
Chapter 5

Intentionality: Insides

In direct contrastto Germanphilosophywhich descendsfrom heaven to earth,here
we ascendfrom earthto heaven. That is to say, we do not setout from what men
say, imagine,conceive,nor from menasnarrated,thoughtof, imagined,conceived,in
orderto arrive at menin theflesh.We setout from real,activemen,andon thebasis
of their real life-processwe demonstratethedevelopmentof theideologicalreflexes
andechoesof this life-process.The phantomsformedin the humanbrain arealso,
necessarily, sublimatesof their materiallife-process,which is empiricallyverifiable
andboundto materialpremises.. . . [We do] notexplainpractisefrom theideabut the
formationof ideafrom materialpractise.
— Marx andEngels,TheGermanIdeology

In thebeginningwasthedeed.
— Goethe,Faust

5.1 Opening the Black Box

Modernphilosophyof psychologystartedwith Freud’s (re-)discovery that thereis moregoing

on in our headsthanwe areconsciouslyawareof. Our consciousselvesarenot mastersin their

own house,in his patricianphrase.This left uswith a problem,sinceit impliesthat if you want

to understandwhat is going on in someoneelse’s headthenit is not sufficient to just askthem

what they were thinking. (And of coursethe sameargumentappliesto ourselves: we do not

alwaysknow whatwearethinking.) If you wantto do psychologythenfirst personintrospection

is not enough. Freud’s solution to this problemwas to develop his theoryof the unconscious

and the techniquesof psychoanalysis,but this endedup asa degenerateform of hermeneutics

devoid of any empiricalrigour. Freudwasa novelistwhomissedhis truevocation,nota scientist.

Skinner’s responseto this malaisewasto re-assert,with a vengeance,theprimacy of third-person

observation. In futureall talk aboutthe insidesof headswasto be abolished,to be replacedby

constructionsover directlyobservablebehaviour.

It is hard to overstatethe extent to which behaviourism hasinfluencedthe subsequentphi-

losophyof psychology. If we definebehaviourism purely operationallyasacceptanceof some

form of the Turing Test (1950) then the term includesnot just the militant analyticalandpsy-

chologicalbehaviourismof Carnap,Hempel,Skinner, andRyle, but alsothemoresophisticated
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empiricist,pragmatistandinstrumentalistversionsof Quine,Putnamnouveaux, Davidson,and

Dennett1. What all thesehave in commonis an agreementthat the only way to settledisputes

aboutpsychologyis by referenceto third-personobservationsof behaviour. In short,we should

treatthebrainasa blackbox: wemayspeculateaboutwhatis inside,but neveropenit up.

Thisattitudehasalwaysseemedquitemysteriousto me.Psychologyis thescienceof discov-

eringwhat is goingon in people’s heads.Thereforeif you wantto settledisputesin psychology

thensurelyyou shouldlook insidespeople’sheads;i.e. try to understandtheneurologicalmech-

anismsunderlyingtheir observedbehaviour. It is time to openthe box. Chomsky, for example,

hypothesisedan innatelanguageorganwithin thebrain to explain certainpatternsin theway in

which we learnanduselanguage.But, asSampson(1997)argues,this evidenceis not, in itself,

sufficient to settlethe argumentoneway or another. The samepatternsof linguistic behaviour

canbe explainedwithout recourseto hypothesesaboutinnatelanguageorgans. But if we want

to know whetherthebraincontainsan innatelanguageorganthensurelythe obviousstrategy is

to look insideto seeif we canfind one? Of coursein day to day practicewe never know what

is going on insidepeople’s skulls. But we shouldnot makea virtue of necessity. After all, if

everythingworkedthe way it appearedto thentherewould beno needfor science,asMarx put

it. In thelastchapterI discussedsomeof thepracticalproblemswith openingthebox,andin the

next two I discusssomeof thephilosophicalproblems.

Of courseI am not the first to suggestthat we openthe box. The mostnotableexceptions

to the behaviourist trendhave beenSmartandthe identity theorists,Fodor, Stich, Block, Kim,

andtheChurchlands,who all arguethat intentionalpsychologicalstates(beliefs,desires,hopes,

fears,assumptions,andtherest)must,by definition,berealisedin entitiesinsidetheheadwhich

representthe outsideworld in someway. The disagreementsarethenover what kind of thing

theseinternalrepresentationalstatesare,andwhatit meansto saythatthey ‘represent’theoutside

world. Are they particularneuronalfirings, or do they exist at a higherlevel of organisationlike

the functionalpatternsof a computerprogram?Must they takethe form of atomisticlinguistic

symbols,or canthey bemorefuzzyanddistributed?Howeverall thesetheoristsfaceaproblem:if

psychologicalstatesareentitiesinsidetheheadthenhow canthefactthatthey representtheworld

makeadifferenceto thebehaviour thatthey control?

Thesolutionto this problemstemsfrom thefact that in orderto understandwhat is goingon

insidetheheadof anagentit is necessaryto understandwhatis goingonoutside.Wehaveto carve

the insidesandtheoutsidesof anagentsimultaneouslyin orderto understandhow its behaviour

is produced.This alsomeansthatwe cannotassumethat theagent’senvironmentwill becarved

in thesamewayasours.WhenI look aroundmy office, for example,I seecomputersandbooks

andpapersandmugs. My cat,on the otherhand,only seesthingsto sleepon andthingsto eat.

Thereforethereis no point looking for ‘mug’ or ‘computer’ representationsinsideher head.My

conceptsmaynot fit herobjects,andviceversa.

In thenext two chaptersI try to defendthesebasicintuitions. In this chapterI concentrateon

theinsideof heads(i.e. how we individuaterepresentations),andin thenext I concentrateon the

outsides(i.e. how weindividuateobjects).Theconclusionis aform of realismin whichsuccessful

thoughtis basedonsomekind of correspondencebetweenthingsin theheadandthingsoutside.

1I don’t carewhethersomeone‘really believes’ in behaviourism,justaslongasthey behaveasif they do.
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Now if oneis arealistaboutanythingthenit is usuallyassumedthatonemustbearealistabout

physics:afterall, physicsis themostempiricallyaccurateandsuccessfulof thesciencesandsothe

onemostlikely tobe‘true’. But realismaboutphysicsusuallycarriesalot of Kantianmetaphysical

baggageaboutuniversalmathematicallaws, essentialandintrinsic types,objectivism,andsoon.

