Chapter 5

| ntentionality: Insides

In direct contrasto Germanphilosophywhich descend$rom hearento earth,here
we ascendrom earthto hearen. Thatis to say we do not setout from what men
say imagine,conceve, nor from menasnarratedthoughtof, imagined conceved,in

orderto arrive at menin theflesh. We setout from real,active men,andon the basis
of theirreallife-processve demonstrat¢he developmentof theideologicalreflexes
andechoeof this life-process. The phantomgormedin the humanbrain arealso,
necessarilysublimatesf their materiallife-processwhich is empirically verifiable
andboundto materialpremises. .. [We do] notexplain practisefrom theideabut the
formationof ideafrom materialpractise.

— Marx andEngels,TheGermanideology

In the beginningwasthedeed.
— GoetheFaust

5.1 Opening the Black Box

Modern philosophyof psychologystartedwith Freuds (re-)discwery that thereis more going
onin our headshanwe areconsciouslyawareof. Our consciousselvesarenot masterdn their
own house,n his patricianphrase.This left uswith a problem,sinceit impliesthatif youwant
to understandvhatis goingon in someoneelses headthenit is not sufficient to just askthem
what they were thinking. (And of coursethe sameargumentappliesto oursehes: we do not
alwaysknow whatwe arethinking.) If youwantto do psychologythenfirst personintrospection
is not enough. Freuds solutionto this problemwasto develop his theory of the unconscious
and the techniquesf psychoanalysishut this endedup asa degenerateform of hermeneutics
devoid of ary empiricalrigour. Freudwasa novelistwho missedhistruevocation,nota scientist.
Skinnersrespons¢o this malaisewasto re-assertwith avengeancehe primag of third-person
obsenation. In future all talk aboutthe insidesof headswasto be abolishedto bereplacedoy
constructiongver directly obsenablebehaiour.

It is hardto overstatethe extentto which behaiourism hasinfluencedthe subsequenphi-
losophyof psychology If we definebehaiourism purely operationallyas acceptancef some
form of the Turing Test (1950) thenthe term includesnot just the militant analyticaland psy-
chologicalbehaiourism of Carnap,Hempel,Skinner andRyle, but alsothe more sophisticated
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empiricist, pragmatistandinstrumentalistversionsof Quine, PuthamnouveauxDavidson,and
Dennett. Whatall thesehave in commonis an agreementhat the only way to settledisputes
aboutpsychologyis by referenceo third-persorobsenationsof behaiour. In short,we should
treatthebrainasa blackbox: we may speculat@aboutwhatis inside,but never openit up.

This attitudehasalwaysseemedjuite mysteriougo me. Psychologyis the scienceof discov-
eringwhatis goingonin peoples heads.Thereforeif you wantto settledisputesin psychology
thensurelyyou shouldlook insidespeoples headsij.e. try to understandhe neurologicaimech-
anismsunderlyingtheir obsered behaiour. It is time to openthe box. Chomsly, for example,
hypothesisedninnatelanguageorganwithin the brain to explain certainpatternsn theway in
which we learnanduselanguage But, asSampsor(1997)amues,this evidenceis not, in itself,
sufficient to settlethe agumentoneway or another The samepatternsof linguistic behaiour
canbe explainedwithout recourseto hypothesesboutinnatelanguageorgans. But if we want
to know whetherthe brain containsan innatelanguageorganthensurelythe obvious stratgy is
to look insideto seeif we canfind one? Of coursein day to day practicewe never know what
is going on inside peoples skulls. But we shouldnot makea virtue of necessity After all, if
everythingworkedthe way it appearedo thentherewould be no needfor scienceasMarx put
it. In thelastchapten discussedomeof the practicalproblemswith openingthe box, andin the
next two | discusssomeof the philosophicajproblems.

Of coursel am not the first to suggesthat we openthe box. The mostnotableexceptions
to the behaiourist trend have beenSmartandthe identity theorists,Fodor, Stich, Block, Kim,
andthe Churchlandsyho all aguethatintentionalpsychologicaktategbeliefs,desireshopes,
fears,assumptionsandthe restymust,by definition, berealisedin entitiesinsidethe headwhich
representthe outsideworld in someway. The disagreementarethenover whatkind of thing
theseinternalrepresentationatatesare,andwhatit meango saythatthey ‘representtheoutside
world. Are they particularneuronalfirings, or do they exist at a higherlevel of organisatiorlike
the functional patternsof a computerprogram? Must they takethe form of atomisticlinguistic
symbols,or canthey bemorefuzzy anddistributed?However all thesetheoristfacea problem:if
psychologicabktatesareentitiesinsidethe headthenhow canthefactthatthey representheworld
makea differenceto thebehaiour thatthey control?

The solutionto this problemstemsfrom thefactthatin orderto understandvhatis goingon
insidetheheadof anagentt is necessarto understanavhatis goingonoutside We haveto cane
theinsidesandthe outsidesof anagentsimultaneouslyn orderto understandhow its behaiour
is produced.This alsomeanghatwe cannotassumehatthe agents ervironmentwill be caned
in thesameway asours. Whenl look aroundmy office, for example,l seecomputersandbooks
andpapersandmugs. My cat, on the otherhand,only seeshingsto sleepon andthingsto eat.
Thereforethereis no pointlooking for ‘mug’ or ‘computer’ representationmsideher head.My
conceptsnaynotfit herobjectsandviceversa

In the next two chapterd try to defendthesebasicintuitions. In this chapter concentraten
theinsideof headdi.e. how we individuaterepresentationsgndin the next | concentraten the
outsideqi.e. how weindividuateobjects).Theconclusioris aform of realismin whichsuccessful
thoughtis basedn somekind of correspondendeetweerthingsin theheadandthingsoutside.

