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IX*-MENTAL CAUSATIONAND MENTAL
REALITY
by Tim Crane
I

The

Problems of Mental Causation. Functionalism in the
philosophy of mind identifies mental states with their
dispositional connections with other mental states, perceptions
and actions. Many theories of the mind have sailed under the
Functionalist flag. But what I take to be essential to
Functionalismis that mental states are individuatedcausally: the
reality of mental states depends essentially on their causal
efficacy.
But the very idea of mental causation has long been thought
problematic, and has recently been challenged by a nuinber of
new arguments.In their general outline, these argumentsgo like
this. A cause has its effects only in virtue of some of its
properties.When I bum my hand on a red hot poker, it is not the
colour of the poker that causes the burn, but its heat. So when a
mental cause has some effect, we can ask: does it have this effect
in virtue of its mental properties,or in virtue of its non-mental
properties?Is the mentalityof the mental cause 'efficacious' in
producing its effect? The opponents of mental causation argue
that it is not. But if the mental properties of these causes are
inefficacious, then there is strictly speaking no genuinely mental
causation. Our thoughts and sensations never literally make
things happen.
If there is no mental causation, then Functionalism's causal
conception of mental reality is mistaken. So it is crucial for
Functionaliststo understandwhy mental causes are supposednot
to have theireffects in virtueof theirmentalproperties.
*Meetingof the AristotelianSociety held in the SeniorComnmon
Room, BirkbeckCollege,
London,on Monday, 24th February,1992 at 8.15 p.m.
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In the recent literature,a numberof distinct assumptionshave
been offered in supportof this claim.1 They are:
(1) TheAnomalismof the Mental:the mentalis not subjectto laws,
neitherto purelymentallaws nor to mental-physicallaws.
It is generally accepted that the existence of a causal relation
between A and B entails that A and B fall under some law. So on
the face of it, if there are no mental laws, then there is no mental
causation.

(2) The 'Causal Closure'of the Physical: all physical effects have
sufficientphysical causes.
I move my hand away from the fire because I am in pain. But if
physical causes alone suffice, then surely the pain is unnecessary
for this effect?

(3) The Inefficacy of the Functional: functional properties
themselves do not have effects, only the 'structural'propertiesthat
'realise' them are efficacious.
Being a mousetrap is a functional property which may be 'realised'
by e.g. an arrangement of wood, springs and cheese. It is not the
mousetrapness of the mousetrap which is responsible for its effects,
but the 'realising' properties of the wood, the spring etc. Likewise,
it is claimed, with mental properties-if
they are functional
properties.

(4) The Inefficacy of the Semantic: the 'semantic' propertiesof
mental states cannotbe responsiblefor the effects of those states.
When I think about Chicago, the 'semantic' properties of my
thought are those in virtue of which it represents Chicago. But how
can the fact that something represents something else have any
effects? Nothing short of magic, it seems, could get a relation in
which I stand to Chicago to be immediately responsible for what I
do here in London.
1 For (1), see Davidson 1970, Macdonaldand Macdonald1986 and Le Pore and Loewer
1987. For (2), see Papineau1990, and Kim 1991. For (3), see Jacksonand Pettit 1990,
andBlock 1990. For(4), see Dretske1988,Fodor 1990,Block 1990, andSegal andSober,
forthcoming.
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Some of these assumptions are related, though not in a very
straightforwardway. Assuming thatcauses need laws and thatthe
mental-physicaldistinctionis exhaustive,then assumption(1), the
Anomalismof theMental,obviouslyentails(2), the Causal Closure
of the Physical. But (1) does not entail (3), the Inefficacy of the
Functional: one could hold that functional properties are
efficacious, as long as none of them aremental.(1) does, however,
entail (4), the Inefficacyof the Semantic,on the assumptionthatall
semanticpropertiesare, or derive from, mentalproperties.
Assumption (2), the Causal Closure of the Physical, does not
entail (1): one can believe in non-causal mentallaws. Nor does (2)
entail (3): one could believe that there are efficacious functional
physicalproperties.But (2) does entail(4), againon the assumption
that all semanticpropertiesare mental.
Assumnption
(3), the Inefficacyof the Functional,does not entail
(1) for the same reason that (2) doesn't-even if all mental
propertiesare functional.And (3) does not entail (2), on the usual
meaning of 'physical': one could hold that some physical effects
have sufficient non-functionaland non-physicalcauses. Neither
does (3) entail (4), since the semanticmay not be functional.
Finally,assumption(4), the Inefficacyof the Semantic,does not
entail(1), if only becausenot all mentalstatesaresemantic.(4) does
not entail (2), since non-semantic mental states (e.g. sensations)
may be efficacious. And (4) does not entail (3), since many
functionalpropertiesare not semantic.
So (1) entails (2) and (4) on reasonable assumptions,and (2)
entails (4), but apartfrom that,the four assumptionsare logically
independent.What this means is that there is not one problemof
mentalcausation-there area number,some of which areunrelated
to the others.
In the rest of this paper, I will critically examine these
assumptions.Since I have elsewhere arguedagainst(1) and(2), my
aim here is not so much to refutethem butto show exactly what is
involved in acceptingthem. This will takeup section II. I will then
offer argumentsagainst(3) in sectionIII, in the courseof providing
a betterunderstandingof Functionalism.
The upshot is that the friend of mental causation need not be
troubledby (l)-(3). But (4) does give rise to a genuineproblemof
mentalcausation,and in section IV I say whatit is. In sketchingthe
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shape a solution to this problem should take, I briefly address in
section V anotherlive debate:thatbetween 'Languageof Thought'
and 'Connectionist'conceptions of mentalreality.I conclude that
the conceptionof mentalcausationoutlinedin section III gives us
a clearer view of what is at stake in this debate. The take-home
message-mental causationvindicatesmentalreality-is not new.
What may be new is the conceptionof mentalrealitydefended.
11
Mental Laws And Mental Properties. As is well known, Anomalous

