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IT is now just twenty years since the first draft of this book was 
submitted (as a D. Phil. thesis at Oxford), and sixteen years since it 
was first published. In the intervening period the field of 
philosophy of mind has grown and changed enormously, a 
development that is perhaps made easier to see and appreciate by a 
reconsideration of the way the problems looked (to me) in the late 
1960s. 

When I was working on the book, its resolute naturalism and 
earnest concern with what science could tell us about the mind 
struck me as quite pioneering - or quite eccentric, depending on 
my mood. Philosophers of mind made something of a fetish of 
their distance from any empirical investigations, except of the most 
informal linguistic sort. Times have changed. Now we have 
cognitive science. There are now more than a few philosophers of 
mind who are vastly more knowledgeable about the brain than I 
was then (or am now). A fairly professional knowledge of the 
other cognitive sciences - psychology, artificial intelligence, 
linguistics - is now considered a virtual qualification for 
professional status in the discipline. 

So what strikes me now about my book is not its pioneering 
stand, for we are almost all naturalists today, but its intermittent 
naivetk. This is mildly embarrassing, but not nearly so embarrassing 
as would be the discovery that I hadn't managed to achieve any 
advance in outlook over the years. There are also the unalloyed 
errors, of course, and these are indeed embarrassing. In fact, the 
only alterations to the text I have made, save for some 
typographical errors, are the elimination of a few preposterous 
howlers. (A good measure of what has been changed is the 
correction in example (4) in the second chapter: it was Ponce de 
Leon, not Hernando de Soto, who searched for the Fountain of 
Youth!) The more substantive errors, some of which I have still 
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not recognized or recanted, alas, are left intact. 
The task I set myself in the original Preface was 'to determine 

the constraints within which any satisfactory theory [of the mind] 
must evolve', and judging by the subsequent short span of theory 
evolution, I give myself high marks, at least for identifying the 
crucial issues and often even getting the matter right. For instance 
a voluminous debate on the identity theory has come - and gone 
- in the intervening years, leaving us with a residue of a few 
'token-token' identities and a good deal of 'eliminative materi- 
alism', with the slack taken up by various sophisticated versions of 
'supervenience' and accounts of psychology as an irreducible 
special science which is nonetheless properly deemed materialistic. 
In short, we are left with just about exactly the position I 
maintained (plus some useful sophistications) in Chapter I. 

Chapter 11, 'Intentionality', draws heavily on Chisholm and 
others, and introduces the problem of intentionality that has 
dominated much recent theorizing. There is little I would change 
in it today (except for those silly mistakes in the examples, which I 
have changed). The term 'intentional system' appears several times 
in the chapter and later in the book, but not with the precise sense 
I later developed for this term (in 'Intentional Systems', Journal of 
Philosophy, 1971, and a number of other papers, all cited in the 
references of my Elbow Room, 1984). How fares 'centralism', the 
recommended theoretical approach to the problem of intentionality 
that consists in making an initial characterization of the phenomena 
to be studied in intentional terms, 'describing the events to be 
related in law-like ways using either ordinary, or semi-ordinary, or 
even entirely artificial Intentional expressions'? Except that no  one 
calls his theory 'centralism', it fares well indeed, as the recent 
discussions of 'folk psychology' and its semi-ordinary and artificial 
alternatives in cognitive science attest. The debates on the ground 
rules have not diminished, with much attention being devoted to 
Putnam's and Fodor's methodological solipsism, its strengths, 
weaknesses, and rivals. This is one of the areas in which I have 
been provoked to embellish, adjust, revise and extend my thinking 
considerably - but not recant. In particular, my claims through- 
out the book about the relationships between inner and outer, 
function and meaning, rationality and meaning, and rationality and 
belief have been supported and wonderfully extended by a number 
of recent books, especially Ruth Millikan's Language, Thought, 
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and other Biological Categories and Robert Stalnaker's Inquiry, 
(both MIT Press, 1984). 

Chapter 111, on 'Evolution in the Brain', stands up well, I think, 
in spite of its technical naivete. The very recent upsurge in 
enthusiasm among neuroscientists for theories of learning as intra- 
cerebral evolution is particularly gratifying. While Edelman at 
Rockefeller, Changeux in Paris, the 'New Connectionists' in 
artificial intelligence and others are now developing 'evolutionary' 
models at a level of empirical detail and sophistication I could not 
imagine in the 1960s, I am pleased to see that their accounts appeal 
heavily to the concerns I outlined in this chapter. But it is also true 
that having said what I said, I simply didn't know what to do next 
with the ideas, so that the recent developments have opened new 
horizons for me. 

The account of consciousness in Part I1 has some fairly dramatic 
shortcomings, in my eyes. The account of introspective certainty 
has some important and salvageable points (in particular about the 
identity conditions of states and their relations to reports about 
them), but also some large confusions, which I have tried to 
correct in more recent writings. The distinction I draw in Chapter 
VI between two different senses of awareness has been dropped 
from my later work on consciousness, not out of a conviction that 
it was entirely mistaken, but for strategic reasons: formulating it 
properly did not promise to be worth the time and effort. Recent 
discussions, however, have convinced me that something like that 
distinction is indeed a strategic necessity if various confusions are 
to be avoided, so I plan to refurbish a version of the awareness 
distinction in forthcoming work. Chapter VII, on mental imagery, 
has been almost entirely swept aside by subsequent empirical and 
theoretical work on the topic, but perhaps it is useful as an 
extremely simple and provocative introduction to the issues that 
are currently being explored. The last three chapters, on thinking 
and reasoning, action and intention, and language and under- 
standing provide some foretastes of more recent discussions, and 
seem to me today to be not obviously wrong anywhere, but 
perhaps only because they are less detailed and ambitious than 
much current work on these central topics. 

My own views of personal identity over time, and of 
responsibility, permit me to take a rather distanced and objective 
view of this book and its callow author. I find that all things 
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considered I am glad it was written as it was when it was, and also 
glad that it is now being made available again, this time in a 
paperback edition. I learned quite a lot from rereading it, and hope 
that others will find it informative as well. 

Daniel C. Dennett 
Tufts University 
March, 1985 

PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION 

B O O K S  attempting to tell the whole story of the mind have be- 
come rarer in recent years, for good reason. No one can hope to 
master the details, both of empirical data and of theoretical or 
conceptual nuance. In the face of staggering complexity, prudence 
has dictated to the student of mind that he must specialize - in the 
physiology of the nervous system, or in mathematical models of 
learning processes, or in the logic of key concepts such as belief, 
attention, or pain. This retreat from generality has been product- 
ive, but has left certain fundamental and pressing questions 
virtually untouched. What is the relation between a man's mental 
life and the events in his brain? How are our commonplace ob- 
servations about thinking, believing, seeing, feeling pain to be 
mapped on to the discoveries of cybernetics or neurophysiology? 
These questions are important; their answers promise to bridge 
the specialties and consolidate their gains. But if attempts to 
answer them are confined, as they largely have been in the past, to 
philosophical guesswork on the one hand and the speculative 
perorations of retiring professors of neurology on the other, no 
adequate answers will be forthcoming and there will be no unifica- 
tion of theory. 

In examining these broad questions of mind and body, I do not 
try in this book to tell the whole story, but to set out the concep- 
tual background against which the whole story must be told, to 
determine the constraints within which any satisfactory theory 
must evolve. The book specializes by slicing a cross-section, as it 
were, at a ninety-degree angle to the other specialties. Limiting 
the task in this way does not rule out all the risks of generality, 
however. Ideally, anyone hoping to work effectively in this area 
would have to keep abreast of half a dozen different scientific fields 
in addition to the advances in the philosophy of mind, but this is 
out of the question, so I have leaned heavily on resumts of re- ... 
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search written for the non-specialist, scientists' gossip about 
current work, and especially the patient guidance of several 
colleagues in the different specialties. I have tried to couch all 
discussion of scientific matters in layman's terms -indeed it is only 
in layman's terms that I can understand it myself - and this course 
has side benefits as well as shortcomings. On the debit side, by 
the time any bit of science can be rendered in layman's terms it is 
usually a bit out of date, which, added to the time-lag of publica- 
tion, isolates the discussion from the true frontiers of research. 
This has its bright side, however, for we should not want our 
working framework for theory to stand or fall on the often evan- 
escent results hot off the presses of the learned journals. 

Part I concentrates on the most general constraints governing 
scientific theories of the mind, and develops the notion of a 
distinct mode of discourse, the language of the mind, which we 
ordinarily use to describe and explain our' mental experiences, and 
which can be related only indirectly to the mode of discourse in 
which science is formulated. In Chapter I, a position of ontological 
neutrality is developed, which allows us temporarily to suspend 
decision of what ultimate ontological or metaphysical shape our 
theory must take, materialistic, dualistic, interactionistic, vital- 
istic, etc. This allows certain sterile philosophical conundrums to 
be avoided, but leads directly to the most powerful challenge to 
unification in the theory of mind, the Intentionalist thesis that the 
mental mode of discourse is ultimately incompatible with the 
physical mode, and that no translations, reductions or unifications 
are logically possible. This challenge is examined in Chapter 11, and 
it is concluded that the best hope for unification lies with the 
development of a 'centralist' theory of mind. A centralist theory, 
in contrast to a peripheralist theory, would attempt to explain and 
predict human behaviour and experience by invoking central, 
internal states and conditions as crucial intervening variables in an 
explanation couched not in terms of mere stimulus and response, 
but in terms of purposive, conscious action. Chapter I11 deter- 
mines some of the conditions of success for centralism and 
sketches a theory designed to meet these conditions. The essential 
task of centralism is seen to be justifying an interpretation of a 
physical system as a system whose states or events have meaning 
or content, and in Chapter IV the conditions for such a justifica- 
tion are examined in detail, and the theory sketch is elaborated to 
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meet these conditions. This leads to a general view of the relation- 
ship between the physical, mechanistic side of the story of the 
mind, and the non-mechanistic account embodied in our ordinary 
discourse about people. 

In Part 11, the bridge built in Part I is exploited in an analysis 
of consciousness, the feature of mind that is most resistant to 
absorption into the mechanistic picture of science. Chapter V 
gives a new account, based on the results of Part I, of the certainty 
of our introspective access to the 'arena of consciousness', and 
Chapter VI analyses consciousness into several separable pheno- 
mena. Our ordinary view of consciousness is seen to be muddied 
by several sets of connotations that deserve separate treatment, 
and in Chapters VII, VIII and IX these are given the attention 
they deserve. Chapter X shows that certain unavoidable impre- 
cisions in the formulation of centralism are inherent in that part of 
our given conceptual scheme that deals with people and their 
minds. There is a recurring theme running through the book that 
traditional analyses, both philosophic and scientific, have failed by 
postulating unanalysed elements having the very capacities to be 
analysed, thus postponing true analysis. 

My considerable debts to a small number of writers will be 
evident from the frequency with which their names appear in 
footnotes. Others have helped more directly by reading drafts and 
making suggestions. First, my thanks and admiration go to 
Gilbert Ryle, under whose tolerant supervision the ideas for this 
book first took shape, and whose always insightful comments led 
me gently back from many false starts. Then to B. A. Farrell, 
Nicholas Macintosh and J. 2. Young, who provided early guid- 
ance into the literatures of psychology and neurophysiology, and 
A. J. Ayer, Dennis Stampe and Jeffrey Sicha, who forced a 
number of my philosophical ideas into clarity. More recently, my 
colleagues and students at Irvine have provided valuable assist- 
ance, in particular, Gordon Brittan, Karel Lambert, James 
McGaugh, Julian Feldman, and Frank McGuinness. Ted Honder- 
ich's constructive criticisms of the penultimate draft led to many 
important revisions. I am indebted also to Henriette Underwood, 
Eva McCusker and Ida Brown for typing and excellent editorial 
suggestions beyond the call of duty. Part of my work on this book 
was supported by a grant from the University of California 
Humanities Institute, for which I wish to express my gratitude. I 
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also wish to thank the editors of Behavioral Science, ]ot/rnaI of 
Phihsopby and Philosophy and Phenometzological Research for permis- 
sion to reprint with alterations parts of my articles published by 
them. 