In short realismseemsto imply that thereis a determinatelist of Objectsas they Really Are,

andthatthepointof knowledgeis to bringourmindsinto correspondencewith them.In thesetwo

chaptersI try topresentanalternativetypeof realismthatdoesnotcarrythisbaggagebut insteadis

consistentwith whatFine(1984)callsthe‘naturalontologicalattitude’in which theobjectsof our

everydaylives— trees,washingmachines,streams,andthelike — arejust realas,or evenmore

realthan,theabstractionsof theoreticalphysics.This typeof realismis basedon theway thatwe

carve out theobjectsin theworld throughourown activity, ratherthana correspondencebetween

things-in-the-headanda list of things-out-thererevealedto usby thehigh priestsof physics.Of

coursethereis a reality — a world out there— prior to mind, but this world hasno essential

structure,nofixedsetof types.Accordingto thisview truthboilsdown to thefactthatsomeways

of carvingtheworld aremoresuccessfulfor certainpurposesthanothers.

5.2 Anti-Turing

How canwetell whatis goingon in someone’shead?In otherwords,whatmakesapsychological

descriptionof themtrue?In chapter3 I arguedthathow wechooseto describesomethingdepends

onwhatwewantoutof ourdescription,andthisappliesto third-persondescriptionsof intentional

behaviour asmuchasanything else.For exampleI couldclaim that‘my cardoesn’t like to go up

hills’. Everyonewouldknow whatI meant,andwouldbeableto makecertainaccuratepredictions

aboutits counterfactualbehaviour. In thissenseit is aperfectlygooddescription.Yeteveryone—

apartfrom animists— wouldagreethatit is not ‘really true’.

Sowhatmakesanintentionaldescription‘really true’,andin whatsense?In chapter3 I argued

that if we wantour descriptionsto be ‘really true’ in thesensethat it is ‘really true’ thatplanets

follow elliptical orbits,thatspeciesevolve throughnaturalselection,gravity actsthroughcenters

of gravity, elementsareperiodic,continentsmove with tectonicplates,gassesobey thegaslaws,

andgovernmentsareanexpressionof socialforcesratherthandivine will, thenour descriptions

shouldalsoplay an explanatoryrole. Thereforeif we want our intentionaldescriptionsto be,

roughlyspeaking,‘scientific’ thenthey shouldnot justbeempiricallyadequate,acceptableto our

socialpeers,or evenmaximallypredictive,but shouldalsoexplainhow theobservedbehaviour is

produced.(On theotherhand,if you regardpsychologyasa typeof hermeneuticsor literatureor

therapy, ratherthanasa science,thenothercriteriawill apply.)

So,whatdoesit takefor adescriptiontobecapableof explaininghow abehaviour isproduced?

In section3.3I arguedthatthis dependson thestatusof any theoreticaltermsthatthedescription

useswhich, in the caseof intentionaldescriptions,meansinternalmentalstatessuchasbeliefs

and desires. A behaviourist regardstheseinternalstatesasabstracta, mereconstructionsover

observedbehavioural data,whilst for the anti-behaviourist they are illata , positedentitieswhich

areinstantiatedin theunderlyingmechanismof theagentin a discernibleway. In otherwords,if

intentionaldescriptionsareto beexplanatorythenbeliefsanddesiresmustberealisedin internal

representations: functionalproperties,processesor entitiesof anagent(therepresentationalve-
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hicle) thatplaysa role in theintentionalbehaviour of thatagentin virtue of the informationthat

it carriesaboutsomeaspectof theenvironment(thecontent)2. For example,theratsdiscussedin

section4.2wereableto successfullynegotiateamazeandfind theirfoodbecausetheplacecellsin

their hippocampusconsistentlyfiredwhentheratswerein a particularlocation.This mechanism

underwrotetheir beliefsabouttheir positionwithin themaze,andsowhenwe attributethoserats

with a‘senseof place’wearereallyexplaininghow thatbehaviour is produced,notjustdescribing

thebehaviour weobserve.

Of courserepresentationscanberealisedin thebrainat levelsof organisationhigherthanthat

of singleneurons.This possibility is oftenassociatedwith computationalismbut I wantto avoid

usingthis term,for two reasons.Thefirst is thatcomputationalismusuallyincludesassumptions

aboutlanguagesof thought,symbolsystems,andthe modularityof mind, andI will laterargue

why thesearenot necessary. Thesecondis that thereis no contradictionbetweenunderstanding

representationalvehiclesascomputationalstates,andasstatesof theunderlyingphysicalmech-

anism.Computationalstatesare physicalstates,just at a higherlevel of description.ThereforeI

will talk in generalabout‘brain states’,whilst makingnoclaimsabouttheir level of instantiation.

But why shouldour intentionaldescriptionsdependonwhatis goingon insidetheheadof the

agent,apartfrom fitting into our generalscientific‘idea of thegood’? Whataretheimplications

for thephilosophyof psychology?

Thefirst implicationis that treatingintentionalstatesasbrainstatesmakesthemcausallyef-

ficacious.Behaviourismdefinesintentionalstatesasconstructionsover observablebehaviour, or

asdispositionsto behave. And, aswith otherdispositional properties,problemsariseif weunder-

standthemin termsof actualor counterfactualoutcomes(section3.3). RecallCarnap’sargument

that if thedispositionalpropertyof ‘being soluble’ is definedas‘dissolvingwhenin water’ then

theclaim that ‘X dissolvedbecauseit wassoluble’ is tautologous.Similarly, if intentionalstates

aredefinedsolelyin termsof behaviour thenwearenotmakingasubstantiveclaimwhenwesub-

sequentlycite thosestatesasa causeof thatbehaviour. Of coursethesolutionis that ‘solubility’

describesa propertyof a substancein virtue of which it dissolves,andintentionalstatesdescribe

brainstatesin virtue of whichbehavioursareproduced.

For example,if we describea rat ashaving a ‘senseof place’ if f it cantraversea changing

mazethentheclaim that‘the rat foundthefood sourcebecauseit hada senseof place’ is tautol-

ogous. But if by ‘having a senseof place’ we meanthat the hippocampalplace-cellsof the rat

accuratelycorrespondto its locationthenwe have a truly causalexplanationof its behaviour. (It

wasconsiderationssuchasthesethatforcedTolmanto abandonSkinner’sbehaviourismandlaid

thefoundationsfor cognitivepsychologyin thefirst place(1932).)

Davidson(1980)objectsto this line of reasoning.Hearguesthatalthoughstatementslike “the

causeof A causedA” maybe uninformative or tautologous,thatdoesnot necessarilymeanthat

they arefalse. However suchstatementsonly becomeinformative whenit is possibleto identify

that which fulfills the role of ‘the causeof A’ independentlyof that description(Morris, 1986).

