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Dualism

You gotta have soul

-Billy 
Joel

According to an ancient tradition, the mind is a nonphysical object. This doctrine is

called substançs d¡alism, and is the locus of the first half of this chapter (Sections

l.l and I.2). According to substance dualism, the mind is an entirely different sort

of thing to the body. The body is a physical object-it,s located in space; it,s made

from the atoms familiar to chemistry; it has a certain weight and height; and it can

be seen and touched. The mind, on the other hand, is a nonphysical object' It's not

located in space; it's not made from the atoms familiar to chemistry; it has neither

weight nor height; and it can't be seen or touched. (In chapter 8 we will refine our

understandingofthedifferencebetweenthephysicalandthenonphysical.Forthe
moment we,ll proceed on an intuitive understanding o1 the distinction')

We,veseenthat,accordingtosubstancedualism,mindandbodyaredifferent
sorts of things or substances. (If it hetps, read'substance' as 'stuff'.) we can now

seewherethelabel,substancedualism.comesfrom.Accordingtosubstance
dualism there are two distinct kinds of substances in the world: mental substances

and physical substances. In other words, there is a duality of substances' Latel in

this chapter we will consider another form of dualism-property dualism'

whereas szbs tance dualismclaims that there are two fundamenta\ different kinds

ol substancesin the world., property d:ualism claims that there are two fundamentally

different kinds oT properties inthe world. (when philosophers use the word prop-

erty they mean, roughly, 'feature") I'Il say more about the distinction between

properties and substances in Section I'4'

Beforegettingstartedonebriefterminologicalpointisinorder.Sometimes
substance dualists call the nonphysical mind they postulate the 'soul'' However'

when discussing substance dualism I'll tend to avoid the term'soul'because of its

associations with religious doctrines that are not part of substance dualism' For

example,accordingtocommonusagethesoulisanentitywhichsurvivesthe
deathofthebody.However,thephilosophicaldoctrineofsubstancedualismtakes
no stand on the afterlife one way or the other'



Imagine that, whilst on safari, Bloggs sees a lion a short distance away and runs
back to his car. A few quick strides and he's safe inside. Here's how the substance
dualist accounts for this series of events. First, light waves from the lion hit Bloggs's

retina, stimulating it in a particular way. Bloggs's brain then extracts sensory
information from the activation pattern on his retina, and passes that information
on to his nonphysical mind. His mind interprets the sensory information it has

received from the brain and recognizes that there is a lion present. It then decides

that the best thing to do is to run quickly back to the vehicle. A message (RUNI) is
sent from Bloggs's mind back to his brain. His brain sends the relevant signals to
his leg muscles and he runs quickly back to the car.

According to substance dualism, mind and body, whilst quite distinct, interact
with one another. sensory information about the state of the world is sent from
brain to mind, and decisions about how to react are sent from mind to brain. your

body is like a probe, sent by NASA to explore a distant planet. The probe sends
pictures back to mission control, where scientists decide what the probe should do
next. Instructions are then sent back to the probe which responds accordingly.
The probe itself is entirely unintelligent. similarly, information about the world is

communicated by the body to the mind; the mind decides on a course of action and
communicates the decision back to the body. The body itself makes no decisions.

It's important to note that the relations between the mind and the body are
causal relations. The sensory information sent by the brain to tt'e mind causes

the mind to register the presence of the lion. And the mind's decision fo :¡rr. causes

the brain to activate the relevant muscles. In other words, there are two-way
causal interactions between the mind and the brain.

It's worth briefly considering two more examples.

I. Say that Bloggs burns his hand on the stove and, accordingly, feels a painful
sensation. According to substance dualism. the damage to Bloggs,s hand causes

a message to be sent to his brain. which in turn sends a message to his non-
physical mind. The mind is then brought into a state which Bloggs recognizes
as a painful sensation. According to substance dualism, experiences of pain are

states or the nonphysical mind; the brain itself has no conscious experiences.

2. Say that Bloggs knows the following two things. (l) If it's Friday then it,s
payday. (2) It's Friday. From (l) and (2) he works our somerhing else:
(3) It's payday. According to substance dualism, all of these knowledge stares

are states oI Bloggs's nonphysical mind. Moreover, his nonphysical mind,s
being in states (l) and (2) causedít to be in state (3). On this viery all rational
inference occurs in the nonphysical mind; the brain is just plain dumb.

In this section we wiII consider four arguments in favor of substance dualism. The

first three arguments all have the following structure:

L Minds can 

-.
2. No physical object can 

-.
Therefore,

3. Minds are not PhYsical objects.

Dilferent arguments are obtained by filling in the empty slots in dilferent ways.

I. Coutd a physical object use language? We obtain the first argument for substance

dualism by fllling in the empty slots with'use language':

la. Minds can use language.

2a. No physical object can use language.

Therefore,

3. Minds are not physical objects.

This argument was articulated by the seventeenth-century French philosopher,

scientist, and mathematician, René Descartes (1596-ló50). It seemed to him

impossible that a physical object could generate and understand the rich variety of

sentences which humans so effortlessly handle. Consequently, it seemed imposs-

ible to Descartes that the human mind could be a physical object.

Since Descartes' day, a gteal- deal has been learned about language. In particu-

lar, we have come to appreciate that languages are regulated by a series of rules

that specify which sequences of words count as grammatical sentences. These

rules are called the syntax of the language. The syntax of English, for example,

specifies that 'The boy ate the ice cream' is a grammatical sentence whereas 'Ate

boy ice cream the the' is not. Syntax is mechanical in the sense that, in principle, a

computer could be programmed to determine of any sequence of English words

whether or not it's grammatical. I say 'in principle' because our understanding of

Syntax remains incomplete. Nevertheless, we have good reason to accept that a

certain kind of physical object-a suitably plogrammed computer-could process

the rules of language. Consequently, it seems that Descartes was wrong to at least

this extent: a physical object could handle the syntax of language'

However, there is more to language than syntax. In particular, words and sen-

tences have meaning. The ways in which meanings are assigned to the words and

sentences of a language is called the semantics of that language. Recently, lin-

guists and philosophers have began to unravel the mysteries of semantics. It's fair
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to say that, at present, we don't have a fully worked out theory of semantics. But
it's also fair to say that. at present, there seems to be little reason to doubt that a
physical object could use language meaningfully. Descartes, argument from the
claim that minds use language to the claim that the mind is a nonphysical object
therefore seems mistaken.

2. coulà aphysical object reason? T}re second argument for substance dualism we will
consider is very much like the first. Descartes not only doubted that a physical
object could use language; he also doubted whether such an object could reason:

1b. Minds can engage in reasoning.

2b. No physical object can engage in reasoning.

Therefore,

3. Minds are not physical objects.

Descartes begins his defense of the crucial second premise by noting that
reasoning is universal in this sense: there are many circumstances about which
we can reason. He admits that there could be a mechanism for responding to any
one circumstance (e.g. responding to dogs); however, he claims that there could
not be a mechanism which responded to a multiplicity of circumstances (say, dogs,
breakfast, and algebra). consequently, a machine which could respond univer-
sally would require a vast number of mechanisms-one for each circumstance.
But, he says, that's impossible: the number of mechanisms involved would be too
great.

rm unconvinced by Descartes' argument for the second premise. Howeve¡,
rather than directly discussing the second premise, I propose to briefly consider
one kind of reasoning which modern machines can, at least to some extent,
achieve-mathematical reasoning. (As a significant mathematician, Descartes
would have been intrigued by the mechanization of mathematical reasoning.)

Just what do we mean by the expression 'mathematical reasoning.? If by ,math-

ematicaÌ reasoning' we mean something like 'the ability to correctly apply
mathematical ¡ules' then it's clear that physical objects can do mathematical
reasoning. After all, the cheapest pocket calculator can apply the rules of addition,
subtraction, multiplication, and so forth to a range of numbers.

'Mathematical reasoning'might, though, mean something else. It might refer to
the ability to discover new mathematical truths and methods. Newton and
Leibniz. for example, invented calculus-an entirely new way of solving certain
mathematical problems. could a computer be programmed to do mathematical
reasoning in this sense? could a computer discover calculus? This is a hard ques-
tion, and one which we cannot address very fully here. what can be said is that
certain kinds of mathematical discoveries can now be made by computers. These
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discoveries involve deriving new mathematical truths ('theorems') from

established mathematical claims ('axioms'). There are limits to how effective com-

puters can be at making these sorts of discoveries. Nevertheless, it seems that at

least some sorts of mathematical reasoning can be achieved by physical objects,

and it is likely that future research will expand the range of mathematical prob-

lems which computers can solve.

3. Could a physical object be conscious?The third argument for substance dualism is as

follows:

Ic. Minds can be conscious.

2c. No physical object can be conscious.

Therefore,

3. Minds are not physical objects.

I suspect that considerations of consciousness weigh heavily with many duaÌists.

Sometimes these considerations amount to little more than the bald intuition that

no physical object could be conscious; sometimes they consist of sophisticated

arguments. For the moment I propose to simply set aside the issue of conscious-

ness. That issue is so important-and so difficult-thal Parf 4 of this book is

devoted to discussing it. We will consider there whether the existence of con-

sciousness provides good reason to endorse some form of dualism.

Before moving on to the frnal argument in favor of substance dualism, it is

worth mentioning that each of the three arguments just discussed relies on

Leibniz's principle of the indiscernibility of identicals. The German philosopher and

marhematician Gottfried Leibniz (1646-1716) pointed out that if X and Y are

identical then they have exactly the same properties. So, if there are properties of

the mind which no physical object could have then, by the principle of the indis-

cernibility of identicals, the mind cannot be a physical object. And this is exactly

the strategy adopted by the three arguments we have been considering'

4. Doubt and existence.The last argument for substance dualism which we will con-

sider is also due to Descartes. In the Meditations, Descatfes noticed that he could

doubt the existence of his body. He begins by observing that sometimes when we

dream we mistake our dreams for reality. For exarnple, I might dream that I'm

faÌling off a cliff, and whilst dreaming it seems to me entirely real that I'm falling off

a cliff. Nevertheless, I'm actually asleep in bed. It follows that at least many of my

present beliefs might be false. For example, it seems to me that at this moment I'm

wide awake, sitting in front of my laptop. But it must be admitted that I could be

asleep, dreaming that I'm sitting in front of my laptop. consequently, my present

belief that I'm sitting in front of my laptop can be called into doubt. Similarly, my
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present belief that I have a body can be called into doubt. perhaps I have no body
but am presently dreaming that I do.

Descartes strengthened this line of thought by introducing a new thought
experiment. It seems that I must admit that there might be an incredibly power-
ful alien determined to mislead me in all possible ways. This creature controls
my thoughts, making me believe all sorts of things which are not true. But once
I admit that such a creature is possible, it seems that I must admit that my pre-
sent belief that I have a body could be mistaken. perhaps I am a disembodied
spirit who has been deceived by the powerful alien into believing that I have a
body.

considerations like these led Descartes to the first premise of his argument:

(A) I can doubt that I have a body.

Next, Descartes took his thought experiments a little further. we have admitted
that I might be dreaming that I'm sitting in front of my laptop. However, even if
I'm dreaming, one thing remains certain: that I exist. My belief that I exist must be
true, because even if I'm dreaming, I must exist in order to dream. similarly, the
alien might deceive me in all sorts of ways. Nevertheless, it remains certain that I
exist. My belief that I exist must be true because, even if the alien is controlling my
thoughts. I must exist in order to be controÌled.

Considerations like these led Descartes to his second premise:

(B) I cannot doubt that I exist.

From (A) and (B) ir seems to follow that:

(C) I am not my body.

we will return ro rhe inference from (A) and (B) to (c) shortly. For the momenr,
notice that if we accept that I am my mind, then (c) entails the claim that:

(D) My mind is nor my body.

Now (D) is not quite the same as substance dualism; nevertheless, establishing
(D) would go a long way towards establishing substance dualism.

Let's now think about the inference from (A) and (B) to (c). At first glance, the
inference from (A) and (B) to (c) would appear to have the same strucrure as this
argument:

(Al) My ca¡ is red.

(B I ) The car in front of me is not red.

Therefore,

(C ì ) The car in front oI me is not mine

The argument from (At) and (Bl) to (c1) is a good one. By the principle of the

indiscernibility of identicals, if the car in front of me is my cal it must have exactly

the same propenies as my car. Consequently. if my car is a different color to the

one in front of me, then the car in front of me is not mine'

Now the argumenr from (A) and (B) to (c) also seems to rely on the principle of

the indiscernibilty ol identicals. For it points out that I have one property-the

property of it not being doubted that I exist-and my body has another property-

the property of it being doubted that it exists. since I and my body have different

properties, it seems to follow that I am not my body'

But there's a catch. Consider the following argument'

(42) I think mY car is red-

(82) I think the car in front of me is not red-

Thereþre,

(C2) The car in front of me is not mine-

At first glance, this argument appears to rely on the principle of the indiscern-

ibility of identicals. For it says that whilst my car has the property of being thought

to be red, the car in front of me does not, and so the car in front of me is not mine'

But it's clear that this argument does not work. Say that I have just won a blue car

in a lottery, but mistakenly believe that I have won a red car. I go to pick up my

new car and the lottery organizers show me a blue car. It really is my caç but

I don,t think that it is because I expect a red car. In that case premises (42) and (82)

are both true: I think my car is red and I think the car in front of me is not red'

Nevertheless, the conclusion (c2) is false: the car in front of me fu mine.

More generally, the principle of the indiscernibility of identicals does not work

when the properties in question involve psychological states like believing and

thinking. Now this is crucial for the evaluation of Descartes' argument' For

premises (A) and (B) both involve properties which involve the psychological

state of doubting. Another example will make it quite clear that Descartes'

argument doesn't work:

(43) I can doubt I am the author of this book.

(B3) I cannot doubt that I exist.

Thereþre,

(C3) I am not the author of this book.

Descartes has shown how I can doubt that I am the author of this book: I might have

merely dreamed that I wrote it oI my thoughts might be under the control of a power-

ful aìien. And he has shov,rn us how I cannot doubt that I exist. But it certainly does

not follow that I am not the author of this book. Similarly, whilst I can doubt that

I have a body and not doubt that I exist, it does not follow that I am not my body.
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1.3 Arguments against substance dualism

In the previous section we considered four arguments in favor of substance
dualism' None of these arguments was very convincing. In this section I wilr
present three argume\ts against stJbstance dualism.

r' Princess Elizabeth's argument. The substance dualist makes two claims about the

(16I8-80). Descarres, replies were highly evasive!
Princess Elizabeth's argument has a certain amount of force. Nevertheless, the

argument can be overplayed. Notice that there are causal interactions between

way the soul and brain affect each other.

I have, of course, left out a great d of what physiology
has discovered about the causal ba movement would fill
a dozen books. Nevertheless, it,s cl by the physiologist is
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a physical one. There has been no mention whatsoever of nonphysical substances.

But if we can account for people's actions without appealing to nonphysical

substances, then substance dualism is mistaken to at least this extent: the non-

physical mind does not cause people to behave as they do. Of course, the substance

dualist could concede this pointbut still insist that the nonphysical mind is respon-

sible for other aspects of our mental life. For example, it might be argued

that, whilst not causalÌy responsible for our actions, the nonphysical mind is

nevertheless the seat of consciousness. We return to the issue of consciousness in

Part 4. For the moment we can say this much: there is no need to believe in a

nonphysical mind in order to explain action.

t. The explanatory weakness of substance dualism. In the Introduction we noted six

general features of mental life which a good theory of mental states should be able

to explain (or explain awaY):

I. Some mental states are caused by states of the world.

2. Some mental states cause actions.

3. Some mental states cause other mental states.

4. Some mental states are conscious.

5. Some mental states are about things in the world.

ó. Some kinds of mental states are systematically correlated with certain kinds of

brain states.

What is striking about substance dualism is the extent to which it fails to illumin-

ate the items on this list. We have already seen that substance dualism has trouble

expìaining the first two items on the list. Moreover, it is completely silent about

the third item: it says nothing at all about how one mental state causes another.

How do states of nonphysical stuff bring about other states of nonphysical stuff? In

particular, how is it that some of the causal relations between nonphysical states

respect the canons of rationality? No answers are forthcoming.