Part One 
D.C.D. 

Irvine, 1968 

THE LANGUAGE OF MIND 



T H E  ONTOLOGICAL PROBLEM 
OF MIND 

I. THE M I N D  A N D  S C I E N C E  

THOSE who are convinced of the futility of philosophy are fond 
of pointing to its history and claiming that there is no progress to 
be discerned there. In no area of philosophy is this claim easier to 
support than in philosophy of mind, the history of which, when 
viewed through a wide-angle lens, appears to be a fruitless pendu- 
lum swing from Descartes' dualism to Hobbes' materialism, to 
Berkeley's idealism, and then back to dualism, idealism and 
materialism, with a few ingenious but implausible adjustments and 
changes of terminology. The innovations of one generation have 
been rescinded by the next so that despite a growing intricacy of 
argument and a burgeoning vocabulary of abstruse jargon, supple- 
mented in each era by the fashionable scientific terms of the day, 
there have been no real and permanent gains. 

The question that defined the pendulum is what the relation is 
between mind and body, and the problem that set the pendulum 
in motion was Descartes' dilemma of interaction. If, as seems 
plausible at first glance, there are minds and mental events on the 
one hand and bodies and physical events on the other, then these 
two spheres either interact or not. The initially reasonable sug- 
gestion that they do interact leads, however, to an impasse of such 
difficulty that it can be held to be the reductio ad abswdum of 
dualism, at least of the Cartesian variety. If, ex bypotbesi, mental 
events are non-physical, they can involve no physical energy or 
mass, and hence cannot in any way bring about changes in the 
physical world, unless we are to abandon the utterly central prin- 
ciple of conservation of energy and all its ramifications. Something 
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must give way in this dilemma, and there are many choices 
available, all traced out by the swings of the pendulum. One can 
abandon the principle of conservation of energy, and this gives 
rise to the family of views of non-physical causes and 'occasions'; 
or one can preserve the principle and deny one of the other steps 
that lead to the dilemma. That is, one can deny that there are 
bodies and physical events and be an idealist, or deny that there 
are non-physical minds and mental events and be a materialist or 
physicalist, or hold for a dualism without interaction, and be a 
parallelist or epiphenomenalist. 

The deficiencies of each of these alternatives, in each of their 
variations, have been well demonstrated time and again, but this 
failure of philosophers to find a satisfactory resting spot for the 
pendulum had few if any implications outside philosophy until 
recent years, when the developments in science, especially in bio- 
logy and psychology, brought the philosophical question closer 
to scientific questions - or, more precisely, brought scientists 
closer to needing answers to the questions that had heretofore been 
the isolated and exclusive province of philosophy. Although one 
can still find in the current literature of the neurologists the old 
disclaimers about 'leaving to the philosophers' the 'mysteries' of 
consciousness, the 'initiation by the mind of neural activities' and 
so forth, these efforts to skirt the difficult questions are no longer 
satisfactory. We need answers now not only to the 'strictly 
philosophical' conceptual questions of mind, but to the still quite 
abstract questions that bridge the gap between physiological 
theory and the philosophical understanding of mental concepts. 

This gradual and hard-won approach of science to the philo- 
sophical questions of the mind-body problem has led to a re- 
shaping by some philosophers of the central concern of the 
philosophy of mind. In deference to the development of science 
in the area, they take the task to be providing a satisfactory status 
for minds and mental events relative to the scientific corpus, and 
quite naturally their favoured solution to the problem is the 
identification of mental entities with physical entities.l The motive 

' In the immense literature of identity theory, several items stand out as 
germinal: U. T. Place, 'Is Consciousness a Brain Process?', British Journal of 
Pg~chologv, XLVII, 1956, pp. 44-50. H. Feigl, 'The "Mental" and the "Phy- 
sical" ', Minnesota Studies in the Pbilosopb of Science, Vol. 3, eds. H. Feigl st al., 
Minneapolis, 1918, pp. 370-457. J.  J. C. Smart, 'Sensations and Brain Pro- 

for this identification can be roughly characterized as falling in the 
same class as the motive for identifying flying saucers with swamp 
gas, or mermaids with manatees: to avoid ontic bulge. To suppose 
that there are flying saucers or mermaids in addition to the more 
ordinary things we hold to exist is to force an inelegant and 
inexplicable bulge in the shape of our scientific image of the 
universe, and would eventually force an entirely unwanted re- 
vision in some fundamental and otherwise acceptable laws and 
principles of the natural sciences. Similarly, these philosophers 
have feared that the assumption of explicitly non-physical mental 
things - such as thoughts, minds, and sensations - jeopardizes in 
a more serious way the integrity and universality of the going 
scientific scheme. Putting their faith in the going scheme, they 
have determined to identify mental things with, or 'reduce' them 
to, physical things. 

They see as the only alternatives either an asymmetrical scientific 
picture which includes, in one small corner of the universe, 
basically different, non-physical entities which do not fall under 
the laws of physics and thus force either drastic changes in these 
laws or an unsatisfying abridgment of their universality; or the 
prospect of discovering or proving these mental entities and 
events to be nothing more than some as yet undescribed physical 
entities and events, presumably in the brain. If they are right in 
supposing these to be the only available alternatives, then the 
attempt to reduce away the offending mental things is certainly 
the more reasonable first avenue, just as one should turn to 
hypotheses about spacemen, fifth dimensions and anti-gravity 
machines only after all attempts to identify flying saucers with 
more mundane entities have failed. Unfortunately, the plausibility 
of the identity theory derives almost entirely from the implausi- 
bility of its alternative; if the dangers in denying it did not seem so 
patent, few would be inclined to suppose that a thought or a pain 
or a desire just was a brain process. In this respect modern 
identity theory looks all too much like its materialistic predeces- 
sors on the pendulum swing: a metaphysically extravagant and 

cesses', Philosophical Review, LXVIII, 1959, pp. 141-56. In the spate of papers 
following these the greatest advance of outlook is to be found in T. Nagel, 
'Physicalism', Philosophical Review, LXXIV, 1965, p p  339-56. Place's and 
Smart's papers are reprinted with revisions in V. C. Chappell, ed., The 
Philosophy of Mind, Englewood Cliffs, 1962. 
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implausible monism into which one is driven by the recognition 
of the dilemmas in equally extravagant and implausible dualisms. 
The identity theory, I shall argue, is wrong, but this does not force 
us back on to any of the old dualisms, which are equally hopeless. 
The way out nf this unpromising situation is to get off the pendu- 
lum entirely, and this involves showing that one of our initial 
assumptions is not so obvious as it first appears, viz., the assump- 
tion that there are minds and mental events on the one hand and 
bodies and physical events on the other. 

2. EXISTENCE A N D  IDENTITY 

The strategy that promises to break the spell of the old isms was 
first exploited by Ryle in The Concept of Mind. Ryle argued that 
mind and matter were in different logical 'categories', and since 
they were in different categories there was something logically or 
conceptually otiose in attempts to identify mind with matter, or 
in worrying when these attempts failed, as they must. This line is 
attractive if it can be made to work: it excuses the identity theorist 
from his dubious task and tells us at the same time that fear of an 
ontic bulge is misplaced in this instance. The conceptual elbow 
room it provides, however, must not be taken to establish the 
plausibility of its premises. Is there in fact any logical or concep- 
tual distinction between mental entity terms and physical entity 
terms that could be used to justify the daim that the identity 
theory is a 'category mistake3 

Illustrations of the sort of differences needed to sustain this sort 
of daim are not hard to find. Common nouns in English exhibit 
marked differences in the ranges of verbal contexts in which they 
can properly, significantly appear. For example, although 'sit on 
the table', 'sell a table', 'covet that table' and 'cut the table in half' 
are all unexceptional, there is something wrong with 'sit on the 
opportunity', 'sell a twinkle in the eye', 'covet the cube root of 
seven' and 'cut the acquittal in halP.2 By and large, words for 

G .  Ryle, The Concept of Mind, London, I 949. 
I must postpone briefly an important and difficult question: are sentences 

containing these contextual disharmonies such as 'I can sit on an oppor- 
tunity' syntactically ill-formed (and hence neither true nor false) or are they 
false by meaning (and hence have true negations)? For an excellent discussion 
of this and other questions raised in this section, see F. Sommers, 'Types and 
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everyday middle-sized objects fit in the greatest variety of con- 
texts while 'abstract' and 'theoretical' words are the most restric- 
ted. Probably our native ontological bias in favour of the concrete 
over the abstract derives from this difference in contextual scope; 
the more contexts a noun is at home in, the more real, thinglike, 
and familiar the entity seems. (It should be possible to confirm this 
bit of speculation about our intuitions and preferences, but con- 
firmation would be irrelevant to our undertaking; no substantive 
ontological questions could be settled by appeal to public opinion 
polls.) There are a few extreme cases in English of nouns restricted 
to a mere handful of contexts, or even just one. Quine mentions 
'sake' in 'for the sake of' and 'behalf' in 'on my behaF.1 Other 
such idioms are 'by dint of' and 'plight one's troth'. You cannot 
do anything with or against anyone's sake, nor can you hope for a 
behalf, avoid a dint, or watch over one's troth. As Quine points 
out, these degenerate nouns have no combinatory function on 
their own but are locked into their idioms. The whole idiom 
functions as one word, and there are really only etymological and 
aesthetic reasons for dividing the idioms typographically at all. 
This means that any logical or semantical analysis of 'for my sake' 
or 'on my behalf' based on the similarities these share with 'for 
my wife' and 'on my head' would be an error bred of unfamiliarity 
with the language. Anyone foolish enough to search a house in an 
effort to find its owner's sake, or to attempt to identify a man's 
behalf with his body temperature or bank balance would be 
making an error akin to that of the man who expects a van in each 
caravan, wonders where the ward is when one marches forward, 
or expects an audible clank when the dying man finally kicks the 
bucket. In these cases the Rylean argument is obvious: e.g., it 
would be a category mistake for the physiologist to try to isolate 
and identify the dint of certain muscular exertions, which does not 
mean that a dint is a secret, non-physical accompaniment to those 
exertions. 

Similar arguments can be made for less extreme cases. Quine 
suggests that nouns for units of measure, such as 'mile' and 
'degree Fahrenheit', are best viewed as integral parts of a small 

W. V. 0. Quine, Word and Object, Cambridge, Mass., 1960, p. 244. 

Ontology', Philosophical Review, LXXII, 1963, pp. 327-63, reprinted in P. F. 
Strawson, ed., Philosophical Logic, Oxford, 1967. 
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group of idioms rather than as full-fledged nouns which pick out 
distinguishable items in the world.' Once the modern materialist 
recognizes the limits English places on 'mile', he will not be dis- 
turbed by the realization that the miles between the earth and the 
moon are nc+ to be identified with any intervening rays, atoms or 
trails of plasma." 

If these trivial cases of category mistakes are well established, 
their very triviality may seem to weigh against the plausibility of 
any analogy that would ally them to the rich and versatile vocabu- 
lary of the mind. Thoughts and pains and desires seem to have a 
much more robust existence than sakes and miles; although one 
cannot see or spill ink on a thought or a pain or a desire, a thought 
- like an explosion - can happen; a pain - like a flame - can be 
intense; and a desire - like a piece of garlic - can cause an upset 
stomach. If the analogy between such terms and our trivial 
examples is strong enough both to bar and excuse them from the 
crucial identity contexts, this is far from obvious. Certainly it has 
not been obvious to the many writers who have attempted to 
defend versions of the identity theory in the last decade. 