1| don't carewhethersomeonéreally believes’in behariourism,justaslong asthey behae asif they do.
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Now if oneis arealistaboutanythingthenit is usuallyassumedhatonemustbearealistabout
physics:afterall, physicds themostempiricallyaccuratendsuccessfubf thesciencesndsothe
onemostlikely to be‘true’. Butrealismaboutphysicsusuallycarriesalot of Kantianmetaphysical
baggageboutuniversalmathematicalaws, essentiahndintrinsic types,objectvism, andsoon.
In shortrealismseemso imply that thereis a determinatdist of Objectsasthey Really Are,
andthatthe point of knowledgeis to bring our mindsinto correspondenceith them.In thesetwo
chapterg try to presentinalternatve typeof realismthatdoesnotcarrythisbaggagdutinsteads
consistentvith whatFine (1984)callsthe‘naturalontologicalattitude’in which theobjectsof our
everydaylives— trees,washingmachinesstreamsandthelike — arejust realas,or evenmore
realthan,the abstraction®f theoreticaphysics.This type of realismis basedn theway thatwe
cane outtheobjectsin theworld throughour own actiity, ratherthana correspondenceetween
things-in-the-headnda list of things-out-ther@evealedto usby the high priestsof physics. Of
coursethereis a reality — a world out there— prior to mind, but this world hasno essential
structure nofixedsetof types.Accordingto this view truth boils down to thefactthatsomeways
of carvingtheworld aremoresuccessfulor certainpurposeshanothers.

5.2 Anti-Turing

How canwe tell whatis goingonin someoneshead?n otherwords,whatmakesa psychological
descriptiorof themtrue?In chaptei3 | alguedthathow we chooseo describesomethinglepends
onwhatwe wantout of ourdescriptionandthis appliesto third-persordescription®f intentional
behaiour asmuchasarything else.For examplel couldclaimthat‘'my cardoesnt like to go up
hills’. Everyonewouldknow whatl meantandwouldbeableto makecertainaccuratgredictions
aboutits counterfactuabehaiour. In thissensaet is a perfectlygooddescription.Yeteveryone—
apartfrom animists— would agreethatit is not ‘really true’.

Sowhatmakesanintentionaldescriptiorireally true’, andin whatsense™n chapte3 | aigued
thatif we wantour descriptiongo be ‘really true’ in the sensethatit is ‘really true’ thatplanets
follow elliptical orbits, that speciesvolve throughnaturalselectiongravity actsthroughcenters
of gravity, elementsare periodic,continentamove with tectonicplates,gasse®bey the gaslaws,
andgovernmentsarean expressiorof socialforcesratherthandivine will, thenour descriptions
shouldalso play an explanatoryrole. Thereforeif we want our intentionaldescriptionsto be,
roughly speaking,scientific’ thenthey shouldnot justbe empiricallyadequateacceptabléo our
socialpeerspr evenmaximally predictive, but shouldalsoexplain how the obseredbehaiour is
produced.(Ontheotherhand,if youregardpsychologyasatypeof hermeneuticsr literatureor
therapyratherthanasa sciencethenothercriteriawill apply)

So,whatdoesit takefor adescriptiorto becapablef explaininghow abehaiour is produced?
In section3.31 aguedthatthis depend®on the statusof ary theoreticatermsthatthe description
useswhich, in the caseof intentionaldescriptionsmeansinternalmentalstatessuchasbeliefs
and desires. A behaiourist regardstheseinternal statesas abstracta, mere constructionsover
obsered behaioural data,whilst for the anti-beh&iouristthey areillata, positedentitieswhich
areinstantiatedn the underlyingmechanisnof the agentin adiscernibleway. In otherwords,if
intentionaldescriptionsreto be explanatorythenbeliefsanddesireanustberealisedn internal
representationsfunctionalproperties processesr entitiesof an agent(therepresentationale-
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hicle) thatplaysarole in the intentionalbehaiour of thatagentin virtue of theinformationthat
it carriesaboutsomeaspecbf the ervironment(the content§. For example theratsdiscussedn
sectiord.2wereableto successfullynegotiatea mazeandfind theirfood becaus¢heplacecellsin
their hippocampusgonsistentlyfired whentheratswerein a particularlocation. This mechanism
underwroteheir beliefsabouttheir positionwithin the maze andsowhenwe attributethoserats
with a‘senseof place’'we arereally explaininghow thatbehaiour is producednotjustdescribing
thebehaiour we obsere.

Of courserepresentationsanberealisedn the brainatlevels of organisatiorhigherthanthat
of singleneurons.This possibilityis oftenassociatedvith computationalisnout | wantto avoid
usingthis term, for two reasonsThefirst is thatcomputationalisnusuallyincludesassumptions
aboutlanguage®f thought,symbolsystemsandthe modularityof mind, and| will laterargue
why thesearenot necessaryThe seconds thatthereis no contradictionbetweenunderstanding
representationalehiclesas computationabtates andasstatesof the underlyingphysicalmech-
anism. Computationabtatesare physicalstatesjust at a higherlevel of description.Thereforel
will talk in generalboutbrain states’ whilst makingno claimsabouttheir level of instantiation.

But why shouldourintentionaldescriptionslependnwhatis goingoninsidetheheadof the
agent,apartfrom fitting into our generalscientific‘idea of the good'? Whataretheimplications
for the philosophyof psychology?

Thefirstimplicationis thattreatingintentionalstatesasbrain statesmakesthemcausallyef-
ficacious.Behaviourism definesintentionalstatesasconstructionsver obsenablebehaiour, or
asdispositimsto behae. And, aswith otherdispositioral propertiesproblemsariseif we under
standthemin termsof actualor counterfactuabutcomegsection3.3). RecallCarnaps agument
thatif the dispositionalpropertyof ‘being soluble’is definedas‘dissolvingwhenin water’ then
theclaimthat‘X dissohedbecausét wassoluble’is tautologous.Similarly, if intentionalstates
aredefinedsolelyin termsof behaiour thenwe arenot makinga substantie claim whenwe sub-
sequentlycite thosestatesasa causeof thatbehaiour. Of coursethe solutionis that ‘solubility’
describes propertyof a substancén virtue of which it dissoles,andintentionalstatesdescribe
brainstatedn virtue of which behaioursareproduced.

For example,if we describea rat ashaving a ‘senseof place’iff it cantraversea changing
mazethenthe claim that‘the rat foundthefood sourcebecausét hada senseof place’is tautol-
ogous. But if by ‘having a senseof place’ we meanthat the hippocampaplace-cellsof the rat
accuratelycorrespondo its locationthenwe have a truly causalexplanationof its behaiour. (It
wasconsiderationsuchasthesethatforced Tolmanto abandorSkinners behaiourismandlaid
thefoundationdor cognitive psychologyin thefirst place(1932).)