It maybethecasethatwe only discover which substancesaresolubleby putting themin water,

andwemayonly discoversomeone’s intentionalstatesby observingbehaviour, but weshouldnot

confusetheway thatwe measurea propertywith thefactsin virtueof whichanentityholdsit.

2Sofar this looksjust like anargumentfor anidentity theory. In section5.3I show why it is not.
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If intentionalstatesaregroundedin brainstatesthenwe canalsoaccountfor errors. Suppose

that we areunableto producea coherentintentionaldescriptionof a systemthat fully accounts

for its behaviour. We have two choices.The first is to revise the list of beliefsanddesiresthat

we attributeto thesystemin anattemptto makethebehaviour rationallyexplicable. Sucha ret-

rospective revision is alwayspossible,thoughpossiblyat thecostof ascribingwildly implausible

intentionalstatesto theagent.For example,supposeI usea poundcoin to buy a newspaperthat

costs45p,andtheshopkeepergivesmethewrongchange.Why did hedo it? Onepossibleexpla-

nationis thathereallybelievedthat£1 minus45pwas35p,or thatthepoundcoin I gavehim was

worth80p. If sothenhis reasoningwasperfectlyrational,but hisbeliefswerebizarre.(This issue

is discussedbetweenStitch (1981)andDennett(1987,ch4)). This way of accountingfor errors

is equivalentto thepre-Copernicanpractiseof retrospectively addingepicyclesto our Ptolemaic

descriptionsof planetaryorbits in orderto geta fit; a practisethatproducedempiricallyaccurate

descriptionsbut at theexpenseof vastlyconvolutedexplanations.

Thealternative thatDennettdiscussesis to admit that thesystemwasactingirrationally, but

that“mistakesof thissortareslipsin goodprocedures,notmanifestationsof anallegianceto abad

procedureor principle.” In otherwordstheshopkeepersimplymadea mistake.This is equivalent

to noting departuresfrom Kepleranellipsesbut not abandoninghis laws asa result,sincethese

errorscanbeexplainedasbeingdueto a departurefrom theusuallaw of gravity on which they

arebased.As Dennettputsit,

we must descendfrom the level of beliefs anddesiresto someother level of the-
ory to describehis mistake,sinceno accountin termsof his beliefsanddesireswill
makesensecompletely. At somepoint our accountwill have to copewith thesheer
senselessnessof thetransitionin any error.

However we can only usethe lower level theory to describemistakesif we canusethe lower

level theoryto describesuccesses.We cannotuseknowledgeof theworkingsof themechanism

to analysehow a systemhasgonewrongunlesswe know what it shouldhave donein orderfor

thesystemto behavecorrectly3. It is theability to accountfor errorsin thiswaythatdifferentiates

betweensystemsthatarerationalbut error-prone,andsystemsthatarelogicalbut bizarrelystupid.

To err is human,afterall.

Of coursein onesensethe modernbehaviouristsareabsolutelycorrect: in everydaylife we

form andjudgeintentionaldescriptionsonroughlyhermeneuticor instrumentalcriteria. If wecan

makesenseof someone’s behaviour androughly predicttheir futureactionsthenthis is all that

matters.Moreover I amnot necessarilyarguing thatwe shouldchangethesecriteria in practice.

Ratherit is a questionof how we regard the intentionaldescriptionsthatour hermeneuticsgen-

erate.We canattribute the empiricalsuccessof an intentionaldescriptionto therole of internal

representationalvehiclesevenwhilst we have no directexperienceof them,in thesameway that

Keplercouldattributetheempiricalsuccessof theelliptical orbit to anundiscoveredheliocentric

force.

Anti-behaviourismdoesimply, however, thatdiscoveriesaboutthe internalmechanismof an

agentcanaffect our intentionaldescriptions.In onerespectthis is commonsense.For example,

3The problemof differentiatingbetweensuccessandfailure will be discussedin chapters7 and11; the problem
hereis to accountfor theonesthatwe identify.
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theentireplot of CyranodeBergerac is basedaroundaform of TuringTest,in which Roxanneis

fooledinto believing thatChristianis assmartasheis beautifulby his ability to parrotpoetryfed

to him by Cyrano.Theplay hingeson the fact that,werethe trick to berevealed,thenRoxanne

would realisethat it wasour misshapenherothatsheloved,not the dumbChristian.Would the

behaviouristarguethatChristianreallywasapoet,justbecausehepassedtheRoxannetest?Surely

to bea poetit is notenoughto producepoetry;onemustproducepoetryin theright way.

Block makesthesamepoint by imagininga machinethatusesa crudelook-uptableto pass

a Turing Test(1981). A look-uptableworksby simply mappingeachpossibleinput vectorto a

suitableoutput,L � �
i j �� o j � j � . For example,I � �

i j � j � maybea completelist of all questions

in English of lessthan100 words (including mis-spellings),and O � �
o j � j � a list of suitable

responses.EventhoughL wouldbeableto answerany questionthatwegive it, Block arguesthat

if we lookedinsidethe black box thenwe would realisethat it wasn’t really smart,it just acted

smart. But he fails to give a reasonwhy sucha systemis not intentional,despiteits ability to

passany Turing Test;andnor doeshedefinea conditionon how a mechanismworksthatwould

convince him that it were. It may be that any discovery aboutthe workingsof a brain would

leadBlock to rejecta psychologicaldescription— ‘oh look, it’ s not really intelligent, it’ s just a

bunchof neuronsandnerves’ — just aswe rejecttheidiom of magicwhenever we work out the

conjuror’s trick.

The problemwith a look-up table is that it doesnot have any internalstatesthat canact as

causallyefficaciousrepresentationalvehicles:it is apurestimulus-responseengine.Therefore,al-

thoughwemayusefullyattributeit with beliefsanddesiresin orderto makesenseof its behaviour,

theseinternalstatesdonotcarve its mechanism‘at its joints’. However, it mayseemthat,by carv-

ing it in a suitablycontrived way, we could re-describea look-up tablesuchthat it apparently

operatesusinginternalstateswithout makingit any moreintelligent.Onewaywouldbeto create

a new setof vectorsandincorporatetheminto themechanism,L � � �
i j �� sj �� o j � j � . We could

thenform aninternalpseudo-stateby groupingtogetherall thoseinternalvectors,S � �
sj � j � , that

subserve actsto which we would normally ascribea particularbelief, b. For example,suppose

thereis a subsetof all questionswhosecorrectanswersinvolve thebelief,b, thattheearthmoves

roundthesun:

i100 = ‘What is thethird planetfrom thesun?’ �� s100 �� o100 = ‘Earth’

i101 = ‘Doestheearthmove roundthesun?’ �� s101 �� o101 = ‘No’

i102 = ‘Doesthesunmove roundtheearth?’ �� s102 �� o102 = ‘Yes’

