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4 Embodied Phenomenology and N arratives
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4.1 The Critique of Folk-Psychological Reason

The contemporary discussions about the naure of folk-psychology (that culminated in the
simulation theory vs. theory-theory debated) are the offspring of several lines of research. The
first one is the Wittgendein-Anscombe-Davidson questioning about the naure of action
descriptions After Davidson, it was common to see bdief and desires as propostiond attitudes
tha rationdize and cause actions The second onestarted with Sellars, Lewis and Quing, and then
with Denndt, Foda and Churchland: inquiries about the fundion of intentiond states ascriptions
Now bdiefs and desires are commonly thoughtof as mental representationsN either as red ones
(Fodon, useful fictions (Dennet) or useless fictions (Churchland)N used in prediction and
explanaion. The third oneis condituted by all cognitive scientists interested in developmental,
compaative and abnomal psychology: the presence (or absence) of a 'theory of mind' in
primates, children, autistic children, etc.

Conequently, thestandard account of folk-psychology became something like:

folk-psychology is the commonsense, intuitive framework we use to predict and explain
actions it congstsin attributing propostional attitudes (mainly bdief-desires).

Any philosophy textbook presents a similar definition. Agang the once domnant theoretical
view, the smulationists ingsted tha in interpreting, we are not applying theoretica knowedge
but usng ourimaginaion and our own cognitive processes to make bdief-desires predictionsand
explanaions Thebasic assumptionswere not chdlenged.

As this chgpter and the following ones will illustrate, many disagreements with the standad
propostiond-attitudebdief-desire psychology are possible. Many of its theses can be disputed:

The content-ascription thesis: do we aways ascribe content in interpretation?

The content of folk-psychology (when we attribute content, is it propostiond attitudes? and
always bdiefs and desires? what about e.g. character traits?)

The funaion folk-psychology (are we only predicting and explaining? wha about evaluaing,
judging, judifying. And when we predict and explain is it aways based on bdief-desires
attributon?

The psychological role of folk-psychology (wha if bdief-desire psychology is separate from
actud interpretation?)

The unity of folk-psychology (are all bdief-attributonsidentical, or are there many kinds of
bdiefs attribution?)

The evidential basis for philosophical accounts of folk-psychology (why usng only conceptud
andysisand a priori thinking?)

Theneglected role of phenomenology, moral judgment, non-conceptud content, narratives
Theinterpretive perspective: why only third-person or first-person?Wha aboutsecond-person?

Oneway to challengethe standard accountis by arguing tha interpretation is not a matter
of smulating or theorizing, but an activity tha, mog of the time, recruits basic sensorimotor
capecity and not explicit thought This is Shaun Gallaghe @ embodied phenomenology postion.
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Daniel Hutto also chdlenges the standad account folk-psychology is not primarily an
interpretive mechanism tha manipulates beliefs and desires in order to explain or predict
behavior: it is primarily a narrative practice. Folk-psychological discourse is essentially about
the congruction of reason-based narative tha figures in dialogues and conve'sation.

4.2 Phenomeology and the limits of Qheories of mindO

Accordingto TT, we use a theoretical stance to interpret, while, for ST, we use our Gwn
experience as the measure of everyone else'sQ But noneof them, according to Gallaghe, is the
primary way in which we interpret others (Gallagher, 2001) Both share the same Onentalistic
suppostiond to know something about other minds is to know their bdiefs, desires etc. We
eithe simulate ther bdief-desires (ST), or derive them fromfolk-psychological laws (TT)

In both case, we alegedly use conceptual knowledge we need the conaept of bdief-
desires to smulate/theorize about bdief-desires. Even if these inference are implicit, they are
informed by concepts: Oro discover a bdief asan intentional state even in myself requires that |
take up a second-order reflective stance and recognize that my cognitive action can be classified
as a bdief (E) [it] requires something like a reflective detachment from my phenomenal
experience qGallaghe, 2001) ST and TT require always a certain detachment, a representationd
manipulation of theoretical knowledgeor arepresentationd simulation

ST and TT may capture wha is going in when we talk with someone else about a third
person: we may attribute or simulate the third person mental states. For Gallaghe', however, these
processes do not capture the nature of theinteraction with our interlocutor.