Davidson(1980)objectsto thisline of reasoningHe amuesthatalthoughstatementtke “the
causeof A causedA” may be uninformatie or tautologousthatdoesnot necessarilymeanthat
they arefalse. However suchstatement®nly becomeinformative whenit is possibleto identify
that which fulfills the role of ‘the causeof A’ independenthof that description(Morris, 1986).
It may bethe casethatwe only discover which substancearesolubleby putting themin water
andwe mayonly discorer someonesintentionalstatesy observingoehaiour, but we shouldnot
confusetheway thatwe measure propertywith thefactsin virtue of which anentity holdsit.

230far thislooksjustlike anargumentfor anidentity theory In section5.31 shav why it is not.
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If intentionalstatesaregroundedn brainstategshenwe canalsoaccountfor errors. Suppose
thatwe areunableto producea coherenintentionaldescriptionof a systemthat fully accounts
for its behaiour. We have two choices. Thefirst is to revise the list of beliefsanddesiresthat
we attribute to the systemin an attemptto makethe behaiour rationally explicable. Sucha ret-
rospectve revisionis alwayspossible thoughpossiblyat the costof ascribingwildly implausible
intentionalstategto the agent. For example,supposd usea poundcoin to buy a newspapethat
costs45p,andtheshopkeepegivesmethewrongchange Why did hedo it? Onepossibleexpla-
nationis thathereally believedthat£1 minus45pwas35p,or thatthe poundcoin | gave him was
worth 80p. If sothenhisreasoningvasperfectlyrational,but his beliefswerebizarre.(Thisissue
is discussedetweenStitch (1981)and Dennett(1987,ch4)). This way of accountingfor errors
is equivalentto the pre-Copernicampractiseof retrospectiely addingepigy/clesto our Ptolemaic
descriptionsof planetaryorbitsin orderto geta fit; a practisethat producedempirically accurate
descriptiongut at the expenseof vastly corvolutedexplanations.

The alternatve that Dennettdiscussess to admitthat the systemwasactingirrationally, but
that“mistakesof this sortareslipsin goodprocedurespotmanifestationsf anallegianceto abad
procedureor principle’ In otherwordsthe shopkeepesimply madea mistake.Thisis equivalent
to noting departuregrom Kepleranellipsesbut not abandoningdis laws asa result, sincethese
errorscanbe explainedasbeingdueto a departurdrom the usuallaw of gravity on which they
arebased As Dennettputsit,

we mustdescendrom the level of beliefs and desiresto someotherlevel of the-
ory to describehis mistake sinceno accountin termsof his beliefsanddesireswill
makesensecompletely At somepoint our accountwill have to copewith the sheer
senselessnes$ thetransitionin ary error.

However we canonly usethe lower level theoryto describemistakesif we canusethe lower
level theoryto describesuccessesWe cannotuseknowledgeof the workingsof the mechanism
to analysehow a systemhasgonewrong unlesswe know whatit shouldhave donein orderfor
the systemto behave correctly’. It is theability to accounfor errorsin thisway thatdifferentiates
betweersystemgshatarerationalbut errorprone,andsystemshatarelogical but bizarrelystupid.
To erris human afterall.

Of coursein onesensethe modernbehaiouristsare absolutelycorrect: in everydaylife we
form andjudgeintentionaldescription®n roughlyhermeneutior instrumentactriteria. If we can
makesenseof someones behaiour androughly predicttheir future actionsthenthis is all that
matters.Moreover | amnot necessarilyarguing thatwe shouldchangethesecriteriain practice.
Ratherit is a questionof how we regard the intentionaldescriptionghat our hermeneuticgen-
erate. We canattribute the empiricalsucces®f anintentionaldescriptionto the role of internal
representationalehiclesevenwhilst we have no directexperienceof them,in the sameway that
Keplercould attribute the empiricalsucces®f the elliptical orbit to anundiscaoeredheliocentric
force.

Anti-behaviourismdoesimply, however, thatdiscoveriesaboutthe internalmechanisnof an
agentcanaffect our intentionaldescriptions.In onerespecthis is commonsense.For example,

3The problemof differentiatingbetweensuccessindfailure will be discussedn chapters? and11; the problem
hereis to accounffor the onesthatwe identify.
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theentireplot of Cyranode Bemgeracis basedaroundaform of Turing Test,in which Roxannds

fooledinto believing that Christianis assmartasheis beautifulby his ability to parrotpoetryfed

to him by Cyrano. The play hingeson the fact that, werethe trick to be revealed,thenRoxanne
would realisethatit wasour misshapererothat sheloved, not the dumb Christian. Would the

behaiouristaguethatChristianreallywasapoetjustbecaustéepassedhe Roxanndest?Surely
to beapoetit is notenoughto producepoetry;onemustproducepoetryin theright way.

Block makesthe samepoint by imagininga machinethatusesa crudelook-uptableto pass
a Turing Test(1981). A look-uptableworks by simply mappingeachpossibleinput vectorto a
suitableoutput,L = {i; — 0;|;}. For example,| = {i;|;} maybeacompletdlist of all questions
in English of lessthan 100 words (including mis-spellings),and O = {o; |;} a list of suitable
responsesEventhoughL would beableto answerary questiorthatwe give it, Block aiguesthat
if we lookedinsidethe black box thenwe would realisethat it wasnt really smart,it just acted
smart. But he fails to give a reasonwhy sucha systemis not intentional,despiteits ability to
passary Turing Test;andnor doeshe definea conditionon how a mechanisnworksthatwould
corvince him thatit were. It may be that any discovery aboutthe workings of a brain would
leadBlock to rejecta psychologicabdescription— ‘oh look, it's not really intelligent, it’ s just a
bunchof neuronsandnenes’ — just aswe rejecttheidiom of magicwhene&er we work out the
conjuroristrick.

