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Précis

Aspects of Psychologism is a collection of essays unified around a philosophical approach to the 

mind that is non-reductive and yet compatible (or continuous) with scientific psychology. The 

essays in the book, published over a period of twenty years, investigate the phenomena of 

intentionality and consciousness, with a special emphasis on perceptual phenomena. The central 

theme which unites the essays is an approach to the mind which I call ‘psychologism about the 

psychological’.

Psychologism about the psychological, as I understand it, is a vision of what is important in 

the study of the mind. It asserts the reality of the psychological and the need to investigate it 

through a variety of approaches, of which metaphysics, psychology, cognitive science and 

phenomenology are examples. These disciplines, according to psychologism, are concerned with 

fundamentally the same subject-matter: the mind. But since I have found it difficult sometimes to 

get this point across in abstract terms, perhaps it is easier to introduce what I mean by 

‘psychologism’ by saying what it is not. 

The last fifty or so years of analytic philosophy of mind have been dominated by two 

problem: the problem of consciousness and the problem of intentionality. Both of these problems 

have been framed against the background of a physicalist or materialist metaphysics: the problems 

are about how physicalism or materialism can account for consciousness and intentionality. But 

there is a prior question: how should consciousness and intentionality be conceived? A crude 

description of the philosophical answers of the last fifty years to this question is this: consciousness 

should be understood in terms of qualia, and intentionality in terms of the propositional attitudes, 

mental states thought to be relations to abstract entities called ‘propositions’. My psychologism 

rejects both these answers.



The best way to understand this rejection is to consider the usual approach to the 

propositional attitudes. I think it is fair to say that the investigation of the propositional attitudes in 

the last few decades has progressed by looking at the semantic form or structure of natural 

language propositional attitude ascriptions, and has read off from these ascriptions claims about 

the psychological nature of intentionality. This is the only way to understand the pervasive claim 

that intentional states are ‘relations to propositions’. A much more natural thought — although one I 

ultimately reject — is that intentional states are relations to things in the world: the objects around 

us and their properties. The idea that intentional states are relations to propositions is something 

that takes quite a lot of theorising to get to.

But the origin of this idea derives from certain core assumptions of the 20th century 

semantic tradition: the idea that judgment or belief has a certain priority in understanding language 

and therefore thought, that meaning is compositional, that propositions must be mind-independent, 

that thought must ultimately be communicable, and so on. The semantic tradition stemming from 

Frege has understood intentionality in terms of linguistic meaning, and meaning in terms of the 

proposition. It is the ideas of tradition applied to the study of the mind which my psychologism 

rejects.

The most vivid way of explaining this rejection is by using an analogy Frege himself used in 

‘On Sense and Reference’, to illustrate the difference between reference, sense and what he 

called ‘associated idea’ (Vorstellung, sometimes translated into English as ‘representation’). 

Consider someone who looks at the moon through a telescope. ‘I compare the moon itself to the 

reference’ Frege writes, ‘it is the object of the observation, mediated by the real image projected by 

the object glass in the interior of the telescope, and by the retinal image of the observer. The 

former I compare to the sense, the latter is like the idea or the experience’ (Frege 1892: 26-27). 

The semantic tradition has concentrated on understanding the mind-world interface in terms of 

sense and reference. The references of our words are out there, in the world, and sense inhabits 

Frege’s famous ‘third realm’ of abstract entities. Thoughts — the senses of whole sentences — are 

what is communicated when all goes well.



It is impossible to exaggerate how influential this picture has been in analytic philosophy. 

Even for those philosophers, and there are many of them, who reject Frege’s own theory of the 

proposition, and sense and reference, the picture of intentionality as consisting of relations to 

abstract propositions has the whole discipline in its grip. And even for those who claim to want to 

integrate the theory of mind with the theory of language, and to explain the latter in terms of the 

former, the anti-psychologistic strains run very deep. Gareth Evans’s The Varieties of Reference, 

for example, makes a big deal of the idea that ‘an understanding of how singular thoughts are 

related to objects is essential for a proper treatment of the linguistic devices by which such 

thoughts are expressed’ (Evans 1982). And yet the first three chapters are about some of the 

semantic views of Frege, Russell and Kripke. The starting point of Evans’s investigation is Frege’s 

semantic theory, not his conjecture about ideas.