Therethusseemsto bea well-definedinternalstate,S � �
s100� s101 � s102 �
	�	�	
� , thatsubserves

the belief b. (Otherbeliefs,suchas ‘the earthis a planet’, may alsobe involved in answering

theseparticularquestions,but they would alsobe implicatedin others.Thusthe setsof internal

stateswould bedistinct but not disjoint.) This systemis obviously no smarterthanL — it has

the sameproceduralsemantics— andyet apparentlyusesperfectlywell-definedinternalstates

correspondingto any beliefsanddesiresthatwe mayascribeto it. Theproblemwith thisstrategy

is that,in orderfor aninternalstatetobeaccordedacausalrole,it mustbedefinedindependentlyof

thebehaviour thatit is invokedto causallyexplain; but theonly thing thatidentifiesthemembers

of S is preciselytheir membershipof S, which is definedby the fact that its memberssubserve

behaviourson thebasisof which theagentis attributedwith belief b. Thereforea tokeninternal
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state,sj � S, doesnot have causalpowersin virtue of its membershipof the set— i.e. beinga

representationalvehicleof aparticulartype— ratherit is of thattypebecauseof its causalpower4.

Thusit wouldbe inaccurateto claim thatL � wasableto answerquestionsaboutthesolarsystem

becausetherelevantinternalstatesweremembersof S. We arebackto claimingthat‘the causeof

A causedA’.

Consideranotherexample. Supposetwo children learnto do two-columnsubtraction.The

first usesthelook-uptablestrategy andjustmemoriseseachandevery sum.Theothermemorises

just thesingle-columnfacts(3-1=2,8-5=3,etc)andworksout two-columnsumsusingtherules

of borrowing, carrying,andso on. Both childrenwill be ableto do the samesums,so it looks

like they bothmusthave theinternalstructuresnecessaryto dosubtraction.Now it is truethatthe

look-up child knows how to do eachparticularsubtraction— just asthe look-up table‘knows’

how to producethe right outputin responseto the right input — but doessheknow how to do

carrying? Is the carryingrule oneof herbeliefs? Surelynot, sincethe correctresultswerenot

producedbecauseof an internalmechanismthat instantiatesthis particularbelief. For example

shewould concludecorrectlythat81 � 35 � 46, but would not reachthis conclusionbecauseof

the carryingrule. Thereforethe two childrenwill show the samebehaviour, but this behaviour

shouldbedescribeddifferentlyin eachcase.Thedifferencesbetweenthetwo childrenareusually

hidden,but mayshow up in the patternof errorsthat they make. The look-upchild will tendto

makerandomerrorsasthey forgetparticularanswers.But childrenthatlearnhow to do carrying

tendto show clearpatternsof errorasthey misapplyparticularrules,suchasforgettingto subtract

onefrom thetenscolumn(Brown & Burton,1978).

In short, intentionalbehaviour is not simply a matterof what somethingdoes, but alsohow

it doesit. Whenwe try to work out what is going on in someone’s head— i.e. whenwe try

to ascertainthebeliefs,desires,motivesandassumptionsthat lie behindtheir actions— we are

doingliterally that.We arenot just layingbetsaboutfuturebehaviour, andnorarewenecessarily

trying to imaginewhat it is like to bein their shoes(or body),eventhoughall thesemotivesmay

be involved. Ratherwe aretrying to determine,at a suitablelevel of description,the functional

organisationof thephysicalmechanismthatsubservestheirbehaviour.

5.3 Externalism

Supposesomeoneavoidsbeinghit by a train andwe explain their actionsby saying‘shemoved

becauseshethoughta train wascoming’. In theprevioussectionI arguedthat this claim is only

(‘really’) true if thereis a representationalbrain statethat instantiatedthis belief andcausesher

to move. But if this is the casethenit seemswe could just aswell saythat shemovedbecause

that brain statewasactive; andeven thoughwe may chooseto describethat stateas‘believing

thata train wascoming’, thesemanticpropertiesarestrictly irrelevantto a causalexplanationof

her behaviour. The sameargumentappliesto the causesof beliefsaswell astheir effects. We

would normallysaythatshethoughta trainwascomingbecausesheheardit. But if thatbelief is

instantiatedin aparticularbrainstatethenwecouldequallysaythatsheheldthatbeliefbecauseof

4Notethatthisassumesaconstructivist approachto settheorysince,contra Frege,Russell,andQuine,I assertthat
Sdoesnotexist prior to theruleusedto constructit. Therefore,in orderto countasacausallyefficaciousinternalstate,
Smustbeanexampleof whatFregeandRussellcalledaclass, ratherthanaset.
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thestimulationof hereardrum,ratherthanbecausesheheardwhatsoundedlike atrain. Of course

in order to explain how her behaviour is in intentionalco-ordinationwith her environmentwe

wouldhaveto supplementthisstoryabouttheinsidesof thepersonwith oneabouttheoutsides.In

orderto understandhow sheavoidstrains,for example,wewouldneedto know abouttheorigins

of theair vibrationsthatexcitedhereardrum.But thecrucialpoint is thatthetwo storiesseemto

bestrictly separable.

This is the point of the brain-in-a-vat thoughtexperiment: supposethat we remove a brain

from a living creature,keepit alive in a vat, andconnectits nerve endingsto a computerthat

hasbeenprogrammedto producethe stimuli that would result from bodily interactionswith a

‘real’ environment.Presumablythebrainwouldnotbeableto noticethedifference,whichseems

to prove that braineventsoccuraccordingto purely local laws andstrictly independentlyof the

environment.Therefore,asPutnamputsit, meaningsdonotplayarolein thehead(1981).In other

wordsonceweunderstandhow mentalstatesareinstantiatedin thebrainof theagentthenwecan

understandhow beliefsanddesirescancausebehaviour; but the problemis thento understand

how theirbeingbeliefsanddesires,how theirhavingsemanticcontent,contributesto their causal

powers.