Monism identifiestoken mentalevents with token physical evenits
while denying thatthereare any 'strict'mentallaws.2Yet it claims
to allow meiitalcausation.A numberof criticshavethereforeasked:
when a mental token has an effect, does it do so in virtue of its
mental propertiesor in virtue of its physical properties?If it is in
virtueof its mentalproperties,then we have psychophysicalcausal
(and thus law-like) connections, which is inconsistent with the
theory.If it is in virtueof its physical properties,then the mentalis
causally redundant.So AnornalousMonism is either inconsistent
or epiphenomenalist(see Honderich1982).
How good is this objection?If AnomalousMonismis committed
to the existence of mentalproperties, then I thinkthe objectionis
decisive. For if one believes both that events are mental in virtue
of possessing mental properties, and that causation entails laws
involving those properties,it is hardto see how one can keep the
theory consistent yet avoid counting those properties as causally
idle.
Therehave recentlybeen a numberof attemptsto defend such a
version of Anomalous Monism from this objection (see, e.g.
Macdonaldand Macdonald1986 and Le Pore and Loewer 1987).
But for reasons1have given elsewhere(Crane199 lb), I thinkthese
2 See Davidson 1970. 'Strict'in this discussioneithermeans 'deterministic',or 'free from
ceteris paribus clauses', and the paradigmsof strict laws are the laws of basic physics.
Since I believe thatnot all laws of physics aredeterministic,andtheirstatementsdo entail
ceteris paribus clauses (see Wilson 1985 p. 240), I do not thinkthereare any strictlaws
in this sense. So (pace McLaughlin1989) the distinctionis irrelevant.
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responses do not get round this basic objection. If there are
efficacious mental properties,there are mental laws: Anomalism
must go. To my mind, this is no greatloss, since thereare plenty of
excellent reasons for believing in psychological and psychophysical laws (see Craneand Mellor 1990, ?4).
So an AnomalousMonismthatis committedto mentalproperties
is vulnerableto the chargeof epiphenomenalism-or-inconsistency.
But it is worthpointingout thatDavidson'sversion of Anomalous
Monismis not vulnerableto this charge.Forto formulatethe charge
properly,you have to be able to ask: in virtueof whichpropertyof
the cause does it have its effect? But this is a question that
Davidson's nominalistontology does not let you ask.
Davidson believes that singular causal relations hold between
particularevents, but they do not hold 'in virtueof' some property
of these events.3 Events, according to Davidson, are mental (or
physical) 'only as described'(1970 p. 215): whetheran event is a
mentalevent dependson its being describedin a mentalvocabulary.
And the mere description of an event is not responsible for its
effects: it is just something we use in explaining the effects. For
these descriptionsdo not, on Davidson's view, pick out properties
of these events, since on his nominalistic view there are no
properties.His Anomalous Monism thereforesays that all events
having mentaldescriptionshave physical descriptionstoo. It does
not mentionproperties.4
The only way to maintainAnomalousMonism,it seems,is to hold
the following two contentiousdoctrines:(a) thereareno properties,
3 Cf. 'How could Smith's actualfall, with Smith weighing, as he did, twelve stone, be any
more efficacious in killing him than Smith's actual fall?' (Davidson 1967, p. 150). As
ArmstrongandHeathcote(1991, p. 68) put it, 'Davidson'sQuineannominalismdoes not
enable him to say thatit is propertiesof the cause and effect thatare the main playersin
causation'. This point tells against Jacksonand Pettit (1990 p. 197n), and defendersof
Davidson, such as Le Pore and Loewer (1987 p. 633) and McLaughlin(1989, p. 122)
who mentionit butignoreit in theremainderof theirdefence of Davidson.My impression
is that these Davidsonians are (rightly) shy of accepting the radical consequences of
Davidson'sposition. A notableexception is Melchert 1986.
4 'The theoryunderdiscussion is silent aboutprocesses,statesandattributesif these differ
from individual events' (Davidson 1970 p. 210). I use the term 'nominalism'for any
doctrinethatdenies the existence of universals.A nominalistin this sense need not deny
the existence of all abstractobjects;and Davidson and Quine of course do not.
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and (b) causationis a relationsolely between particulars.It is the
nominalistdoctrine,(a), that makes Davidsonianssay thatmental
events are not mental because they have some mental
property-they arementalbecausethey aredescribedas such. And
it is (b) thatmakes them say thatthe same particularcause can be
correctlydescribedin differentways, as mentalor as physical.
AlthoughI would disputeboth these doctrines,I shall not do so
here.InsteadI shallfocus on the crucialdenialof properties.If there
areno properties,thencausationcannotdependon them.We cannot
literallysay, as I did in sectionI, thata cause has its effects in virtue
of certainof its properties.But few facts aboutcausationseem more
obvious than this.5 So if we do insist that causation depends on
properties,then it turnsout thatthe chief problemwith Davidson's
Anomalous Monism is not, as most critics claim, that it admits
inefficacious mental properties, but that it does not admit mental