If I could sum up my psychologism in a phrase, then, it would be this: the study of 

intentionality, and therefore the study of the mind, should begin with what Frege called ‘ideas’ and 

not with his concepts of sense and reference, or related notions. 

Aspects of Psychologism consists of an introductory essay plus fifteen more, divided into 

four parts: History, Intentionality, Perception and Consciousness. The introductory essay 

elaborates on the conception of psychologism just sketched, and argues for a specific version of 

psychologism about intentional content. 

The historical essays in Part I discuss three aspects of the history of philosophical 

discussions of intentionality: the re-introduction of the terminology of intentionality by Brentano in 

1874, Wittgenstein’s attempts to dissolve the problems of intentionality, and the relationship 

between intentionality and consciousness (in terms of the notion of ‘qualia’).

Part II contains four essays on intentionality, the central concept of my psychologistic 

conception of the mind. Psychologism holds that the mind forms a unified subject-matter, and 

intentionalism is the view that the subject-matter is unified by intentionality: the direction of the 

mind upon its objects. What this means is developed in these essays.

The essays in Part III discuss the intentionality of perception. I have argued that perception 

is in a certain sense nonconceptual, and also that it has intentional content which is not 



propositional. I now think of these claims as underpinned by psychologism, in the way explained in 

essay 12, ‘The Given’. 

Part IV contains four essays on consciousness, which make contributions to a number of 

the central debates in the recent philosophy of consciousness. The essays in this section are 

mostly negative: they criticise some of the orthodox ideas in terms of which the ‘problem of 

consciousness’ is sometimes understood. The ideas criticised are: that there is a meaningful 

distinction between conscious and unconscious belief; that the knowledge argument is a threat to 

physicalism; and that notions of ‘phenomenal concepts’ and ‘acquaintance’ are helpful notions to 

use in understanding consciousness. 

Reply to Masrour

Farid Masrour’s penetrating comments, focussing mainly on my essays ‘The Given’ and 

‘Intentional Objects’, fall into two parts. The first part describes three theses that characterise my 

views — (1) the non-relational character of intentionality; (2) content pluralism; and (3) phenomenal 

intentionalism — and argues that there are three specific tensions between all or some of (1)—(3). 

The second part questions whether I can hold that concrete particular objects are the intentional 

objects of mental states, compatible with my internalism about the mind.

First, the tensions between (1) — (3). The first tension relates to (1) and (2). Masrour 

claims that a pluralism about content ought to eliminate the motivation for anti-realism about 

content, and he takes the non-relational view of intentionality to be a form of anti-realism about 

content. Just as Davidson’s pluralism about meaning removes the disagreement between different 

moral systems (since they must be interpreted as meaning different things with their evaluative 

words) and can lead to a kind of realism about morality; so Chalmers’s content pluralism removes 

the disagreement between Russellianism and Fregeanism about propositions, and leaves room for 

a genuine ‘relationism’ about intentionality: ‘the pluralist dissolution of the disagreement seems to 

take away the motivation for rejecting the view that experiences can be identified with relations to 

propositions’.



The point is ingenious, but I want to resist the idea that there is a problem here. The non-

relational character of intentionality means, to me, that experiences and other intentional states are 

not fundamentally relations to propositions. It is not, so to speak, a natural or interpreter-

independent fact that intentional states are relations to propositions. It is a product of the fact that 

they are truly described by interpreters as such relations. I take inspiration from the much-used 

analogy with physical magnitudes. We use numbers to measure weights, lengths and so on. 

Weights can be seen as relations to numbers. But this is only a product of the measuring practice; 

considered as part of observer-independent nature, weights are not relations to numbers.