Tirrning to the lourth item we can observe that substance dualists do not offer a

theory of consciousness. They asseÍ that nonphysical mental stuff is conscious;

they do not tell us what it is about nonphysical stuff that facilitates consciousness.

This problem is especially telling if we allow that some mental sfates aÍe uncon-

scious. Wlnat- is the difference between conscious, nonphysical mental states and

unconscious, nonphysical mental states?

Item (5) on the list of general features oT mental states notes that at least some

mental states are about things in the world: my belief that Mt Everest is 8,848

meters high is about Mt Everest. Theories of the 'aboutness' of mental states are

called 'theories of content', and we discuss theories of content in Chapter 9. It is
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not entirely out of the question that nonphysicar states courd be about things in
the world; nevertheress, we don't at present have a duarist theory of content.

Finally, ler's consider item (6). why shourd states of a nonphysicar mind be
cor¡elated with states of the physical brain? According to substance dualism, the
brain plays a cruciar role in mediating between the worrd and the nonphysical
mind. Perceptuar information about the worrd is conveyed to the mind via the
brain, and instructions to move in certain ways are conveyed from the mind to the
body via the brain. Consequently, the existence of correlations between mental
states and brain states is not entirely unexpected. Howeve¡, we know that damage
to certain parts of the brain causes deficits of reasoning. In other words, we know
that there are correÌations between reasomng processes and certain brain states.
According to substance duarism. though, reasomng occurs entirely in the sour. The
correlations between reasoning processes and brain states are thus an embarrass-
ment to substance dualism.

so far I have argued that substance duarism has rittre to say about the six items
on our list. Moreover, there is little reason to expect that the explanatory situationwill change' There simpry are no obvious ways of developing nonphysicarist
theories of perception, thought, action, or conscrousness. In contrast, we shar seein later chapters that there are at least the beginnings of physicarist theories of
most of the items on the list. Moreover, there are reasons to think that those
physicalist theories might be developed in comng years.

The relative lack of expranatory power of substance dualism is, in my view themost decisive reason available for discarding substance duarism. we shourd
endorse the theory of mental states which most herps us understand the prace
of minds in the world, and substance dualism does very rittre to advance that
understanding.

7,4 Property dualism

so far in this chapter we have rargely been concerned with substance dualism. In
this section I will briefly discuss an arrernative kind of duarism-property duarism.

we haven't said very much yet about the distinction between substances and
properties. For our purposes, a substance is something which could be the onry thingin the universe. My body is therefore a substance, for we can easily imagine a uni-
verse which contains only my body. On the other hand, having a mass (roughly,
weight) of 80 kg is not a substance, for we cannot imagine a universe which contains
80 kg and nothing erse: there wourd have to be something erse in the unive¡se
which had that mass. (This way of defining'substance, is due to David Armstrong
(1968: 7). I'm not entirely happy with it, bur it will do for presenr purposes.)
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We have seen that my body is a substance whereas having a mass of 80 kg is not.

Having a mass of 80 kg is a property. Say that my body weighs 80 kg. Then one of

my body's properties is having a mass of 80 kg. More generally: substances have

properties.

Here are a few more examples. My car is a substance: we can imagine a universe

which contains nothing but my car. One of my car's properties is being white.

Another is having four tires. And a third is having the license plate 'UZR 155'. The

Australian one-dollar coin in my pocket is a substance. It has various properties

including being gold colored; being minted in 1998; and being in my pocket.

With the distinction between substance and property in place, we can now turn
to the doctrine of property dualism. According to property dualism, mental states

are nonphysical properties of the brain. The brain is a physical substance with vari-

ous physical properties. For example, the typical human brain weighs about one

kilogram; contains billions of neurons; has a blood supply; and so forth. That much

is common ground. What's radical about property dualism is that it claims that,

besides all of these physical properties, the brain has some nonphysical properties.

These include being conscious; being in pain; believing that it is Monday; and

wishing that it were Friday. In short, mental states are nonphysical properties of

the brain.

There are various kinds of property dualism, but here we will focus on one espe-

cially important sort: epiphenomenal property dualism. Since 'epiphenomenal

proþerty dualism' is a bit of a mouthÏul. I will just say 'epiphenomenalism'.

According to epiphenomenalism, physical properties of the brain cause non-

physical properties of the brain, but not vice versa. Consider again the example of

seeing a lion (Section L . I ) . According to epiphenomenalism, light waves from the

lion stimulate Bloggs's retina in a certain way, and that in turn causes his brain to

be activated in a certain way. In other words, his brain is caused to have a particu-

Iar physical property-the property of being activated in a certain way. Bloggs's

brain's having the physical property of being activated in that way causes it to have

the nonphysical property of thinking'LION!'
So far we have seen that, according to epiphenomenalism, mental states are non-

physical properties of the brain which are brought about by physical properties of

the brain. The distinctive feature of epiphenomenalism is that the nonphysical

properties of the brain do not, in turn, bring about physical states of the brain.

Bloggs's 'LION!' thought has no causal powers-it doesnt do anything. But if his

'LION!' thought doesn't do anything, it does not cause him to run away. What, then,

makes Bloggs run away when he sees a lion? According to epiphenomenalism, it is
physical states of his brain alone which cause him to run away. So the full story

according to epiphenomenalism is this. Light waves strike Bloggs's retina and

cause his brain to be activated in a certain way. Call the physical property of having
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Figurel.l Adiagrammaticrepresentationofepiphenomenarism.Thearrowsrepresentthe

causal relat¡on, with the arrowhead located at the effect

the brain activated in a certain way 'p'. p has two effects. First, it causes Broggs,s
brain to have the nonphysical property of thinking ,LI.N!,. second. it causes his
legs to move so that he runs away. Figure r . r inustrates epiphenomenal property
dualism.

It's important to stress that, according to epiphenomenalism. mentar states arecausally inert. My thought 'LIoNr does nothing. what causes me to run away is astate of my brain.
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muscle contractions and neuron discharges. But if every human action can be

fuly explained in terms of physical events, then it cannot be the case that

nonphysical states play a crucial role in bringing about human actions.

Notice, though, that this diff,culty does not arise for epiphenomenalism.

According to epiphenomenalism, Bloggs's thought that there is a lion present is

causally inert, and his running away from the lion is entirely due to activity in his

brain. That is, epiphenomenalism is entirely compatible with the claim that

physiology is explanatorily complete.

Epiphenomenalism, however, pays a high price for avoiding the objection from

the explanatory completeness of physiology. For if mental properties are causally

inert, we have to give up two of the general features of mental states which we

noted in the Introduction:

(2) Some mental states cause actions.

(3) Some mental states cause other mental states.

(These were the second and third items in the list of general features of mental

states given in the Introduction, hence the labels '(2)' and'(3)")

As the lion example makes clear, mental states do not, according to epiphen-

omenalism, cause actions. Consequently, accepting epiphenomenalism involves

abandoning feature (2). Moreover, if mental states are causally inert, one mental

state cannot cause another. Intuitively, we might think that Bloggs's LION!

thought caused him to experience fear. However, according to epiphenomenalism,

Bloggs's experience of fear was not caused by his LION! thoughu rather it was

caused by a physical property of his brain. call the physical ploperty of Bloggs's

brain which caused the LIoNI thought'P'. Then, according to epiphenomenalism,

P also caused a further physical ploperty of Bloggs's brain-call it 'R'-which in

turn caused the nonphysical property of being afraid. (Figure I.2 represents one

way in which the details of this story might be filled in.) Consequently, accepting

epiphenomenalism involves abandoning feature ( 3 ).

Nonphysical LION! Fear

Nonphysicat LION!

P

1.5 Assessingep¡phenomenalism

we saw in Section I.3 that substance dualism faces three major difflcurties:
(i) Princess Erizabeth's probrem; (ii) rhe expranatory completeness of physi-ology; and (iii) the explanatory weakness of substance duarism. Each of theseproblems arso arises-in some form or other-for epiphenomenarism. Because theproblems faced by epiphenomenalism overlap to a large extent the problems facedby substance duarism, my discussion of the former w'l be reìativery brief. Formore details, ¡efer back to Section 1.3.

l' Princess Erizabeth's probrem. princess Erizabeth pointed out that there is atension at the very heart of substance dualism: if mind and brain are radicary
dilferent kinds of substance, how can they interact? A similar problem a¡ises forepiphenomenarism: how can physical properties of the brain give rise tononphysical propenies of the brain? It must be admitted that this argument has acertain amount of force; however, since we anow causal interactions betweenquite different kinds of physical properties, why can,t we alrow causal interactions
between physical and nonphysicar propertierz 1no. details, see Section r.3.)
2' The explanatory completeness of physiology. when discussing substance dualism,we took note of the folowing difficulty. It,s prausible that human actions rikerunning away from a rion can be fuily exprained in terms of physical events rike
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Figure i.2 Epiphenomenalism. Note that the LIONI thought doesn't cause the state of fear'

Again, the arrows represent the causal relation, with the arrowhead located at the effect
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Now it may be that our ordinary understanding of mental states is pretty much
completely wrong and that we have to give up features (2) and (3). Howevet, we
would have to have very powerful arguments in favor of epiphenomenalism
before it would be wise to give up so much of our ordinary understanding of men_
tal states.

3. The explanatory weakness of property dualßm.we saw in Section 1.3 that substance
dualism explains very little about the mind. Moreover, it's not at all clear how sub_
stance dualism could be developed so that it began to iÌluminate the general fea_
tures of the mind listed in the Introduction. Similar remarks apply to
epiphenomenalism. Epiphenomenalism simply takes it for granted that physical
properties of the brain can cause nonphysical properties of the brain, that mental
states can be conscious, and that mental states can be about the world. Moreover,
as we have just seen, epiphenomen alism denies that mental states cause action and
that mental states cause other mental states.

I will bring this section to a close with a brief remark about consciousness and
epiphenomenalism. we saw in section I.3 that substance dualism takes itfor
granted that some mentaì states are conscious; it does not explain how mental
states could be conscious. There exists, however, a very powerful argument for
the conclusion that consciousness is epiphenomenal. on this view, physical
states of the brain give rise to nonphysical conscious properties which do not, in
turn. cause anything. The argument. due to Frank Jackson, is discussed in
Chapter I2.

1.6 Gonclusion

In this chapter we have explored the idea that the mind is not physical. we have
discovered that whilst the various arguments in favor of dualism are not especially
convincing, the arguments against dualism are pretty powerful. In the next
chapter we will consider one of the earliest physicalist theories of mental states-
behaviorism.

SUMMARY

(l ) Broadly speaking, there are two sorts of dualism-substance dualism and
property dualism.

(2) According to substance dualism, mental states are states of a nonphysical
object; according to property dualism, mental states are nonphysical
properties of the (physical) brain.
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(3) One way to defend substance dualism is to argue that there are things which

the mind can do but which no physical object could do. We considered three

examples of this style of argument. TWo examples were unconvincing;

assessment of the third, which concerned consciousness, was postponed

until ChaPter 12.

(4) Descartes offered an argument in support of substance dualism that was

based on what can and cannot be doubted. However, his argument contains

a serious error.

(5) one important version of property dualism is epiphenomenalism. According

to epiphenomenalism, physical properties or the brain cause nonphysical

mental properties, but not vice versa.

(6) Epiphenomenalism denies that mental states cause actions. and that one

mental state can cause another mental state.

(7) The most significant difficulty for dualism in its various forms is its lack of

expìanatory Power.

FURTHER READING

Churchland 1988:7-22provides a very elementary introduction to dualism' More

advanced discussions are lound in Armstrong 1968: C]ns 2-4; Campbell 1984:

Ch. 3; and Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson 1996:-3-I3'

Descartes, concerns about language and reasoning are found i¡¡}1\s Discourse on

the Method,Part 5 (Descartes I970: 4l-2\;1or his argument based on doubt see his

DiscourseontheMethod,PatL4 (Descartes l97O:31-2\. PrincessElizabeth'sobjec-

tion can be found, in one of her letters to Descartes, dated 6-ló l|/,:ay 1643

(Descartes l97O:274-5). (Note: Several good translations of Descartes'philosoph-

ical writings are available. Don't feel obliged to use the one to which I refer') A

good discussion of Descartes on substance dualism is Smith and Jones 198ó: Ch' 3'

In Section I.2 I mentioned contemporary theories of language' Pinker l994is a

highty readable introduction to this fascinating area. In Section I .3 I mentioned

the possibility of providing a complete physicat account of human movement.

A nice introduction to the neuroscience of movement is I(osslyn and I(oenig

L992: C}r.7.

TUTORIAL QUESTIONS

(t) Describe substance dualism. (Use a picture if it helps')

(2) what is Leibniz's principle of the indiscernibility of identicals?



(3) In your view, are there things which minds can do but physicar objects courdnot achieve?

(4) What does it mean to say that physiology is explanatorily complete? How
does the expranatory completeness of physiorogy pose a threat to substance
dualism?

(5) How did Descartes estabrish that he can doubt the existence of his body?
(6) Describe property dualism.

(7) Describe epiphenomenalism.

(8) Give an argument against epiphenomenalism.

Behaviorism

Behave yourself.

-My mother

This chapter begins our exploration of physicalist theories of mental states

by examining behaviorism. T\.vo sorts of behaviorism will be discussed-

philosophical behaviorism and methodological behaviorism. These two

doctrines are closely related, although there is an important difference of focus.

philosophical behaviorism (also called 'logical' or 'analytic' behaviorism) offers a

physicalist answer to the question, 'What are mental states?'In contrast, method-

ological behaviorism offers an account oT how psychologists should go about

their research. That is, methodological behaviorism proposes a methodology

for doing psychological research. Despite these differences, both types of

behaviorism emphasize the behavior people are disposed to produce under certain

circumstances.

2.1 Philosophical behaviorism

According to philosophical behaviorism, mental states are dispositions (or
,tendencies') to behave in certain ways under certain circumstances. Pain, for

example, is the tendency to cry or wince or . . . when you have broken your leg

or burned your hand or . . . The fi.rst set of dots is intended to indicate that the

behaviors associated with pain are not exhausted by crying and wincing-there

are Ìots of things people do when they are in pain. Similarly, the second set of dots

is intended to indicate that the circumstances associated with pain are not

exhausted by broken legs and burnt hands-there are lots of painful stirnuli.

According to philosophical behaviorism, to be in pain is to be disposed to do

certain things when celtain things happen to you. Here are a few more examples

of philosophical behaviorist analyses of mental states. To believe that a lion is

nearby is to run quickly to safety, or reach for your gun. or . . . when you see a

Iion, or hear a lion, or . . . Again the dots indicate that the lists of characteristic

2



behaviors and circumstances may be very long indeed. Another example: to be
afraid of the dark is ro scream or trembre or. . . when the right bulb fails or the
candle blows out or . . .

It's important not to confuse philosophical behaviorism with two quite different
claims. First, philosophicar behaviorism does not craim that mentar s¿afes are the
causes of our dispositions to behave in certain ways under certain circumstances.
According to philosophical behaviorism pain is the disposition to behave in certain
ways when certain things happen to our bodies; it is not the cause of our disposition
to behave in certain ways when certain things happen to our bodies.

Second, phitosophicaÌ behaviorism must be distinguished from the claim that
we know about the mentaÌ states of others by observing the way they react to the
circumstances they are in. I might work out that Broggs is afraid oï the dark by
noticing that he tends to scream or tremble or . . . when the Ìight bulb fails or the
candle blows out or . . - But claiming that that is how I work out what mentar state
Bloggs is in is quite different from craiming that his fear of the dark li his tendency
to scream or üembre or . . . when the Ìight burb fa's or the candre blows out
or ' ' . (compare: I might work out that there,s a wildfire in the hilrs when I smel
smoke, but that doesn,t show that the wildfire r the smoke.)

when philosophicar behaviorists use the term ,behavior,, they are referring to
physical events. Crying, wincing, running, reaching, screaming, trembling_these
are all physical responses of the physical body. similarly, behaviorists are only
interested in the physicar circumstances that trigger behavior. Breaking your reg,
burning your hand, and seeing or hearing a rion are ar physicar events, as are the
failure of a light bulb and the browing our of a candre. It folÌows that philosophicar
behaviorism offers a physicarist account of mental states. According to philosophicar
behaviorism, mentar states are dispositions to behave in certain ways under
certain circumstances, and both the behavior and the circumstances that trigger it
are understood to be physical events.