This argumentapplieswhetherwe regardmentalstatesasbeinginstantiatedin the brain as

computationalstates,or asneurologicalones:

In fact, as far as I can see,if the problemsaboutimplementationwe’ve beendis-
cussingarerealandnot solvable,only theeliminationof the intentionalwould bea
cureadequateto thedisease.For, notice:if theexternalistcharacterof contentshows
thattheimmediateimplementationof intentionallawscan’t becomputational,it also
shows,andfor preciselythesamereason,thatit can’t beneurological(or subatomic,
for that matter). For, neurologicalstates,like computationalones,areindividuated
by their local properties(roughly, by their partsandto eachother). So,presumably
therecan’t beneurologicallysufficient conditionsfor contentstatesif contentprop-
ertiesareexternalist. Soneurologicalprocessescan’t implementintentionallaws if
computationalprocessescan’t. (Fodor, 1994,p15)

Whatmakessyntacticoperationsaspeciesof formaloperationsis thatbeingsyntactic
is a way of not being semantic. Formal operationsare the onesthat arespecified
withoutreferencetosuchsemanticpropertiesof representationsas,for example,truth,
reference,andmeaning. . . . If mentalprocessesare formal, then they have access
only to theformalpropertiesof suchrepresentationsof theenvironmentasthesenses
provide. Hencethey havenoaccessto thesemanticpropertiesof suchrepresentations,
including. . . thepropertyof beingrepresentationsof theenvironment. (Fodor, 1991,
p488)

So,rejectingbehaviourismseemsto imply thatwe mustalsorejectanexternalistaccountof

intentionality— i.e. onein whichthesemanticpropertiesof our thoughtsplayarole in ourheads.

In thissectionI arguethatthis implicationis mistaken.

5.3.1 Epistemological Externalism

Rejectingbehaviourismneednot imply internalism.To understandwhy wehaveto startby under-

standing‘representation’asaverb,notanoun.Representationis whatabrainstatedoes, notwhat

it is. Representationis therolethata functionalentityplayswithin theintentionalbehaviour of an
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agent,not a structuralcomponent.This makesrepresentationsdifferentfrom thecomponentsof

mostcomplex systems.

Mostartefacts,for example,areproducedby puttingtogetherpre-fabricatedparts.Thismeans

that, for example,we cantakethe startermotor out of onecar, put it in another, andthe motor

will still do its job. Many majorbiologicalorgans,suchasheartsandlungs,arethesame.This

is what makeshearttransplantspossible.Thesetypesof partsarestructurallyindividuated,but

this is not alwaysthecase.For example,many invertebratesdo not requirelungsto breathesince

respirationin small bodiescanbe achievedby diffusion. This doesnot imply that thereareno

entities,suchasstomataandvesicles,that‘do’ respiration;but ratherthattheseentitiesform adis-

tributed,functionallyindividuated,‘component’or subsystem,ratherthana localised,structurally

individuated,one. It would be impossibleto transplanttherespiratorysystemfrom onebeetleto

anotherwithout transplantingthewholebeetle.As anotherexamplethink of the geographically

diffusecomponentsof humansocieties,suchaspolitical organisations,socialclassesandcompa-

niesetc.Wecannotpoint to asingle,discrete,componentthatperformsthefunctionof respiration

in a beetle,any morethanwe canpoint to theUniversity in Oxford; but this doesnot meanthat

thesefunctionalcomponentsarenot (1) well-defined,or (2) physicallyinstantiatedin a perfectly

intelligible way.

Thereis no reasonwhy representationalvehiclesmustbediscretecomponentsof the brain.

They maybemorelike beetle’s respiratorysystemsthanlungs.In otherwordsrepresentationsare

definedby the role that they play in the overall behaviour of the agent,not physiologically. We

cannotknow whethersomethingis a representationuntil we understandtherole that it playsin a

body in a behaviour in an environment. Therefore,asPeacockeargues(1994),representational

vehiclesareindividuatedexternally, with respectto their content,ratherthaninternallyandnar-

rowly. It is theexternalrelationalpropertiesthatdefinessomethingasa representationin thefirst

place.Thereis nosyntaxwithoutsemantics,asCraneputsit (1990).

But thereis a problemwith this weakform of externalism. In order that mentalstatesare

robustly causalit is necessarythat the representationalvehiclesthat carry themare identifiable

independentlyof the intentionalbehaviour usedto definethat state. For example,O’Keefeand

Dostrovsky had to usean understandingof the behaviour of the rat to pick out the functional

propertiesof its hippocampus.But oncethosepropertieshadbeendiscoveredthey weredefined

neurologically, in termsof the activation of placecells. Thereforealthoughknowledgeof the

overall behaviour of anagentis necessaryfor usto identifywhatneurologicalstatesarerepresen-

tationalvehicles,the existenceof the statethat we identify is not so dependent.Someform of

reductionismis thenpossible,at leastin principle.McGinncallsthis epistemological,asopposed

to metaphysical,externalism(1989):externalsemanticrelationsmaybenecessaryfor usto iden-

tify a stateasa representation,but thesedo not play anessentialcausalrole. So it seemsthat if

we wantour intentionalstatesto becausal,thenthey will not becausalin virtueof their semantic

properties.

5.3.2 Metaphysical Externalism

Epistemologicalexternalismisaformof pragmaticanti-reductionism.Pragmaticanti-reductionism,

if yourecall,startsfromtheassumptionthatcomplex systemsaremadeof componentswhichobey
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fixedlaws independentof thehigherpropertiesof thesystem.Thereforeeventsat thelower level

arecausedby other low-level eventsandlaws. But in chapter2 I defendeda strongerform of

anti-reductionismaccordingto which it is alsotrue thatmicro-eventsmaybecausedat a higher

level. For example,it is possibleto describethemomentumof a particulargasmoleculeasbeing

causedby the pressureexertedon the wall of the container. Therewere two possiblewaysto

justify theuseof downwardscausationasa wayof understandinga systemdependingonwhether

causationis understoodpragmaticallyor counterfactually. The first wasthat the descriptionof

moleculesasreboundingelasticallyis just a usefulapproximation;andthat if we allow this asa

valid descriptionthenthedownwardscausationstoryis anequallygoodone.Thesecondwasthat

lowerlevel eventsareover-determinedby lowerlevel causes,andsowecanpointthecausalfinger

at a higherlevel: thesameactof compressionwouldhave producedthesamerisein momentum,

nomatterwhatparticularcollisionsthemoleculeexperienced.

The sameargumentsapply to the relationshipbetweenbrain statesandenvironments. The

internalistandepistemologicalexternalist(like the reductionistandpragmaticanti-reductionist)

bothassumethatit is possibleto determinethefuturebehaviour of anagentfrom theneurological

laws governing its nervous systemand the stimulationof its sensorynerve endings. However,

as we saw in section4.1, neuralmechanismscan function differently in differentbehavioural

contexts. Thereareno neurologicallaws simpliciter; neuralstuff only ever exists in a body in

interactionwith anenvironment.This is why thevisualsystemof theHorseshoecrabcouldonly

beunderstoodby studyingthewholeanimalin its naturalenvironment,ratherthanby taking in

vitro measurementsfrom a lab preparation.It is alsowhy neuroethologistsspendso long fitting

locustswith radioback-packs.