What is not obvious may nevertheless be shown in the end to 
be justified, or at least worth investigating. Consider one more 
example, closer to the problems of mind in its complexity but 
without the burden of ancient mysteries. We say 'I hear a voice', 
'he has a tenor voice', 'you'll strain your voice' and 'I have lost 
my voice'. Now is a voice a thing? If so, just what thing is a 
voice? The voice we strain may seem to be as unproblematic a 
physical part of the body as the back or eyes we strain, perhaps the 
vocal cords; but surely one does not have tenor vocal cords or 
enjoy Sutherland's vocal cords, or lose one's vocal cords, and 
one's voice, unlike one's vocal cords, can be sent by radio across 
the seas and survive one's death on magnetic tape. Nor does one 
strain or recognize or lose any vibrations in the air or manifold of 
frequencies. It might be argued that 'voice' is ambiguous - per- 
haps with some neat and finite list of meanings, so that the voice 

' zbid., p. 244. 
Theorists of space and measurement have not always been alive to this 

category mistake. Descartes, for one, advanced the argument against the 
existence of vacuums that if there was no matter between A and B there 
could be no distance between them (Principles of Philosophy, Part 11, secs. 
16-18). 
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that changes or is strained is a part of the body, and the voice one 
enjoys or recognizes or records is some complex of vibrations. 
Then what is the voice one loses? A disposition, perhaps. Dividing 
the word into these different senses, however, leads us into 
ludicrous positions: Sutherland's voice on the record is not 
(numerically) the same voice as the one she strained last month, 
and the voice that is temporarily lost is not the voice we recognize. 
How many voices does Sutherland have? If we took this claim of 
ambiguity seriously, the sentence 'Sutherland's voice is so strong; 
listen to the purity of it in this recording of it that I made before 
she lost it' would be a grammatical horror, with each 'it' in need of 
a different missing antecedent, but there is obviously nothing 
wrong with the sentence aside from a bit of repetitiveness. When 
the word is viewed (correctly) as unambiguous, attempts to 
delineate any portion or portions of the physical world which 
make up a voice will be fruitless - but also pointless. A voice is 
not an organ, disposition, process, event, capacity or - as one 
dictionary has it - a 'sound uttered by the mouth'. The word 
'voice' as it is discovered in its own peculiar environment of 
contexts, does not fit neatly the physical, non-physical dichotomy 
that so upsets the identity theorist, but it is not for that reason a 
vague or ambiguous or otherwise unsatisfactory word. This state 
of affairs should not lead anyone to become a Cartesian dualist 
with respect to voices; let us try not to invent a voice-throat 
problem to go along with the mind-body problem. Nor should 
anyone set himself the task of being an identity theorist with 
respect to voices. No plausible materialism or physicalism would 
demand it. It will be enough if all the things we say about voices 
can be paraphrased into, explained by, or otherwise related to 
statements about only physical things. So long as such an ex- 
planation leaves no distinction or phenomenon unaccounted for, 
physicalism with regard to voices can be preserved - without 
identification of voices with physical things. 

Before trying to fit the vocabulary of the mind to the model of 
'voice', we should examine our model more closely. Of particular 
importance is the question of what ontological distinctions to 
associate with the distinctions of verbal function we have ex- 
amined. In short, are there voices? One is inclined to answer 'Of 
course! We hear and enjoy and recall and recognize voices, so 
there are voices', but why the conclusion? Are there sakes? I can 
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do something for Sam's sake, and he can want something for the 
sake of the nation, but then must there be sakes? There seems to 
be point, and truth, in saying that there really are no sakes or 
dints, rather less point and truth in denying the existence of miles 
and degrees Fahrenheit, and a great deal that is implausible in 
denying the existence of voices. Where then should we draw the 
line? 

It may seem that the line is naturally drawn by determining 
whether the existence contexts, 'there are . . .', 'there was . . .', 
and so forth, are legitimate contexts for the noun in question. 
This course would establish that there are no sakes (or better: 
'sake' does not denote or name or refer to anything; if 'there are 
sakes' is to be a solecism, its negation must be as well). 'Mile' 
would also be ruled to have no ontic force, since, for example, 
'there are seven miles between . . .', 'there once was a mile . . .' 
and 'there is a mile . . .' are all improper. Voices would be ad- 
mitted, however, on the strength of sentences like 'there was a 
voice in the dark and I recognized ity.' The justification for this 
course would be slender enough even if our grammatical intuitions 
in particular cases were strong and unanimous, but they are not. 
Our intuitions are poor witnesses just when they would be most 
heavily relied on. Consider the claims: 

(I) 'there is a mile between them' is deviant usage 
(2) 'there is a mile to go' is not deviant usage 
(3) 'there are five miles of hard hiking between the peaks' counts 

as affirming the existence of hiking, not miles. 

Are these any easier to assess than the question they would be 
expected to settle, viz., should we say, in the context of discussing 
or choosing ontologies: there are miles? As these claims get 
harder to assess, their value as criteria wanes on two fronts: 
relevance and decidabiiity. 

A more lenient ontology could be loosely put: something for 
every noun (and noun phrase, etc.). This most relaxed course 
cheerfully admits the existence of dints and sakes, and treats the 

1 The reader is invited to form other natural sentences affirming the exist- 
ence of voices. He will find that we very rarely assert flat out the existence of a 
voice or voices. In this respect a voice has a much slimmer claim to reality 
than, say, a twinkle in the eye. 
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whole question of ontology with what some may hold to be 
deserved disrespect. But consider the following exchange: 

'How old is Smith's sake?' 
'Sakes don't exist in time.' 
'But they do exist, don't they?' 
'Why not?' 
'Then if Smith's sake is timeless, we'll be able to do things for it 

after he's dead.' 
'No; although a sake is timeless, it can no longer receive benefits 

after the death of its owner.' 
'Then I might only think I was doing something for Smith's sake, 

if all along he was dead without my knowing it?' 
'No, you'd be doing it for Smith's sake, only his sake would no 

longer have any use for whatever you were doing.' 

This sort of nonsense should be blocked one way or another. If 
one merely forbids the word to appear in the various syntactical 
roles it appears in above, what is one clinging to when one refuses 
to admit that the word has no ontological role? Asserting existence 
under these conditions is as empty as denying it. Answering yes or 
no to an ontological question only begins to have some point 
when we have decided that granting the existence of something 
licenses us to ask (and expect answers to) certain very general 
questions about it, e.g., what sort of thing is it?, does it exist in 
time?, and especially, is it identical with x? This last question is 
indispensable. I t  is hard to see what anyone could have in mind by 
affirming the existence of something, if he then disallowed this 
question. For, let us divide our universe into as many different 
ontological categories or types as we wish, if we assert that x is a 
thing existing in sense A, or in category A, and y is a thing existing 
in sense B, or in category B, then at the very least we must 
acknowledge that we have just spoken of two things, x and y, not 
just one - or in other words that x is not identical with y, but is 
another thing. 

Consider voices again. We entertained the proposal to admit 
voices into our ontology because under some circumstances 
'there is a voice . . .' rings true in the ear, but there are better 
reasons for denying them. If the anatomist or  physiologist or 
acoustician were to be concerned because among all the things 
encompassed by his theories there still were no voices; if he were to 
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suppose this meant he had left something out, something perhaps 
even inaccessible to science, he would have been confused by our 
admitting voices in our ontology. He assumed this meant he 
could safely reason: Is the voice identical with the larynx? No. 
Then is it the lungs? No. Is it a stream of air? No. Is it a sound? No. 
Then it must be some other thing I have not yet examined. We 
must rule out this series of questions, but if we must, it cannot be 
on the grounds that voices are logically (or 'by meaning') non- 
identical with physical entities, for we cannot rule out a question 
simply because its answer is 'No (as a matter of logic)'. We can 
rule out the questions only by declaring them ill-formed, and 
hence admitting no answer.l So the ontological question is of a 
piece with the question whether the odd sentences (e.g., 'I can sit 
on an opportunity', 'The voice is identical with the larynx') are 
logically false or ill-formed, for although whenever two things 
exist they may well be logically (as opposed to contingently) non- 
identical, so long as we do hold there to be two things we cannot 
burke the question of identity by declaring it ill-formed. The point, 
then, in denying the existence of voices is to permit the claim that 
physicalists need not identify voices with any physical thing (talk 
of such identities being ill-formed). That such a denial is to some 
extent counterintuitive is not contested, but then it is also 
counterintuitive to suppose there are dints and sakes. Since no 
drawing of the line is clearly superior in intuitiveness, we may turn 
to other criteria. The denial of voices has at least the systematic 
advantage of providing a reason for ruling out the physiologist's 
questions, which are, intuitively, wrongheaded.2 

Certainly no one interested in voices ever fell into the mis- 
understanding just described, but it is tempting to suppose that 

See note 2, p. G above. 
This position differs substantially from Ryle's. He supposes that it will 

suffice to  talk of different types o r  categories of existence (op. cit., pp. zzff.). 
With regard to  the view proposed above, it cannot be denied that there is 
also something counterintuitive in holding these odd sentences to be ill- 
formed, not logically false. For if there is something queer about 'I can sit on 
an opportunity', it seems that a very natural, ordinary, oft-heard way of 
alluding to this queerness would be to  say: 'but you can't sit on an oppor- 
tunity; it isn't that sort of thing'. This must also be ill-formed, however, in 
spite of intuitions. Such locutions can be kept as short cuts, however, for the 
more proper: ' "Opportunity" is not accepted into the context "can sit on 
. . ." ', and I do this several times in this chapter. 
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not only philosophers but also psychologists, neurophysiologists 
and cyberneticians are bedevilled at times by a parallel confusion 
over the ontological status of the mental vocabulary. The out- 
come of our analysis of 'voice' was the adoption of a relatively 
restrictive sense of 'exists', and this allows a clarifying reformu- 
lation of the mind-body problem: when the neurophysiologist - 
or his armchair counterpart, the physicalistic philosopher - asks 
whether he has left anything out of his theory of the mind, or 
whether anything relevant to the operations he is studying is out- 
side the domain of his science, he is asking whether there exist (in 
this strong, restrictive sense) any such things. On  the one hand 
the answer that such things do not exist may come as a relief to 
the neurophysiologist or physicalist, but may also come as a 
surprise, for even in this strong sense of 'exist' it seems that pains 
exist as surely as pins, desires and ideas as surely as electrons. On 
the other hand the answer that such things do exist will mean that 
the Rylean strategy has led us back to our starting point; we are 
back on the pendulum and must decide between the old alterna- 
tives of interactionism, parallelism, identity theory and so on. No 
amount of talk of categories and category mistakes will keep us 
from the snares of dualism unless we are prepared to grant 
ontological priority to one category at the expense of another. 

Determining the ontological status of the mental vocabulary 
will not be simple. Instead of a general argument there must be 
detailed investigations of individual words and families of words, 
and we must be alert to the possibility that only a partial case can 
be made. T o  expedite this investigation - which will be concen- 
trated in Part I, but will cast lines through all of Part I1 as well - I 
wish to introduce a technical term. I shall call nouns or nominali- 
zations that do denote or name or refer to existing things (in the 
strong sense developed above) referential, and other nouns and 
norninalizations, such as 'sake', 'mile' and 'voice', non-referential.' 