BEHAVIORISM 27

However, the two remaining reatures present a serious challenge to philosophical

behaviorism. After briefly discussing the four features philosophical behaviorism

can-or might-begin to explain, we will look in detail at two important alguments

for philosophical behaviorism. (The two features philosophical behaviorism cannot

explain will be discussed in the next section.)

The features of mental states which philosophical behaviorism goes some way

towards illuminating are as follows. (I have retained the numbering used in the

Introduction.)

L Some mental states are caused by states of the world. Standing on a tack, for example,

causes pain. Now, according to philosophical behaviorism, mental states are

dispositions to behave in certain ways under certain circumstances. so, if

philosophical behaviorism is to respect the first feature of mental states' it must

be plausible that standing on a tack can make me disposed to say'ouch', rub the

sore spot, cry, and so forth. And surely that li plausible: when I stand on a tack

I am disposed to do just those sorts of things'

2. Some mental states cause actions. Let's stick to the pain example. If philosophical

behaviorism is to respect the second feature of mental states, it must be the case

that my being disposed to say 'ouch" rub the sore spot, cry, and so on causes

me to (for example) cry. And that's plausible. consider a glass which is fragile'

Something is lragile if it is disposed to break when dropped. If I drop the glass,

.one 
aspect of the cause of its breaking is its fragility. ('The antique glass broke

when I dropped itbecause it was very fragile.') Similarly, part of the cause of my

crying is that I was disposed to say 'ouch" rub the sore spot, cry, and so on. In

other words if, as the philosophical behaviorist claims, pain is a disposition to

cry (etc.), then one aspect of the cause of my crying is my being in pain'

5 . Some mental states are about things in the world. Consider my belief that Mt Everest

is 8,848 meters tall. That belief is about Mt Everest and represents Mt Evelest

asbeingS,84Smeterstall.InChaptergwewilllookindetailattheissueof
content. It is not entirely out of the question that a theory of content could be

worked out within the framework o1 philosophical behaviorism. HoweveE, no

one has yet provided the details of such a theory'

6. Some kinàs of mental states are systematically correlated with certain kinds of brain

sfafes. Philosophical behaviorism respects the sixth feature of mental states' In

the glass example, we said that the glass was disposed to break when it was

dropped. underpinning this disposition is a certain molecular structure. It's

because the glass has that molecular structure that it broke when dropped. (The

features of an object which underpin its dispositional properties are called the

categorical properties of the object.) Now, plausibty. the features of the human

body which underpin our behavioral dispositions are certain brain states. So

2'2 Arguments in favor of phirosoph¡car behaviorism

Philosophical behaviorism goes some way towards expraining three of the six
features, and might-just might-have something to say about a fourth feature.
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philosophicar behaviorism is entirery consistent with the claim that mental
states are systematically correlated with certain brain states.

I now turn to two important arguments in favor of philosophical behaviorism.
First argumenl. when someone wants a coffee they exhibit a certain behavioral

disposition: they tend to drink coffee. And if someone often says that they want acoffee but never accepts one when it,s offered, we,re incrined to think that theydon't really want a coffee. These observations illustrate an important point about
mental states: there is a strong connection between mentar states and dispositions tobehave in ways characteristic of those mental states. Indeed, the connection is sostrong that a person's persistent failure to exhibit the characteristic behavioral dis-position of some mental state M is good evidence that they,re not in mental state M.How can the connection between mentar states and behaviorar dispositions
be explained? If, as the philosophical behaviorist claims, to want a coïfee is robe disposed to drink coffee, then it is no surprise that someone who wants acoflee tends to drink one. The connection between mentar states and behavioral
dispositions Ionows immediatery from the philosophicar behaviorist,s anarysis ofmental states.

we can now sum up the flrst argument for philosophical behaviorism. There is astrong connection between mentar states and behavior. philosophicar behaviorism
can readily explain that connection since. according to philosophical behaviorism,
mental states are behavioral dispositions. so the connection between mental statesand behavior supports the craim that philosophicar behaviorism is true.

There are, however. other theories of mentar states which can exprain the strongconnection between mentar states and behavioral dispositions. (we will rookat one such theory in chapter 4.) consequentry, the fact that philosophicar
behaviorism can exprain the connection between mentar states and behavioraldispositions isn't enough to establisþ that philosophical behaviorism is true.one of the other theories that can exprain the connection may be true instead.

second argument. rn the r920s and r.g30s, a group of ph'osophers cared the'vienna circre' deveroped a new account of the meaning of a statement. A state_ment is a sentence which craims that the world is a certain way. ,The Eiffertower is in paris' and 'The moon is made of cheese, are both statements. The firstmakes a (true) claim about the rocation of a famous randmark; the second makesa (false) claim about the constitution of the moon. The theory of the meaningof statements advocated by the vienna circre is ca'ed ve¡ificationism. onthis view, the meaning of any statement is its method of verification. Let meexplain.

To verify a statement is to show that it is true (if it is true). Members of thevienna circle insisted that the only way to show that a statement is true is by
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making sensory observations (that is, by looking' hearing' feeling' etc')' Let's take

as our example the statement, 'The cat is on the mat" That statement can be

verifled by lookingfor the cat; or feeling for the cat; or (I gtessl listening for the cat'

Accordingtoveriflcationism.then,'Thecatisonthemat'means'Ifanormal
observerlooksintherightwaytheywilthaveacat-on-matvisualexperienceand
ifanormalobserverleelsintherightwaytheywillhaveacat-on-mattactile
experienceand|lanormalobserverlistensintherightwaytheywillhavea
cat-on-mat auditorY exPerience 

"
Tograsptheforceoftheveriflcationisttheoryofmeaning,thinkaboutthis.If

Itellyouthatthecatisonthemat,whathavelconveyedtoyou?Surelythis:
if you look in the right place you,ll see that the cat is on the mat; and that if you

touchintherightwayyou'llfeetthatthecatisonthemat;andilyoulisteninthe
rightwayyou,llhearthatthecatisonthemat;andsoon.Theseconsiderations
suggest that the meaning of a statement is its method of verification'

statements which cannot be verified are, according to the Vienna circle'

meaningless.Theythoughtthatsomestatementsmadebyearlierphilosophers
were meaningless because they could not be verified. For example, they rejected

Descartes, statement that ouf minds are nonphysical objects because' since

nonphysicalobjectscannotbeseen,touched,smelled,heardortasted,thereisno
way to verify Descartes' statement'

Nowlet,sretulntophilosophicalbehaviorism.Accordingtoverificationism,
the meaning of a statement is its method of verification' How would we verily

astatementlike,Bloggsisinpain,?Well,wewouldnotethatBloggsiscryingor
wincingor...aftercertainsortsofthingshavehappenedtohisbody.Soaccording
to verficationism, the meaning of ,Bloggs is in pain, is ,If a normal observer listens

in the right way after certain things have happened to Bloggs's body they will have

a Bloggs-is-crying auditory experience or if a normal observer looks in the right way

aftercertainthingshavehappenedtoBloggs'sbodytheywillhaveaBloggs-is-
wincingvisualexperienceor...,.Butifthat,swhat,Bloggsisinpain,means,then
painmustbethebehavioraldispositiontocryorwinceor.'.whencertainthings
have happened to our bodies. (Compare: if ,triangle, means,three-sided figure, then

a triangle ls a three-sided frgure.) so the verificationist theory of the meaning of

statements leads quite quickly to philosophical behaviorism'

Most contemporary philosophers of language' however' no longer think that

themeaningolastatementisitsmethodofveriflcation.ThegleatAmerican
philosopherw.V.o.Quine(1908_2000),forexample,thoughtthatindividual
shtements could. not be verified.; ratheL entire theories comprising many individual

statements are verified or rejected. consequently, for Quine itis whole theoríes th:af

havemeaning;individ.ualstatementsgettheirmeaningonlyinvirtueofbeing
embedded in a much broader framework'

zö
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2.3 Arguments against philosophical behaviorism

3. some mental states cause other mentar states. For example, say that Broggs has the
following two beliefs:

A. He beÌieves that today is Friday.

B. He believes that Friday is payday.

These beliefs are likeìy to cause him ro hoÌd a further belief:

C. He believes that today is payday.

Notice that, besides the causal relationship between the flrst two beliefs and the
Ìast one, there is also an evídential relation between the first two beliefs and the
ìast one' That is, the flrst two beliefs make íf reasonable fo believe the third. This is
an example of the way in which our thought processes are often rational. Can
philosophical behaviorism account for the rationality of our thought processes?

In chapter 6 we wil rook at one account of the rationarity of thought_an
account which takes the idea that the mind is a computer enrirely literaly. It is
cont¡oversial whether the computational theory of the rationality of thought is
the right theory. Nevertheress, two things are clear: (l ) the computational the_
ory of the rationarity of thought is the onry wel-deveroped theory of rationar
thought we currently possess; (2) the computationar theory is quite incompati-
ble with philosophicar behaviorism. consequentry, the fact that thought is often
rational provides a major chanenge to phitosophical behaviorism: at present no
behaviorist theory of the rationarity of thought is availabre. nor is it crear how
one could be developed.

4' some mental states are conscious.rnPart 4we will examine the issue of consciousness
in some detail. For the moment ret us just note that phirosophical behaviorism has
nothing to say about consciousness. say that I step on a tack and am immediately
aware of a sharp pain in my foot. Now according to philosophical behaviorism,

mypainisadispositiontobehaveincertainways-toscream'wince'andsoon'
Butitisutterlymysterioushowmydispositiontoscream,wince,andsooncould
hurt.Whydoesmybeingd.isposedtoactincertainwaysfeellikesomething?Isn.t
it possible that I could be disposed to scream and wince without acttally feeling

pain? couldn.t someone build a robot which has sensors to detect when it has

stood on a tack, andwhich automatically makes a screaming noise whenever that

occurs, but which has no leeling of pain?

I turn now to a pair o1 closely related arguments against philosophical behaviorism'

Firstargumenl.ImaginethatBloggshasdecidedtobetheultimatetoughguy.
when he stubs his toe he doesn't wince or cry or rub the sore spot; he just carries

on as though nothing has happened. Even if he broke his leg he wouldn't scream

orcry-he,djustcalmlyhobbletothenearesthospital.ofcourse,Bloggsstill
feels pain-itstill hurts when he stubs his toe or breaks his leg-but he is no longer

disposed to crY, wince, and so on.

Nowimagineanentirecommunityofpeoplewho,likeBloggs,havedecidedto
become super-tough. In that community people stilì stub their toes and break their

legs, and those members of the community who are unfortunate enough to stub

their toe or break their leg still experience pain. Nevertheless, no one in that com-

munity is ever disposed to produce pain behavior-no one is ever disposed to cry

or wince or scream.

This example shows that you can be in pain without being disposed to produce

the kind of behavior typically associated. with pain. Moreover, since no one in

the community just described is inclined to produce pain behavioç the example

shows that it can be perfectly normal for those in pain not to be disposed to pro-

duce pain behavior. (Indeed, anyone who did produce pain behavior would be con-

sidered very weird.) In other words, the example shows that being disposed to

produce pain behavior is not necessary for being in pain. This point was first made

bythecontemporaryAmericanphilosopherHilaryPutnamwhocoinedtheterm
'superstoics' for people like our tough friend Bloggs' (See Putnam 1965')

The superstoic example shows that being disposed to produce pain behavior is

not necessary for being in pain. A similar example shows that being disposed to

produce pain behavior is not sufficient ror pain. Imagine someone who never felt

pain.Whentheystubtheirtoeitdoesn,thurt;eveniftheybroketheirlegthey
wouldn,t be in pain. For convenience we will call this person 'smith'. As it

a normal person. Nevertheless, she never feels pain'



smith is an exampre of a 'perfect pretender'. That we can coherentry imagine a
perfect pretender shows that a person can be disposed to produce pain behavior
without actually being in pain. That is, it shows that being disposed ro produce
pain behavior is insufficient for being in parn.

Taken together, the superstoic and perfect pretender exampres show that being
disposed to produce pain behavior is neither necessary nor sufficient for pain. you
can be in pain but not be disposed to produce pain behavior, and you can be
disposed ro produce pain behavior without being in pain. It folrows thar pain is not
a disposition to behave in certain ways under certain conditions.

second argumenl. philosophicar behaviorism assumes that for every mentar state
there is a corresponding set of behavio¡s. If you are in pain then you wil do one or
more of the foilowing: cry, wince, scream, ¡ub the sore spot . . . If you berieve that
there is a lion nearby you w'r do one rr more of the folowing: run back to the
vehicle, reach for your gun, caìl for help . . .

The superstoic exampre shows that this isn,t true. when a superstoic is in pain
he does not cry or wince or scream or rub the sore spot. He doesn,t do those things
because he wants to appear not to be in pain. similarry, imagine that there is a rion
nearby, and that you think that the best way to avoid being attacked by the rion is
to stand perfectry stil. In that case you wouldn,t run back to the vehicle or reach
for your gun-you,d stand very still.

These examples illustrate the point that how we react to our circumstances
depends on our beliefs and desires. The superstoic,s reaction to pain depends notjust on the pain but arso on]nis desire to appear not to be in pain. similarry, how
you react to a nearby rion wil depend on your beriefs aboutlions. If you believe
that the best way to avoid a rion is by standing very stilr, then you stand very stilr.

It',s worth thinking a bit more about the rion exampÌe. say that I believe thar the
best way to avoid a rion is to srand very stil, but that I,m fed up with rife and want
to die. In that case I won't stand perfectry still because I berieve that I won,t get
eaten if I stand stil. and I desire to get eaten because I.m suicidal.

This example illustrates the complex relationships between mental states and
behavior. It is rare that your behavior is determined by a single mentar state;
rather' how you behave is typically determined by a compìex of mental states.
consequentìy, phirosophical behaviorism is doomed. There is no set of behaviors
which are characteristic of pain; what you do when you are in pain depends
on what you believe and desire. And the same appries to every other mentar state:
what you do when you are in rove. or want an ice cream, or berieve in santa craus,
depends on what erse you feer, want, and berieve. This fact about the rerationship
between mentar states and behavior is a very rmportant one. we wil return to itin Chapter 4.
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one final observation. Remember that whenever we gave an example of a

philosophical behaviorist analysis of a mental state, we relied on a series of dots to

show that the associated list of behaviors was incomplete. For example, we said

that pain is the tendency to cry or wince or . . . under certain circumstances. We

can now see that the list of behaviors is inevitably incomplete. How someone

reacts to pain depends, as we have noted, not just on the pain itself but also on

their other mental states. There ale a great many mental states capable of influ-

encing the way a person responds to pain, and different mental states will typically

influence the pain response in different ways. Consequently, there are a very large

number of possible pain responses. If I believe that the best way to relieve my pain

is ro jump in the air, I will (other things being equal) jump in the air; if I believe

that the best way to relieve my pain is to walk backwards, I wiII (other things being

equal) walk backwards; and so on (and on and on).

Our discussion of philosophical behaviorism is now complete. In the next thlee

sections of this chapter we will examine methodological behaviorism.

2.4 What is methodological behaviorism?

The methodological behaviorist proposes that psychology restricts itself to seeking

laws which link stimuli to behavior. 'stimuli' includes both the sensory inputs

*fri.tt the organism is currently receiving and any relevant sensoly inputs the

organism has received in the past. Let's briefly look at an example'

A rat is placed in a cage which also contains a lever and a light. A pellet of food

is released into rhe cage if. and only if, the bar is pressed when the light is on. As

the rat wanders around the cage, it accidentally presses the lever when the light is

on and receives a pellet of food. Quite quickly the rat's behavior is modified so that

it persistently presses rhe lever when (and only when) the light is on. ordinarily

we would say that the rat has learned to get food by pressing the lever when the

ìight is on. We will see shortly, though, that the methodological behaviorist will be

disinclined to use everyday psychological terms like 'learn''

By the end of the experiment, there's a correlation between the light going on (the

'stimulus') and the rat's pressing the bar (the 'operant'): the rat presses the bar when

(and only when) the light is on. The correlation comes about because the experi-

menral set-up links getting a food pellet (the 'reinforcer') with pressing the bar when

the light is on. This is an example of what is called t}Jle law of effeÍ: if an organism

receives a reinlorcer shortly after producing the operant in response to the stimulus,

its tendency to produce the operant in response to the stimulus will increase. The law

of effect is an example-indeed, it's the core example-of the sort of law the
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methodorogicar behaviorist is after: it describes a rerationship between sdmuri andbehavior.