The problemwith a look-uptableis thatit doesnot have ary internalstatesthat canactas
causallyefficaciousrepresentationafkehicles:it is apurestimulus-responsengine.Thereforeal-
thoughwe mayusefullyattributeit with beliefsanddesiresn orderto makesensef its behaiour,
theseinternalstatesdo notcare its mechanismat its joints’. However, it mayseenthat,by carv-
ing it in a suitably contrived way, we could re-describea look-up table suchthat it apparently
operatesisinginternalstatesvithout makingit ary moreintelligent. Oneway wouldbeto create
anew setof vectorsandincorporateheminto themechanisml.’ = {i; — s; — 0j|;}. We could
thenform aninternalpseudo-statby groupingtogetherall thoseinternalvectors SC {s;|;}, that
subsere actsto which we would normally ascribea particularbelief, b. For example,suppose
thereis a subsebdf all questionavhosecorrectanswersnvolve the belief, b, thatthe earthmoves
roundthesun:

i100 = ‘What s thethird planetfrom thesun?’ — $00— 0100 = ‘Earth’
i101 = ‘Doestheearthmove roundthesun?’  +— Sjg1— 0101 = ‘N0’
i102 = ‘Doesthesunmoveroundtheearth?”  +— Sjgo— 0192="'Yes’

Therethusseemdo be awell-definedinternalstate,S = {S100, S101, S102, - - - }, thatsubseres
the belief b. (Otherbeliefs,suchas ‘the earthis a planet’, may alsobe involved in answering
theseparticularquestionsput they would alsobe implicatedin others. Thusthe setsof internal
stateswould be distinct but not disjoint.) This systemis obviously no smarterthanL — it has
the sameproceduralsemantics— andyet apparentlyusesperfectlywell-definedinternal states
correspondingo ary beliefsanddesiregshatwe mayascribeto it. The problemwith this strategy
is that,in orderfor aninternalstateto beaccorde@causatole, it mustbedefinedndependentlpf
the behaiour thatit is invokedto causallyexplain; but the only thing thatidentifiesthe members
of Sis preciselytheir membershipf S which is definedby the fact thatits memberssubsere
behaiours on the basisof which the agentis attributedwith beliefb. Thereforea tokeninternal
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state,s; € S, doesnot have causalpowersin virtue of its membershipf the set— i.e. beinga
representationatehicleof aparticulartype— ratherit is of thattypebecausef its causapower’.

Thusit would be inaccuratdo claim thatL’ wasableto answemruestionsaboutthe solarsystem
becausdherelevantinternalstatesverememberof S. We arebackto claimingthat‘the causeof

A caused\'.

Consideranotherexample. Supposdwo childrenlearnto do two-columnsubtraction. The
first useghelook-uptablestratgy andjust memorise®achandevery sum.The othermemorises
just the single-columrfacts(3-1=2,8-5=3, etc) andworks out two-columnsumsusing the rules
of borrawing, carrying,andso on. Both childrenwill be ableto do the samesums,soit looks
like they bothmusthave theinternalstructuresiecessaryo do subtractionNow it is truethatthe
look-up child knows how to do eachparticularsubtraction— just asthe look-up table ‘knows’
how to producethe right outputin responseo the right input — but doessheknow how to do
carrying? Is the carryingrule oneof herbeliefs? Surelynot, sincethe correctresultswere not
producedbecauseof aninternalmechanisnthatinstantiateghis particularbelief. For example
shewould concludecorrectlythat81— 35 = 46, but would not reachthis conclusionbecausef
the carryingrule. Thereforethe two childrenwill shov the samebehaiour, but this behaiour
shouldbedescribedlifferentlyin eachcase.Thedifferencedbetweerthetwo childrenareusually
hidden,but may shav up in the patternof errorsthatthey make. The look-up child will tendto
makerandomerrorsasthey forgetparticularanswers But childrenthatlearnhow to do carrying
tendto shaw clearpatternof errorasthey misapplyparticularrules,suchasforgettingto subtract
onefrom thetenscolumn(Brown & Burton,1978).

In short,intentionalbehaiour is not simply a matterof what somethingdoes but alsohow
it doesit. Whenwe try to work out whatis goingon in someones head— i.e. whenwe try
to ascertairthe beliefs, desiresmotivesandassumptionshatlie behindtheir actions— we are
doingliterally that. We arenotjustlaying betsaboutfuture behaiour, andnor arewe necessarily
trying to imaginewhatit is like to bein their shoeqor body),eventhoughall thesemotivesmay
be involved. Ratherwe aretrying to determineat a suitablelevel of description the functional
organisatiorof the physicalmechanisnthatsubserestheirbehaiour.

5.3 Externalism

Supposesomeonevoids beinghit by a train andwe explain their actionsby saying‘she moved
becauseshethoughta train wascoming’. In the previous sectionl amguedthatthis claimis only
(‘really’) trueif thereis arepresentationdirain statethat instantiatedhis belief andcauseser
to move. But if thisis the casethenit seemswe couldjust aswell saythat shemoved because
that brain statewasactive; andeven thoughwe may chooseto describethat stateas ‘believing
thatatrain wascoming’, the semantiqoropertiesarestrictly irrelevantto a causalexplanationof
her behaiour. The sameargumentappliesto the causesof beliefsaswell astheir effects. We
would normally saythatshethoughta train wascomingbecauseheheardit. But if thatbeliefis
instantiatedn a particularbrainstatethenwe couldequallysaythatsheheldthatbeliefbecaus®f

4Notethatthis assumes constructvist approacho settheorysince,contra Frege, RussellandQuine,| asserthat
Sdoesnotexist prior to therule usedto construcit. Thereforejn orderto countasa causallyefficaciousinternalstate,
S mustbeanexampleof whatFregeandRussellcalleda class ratherthana set.
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thestimulationof hereardrum,ratherthanbecaussheheardwhatsoundedike atrain. Of course
in orderto explain how her behaiour is in intentionalco-ordinationwith her ervironmentwe

would have to supplementhis storyabouttheinsidesof the persorwith oneabouttheoutsidesin

orderto understandhow sheavoidstrains,for example,we would needto know aboutthe origins
of theair vibrationsthatexcited hereardrum. But the crucial pointis thatthe two storiesseemto

be strictly separable.

This is the point of the brain-in-a-at thoughtexperiment: supposehat we remove a brain
from a living creature keepit alive in a vat, and connectits nerne endingsto a computerthat
hasbeenprogrammedo producethe stimuli that would resultfrom bodily interactionswith a
‘real’ ervironment.Presumablyhe brainwould not be ableto noticethe differencewhich seems
to prove that brain eventsoccuraccordingto purelylocal laws andstrictly independenthof the
ervironment.ThereforeasPutnanputsit, meaningslonotplayarolein thehead(1981).In other
wordsoncewe understandhow mentalstatesareinstantiatedn thebrainof theagenthenwe can
understandhow beliefsand desirescan causebehaiour; but the problemis thento understand
how their beingbeliefsanddesireshow their havingsemanticcontent,contributesto their causal
powers.