My use of 'referential' is only close to that of Quine in Word and Object, 
but I chose the term for these affinities. Another term, 'syncategorematic', is 
close to  my 'non-referential', but was rejected since in its established use it 
generally describes adjectives, not nouns, and stresses class determination 
over existence; thus 'expectant' is syncategorematic in 'expectant mother' 
since the class of expectant mothers is not the subclass of mothers who are 
expectant (see Quine, op cit., p. 103). The distinction I wish to  mark is not 
that between 'horse' and 'centaur' (there are horses, but no centaurs; in that 
sense 'centaur' does not refer), but that between 'horse' and 'when'; 'when' is 
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Non-referential words and phrases are then those which are 
highly dependent on certain restricted contexts, in particular 
cannot appear properly in identity contexts and concomitantly 
have no ontic force or significance. That is, their occurrence 
embedded in an asserted sentence never commits the asserter to 
the existence of any entities presumed denoted or named or 
referred to by the term. Our prospects can now be outlined with 
the use of this new term. We may find that no mental entity terms 
can be plausibly claimed to be non-referential, in which case we 
are thrown back on the old alternatives: either minds are identical 
with physical entities or they are not, in which case we must put 
together some sort of dualism. Or we may find that the entire 
vocabulary of the mind succumbs to non-referentiality; this 
would allay all our fears of ontic bulge and leave the neuro- 
physiologist in the same relatively uncomplicated position as our 
voice-investigator. Or we may find that the mental vocabulary is 
a mixed bag; in this event the crucial question will become 
whether or not the referential terms in the mental vocabulary refer 
to things identical or non-identical with physical things. In this 
way we might be able to put together a theory that was through- 
out physicalistic in import, but only an identity theory with respect 
to some of the mental terms: viz., the terms that refer to things 
that actually exist. 

Once we decide that a term is best viewed as non-referential, 
we fuse it in its proper contexts, as we noted earlier with 'sake' in 
the irreducible idiom 'for-the-sake-of'. The contexts maintain 
their significance but are not subject to further logical analysis; 
their parts become like the 'table' in 'potable'. The chief advantage 
of fusion is the ontological absolution we gain, but there is a 
price to pay. For example, were we to take the voice problem 
seriously and proceed with a zealous and rigorous analysis of 
'voice'-idioms, we should have to accept that 'John strained his 
voice' is not to be treated as an instantiation of the formula 'x 
strained y', for now 'strained-his-voice' is a fused context not open 
to further analysis. This means we shall no longer have any 
logical licence for the apparently sound inference: 

Anyone who strained anything was doing something excessive 

non-referential in my sense, which does not mean that wbsns are mythical or 
extinct; Quine would say 'when' was not a term. 
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I John strained his voice 
i :. John was doing something excessive. 
I 

1 But we must be willing to pay this price if we are to deny a licence 1 to the inference: 

The only thing John strained was his vocal cords 
John strained his voice 
:. John's voice is identical with his vocal cords. 

Even more awkwardly, fusion will often extend beyond a few 
words to left and right of our non-referential term. For example, 
fusion must extend to any pronominal cross-references to voices. 
Most implausibly, for example, the whole sentence 

'The first thing about his voice that struck me was that I had 
heakd it before' 

becomes impenetrable to logical or semantical analysis. This 
conclusion will seem preposterous until we reflect on just what is 
and is not being prohibited by fusion. Obviously fusion does not 
prohibit analysis the way a dictator prohibits free assembly; it 
merely forbids certain sorts of interpretations being put on the 
results of analysis. It may well be possible to produce a 'semantics' 
for the 'voice'-idioms, and a 'logic' as well; were this accom- 
plished the only thing fusion would prohibit would be any 
attempt to treat this 'semantics' as an extension of the semantics of 
our referential vocabulary, with voices as a sort of thing in addition 
to the sorts of things referred to by referential terms. From the 
vantage point of our base camp in the midst of existing things and 
referential terms, 'voice' must forever be non-referential; only in 
this way can the alternative of identity or non-identity be denied. 
Provided this crucial bit of insulation is maintained, however, 
there is no limit to the sort or number of systems one may erect 
for dealing with the parts of fused expressions, and it is even to 
be expected that any systems discovered will be virtually parallel 
to the semantics and logic on the referential side of the divide.1 

1 Karel Lambert has tried to persuade me that an adequate logical language 
for maintaining the ontological neutrality I require here would be a two- 
quantifier logic such as those developed by Leonard, Van Fraassen, and him- ! self (H. S. Leonard, 'Essences, Attributes and Predicates', Proceedings and 
Addresses of the American Philosophical Association, Vol. XXXVII, 1964,  pp. 
zj-51. B. Van Fraassen, 'Meaning Relations among Predicates', Now, I. 
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Fusion, then, is from apoint of view; it renders contexts impene- 
trable only from certain angles, as it were. This impenetrability 
is not just a hindrance. It also provides a degree of freedom by 
excusing the analyst from finding all our logical and semantical 
rules obeyed on the far side of the fusion barrier. 

It has not yet been decided that all or any of our mental entity 
terms are non-referential, but only that we should investigate to 
see. To this end I propose to employ a tactic which can be called 
tentative fusion. We wish to proceed with no ontological pre- 
suppositions to the effect that mental entity terms either are or are 
not referential, and this can be accomplished by treating all 
sentences containing mental entity terms as tentatively fused, 
subject to further discoveries which will lead us to confirm the 
fusion or relax it. We do not assume from the start, that is, that 
certain sorts of questions have answers, that certain sorts of 
implications hold, that certain soas of parities exist between 
physical entity nouns and mental entity nouns. What we start 
with, then, are sentences containing the mental entity words to be 
examined. We may say these sentences are 'in mental language', 
and we acknowledge that as wholes they are significant and hence 
true or false. Part of what is then at issue is whether or not the 
parts of these sentences should be construed to fall under our 
standard semantics - whether or not to relax the fusion.' The 
broader question of which this forms a part is whether or not 
these sentences, accepted either as wholes or as analysed, can be 
correlated in an explanator_r wa3, with sentences solely from the 

1 In other words we start by treating the sentences in the fashion of the p 
and q of the propositional calculus; what then confronts us is whether their 
parts can also be brought under the quantifiers of the predicate calculus 
(viewed, in Quine's fashion, as ontologically committing). 
---..- -- - 
1967, pp. 161-79. R. K. Meyer and K. Lambert, 'Universally Free Logic and 
Standard Quantification Theory', journal of Symbolic Logic, XXXIII, No. I ,  

1968, pp. 8-26. B. Van Fraassen and K. Lambert, 'Quantifiers, Meaning Rela- 
tions and Modality' in K. Lambert, ed., Philosophical Developments in Non- 
classical Logic; Modality, Existence and related areas (forthcoming)). These lan- 
guages were developed to deal with rather different problems, in particular 
the 'possible objects' so handy to modal logicians, and adapting my position 
to them would require allying voices, thoughts and minds to centaurs and 
gryphons (if not to round squares), and this would clearly be a distortion of 
the view I present. Whether in the end it would be a logically or philosophi- 
cally undesirable distortion is not yet clear to me. 
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referential domain of the physical sciences. Our model here is the 
case of voices; the explanation of vocal phenomena may contain 
no reference to voices; can the explanation of mental phenomena 
similarly avoid reference to minds, thoughts, pains? By taking 
whole sentences as our initial units we avoid making the one pre- 
supposition that leads irresistibly to the pendulum of old-fashioned 
alternatives: the presupposition that 'mind', 'thought', 'pain' are 
referential, or in other words, the presupposition that there are 
minds and mental events on the one hand, and bodies and physical 
events on the other. 

Not just any mapping of sentences on sentences will constitute 
an explanatory correlation, of course. One could associate each true 
sentence of the mental language with a sentence which catalogued 
as exhaustively as possible the entire physical state of the person 
or persons in question, but this would explain nothing. At the 
very least the sentences associated with the mental language sen- 
tences must describe conditions which vary in systematic ways 
related to distinctions in the mental language sentences. The 
degree of freedom, however, which we obtain by tentatively fus- 
ing the mental language sentences, will allow us to avoid one 
preposterous requirement of crude identity theory. As Putnam 
points out, the supposition that a particular mental experience, 
e.g., thinking of Spain, is identical with a particular physical state 
requires that all beings truly said to be thinking o i  Spain must be 
in this particular physical state, which rules out, most implausibly, 
the possibility that beings with a different biochemistry from ours, 
or a differently embodied nervous system, could think of Spain.' 

H. Putnam, 'Psychological Predicates' in W. H. Capitan and D. D. 
hlerrill, eds., Ar t ,  A4indand Religion, Pittsburgh, 1967, pp. 37-48. It might be 
argued that I have been unfair to the identity theorists, and that Smart and 
others have in fact made use of the ontological points I have raised. Smart, 
after all, in response to the objection that an after-image was not a brain 

I 
process, replies 'I am not arguing that the after-image is a brain process, but 1 that the exper~ence of having an after-image is a brain process'('Sensations 
and Brain Processes', revised version in Chappell, op. tit., p. 168). One might 
interpret this as holding that 'after-image' was not the referential atom, but 
rather 'havingan-after-image', a fused idiom. Nagel (op. cif., p. 341) goes 
even farther: 'Instead of identifying thoughts, sensations, after-images, and 
so forth with brain processes, I propose to identify a person's having the 
sensation with his body's being in a physical state or undergoing a physical 

I process.' Nagel's position is very close to  mine in that he has simply taken a 
, mental language sentence whole, turned it into theappropriate gerund nomin- 
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Even among homo sapiens it is not plausible to insist that when two 
of them are both thinking of Spain they must share some unique 
physically describable state. 

Rather than attempt to characterize in an abstract fashion the 
minimum requirements of a satisfactory explanation, let us pro- 
ceed to see what correlations we can find. Once they have been 
set out we can ask whether or not they constitute an adequate 
explanation of mental phenomena.. In most general terms our 
task is to provide a scientific explanation of the differences and 
similarities in what is the case in virtue of which different mental 
language sentences are true and false. Thus, for example, our task 
is not to identify Tom's thought of Spain with some physical 
state of his brain, but to pinpoint those conditions that can be 
relied upon to render the whole sentence 'Tom is thinking of 
Spain' true or false. This way of proceeding still characterizes the 
task as finding an explanation of the mind which is unified with, 
consistent with, indeed a part of science as a whole, but eschews - at 
least initially - the obligation to find among the things of science 
any referents for the terms of the mental vocabulary. This obliga- 
tion will only be taken on in the event that some or all of the 
mental terms resist all efforts to treat them as non-referential. 

The first obstacle thrown in the way of our attempt to achieve 
explanatory correlations is a very general, but very powerful, 
argument to the effect that those features of the world in virtue of 
which certain mental language sentences are true or false are out- 
side the domain of the physical sciences, and not describable or 
subject to explanation within the scientific framework. If the 
argument is sound then our having reached an appropriately non- 
committal stance for dealing with the ontological problem will be 
to no avail, for this argument is concerned with relations between 
sentences. This argument will be presented and examined in 
Chapter 11. 

alization, and put it next to an identity sign flanking a similarly altered physi- 
cal entity sentence. But Putnam's objection holds as well against Nagel's 
more circumspect identities; the correlation Nagel supposes must hold is 
still too strong to be plausible. Moreover, hasn't one lost the point of identity 
theory once one begins treating whole sentences as names in effect of situa- 
tions or states of affairs which are then proclaimed identical with other 
situations or states of affairs? 
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3. THE PROBLEM OF INTENTIONALITY 

IN the previous chapter we formulated a stance that enables us to 
ask what the relation is between the physical sciences and the 
truths expressed in our mental language while carrying the mini- 
mum of metaphysical baggage. We avoid all ontological pre- 
suppositions about mental entities by tentatively treating all 
sentences of the mental language as containing no referential 
terms. Thus for at least the time being we absolve the scientist 
from the responsibility of discovering physical events, states or 
processes which deserve to be called thoughts, ideas, mental 
images and so forth. No entity on his side of the fence need line 
up with mental language in such a way that we would say he has 
discovered what thoughts are, or isolated a mental image or even 
the experience of having-a-mental-image. We have the mental 
language, and since the suggestion that all the things we say in 
the mental language might be false is incoherent, we also have 
the truths expressed in mental language. The task is to relate these 
truths to the scientific corpus, and further to explain the relations. 
Since we cannot very well claim to have explained a mental 
phenomenon if we are unable to say (in the scientific language 
of our explanation) when a sentence heralding the occurrence 
of the phenomenon is true and when not, our task will involve 
at least this much: framing within the scientific language the 
criteria - the necessary and sufficient conditions - for the truth 
of mental language sentences. At this point we face a very general 
argument designed to show that this is impossible, that no 
criteria for mental truths can be expressed in the language of 
science. 
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The nineteenth-century psychologist-philosopher Franz Bren- 
tano, in his Pgchologie vom Empirischen Standptlnkt, claimed to have 
formulated an exact and useful distinction between mental phen- 
omena and physical phenomena, and it is this distinction that 
forms the basis of the argument. Mental phenomena, according 
to Brentano, exhibit Intentionality,l a term he revived from 
medieval philosophy. 'Every mental phenomenon is characterized 
by what the scholastics of the Middle Ages called the Intentional 
(and also mental) inexistence (Inexistenx) of an object (Gegenstand), 
and what we would call, although in not entirely unambiguous 
terms, the reference to a content, a direction upon an object (by 
which we are not to understand a reality in this case) . . .'2 

Brentano's thesis divides roughly into two parts -although how 
clearly Brentano saw the division is hard to say. Some mental 
phenomena are 'directed upon' an object (and these objects have 
unusual characteristics), and other mental phenomena are related 
to a content or proposition or meaning. There is some difficulty, 
as we shall see, in welding these two parts into a single character- 
istic of Intentionality, and yet intuitively Brentano's insight is 
about one characteristic, and an important one. 