propertiesat all.
Moreover, if causation does depend on properties, then we
shouldalso rejectDavidson'sdoctrine(b) thatit is a relationsolely
between particulars.The obvious alternativeis to see causationas
a relationbetween complex entities, particularshaving properties.
We can call these entities facts, and the properties the constituents

of the facts.6It will not matterherewhich accountof facts we adopt,
since for the purposes of this discussion all that matters is that
insofaras they are causes, facts have propertiesas constituents.
But what should we say about properties?Since most causal
relations between facts hold independentlyof our discovery of
them, a property cannot simply be explained in terms of the
semanticvalue of a predicate(see Lewis 1983, Mellor 1991). For
this would mean that there are at once too many and too few
properties.Too manybecause thereis no more reasonto thinkthat
5 See the useful discussion by Jackson and Pettit: 1990 pp. 196-197. Nominalists must
accountfor this fact in whateverway they see fit: see Lewis 1983.
6 Forthe argumentthatthe relataof singularcausationarefacts ratherthanparticulars,see
Mellor 1987. Bennett 1988 contains a useful discussion of events, facts and their place
in causation. Some people, following Kim and others, call causes construed as
property-instantiations
'events'. The point is terminological:I reservethe term 'events'
for the particularsDavidson calls 'events', and call events in Kim's sense 'facts': see
Bennett 1988, pp. 76-78.
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all the predicatesin a languagepick out real propertiesthanthere
is to think all singular terms pick out real particulars.Too few
because there will be many propertiesthat are not yet picked out
by any predicate.
I cannot address the question of how we know when a real
propertyis picked out by a predicate-except to say that it is not
generallyan a priori matter,any morethanit is with singularterms
and particulars. We learn of the existence of most properties
empirically:throughthe effects on us of the facts of which they are
constituents.
On this view, then,a mentalcause is a fact with a mentalproperty
as constituent.Thinkingof causationin this non-Davidsonianway
certainlyleaves no obstaclesto mentalcausation.But if assumption
(2) is right,then physical causes always suffice. So barringcausal
overdetermination, the mental reduces to the physical, or
'supervenes'uponit, oris wholly inefficacious(see Papineau1990).
But it is not at all obvious why we should believe in (2).
Essentially the problem is that the definition of 'physical' in (2)
gives rise to a dilemma. Eitherthe thesis that all physical effects
have sufficientphysical causes just is a definitionof 'physical', in
which case the the physical is the causal in a quitetrivialsense. Or
the 'physical' means the properties incorporatedin the laws of
physics proper, in which case (2) rules out perfectly adequate
causes-for instance,biological causes-simply because they are
not studiedby physics.
But I have pursuedthis claim elsewhere, so I shall not repeatits
details here.7My aim in this section has been to spell out just what
the defendersof (1) and (2) are committedto, and to suggest how
implausiblethese commitmentsare. Defenders of (1) must adopt
the doctrines (a) and (b) above; and defenders of (2) will find
themselves impaledon one of the hornsof the above dilemma.

