1)) and
(i).

i) Lucy wants Twain to autograph he book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Twain will autograph her book.

(i)  Lucy wants Twain to autograph her book, and she believes that if she waves, then

Clemens will autograph her book.
The objection: if Russellianism istrue, then (i) and (ii) express the same proposition. If they
express the same proposition, then either both or neither can be used to predict that Lucy will
wave. (i) can be so used, but (ii) cannot. Therefore, Russellianismisfalse. Thereply: thethird
premise isfadse. (i) and (ii) can both be used to predict Lucy'swave. It merdy appearsto
ordinary speakersthat (ii) cannot be so used. The reasons why it appears so aresimilar to those
given in thetext. | cannot explain any further here (for lack of space), but see my repliesto
similar variants on the Substi tution Objection in Braun 2000 and forthcoming.

39. My other intended contributions to this project (thus far) are Braun 1998, 2000, and
forthcomi ng.

40. Thanksto John G. Bennett, Earl Conee, David Hunter, and Gabriel Uzquiano for many
valuable comments and suggestions.
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