Subsequent investigators have annexed to this distinction the 
claim that no statement or statements about non-Intentional phe- 
nomena can have the same truth conditions as any statementabout 
Intentional phenomena. Since, roughly speaking, the domain 
of statements about Intentional phenomena is the domain of 
statements expressed in what I have called the mental language, 
and the domain of statements about non-Intentional phenomena 
includes all discourse in the physical sciences, the force of this 
claim is that no systematic correlation of sentences of the sort 
envisaged in the previous chapter is logically possible. As Bren- 
tano's characterization of the distinction between Intentional and 
non-Intentional is clarified and modified, the strength of this 

I shall capitalize Brentano's term and its derivatives to  distinguish them 
from the somewhat related and etymologically similar family of more com- 
mon terms, 'intend', 'intentions', 'intentionally', which will be examined in 
detail in Chapter IX. It  seems clearest to  carry this practice into quotations 
as well. 

F. Brentano, Psychologie vonz Empirischen Standpunkt, Leipzig, 1874, Vol. 
I, Book 11, Chap, i, 'The Distinction between Mental and Physical Pheno- 
mena' - a selection in R. Chisholm, Realism and the Backpound of  Phenomen- 
ologv, Glencoe, 1960,  trans. D. B. Terrell. 
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claim will become evident, and unless a way of refuting it is 
found, the metaphysical brush-clearing of the previous chapter 
will have been to no avail, since the Intentionalist thesis, quite 
independently of any arguments about the ontological status of 
mental entities, proclaims an unbridgeable gulf between the 
mental and the physical. 

Brentano's point about direction upon an object is this: One cannot 
want without wanting something, imagine without imagining 
something, hope without hoping for something, and yet the 
object in all these cases does not, or need not, exist in the fashion 
of objects of physical actions, such as lifting, touching, sitting 
upon. Thus if I want a wife it not only does not follow that there 
is a wife I want, but also does not follow that there is a woman 
whom I want to marry, any more than it would follow from the 
fact that I want a space ship that there is a space ship that I want. 
On the other hand, if I hit a wife or take a ride in a space ship, it 
follows that there is a wife I hit and a space ship in which I ride. 
The objects of wanting are thus said by Brentano to have Inten- 
tional inexistence, and the same holds true for the objects of 
imagining, remembering, hoping and so forth. I can imagine a 
sphinx, remember the dead, and hope for a cure to the common 
cold, none of which objects exist - at least in the ordinary way. 
Brentano says these objects have 'inexistence' but it is not alto- 
gether clear whether Brentano meant by his prefix 'in-' that these 
objects enjoy a form of non-being, or existence in the mind, or 
both (Cf. Anselm's 'in intellecttl') - but in any case it is a queer sort 
of existence he had in mind. 

His point about relation to content is that in addition to believing 
in ghosts (a case of direction upon an object) we also believe 
that. . ., and hope that. . ., and in these cases there is not so much 
an object directed upon as a proposition related to. It was, per- 
haps, but certainly should not have been, Brentano's thesis that 
these propositions stand in the same relation to mental phenomena 
as the Intentionally inexistent objects mentioned above, that 
believed propositions enjoy the same kind of queer existence in 
relation to mental phenomena as hoped-for rains and believed-in 
ghosts. A moment's reflection on the different status of the 
believed-in ghost and the believed proposition 'there are ghosts' 
should convince us that this is a blind alley. In fact, Brentano's 
proclivity to talk in terms of strange objects is in general more 
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trouble than not, and an effort will be made to make his point 
entirely in terms of relation to c0ntent.l 

The first step in reformulations of the Brentano thesis has 
usually been to raise the subject level of the discussion from 
phenomena to talk about phenomena, turning the distinction into 
a matter of how we describe or allude to certain phenomena in 
our ordinary language. Thus Chisholm says that 'we can formu- 
late a working criterion by means of which we can distinguish 
sentences that are Intentional, or are used Intentionally, in a certain 
language from sentences that are not.'2 (my italics). This procedure 
coincides nicely, of course, with our deliberate ontological blind- 
ness; we do not suppose that there are any actual phenomena 
(thoughts, beliefs, desires) for Intentional sentences to be about. 
Chisholm proposes three independently operating criteria for 
Intentional sentences.= 

(I) A simple declarative sentence is Intentional if it uses a 
substantival expression - a name or a description - in such a 
way that neither the sentence nor its contradictory implies 
either that there is or that there isn't anything to which the 
substantival expression truly applies. 

For example, neither 'I want a space ship' nor 'I do not want a 
space ship' implies either that there is or that there is not a space 
ship, and hence both sentences are Intentional. 

(2) Any noncompound sentence which contains a proposi- 
tional clause . . . is Intentional provided that neither the 
sentence nor its contradictory implies either that the proposi- 
tional clause is true or that it is false. 

For example, neither 'I hope that it will rain' nor 'I do not hope 
that it will rain' implies that it will or will not rain, and hence 
both sentences are Intentional. 

(3) If A and B are two names or descriptions designating the 
same thing or things, and sentence P differs from sentence Q 

Brentano called these objects 'fictions', indicating his own refusal to take 
seriously a metaphysical class of 'inexisters'. For an excellent discussion of 
Intentional objects, see G. E. M. Anscombe, 'The Intentionality of Sensation: 
a grammatical Feature', Sec. I ,  in R. J. Butler, ed., Analytic Philorophy (Second 
Series), Oxford, I 965, pp. I 3 8-68. 
' R. Chisholm, Perceiving: a philosophical rtudy, Ithaca, I 9 5 7, p. 1 70. 

Ibid., pp. 170-1. 
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only in having A where Q has B, then sentences P and Q are 
Intentional if the truth of one together with the truth that A 
and B are co-designative does not imply the truth of the other. 

A familiar example is Quine's: although Tully is identical with 
Cicero ('Tully' and 'Cicero' name the same individual), from 'Tom 
believes Cicero denounced Catiline' it does not follow that 'Tom 
believes Tully denounced Catiline' is true, since Tom may not 
know or believe that Tully and Cicero are one. 

Chisholm's three criteria come close to reproducing Brentano's 
distinction, but a few alterations must be made to meet a host of 
apparent counterexamp1es.l First, sentences containing such verbs 
as 'hunt' and 'search', which are not obviously mental terms, are 
usually construed to meet (I), as 

I (4) Ponce de Leon was searching for the Fountain of Youth 

shows. 
The usual line with these, which I shall follow, is to reconstrue 

'mental' rather more broadly, or replace it with 'psychological', 
and accept such sentences as falling within Brentano's notion of 
Intentionality and on a par with the sentences with a more 
obviously mental subject matter. A point of contact can be seen 
here between philosophical and psychological policy. 'The rat is 
searching for an escape route' is as much to be avoided by the 
rigorous behaviouristic psychologist as 'The rat hopes or believes 
. . .', for 'search', in virtue of its Intentionality, is a non-observa- 
tional term, just as much as the more obviously mental terms, and 
hence has no place in the 'pure' data language of the behaviour- 
ists. If a term like 'search' is to be used at all by these psycholo- 
gists, it must be defined in observational terms, all of which are 
non-Intentional. The dificulty psychologists have had in pro- 
viding these definitions comes as no surprise to the Intentionalist, 
of course, for he has an argument to show such definitions to be 
strictly impossible.2 

1 Chisholm himself has attempted in a number of papers to reformulate 
his criteria to meet objections. (See especially his 'On some psycholog~cal 
concepts and the "logic" of Intentionality', in H. Castafieda, ed., Intentionality, 
Minds and Perception, Detroit, 1967, pp. 11-57.) Since our aims diverge, how- 
ever, there is no point here in recounting his various modifications. 

C. Taylor, in The Explanation ofBehaviour, London, I 964, Part 11, provides 
an excellent survey of behaviourists' so far fruitless efforts to produce 
'operational' definitions of such terms as 'desire'. 

23 



I N T E N T I O N A L I T Y  I N T E N T I O N A L I T Y  

Counter-examples that force a different adjustment in Bren- 
tano's thesis are the case of clearly mental expressions which fail 
to meet the criteria. Thus 

( I )  Tom perceives the cat 

implies the existence of a cat, violating (I), and 

(6) John knows that Smith is a lawyer 

implies that Smith is a lawyer, violating (r). l  There are other 
kindred cases, such as 'discover', and 'recognize'; and 'is under 
the illusion that' and 'hallucinates', which imply the falsity of the 
clause or non-existence of the object. 'Fears' might be seen as a 
fence-sitter, since 'Tom fears the bogyman' might be held to be 
true without implying the existence or non-existence of any 
bogyman, while 'Tom fears dogs' or 'Tom is afraid of the dark' 
might be seen to imply the existence of dogs and the dark. 'Fore- 
see' in the present tense does not imply the truth of the clause 
('She foresees that there will be a great disaster') but 'Noah fore- 
saw that there would be a great flood' might be held to imply the 
occurrence of the flood. 

The idiosyncrasies of these ordinary expressions and their 
failure to meet our criteria should neither surprise nor dis- 
courage us - nor for that matter should they engage our interest 
for long. These are clearly mongrel terms, part mental or psycho- 
logical, part contextual or epistemic. Thus 'know' has in addition 
to its implications regarding the psychological state or attitude of 
the knower the implication that what is known is true. And 
'John sees the dog' speaks not only of John's state of mind, but 
also of his position in the physical environment. We could further 
muddy the waters by inventing new expressions which would be 
similar to such paradigm Intentional expressions as 'believe' and 
'want' but violate the criteria. Thus if 'fwant' had the implication 
that what was fwanted was in one's pocket all along, it would 
violate (I), and if 'beglieving' was restricted so that people 
beglieved that you could square the circle or travel faster than 
light, it would violate (2). 

The best way with these is to allow that they are Intentional in 
virtue of the fact that they have Intentional implications. 'John 

(6) meets (3 )  however, since if Smith, unbeknownst to John, is his uncle, 
the substitution \trill make thc sentence false. 
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knows that p' implies 'John is under the impression that p', and 
'John perceives x' implies 'John seems to himself to perceive x', 
and these meet Chisholm's criteria.1 This treatment is in some 
ways parallel to that of Husserl and later Phenomenologists, who 
speak of the epoch6 or 'bracketing' of external, real-world implica- 
tions, a practice that is held to get us to the true mental pheno- 
mena. In addition to the mongrel terms mentioned, there are a 
host of other expressions with less direct Intentional implications. 
Thus 'John signed the contract' implies a number of things about 
John's beliefs, as do 'John was introduced to Mary' and 'Tom 
knows Mr. Smith'. The picture that emerges is one of an arsenal 
of quasi-mental, quasi-psychological terms with Intentional com- 
ponents, and these components can generally be given a satisfac- 
tory analysis in terms of the 'pure' Intentional terms, such as 
'believes'. 