This agumentapplieswhetherwe regard mentalstatesasbeinginstantiatedn the brainas
computationabtatespr asneurologicabnes:

In fact, asfar as| cansee,if the problemsaboutimplementationwe've beendis-
cussingarerealandnot solvable,only the eliminationof theintentionalwould be a
cureadequatéo the diseaseFor, notice:if the externalistcharacteof contentshovs
thattheimmediateémplementatiorof intentionallaws cant be computationalit also
shows, andfor preciselythe samereasonthatit cant be neurologicalor subatomic,
for that matter). For, neurologicalstatesike computationabnes,areindividuated
by their local propertiegroughly, by their partsandto eachother). So, presumably
therecant be neurologicallysufficient conditionsfor contentstatesf contentprop-
ertiesareexternalist. So neurologicalprocessesant implementintentionallaws if
computationaprocessesant. (Fodor, 1994,p15)

Whatmakessyntacticoperationsa specie®f formal operationss thatbeingsyntactic
is a way of not being semantic. Formal operationsare the onesthat are specified
withoutreferenceo suchsemantigropertieof representationss,for example truth,
referenceandmeaning. ... If mentalprocessesire formal, thenthey have access
only to theformal propertiesof suchrepresentationsf theervironmentasthesenses
provide. Hencethey have noaccesso thesemantigropertieof suchrepresentations,

including. . .the propertyof beingrepresentationsf the environment (Fodor, 1991,
p488)

So, rejectingbehaiourismseemgo imply thatwe mustalsorejectan externalistaccountof
intentionality— i.e. onein whichthesemantigropertieof ourthoughtsplayarolein our heads.
In this sectionl arguethatthisimplicationis mistaken.

5.3.1 Epistemological Externalism

Rejectingbehaiourismneednotimply internalism.To understanavhy we have to startby under
standingrepresentationasaverb,notanoun.Representatiois whatabrainstatedoes notwhat
it is. Representatiois therole thata functionalentity playswithin theintentionalbehaiour of an
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agent,not a structuralcomponent.This makesrepresentationdifferentfrom the component®f
mostcomplex systems.

Mostartefactsfor example,areproducedy puttingtogethepre-fabricategbarts. Thismeans
that, for example,we cantakethe startermotor out of onecar, putit in another andthe motor
will still doits job. Mary major biological organs,suchasheartsandlungs,arethe same. This
is what makeshearttransplantgossible. Thesetypesof partsare structurallyindividuated,but
thisis notalwaysthe case.For example,mary invertebrateslo notrequirelungsto breathesince
respirationin small bodiescanbe achiezed by diffusion. This doesnotimply thatthereare no
entities,suchasstomataandvesiclesthat'do’ respirationjut ratherthattheseentitiesform adis-
tributed,functionallyindividuated,component’'or subsystematherthanalocalised structurally
individuated,one. It would be impossibleto transplantherespiratorysystemfrom onebeetleto
anotherwithout transplantinghe whole beetle. As anotherexamplethink of the geographically
diffusecomponent®f humansocietiessuchaspolitical organisationssocialclassesndcompa-
niesetc. We cannofpointto asingle,discretecomponenthatperformsthefunctionof respiration
in a beetle,ary morethanwe canpointto the Universityin Oxford; but this doesnot meanthat
thesefunctionalcomponentsrenot (1) well-defined,or (2) physicallyinstantiatedn a perfectly
intelligible way.

Thereis no reasonwhy representationalehiclesmustbe discretecomponent®f the brain.
They maybemorelike beetlesrespiratorysystemghanlungs.In otherwordsrepresentationare
definedby the role thatthey play in the overall behaiour of the agent,not physiologcally. We
cannotknow whethersomethings a representationntil we understandherole thatit playsin a
body in a behaiour in an ervironment. Therefore,as Peacockeurgues(1994), representational
vehiclesareindividuatedexternally, with respecto their content,ratherthaninternally and nar
rowly. It is the externalrelationalpropertieghatdefinessomethingasa representatioim thefirst
place.Thereis no syntaxwithoutsemanticsasCraneputsit (1990).

But thereis a problemwith this weak form of externalism. In orderthat mentalstatesare
robustly causalit is necessaryhat the representationatehiclesthat carry themare identifiable
independentlyof the intentionalbehaiour usedto definethat state. For example,O’Keefeand
Dostrorsky hadto usean understandingf the behaiour of the rat to pick out the functional
propertiesof its hippocampusBut oncethosepropertieshadbeendiscoveredthey weredefined
neurologically in termsof the activation of placecells. Thereforealthoughknowledgeof the
overall behaiour of anagentis necessarjor usto identifywhatneurologicaktatesarerepresen-
tational vehicles,the existenceof the statethat we identify is not so dependent.Someform of
reductionisnis thenpossible atleastin principle. McGinn callsthis epistemologicalasopposed
to metaphysicalexternalism(1989): externalsemantiaelationsmay be necessaryor usto iden-
tify a stateasa representatiorhut thesedo not play anessentiatausalole. Soit seemghatif
we wantour intentionalstatego be causalthenthey will notbe causaln virtue of their semantic
properties.

5.3.2 Metaphysical Externalism

Epistemologicaéxternalismis aform of pragmatianti-reductionismPragmati@nti-reductionism,
if yourecall,startsfrom theassumptiothatcomple systemsaremadeof componentsvhichobey
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fixedlaws independenof the higherpropertiesof the system.Thereforeeventsat thelower level

are causedoy otherlow-level eventsandlaws. But in chapter2 | defendeda strongerform of

anti-reductionismaccordingto which it is alsotrue that micro-eventsmay be causedat a higher
level. For example,it is possibleto describehe momentunof a particulargasmoleculeasbeing
causedby the pressuresxertedon the wall of the container Therewere two possiblewaysto

justify theuseof downwardscausatiorasa way of understanding systendependingn whether
causationis understoodgoragmaticallyor counterfactually The first wasthat the descriptionof

moleculesasreboundingelasticallyis just a usefulapproximationandthatif we allow this asa

valid descriptiorthenthedownwardscausatiorstoryis anequallygoodone. The secondvasthat
lowerlevel eventsareover-determinedy lowerlevel causesandsowe canpointthecausafinger

atahigherlevel: the sameactof compressionvould have producedhe samerisein momentum,
no matterwhatparticularcollisionsthe moleculeexperienced.