How does this relate to realism and ‘instrumentalism’ about content? Content pluralism, as I 

defend it in ‘The Given’, is compatible with there being one way an experience or other mental 

state represents the world to be. Indeed, I think there is such a way: it is the way determined by the 

phenomenal or ‘real’ content of the mental state. In this sense, there is a fact of the matter about 

what the ‘real’ or phenomenal content of a conscious mental state is. The point of the distinction 

between semantic and phenomenal content is to identify those ways of representing the world that 

are intrinsic to the state itself and those that are artefacts of theory — relations to propositions are 

in the second category. (These remarks are also relevant to Alfredo Paternoster’s concerns about 

content realism.)

I would say the same kind of thing in response to Masrour’s second worry about claims (1)

—(3). He points out that there seems to be a tension between non-relationism (doctrine (1)) and 

my claim that it is literally true that intentional states are relations to propositions. This point seems 

plausible at first sight. But I want to stress that the essence of the idea that intentionality is not a 

relation, as I mean it, is that it is not a relation to intentional objects — i.e. what is thought about, 

what is feared, what is desired etc. — but I am happy with the idea that some intentional states are 

relations to propositions (Crane 2001: chapter 1). It seems to me that it can be literally true that an 

experience is a relation to a proposition even if this literal truth is established by the interpretations 

of others. The truth can be literal, though derivative. The same can be said about weights as 

relations to numbers.



Third, Masrour asks how I can maintain non-relationism and hold that every thought has an 

object. If every thought has an object, then why is intentionality not a relation to these objects? 

Masrour offers me a number of options, none of which appeal to me. The last option he offers 

starts well — that I might wish ‘to endorse a phenomenological conception of directedness or 

aboutness. Accordingly, intentional states have an essential phenomenology of directedness or 

aboutness, and this grounds the fact that they can only be described in relational terms’. This is 

indeed what I think, but Masrour’s next remarks suggest that we cannot mean this in the same 

way:

However, this seems to clash with another aspect of Crane’s overall outlook. On Crane’s 

version of phenomenal intentionalism, phenomenal consciousness is grounded in the entire 

intentional nature of mental states. So, Crane seems to ground phenomenology in 

intentionality. But the phenomenological solution seems to ground intentionality in 

phenomenology. 

This criticism presupposes that phenomenology and intentionality can be understood 

independently of each other. But I reject this presupposition. I don’t think that you can specify 

phenomenal properties (e.g. perceived colours and shapes) independently of how they seem to 

you, and this is a description of the intentionality of the experience (this point connects with my 

reply to David Pitt below).

When I say I would endorse a phenomenological account of aboutness or directedness, I 

mean that the ultimate facts about intentionality involve facts about how things consciously appear 

to the subject. So I am taking consciousness for granted in describing the ultimate basis of 

intentionality. (This may look like having the benefits of theft over honest toil — but I would argue 

that defenders of qualia are just in the same position, by appealing to properties which are 

intrinsically conscious; this is as much of an assumption of the existence of consciousness as is 

involved in my intentionalist view.)



That is my response to Masrour’s initial criticisms. But his main worry is that there is a 

tension between my phenomenal intentionalism — in the sense in which I hold that doctrine — and 

my internalism (or anti-externalism). He argues that it is ‘undeniable that ordinary external 

particulars can be intentional objects of experiences’, but that internalism makes this obvious fact 

hard to sustain. Masrour describes a case of subject who is hallucinating something that looks like 

the Eiffel Tower, and having an experience where things seem exactly like they would to someone 

seeing the Eiffel Tower; and where there is an object (the ‘D-Tower’) which looks just like the Eiffel 

Tower, coincidentally at the place where the Eiffel Tower seems to be. What is the intentional object 

of this subject’s experience? Masrour argues that on the one hand, it should not be the D-Tower, 

since that would just be a matter of luck, and one’s experience does not have an intentional object 

just through luck. But on the other hand, if we build in some causal constraints into what makes 

something an intentional object, then these constraints would — according to the phenomenal 

intentionalist —have to be phenomenologically manifest; and this is plainly implausible. 