7 See Crane and Mellor 1990 and Crane 1991a. David Papineau(1990) argues for the
definitional version, but claims that it is then not trivial what will count as physical.
JacksonandPettit(1990 pp. 210-213) assert,butdo not arguefor, the non-trivialversion.
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III
FunctionalismAnd Mental Causation. That's all I shall say here
about assumptions(1) and (2). To assess assumption(3) we must
returnto Functionalism,andits causalconceptionof mentalreality.
As I said in section I, what is essential to Functionalismis the
claim that mental states are identified by their dispositional
relations to perceptions, actions and other mental states: these
relationsareoften called theircausal roles, or theirfunctionalroles.
Consider,for example, Robert Stalnaker'scorrelativedefinitions
of belief and desire:
To desire thatP is to be disposed to act in ways that would tend to
bring it about that P in a world in which one's beliefs, whatever
they are,were true.To believe thatP is to be disposedto act in ways
that would tend to satisfy one's desires, whatever they are, in a
world in which P (together with one's other beliefs) were true.
(Stalnaker1984 p. 15)

This could be one fragmentof a Functionalistaccountof belief and
desire. The full account would detail all the ways in which these
states combine to producetheireffects. This full account,with the
mentaltermsremoved and replacedby boundvariables,would be
the RamseySentencefor the theoryof belief anddesire (see Lewis
1970). The Ramsey Sentence for belief and desire, Functionalists
claim, makes essential referenceto whatbeliefs anddesires cause.
It thus specifies what beliefs and desires are-by specifying what
being in those states disposes us to do.
Thoughthey do, in a sense, define beliefs anddesires,the clauses
in the Rarmrsey
Sentenceneed not all be knowna priori. For we can
find out more about these mental states by empirical
investigation-facts aboutwhich introspectivecommonsensedoes
not always deliver clear and unequivocalopinions. For instance,
the complete Ramsey Sentence might tell us thatbeliefs need not
be conscious, or that beliefs and desires come by degrees. These
features of beliefs and desires need not be accessible to a priori
conceptualanalysis alone.
It might seem, therefore,that Functionalismis invulnerableto
the problems of mental causation, since the functional roles
specified in the completeRamsey Sentencewill includethe typical
effects of mental states, and therefore presuppose that they have
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causal powers. So if the Ramsey Sentence is true, then mental
causation is vindicated.

But assumption (3) says that functional properties are
inefficacious(see JacksonandPettit 1990, p. 201). The idea is that
a functionalpropertyhas to be 'realised' by some non-functional
propertyin orderfor it to have any impacton the world. As Block
puts it,
Functionalpropertiesare propertiesthat consist in the having of
some propertiesor other (say non-functionalproperties)thathave
certaincausal relationsto one anotherandto inputsandoutputs.In
the productionof these outputs,it is the non-functionalproperties
that are standardlythe causally relevant ones, not the functional
properties.(Block 1990, p. 155)