Failure to recognize this situation can lead to spurious philo- 
sophical puzzles. If 'know' is held to refer purely and simply to a 
psychological state, we get the following absurd exchange: 'I 
know that John is in Boston' 'But he isn't. He changed his mind 
and left Boston yesterday' 'That's strange. I could have sworn 
that I knew that, but I see now that I didn't. I must have misidentified 
my mental state. I must be careful in the future to keep a close 
watch for the true earmarks of states of knowledge.' It can be 
argued that the entire Cartesian epistemology is bedevilled by this 
mistake. The absurdity of treating the mongrel terms as referring 
neat to psychological states can be brought out even more clearly 
in this exchange: 'I hate Stalin' 'But Stalin is dead' 'Ohl Then I 
guess I don't hate Stalin, since that would imply his existence.' 

Another challenge to our criteria is Geach's example: 

(7) I owe John a horse2 

the truth of which does not imply the existence or non-existence 
of a horse, satisfying (I). This can properly be viewed as Inten- 
tional, however, in virtue of its psychological implications, con- 
cerning promising, stating, believing and so forth. We are not 
through the counterexamples yet, however. Quine offers several 
more:3 

Cf. S. Kiirner, Experience and Theory: an essay in the philosophy of science, 
London, 1966, p. zoo. 

P. T. Geach, 'Intentional Identity',journalof Phil. LXIV, 20,1967, p. 629. 
3 Quine, op. cif. These and kindred examples are discussed in his Chs. 4-6. 
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(8) 'Tully was a Roman' is trochaic 

does not admit substitution of 'Cicero' for 'Tully' thus apparently 
satisfying (j), and by no stretch of the imagination is (8) about the 
mental life. (8) also apparently satisfies (2) as 

(9) 'Tully was a German' is trochaic 

indicates, provided we allow the phrase in inverted commas to 
count as a propositional clause. As Quine points out, however, 
direct quotation is best viewed as making names of expressions 
out of expressions, so that the 'Cicero'-'Tully' substitution is an 
illicit alteration within a name, and (8) and (9) are then simply 
sentences about two different trochaic sentences. This effectively 
rules out the family of counterexamples based on direct quotation, 
but others are generated by the alethic modalities of necessity 
and possibility. 

(10) 9 is necessarily greater than 7 

is true, but substitution via the identity '9=the number of 
planets' gives us 

(I I) the number of planets is necessarily greater than 7 

which is false. So (10) meets criterion (3), but is not about mental 
phenomena. Unlike the others, this counterexample cannot be 
legislated away without controversy. On the one hand there are 
the various systems of modal logic which would construe (10) and 
its kind in such a way that the implication to (11) would be 
blocked while still preserving in some form the principle of sub- 
stitution of codesignative expressions salva veritate.' On such an 
analysis necessity statements would no longer meet (3).2 Alter- 

The hope of modal logic is that it will be possible to adjust the entities 
referred to in modal statements, o r  restrict the ways in which entities may be 
described, so that substitution - where it is permitted - still preserves truth. 
For example, one might claim that the only sense of '9' that renders (10) true 
renders the identity '9 =the number of planets' false; or in the same vein, that 
the sense of 'the number of planets' needed to make the identity true makes 
(I I) true as well (a distinction being seen between (I I)  and 'there are neces- 
sarily more than 7 planets'. 

The situation is not that simple, however. In the view of some modal 
logicians, any success with the alethic modalities will bring in its wake 
parallel successes in the other modalities, including the psychological or Inten- 
tional modalities. In this event the logic of Intentionality would be merely 

2 6 

I N T E N T I O N A L I T Y  

natively one can be sceptical of modal logic and take the way out 
suggested by Quine.1 One can claim that if 'necessarily' means 
anything, it qualifies statements or sentences, not, as in the 
example, relations like greater than. (10) then, must be revised to 
read 

(12) '9 is greater than 7' is necessarily true 

and by our convention for direct quotation the proposed substi- 
tution for '9' is prohibited. If neither of these suggestions can be 
made to stick, we shall simply have to enlarge the Intentionality 
thesis to include sentences not about psychological phenomena. 
This would mean abandoning Brentano's claim to have discovered 
the hallmark that distinguishes the mental from the physical, but 
the crucial argument - that no truth criteria for Intentional sen- 
tences can be formulated in the terms of physical science - will not 
be abrogated; its conclusion will merely be extended to cover 
areas outside the mind-body problem.2 

To sum up, the effect of all these counterexamples is to bend 
the Brentano thesis into something quite unlike the original. As 
adjusted, Intentionality is not a mark that divides phenomena 
from phenomena, but sentences from sentences - and whereas 
Brentano associated Intentionality with the mental, we have given 
it a broader association with the psychological, and are prepared 
even to abandon this claim if a suitable home cannot be found for 
the non-psychological modalities. I t  will help to bend the thesis 
just a bit more, in an effort to unify Brentano's dual point about 
objects and content. Chisholm's three criteria preserve this 
duality: (I) is about direction upon an object, and (2) and (3) are 
about relation to a content. Criterion (I) could be dropped and the 
distinction of Intentionality could be made entirely in terms of the 
truth and reference of propositional clauses, if we could replace 
object-sentences with sentences of propositional attitude. Some 

See Quine, op. cit., Ch. 6. 
2 Chisholm himself accepts the conclusion that (I)-(3) d o  not serve to  dis- 

tinguish the psychological from other modalities, and attempts to  make the 
distinction in another way (Castafieda, op. cit., p. I I). 

part of a unified modal logic, and instead of modal logic providing a solution 
to our counter-example, it would go on to provide something very like a 
refutation of the Intentionalist thesis of non-reducibility. This eventuality 
seems remote to  me, as should become clear in what follows. 
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object-sentences transform quite gracefully. 'I am hoping for 
peace' becomes 'I am hoping that there will be peace' and 'I 
believe in goblins' becomes 'I believe that there are goblins'. 
Others are at best awkward. 'I want a wife' inight go easily into 
'I wish that I had a wife', except wishing and wanting are distin- 
guishable, so 'I want it to be the case that I have a wife' is prefer- 
able but cumbersome. One could as well use 'I want that I should 
have a wife', which is reminiscent of Damon Runyan ('You want 
I should lean on him, boss?') and so is not entirely non-ordinary; 
or, even more barbarously, one could say 'I want that I have a 
wife'. It  is not to be expected that our ordinary language will 
provide natural expressions to serve as translations in every case. 
Still less is it to be demanded that for every mongrel Intentional 
expression there must be an ordinary language expression that 
satisfactorily analyses the Intentional component of the mongrel 
expression, for this would require a sort of systematic perfection 
in ordinary language that there is no reason to suppose must 
exist. 

Some object-sentences cannot be translated into single propo- 
sitional-attitude-sentences at all. No propositional paraphrase of 
'John hates spinach', for example, is remotely convincing as a 
translation. 'John believes that spinach nauseates him' and 'John 
wants that he is not served spinach' say both less and more than 
the object-sentence.' A large enough collection of such partially 
successful paraphrases might serve, either in some strict alterna- 
tion and conjunction system or in the looser 'family' way, as a 
suitable transformation of the sentence, but there is no particular 
payoff in setting out to elaborate these collections for each and 
every object-expression. 

The point of thinking in terms of propositional attitudes even 
where no neat sentences of propositional attitude can be pro- 
duced is that Intentional objects, even under the linguistic inter-' 
pretation given them here, lead almost inexorably to metaphysical 
excesses,Z and the characteristic of these objects that accounts for 
this is one that it can be argued serves precisely to show that 
Intentional objects are not any kind of objects at all. This charac- 
teristic is the dependence of Intentional objects on particular 

Cf. ibid., p. 33. 
a For an  example of this sort of difficulty, see my 'Geach on  Intentional 

Identity1, journal of Phil. LXV, 11, 1968, pp. 331-41. 
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descriptions. As criterion (3) indicates, to change the description 
is to change the object. What sort of thing is a different thing 
under different descriptions? Not any object. Can we not do 
without the objects altogether and talk just of descriptions? When 
John wants the stick on the ground, and the stick turns out to be 
a snake, it would be wrong or meaningless to say that John 
wanted the description 'the stick on the ground', for we do not 
vav t  descriptions and so in Brentano's terms his mental pheno- 
menon is not directed upon the description, but is it not directed b_y 
the description? I t  is suggested that Brentano's thesis might be 
altered to read 'All mental phenomena are directed by (or simply: 
related to) unique descriptions or whole propositions which 
usually, but not always, have reference to real objects in the 
world.' Thus Brentano's thesis becomes, what it is often supposed 
without argument to be by writers in the field, simply that mental 
phenomena differ from physical phenomena in having a content, 
or relating to meaning, in the sense that their identity as individual 
phenomena is a matter of the unique descriptions or propositions 
to which they are related. 

Raising the subject level of discussion back up from phenomena 
to talk about phenomena, from things to sentences, the point is 
tlis: Intentional sentences are intensional (non-extensional) sen- 
tences. l Briefly and roughly, the extension of a term is the class of 
all things of which the term is true, or to which the term refers. 
Thus the extension of 'Presidents between 1961 and 1968' is the 
class containing the two members, Kennedy and Johnson. The 
intensiotz of a term is, roughly, its meaning. The terms 'Democratic 
Presidents between 19j 6 and 1968' and 'Twentieth-century Presi- 
dents whose names begin with adjacent letters of the alphabet' 
have the same extension as 'Presidents between 1961 and 1968'~ 
but clearly all three have very different meanings or intensions. 
'Goblin' and 'sphinx' have the same extension (the null class), but 
different intensions. The going scheme of logic, the logic that both 
works and is generally supposed to suffice for all scientific dis- 
course (and, some hold, all sknzj'jcant discourse), is extensional. 
That is, the logic is blind to intensional distinctions; the intersub- 
stitution of coextensive terms, regardless of their intensions, does 
not affect the truth value (truth or falsity) of the enclosing sen- 

R. Carnap in Meaning arid NecessitJ', Chicago, 1947, uses 'intensional' in a 
narrower sense to  refer to a subclass of non-extensional sentences. 
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tence. Moreover, the truth value of a complex sentence is always a 
function of the truth values of its component sentences. Criteria 
(2) and (3) indicate that Intentional sentences do not follow the 
rules of extensional, truth-functional logic, and hence they are 
intensional. This expression of the position leads us to the central 
claim of the Intentionalists, that Intentional phenomena are 
absolutely irreducible to physical phenomena. Put in terms of 
sentences, the claim is that Intentional sentences cannot be re- 
duced to or paraphrased into extensional sentences about the 
physical world. The claim goes beyond the obvious fact that 
Intentional sentences are intensional, and hence cannot be, as they 
stand, extensional - to the more remarkable claim that no sentence 
or sentences can be found which adequately reproduce the in- 
formation of an Intentional sentence and still conform to exten- 
sional logic. This is to be contrasted with the situation with 
respect to, for example, Quine's sentence: 

(I 3) Giorgione was so called because of his size. 