I am sympathetic to this criticism of the proposed theory of intentional objects. And I agree 

wholeheartedly with Masrour’s conviction that ordinary external particulars can be the intentional 

objects of experiences. Masrour misreads me on this, taking me to have a  ‘demanding notion of 

intentional objects … when [Crane] denies that concrete particulars can be the intentional objects 

of experiences’. I have never denied that concrete particulars — towers, churches, apples and 

oranges etc. — can be intentional objects. What I did deny (in the essay ‘Intentional Objects’) is 

that the category intentional object is the same as the category concrete particular. Here I was 

rejecting John Searle’s idea that intentional objects just are ordinary objects (Searle 1983). Since 

we can think about things that do not exist, and an intentional object is just what is thought about, 

some intentional objects do not exist. On this basis, I argued that being an intentional object is not 

the same as being an entity of any kind, even though many (most?) intentional objects are, in fact, 

entities. So like Masrour, I have a ‘permissive’ conception of intentional objects: anything that can 

be thought (etc.) about can be an intentional object. But it is not part of the nature of any intentional 

object that it is an intentional object.



What does this imply about the case of the hallucinated D-tower? In itself, very little. My 

view of intentional objects does allow that the Eiffel Tower can be the intentional object of an 

experience. I also allow that a subject can hallucinate the Eiffel Tower — though I think this is only 

possible if the subject had seen the Eiffel Tower or a picture of it. Suppose a subject who had 

never seen the Eiffel Tower had a hallucination exactly resembling a knowledgable subject’s 

hallucination of the Eiffel Tower; would this be a hallucination of the Eiffel Tower? I would say no; 

no more than an Icelandic fisherman who has never met her can hallucinate my mother. In this 

way, I agree with Masrour that what your hallucinations are of cannot be a matter of brute luck. 

But nor would I build some causal condition into the specification of the content of the 

experience, some condition that would determine a real object as the intentional object of the 

experience. I am sceptical that there are any such general conditions which determine whether or 

when something is an object of a given thought. Elsewhere I have argued that we should accept 

many different kinds of thing — entities, non-entities, indeterminate and determinate — as objects 

of thought and we should not look for a general theory of what fixes something as such an object 

(see Crane 2013, chapter 4). 

Turning finally to Masrour’s case, then, I would say that the space soul is not perceiving the 

D-Tower, for the reasons he says; but nor is it having a hallucination of the Eiffel Tower. It is having 

an experience, I am happy to grant, and it could probably describe the intentional object of its 

experience in some way; but the intentional object of this experience is not a concrete particular, 

since it does not exist. But this fact does not stop us, we who live in the real world, from having 

concrete particulars as the objects of our thoughts. The key assumption that needs to be accepted 

here is that the content of an experience — how things seem — does not determine its object. Two 

experiences could seem the same way and have different objects. This is the essence of 

internalism, as Katalin Farkas (2008) has argued.

Reply to Paternoster



Alfredo Paternoster’s interesting comments revolve around the question of realism about 

intentionality. Paternoster is dissatisfied with my treatment of Wittgenstein’s remarks on 

intentionality, and independently of this, he wonders to what extent I am an intentional realist. 

On the question of the interpretation of Wittgenstein, Paternoster is perhaps right that my 

attribution “you can only describe the object of the expectation in the way it is specified in the 

description of the expectation itself” may not be wholly warranted on the basis of Wittgenstein’s 

own texts. It is true that Wittgenstein’s remarks on the question of intentionality are somewhat 

fragmentary and open to other interpretations. My aim was to try and impose some precision on 

these remarks, and try and make sense of the idea that there is a merely ‘grammatical’ connection 

between the expectation and what is expected. I said in my essay, ‘we find the “contact” between 

expectation and fulfilment in the fact that we use the same words (“he’ll come in”) as an expression 

of what we expect, and as a description of what fulfils it’. This is why I proposed, as a 

generalisation of this point, the idea that you can only describe the object of expectation in a way 

that the description specifies. As far as I can see, Wittgenstein offers no further clue as to how to 

spell out his ‘grammatical’ suggestion; but if Paternoster can find a better clue, then I look forward 

to hearing about it. 