dn a second-person conwersational situation, although we may indeed tadtly follow
certain rules of conwersation, our process of interpretation does not seem to inwlve a
detached or abdradt, third-person quest for causal explanaion. Nor doesit seemto bea
theory-driven interpretation that takes the other person’s words as evidence for a mental
state standing behind what he hasjug said. O(Gallaghe, 2001)

In fact, Galaghe chdlenges the very pre-suppostions of ST and TT: tha, in
interpersond undestanding, we post a Qheoretical entity called a bdief and attribute it to [the
interlocutor]© He chdlenges wha we could call the bi-Cartesian account of communication:
Indead of condruing communication as a process where there isfirst an exchangeof information,
tha is processed by theoretical or smulation mechanisms and afterwards expressed in speech or
behavior, Gallaghe argues that the undestanding hgppensin the process of communication. We
do not undestand someonefirst as saying something and then undestanding the odief in her
headO We rathe undestand--nomally--when the person say something. We undestand each
others in a nonnmentalizing way (nather reasoning (TT) nor imaginaion (ST): we use indead
Gembodied  practicesN practices tha are emotiond, sensory-motor, perceptud and
nononoeptud O(Gallagher, 2001, p. 81).

We use third-person or conaeptud knowledge only when regular, situaed action does
not follow its regular course. Normally, our undestanding of the mental is jug like our
undestanding of everyday objects we may use or everyday situaions we may bein withoutany
theory, knowledge or explanaory entities. To use Heidegga's example, the carpenter does not
need conceptud knowledge of the hammer when she uses it: only when the hammer breaks, or
when something goes wrong with it does the hammer become an object of thought Mog of the
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time, the hanmer become an extension of the body and is GibsorbedOin the action. Similarly,
sodal undestanding appears phanomenologically as immersed in pragmatic actions such as
communication. We rely on theories and simulation only when sodal interaction does not follow
itsnomal course.

Gallagher gives this example. Imagineyou hear this convesation:
Woman: I'm leaving you.
Man: Whois he?

We could explain our undestanding of the man's reaction by invoking his beliefs and
desires, soda scripts, schema and scenaio tha explains his conduson. We could, but the real
guestion is: when we hear this conversation, are we naurally prompted to explain it, or aren't we
rather directly undestanding his state of mind, or more precisely omprehending it in an
evaluaive wayO(lbid.)? His thoughtis already given to usin his spesch, so that we do not need
to be engaged in theorizing/emulating. Soda understanding is centrally dependent upon non
theoretical capecities. such as the recognition of movements, gestures, podures, facia
expressions etc. It is an GembodiedOpractice, developmentally and psychologically primary.
Simulated and theoretical undestanding are complex refinements of this capecity.

We do not need smulation or theory when we cha about our day at work: the
interlocutor's states of mind are not really objects of thought of ssimulation or of theorizing, but
pat of the communication process. Wha we do in the course of interaction, is not ascribing
bdiefs or desires so tha we can re-condruct the interlocutor mental states but, according to
Gallagher, evaluaive: we judge agree or disagree, approve or disapprove, etc. Interpreting
someonedoes not hgppen from a detached perspective, butin a situaed, engaged perspective. It
requires pre-theoretical abilities aready present in children (before the child use mentalistic
vocabulary). Similarly, we do not need to post abgract or fundiond states bdiefs and desires or
propostional attributionsehindQovert behavior and speech, since all we need to know isin the
behaviora or linguistic expression: gestures, emotions tone of voice, stare, etc. Simulationists
tend to define ssimulation as a modding process over which we have a certain control: we feed
our decison-making process with pretend bdiefs and desires, then use the output of this process
to predict or explain someonés behavior. But at the pesond level we, as subjects and agents, do
not do anything: we jus see tha someoneis happy to see uswhen she smiles and says Ot's good
to see you!OWe do not have any control over our automatic perception of her intention and over
wha she meant:

The other person has an effect on us (E). This is not a smulation, but a perceptual
elicitation. It is not us (or our brain) doing it, but the othe who does this to us
(Gallagher, 2007,p. 73)

Thusinterpretationis notan ingrumental action like modding.