In otherwords,any statementof neurologicallaw shouldincludethe rider “. . . in such-and-

suchenvironmentalandbehavioural circumstances”,sincethe sameneurologicalstuff may act

differently in differentcircumstances.Thereforeeven if we candiscernthe particularneuralor-

ganisationandprocessesunderlyingan intentionalact, this doesnot threatenthe intentionalde-

scriptionsincethoseneuralfactsareonly truebecauseof thewiderenvironmentalandbehavioural

picture,andit is this level of organisationthat the intentionaldescriptionrefersto. Theneuronal

organisationof anorganismis a resultof its overall behaviour within anenvironment,asmuch

asviceversa. Of course,muchof thestructuralneurologicalpropertiesof anorganismare well

insulatedagainstmodulationscausedby environmentalimpact— andso internalismis often a

verygoodapproximation— but thepoint is thatthereis alwaysthepotentialfor theoutsideworld

to have animpact;andthis is all thatmetaphysicalexternalismrequires.

Metaphysicalexternalismcanalsobecashedout in termsof counterfactuals.Thekey point is

that,aswe saw in thecaseof rat navigation,a behaviour is intentionalonly to theextentthatit is

not dependenton particularstimulus-motorresponses— therat, for example,couldfind its food

despitechangesto particularlandmarksor thefloodingof thearena.Thusits hippocampalplace-

cells fire, andhave their effectson behaviour, becausethe rat is in a particularlocation,rather

thanbecauseof particularretinalstimulation. Indeed,the inherentlyunreliableandnoise-ridden

natureof biologicalnervoussystemsmeansthat creatureshave evolvedsuchthat regularitiesat

the intentionallevel (suchas finding food) are preserved despitethe failure of particularlocal

regularities(suchasa receptorcell firing whenilluminated). As with otherstochasticsystems,



Chapter5. Intentionality: Insides 56

higherordermayarisefrom lowerdisorder.

Metaphysicalinternalismis trueof anidealbrainjust astheGasLawsaretrueof idealgases,

but that doesnot meanthat it is true of real, living, metabolising,brains,embodiedin bodies

interactingwith their environment. If real gaseswere ideal then it would alwaysbe possible

to eliminatea downwardscausalstory in favour of a lower level description(if we wantedto).

Similarly, if real brainswere like neuralnetworkmodelsthen it would alwaysbe possibleto

eliminateanintentionaldescriptionin favourof a neurologicalor syntacticone(if we wantedto).

But they arenot. Internalismandthegaslawsarebothgoodapproximationsin certainconditions;

afterall, if thegaslawsweretruesimpliciter, thengaseswouldnevercondense.Thecrucialpoint

is thatin bothcasestheaccuracy of thelowerlaws,andthusthecounterfactualsthatthey support,

aredependentuponthosehigherconditions:theexternalforceonthecontainerwall in thecaseof

thegaslaws,andthebehaviouralenvironmentin thecaseof neurologicalprocesses.

In chapter2 I usedtheexampleof gascondensationto show how changesat thehigherlevel

(i.e. raisingpressureandloweringtemperature)cancausea drasticchangeto therulesgoverning

thebehaviour of theparts(i.e. whetherthemoleculesreboundelastically),andsorevealshow the

latteraredependentontheformer;adependencethatis oftendisguisedin ‘normal’ circumstances.

Theparallelexamplein thecaseof intentionalityis to considera behaviour thatnotonly involves

the stimulationof nerve-endings,but also changesthe way the centralnervous systemworks.

Takepsychoactivedrugs.Supposewedrink a glassof whiskey and,dueto theslight intoxication,

entertainthe belief thatwe areover the legal driving limit. Now thesenseof intoxicationis not

producedby particularsensorystimuli, but ratherby theway thatalcoholentersthebloodstream

andis distributedthroughoutthe body, subtly altering the electricalandbiochemicalproperties

of potentiallyevery singleneuronin the entirecentralnervoussystem.The spinningsensation,

for example,doesnot comefrom our tastebuds,but is dueto thethinningof thebloodin theear

canalswhich disruptsthe neutralbuoyancy of the cilial motion detectors.In this casewe have

quite literally takenthe externalobject— the alcohol— andput it insideour heads.This puts

internalismin anawkwardposition:

Internalismimpliesthattheinferenceswedraw from abeliefonlydependonwhetherwethink

it is true,not on thosefactsthatmakeit true or not. But drinking alcoholdoesjust not produce

the belief that we are drunk, but alsoaffects the cognitive consequencesof that belief. If we

werestone-coldsober, but for somereasonwronglybelievedthatwe wereover thelimit, thenwe

would concludethatwe wereunsafeto drive. But if we believedthatwe wereover thelimit, and

reallywere, thenwewouldbemorelikely to rashlyconcludethatwewereperfectlysafe.In other

words,the stateof affairs thatmakethe belief ‘I am over the limit’ true arepreciselythosethat

affect how thebelief is processed.Thesyntaxof realliving cognitivesystemsis causally, andnot

just epistemologically, dependentonsemantics.To put it anotherway, how couldyou convincea

brain-in-a-vat thatit weredrunkapartfrom addingsomealcoholto thevat?

Now a metaphysicalinternalistmayobjectthat,in suchcases,althoughthefulfillment of the

truth conditionsof thebelief mayeffect theoperationalconsequencesof thetokeningof therep-

resentationalvehiclethat realisesit, they do not have theseeffectsqua satisfactionof the truth

conditions.In otherwords,thepresenceof thealcoholin thebloodmayeffect theconsequences

of my belief aboutit, but not becausemy belief wasaboutthe alcohol. Indeedthe presenceof
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the alcoholwill effect many othercognitive processes,andnot just thosethat involve the belief

that we are drunk; and converselymany other environmentaleventsthat are completelyunre-

latedto the contentof the belief, suchasa bangon the head,may alsoaffect the processingof

that belief. The externalistresponseis that this objectionforgetsthat representationalstatesare

alsoepistemologicallyexternal. In otherwords,althougha representationalvehiclemustbe a

physiologically-definedbrainstatein orderto becapableof playinga well-definedcausalrole, it

is theexternalrelationshipsthatmakethestatea representation.It is theability of a brainstateto

reliably carryinformationaboutthepresenceof alcoholin thebloodthatdefinesit asthevehicle

that instantiatesthe conviction that we aredrunk. A belief may be affectedby the presenceof

alcoholeven if it is not reliably correlatedwith it, but in this casewe wouldnot describeit asthe

belief thatI amdrunk.Thereforethesyntaxof therepresentationis affectedby its semanticsqua

its semantics.