The sameargumentsapply to the relationshipbetweenbrain statesand ervironments. The
internalistand epistemologicaéxternalist(like the reductionistand pragmaticanti-reductionist)
bothassumehatit is possibleto determinghefuturebehaiour of anagentirom the neurological
laws governingits nenous systemand the stimulationof its sensorynene endings. However,
aswe sawv in section4.1, neuralmechanismsan function differently in differentbehaioural
contets. Thereareno neurologicallaws simpliciter; neuralstuff only ever existsin a body in
interactionwith anervironment. Thisis why the visual systemof the Horsesho&rabcouldonly
be understoody studyingthe whole animalin its naturalervironment,ratherthanby takingin
vitro measurementsom a lab preparation.lt is alsowhy neuroethologistspendso long fitting
locustswith radioback-packs.

In otherwords,ary statemenbdbf neurologicallaw shouldincludetherider . ..in such-and-
suchervironmentaland behaioural circumstances”sincethe sameneurologicalstuff may act
differentlyin differentcircumstancesThereforeevenif we candiscernthe particularneuralor-
ganisationand processesinderlyingan intentionalact, this doesnot threatenthe intentionalde-
scriptionsincethoseneuralfactsareonly truebecausef thewiderervironmentakndbehaioural
picture,andit is this level of organisatiorthatthe intentionaldescriptionrefersto. The neuronal
organisationof an organismis a resultof its overall behaiour within an ervironment,asmuch
asviceversa Of coursemuchof the structuralneurologicalpropertiesof an organismare well
insulatedagainstmodulationscausedby ervironmentalimpact— and so internalismis oftena
very goodapproximation— but the pointis thatthereis alwaysthe potentialfor the outsideworld
to have animpact;andthisis all thatmetaphysicaéxternalismrequires.

Metaphysicakxternalismcanalsobe cashedutin termsof counterfactualsThekey pointis
that,aswe saw in the caseof rat navigation,a behaiour is intentionalonly to the extentthatit is
not dependentn particularstimulus-motoresponses— therat, for example,couldfind its food
despitechangedo particularlandmarksor the floodingof thearena.Thusits hippocampaplace-
cellsfire, and have their effects on behaiour, becauseherat is in a particularlocation, rather
thanbecausef particularretinal stimulation. Indeed,the inherentlyunreliableandnoise-ridden
natureof biological nenous systemaneanghat creaturehave evolved suchthat regularitiesat
the intentionallevel (suchasfinding food) are presered despitethe failure of particularlocal
regularities(suchasa receptorcell firing whenilluminated). As with otherstochasticsystems,
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higherordermay arisefrom lower disorder

Metaphysicalnternalismis true of anidealbrainjust asthe GasLaws aretrue of ideal gases,
but that doesnot meanthatit is true of real, living, metabolising,brains,embodiedin bodies
interactingwith their ervironment. If real gaseswereideal thenit would alwaysbe possible
to eliminatea downwardscausalstory in favour of a lower level description(if we wantedto).
Similarly, if real brainswere like neuralnetwork modelsthenit would alwaysbe possibleto
eliminateanintentionaldescriptionin favour of a neurologicabr syntacticone (if we wantecto).
But they arenot. Internalismandthegaslaws arebothgoodapproximationsn certainconditions
afterall, if the gaslaws weretrue simpliciter, thengasesvould never condenseThe crucial point
is thatin bothcasegheaccurayg of thelowerlaws, andthusthe counterfactualthatthey support,
aredependentiponthosehigherconditions:the externalforceonthe containemwall in the caseof
thegaslaws, andthe behaioural environmentin the caseof neurologicabprocesses.

In chapter2 | usedthe exampleof gascondensatiomo shov how changest the higherlevel
(i.e. raisingpressurendloweringtemperatureancausea drasticchangeto the rulesgoverning
the behaiour of the parts(i.e. whetherthe moleculegeboundelastically),andsorevealshow the
latteraredependenvntheformer;adependencthatis oftendisguisedn ‘normal’ circumstances.
The parallelexamplein the caseof intentionalityis to considera behaiour thatnotonly involves
the stimulationof nene-endingsbut also changeghe way the centralnenous systemworks.
Takepsychoactie drugs.Supposeave drink a glassof whiskey and,dueto the slightintoxication,
entertainthe belief thatwe are over the legal driving limit. Now the senseof intoxicationis not
producedby particularsensorystimuli, but ratherby theway thatalcoholentersthe bloodstream
andis distributedthroughoutthe body, subtly alteringthe electricaland biochemicalproperties
of potentiallyevery single neuronin the entire centralnenous system. The spinningsensation,
for example,doesnot comefrom our tastebuds,but is dueto thethinning of thebloodin the ear
canalswhich disruptsthe neutralbuoyang of the cilial motion detectors.In this casewe have
quite literally takenthe external object— the alcohol— andput it inside our heads. This puts
internalismin anawkward position:

Internalismimpliesthattheinferencesve drawv from abeliefonly dependnwhethemwe think
it is true, not on thosefactsthatmakeit true or not. But drinking alcoholdoesjust not produce
the belief that we are drunk, but also affects the cognitive consequencesf that belief. If we
werestone-coldsober but for somereasonwrongly believedthatwe wereover thelimit, thenwe
would concludethatwe wereunsafeto drive. But if we believedthatwe wereoverthe limit, and
really were, thenwe would be morelikely to rashlyconcludethatwe wereperfectlysafe.ln other
words, the stateof affairs that makethe belief ‘I am over thelimit’ true are preciselythosethat
affecthow the beliefis processedThe syntaxof realliving cognitive systemss causallyandnot
just epistemologicallydependenbn semanticsTo putit anothemvay, how couldyou corvincea
brain-in-a-at thatit weredrunkapartfrom addingsomealcoholto thevat?

Now a metaphysicainternalistmay objectthat,in suchcasesalthoughthe fulfillment of the
truth conditionsof the belief may effect the operationatonsequencesf the tokeningof therep-
resentationaVehicle that realisesit, they do not have theseeffects qua satisfactionof the truth
conditions.In otherwords,the presencef thealcoholin the blood may effect the consequences
of my belief aboutit, but not becausany belief wasaboutthe alcohol. Indeedthe presencef
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the alcoholwill effect mary othercognitive processesandnot just thosethatinvolve the belief
that we are drunk; and corverselymary other ervironmentaleventsthat are completelyunre-
latedto the contentof the belief, suchasa bangon the head,may also affect the processingf
thatbelief. The externalistresponsés thatthis objectionforgetsthat representationadtatesare
also epistemologicallyexternal. In otherwords, althougha representationatehicle mustbe a
physiologically-afinedbrain statein orderto be capableof playingawell-definedcausakole, it
is the externalrelationshipghatmakethe statea representationt is theability of a brainstateto
reliably carryinformationaboutthe presencef alcoholin the bloodthatdefinest asthe vehicle
that instantiateghe corviction thatwe aredrunk. A belief may be affectedby the presencef
alcoholevenif it is notreliably correlatedwith it, but in this casewe would not describet asthe
beliefthatl amdrunk. Thereforethe syntaxof therepresentatiois affectedby its semanticgua
its semantics.