 The heart of my criticism of Wittgenstein is in the following passage from my paper:

Wittgenstein’s answer in §437 to his own question about what makes a proposition true — 

‘Whence this determining of what is not yet there?’ — seems to be this: the ‘determining’ 

of what is not there simply consists in the grammatical truth that ‘the thought that p is the 

thought that is made true by the fact that p’. But, as we have observed, the thought that p 

can be made true by the fact that q: and this is not a grammatical remark. 

Wittgenstein might wish to say that the fact reported by ‘p’ and the fact reported by ‘q’ have some 

connection between them; but what is that connection? By appealing to representational content, I 

have an answer to that question: they represent the same things, or some of the same things, in 

different ways (different contents). What is Wittgenstein’s answer? I’m not saying that one can’t be 

given, but I can’t find it in the pages of the Philosophical Investigations. 



 However, I would resist Paternoster’s description of my criticism of Wittgenstein that 

Wittgenstein’s view does not allow for any ‘perspectival’ element in intentionality. Perspective, as I 

think of it, could be a ‘grammatical’ fact in Wittgenstein’s eccentric use of that word. It could be a 

grammatical fact, for example, that ‘Hesperus is Hesperus’ is a priori knowable, and ‘Hesperus is 

Phosphorus’ is not. These facts express differences in perspective, in my sense. 

 Paternoster’s second theme is intentional realism, which he characterises as ‘the thesis 

according to which mental states are realized by computational (and ultimately cerebral) states’. 

Although I recognise that this is one way that the debate about realism has been traditionally 

formulated, I think other ways of conceiving of realism should also be on the table. One way of 

doing this to which I am attracted bases intentional or psychological realism on a commitment to 

the reality of psychological capacities and their exercises: the capacity for memory, perception, 

imagination and so on. Some of the exercises of these capacities are conscious, and some are 

not. Capacities need mechanisms, of course, but there is no need to assume a priori that these 

mechanisms must have a particular computational structure. Perhaps this is why Paternoster calls 

me a ‘mild realist’.

Does this mean that intentionality as such, as Paternoster says, ‘is just an explanatorily 

useful concept, not a genuine “real” property’? This depends. The way I think of it, intentionality is 

an abstract way of categorising the essential feature of certain (or all) psychological capacities: 

psychological capacities and their exercises all have objects. But this does not mean that there is a 

quality or property — the natural, substantial property intentionality — that all these capacities and 

their exercises must have. Of course, it is true that they are intentional capacities, so they have the 

property in the ‘pleonastic’ sense

However, my talk of content pluralism in ‘The Given’ may lead Paternoster and others to 

think that I have gone over to an ‘instrumentalist’ view of intentionality, as opposed to the realism of 

Jerry Fodor and others. After all, in this paper I claim that there may be many contents associated 

with a single intentional state, and that these models depend in a certain sense on the interests 

and purposes of the attributer. I am happy to acknowledge this departure from standard realism. It 

seems to me that many of Dennett’s points about our actual attributions of content have been 



unduly neglected, and I think the philosophy of mind would do well to go back and consider them. 

It’s time to step back from the commitment to heavy duty theses like the Language of Thought 

hypothesis. 

Reply to Perconti

Pietro Perconti helpfully outlines the importance of the issue of psychologism in general, noting 

that the ‘coming and going of psychologism and anti-psychologism is in fact a typical feature in the 

history of the theory of knowledge in the modern age’. He gives a lucid description of what I take 

psychologism about the psychological to be. But he criticises me for my claim that psychologism is 

not simply the investigation of commonsense or folk psychological concepts or categories. On the 

contrary, he argues, if the study of the mind is going to be open to empirical investigation, then it 

must also be sensitive to the things that empirical science finds out about folk psychological 

categories. The more we discover about the mechanisms of the mind, the more it will raise 

questions about the reality of things picked out by our psychological concepts like belief, desire, 

intention and so on. So a genuinely psychologistic approach should not ignore folk psychological 

concepts.