Notice that the raw of effect makes no mention of the internar states of theorganism' It does not say that the rar ?arns that it can get food by pressing thebar when the light is on, nor does it say that the rat wants lood and believes that itcan get it by pressing the bar. The methodorogicar behaviorist insists that thereis nothing to be gained by talking about the inner or psychorogical states oforganisms. The best w
themindand,ook,":'.:iäïi,ï:T::i:iïilJ'äî:ii""î.-ï,,;"î
(behavior) of the mind.

In summary methodorogical behaviorism instructs the psychorogist to ignorethe internar states of the mind and concent¡ate on seeing how organisms react tovarious stimuri. The aim is to find raws which rerate stimuri to behavior. The rawswill be of the form: if the organism receives stimuli Sl. 52, 53, . . . then it will tendto respond with behavior B.

2.5 Arguments for methodolog¡cal behaviorism

Methodorogical behaviorism advises the psychorogist to avoid talking about mentarstates and concentrate on rocating raws which link stimuri to behaviãr. A variety ofarguments have been advanced in favor of this view. Here we wi, consider two.First argumenl' The American methodorogicar behaviorisr B. F. skinner (1904_90)insisted that it is bad science to theorize about unobservabre states and properties.His concern was that, since such states and properties cannot be observed, we haveno way of checking if our claims abo
concerned with truths which can be esta
claims about unobservable states and pr

Now mental states cannot be directly
I see your belief that it,s Thursday. Skin
ence to theorize about mentar states. consequentry, he insists that psychorogistsshould give up all talk about mental states.

The troubre with this line of argument is that pretty much an the best sciencedeals with unobservables. The physicist can,t see electrons; the paleontologist can,tsee dinosau¡s (at best they can see the fossilized remainsof dinosaurs); the georogistcan't see the Earth's core. Nevertheress, our best theories in physics. pareontology,and georogy tark about (respectivery) eìecûons, dinosaurs, and the Earth,s core.one of skinne¡'s own exampres is quite te'ing. He objected to the way inwhich early chemists tried to exprain combustion by saying that a substance called'phlogiston' is given off by burning objects. His worry was thar phlogiston was
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not supposed to be observable. We now know that the phlogiston theory of

combustion is wrong. The great French chemist Antoine Lavoisier showed that

combustion involves the interaction of oxygen with a flammable material.

Lavoissier's theory is now universally accepted. But notice that oxygen is no more

observable than phtogiston! The phlogiston theory wasn't rejected because it

trafficked in unobservables; it was rejected because it was inconsistent with the

experimental findings oT Lavoissier and others.

Scientists routinely develop theories which posit unobservable states and

properties. The theories are assessed by comparing the events that the theory pre-

dicts wilt occur with the events that actually occur. If a theory gets lots of

predictions right-and doesn't get any predictions glaringly wlong-then we have

grounds Tor thinking that the unobservables it posits actually exist. We will see

shortly that an argument of this sort can be given in favor of the existence of

mental states.

One flnal point. It might be argued that Skinner is wrong when he claims that

mental states cannot be observed since we can all look inside ourselves and 'see'

our own mental states. Skinner is aware of this move and rightly rejects it. A truly

scientiflc psychology must rely on evidence which can be carefully checked. My

reports about my own mental life cannot be carefully checked because no one eìse

has that kind of access to my mental IiTe. For all you know I might be lying when

I say that I believe that it is Thursday, or I might sulfer from a speech disorder

which ìeads me to say words I don't mean.

Second argumenf. Previously we noted that if a theory gets lots of predictions right.

and doesn't get any predictions glaringly wrong, then we have grounds for thinking

that it is true. From the 1920s to the 1950s, methodological behaviorists were very

successful at predicting a range of behaviors in a number of experimental animals

(rats and pigeons were Skinner's favorites). Consequently, up until the 1950s, there

were grounds for accepting methodological behaviorism. However, from the end of

the 1950s onwards, it became increasingly clear that methodological behaviorism

was of little value in human psychology. (We return to this point in the next sec-

tion.) By the I9ó0s, the so-called 'cognitive revolution' was under way, with psy-

chologists no longer wary of theorizing about mental states. Much of the best work

cuüently being done in psychology makes unabashed reference to mental states.

2.6 Arguments against methodological behaviorism

We have already noted a powerful objection to methodological behaviorism: many

of our best theories oT human behavior make reference to mental states. In this

section I will briefly note two further objections to methodological behaviorism.
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SUMMARY

(l ) Broadry speaking the¡e a¡e two sorts of behaviorism-ph'osophicar
behaviorism and merhodological b.h"";;;;*.

(2) Philosophical behaviorism answers the question, ,What are mental states?,

According to philosophical behaviorism, mental states ale dispositions to

behave in certain ways under certain circumstances'

(3)Methodologicalbehaviorismisamethodologicalstlictule.Accordingto
methodologicalbehaviorism,psychologistsshouldrestrictthemselvesto
seeking laws which link stimuli to behavior'

(4) Historically, the most important argument for philosophical behaviorism is

that based on the verificationist theory of meaning' However' the

verificationist theory of meaning has largely been abandoned by

philosoPhers of language.

(5)Takentogether,Putnam'ssuperstoicexampleandtherelatedperfect
pretenderexampleshowthatpainbehaviorisneithernecessarynor
sufficient for Pain.

(ó) Methodological behaviorism was largely motivated by the mistaken idea that

science should not traffic in unobservables'

(7) The existence of innate knowledge would seriously undermine

methodological behaviorism.

(8) Chomsky pointed out that, in many cases of human behavior' there is no

principled way of identifying the stimulus'

FURTHER READING

one of the most important presentations of philosophical behaviorism is carl

Hempel's'The Logical Analysis of Psychology' (Hempel 1949)' Hempel was strongly

influenced. by Rudolf carnap's work in this area (see for exampÌe carnap 1959)'

GilbertRyle'sTheConceptofMind(Rylet949)isanotherimportantsource'HiIary
putnam presents a devastating attack on philosophical behaviorism in his 'Brains

andBehavior,(Putnamrgó5).Hissuperstoicexampleappearsinthatpaper.
ForgooddiscussionsofphilosophicalbehaviorismseeCampbelll9S4|lCh'4;

Braddon-MitchellandJacksonlgg6 29-38;andICm1996:C]o¡2'

The most important proponent of methodological behaviorism is B. F Skinner'

The most relevant of his copious works are science and Human Behavior (skinner

lg53) and verbal Behavior (Skinner r957). Block I980: ch. 3 consists of key selec-

tions lrom Science and Human Behavior'

Famously, Noam chomsky launched a devastating attack on methodological

behaviorisminareviewofskinner,sVerbalBehavior(Chomskyl959).Chomsky,s
paper is rightly regarded as one ol the most important publications in twentieth-

century literature on the mind. An extract is reprinted in Block 1980 (ch' 4)' For

a clear description of Chomsky's attack on Skinner see Bolton and Hill 1996:7-10'
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For a highly accessible account of the claim that some linguistic knowledge is

innate see Pinker 1994.For a critique of that idea see Cowie 1999. (Unfortunately

Cowie's book is rather hard.)

TUTORIAL QUESTIONS

(I ) Describe philosophical behaviorism.

(2) Describe methodological behaviorism.

(3) What is the verificationist theory of meaning, and how can it be used to

support philosophical behaviorism?

(4) Describe (i) the superstoic example and (ii) the perfect pretender example.

Explain how these examples challenge philosophical behaviorism.

(5) Should science avoid postulating unobservable entities?

(6) What's wrong with saying that there must be something about the picture (or

the picture plus the viewer's prior experiences) which disposed her to say

'Wowl'?

(7) How would the existence of innate knowledge challenge methodological

behaviorism?

The identity theory

If you gave him a brain cell it'd be lonely'

-OId 
Australian insult

Veryroughly,theidentitytheoryassertsthatthemindisthebrain.Moreprecisely,
it claims that mental states are physical states of the brain. The qualification

,physical, is important. After all, propefty dualism asserts that mental states ale

plopeftiesofthebrain(seeSectionI.4).However'accordingtopropertydualism,
mental states are nonphysicalproperties of the brain. consequently, if the identity

theory is to be d.istinct from property dualism, it must assert that mental states are

physicalstates oT the brain. For ease of expression, in this chapter I wiII simply say

,brain states' rather than'physical states of the brain'. It is important to remember'

though, that it is physical brain states that are being discussed'

The identity theory gets its name because ít identifies-claims an identity

between-mental states and certain brain states. I say 'certain' brain states because

whilst the identity theory claims that every mental state is a brain state. it is not

committed to the converse. In fact, it's certainly not the case that every brain state

is a mental state. For example, in addition to billions of neurons, the human brain

contains a large number o1 gtial cells which play a supportive and protective role'

It's unlikely that any mental state is identical with a state of one or more glial cells'

3.1 More about the identitY theory

The idea that mental states are brain states is not new. The English philosopher

Thomas Hobbes (15s8-1679) and his French contempolary Pierre Gassendi

(|592_|655)bothmadetheclaimmorethanthreehundredyearsago.However'
the idea wasn,t carefully expressed and defended until the I950s when a group of

Australian philosophers including J. J' C' Smart explored the idea'

These days the idea of mind-brain identity is commonplace. Indeed, it has crept

into ordinary language with expressions like'He's brainy' and'I can't get my head

around it'. However, when the idea was proposed back in the I950s, it was

3

ì
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ridiculed. one English philosopher went so far as to suggest that smart must
have spent too much time in the hot Australian sun! (I owe this story to
David Armstrong.)

when smart articulated the identity theory he used a couple of analogies to
convey his claim that mental states are brain states. According to smart, mental
states are brain states in the same way that water is H2o and lightning is an
atmospheric electrical discharge. These analogies are important for two reasons.

First, smart's analogies are cases in which it took considerable scientific
investigation to make the identifications. That water is H2o cannot be established
by casual observation, nor by thinking about the meanings of the terms ,water,
and 'H2o'. similarly, the claim that mental states are brain states is not supposed
to be an obvious truth which can be established by simple observation or by
reflecting on the meanings of expressions like ,belief,and ,cortex'. (The cortex is a
part of the human brain.) Rathel the claim that mental states are brain states is
plausible in part because of advances in our understanding of the human brain.

In order to grasp the second reason why smart's analogies are significant we
need to understand the important distinction between tokens and types. Let,s
begin with an example.

Dingoes are a kind of wild dog found in many parts of the Australian outback.
say that we are camping in the outback and see four dingoes prowling around our
campflre. In that case we have fou¡ tokens of the type dingo. The tokens are the
individual animals; rhe rype is the kind or class to which the individuals belong.

Notice that the four dingo tokens belong to a gteafmany other tlpes besides the
tTpe dingo. For example, they are tokens of the types mammal, animal, materiar
object, and scary thing which prowls around the campfire.

Here's another example of the type/token distinction. on my bookshelf are two
copies of Newton-smith's nice book about the philosophy of science. one I bought
for myself; the other was given to me by a friend. So on my shelf I have two tokens
of the type Newton-Smith's nice book about the philosophy of science.

Now that we have in place the distinction between tokens and t)?es, we can make
a further distinction between token identity and tlpe identity. some examples
will be useful. Posh spice used to be a member of the British pop band The spice Gírls.
After she left the band she married English soccer star David Beckham and now
calls herself 'victoria Beckham'. If you are invited to a party by posh spice you have
simultaneously been invited to a party by victoria Beckham. posh spice and victoria
Beckham are one and the same person. They are token identical. similarly, the
current President of the united states is George w. Bush. If you are invited
to the White House by the current President you have simultaneously been invited to
the white House by George w Bush. George w. Bush and the current president
of the united states are one and the same person. They are token identical.

TÌIE IDI,N II,I Y ItIÞtJI(I 
I

In contrast, the identities between water and H2o, and between lightning and

atmospheric electrical discharge, afe type identities. Every token of the tlpe water is a

token of the type H2O, and.every token of the tlpe lightning is a token or the tlpe

0tmospheric electrical discharge. science has discovered that the tlpe water and

tlre type H2O are id,entical, as are the types lightning and atmospheric electrical discharge '

Wearenowinapositiontoclarifythekindofidentitywhichidentitytheorists
want to assert between brain states and mental states. According to the identity

theory, there is a type identity between mental states and brain states' For

example, every token of the type pain is a token of the type c-fiber firing'

Consequently, there is a tlpe identity between pain and c-fiber firing' (I will often

use the example ',pain is c-fiber firing' to illustlate the identity theory' This is a

c-fiberflringsas,brainstates,,c-fibersareinfactperipheralnerves.)
Summing up, the identity theory asserts that every type of mental state is

identical to a type of brain state. (It is not committed, though, to the converse.)

The brain states in question are physical states of the brain. Moreover, the

identities are not supposed to be discoverable by either simple observation or

examining the meanings of the terms involved. Rather, they are analogous to

scientif,c identities like 'water is H2O''

g.2 Arguments in favor of the identity theory

How well does the identity theory explain the six features of mental states noted

in the Introduction? lt's fair to say that the identity theory offers convincing

explanations or three oI the six features, and that it may turn out to be compatible

with sophisticated attempts to explain two of the remaining features' However'

one feature of mental states-consciousness-presents a serious challenge to the

identity theory. In this section we will discuss those features of mental states

which the identity theory, or a theory compatible with it, can explain. In the next

section we will touch on, amongst other things, the issue of consciousness' A fuller

discussion of consciousness will have to wait until ParT 4.In what follows I have

retained the numbering used in the Introduction'

l. some mental stiltes ure caused by states of the world. Example: Bloggs's belief that

there is a cup of coffee in lront of him (mental state) is caused by there being a

cup of coffee in front of him (state of the world)'
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If, as the identity theory craims, mental states are brain states, then the f,rst
feature amounts to the claim that some brain states (the ones herd by the identity
theory to be identical with certain mental states) are caused by states of the world.
Research in neuroscience gives us grounds for thinking that this is true. For
example. the causar impact of seeing a cup of coffee can be traced deep into the
brain. Light from the cup stimulates the right-sensitive ceils at the back of the eye(the retina), and information about the pattern of stimuration on the retina is
carried into the brain by the optic nerve. (Intriguingry, the pattern of activation on
the retina is reproduced many times in the visuar centers of the brain.)

2' some mentar states cause actions. Exampre: Broggs,s desire for another coffee
(mental state) together with his betief that there is more coffee in the kitchen
(mental srate), caused him to go into the kitchen (acrion).

If the identity theory is to exprain the second feature of mentar states, it must
be the case that certain brain states cause actions tike going to the kitchen for a
coffee. Research in neuroscience makes it overwhermingry rikery that this is the
case. we have very good evidence that actions are caused by activity in a paÍ of
the brain called the motor cortex.

3. some mentar states cause other mentar states. Exampre: Bloggs,s berief that it,s Friday
(mentar state). together with his berief that Friday is payday (mentar state),
caused him to beÌieve that it,s payday (mental state).

If, as the identity theory insists, mentar states are brain states, then the craim
that some mentar states cause other mentar states is supported by the fact thatsome brain states cause other brain states. Howevel as we noted in therntroduction, the¡e is something speciar about the way mental states interactwith each other. Notice that my berief that it was Friday, together with my betiefthat Friday is payday, give me good reason to berieve that it's payday. To put thispoint another way: the causar rerations between mentar states often respect therational rerations between them. In chapter ó we wil look in a rittle detail at onetheory of the rationality of thought. That theory is a physicarist one, and to rhatextent is compatible with the identity theory. Howeve4, it is controversial whetherthat account of the rationality of thought can be squared with the cÌaim thatmentaÌ states are brain states.

5 ' some mentar states are about things in the worrd. That is, r.hey represenl the worrd as
being a certain way. For example, Bloggs's belief that Mt Everest is g,g4g meterstallis about Mt Everest and.represents Mt Everest as being g,g4g meters tall. Inchapter g we wil ìook at a range of theories o{ mental representation which arebroadly compatible with the identity theory.
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6. Some kinds of mental stntes are systematically correlated wíth certain kinds of brain

states. Ãccording to the identity theory, mental States literally are brain states.