Suchdrug-inducedcasegnay seemlike extremeexamples.But oftenwhenanentity appears
to beindependentf its ervironmentthenthe only way to revealthedependencis to considerex-
tremecaseslike thegold objectin aquaregia. Of coursejn mary casestheinternalistassumption
is approximatelycorrect,but we shouldnever forgetthatit is only anapproximation.Represen-
tationalbrainstatesoccur andhave their causalconsequencesptsolelyaccordingo local, syn-
tactic,laws, but alsobecaus®f external,ervironment-irvolving, facts. Althoughrepresentational
vehiclesmaybein the headthey, andtheir causabpowers,area propertyof, anddependentipon,
theentireagent-emironmentsystem.Theexternalismof representationatkehicless metaphysical,
andnot just epistemological— but this doesnot requireary kind of spooly action-at-a-distance.
Of courseall interactiondetweerthings-in-the-wold andthings-in-the-headremediatedvia lo-
cal biologicalconnection®beying local biological‘laws’. Rather metaphysicaéxternalismrests
on the fact that these'laws’ only hold becauseof the larger intentional,ervironment-irvolving,
picture.In differentbehaioural environmentsve mayfind thatnew ‘laws’ apply.

Dennettrecallsthat, whenconsideringhe role of the brainin intentionalbehaiour, the first
fundamentatonclusiorhe cameto wasthat

theonly thingsthatbrainscould do wasto approximatethe responsiity to meanings
that we presupposén our everydaymentalisticdiscourse.When mechanicabush
cameto shove, a brainwasalwaysgoingto do whatit wascausedo do by current,
local, mechanicatircumstancedregardlessof] whatever it oughtto do, whatever a
God’s-egye view might reveal aboutthe actualmeaningof its currentstates.But over
thelonghaul,brainscouldbedesigned— by evolutionaryprocesses— to dotheright
thing (from the pointof view of meaning)with highreliability. . .. brainsaresyntactic
engineghatcanmimic thecompetencef semantiengines (1998a,p357)

But brainsare not syntacticengines.They areliving biological entities,enclosedn bodiesand
coupledto ervironments. Braintissuecanmimic thecompetencef syntacticengines— or rather
we canbuild syntacticenginessuchasartificial neuralnetworks that mimic them— but this is
justanapproximationjustasmuchasasemantiengine(i.e. anintentionaldescription)s. Brains
‘are’ syntacticenginedo exactly the sameextentthatthey ‘are’ semantienginesandwe canno
moreeliminatethe latterthanwe cantheformer
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5.3.3 BrainsIn-Vats

It may be usefulto 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 nene endingsconnectedo a computerthat hasbeenprogrammedo producethe
stimuli thatwould resultfrom bodily interactionswith a ‘real’ ervironment. Theinternalist,and
epistemologicaéxternalist,amguesthatthis demonstratethatthosebrain eventsoccuraccording
to purelylocallaws andstrictly independentlyf theervironment.

Now theissuehereis notwhetherit is possibleto fool brainsaboutthe natureof their world.
We do not needsuchhigh falutin’ thoughtexperimentdo realisethatthis is possible.Ratherthe
issueisthenatureof thedependengcbetweerbrainsandtheworld and,in particulartheinternalist
insistenceahatthe dependengstopsat theinterfacebetweerthe two. They aguethatwhatgoes
on inside the headis only dependenbn what happensat the sense-agans(or the socketat the
backof thevat),andthatmoredistalfactsaboutthe ervironmentarestrictly epiphenomenallhis
is equivalentto claimingthat, not only couldwe programthe computerto corvincethe brainthat
it is interactingwith a ‘real’ world, but thatwe couldproducethe appropriatestimuli suchthatthe
brain’sinternalprocessesontinuegjust asthey wouldhavein arealenvironment.

The metaphysicakxternalistresponseo suchexamplesis to askhow the computemwaspro-
grammedn thefirst place.How doesthe scientistkknow whatsequencef stimulationgo produce
in responsdo the motor nene outputsof the brain? The startingpoint for producingsucha
programwould be to investigatethe structureof the brain,centralnenoussystembody, anden-
vironmentof the agent,andthenproducean accuratemodelof this datain orderto generatehe
appropriatestimuli in responseo the brain’s motoroutputs.

Now the internalistclaim is that, using this method,we canproducea brain-in-a-\at (BIV)
that simulateswhat would have happenedadthat brain remainedn a body-in-a-world(BBW,
alsoknown asa person)— i.e. the computerervironmentof the BIV usesa modelbasedn data
collectedrom the BBW, suchthatif they werestarteff in thesamestatethentheirfutureinternal
activity would marchin step. However the scientists modelis basedon restrictedobsenational
data,takenwhenthe BBW wasperformingparticularbehaioursin particularervironmentsand
we cannotassumehatthis modelwill prove perfectly predictive aboutwhathappensn others.
Of coursejn practice,it may Nonethelesthereis alwaysthe chancethatsomeof the properties
thatour modelassumes$o be constanturn outto be variable,andthusthatbehaiour of thetwo
systemswill diverge. Thuswe only have aguarante¢hatthebehaiour of the BIV will matchthat
of the BBW to the extentthat they replicatethe behaiour thatwasmeasuredn the real world.
RecallFeynmansinsistencehat

sciencds uncertainthe momentthatyou makea propositionabouta region of expe-
riencethatyou have notdirectly seenthenyou mustbe uncertain But we mustmake
statementsiboutthe regionsthat we have not seen,or the whole businesss no use
...We have to makeguessei orderto give ary utility atall to science.ln orderto
avoid simply describingexperimentshat have beendone,we have to proposdaws
beyondtheirobsenedrange.Thereis nothingwrongwith that,despitehefactthatit
makesscienceuncertain.If youthoughtthatsciencenvascertain— well, thatis just
anerroronyour part. (1965,p76)

Outsideof thesecertainsituationghe BIV maycontinuein blissfulignorancehatwhatis now
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happeningnay notbewhatwould have happenedf it wereconnectedo a ‘real world’ insteadof
a computer But thatis not the point, whichis ratherthat,in orderto ensureghatthetwo systems
stayin step,the scientisthasto go and checkthe model againstthe original BBW, and make
adjustmentasandwhennecessaryThereforethe exactsequencef internaleventsin the BIV is
dependenbnthe externalworld of the BBW, eventhoughthis connectioris not mediateddirectly
throughthesensegasit is for theBBW), but indirectly via the measurementndtinkeringof the
scientist.