While ST and TT suppo® tha we predict and explain each other, phenomenological
accounts see sodal interaction as less theoretical, more situated: in mog of our interactions we
judgewhat the other means or how we should behave ingead of smulatingtheorizing abou
bdiefs and desires. Soda interaction occurs with a high degree of engagement: it is more a
pragmeatic action than a conagptud reflection. But then, when we take a more reflective stance,
aren't we usng theory and simulation? According to Gallagher and others (e.g. Hutto), no.
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Undestanding is not primarily about theory or simulation, about speculative causes. We ingead
use narratives to undestand reasons

4.3 Folk-psychological narratives

Daniel Hutto's Narrative Practice Hypothesis (NPH) chdlenges the suppased primacy
and pevasiveness of folk-psychology. Soda cognition, mog of the time, does not Gnvolve the
manipulation of representations by inferentid opeations (let aone representations of
propostiond attitudes).O (Hutto, 2007, p. 116) We use scripts, heuristics and fast embodied
recognitiond capacities to navigae our social environment. We rarely need to Gead mind<O
Moreove, FP is not fundamental in soda interaction and interpretation. Reason-based
undestanding is in fact limited to nomal adult human bangs Yet even this clam should be
restricted: FP schemas are not cultural universals. Although people make sense of each other,
they do not always use the belief-desires framework: certain cultures favor trait-based or
supenatural explanaions(e.g., Lillard 1997) Grolk-psychologyOmight bein fact the European-
American version of sodal interpretation. Hence FP is arestricted compeence.

Hutto does not chdlenge tha we use the bdief-desires framework, but chalenges the
idea that we use it for speculating about other people mental states. We rather use is when we
produce naratives tha make sense of thar action.

Casking the other for their reasonsis vasly more reliable than trying to determine why
they in fact acted asthey did fromthe distanae of a third-party spectator (...). Itisonly in
second-personal contexts that we confidently obtain true folk psychological explanations
by andlarge, asoppogd to speculating aboutmerely possible onesO (Hutto, 2007p. 118)

Ingead of theorizing or smulating beliefs and desires, folk-psychology is a narrative
practice. When we reflect uponothers or usin a more detached way, we (enerate a narrative
framework tha would facilitate our undestanding of themO(Gallaghe, 2007, pp.63-64).

According to Hutto, FP is learned in, and is used to produee, a certain type of stories:
folk-psychologica narative, where agents act for reasons

At is throughdirect encounters with stories abou reasonsfor acing, those supplied by
resporsive caregivers in interactive contexts, that children become famliar with (1) the
core structure of folk psychologyand (2) thenorm-gowerned possibilities for wieldingit in
practice (i.e. learning both howandwhen to apgy it).O(Hutto, 2007,p. 117)

Thusthe content and the use of the bdief-desires framework (reason-based explanaions
interpretation, prediction, etc.) is developed through stories. It has a sodo-cultural basis, not an
innae one Narrative practices are not folk-psychological modules (cf. chapter 8) or processes
tha we acquired in our evolutionay history: they are rather recent, human linguistic activities.
Our ancestors had Onteractive, imaginative and mimetic capecitiesp. 119), but not folk-
psychological ones.

We encountr folk-psychological narratives (stories about agents who act uponreasong
mainly in diadlogue where people produe narations Thus the primary fundion of FP is to
producee and undestand narratives. When we explain, predict or interpret people, we apply owr
narative competence. We tell stories about others and ourselves to others. We make sense of
others not in applying a theory or in smulating thar mental states, but in interactive lingustic
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exchange in asking them aboutreasons and listening to thar narrative. We are not spectator, but
actor in folk-psychological practices.

dt is these second-person ddiveries B these narrations P that do the heawy lifting in
enabling us to undestand and make sense of others with confidence.O (Hutto, 2007 p.
118)

Hence our folk-psychologica competence is princpdly located in secondpeson
diadlogueand conveasation, not in third-person or first-person observations However, theoretica
and simulation competence can supplement our narative activity in situaions where we are
spectators. We sometimes have to speculate about mental statesN especially when we don®have
enoughinformation about the target agentN and thus have to use our theoretical and simulation
heurigtics; these HolmesianOheuristics, as Hutto call them, are not essentially wha FP is about
our folk-psychological competence is centrally narative and primarily applied in interactive
context.