Consequently,theidentitytheorysmoothlyexplainsthesystematiccorrelation
of mental states with brain states'

In the next section I briefly describe a historical case which strikingly illustrates

the existence of mind-brain correlations'

3.3 Evidence from deficit studies

Deficit studies provide particularly striking evidence oT mind-brain correlations' In

a deficit study neuroscientists attempt to determine the function of a part or the

brain by examining subjects who, due to brain damage' have lost a particular

mental Ïunction. A great many mind-brain correlations have been explored in this

way.Inwhatlollowslwillsketchjustoneexampletogivetheflavorolthis
research.

The I840s was a period of great expansion of the American railway system' In

those days construction teams relied on gunpowd'er to help clear away rock'

A hole was drilled into the rock and a fuse inserted. The hole was then packed with

gunpowderandthefuselit.Everybodyranasfastandasfaraspossiblebeforethe
gunpowder exploded. Finally, the rubble was cleared away by hand and the whole

process rePeated.

PhineasGagewasahighlyresponsibleleaderofarailwayconstructionteam.It
was his job to carefully pack down the gunpowder before lighting the fuse-a

processcalled'tamping'.Gagehadhisowniron'tampingrod'made'Nowina
museum,itwasjustoverameterlongandweighedaroundókg.oneend-the
end inserted. into the hole-was flat; the other pointed'

onedaytherewasaterribleaccident.ItseemsthatGage,stampingrodstrucka
sparkfromthewallofthehole,settingoffthegunpowderprematurely.Therod,
pointedendflrst,passedthroughGage,sleftcheekandthefrontpartofhisbrain
(crucially, the prefrontal cortices), before exiting through the top of his skull'

Itwassubsequentlyloundsomedistanceaway.Incredibly,Gagesurvived.His
personalitywas,however,drasticallyaltered'Priortotheaccidenthewas
describedas'efflcientandcapable'(Damasio1994:41;aftertheaccidenthe
was careless and irresponsible. 

,Gage,, his friends observed, 
,was no longer Gage'

(Damasio|994:8|.Hecouldnolongerholddownhisjobasteamleaderandbegan
to drink heavily. He died in San Francisco at the age of thirty-eight'

ThetragiccaseofPhineasGageprovidesstrikingevidenceofacorrelation
between a mental process-impulse control-and a part of the brain-the

prefrontalcortices.WhilstSmartandhisfellowidentitytheoristsdidntknowl



enough about the brain to predict the details of that particular correlation, caseslike Gage's provide important support for their view.
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The identity theorist's reply gains in plausibility when we reflect on the

phenomenon of phantom pains. Some unfortunate folk who have lost a body part

continue to feel pain which they say is in the missing part. For example, it is not

uncommon for people who have had a foot amputated to experience what they

call a pain in their foot. These pains can be excruciating, and are very difficult to

treat. Now it's clear that there is no pain located in their foot for the simple reason

that they have no foot. Rather, they have a brain state of the kind we earlier called

'Bl'-abrainstateidenticaltohavingapainofthein-the-footkind'

(li) My pain is sharp but nothing in my brain is sharp. This argument takes too litera\

the expression 'sharp' in 'sharp pain'. clearly, the expression is metaphorical'

To have a sharp pain is to have a pain which feels a certain way-it is not to have

a knife-like pain. The identity theorist can say that pains o1 the sharp kind are

identical to a certain kind of brain state, whereas pains of the throbbing kind

are identicaÌ to a different kind of brain state'

$ffl My c-fiber firings have a frequenqt but my pains do not' In reply to this objection the

identity theorist will simply asselt that we have discovered (somewhat surprisingly)

that pains have a frequency. Remember that the identity theorist offers scientific

identities like 'lightning is an atmospheric electrical discharge' as examples of the kind

of idenrity she has in mind. Now if the identity between lightning and atmospheric

electrical discharge is correct, lightning has avoltage.I guess that to the modern mind

that may not sound too surprising, but two hundred years ago someone would have

been puzzled by that claim. Similarly, given the current state of understanding of

ps_rrchology and neuroscience, it will strike many people as a bit odd to say that pain

has a lrequency. Nevertheless, science has discovered that it does.

There is one more application of Leibniz's principle which we should briefly

consider. There is something that it is ìike to be in pain-it hurts. on the other

hand. it is very hard to conceive how electrical activity in a nerve cell could hurt'

As Colin McGinn put it, how could technicolor consciousness arise lrom gray brain

matter (McGinn I99l: I)? So, it seems that pains have a property-hurting-

which no brain state could ever have. Consequently, pains cannot be identical to

c-f,ber firing.

It must be admitted that consciousness raises very serious difficulties for the

identity theory. However, further discussion of consciousness will be deferred

until Part 4.

2. Type identíty and token identity revisited. we saw in Section l.l that the identity

theory identifies mental state tYpes with brain state types. The emphasis on type

identity has, however, been challenged. There is a general consensus amongst

contemporary philosophers of mind that the type identities proposed by the

identity theory have to be either restricted or replaced with token identities' To get

3.4 Arguments against the identity theory

There are two important ways of arguing against the identity theory. The first wayappeals to Leibniz,s principle of the indiscernibility of identicals; rhe secondinvolves the distinction between q.?e identity and token identity. As we mightexpect, consciousness is a difficult problem for the identity theory; it will bediscussed in the context of Leibniz's principle of the indiscernibility of identicals.
l' Arguments based on Leibnizb principre.As we saw in Section r.2, Leibniz,s principre ofthe indiscernibility of identicals says that if x and y are identicar, then they have ailtheir properties in common. Example: say that saily is the taÌest person in the room.In that case, if Sally has an Ie of 175, so does the tallest person in the room; and if thetallest person in the room rides a HarÌey Davidson, so does Sally.

The example just given invorves a case of token identity: saily and the tarÌestperson in the room are one and the same individ.uar. However,teib.rir,, principlealso applies to tl?es. For example, the type water isidentical to the type H20. so irwater boils at r 00 degrees cersius, so does H20; and if H20 conducts erectricity, sodoes water' Similarry if. as the identity theo¡ist claims, pain is c-fiber flring, thenany property of pain is a property of c-fiber flring, and vice versa. consequently. ifwe can locate a property of pain which rs not a property of c-fiber flring, or apropefiy of c-fiber firing which is not a property of pain, then we w'r have proventhe identity theory false.
va¡ious suggestions have been made of properties which pain has but c_fiberfiring does not' or vice versa. For exampre, my pain has the property of beinglocated in my foot, whereas my c_fiber firing does not; my pain is sharp but c_fiberfirings are neither sharp nor dut; and my c-fiber firing has a frequency (say 20flrings per second) whereas my pain has no frequency. since my pain and myc-fiber firings have different properties, they cannot be identicar. consequently,the identity theory is false.

Let's take each of these examples in turn.
(i) My pain is in my þot but my cfiber fring is not. rnrepry, the identity rheo¡isr caninsist thar, strictry speaking, my pain is nor in my foot. The brain state which is ident_ical to my pain is in my head. Rather rhan tark about a pain in my foot we shourd talkabout having a pain of the in-the-foot kind. one srate of my brain-call it ,Bl,_is
identical to my having a pain of the in_the_foot kind; another state of my brain_call it '82'-is identicar ro my having a pain of the in-the-hand kind; and so on.
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on the concern about the type identities proposed by the identity theory, wewill consider a few examples.

Let's agree that, for the sake of argument, in humans pain is c-fiber firing. Nowwe can easily imagine animars with nervous systems quite different fiom our own;more specificary, we can imagine animars which don,t have c-flbers. Let,s agree,again for the sake of argument, that squid have ne¡vous systems quite differentfrom our own and rack c-flbers. (This isnt at at imprausibre. The squid brain rvery different from our own. From an evorutionary perspective, humans andsquid are onry very distantry rerated. you have to go back a very rong way to finda creature which was an ancestor of bo
so ïar 

- -^^ *4¡!çr!vr vr uu squid')

though, s' It seems quite likelY,

doubt th very good reasons to

squid can rack c-fibers but reer pain. then it cannot u. ,n. .urÏffiiji:::iî"7
to c-fibe¡ firing. Another example will help reinforce the point.

Imagine a group of aliens whose brains (if you can cat them that) are made upof silicon chips. They certainly don,t have anyt e c_fibers.Nevertheless. we can imagine that they feel pa they stubtheir toe on the way into the teletranspà.ter, o.
shouting, ,Exterminate 

ar EarthÌings epeatedly

The examples we have just considered support the idea that pain is identical todifferent physicar stares in different kinds of creatures. pain is said to be murtiplyrealized: in different creatures pain is ,rearized, in different ways. one way torespond to the murtipre rearizability of pain rs to restrict the tlpe identities to species:
Pain-in-humans is type identical to c-fiber firings.
Pain-in-squid is type identical to d_fiber firings.
Pain-in-aliens is type identical to activity in silicon chip E.

This rist of type identities courd, in principre, be extended indefinitery. I w'r cail theresulting theory of mentar states the restricted type identity theoryto indicate that thetype identities proposed are restricted ,o 
" 

g,u.., species.
However, it's quite rikety that there are rerevant differences within a singre species.For example, I believe that the Eiffel Tower is in paris. chances are you do too. sowe both have a token of the type betief that the Effir Tower is in paris,stored, in ourheads' However, it's rikery that rhe exacr way in which my token of that berief isstored in my head differs slightly from the wày in which your roken of that beliefis stored in your head. whilst there's good.e"ro'to think that the coarse anatomyof your brain is very similar to mine, and that the mechanisms wherebyinformation is stored in the brain a¡e sim'ar in both cases, it,s unlikery thatinformation about the Ìocation of the Eiffer Tower is stored in precisery the same
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'place' in both brains. Exactly how a piece of information is stored seems to

depend on the other information your brain has already soaked up, and your brain

has no doubt soaked up different information from mine.

By way of analogy, think about the way information is stored on the hard drive

of a computer. The exact pattern of storage on a hard drive depends on the

information already stored on it. New information often ends up scattered around

on unused portions of the drive. Consequently, even iÍ copies of the same

document are stored on computers of the same model, it's unlikely that the

document witl be stored in exactly the same way in both machines.

So once again we have an example of multiple realization: the way your belieÏ

about the Eiffel Tower is realized will probably differ slightly from the way my

belief is realized. However, unlike the pain case discussed earlier, these multiple

realizations occur within a single species. (I am assuming here that you're a

human being!) These considerations have led some philosophers of mind to

abandon even the restricted type identity theory. On their view, the most we can

say is that each mental sfafe token is identical to some brain state token. In other

words, these philosophers endorse only the token identity of mental states with

brain states. I will sometimes reler to this view as the 'token identity theory'.

I will not try to settle the dispute between those who advocate the restricted tlpe

identity theory and those who only advocate the token identity of mental states and

brain states. (If you want to explore that issue. see Further reading, below.) It's

enough for our pulposes to note that the identity theory, as originally stated, is mis-

taken: there are no simple t!?e identities between mental states and brain states.

3.5 Reductive and nonreductive physicalism

The term 'reduction' is used in a great many ways, and for some peopìe is a term

of abuse. Even in the philosophy of mind the term is used in at least lwo ways.

l. Intertheoretic reductìon. Sometimes it is possible to show that one theory

(the 'reduced' theory) can be derived from another (the 'reducing' theory). In that

case an intertheoretic reduction has been achieved. Notice that the emphasis

here is on theories-'intertheoretic' means 'between theories'. The example

of intertheoretic reduction standardly given is the derivation of classical

thermodynamics from the kinetic theory of gases. The former theory describes the

behavior of gases in terms of their tempelature, pressure, and volume; the latter

describes the behavior of gases in terms of the kinetic energy and impacts of gas

molecules. The derivation is achieved with the help of 'bridge laws'which identify

the terms of one theory with those of another. For example, the pressure of a gas

is identified with the mean (or 'average') kinetic energy of its gas molecules.



2. ontological reduction. sometimes it's possible to show that what appear to be
two distinct kinds of phenomena are in fact the same kind of phenomena; that is,
sometimes we can establish type identities (see section 3.2). rnthat case we can
say that one phenomenon has been ontorogicaily reduced to another. The
classic example is water and H2o. water is type identical to H2o, and the discovery
that warer is H20 facilitated the (ontological) reduction of water to H20. (why has
water been reduced to H2o rather than vice versa? The generar idea is that
chemistry has the resources to deal with a much wider range of phenomena than
does a science that is restricted to studying water. consequently, chemistry is held
to be the more 'basic' or ,fundamental, 

science.)
we have seen that smart's version of the identity theory proposes type identities

between mental states and brain states. That is, it asserts a series of ontological
reductions between the kinds found in psychology and those found in brain
science: the former are to be (ontologically) reduced to the latter. Moreover, the
identity theorist asserts that, if we can locate the appropriate bridge laws,
psychology will be intertheoretically reduced to neuroscience. smart,s kind of
physicalism is therefore often called reductive physrcalism.

In contrast, the position which I have called the ,token identity theory, is a kind of
nonreductive physicalism. It denies that there are type identities between mental
states and brain states, and so is opposed to ontological reduction. Mo¡eove4 it
denies that there is any meaningful sense in which intertheoretic reduction could be
achieved. Since mentaì states are, according to the token identity theory, multiply
realized, there can be no simple bridge laws linking mental states with brain states.

You might like to keep the expressions 'reductive physicalism, and ,nonreduct_
ive reductive physicalism'in mind as you read around the topic: you,re very rikely
to come across them.

3.6 Gonclusion

The identity theory has a great many advantages but arso some striking
disadvantages. Is it possible to avoid what is problematic about the identity theory
without losing what is valuable? In the next chapter we wilr examine
functionalism which neatly sidesteps the issues raised by multiple realization
whilst retaining many of the attractive features of the identity theory.

SUMMARY

(I ) According to the identity theory, mental states are brain states.

(2) According to the identity theory, the identities between mental states and
brain states are analogous to scientific identities (e.g. water : HzO).
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(3) Types are kinds of things; rokens are individual members o1 types. Example:

Lassie is a token of fh.e rYPe dog -

(4) According to the identity theory, the identities between mental states and

brain states are type identities.

(5 ) The identity theory accounts for a number of the leatures of mental states

discussed in the Introduction. In particular, it predicts the existence of

mind-brain correlations.

(ó) The multiple realization of mental states creates a major difficulty for the

identity theory. The restricted identity theory and the token identity theory

were developed in response to multiple realization'

(7) The identity theory is a kind of reductive physicalism; the restricted identity

theory and the token identity theory are kinds of nonreductive physicalism.

FURTHER READING

The most important contemporary source lor the identity theory is Smaf's

'sensations and Brain Processes' (1959); see also Plac e 1956- Good discussions of the

identity theory can be found in Armstrong 1968: Ch. 6, Sections I-M Churchland

t988: 26-35; Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson I996: Ch. ó; and Kim I 996: Ch. 3. The

papers in Part 2 of Block 1980 are both relevant and oT outstanding quality; they are,

however, all rather hard. For an excellent discussion of the issue of token identity

versus restricted type identity see Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson i99ó: 96-10I.

For a good discussion of intertheoretic reduction see Churchland I986: Section 7.2.

For more on reductive and nonreductive physicalism see Kim 1996: Ch. 9.

For a fascinating account of Phineas Gage's case see Damasio (1994: Chs I and 2)'

TUTORIAL QUESTIONS

( 1) Explain the type/token distinction.

(2) Give examples of (i) token identities and (ii) type identities'

(3) Does the identity theory assert type or token identities between mental

states and brain states?

( ) Which of the leatures of mental states given in the Intloduction can the

identity theory easily account for? Which does it struggle to account for?

(5) The Phineas Gage case is an example of a deficit study. can you find another

example of a deficit study which reveals a mind-brain correlation?

(6) what does it mean to say that mental states are rnultiply realized?

(7) How does multiple realization challenge the identity theory?

(g) Describe (i) intertheoretic reduction and (ii) ontologicaì reduction.

to I rflrLU)UrtrY Ur. IV1IND
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4 damageandwhichcausesustosay'ouch'andrubthesorespot'Moregenerally'
according to functionalism, to be in (or have) mental state M is to have an internal

state which does the 'M-job'.