This is why althougha mousetrapis functionallycharacterised-as
a device thattakes unsuspectinglive mice as inputandyields dead
mice as output-it is the propertiesthat 'realise the mousetrap',or
'occupy the mousetrap-role', that are efficacious in these
murderoustransactions.If this is right, and mental propertiesare
functional properties, then they have no effects in their own
right-they need causal ratificationby some other non-functional
property.
This claim seems obviously true of mousetraps.But given the
fact that propertiesare discovered a posteriori, the fact that the
mousetrap's'mousetrapness'has no effects might just mean that
thereis no such propertyas being a mousetrap.The objectionhas
to show whatgeneralfeatureof real functionalpropertiesprohibits
themfrombeing efficacious.So can the argumentbe shownto work
against all functional properties, and therefore against mental
propertiesas conceived by Functionalism?
The argumentneeds the distinctionbetween functionalandnonfunctional properties(or between 'role' and 'occupant'/'realiser'
properties)to be a distinctionin nature.If thereis a problemabout
the efficacy of functionalproperties,it shouldnot arisejust because
of the way we happento describethe propertyin question.
Butit turnsoutthatoftenwhetherapropertyis 'functional'depends
preciselyon thetheoreticalvocabularychosento defineit.Toborrow
a nice exampleof MarkWilson's, if Newtonianphysicsis formulated
in the vocabularyof Newton'sPrincipia('F=ma'etc.) thenpotential
energyis functionally defined. But in Hamiltonianor Lagrangian

194

TIM CRANE

formulationsof physics,potentialenergyis a primitivenotion,andthe
primitives of Principia (e.g. gravitationalforce) come out as
functionallydefined. So the questionarises:is a s8ystem'spotential
energya functionalpropertyof thatsystemor not?
To explain away compelling examples like these, the defender
of (3) needs to provide a principle that identifies essentially
functional properties: those properties that are essentially
characterisedin terms of the typical behaviourof the things that
have them.We would thenknow which propertiesstandin need of
causal ratificationby non-functionalproperties.Since, as Jackson
and Pettit observe (Jackson and Pettit 1990, p. 203, properties
essentially characterised by the behaviour their possession
producesare dispositionalproperties,what we need is a principle
thatdistinguishesthe essentially dispositionalfrom the essentially
non-dispositional.
But there is no such principle.9All the characteristicfeaturesof
dispositions are possessed by the propertieswe identify as their
'categorical bases'. The theoretical descriptionsthat we give of
these propertieswill include or entail conditionalsthatspecify the
differencethathavingthesepropertiesmakesto the thingsthathave
them.Even a paradigmatically'structural'or 'categorical'property
such as mass is characterised,interalia, in termsof the difference
that its instantiationmakes to a body's accelerationundera given
force. But this is just to say that having a certain mass is
characterisedin terms of a disposition:in terms of what an object
with thatmass would do, if certainthings were done to it.
This does not meanthatdispositionsdo not have 'bases'. It'sjust
that these bases only need be other dispositions. Rather than
thinking of the base of a disposition, D, as a property,P, of an
entirely other kind that 'realises' the disposition,we should think
of P as just another property nomologically secured by the
8 Wilson 1985 p. 235. The idea thatthere is no distinctionin naturebetween 'functional'
and 'structural'propertiesis also well defended in Chapter4 of Lycan 1987. Lycan is
right to point out that the term 'structural'(ratherlike the term 'cognitive architecture')
is cruciallyambiguous.But I disagreewith him that 'functional'and 'teleological'need
go togetherhere.
9 See Mellor 1974, to which I am indebted.
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possession of D. And since this P will be anotherdisposition, we
shouldnot theinsupposethatit is P ratherthanD thatis efficacious,
simply on accountof D's dispositionality.
The 'functionality' of functional properties amounts to their
dispositionality.So if this claim aboutdispositionsis right,then we
eitherconcludethat(3) is false, or thatno propertiesareefficacious.
And it is obvious what we should say: the fact that a propertyis
functionaldoes not ipsofacto preventit frombeing efficacious. So
the efficacy of the mental is untouchedby their functionality.If
dispositionalitygoes 'all the way down' (Blackburn1990 p. 63),
then realism can go all the way up.
This claim can be illustratedby comparingmental properties
with a propertywhose causal powers ought to be unproblematic:
the property temperature.The traditional type-identity theory
claimedthatthe identity-statement'temperature= meanmolecular
kinetic energy' is an analogy for the identityof mental properties
and brain properties. The standard objection is that mental
properties, unlike temperatures,can be 'variably realised' from
creatureto creature-so a given mentalpropertycannotbe identical
with one brainproperty.
Butit hasnotbeensufficientlyrecognisedthattheidentitytheory's
claimabouttemperatureis false. As PatriciaChurchlandpointsout,
the temperatureof gases is one sort of affair(mean kinetic energy
of constituentmolecules), but the temperatureof a plasma cannot
be the same. since a plasma is constitutednot by molecules but by
sub-atomic particles; the temperatureof solids is different yet
again, and so also is the temperatureof emptyspace as embodied
in its background black-body radiation. (Churchland 1982 pp.
101-102)10