This sentence, intensional as it stands since it does not admit the 
substitution salva veritate of the coextensive term 'Barbarelli', can 
be replaced by the sentence 

(14) Barbarelli was given the name 'Giorgione' because of his 
size 

which is extensional, since the occurrence of 'Barbarelli' in the 
sentence is replaceable salva veritate by 'Giorgione', and the 
occurrence of 'Giorgione' is within inverted commas, and hence, 
by standard convention, refers to the name 'Giorgione' and not 
the man. Since it refers to the name, 'Barbarelli' is not coextensive 
with it; its coextensive brethren include 'the maximizing form of 
"Giorgio" ' and 'the name which appears on page seven of the art 
gallery catalogue', and so forth, and these are all substitutable 
salva veritate. That is, making two legitimate substitutions in (14) 
we get 

(11) Giorgione was given the name which is the maximizing 
form of 'Giorgio' because of his size 

which has the same truth value as (14). The Intentionalist claim 
is that no extensional sentence - or longer paraphrase - could 
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reproduce the sense of an Intentional sentence in the manner in 
which (14) reproduces the sense of (13). 

This claim has been argued for in a number of different ways. 
Since the conclusion involves a negative existential claim, viz., 
that there are no such paraphrases, it can never be absolutely 
established, but only made extremely compe1ling.l Quine attempts 
to generate this conviction by taking the case of indirect quotation 
or oratio obliqaa ('x says that p'), and arguing that 'for all its tame- 
ness in comparison with other idioms of propositional attitude, 
and for all its concern with overt speech behaviour, [it] seems 
insusceptible to general reduction to behavioural terms; the best 
we can do is switch to direct quotation, and this ,adds informa- 
tion.'2 That is, 

(16) He says, 'it is raining' 

is not a satisfactory paraphrase of 

(17) He says that it is raining 

for (I 6) adds information and hence could in many circumstances 
be false while (17) was true, and vice versa.3 One is invited to 
reflect on the impossibility of there being any physical state of 
affairs that would be in force always and only when someone was 
saying that it is raining - an act that might be accomplished on 
one occasion by merely nodding, on another by shouting 'es 
regnet', on another by saying 'You bet it is'. If so overt an activity 
as saying that something is the case is not subject to behavioural, 
extensional paraphrase, what hope is there for such hidden, 
private phenomena as believing and imagining? Quine and 
Chisholm also present arguments about believing and intending, 
of which the central point is that efforts to provide behavioural 
analyses of these two phenomena are doomed by a vicious circle 
of implications.4 Take, for example, the belief that it is raining. 
What behaviour would clinch it that A believes it is raining? No 
matter what is suggested, it will turn out that this is a clincher 
demonstrating that A believes it is raining on4 if we assume that 

Cf. Taylor, op. cit., p. 200. Quine, op. cit., p. 220. 
3 As a response to the request to utter a three-word sentence in English, 

saying 'it is raining' would be a case where (16) was true and (17)  false. 
Quine, op. cit., pp. 220-4; Chisholm, Perceiving, Ch. I I. 
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A has some particular purposes or intentions. A's saying 'It is 
raining' or answering 'Yes' to the question 'Is it raining?' only 
counts as evidence on the assumption, inter aha, that A intends not 
to deceive us and 'intends' is an Intentional idiom. A's finding a 
tree or roof to stand under is no more evidence, for it depends on 
A's intending to stay dry. If ascription of belief always depends on 
an assumed ascription of intention, the converse holds as well. 
A's intention to stay dry is not behaviourally demonstrated by his 
cowering under the tree except on the assumption that he believes 
it is raining, that he believes that he would get wet if he did not 
stay under cover, and so forth. A survey of the other Intentional 
and mongrel Intentional idioms shows that the use of any one of 
them has implications about beliefs and intentions, so the circle 
that prevents a behavioural paraphrase of belief and intention 
sentences infects the whole realm of the Intentional. It  is, of course, 
no argument against this that behavioural data are 'for all practical 
purposes' completely reliable as clues to Intentional ascriptions, 
for we are not concerned here with practical purposes, but with 
theoretical foundations. 

4. T W O  B L I N D  ALLEYS 

The Intentionalist thesis of irreducibility is widely accepted, in 
one form or another, and there are two main reactions to the 
impasse: behaviourism and Phenomenology. The behaviourist 
argues that since the Intentional idioms cannot be made to fit into 
the going frameworlr of science, they must be abandoned, and the 
phenomena they are purported to describe are claimed to be 
chimerical.' Thus Quine, in one of his most pragmatic and be- 
haviouristic moments, is ready to turn his back on Intentional 
idioms entirely, allowing them in his casual speech, but banishing 
them from the language of theory. 'One may accept the Brentano 
thesis as showing the indispensability of Intentional idioms and 
the importance of an autonomous science of Intention, or as 
showing the baselessness of Intentional idioms and the emptiness 
of a science of Intention. My attitude, unlike Brentano's, is the 

Cf. Korner's distinction between dogmatic and methodological be- 
haviourists (op. cit., Ch. XIII). It  is the difficulty with Intentional language 
that turns methodological behaviourists into dogmatic behaviourists, but 
Korner claims this is not the only refuge. 
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second." This position, which is shared by behaviourist psycholo- 
gists, is not merely the position that what you refuse to listen to 
cannot bother you. Our evidence that 'there really are' Intentional 
phenomena coincides with our evidence that in our ordinary 
language we speak as if there were, and if a science of behaviour 
could be successfully adumbrated without speaking as if there were 
these 'things', the insistence that there really are Intentional 
phenomena would take on a hollow ring. Behaviourism would 
attempt to discover extensional laws governing the occurrence of 
events (animal - including human - motions) that are initial& 
given extensional, non-Intentional characterizations. If a truly 
predictive, extensional science of animal and human behaviour 
(specified in pure 'motion' terms and including all human verbal 
behaviour) could be produced, then the existence of Intentional 
idioms could be safely explained away as a peculiarity of natural 
languages, perhaps on a par with noun genders and onomatopoeia. 
Allowing working science to serve as ontological arbiter, one 
could claim that there really aren't any Intentional phenomena, 
and hence no science of Intention is needed. 

Unfortunately for the alternative of behaviourism, however, so 
far the attempts to produce such an austere Stimulus-Response 
science have been notably unsuccessful. While behaviouristic 
research on animals and men over the last several decades has been 
undeniably fruitful from the point of view of crucial data obtained, 
these gains have been achieved independently of - and, in many 
instances, in spite of - the theories the experiments were intended 
to confirm or disconfirm. One could even make a case for the 
claim that the value of experimental results has been in inverse 
proportion to the extent to which the shibboleths of orthodox 

Tiour- behaviourism have been honoured. The difficulty the behax ' 
ist has encountered is basically this: while it is clear that an experi- 
menter can predict rate of learning, for example, from the initial 
conditions of his mazes and the experience history of his animals, 
how does he specify just what is learned? It is certainly not the 
case that what the rat in the maze learns is a sequence of skeletal 
motions (for as Lashley's famous experiments show, impediments 
in normal skeletal motion do not prevent the rat from getting 
itself to the food).2 Nor does it learn to move through a series of 

Quine, op. (it. ,  p. 221. 
2 E;. S. Lashley, Brain Alccha17isnts arrd I t~~el l;~encc,  Chicago, 1929 .  
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spatial juxtapositions no matter what. What it learns, of course, is 
where the food is, but how is this to be characterized non-Intention- 
ally? There is no room for 'know' or 'believe' or 'hunt for' in the 
officially circumscribed language of behaviourism; so the behavi- 
ourist cannot say the rat knows or believes his food is at x, or that 
the rat is hunting for a route to x. The generalization of learning 
and the goal-directedness of the resultant behaviour have with- 
stood all efforts to date to account for them as pure constructs out 
of the stimulus and response biography of the animal, and the 
nature of the theoretical failures points to the possibility of a 
fundamental error in the approach.' The effect of these frustra- 
tions has been a relaxation of scruples, a tacit acceptance of 
Intentional characterizations, so that interesting research can 
cont in~e .~  This strongly suggests, but does not prove, of course, 
that psychological phenomena mart be characterized Intentionally 
if they are to be explained and predicted, that no science of 
behaviour can get along without the Intentional idioms. 

What then of the alternative of Phenomenology, the establish- 
ing of 'an autonomous science of Intention7?s An Intentional 
science of behaviour would characterize the events of its domain in 
fully Intentional terms. Its programme would be to relate actions, 
beliefs, desires, intentions, rather than the supposedly 'pure' 
events of the behaviourists (stimuli and responses characterized 
in extensional, 'physical motion' terms). Explanations in such a 

1 There is an incisive and systematic survey of the frustrations of the 
behaviourists in Part I1 of Taylor's Explanation of Behaviour. Although, as he 
points out, his critique is open-ended, the troubles so far encountered exhibit 
'fairly reliable signs' of futility. In particular there is the accumulation of 
inelegant ad hoc props and provisos that make stimulus-response theories so 
stupefyingly complex (p. 272). D. Shwayder's Stratifcation of Behaviour 
analyses similar obstacles to  stimulus-response theory, but Shwayder does 
not hold it to be in principle impossible for the behaviourists to  produce a 
theory complex enough to deal with the problems he raises. 

3 For example, an animal in a problem-solving experiment will be 'trained 
to criterion', which means: given enough training trials to bring his perform- 
ance up to an arbitrary standard of success, say 9 out of 10. But 9 out of ro 
what? The 'strictly behavioural' criterion of learning is in actuality hedged with 
a ceteris paribw clause; what it means is: 9 times out of I o the animal finds the 
goal box it was looking for, it ochieves its goal. 

3 There could be, of course, 'autonomous sciences of Intention' without all 
the trappings of the Phenomenological movement, but with many centrally 
shared features. 

3 4 

INTENTIONALITY 

science would characteristically take a form like 'His desire to find 
shelter prompted him to try to find a way into the box', and what 
is immediately apparent, but not as important as has sometimes 
been claimed, is that we ordinarily explain behaviour in the 
Intentional mode. 

What is peculiar aboyt such explanations is that they are not 
causal explanations in the more or less Humean sense of the term. 
The key word in the example above is 'prompted'; it is not to be 
replaced by 'caused'. The Hurnean doctrine is that causes must be 
identifiable independently from their effects, for otherwise the 
statement of cause and effect will not be contingently, empirically 
true, as it must be, but analyuc, i.e., true only in virtue of the 
meanings of the words. This independent identification and con- 
comitant contingency is missing, however, when the antecedent 
is an intention, the consequent an action, and the same can be 
seen to be true for all Intentionally characterized antecedents and 
c0nsequents.l To see what this difference amounts to, consider 
first a faulty argument about a case of causal explanation, e.g., the 
claim that conception is the cause of pregnancy. Hume requires 
causes and effects to be independently identified, butpart of what we 
mean b_r conception is that in the absence of interfering factors 
pregnancy results, so there is a conceptual (not merely contingent) 
connection between conception and pregnancy. Then conception 
cannot be the cause of pregnancy. What is wrong with this argu- 
ment is that although conception can be characterized as what 
pregnancy follows from, it can also be given independent charac- 
terizations, in physiological terms, which make no mention of 
pregnancy. If conception is defined as the cause of pregnancy, then 
it follows that 'Conception is the cause of pregnancy' is analytic, 
but it does not follow from this that conception is not the cause of 
pregnancy1 Provided there is a way of alternatively characterizing 
the event which is conception, it can be a perfectly good Humean 
cause. 