Confused?Nottowolry.Let,sworkthroughsomeanalogiesandacoupleoÏ
examples. After that, I'm pretty sure you'll get the idea'

First analogy. Practically all cars have carburetors. A carburetor is a device

which combines petrol with air and delivers the resulting mixture to the engine'

In my car the carburetor is mainly made out of brass. (I drive an old Ford') In

moremoderncarsthecarburetorismadeoutofamoresophisticatedaÌloy.Inthe
future, car manufacturers may make carburetors out of high-tech plastic' It

doesn,t matter what a carburetor is made out of as long as it can combine petroÌ

with air and. deliver the resulting mixture to the engine. That is, something is a

carburetor because it does a certain job-mixing petrol with air and delivering the

resultingmixturetotheengine-notbecauseitismadeoutorsomeparticulal
material.

In summary, carburetors are multiply realized' What my carburetor has in

commonwithyoursisthattheybothperformthesamejob:theybothcombine
pelrol and air and deliver the resulting mixture to the engine. It is irlelevant that

my carburetor is brass and yours some high-tech plastic. All that matters is that

they get the job done.

second analogy. An antibiotic is a substance which does a certain job: it kills

disêase-causing bacteria without doing serious harm to the patient. Penicillin kills

disease-forming bacteria without doing undue harm to the patient; consequently

it,s an antibiotic. Erythromycin also kills disease-causing bacteria without doing

serious harm to the patient; consequently it too is an antibiotic' However'

peniciìlinanderythromycinhavequitediffelentchemicalstructures.
In summary, antibiotics are multiply realized. what penicillin and erythromycin

have in common is that they both do the same job: they kill disease-causing

bacteria without doing serious harm to the patient. It is irrelevant to their being

antibiotics that penicillin and erythromycin have different chemical structures' All

that matters is that they get the job done'

According to functionalism, mental states are in important ways like carburetors

and antibiotics. What makes a carburetor a carburetor is that it does the 'carburetor

job,;whatmakesanantibioticanantibioticisthatitdoesthe,antibioticjob,.
Similarly, what makes a mental state the particular state it is, is that it does the job

associated with that mental state' Here are a few examples'

First example.Let's return to the case of pain. The doctrine of multiple realization

says that pain can be realized in a variety of difrerent ways. Functionalism explains

the multiple realization of pain as follows. According to functionalism an organism

Functionalism

' ' ' one of the major theoreticar deveropments of twentieth-century anarytic
philosophy.

-Ned Block

Philosophy is a hard subject, and even amongst professionar philosophers thereare major disagreements. The philosophy of mind is no exception, and as yet there
rs no consensus about the nature of mental states. (This is not to say that there hasbeen no progress on the issue: we are now much crearer on which answers are thewrong ones, and we have a keener sense of what probrems need to be sorved.)whilst there isn't comprete agreement about the nature of mental states, it,s fair tosay that functionarism plays a centrar rore in conremporary philosophy of mind.Even those ph'osophers who reject functionalism agree that they need to exprainin detail what.s wrong with it.

4.1 lntroducing funct¡onalism

In the previous chapter we noticed that mentar states can be muÌtipry realized. Inhumans rhe state which ¡ealizes pain is (say) c_fiber firing; in squid it,s (say)d-fiber firing' Murtipre rearizarion raises 
^ purrrr, what do otd Eight-legs andI have in common when we are both in pain? It can,t be c-flber firing becauseEight-legs has no c-fibers (or so I will assume). And it can,t be d-fiber firing

because I have no d-fibers (or so I will assume). In virtue of what, then, is it truethat Eight-legs and I are both in pain?
Functionarism provides an answer to this puzzre. According to functionalism,

c-fiber firing does the same job in me as d-fiber firing does in Flipper. on this view,to be in pain is to have an internar state which does a certain job. which job isthat? very roughly, an internar srare does the 'pain job, if it is caused by bodilydamage and causes us to say ,ouch, and rub the sore spot. So, according tofunctionalism, to be in pain is to have an internal state which is activated by bodily



Pain

Anxiety

Stepping on
a tack,
breaking a
leg, etc.

Saying
'ouch',
screaming,
etc.

Figure 4'1 A highly simplified account of the pain rore. The a'ows represent the causar reration,with the arrowhead located at the effect
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believes that the best way to escape is to run away, but does not desire to live. In

that case he maY do nothing at all.

4.2 Functionalism and brain states

So far we've noted that, according to functionalism, mental states are the

occupants of characteristic causal roles. In addition we've noted that, since in

principle the roles characteristic of the various mental states could be occupied by

a variety of different states, functionalism explains the multiple realizability of

mental states. We turn now to the relationship between functionalism and (i) type

identity theory; (ii) restricted type identity theory; and (iii) token identity theory'

(For an explanation or the various kinds of identity theory see Section 3.4.)

Descartes had been dead for a couple of hundred years before functionalism was

invented, so it's very hard to know what he would have thought of functionalism'

But let's imagine that Descartes had not only thought of functionalism, but

decided to accept it as an accurate account of the nature oT mental states' Would

he have had to give up substance dualism?

It is in fact possible to be a functionalist and a substance dualist. Consider pain.

According to functionalism, an organism is in pain in virtue oT having a state

which occupies the pain role. Now it's conceivable that the pain role could be

occupied by a state of a nonphysical substance. Consequently, it's conceivable that

functionalist substance dualism is true.

Contemporary lunctionalists are, however, physicalists. They take it to be over-

whelmingly likely that the characteristic causal roles of the various mental states

are occupied by physical states of the brain. In other words, if functionalism is true

then it is very likely that sorn e version of the identity theory is true.

The contemporary Australian philosopher David Armstrong and the American

philosopher David Lewis (I94I-200r ) independently struck on a very neat way of

expressing these id,eas. I will call the Armstrong/Lewis argument Íl:re Tlansitivity

Argumentbecause it relies on the logical principle of the transitivity of identity'

Let's staft with that PrinciPle.

say that the tallest person in the room is identical to sally, and that Sally is

identical to the smartest person in the room. Then by the transitivity of identity we

can conclude that the tallest person in the room is identical to the smartest person

intheroom.Using':'for'isidenticalto',wecanexpresstheprincipleofthe
transitivity of identity like this:

l.A:B
2.8:C



Let's return to functionarism and take parn as our exampre. According to func_tionalism, pain is identicar to the occupa.r, or rn. pain rore. Let,s caÌl the occupantof the pain role ,R,. Thus we arrive at our flrst premise:
l. Pain : R.

Now ret's assume for the moment that R-the occupant of the pain rore-isidentical to c-fiber firing. Thus we have our second premise:
2. R: c-fiberfiring.

By the principre of the transitivity of identity we can now obtain:
3. Pain : c-fiber flring.

In other words, if we
wecande¡ivethe*r.rå::1ff ,'*,i.i:,ï'.ï,:iïi:5:i1J::,:;,T,ï10."',

Howeve¡' as we saw in chapter 3, pain is very rikety to be murtipry realized; forexampre it may be the case that whilst in humans pain is identicar to c_fiber firing,in squid it is idenricar to d-fiber firing. consequentry, the assumption that R isidenticar to c-fiber firing is very probabry mistaken. Far more prausibre is the craimthat in humans Ris identicat to c-fibe¡ firing. Reconstructing our argument we get:
l. Pain : R.

Therefore,

3.4 = C.

2'. In humans, R : c_flber firing
Therefore,

l. Pain : R.

2". In Bloggs, R : B.

Therefore,

3". In Bloggs, pain : B.

We have seen that from functionalism we
tity theory: rhe type identity theory, the re 

iden-

token identity theory. The three derivations d the

erent

3 '. In humans, pain : c-fiber firing.

,n*ii""tt"sion 
expresses what in c apter 3 we called the 'resrricred idenriry

Finaty, it may turn out that even the restricted identity theory is farse. perhapsthe most that we can say is that in Broggs R is identicar to some brain state B. Inthat case we can derive the toten iaentity theory from functionalism:
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second premise. In each case the second premise is an empirical claim-a clain

that can only be established by observation and experiment. In the case of pain it's

plausible that neuroscience will establish that the same type of brain state plays

the pain role in all humans. However, it is likely that some mental states (for

example, the belief that the Eiffel Tower is in Paris) are realized by subtly different

brain states in different PeoPIe.

4.g Functionalism and the six features of mental states

In the previous section we saw that functionalism easily yields various versions

of the identity theory. consequently. functionalism's capacity to explain the six

features of mental states identified in the Introduction closely parallels that of the

identity theorY.

L Some mental states are caused by states oÍ the world. We have seen that it is very

Iikely that the states which occupy the lunctional roles characteristic of the

various mental states are states of the brain. consequently, for the functionalist

the claim that some mental states are caused by states of the world is true only

if some brain states are caused by states of the world. And, as we saw in section

3.2, some brain states are indeed caused by states of the world'

2. srjme mental states cduse actions . Again recall that it is very likely that the states

which occupy the functional roles characteristic of mental states are states of

the brain. Consequently. for the functionalist the claim that some mental states

cause actions is true only if some brain states cause actions. And, again as we

saw in Section 3.2, some brain states do indeed cause actions'

). Some mental states cause other mental states.If mental States are brain states, then

the claim that some mental states cause other mental states amounts to the

claim that some brain states cause other brain states. And that is certainly true.

However, as we have noted in previous chapters, it,S not merely the case that

some mental states cause othel mental states; in addition the causal relations

between mental states sometimes mirror the rational relations between them'

I'm getting a bit tired of the old examples, so here's a new one'

Say that Bloggs has a terrible hangover and that, whilst he can remember it's the

weekend, he doesn't know which day of the weekend it is:

l. Bloggs believes that either it's Saturday or it's Sunday'

He then notices that he can't hear church bells, and realizes that it's not Sunday:

2. Bloggs believes that it's not Sunday'

I



Together, these two beliefs cause Bloggs to have a third belief:
3. Bloggs believes that it,s Saturday.

Notice that in addition to the causar relation between Bloggs,s beliefs, there isalso a rationar reration between them. (strictry speaking there is a rational rerationbetween f.'e contents of Broggs's beriefs.) The following is a varid argument:
l. Either it,s Saturday or it,s Sunday.

2'. It's not Sunday.

Therefore,

3'. It's Saturday.

so far we've just seen an exampre of the way in which the causal processes
between mental state s sometimes mirror the rational rerations between them. canfunctionalism exprain that feature of mental states? The only detailed theory ofthis phenomenon we presentry have-the computationar theory-is in somermportant respects similar to functionalism. Howeve{, the computational theoryinsists that mentar states are something more than the occupants of characteristicfunctional rores. In particurar, it insists that they have a particurar kind, of structure.(we will develop this idea in chapter 6.) If the computational theory is right,functionalism cannot be the whole story about mental states.

4' some mentar states are conscious. As usual. consciousness is a major headache. Itseems that we can imagine a robot whose centrar computer has states whichoccupy the functional role cha¡acteristic of pain but which does not feer pain. rrthat's right, consciousness presents functionarism with a very serious problem.
5. some mentar states are about things in the worrd.In chapter 9 we wilr see that thereare, broadly speaking. two theoretical approaches to this issue. one of them_functionar rore semantics-sits very comfortably with functionalism. Howeverthe other approach, which incrudes the causal theory of content, requires at thevery least additions to the basic functionalist framework.

6' Some kinds of mental states are systematically correlated with certain kinds of brainstates. As we have noted, it's overwhermingry plausible that the functional rolescharacteristic of the various mentar states are occupied by brain states.consequentry, functionarism is compatibre with the claim that there aresystematic cor¡erations between mentar states and certain brain states.

overa', the ¡esult is a mixed bag. Functionarism straightforwardry exprainssome of the six features; may succeed at expraining others; and struggres with theremainder.

We turn now to a pair of well_known antifunctionalist arguments.
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4.4 Two famous arguments aga¡nst functionalism

According to functionalism, mental states are the occupants of characteristic

causal roles. This suggests two stlategies ror devising objections to functionalism'

ConsidersomementalstateM.Iffunctionalismistrue,anyorganismwhichis
inMhasastatewhichoccupiestheM-role,andanyorganismwhichhasaState
which occupies the M-role is in M' So. if we could find an organism that is in M

but does not have a state which occupies the M-role' we would have shown func-

tionalismtobefalse.Alternatively,ifwecouldfindanorganismthathasastate
whichoccupiestheM-rolebutwhichisnotinM.wewouldhaveshownrunc-
tionalism to be false.

The antifunctionalist arguments we will consider here all take the latter form:

theyallpurporttodescdbeasituationwhich,intuitively,involvesnomentalstates
but which is such that the relevant functional roìes are occupied'

|.TheChinaBrain.Ãswehaveseen,functionalistsacceptthat,atleastin
principle, mental states could be realized by a wide range of physical-or even

nonphysical-states.lnthehumancase,mentalstatesaremostplausiblyrealized
by brain states. we can, however, imagine them being realized by something quite

different.Forexample,imaginethattheentirepopulationorChinaisenlistedto
realize the mental states of a tlpical person-say Bloggs. The realization is

achievedasfoÌlows.EachpersoninChinaisgivenamobiìephoneandasetof
instructions.Theinstructionstellthemwhichnumberstoringwhentheyhave
been rung bY certain numbers'

For example, Jiang's instructions might be:

. If rung by 724I' I44 then rlng 722 97 68 and 667 1849 '

. If rung by 532 8I81 and 95 5949 then ring 29I 4245'

WhatJiangisinractd.oingissimulatingthefunctionofoneofBloggs.sneurons-
andthisgoesforeveryotherpersoninchinaaswell.Takentogether,thepopulation
ofChinaissimulating.neuronbyneuron,Bloggs,sbrain.Consequently,whatever
functional roles are occupied in Bloggs's brain are also occupied by the population of

China. For example, iÎ Bloggs believes that it is raining' the popuìation of China

believesthattoo.Butthat,sabsurd:abunchofpeopleringingeachotheronmobile
phones doesn't believe anYthing'

It,simportanttostressthatwhenlsaythataccordingtofunctionalismthe
populationofChinabelievesthatitisraining'I'mnotreferringtothebeliefsof
individual citizens. Rather, I,m referring to the entire population taken as a single

unit. The point can be put this way' Say that there are a billion people in China'

all of whom take part in the China Brain experiment. In that case, according to



functionarism there w'r be a b'rion and one minds in china. There w'r be abillion minds each of which berongs to exactry one chinese citizen, and there wilrbe' in addition, rhe mind rearized by the entire popuration during the phonelink-up.

There wourd' of course, be very many practical difflcurties in actually setting upthe china Brain experiment. For one thing, there are far more neurons in thehuman brain than there are people in china. In addition, we don,t knowanywhere near enough about the human brain to write out the instruction sheetsfor the participants. Nevertheless, functionalism is committed to the view thatf such an experiment were undertaken, the popuration of china reany wourdreafize a mind.
The china B¡ain is supposed to be a case in which an the rerevant functionarroles are occupied but the corresponding mental states don,t exist. For somepeopre, the intuition that the china Brain has no mentar states is very strong. Butshould we accept that intuition? TWo factors wourd appear to drive the intuition.In my view, carefuÌ consideration of those facto¡s reveaÌs that the intuition basedon those factors isn,t worth much.
First factor: consciousness- My guess is that many peopre wn doubt whether whatit's rike for the china Brain to berieve that it,s raining is the same as what it,s rikefor Broggs to so berieve. Indeed, I suspect thar mosr peopre w'r think that there isnothing that it is rike for the china Brain to berieve this or fear that. But we havealready admitted that conscrousness is a big probrem for functionarism; thequestion is whether the china Brain presen 

's 
a furtherproblem to functionarism.we can put the issue this way: wourd the china Brain have a mind identicar in a'n,ncons*,us aspects to Broggs's mind? wir it process the same sdmuri in the sameway to yield the same output? wil its thoughts follow the same patterns? I suspectthat for most people the answer wi[ be ,yes, In other words, what was drivingtheir initiar craim that the china Brain would not have a mind was a worryabout consciousness, and we have arready acknowredged that functionalism has aproblem with consciousness.

secondfactor: chauvinism. chauvinism is a bias in favor of the familiar. Racism is akind of chauvinism because it's a bias in favor of the race most familiar to theracist-his or her own. Now the mind realized by the china Brain wourd be a verydifferent sort of mind to those with which we are presently most familiar. Theminds with which we are presentÌy most famiriar a¡e human minds, and humanminds are found inside sku's and are rearized by binions of brain ce's whichcommunicate with each other usrng speciar chemicals cailed ,neurotransmitters,.
In contrast, the china Brain is not found in any singre skuÌr. It is distributedthroughout a bilion skuts which are widely rocated over a vasr country.Moreover, the china Brain's 'neurons' (i.e. the individuar chinese citizens)
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communicate with each other by mobile phones rathel than by neurotransmittels'

consequently, there is a risk of chauvinism here-a risk o1 a bias in ravor of minds

realized in the way ours are realized.