Suchdrug-inducedcasesmayseemlike extremeexamples.But oftenwhenanentityappears

to beindependentof its environmentthentheonly wayto revealthedependenceis to considerex-

tremecases,like thegoldobjectin aquaregia. Of course,in many cases,theinternalistassumption

is approximatelycorrect,but we shouldnever forget that it is only anapproximation.Represen-

tationalbrainstatesoccur, andhave their causalconsequences,notsolelyaccordingto local,syn-

tactic,laws,but alsobecauseof external,environment-involving, facts.Althoughrepresentational

vehiclesmaybe in theheadthey, andtheir causalpowers,area propertyof, anddependentupon,

theentireagent-environmentsystem.Theexternalismof representationalvehiclesismetaphysical,

andnot just epistemological— but this doesnot requireany kind of spooky action-at-a-distance.

Of courseall interactionsbetweenthings-in-the-world andthings-in-the-headaremediatedvia lo-

cal biologicalconnectionsobeying localbiological‘laws’. Rather, metaphysicalexternalismrests

on the fact that these‘laws’ only hold becauseof the larger intentional,environment-involving,

picture.In differentbehaviouralenvironmentswemayfind thatnew ‘laws’ apply.

Dennettrecallsthat,whenconsideringtherole of thebrainin intentionalbehaviour, thefirst

fundamentalconclusionhecameto wasthat

theonly thingsthatbrainscoulddowasto approximatetheresponsivity to meanings
that we presupposein our everydaymentalisticdiscourse.Whenmechanicalpush
cameto shove, a brainwasalwaysgoingto do what it wascausedto do by current,
local, mechanicalcircumstances,[regardlessof] whatever it oughtto do, whatever a
God’s-eye view might revealabouttheactualmeaningof its currentstates.But over
thelonghaul,brainscouldbedesigned— by evolutionaryprocesses— to dotheright
thing(from thepointof view of meaning)with highreliability. . . .brainsaresyntactic
enginesthatcanmimic thecompetenceof semanticengines. (1998a,p357)

But brainsarenot syntacticengines.They areliving biological entities,enclosedin bodiesand

coupledto environments.Braintissuecanmimic thecompetenceof syntacticengines— or rather

we canbuild syntacticengines,suchasartificial neuralnetworks,thatmimic them— but this is

justanapproximation,justasmuchasasemanticengine(i.e. anintentionaldescription)is. Brains

‘are’ syntacticenginesto exactly thesameextent thatthey ‘are’ semanticengines,andwe canno

moreeliminatethelatterthanwecantheformer.
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5.3.3 Brains-In-Vats

It may be useful to reconsiderthe sameproblemin termsof a brain in a vat. The situation,

if you recall, is that the brain hasbeenremoved from a living creatureand kept it alive in a

vat, with its nerve endingsconnectedto a computerthat hasbeenprogrammedto producethe

stimuli thatwould resultfrom bodily interactionswith a ‘real’ environment.The internalist,and

epistemologicalexternalist,arguesthat this demonstratesthat thosebraineventsoccuraccording

to purelylocal lawsandstrictly independentlyof theenvironment.

Now theissuehereis not whetherit is possibleto fool brainsaboutthenatureof their world.

We do not needsuchhigh falutin’ thoughtexperimentsto realisethatthis is possible.Ratherthe

issueis thenatureof thedependency betweenbrainsandtheworldand,in particular, theinternalist

insistencethat thedependency stopsat theinterfacebetweenthe two. They arguethatwhatgoes

on insidethe headis only dependenton what happensat the sense-organs(or the socketat the

backof thevat),andthatmoredistalfactsabouttheenvironmentarestrictly epiphenomenal.This

is equivalentto claimingthat,not only couldweprogramthecomputerto convincethebrainthat

it is interactingwith a ‘real’ world,but thatwecouldproducetheappropriatestimuli suchthatthe

brain’s internalprocessescontinuejustasthey wouldhavein a realenvironment.

Themetaphysicalexternalistresponseto suchexamplesis to askhow thecomputerwaspro-

grammedin thefirst place.How doesthescientistknow whatsequenceof stimulationsto produce

in responseto the motor nerve outputsof the brain? The startingpoint for producingsucha

programwould beto investigatethestructureof thebrain,centralnervoussystem,body, anden-

vironmentof theagent,andthenproduceanaccuratemodelof this datain orderto generatethe

appropriatestimuli in responseto thebrain’smotoroutputs.

Now the internalistclaim is that, usingthis method,we canproducea brain-in-a-vat (BIV)

that simulateswhat would have happenedhadthat brain remainedin a body-in-a-world(BBW,

alsoknown asa person)— i.e. thecomputerenvironmentof theBIV usesa modelbasedondata

collectedfromtheBBW, suchthatif they werestartedoff in thesamestatethentheirfutureinternal

activity would marchin step.However thescientist’smodelis basedon restrictedobservational

data,takenwhentheBBW wasperformingparticularbehavioursin particularenvironments,and

we cannotassumethat this modelwill prove perfectlypredictive aboutwhat happensin others.

Of course,in practice,it may. Nonethelessthereis alwaysthechancethatsomeof theproperties

thatour modelassumesto beconstantturn out to bevariable,andthusthatbehaviour of thetwo

systemswill diverge.Thusweonly haveaguaranteethatthebehaviour of theBIV will matchthat

of theBBW to the extent that they replicatethe behaviour that wasmeasuredin the real world.

RecallFeynman’s insistencethat

scienceis uncertain;themomentthatyou makeapropositionabouta region of expe-
riencethatyouhave notdirectlyseenthenyoumustbeuncertain.But wemustmake
statementsaboutthe regionsthat we have not seen,or thewholebusinessis no use
. . .We have to makeguessesin orderto give any utility at all to science.In orderto
avoid simply describingexperimentsthat have beendone,we have to proposelaws
beyondtheirobservedrange.Thereis nothingwrongwith that,despitethefactthatit
makesscienceuncertain.If you thoughtthatsciencewascertain— well, that is just
anerroronyourpart. (1965,p76)

Outsideof thesecertainsituationstheBIV maycontinuein blissful ignorancethatwhatis now
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happeningmaynotbewhatwouldhave happenedif it wereconnectedto a ‘real world’ insteadof

a computer. But thatis not thepoint, which is ratherthat,in orderto ensurethatthetwo systems

stay in step,the scientisthasto go andcheckthe model againstthe original BBW, and make

adjustmentsasandwhennecessary. Thereforetheexactsequenceof internaleventsin theBIV is

dependentontheexternalworld of theBBW, eventhoughthisconnectionis notmediateddirectly

throughthesenses(asit is for theBBW), but indirectlyvia themeasurementsandtinkeringof the

scientist.