Putnamusedthe exampleof the BIV to shav how whatgoeson in our headss, in a strong
sense,independenbf what happensn the world. This conclusionfollows naturally from the
assumptiorthat all objects(including neuralmechanismsare,in strongsensejndependentf
their ervironment.Oncewe replacethis Kantianassumptionwvith the anti-reductve materialismi
outlinedin chapter2, thenthe naturalconclusionis thatwhatgoeson in our headss irreducibly
dependenbnwhathappensutside.

5.4 Emergent Representation

If youwantto know how brainsproducentelligentbehaiour thentheusualexplanationwhichwe
inheritedfrom Descartesgoessomethindike this. Therearetwo separatasystemsanagentand
anervironment. The agentcontainsrepresentationghich aremanipulatecaccordingo thelaws
of neurosciencand/orsyntax,andthe ervironmentcontainsobjectswhich aregovernedby their
own laws. Thesetwo systemsarethenlinked by sensorandmotors. The problemfor Descartes,
andall subsequentepresentationalistbasbeento explain how the contentof therepresentations
—i.e. theirrelationshipo theworld — play arolein thehead.Theartificial intelligentsiasimply
assumedheproblemwasunimportanandsocameup with machineghatwereableto manipulate
representationdil the cons camehome,but which hadno essentiatonnectionwith the things
thatthey weresupposedo thinking of.

In this chapterl have tried to presenta solutionto this problem. The trick is to start by
regardingthe agentandits ervironmentasa singlesystemnot two separatéut connectednes.
Representationarean emegentpropertyof this whole systemyatherthana partof oneof them,
and they are emegentin both a weak and strongsense. Representationare emegentin the
weak sensebecausea brain stateis only definedas a representationvith respectto the whole
system(epistemologicaéxternalism).And representationdirain statesareemegentin a strong
sensebecausehey, andtheir causalpowers, are dependenbn the whole system(metaphysical
externalism). Thereforeif you try to takean agentout of its environment(a la Al) then, strictly
speakingjt doesnt containary representationat all®.

Thisapproacho theproblemof representatioaffectshow we understandherelationshigbe-
tweenintentionalityandinformation.l, like mary othertheoristsespeciallysinceDretske(1981),
useaninformation-theoreticefinition of representatiom which the representationadatureof a
vehiclerestson its ability to carry informationaboutan externalstate.However suchtheoriesof-
tengive theimpressiorof intentionality beingreducibleto the processin®f representationghat
representationarethe atomsof intentionality andwhenyou put enoughtogetheryou getabout-

5This solutionto Descartesproblemmay seemto have theadvantagef theft over honestoil, in Russells phrase,
but | preferto seeit asliberation ratherthantheft.
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ness.But if we regardrepresentationasemegentfrom behaiour, thenthis picturegetsturned
onits head.

Informationis everywhere— wherever thereis causetherewill be correlation,andwherever
thereis correlationthereis information— but it is usually causallyinert. Informationcarriers
have causalpowers, but not in virtue of the informationthey carry If, however, the effect for
which we seeka causeis the co-ordinationof anagentwith respecto its ervironment—i.e. an
intentionalbehaiour — thenthe propertyof the representationalehicle capableof having this
effectis preciselythefactthatit carriesreliableinformationaboutthe externalobject. Information
only becomes causalpropertyin the context of intentionalbehaiour. Aboutnessioesnot flow
upwardfrominformation-carryingepresentatiorn® intentionalbehaiours,butis ratherbestaved
from above. Justbecausave have found somethingn the headthat bearsinformationaboutan
externalobjectthis doesnotyet makeit arepresentatiorRepresentatiors only happeningf that
informationplaysacausarolein thebehaiour of theagent.Representatiorsrenot the atomsof
intentionalitythatcanbe gluedtogetherto makeintelligence but definingpropertiesof anagent
thatis ableto actintentionally

A behaiouris ‘really’ intentional(sensiwchapter3 andsections.2)iff it is mediatedy repre-
sentationsbut aninformation-carrieiis only a representatioif it playsanappropriateolein an
intentionalbehaiour. This mayseencircular, but the pointis thateachlevel of organisatior(i.e.
brainsandbehaiour) canonly properlybe understoodn thelight of theother We canonly make
sureprogressn psychologyif we ceaseo regardthe brainasa black box. Corversely we can
only understantbrainsin thelight of anunderstandingf thebehaiour thatthey underlie.lt isthis
latterpointthatmarksthe differencebetweematuralisingntentionality andreducingit: to reduce
anintentionaldescriptionis to shov how it canbe derivedfrom a setof independeniower-level
facts;whereado naturaliseanintentionaldescriptions to shov how it is systematicallyelatedto
onebelown. Naturalisatioimpliesreductionunlesghelowerlevelis alsodependenvnthehigher
whichis whatexternalismimplies.

Behaviouristsregard beliefsand desiresas construction®ver behaioural data,andnothing
to do with eventsin the brain per se Behaviourism implies thatif two agentsexhibit the same
behaiour thenthey musthave the samebeliefs,evenif thosebehaiours are producedby non-
isomorphicmechanismgremembethe look-up child andthe carrying child). Identity theorists
andcomputationalistgn theotherhand reducebeliefsanddesiresandclaimthatthey simply are
brain states(at the appropriatdevel of description). My alternatve is thatintentionalstatesare
therole thatbrain stategplay within behaiour. They arenot propertiesof brainsandthey arenot
propertiesof behaiours, ratherthey aretherelationshipbetweerthetwo. To entertaina beliefis
to possess brain statewhoseinformation-carryingpropertiesallow you to achieve certaintypes
of interactionwith theworld. And neitherclausein this definitioncanbe amputatedif you omit
thefirst, thenyou justhave somethingvhosebehaiour appeardo involve belief; andif you omit
thesecondhenyou don't have a belief,justa brainstate.