So temperatures,like mental states, are variably realised across
substances.Someone might conclude from this that temperatures
are, contraryto appearances,inefficacious. But this is a hopeless
manoeuvre.Forthe moleculeswhose meankineticenergy 'realises'
the temperatureof a gas arein theirturn'realised'by atoms,andthe
10 For other importantcorrectivesto the usual interpretationof the temperatureanalogy,
see Enq 1983, p. 289; Wilson 1985 pp. 228-229.
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atoms 'realised' by sub-atomic particles. And the mean kinetic
energy itself will be 'variablyrealised' in differentkinds of gases.
On whatprinciple,then,do we decidethatone 'realising'level is the
level of efficacious properties? Or are there, once again, no
efficacious properties?
The answeris of course to block the regressby denying thatthe
efficacy of temperatureis underminedby these othermicroscopic
facts aboutit. We shouldthereforedrawtwo importantmoralsfrom
the temperatureanalogy.First,the propertytemperaturecannotbe
identical with any of the realising properties.Second, and more
relevanthere, the fact that a mentalpropertyis 'variablyrealised'
cannotrenderthatpropertyinefficacious,since parityof reasoning
would falsely show that temperaturesand other variablyrealised
physical propertiesare inefficacious.
Wewould not,perhaps,get ourselvesinto thepositionof denying
if we did not thinkin termsof
these obvious facts abouttemnperature
an absolute 'role'-'realiser' distinction.I have claimed (following
Wilson 1985 andLycan 1987) thatthis is not a distinctionin nature,
but an artifact of theory. Of course, having a given temperature
nomologically requireshaving certainotherpropertiestoo. But to
avoid the regress we should not think of these properties
'realisers of the temperature-roles', but
as-objectively-the
simply as other properties nomologically secured by a things's
possession of temperature.And as with thermodynamicreality,
so-I would claim-with mentalreality.
IV
The Problem Of Intentionality:The Efficacy Of Content.So far I
have claimed that three alleged problemsof mentalcausationcan
be dissolved by adoptingconceptionsof properties,causationand
dispositions that are in any case independentlydesirable. These
general charges of epiphenomenalism, then, are no threat to
Functionalism.
But whataboutour assumption(4), the claim thatthe 'semantic'
propertiesof mentalstatesarecausally idle? Here we do encounter
a genuine problem about mental causation: the problem of
intentionality.
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This problemarises because it is hardto see how those mental
states that represent the world-the intentional states or
propositionalattitudes-can have theireffects in virtue of thefact
that they representthe world. The reasoning behind this line of
thought is as follows. Intentional states seem to be essentially
relational-they are relations to propositions or 'contents' (see
Fodor 1985). It is in virtueof being relationsto these propositions
that intentionalstates representthe world. But, whetherthey are
Fregean Thoughts, Russellian Propositions or sets of possible
worlds, propositionsare abstractobjects, with no spatio-temporal
location. And how can a relation to an abstractobject have any
effects? Ourbeliefs anddesiresdo certainlycause ouractions-but
how, if they are relationsto abstractpropositions?
In currentjargon,the 'semantic'featuresof intentionalstatesare
those featuresin virtueof which they representthe world,andtheir
'syntactic'featuresare some of those that don't. So if intentional
statesrepresentthe world in virtueof being relatedto a proposition
(or 'content')thenassumption(4) may be expressedby saying that
contentis notrelevantto the effects of intentionalstates:intentional
states do not have theireffects in virtueof their contents.
I think that this problem of the efficacy of content is the most
troublingfact aboutintentionality.Intentionalityis often described
as mysterious-but mystery alone does not create a philosophical
problem.The reasonintentionalityis so mysteriousis thatit seems
to make the causalpowers of beliefs anddesires impossible.So the
problem of intentionalityis predominantlya causal problem:to
solve the problemis to show how intentionalstateshave the causal
powers we know they have.
The first step in a solution, it seems to me, must show thateach
intentionalstate needs some intrinsicfeatureor featuresthatserve
as the mechanism for its interactions with other states, and
ultimately with actions. These intrinsicfeatureswill be the local
causal surrogates for the contents of the states. The Ramsey
Sentence for intentionalstates will thereforeneed supplementing
with specifications of these surrogateproperties.I shall not say
much here about what these surrogatesare like, except that they
need not be physical properties-though they may be. They just
need to be intrinsic.
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The problem of intentionalitythen reduces to the problem of
showing how the local causal surrogates are surrogates for the
contents of intentionalstates. Since causal surrogacymeans that
intentionalstateshave semanticand non-semanticproperties,these
states may be thought of as incorporating symbols or
representations.Thus the problemof intentionalitythen takes on
its moreusualform:how does any mentalsymbol or representation
have its content?
Supposethis questioncan be satisfactorilyanswered.The worry
may still be raised that on this story, it would be the causal
surrogatesthatare 'doing all the causal work', andnot the content:
contentwill still not be efficacious.
But the content itself was never supposedto be efficacious. On
any theory, contents are abstractobjects-Fregean Thoughts,or
sets of possible worlds-and as such are causally inert. What is
supposedto be efficacious is the intentionalstate-the belief or the
desire. Functionalism says that these states have certain
characteristiccauses and effects. I have claimed thatfor this to be
true,the Ramsey Sentencefor intentionalstates also has to specify
certain intrinsic propertiesof their subjects which act as causal
surrogates.This would be an accountof whatit is for an intentional
state to have its effects in virtue of its content. For it is only as