Perconti is quite right here, and I should not have said or implied that psychologism should 

have no interest in the folk psychological. In fact, psychologism is a good way to address the 

interaction between the commonsense conception of the mind and the findings of science. Our 

understanding of one another starts by assuming the integrity of certain psychological categories 

— memory, imagination, perception etc. — the things I call the intentional modes. These 

categories divide up mental reality into capacities or faculties, according to our commonsense 

scheme. How does what we learn from neuroscience and psychology affect this classification? It is 

implausible that there is some general recipe here for deciding when a psychological category is 

part of the scientifically validated architecture of the mind. But it is pretty clear from the current 

state of cognitive neuroscience that certain fundamental categories are here to stay — vision, 

language, intention and decision-making — while other coarse-grained folk psychological 

categories (e.g. emotion and reasoning) need to be broken down in the light of empirical evidence. 



These discoveries can then feed back into the commonsense conception of the mental, as 

Perconti says.

How does this relate to the distinction between empirical science and conceptual analysis, 

which Perconti claims I am returning to? There are various distinctions one can make here, but 

what is important to me is to distinguish between our everyday, or folk or commonsense knowledge 

of the mental, and conceptual analysis, as that idea has been understood in the fairly recent 

philosophical tradition. This tradition has thought of conceptual analysis in terms of non-circular 

necessary and sufficient conditions for the application of a concept. I don’t see any future in this 

notion, and I don’t think its viability is presupposed by the idea of commonsense knowledge of the 

mental.

 

Reply to Pitt

David Pitt is a philosopher whose views are, to my way of thinking, deeply psychologistic. Indeed, if 

he hadn’t called his 2009 paper, ‘Intentional Psychologism’ (Pitt 2009), this would have served as a 

good title for my own book. His own version of psychologism takes things in a rather different 

direction from mine, and his conception of the relationship between the phenomenal and the 

intentional is not quite the same as mine (essentially, he believes that there is an independently 

understandable conception of the phenomenal in terms of which conscious intentionality can be 

understood, and I deny this). But there is so much we share in our approach to these matters that I 

am delighted to have his perceptive and thoughtful critical comments here.

Pitt takes issue with my view that beliefs are not conscious. I argued this on the grounds 

that beliefs are (i) states, not events; and (ii) that, as states, they persist through changes in, and 

the absence of, consciousness: you still count as believing things when you are asleep. Pitt 

questions both these ideas. He argues, against (i), that there can be an event of believing 

something — why isn’t coming to believe a case of belief? And against (ii), he thinks that although 

we say people believe things when they are asleep, this is like saying that they have a good 

singing voice when they are asleep — it is just a disposition to have conscious beliefs. Indeed, he 



thinks that ‘belief is essentially an occurrent, experiential phenomenon… beliefs cannot be 

unconscious’. I will take these two points in turn.

On the question of coming to believe, there is one issue on which we agree: that there 

really is such a thing as coming to believe, and this is an event. I deny this event is itself a belief, 

any more than coming to own a house is owning a house, or getting married is being married. Pitt 

asks how can it be ‘that belief is essentially a taking-to-be or accepting or endorsement, if these 

are events’? My reply is that that ‘taking-to-be’ is a term that can apply to long-held convictions 

(‘For years I have taken Italy to be the country that has perfected the art of making coffee’) or to 

experiential occurrences (‘From what I have tasted so far, I take this wine to be a New Zealand 

Pinot Noir’). And the same applies to accepting or endorsing. It is clear that, in the way we 

ordinarily talk, there are two kinds of thing: the persisting state and the experiential occurrence. 