Chauvinism about minds is nothing new' Europeans used to think that

non-Europeans didn't have sophisticated minds. Such attitudes are now quite

properly denounced as chauvinist' Similarly, some people have expressed

chauvinism about animal minds. declaring that chimpanzees, lor example. don't

,really, feel pain. But how do these cases differ from the china Brain? Isn't our

rejection of the China Brain as mindless merely a chauvinistic refusal to accept

that there might be minds realized in different ways to our own minds? without

aî argumentto show that the d,ifferences which exist between our minds and the

China Brain's mind are significant, refusal to countenance the China Brain is just

chauvinism.

In sum, the china Brain presenfs no new problems to functionalism- There is

little reason to doubt that the china Brain's mind is identical in all nonconscious

aspectstoBloggs.smind.Beyondthat,itmerelyshowsthat,withalittlebitof
effort, we can create some pretty wild examples of multiple realization'

2. Blockhead. We are presented with choices every moment of our lives' Do I get

up or stay in bed? Do I take a shower or a bath? Do I walk or take the bus? usually

we respond to a choice situation by behaving in some way: we stay in bed, of take

a.shower, or walk into town.

Now imagine that a scientist wants to build a robot which responds to every

choice situation just as a typical human would respond. she begins by writing

down all the circumstances the Iobot might find itself in: the alarm clock is ringing;

in a caré; in a burning buitding; on the clapham bus; confronted by an enraged

lion; and so on and on. (The list will be a very long one.) For each item on the list,

the scientist thinks of a sensible response. So one small fragment of the list might

look like this:

Circumstance Response

The alarm clock is ringing.

In a café at breakfast time.

In a burning building.

On the Cìapham bus.

Confronted by an enraged lion.

Get up.

Order breakfast.

Find the flre escaPe.

Read a book.

Run away.

The scientist now builds a robot which works as follows. First, the robot identifies

the circumstances it is in. For example, it notes that it's in a burning building'

It then searches through its list of possible circumstances until it finds the entry,

T



'In a burning building,. Next, the robor ¡the fire .r."i.'. Finally, rt acts on that re 
off the corresponding response, 'Find

looking fo¡ the f
they were in a b 

escape is exactrv *.i":,ï;::":ïJî'"ffiïî:î:.täî
person. 

urning building, the robot's behavior t j"r, irt. that of a rypicar
The account of

tions like,The athe 
robotlhavejustgivenis 

a bitr
precise. 

la¡m clock is ringing' and 'o¡der

factors i
day the
'The alarm clock is ringing,needs to be replaced withent¡ies with corresponding re
morning of your exam _+ Get
what you order, varies from
ordering kippe¡s in cental Mongolia. cons 

lere's probably not much point
breakfast dme, needs to be refined, *rrn 

.nr.rtly, the circumstance , 
,In a café at

response. (For exampre: In a café 
", 

or."ur,t"th 
refinement matched to a refined

glass of mare,s milk.) lst time in central Mongolia -+ o¡der a
Second, the list ol

so that the robot,s r 
. crrcumstances and responses needs to be carefully constructed

f :**. jïäîiä";jÏ ä :i"r ïïnî:1. #:*:::"x1,, :#
likely to have a carror san ) for breakfast, they,re not
¡obot is to behave like ch. Consequently, if the
exhibit an appropriate tces and responses must

#;::ï: i :1ï.'.t ïå :iîä',1'Jll 
n¡s t ¿ e s crr¡ e d bv Ne d B r o ck (, e 8, ), an d

diffe¡entfromtheonejustdescribedurrro.r'tot'ln fact' Block's robot is a little

Ë#îiï:;:,ï:l:å':ï:i:î'"',",ï:îir.;äï-ff ,i.ï;ffi ,.:ilîäî
point. Let us rurn 

";,;; --,Ïl1Ï-tts.cribed 
it is enough ro make BÌock,s

Brockhead exampre. 
w to the andfunctionalist argumen, 

"r;;;;;.s with his
Most people have th

nruition i, ,'ppo.*ä-ilii::il:i;'ffi1ïj"ckhead has no menrar srares. rhat

sr. There r, *"-:tln*o 
just blindly follows the

n ¡, o c,.h eriji i. jî: :iii:i,îi:.îi*
en you press a button. (Brock himserf rema¡kedgent than a to

o the craim,r","'J,'il_T:""i i::î.ïîï::::ï
in big trouble.

FUNCTIoNALISM I ut

Why might Block think that, according to functionalism, Blockhead has mental

srates? Consider what happens when Blockhead finds itself in a burning building'

Seeing the flames causes Blockhead to search the list of circumstances for the entry,

,In a burning building'. corresponding to that entry is the response. 'Find the flre

escape', so Blockhead hurries around Iooking for the fire escape. Now, putting it

crudely, functionalism says that Blockhead believes that it is in a burning building

if it has an internal state caused by seeing flames and causing flre-escape-seeking

behavior. And Blockhead does have such a state. As we have seen, the entry in

the table of circumstances, 'In a burning building' is activated by seeing flames

and causes fi.re-escape-seeking behavior. So, according to functionalism, Blockhead

believes that it is in a burning building. But we have already seen that Blockhead

has no mental states. So functionalism is false.

The trouble with Block's argument is that it misrepresents functionalism. When

I sketched Block's argument I said that putting it crudely functionalism says that

Blockhead believes rhat it is in a burning building if it has an internal state caused

by seeing flames and causing flre-escape-seeking behavior. But that is to
describe functionalism far too crudely. It's more accurate to say that, according to

functionalism, the belief that the building is burning is a state which occupies a

certain functional role. That role has inputs which include. but are not exhausted

by, seeing flames; has outputs which include, but are not exhausted by, looking for

the.fire escape; and has internal connections to other mental states (for example

to the belief that the situation is life threatening). Moreover, the outputs of the

belief that the building is burning in part depend on the presence o1 other beliefs

and desires. For example, the belief that the building is burning will only lead to

fire-escape-seeking behavior in conjunction with the belief that the flre escape is

the best way out of the building.

Once we articulate in a little bit of detail the functional role of the belief that

the building is burning, it's clear that Blockhead has no such belief. Let's call the

state in Blockhead which is caused by seeing flames and causes fire escape seeking

the 'B-State'. The B-state would not cause fire extinguisher operating, nor would

ir cause 999 diating, nor any of the other things peopÌe typically do when they

believe the building is burning. Moreover, the B-state would not be caused

by hearing the fire alarm or by being told by a reliable witness that the building's

on fi.re. In addition, the B-state would not cause the belief that the situation is life-

threatening, nor exhibit any of the other internal connections which the

be[ef that the building is burning exhibits. And finally, the B-state's links to

behavior d.o not involve any other mental states. In other words, the B-State

does not occupy the functional role characteristic of believing that the building is

burning, and so functionalism does not regard Blockhead as believing that the

building is burning.

I
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(r ) Accordins to functionarism, mentar states are the occupants of characteristic

(2) The causar rores of mentar states are defined in te.-s of inputs, outputs, andconnections to other mental states.
(3) Tþically, a menral

mental states. 
state causes behavior only in conjunction with othe¡

(4) The Ttansitivity Argument has the following form:
(l ) Mental state M : the occupant of causal role R.

FURTHER READING

The classic early presentations of functionalism are Lewis I966, Putnam I967,

andArmstrong|g6s.Whilstthesecanallberecommendedasmarvelous
examplesorcontemporaryphilosophicalwriting,Putnam,sisprobablythebest
place to start.

Excellent textbook presentations of functionalism can be found in Braddon-Mitchell

and Jackson 1996, Chs 3 and'7, and ICm 1996' Cih' 5' Both books are quite a bit

harder than this one.

What I have called the ,Transitivity Argument' was independently articulated by

David Armstrong (I968) and David Lewis (1966' lg72' lg94l' A more accessible

discussion of the relationship between functionalism and the identity theory can

be found in Braddon-Mitchell and Jackson 1996: C}r' 6'

NedBlockdescribedboththeChinaBrainandtheBlockheadexampleinhis
importantpaper,TÏoubleswithFunctionalism'(BlockI978).Inthatpaperhe
also made significant distinctions between dirferent types of functionalism' and

discussed concerns about functionalism and consciousness'

TUTORIAL QUESTIONS

(I) Describe functionalism.

(2)Inyourview,whichofthesixfeaturesofmentaìstatescanfunctionalism
handle?

(3) Sketch the Tfansitivity Argument, and show how functionalism is compatible

with (i) rhe idenrity rheory; (ü) the restricted identity theory; and (iü) the

token identitY theorY.

(4) Describe the china Brain. Does it present a serious challenge to functionalism?

(5)DescribetheBlockhead.Doesitpresentaseriouschallengetofunctionalism?

In sum, whilst the intuition that Blockhead l
i,i;î.j:ii::Jil:îJï:î:"#;ää;1''i:ä:n:ii:îJ,ï:å,#

;:ï:ff:ïï,:î:iff": ;ïî:ïï::iî,1î1,,*",,"n,o our unders,andins or
arows u s r o un ders ran d m u ch m o* .,."r;. iï:,",i ålï#iï:ï.#:ï,ï:jå:and b¡ain states. Functionalism r,.,rggf., å u..have seen-so ao., .rr.rrr;;;::;;^":ïro 

account for consciousness bur-as we

.rherear.oo*,,r;.-,i",.1ï;',T,ïíJ:iï"],'.ï:î."r,""rr*..",,""",uu
of thought. That,s a rheme to which we will ¡eturn in pa¡t 2.

4.5 Conclusion

SUMMARY

(2) R : some brain srare B.

Therefore,

(3) M: e.

Diffe¡ent versions
on rhe second o.Jir::t 

identity theory are obtained by pracing ¡estricrions
(5) Functionarism read'y accounts for some of the generar features of mentar

ïi::å:ìïrff i.îit' 
Introdu ction' wh';., runctionarism .u' 

"..o,,.,, ro.
( 6 ) rwo srandard .r,.#:::T,iffi 

"',#;::î,"" "."," ""n;.Blockhead_are nor very convincing.
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Eliminativism and fictionalism

I ain't got no use for what you loosely call the truth.

-Tina Ti_rrner

5.1 From theory to reality

why do we berieve in atoms? After at, we can,t see atoms in the way we can seebricks and books. In fact, even armed
mrcroscope we can,t see atoms.
electron microscopes, scientists w

ELIMINATIVISM AND FICTIONA.

long before electron microscopes were invented.) Our belief in atoms c.

therefore, be based on direct sensory evidence. Rather, we believe in at.

because our best theory of matter-atomic theory-says that there are atoms l- -

the world.
The atomic theory of matter says that matedal objects like tables, air, water. and

planets are made up of atoms. Over one hundred different sorts of atoms (or

elements) have been identified. Each element has different properties, and the

properties of the elements determine the ways in which the atoms interact' (There

are a few elements-the so-called 'noble gases'-which barely interact at all.)

Scientists have been able to explain a greaÍ many of the properties of matter in

terms of the interactions between atoms. and this information has allowed them

to develop new, high-tech, materials.

Atomic theory has been extremely effective at predicting and explaining the

properties of matter. Consequently, we have reason to think that it's true-or af

Ieast that it is a close approximation to the truth. If there really are atoms with the

properties described by atomic theory. then matter will behave as atomic theory

says it does. Since mattel behaves as atomic theory says it does. we have good

reason for thinking that there really are atoms with the properties described by

atomic theory. Of course, we can't be absolutely sure ¡traf there are atoms; it could

be a fluke that atomic theory accurately describes the behavior of matter'

Nevertheless, the liketihood of such a fluke occurring is exceedingly low.

iime for a little jargon. A theory quantifies over something when it says that

that thing exists. Atomic theory quantifles over atoms; Einstein's theory of special

relativity quantifies over space-time but-as we saw earlier-it doesn't quantify

over ether.

We can now Sum up this section. The success of a theory gives us reason to

believe in the existence of the things over which the theory quantifi.es' In

particular, our best theory of some phenomenon provides us with good reason to

believe in the existence of the things over which that theoly quantifles' Good

theories give us access to the way the world actually is'

5.2 lntroducing el¡m¡nativism

In the previous section we noted how our best theories give us good reason to

accept as real the things over which they quantify. The flip-side of this doctrine is

that bad theories don't give us good reason to believe in the things they quantify

over. Accordingly, if some theory T is the only grounds we have for believing in

some entity E, and T turns out to be a bad theory, then we no longer have grounds

for believing in E. When this happens we say that Ehlas been eliminated:we used to

5

so fa¡ we've taken it for granted that mentar states exist_that they.re rear. Butwhar if menrar srares don'r exisr? whar if they 
"..",,..1r, ilil;'", are pre'yconfident that mentar states are rear, but it must be conceded that in the pastpeopre have been mistaken about the existence of alr so¡ts of things. A thousandyears ago the¡e was widespread belief in the

that dragons don'r exisr. A century ag" ,, .,"", oil:tî;:1ï1i1il:J#.:ï:
filled with a super-fine fluid cated'*t..,. Now, thanks to Einstein, we know thatether doesn't exist. courdn't a sim'a¡ ttri.rg hupp.., to our acceptance of mental

:iiä::rtan,r 
we come ro reiecr menrat srates jusr as we have rejecred dragons

some ph'osophers think that we arready have grounds for rejecting mentarstates' They think that mentar states don,t exist. cu¡iousry, these ph'osophers aredivided in their attitudes towards mental sãtes. Eriminativists thinkthat there areno mental states and it would be a good idea if
there are. rn conûas,r, rtctionarßx titnk n* ;;i; ïi::låiîilïJ,..',jiï
ïtí.äi:îpretend 

that there are' we witt return ro rhis poinr rowards rhe end

In orde¡ to understand eliminativism it,s nr

:5,ï: 
in which theo.ies give us access ro..""ï:il1iï:iirîïiif,,Ji:i
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think that E existed, but it turned out that we were wrong and now we think thatE doesn't exist. (Notice that eliminativism is not the doctrine that E used to existbut now it doesn't. paleontorogists are not eliminativists about dinosaurs; theymerely think that dinosaurs are exdnct.)
There a¡e a coupÌe of standard exampres which are used to ilrustrateeliminativism' Let's quickly run through them before turning to eliminativismabout mental states.

First exampre. 'combustion' is the name given to the process of burning. Anrmportant eighteenth-cenrury theory of combustion was the phrogiston theory.According ro the phrogiston theory, burnable things (or ,tuet,¡ contaìn phlogiston,and burning is the process whereby phrogiston is rereased from fuer. Thingsthat aren't flammable_for example, bricks_contain no phlogiston.
The phrogiston theory has quite a bit of expÌanatory power. For example, withthe addition of a further hypothesis it exprains why sustained combustion requiresa supply of fresh air. The additionaÌ hypothesis is that there is a limit to how muchphlogiston a given vorume of air can absorb. once that limit is reached, no morephlogiston can be given off by the fuer, and so combustion ceases. A supply of freshair sustains combustion by absorbing more and more phlogiston.

