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and ‘Schwartz” that does not depend upon narrow content. For us, that
amounts to finding different descriptions associated with the two names.
Furthermore, the differences in causal roles of the names is largely due to
the differences in causal roles of the associated descriptions. We avoid
narrow content for the reason that the discrepancy in causal roles of the
associated descriptions will depend solely upon differences in their broad
contents.

AL thinks of Curtis; not only as the father of Jamie Lee Curtis, but as
the star of his favorite films Houdini, Pink Petticoat, and Some Like it Hot.
Thus, he associates the description ‘star of . ." with the name ‘Curtis’.
The causal role of the description ‘star of ... will have the causal role‘it
does, in part, because of its job of tracking information about these films.
The  causal role of ‘Curtis” will piggy-back on the causal role of this
associated description. However, the name ‘Schwartz’ will be associated
with' different descriptions.. For example, it is associated with ‘greying
gentleman in the corner’. This is:no part of the descriptions AL associates
with ‘Curtis’. Also the causal role of the description ‘greying gentleman
in the corner” will depend or its broad content. The causal role of ‘Schwartz’
will depend on the causal role of its associated description-(due to. its
broad content). '

Since' there -are different descriptions: associated with the different
names, the names have different causal roles. When AL intentionally asks
Curtis for his autograph; it is because he thinks of Curtis as the star of
the films, Houdini, etc. However, when AL thinks of Schwartz, he thinks
of him only as the greying gentleman in the corner. The clear difference
in associated descriptions and causal roles easily explains the differences
in- AL’s actual and counterfactual intentional behaviour—despite the fact
that Al's thoughts that Curtis-is in the store and that Schwartz is in the
store have the same broad content.

One might suggest that if it is the broad content of the descriptions that
are associated with names that does all of the explanatory work, why do
we need to appeal to the broad contents of names? The answer is, in part,
that it is because names have the job of tracking their referents(have the
broad contents that they do) that names, in general, acquire causal roles.
If names never had broad contents, they would not have their distinctive
cognitive functions or roles to:play.’® If we truly want to explain AL's

13- We realize that there is the problem of vacuous names: First, if all names were

vacuous, it is unlikely that names in thought would have acquired. any cognitive
function at all. At least some names are not vacuous and their causal roles as a type
of structure (the type name) depends on there being non-vacuous names. Second,
even for vacuous names, they, at least, are thought to have a function of tracking
information about their bearers. One could maintain, of course, that anything they
can cause, they cause due to the broad content of their associated descriptions. It
would be difficult to maintain that what a vacuous name caused was caused due to
its broad content (the null set, or whatever). Finally, for vacuous names, there will
be no intentional behavior with respect to the thing named that cannot be equally
intentional with respect to the associated description. For examiple;. astronomers
looking to discover the planet Vulcan, could just as easily be described as intention-
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intentionally asking Curtis for his autograph; it must be done because AL's
thoughts are about Curtis. If his intention were ‘just to get the autograph
of the star of the films Houdini, Pink Petticoat; and Sowie Like it Hotf, and
someone were to inform AL that that star is in the store, it might lead AL
to get the autograph. But it would lead him to intentionally get the
autograph of the star of these films. It would not necessarily lead to his
intentionally getting the autograph of: Curtis. AL may not know Curtis is
that star. Thus, for AL to intentionally behave with resepect to Curtis
requires that AL’s thoughts be about Curtis (and be about:Curtis in the
right way—Dbe a TC-thought): Nothing less could explain Al's intentionally
asking Curtis for his autograph.**

Department of Philosophy
Central Michigan University
Mount Plegsant, MI 48859

References

Adams, F. 1986: Intention. and Intentional Action: The Simple View. Mind and
Language, 1, 281-301.

Adams, F. 1989: Tertiary Waywardness Tamed. Critica, 21, 117-25.

Adams, F. 1991a: Causal Contents. In McLaughlin; 1991, 131-56.

Adams, F. 1991b: He Doesn’t Really Want To Try. Analysis; 51, 109-112

Adams, F. In press: Fodor's Modal Argument, Philosophical Psychology.

Adams, F., Drebushenko; D., Fuller, G. and Stecker, R. 1990: Narrow Content:
Fodor’s Folly. Mind and Language, 5, 213-29.

Adams, F., Fuller, G:; Stecker, R. Forthcoming: Thoughts Without Objects.

ally looking to. discover the innermost planet to: the surn. But I could intentionally
ask Curtis for his autograph no matter how I thought of him. So, vacuous names are
different in this important respect.. We take up the matter of vacuous singular
thoughts in Adams; et al., Forthcoming.

In this paper we have placed a heavy reliance on descriptions being the items that
are associated with names in thought that distinguish causal roles. We are, however,
perfectly happy with an’account like that of Perry and Crimmins, 1989. They argue:
that there may be what they call different notions of one and the sameindividual.
They are primarily concerned with indexical thoughts, But we think their account
could be extended to names. For example, they say of Miles Hendon in “The Prince
and the Pauper” that his princely notion of Edward Tudor is a quite different notion
than his pauper notion of him. On two separate occasions. Miles might acquire
different names in thought for Edward. In his princely guise Miles might think of
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