Putnamusedtheexampleof the BIV to show how what goeson in our headsis, in a strong

sense,independentof what happensin the world. This conclusionfollows naturally from the

assumptionthat all objects(including neuralmechanisms)are, in strongsense,independentof

their environment.OncewereplacethisKantianassumptionwith theanti-reductivematerialismI

outlinedin chapter2, thenthenaturalconclusionis thatwhatgoeson in our headsis irreducibly

dependentonwhathappensoutside.

5.4 Emergent Representation

If youwantto know how brainsproduceintelligentbehaviour thentheusualexplanation,whichwe

inheritedfrom Descartes,goessomethinglike this. Therearetwo separatesystems:anagentand

anenvironment.Theagentcontainsrepresentationswhich aremanipulatedaccordingto thelaws

of neuroscienceand/orsyntax,andtheenvironmentcontainsobjectswhich aregovernedby their

own laws. Thesetwo systemsarethenlinked by sensorsandmotors.Theproblemfor Descartes,

andall subsequentrepresentationalists,hasbeento explain how thecontentof therepresentations

— i.e. their relationshipto theworld — playa role in thehead.Theartificial intelligentsiasimply

assumedtheproblemwasunimportantandsocameupwith machinesthatwereableto manipulate

representations’til the cows camehome,but which hadno essentialconnectionwith the things

thatthey weresupposedto thinkingof.

In this chapterI have tried to presenta solution to this problem. The trick is to start by

regardingtheagentandits environmentasa singlesystem,not two separatebut connectedones.

Representationsareanemergentpropertyof this wholesystem,ratherthana partof oneof them,

and they are emergent in both a weak and strongsense. Representationsare emergent in the

weak sensebecausea brain stateis only definedas a representationwith respectto the whole

system(epistemologicalexternalism).And representationalbrainstatesareemergentin a strong

sensebecausethey, and their causalpowers,aredependenton the whole system(metaphysical

externalism).Thereforeif you try to takeanagentout of its environment(á la AI) then,strictly

speaking,it doesn’t containany representationsatall5.

Thisapproachto theproblemof representationaffectshow weunderstandtherelationshipbe-

tweenintentionalityandinformation.I, like many othertheorists,especiallysinceDretske(1981),

useaninformation-theoreticdefinitionof representationin which therepresentationalnatureof a

vehiclerestson its ability to carry informationaboutanexternalstate.Howeversuchtheoriesof-

tengive theimpressionof intentionality beingreducibleto theprocessingof representations;that

representationsaretheatomsof intentionality andwhenyou put enoughtogetheryou getabout-

5Thissolutionto Descartes’problemmayseemto havetheadvantagesof theft overhonesttoil, in Russell’sphrase,
but I preferto seeit asliberation ratherthantheft.



Chapter5. Intentionality: Insides 60

ness.But if we regardrepresentationsasemergentfrom behaviour, thenthis picturegetsturned

on its head.

Informationis everywhere— wherever thereis causetherewill becorrelation,andwherever

thereis correlationthereis information— but it is usuallycausallyinert. Informationcarriers

have causalpowers,but not in virtue of the informationthey carry. If, however, the effect for

which we seeka causeis theco-ordinationof anagentwith respectto its environment— i.e. an

intentionalbehaviour — thenthe propertyof therepresentationalvehiclecapableof having this

effect is preciselythefactthatit carriesreliableinformationabouttheexternalobject.Information

only becomesa causalpropertyin thecontext of intentionalbehaviour. Aboutnessdoesnot flow

upwardfrominformation-carryingrepresentationsto intentionalbehaviours,but is ratherbestowed

from above. Justbecausewe have foundsomethingin the headthat bearsinformationaboutan

externalobjectthisdoesnotyetmakeit a representation.Representationis only happeningif that

informationplaysacausalrole in thebehaviour of theagent.Representationsarenot theatomsof

intentionalitythatcanbegluedtogetherto makeintelligence,but definingpropertiesof anagent

thatis ableto actintentionally.

A behaviour is ‘really’ intentional(sensuchapter3 andsection5.2)if f it is mediatedby repre-

sentations;but an information-carrieris only a representationif it playsanappropriaterole in an

intentionalbehaviour. Thismayseemcircular, but thepoint is thateachlevel of organisation(i.e.

brainsandbehaviour) canonly properlybeunderstoodin thelight of theother. Wecanonly make

sureprogressin psychologyif we ceaseto regardthe brain asa black box. Conversely, we can

only understandbrainsin thelight of anunderstandingof thebehaviour thatthey underlie.It is this

latterpointthatmarksthedifferencebetweennaturalisingintentionality, andreducingit: to reduce

anintentionaldescriptionis to show how it canbederivedfrom a setof independentlower-level

facts;whereasto naturaliseanintentionaldescriptionis to show how it is systematicallyrelatedto

onebelow. Naturalisationimpliesreductionunlessthelowerlevel is alsodependentonthehigher,

which is whatexternalismimplies.

Behaviouristsregardbeliefsanddesiresasconstructionsover behavioural data,andnothing

to do with eventsin the brain per se. Behaviourism implies that if two agentsexhibit the same

behaviour thenthey musthave the samebeliefs,even if thosebehaviours areproducedby non-

isomorphicmechanisms(rememberthe look-up child andthe carryingchild). Identity theorists

andcomputationalists,ontheotherhand,reducebeliefsanddesiresandclaimthatthey simplyare

brain states(at the appropriatelevel of description).My alternative is that intentionalstatesare

the role thatbrainstatesplay within behaviour. They arenot propertiesof brainsandthey arenot

propertiesof behaviours,ratherthey aretherelationshipbetweenthetwo. To entertaina belief is

to possessa brainstatewhoseinformation-carryingpropertiesallow you to achieve certaintypes

of interactionwith theworld. And neitherclausein this definitioncanbeamputated:if you omit

thefirst, thenyou justhavesomethingwhosebehaviour appearsto involvebelief;andif youomit

thesecondthenyoudon’t havea belief, justa brainstate.