The phlogiston theory of combustion quantifies over phrogiston. For much ofthe eighteenth century, the phlogiston theory was the best theory available.consequentry, eighteenth-century scientists had good reason to berieve in theexistence of phrogiston. Howeve4 the br'riant French chemist Antoine Lavoisierproposed an arternative account of combustion: the oxygen theory. According tothe oxygen theory, combustion is an interaction of oxygen and fuel. on this view,a supply of fresh air is needed to sustain combustion because the amount ofoxygen in any given vorume of air is rimited. once the availabre oxygen is used up.combustion ceases. A suppry of 
'resh 

air sustains combustion by providing moreand more oxygen.
Lavoisie¡'s oxygen theory triumphed over the phrogiston theory because therewas a striking fact about combustion which the oxygen theory could exprain butthe phlogiston theory courd not. somewhat surprisingry, the residue left over aftercombustion is comprete weighs more than the originar fuer. (careful experimentsare required to estabrish this result since the weight of any smoke rereased mustbe taken into account-) The increase in weight is very hard to exprain on thephlogiston theory since, according to that theory, something is given off dtuingcombustion. on the other hand, the increase in weight is to be expected on theoxygen theory since, according to that theory, something is absorbed duringcombustion.

scientists now universaty accept that the phrogiston theory is farse and thatthere is no such thing as phrogiston. In other words, phrogiston has been
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eliminated. We used to think that there was such a thing as phlogiston; now we

realize that there is not.

second example. Human populations are subject to epidemics in which a disease

sweeps through a community, often with fatal results. The great plagues which

swept Europe in the Middle Ages are well-known examples of epidemics. People

living at that rime theorized about the origin of the plague. one very popular idea

was that the plague was caused by witches-women who had thrown their lot in

with the devil. Let's call this idea the 'witch theory of epidemics'. The witch theory

quantifies over witches. and it supported the widespread belief that witches

existed.

very few people in the western world wouìd subscribe to the witch theory of

epidemics today. Due to Joseph Lister, Ignaz semmelweis, and others, the germ

theory or epidemics is now universally endorsed in the west. According to the

germ theory, epidemics are caused by the rapid transmission of microscopic

organisms from one person to the next. In other words, germ theory quantifies

over germs. (I'm using the expression 'germs' here to cover the whole range of

microscopic pathogens, including viruses' )

The rise of the germ theory and consequent demise of the witch theory has led

to the eÌimination of witches. We used to think that there were such things as

witches; now we believe in germs instead'

5.3 Eliminativism about mental states

According to eliminativism, there are no such things as mental states. What motiv-

ates this extraordinary conclusion? To understand the eliminativist's argument,

we must first understand the idea of folk psychology'

Practically everyone will tell you that agony is a kind of pain; that pains are

unpleasant; that people who stand in front of a tree in good light will see the tree;

that seeing generally leads to believing; and that love is very different from hate'

They will tell you that people can remember some things about their past but not

orhers; that iÎ salty wants to buy a book and believes that the bookshop is open,

she will go to the bookshop; and that if sally believes that it's Friday she will almost

certainly believe that tomorrow is Saturday'

Thesearejustasmallsampleoftheverymanyobviousclaimsaboutthe
mind that are accepted by just about everyone. Such claims are sometimes called

,platitudes' about the mind. Taken together, the platitudes paint a highly detailed

picture of the mental states and their intelactions with each other and the

environment; in other words. taken together the platitudes constitute an informal

theoryaboutthemind.Thattheoryiscalled'folkpsychology'(sometimes

T



'commonsense psychorogy'). Fork psychorogy quantifies over a range of entities_
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and theories in scientiflc psychology which, whilst closely related to Ïolk

psychology, are nevertheless advances on folk psychology. Let me explain'

we have seen that lolk psychology quantifles over a range oI mental states

including perceptions, sensations. emotions, and-importantly-propositional

attitudes like beliefs and desires. Churchland's claim is that, since folk psychology

is a stagnant research program, it's unlikely that these states exist. However, many

theories in scientiflc psychology quantify over a similar range of states. Indeed, it's

reasonable to suggest that scientific psychology has made important discoveries

about the mental states originally posited by folk psychology. Here's an analogy.

The ancient Greeks had ingenious arguments which showed that matter consisted

of very tiny particles which they called'atoms'. According to the Greeks, atoms

were indivisible. However, we now know that atoms ale rof indivisible. In other

words, modern physics has made important discoveries about the entities which

the Greeks called 'atoms'. similarly, modern psychology has made important

discoveries about the entities originally posited by folk psychology. It has dis-

covered, for example, that beliefs are not necessarily conscious. Consequently,

whilst folk psychology itself may be a stagnant research plogram, it does not

follow that the entities over which it quantifies don't exist since the very same

entities are extensively discussed by highly progressive research programs in

scientiflc psychology.

It will be helpful ro have a label for those scientific psychological theories which
'quantify 

over states originally posited by folk psychology. For want of a better term

I wiì.I, for the remainder of this chapter, use the term 'scientific folk psychology' lor

any such theory.

2. Fotk psychology fails to illuminate many important features of our mental lives'

Churchland draws attention to a wide range of topics about which folk psychology

is largely silent. His list includes mental illness, creativity, sleep, vision, memory,

and learning. These are important aspects of our cognitive lives. and any psycho-

Iogical theory which fails to contribute to our understanding of them is decidedly

unattractive.

Reply.T:his argument is very similar to the previous one. In part folk psychology

strikes us as stagnant because it fails to address the sorts of issues Churchland

mentions. In replying to the previous argument we noted that whilst folk psy-

chology itseÌf may not have changed much for centuries, scientific folk psychology

has made brisk progress. In particular, these sorts of theories have important

things to say about many of the items on Churchland's list. I will briefly mention

three examples.

Fìrst example: mental illness. According to an influential theory of depression,

depressed people hold erroneous beliefs about themselves; in particula¡, they



ls rmportant is that this theory of depressron quantifies over states which are quiterecognizably folk psychological_beìiefs abour oneself .
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with other well-established theories. we have therefore further grounds for

thinking that folk psychology may indeed be radically false'

Repty. It's hardly surprising that folk psychology lacks a rich network of

connections to scientif,c theories. After all. folk psychology is not a scientific

theory.Rather,folkpsychologyisacollectionofplatitudeswhichordinarypeople
a¡e inclined to accept. and ordinary people are not likely to be sufficiently

knowledgeable about science to explore in detail the connections between folk

psychologyand,say,neurobiology.Moreover,fhereareconnectionsbetween
scientific folk psychology and various other sciences. For exampÌe, there is

currently a gteaf deal of interest in connecting theories in scientiflc folk

psychology to research in the theory of evolution'

5.4 Anti-eliminativist arguments

so far we have considered three arguments which seek to support eliminativism

by debunking fotk psychology. In this section I will briefly discuss two anti-

eliminativist arguments.

l. The predictive success of folkpsychology.Elimínativists often draw attention to folk

psychology,s railings. However, we must not overlook folk psychology,S successes.

A number of theorists-especially the contemporary American philosopher Jerry

Fodor-have emphasized how impressive folk psychology is as a prediclive tool.

Here's an example of a successful folk psychological prediction. My students can

predictwithconsiderablereliabilitywherelwillbeatl0a.m.nextMonday
morning: they know that I witt be in Lecture Theater North 1. They can do this

because they have attributed to me certain folk psychological states' For example,

they know rtlat I believe that my philosophy of mind lecture starts at l0 a.m.

everyMondayandislocatedinLectureTheaterNofthl,andtheyknowthat
I always like lo gef to class on time.

So commonplace are predictions of this kind that we tend to forget how remark-

able they are. Notice that predicting where I will be at l0 a'm' next Monday

morning is completely beyond the powers or contemporary neurosciences' Even

if my brain was subjected to the most rigorous testing currently available'

neuroscientists could not predict the movements I will make in five days' time'

Nevertheless, my undergraduate students can easily and accurately predict

where I will be in five days' time. So when it comes to predicting the movements

of human beings, folk psychology completely trumps neuroscience'

A theory which is so predictively successlul deserves our respect. of course,

predictive success does rlot guarantee fruf]n. Newton's theories. for example, were

staggeringly predictively successful but turned out to be wrong. However, in

\
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generar predictive success is evidence in favor of a theory, and fork psychology haspredictive success in spades.

2' The success of scientificfotkpsychotogy.In the previous section we noted that muchscientific psychorogy quantifies over states origina'y posired by fork psychorogy.For want of a better term, I carÌed such theories ,scientific 
fork psychorogy,. we sawthat scientific fork psychorogy is highly successfur at expraining a range of fearuresof our cognitive rives. As we discussed in section 5. r, the success of a theory givesus good reason to accept the existence of the states over which it quantifies. sincescientific folk psychology is successfur, and since it quantifies over fork psycholog_ical states, we have good reason to think that those states actuaty exist.

5.5 Fictionalism

Fictionarism in the philosophy of mind is the doctrine that, whiÌst strictlyspeaking there are no mentar states, it.s extremery usefur to pretend that there are.(Fictionarism is arso known as ,instrumentalism, 
since it views the attribution ofmental states as having inst¡umentar value-and nothing more.) In this sectionI'm going to take Daniel Dennett's position as my exampre of fictionarism. Dennettsometimes objects to being labeled a ,fictionalist,; 

howeve¡, at least some of hiswritings strongry give the impression that he is one. My aporogies to professor
Dennett if l,ve misrepresented him.

Let's begin by acknowredging just how usefur is the ascrþtion of mentar states.Following Dennett' we can recognize three ,stances. from which we can predictthe behavior of a complex system rike a c ress-playing computer or a human being:the physical stance; the design stance; and the intentional stance.
r' The physicar stance. Both chess-praying computers and human beings are physicalobjects. setting aside worries about quantum indeterminacy, the behavior of bothchess machines and humans can in principle be predicted by treating them as vastassemblages of erementary physical particres, and apprying the raws oï physics tothose particres. predicting the behavior of a system in this fashion is ca[ed ,taking

the physicar stance'' For at but the ,rmpr.rt sysrems, the physicar stanceis unworkabre: the number of particles 
"rrd 

th. comprexity of their arrangementsmakes practical prediction impossible.

Making predictions about a system's behavior by thinking about what the

system is supposed to do is called ,taking the design Stance,. of course, the design

stance doesn,t always work. If my software has a bug in it, or if I,ve lorgotten to

recharge the battely, pressing the p key might not result in the letter ,p, appearing

onthescreen.(IoncedroppedacupofcoffeeonthekeyboardoÏmycomputel.
Thereafter the only key which worked was the z key' and it worked whether

I pressed it or not!) when the design stance fails to yield accurate predictions we

usuallyretreattothephysicalstance.Thatis.westopthinkingaboutwhatthe
system is supposed to do, and treat it as a physical object which obeys the laws

of physics.

Chess-playingcomputersareartifacts.Theyaredesignedbysmartpeopleso
that they play chess competently. In the case of artifacts it's usually obvious what

the system is supposed to do. But what about human beings and other biological

systems? What are they 'supposed' to do? At this point Dennett appeals to

Darwin,s theory of natural selection: biological Systems are ,supposed.to do what-

ever it is that they were selected to do' Eyes, for example' were selected to provide

visualinformationabouttheorganism'senvironment,soeyesare'supposed'to
see.Theinvertedcommasaround,supposed,areimportant.IfDarwin,sright
about the evolution of organisms. nobody designed the eye or intended the eye to

do anything. Rather, eyes are the outcome of a great many tiny changes to a

pre-existingstructure.(Forabriltiantintrod.uctiontothetheoryofnatural
selectionseeDawkinslg36.)Consequently,ifwearebeingverycarefulweshould
say that the design stance predicts what a complex system will do by considering

what it was designed or naturally selected to do'

3. The íntentional stance. Sometimes even the design stance is. in practice, unwork-

able. This happens when the design is too complicated or simply unknown to us'

At this point we can adopt the intentional stance. The intentional stance begins

with the assumption that the complex system in question is rational-it believes

what it should believe and desires what it should desire. For example, the inten-

tional stance assumes that if you are staring at a nearby cow in good light you will

come to believe that there is a cow nearby; and that if you need some cash you will

desire to go to the bank. (Old joke' Social worker: 'Why do you rob banks?'

Criminal: 'Because that's where the money is.')

Now if we assume that the complex system in question is rational, we can predict

its behavior. For example, I can predict what you will do when you are driving a car

andapproacharedlight.First,Icanassumeyoubelievethatthetrafficlightisred.
Second, I can assume you desire to stop at red lights. (By and targe, driving through

red Ìights is not a rational folm of behavior! ) Putting this togethel, I can predict that

you will stop at the red light. And chances are' I'll be right'

2' The design stance- sometimes it is possible to predict the behavior of a complex sys_tem by thinking about wha titis supposed to do.ior example, the people who designedmy laprop and the software ir's running intended it to forow the rure ,when 
the p keyis pressed dispray the retter 'p' on the screen,. Knowing that that,s how my laptop issupposed to work, I can predict what will happen when I press the p key.

t
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the theory is true. It follows that the predictive success of fok psychology is

evidence lor its truth. In other words, there is a very considerable tension between

Dennett's assertion that the intentional stance is so good as to be indispensable,

and his claim that mental states are mere fi.ctions. (In this context it's worth

recalling PauÌ Churchland's eliminativist strategy as described in Section 5'3: he

didn,t praise folk psychology; rather he set out to show that it's a lousy theory.)

5.6 Conclusion

We should accept that mental states might not exist-after all, history is full of

examples of people believing in things that turned out not to exist. But that's a

pretty big 'might'. At present we have liltle reason to think that mental states don't

exist, and consequently we have little reason to endorse either eliminativism or

f,ctionalism.

SUMMARY

(l ) Eliminativism is the doctrine that mental states don't exist'

(2) Like eliminativism, fictionaÌism denies the existence of mental states, but

insists that it's very useful to pretend that they exist'

(3) other things being equal, the predictive success of a theory is evidence for its

truth.

(4) Taken together, the everyday platitudes about mental states constitute a

theory of the mind. That theory is usually called'folk psychology''

(5) Eliminativists like Paul churchland argue that folk psychology is 'radically

false, and that consequently we have no reason to accept that there are

mental states. However, churchland's arguments against folk psychology are

open to question.

(6) Dennett has identified three 'stances' from which we can predict the

behavior of complex systems like chess-playing computers and human

beings. Of these, the intentional stance attlibutes mental states to the system

in question on the assumption that the system is rational'

(7) According to Dennett the intentional stance is, in practice, very often the

only available means of prediction.

(g) Dennett argues that, whilst we readily attribute mental states to

chess-playing computers, there is nothing inside the machine that

corresponds to the mental states we have attributed'

¡



(9) sim'arry, he hords that whitst artriburing mentar states ro humans is prettymuch unavoidabre, rhere are unrikery tJbe things inside our heads whichcorrespond to mental states.
(10) Dennett's position faces the forowing difficurty: if mentar stales are mereryfictional, why does attributing them io complex systems wo¡k so well?
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(4) Discuss the following argument. 'churchland tells us that there are no such

things as beliefs. In other words he belíeves that there are no such things as

beliefs. But that's a contradiction. So eliminativism is false''

(5) Describe Dennett's three stances.

(ó) Why does Dennett think that the chess-playing computer does not really

have beliefs and desires?

(7) 'The predictive success of folk psychology gives us good reason to reiect

Dennett's fi ctionalism.' Discuss.The classic presentadon of eliminativism is pmareriarismandthepropositionara*iru..,.,:i;ï:iå",Xt;T.ffi 
îïïi.'.".';important and provocative, it's also highty rea¿abte. A¡other important source issrephen sdch's book' From Fotk psyrhorogy to cognitive science(stich r 9s3).I highÌy recommend Horgan ana ñoo¿ward,s reply to Churchland, ,Folkpsychorogy is he¡e ro stay' (Horgan and woodward r 9g5 ). For a functionarist replyto eriminativism see Jackson and pettit 1993. Jerry Fodor b¡'rianrry defends

i:Tåi::::ï: 
in his book psychoseman:tii 

1.ooo. re87). chapter r is especiaily

."ffiå:ffjr:r'"ïî"u'research prosram is due ro rmre Lakaros. see, ror
Newron_Smirh t98l: ,?.T., 

t978. For a good discussion oi fat"tost views see

Dennett's most important papers are 'Intentionar systems, (Dennett rgTr) and'Ttue Berievers' (Dennetr r975). Dennert somerimes objects ro being rabered a'flctionalist'; however, you could be forgiven for thinking he is one. He discusseshis attitude to realism about mental ,tutã, i., rri, pup.. ,Reflections: 
Real patterns,deeper facts, and empty quesdons' (Dennett rg87b).Fodor briefly ¡aises the issueof why fork psychorogy works if i's acrualy farse in his 1990a.(My guess is thathe's not the only one to air this worry.)

Braddon-Mirche, and Jackson l séo: ch. r 3 and srereÌny r 990: ch. 7 are borhexcellent secondary sources on eriminativism. B¡addon_Mitcheil and Jackson1996: Ch' g is arso good on the intentionar stance and fictionarism.

FURTHER READING

TUTORIAL QUESTIONS

(l) What is eliminarivism?

(2) Whar is folk psychology?

(3) Sketch Churchland,
rarse Do you rhink ;::ï:ï::::ïlü:::ï 

rork psvchorogv is radicary
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