Which one deserves the name ‘belief’? The standard view is: both. My view is: the first. Pitt’s view 

is: the second. The appeal to notions like taking-to-be, acceptance or endorsement does not settle 

the question in favour of any of these answers.

So what would settle it? Sometimes the question can seem merely terminological. Pitt and I 

both agree that there is the conscious occurrence and the persisting unconscious state. Does it 

matter whether or not we call one ‘belief’ or not? Well, there is the fact that we ordinarily say that 

people believe things whether or not they are currently contemplating them, or conscious at all. Pitt 

argues that this is a superficial fact — we might say that someone is a good singer when all this 

means is that they have the disposition to sing well, and can have this disposition even when 

asleep. I am perfectly happy to say that the belief is a disposition to have certain experiences and 

thoughts, so long as we also allow that this very same disposition controls the subject’s actions 

(something which is left out of Pitt’s picture, at least as described in the current paper). When one 

adds that the same (dispositional) state controls both what we say and consciously think, and what 

we (consciously or unconsciously) do, then I think this adds up to saying the dispositional state is a 

belief. But if Pitt disagrees with me, I will not mind so long as he accepts that the unconscious 

persisting state has the properties I have just mentioned; we can then just agree to differ on how to 

use the word ‘belief’. However, the claim that there is a single state that has all these properties is 



not a trivial claim — so if he disagrees with this, there is something substantial we are really 

disagreeing about.

However, Pitt thinks that there is an independent reason to reject my view and my 

taxonomy, which comes from the fact that unconscious dispositions cannot have any phenomenal 

content. If this is so, then they cannot have the same content as a conscious thought. And if this is 

so, then the content of conscious thoughts cannot be phenomenally constituted, and so I cannot 

hold the phenomenal intentionality thesis, as he and others understand it (see Kriegel 2013). 

Pitt is absolutely right that it is not possible to hold the phenomenal intentionality thesis, the 

thesis that unconscious beliefs and conscious thoughts can have the same content, and the thesis 

that all beliefs are conscious. He urges me to give up the thesis that all beliefs are unconscious. 

But for me the choice is obvious: the phenomenal intentionality thesis is not something I have ever 

endorsed and it doesn’t fit with my conception of the relationship between intentionality and 

phenomenology. I will finish my comments with a brief explanation.

In order to defend the idea that ‘content is phenomenally constituted’ as a substantive 

doctrine, one has to have relatively independent ideas of content and phenomenology (or 

‘phenomenality’). One way to have these independent ideas is to take content to be the 

proposition, and phenomenality to be a matter of having qualia. These are independent ideas and 

on the usual understanding, they are ideas of very different things — propositions are abstract 

entities, qualia are concrete properties of mental states. So understood, it is barely intelligible how 

propositions might be constituted out of qualia. But Pitt’s view of propositions is more 

psychologistic — he says that propositional contents are instantiated in the mind, and these 

instantiations are thoughts (compare Hanks 2015, who argues that propositions can be identified 

with types of judgement-acts). If phenomenal qualities are also instanced in the mind, then one can 

begin to see how one might construct thought-episodes out of such qualities — though we are 

owed an account of these qualities, or at least a description. Pitt’s forthcoming book will no doubt 

provide this.

What I am sceptical about in this picture is not so much the idea that contents are 

instantiated as thoughts — though I would not put it this way myself — but the idea that there are 



phenomenal properties which can be identified independently of what they represent (their 

intentional objects) and the way it is represented (their contents). Colours, for example, strike us as 

out there in the world, as properties of the surfaces of material objects. Maybe this is not the actual 

truth about colour, but it is the phenomenological truth — this is how things seem. And I claim that 

this phenomenal truth seems to be a representational truth. Our conscious states of mind 

represent the colours out there. And what applies to colour applies to the other properties of which 

we are aware. This, in brief, is the reason why I think the phenomenal and the intentional are so 

intertwined that the prospects of identifying sufficiently independent phenomenal properties are 

rather dim.
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