The situation with Intentional explanations is different, how- 
ever. It follows directly from the Intentionalist's irreducibility hy- 
pothesis that no independent characterization of an Intentionally 
characterized antecedent is ever possible. To say that a particular 

Arguments designed to show roughly this are found in Taylor, op. cit., 
A. I. Melden, Free Action, London, 1961 and Anscornbe, Intention, Oxford, 
1917- 
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Intentionally characterized antecedent could be characterized 
in another way is to say that either the Intentional sentence 
announcing the occurrence of this antecedent has an extensional 
paraphrase (and this is ruled out ex  hypothesi), or the Intentionally 
characterized antecedent can be given a different Intentional 
characterization, but this is contrary to the fundamental principle 
of Intentionality, that Intentional phenomena are individuated by 
their characterizations - a different characterization means a differ- 
ent phenomenon. To take a particular example, consider a case 
where I intentionally open a door and walk out of a room. Does 
my intention to open the door cause me to open the door? If so, 
then we must be able to find another characterization for this 
intention, for as it stands it is certainly not conceptually independ- 
ent of the consequent action. This independent characterization 
would have to be either extensional - but we are supposing for the 
moment that this is impossible - or Intentional. What other 
Intentional characterization of this intention could there be, 
though? The Intentionality of intentions is just that they have 
unique characterizations; the intention to leave the room, for 
example, is not the intention to open the door, and so could not 
serve as an alternate characterization of our initial antecedent. Nor 
can we avoid this dilemma by declaring that the cause of my 
opening the door was not my intention to open the door, but my 
intention to leave the room (which is an antecedent characterized 
independently of the consequent). For if I do leave the room, and 
do this intentionally, we shall have to find a cause for this as well, 
and if it is to be independently characterized it will have to be a 
yet more ulterior intention, say, the intention to see my brother, 
and so forth. It will not do for an Intentional science to try to get 
along in this way with an indefinitely large nesting of narrowly 
characterized actions caused by more widely characterized inten- 
tions (opening the door being caused by the intention to leave the 
room, leaving the room being caused by the intention to see my 
brother, etc.) for if opening the door is an intentional action of 
mine, it follows that I must have had the intention to open the 
door and I must have opened the door because I had the intention 
to open the door. This must be the case since it is possible to 
intend to do X, and do X, and yet not do X intentionally, because 
one did not do X becazcse of the intention. For example, an actress 
can intend to scream, actually scream, and yet not intentionally 
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scream, for though she did intend to scream at the time, she 
actually screamed because she was genuinely frightened. So the 
'because' of Intentional explanations steadfastly resists treatment 
as a causal 'because'; we must explain A's intentional action X by 
saying A did X becatlse he intended to do X, and this intention 
cannot be given the independent characterization it needs to be a 
proper cause. 

This impasse represents in itself an uncomfortable peculiarity 
for the 'autonomous science', but there is worse to come. The 
hegemony of Hume-style causal explanation is not so secure that 
non-causal explanation counts as an overwhelming objection to 
Intentional science, but the closed nature of Intentional explana- 
tion has a further consequence that amounts to a radical asym- 
metry of our scientific world view - in many ways like the asym- 
metry feared by the identity theorists (see Chapter I). In the 
domain of causal explanation, that a particular event a is followed 
by another event b is explained by the invocation of some more 
general causal law, to the effect that all events of type A (which 
includes a) are followed by events of type B (which includes b), 
and this law may be explained in turn by being subsumed under or 
deduced from still wider laws. In Intentional explanation, on the 
other hand, the sequences of events are so characterized that the 
occurrence of a particular consequent action is explained b_r the 
occurrence of a particular antecedent, say a perception or belief or 
intention, and there is no room for the question of why this 
consequent should follow this antecedent, and hence no room for 
any general law 'explaining' the sequence. For example, having 
said that my intention to leave was followed by my walking to the 
door, there is no room for the question: why should that result (as 
opposed to, say, opening my mouth or raising my arm) follow 
the intention to leave. The 'covering law' to the effect that all 
intentions to leave are followed by walking to the door is silly and 
unnecessary; the occurrence of my walking to the door has 
alread3, been explained by citing my antecedent intention. 

In this way Intentional explanations assume the environmental 
appropriateness of the connections between antecedent and con- 
sequent.' Thus there is a sense in which Intentional explanation 
is just the reverse of extensional, behaviouristic explanation. 
Behaviourism seeks to find regularities and mechanisms that will 

1 Cf. Taylor, op, cit., p. 44. 
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explain the observed appropriateness or adaptiveness of the con- 
nections between antecedent and consequent events. Animal 
behaviour is generally appropriate to the environmental circum- 
stances in which it occurs, and it is this ability to match behaviour 
to environment that the behaviourist tries to analyse by finding 
sequences of events that can be subsumed under general causal 
laws. 

For Intentional explanation, on the other hand, the fact that 
one event (as Intentionally characterized) is followed in an appro- 
priate way by another is not even contingent, and hence not 
subject to explanation.' The intention to raise one's arm would 
not be the intention to raise one's arm if it were not followed, 
barring interference, with raising one's arm, so the question of 
why one follows the other is superfluous. 

It is this early end to explanation that puts Intentional science 
in disharmony with the rest of science. As Pittendrigh observes, 
the appropriateness or adaptedness of animal action implies 
organization (which he distinguishes from mere order as being 
relative to an end). 'An organization is an improbable state 
in a contingent . . . universe; and as such it cannot be merely 
accepted, it must be explained.'~ Thus the very feature which 
signals an end to explanation in the Intentional system signals 
the need for explanation in the wider system of science as a 
whole. The two sciences are not just separate, they are warring, 
for positions on what does and does not require explanation 
cannot be isolated within autonomous branches of science. If 
adaptedness of animal behaviour admits of, and requires, no 
explanation, then the improbable organization of which Pitten- 

1 Taylor says: 'The notion of adaption is of course implicit in the ordinary 
language teleological form of explanation where action is frequently explained 
in terms of its propitiousness for certain purposes, i.e. by its "adaptiveness" 
in respect of these ends. The aim of S-R theories on the other hand is to 
explain behaviour without using a notion of this kind. Thus for Hull it is one 
of the tasks of a molar science of behaviour to explain why behaviour is 
adaptive, why "it is successful in the sense of reducing needs and facilitating 
survival", a task separate from though closely related to that of explaining 
why the behaviour of different organisms is as it is. Adaptiveness is thus an 
explicandum for S-R theory. It is not a principle to be used in the explicans' 
(op. rit., p. I I 3).  Cf. I. Sheffler, The Anatomy oJInqw'ry, New York, 1963, p. 92. 

C. S. Pittendrigh, 'Adaptation, Natural Selection and Behavior' in A. 
Roe and G.  G .  Simpson, eds., Behavior and Evolution, New Haven, 1958, p. 
393. 
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drigh speaks requires no explanation, and if this is so, we must 
either abandon the principle that the improbable requires explana- 
tion - which would amount to the abandonment of the rest of 
science - or we must maintain that such organizations are not 
improbable states of the universe, which would require a total 
bouleversement of the physical sciences. The behaviourist has this 
much going for him: he is neither anarchist nor revolutionary. 
The same cannot be said for the Intentionalist. 

5 .  THE W A Y  O U T  

To sum up the results of the chapter so far, the effect of the 
Intentionality thesis is to give the old, ill-envisaged dogma that 
the mind cannot be caged in a physical theory a particularly sharp 
set of teeth. The first challenge is the irreducibility hypothesis, 
that the Intentional cannot be reduced to the non-Intentional, or, 
as we have seen, the extensional. Then the evidence comes in 
that we can neither do without the Intentional, nor cleave to it 
alone, for there are signs that the possibility is remote of a success- 
ful non-Intentional behaviourist psychology; and the alternative 
of an entirely Intentional psychology would entail a catastrophic 
rearrangement of science in general. This is not a formal dilemma, 
since on the one hand a forlorn hope may be held out that some 
future behaviourist will be able to belie the many harbingers of 
doom and produce a working non-Intentional theory, and on the 
other hand there are certainly some scientific revolutionaries who 
would relish a return to an anthropocentric and teleological world 
view at the expense of the current centrality of modern physics. 

Fortunately, however, once the problem of Intentionality is 
clearly expressed, it points to its own solution. There is a loop- 
hole. The weak place in the argument is the open-endedness of 
the arguments that no extensional reduction of Intentional sen- 
tences is possible. The arguments all hinged on the lack of theor- 
etically reliable overt behavioural clues for the ascription of 
Intentional expressions, but this leaves room for covert, internal 
events serving as the conditions of ascription. We do not ordin- 
arily have access to such data, so they could not serve as our 
ordinary criteria for the use of ordinary Intentional expressions, 
but this is just a corollary of the thesis that our ordinary language 
accounts of behaviour are Intentional, and says nothing about the 
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possibility in principle of producing a scientific reduction of 
Intentional expressions to extensional expressions about internal 
states. Could there be a system of internal states or events, the 
extensional description of which could be upgraded into an 
Intentional description? The answer to this question is not at all 
obvious, but there are some promising hints that the answer is 
Yes. 

The task of avoiding the dilemma of Intentionality is the task 
of somehow getting from motion and matter to content and 
purpose - and back. If it could be established that there were 
conceptually trustworthy formulations roughly of the form 
'physical state S has the significance (or means, or has the content) 
that p' one would be well on the way to a solution of the problem. 
But if that is all it takes, the answer may seem obvious. Computers, 
we are told, 'understand' directions, send each other 'messages', 
'store the information that p' and so forth, and do not these 
claims imply that some physical states of computers have content 
in the requisite sense? A hallmark of Intentional organisms 
pointed out by Taylor is that an Intentional description is one for 
the organism, for example the condition that is antecedent to 
intentional action is the condition of the environment as seen by 
the organism, but is it not true that the activities or motions of 
any cybernetic device are also relative only to the environmental 
condition as 'seen' by the device? People who use computers are 
accustomed to describing the operation cf their devices in Inten- 
tional terms. If they are justified in speaking this way - and are not 
merely speaking 'metaphorically' - the Intentionalist claim will 
be threatened, for then at least one sort of purely physical object 
will be understood as an Intentional system. It can be pointed out 
now that there is one serious flaw in our 'hint' however. A com- 
puter can only be said to be believing, remembering, pursuing 
goals, etc., relative to the particular interpretation put on its 
motions by people, who thus impose the Intentionality of their 
o\r7n way of life on the computer. That is, no electrical state or 
event in a computer has any intrinsic significance, but only the 
significance gifted it by the builders or programmers who link the 
state or event with input and output. Even the production of ink 
marks on the output paper has no significance except what is 
given it by the programmers. Thus computers, if they are Inten- 
tional, are only Intentional in virtue of the Intentionality of their 
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creators. People and animals, however, are not designed and 
manufactured the way computers and their programmes are, nor 
are they essentially in the service of interpreting, Intentional 
beings. (One could turn the argument around; then it becomes a 
rather top-heavy argument for the existence of an Intentional God 
- none of your theistic, abstract Gods - whom we are designed to 
serve.) If we are to avoid the God hypothesis, we must look else- 
where for a source of Intentionality in living systems; we must 
find something else to endow their internal states with content. 

Following a well-beaten path, we can look to the theory of 
evolution by natural selection. The interpenetration of content 
and purpose has already been seen in the implication circle of 
belief and intention (see pp. 31-z), so it should not prove too 
surprising if the ability of the theory of natural selection to 
account for the apparent purpose-relativity of organs and capaci- 
ties of living things is also the ability to account for the content of 
certain of their states. Stronger links can be dimly seen. Inten- 
tional description presupposes the environmental appropriateness 
of antecedent-consequent connections; natural selection guaran- 
tees, over the long run, the environmental appropriateness of 
what it produces. 

An investigation of this avenue will take up the next few 
chapters. I t  can hardly be called striking out on a new trail. 
Considerable work has been done in what might be called the 
theory and construction of Intentional systems, but never to my 
knowledge has an attempt been made to spell out what the obliga- 
tions and goals of this programme are. The burgeoning fields of 
information theory and 'artificial intelligence' have produced a 
wealth of 'models' which may deserve to be called Intentional 
systems, but the questions of whether or not these models do 
deserve this appellation, and whether or not there can be nafwal 
Intentional systems along the lines of these models are questions 
to which little attention has been paid. 

Theories of mind or behaviour in this general category are 
called 'centralist', in contrast to the 'peripheralist' theories of 
Stimulus-Response behaviourism. While the peripheralist hopes 
to characterize behavioural events and stimulation extensionally 
from the beginning, and arrive at extensional laws relating these, 
the centralist makes his initial characterization Intentional, des- 
cribing the events to be related in law-like ways using either 
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