ThusHutto present both an account of the etiology and funaion of FP: it is acquired and
applied primarily in second-persond engagements. FP is thusintimately tied to the possession of
alanguaye like Davidson, Hutto argues tha interpretation requires linguistic abilities. In order to
attribute reasons one mus have the ability to represent representations (othewise the agent is a
Rylean ancestor). Having propodtiond attitudes implies a three-place relation between a thinker,
a sentence, and the state of affairs that the sentence refers to. Sentences have the right kind of
logical, semantic, compostiond, computationd and inferential features tha reasons require.
Having a propostiond attitude requires having an attitude toward a certain sentence. To
manipulate sentence, one mug possess a languae: to think with sentences, one mug think in a
languaye. With languaye comes Gupeamental thinkingQ it is a reconfiguration of mental hébits,
dispostion and capecities.

Attributing a propostiond attitudethusinvolves attributing to someone else an attitude
toward a sentence. As in Sellars's Rylean ancestors myth, reasons and thar logical articulation
are modded after speech acts. Linguistic bengs start usng the bdief-desires framework when
they attribute 'inna episodes of practical ddibeation and 'inng sentences similar to public
episodes of practical ddiberation and public speech. A compostiona languayeis thusnecessary
for practical reasoning; the capecity to describe practical reasoning also requires language Thus
folk-psychological practices are likely to be not older than 3540,000 years. They began when
linguistic beangsendowed with practical reasoning abilities (e.g. Sellars's Jones) began to be able
to narate ther actions

Orheauthors of certain actionswould hawe given accounts of the plans they condructed
based on propostional bdiefs anddesires, at leagO(Hutto, 2007, p. 121)

Undeastanding reasons thus require inter-subjectivity as it is displayed in didogues. Folk-
psychology begins when the second-persond perspective on reasons when they are narated in
stories, are employed in third-persond speculations It is thustrough stories tha FP framework
develop, notfrominheited mechanisms.

FP is a multi-layered ability acquired progressively in development. It starts with
embodied skills tha do not require mental content ascription (e.g. joint attention, eye-tracking,
etc.), but are necessary for reasonsascription. Then children have meta-representationd abilities:
they can atribute bdiefs-as-subjective-perspectives, but not bdiefs-as-reasonsfor-action: the
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child uses FP abilities when she understand that beliefs are logically articulated with action, that
A does X because he bdieves tha P: Pisnotjust a perspective from A's point of view (asin the
false bdief task), it is also a reason for doing X. Children mug undestand the elements (bdiefs,
desires, etc.) but also how they are appropriately combined. Folk-psychological naratives about
reasons provide GngructionOfor mixing meta-representationd OngredientsO Other embodied
and imaginaive skills are recruited for undestanding naratives (as stories and acts of narration,
stories and story-telling). Through autobiographical accounts, gossip, oral trangmission, fairy
tales (Little Red Riding Hood), myths etc., stories familiarize children with the content and
noms of thefolk-psychological framework

NPH accounts for the fact tha mentalistic concepts are always located in a structured
network (as Lewis arguel), but does not imply tha FP is a theory. Contrary to externd
theoretical accounts, learning FP, pace Lewis, is not learning a theory, but learning conventiond
practices (how to use words conaepts, stories, etc.). It is similar to a theory only because it has
the same inferential structure and holistic semantics. But it is not a theory: a theory is a third-
persond, obervationd practice. Folk-Psychology is a narative practice.

Contrary to TT, it does not explain the development of FP as a development of
theoretical capecities, but practical capacities: embodied skills, scaffolded tools, and sodo-
cultural practices. Simulation and theories are employed only when we speculate about possible
reasonsfor actions. In convesation and folk-psychological narative, we don'tspeculate, theorize
or engagein pretend thinking: we jug talk or listen. But these are heuristics, peiphaa uses of FP
capecities.
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5 Experimental Approachesto Folk-Psychology:
Moral Judgments and Pluralistic Accounts
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