surrogatesforabstractcontentsthatthe causalsurrogatesearntheir
keep. It is no partof this proposalthatthe causal surrogatescould
have theireffects even if they were not representations(see Crane
1990). So the proposalwould not eliminatecontent,but would (we
realistshope) vindicatethe causal efficacy of states with content.
V

ConnectionismAnd TheLanguageOf Thought.Of course,it is one
thing dogmaticallyto say this, and quite anotherto show it. But if
the proposalis on the rightlines, it providesan obvious routefrom
a Functionalisttheory of the mind to a computationaltheory.For
causal surrogatesor mental symbols are postulatedto accountfor
the causal transactionsbetween intentionalstates and actions. But
these transactionshave a certain systematic character,which the
computational theory says is best explained by postulating
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computations-causal
sequences of symbols manipulated
accordingto formalrules.
This may appearto be ana priori argumentforFodor's Language
of Thought (LOT) hypothesis. This hypothesis says that mental
states are computational relations to sentences of a mental
language-items with semantic and 'syntactic' structure.Fodor
himself has arguedfor the LOT by saying that thereneeds to be a
mechanismfor the relationbetween an organismand a proposition
(see Fodor 1981 p. 202).
If the LOT hypothesis is understoodas the claim that mental
processes involving intentional states just need some intrinsic
mechanismor other,then the argumentof the last section is indeed
an a priori argumentfor the hypothesis. (And indeed, sometimes
the defendersof the hypothesisappearto see it this way-see Fodor
1987 p. 80). On this understandingof the hypothesis, 'mental
syntax'is just anothername for causal surrogacy.
Althoughthereis nothingwrong with using the term 'syntax' in
this way, it will mislead if it is not distinguishedfrom syntax in a
more specific sense. In this sense, an intentionalstatehas syntactic
structureiff it has non-semanticpropertieswhose causal behaviour
'mirrors'the semanticstructureof the state'scontent.So if I desire
coffee andI thinkthatthisis coffee in frontof me, thecausalprocess
involving these two states involves two representationswhich are
tokens of the same semantic 'coffee'-type, and of the same
syntactictype too.
It is this sense of 'syntactic'which the LOT hypothesisis more
usually taken as intending.And obviously, the claim that there is
mental syntax in this sense is a substantialempiricalhypothesis.
1 For it is by no
which the argumentof section IV does not entail.1
means incoherent to suppose that the local causal surrogatesof
stateswith the same contenthave very little in common apartfrom
the fact thatthey are surrogatesfor the same contents.
In fact this is exactly what some Connectionist accounts of
mental processing say (though not in so many words: see
11 Pace Martin Davies, (forthcoming), who has argued that a priori considerationscan
establishthe LOT hypothesisin this strongersense.
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Smolensky 1988). A Connectionistnetworkhas a large numberof
very simple processors which may be individually activated or
inhibitedin a simple way. Combinationsof these simple units can
be activated in patterns that function as representations in the
network.But token representationsof the same semantictype need
not have non-semantic features in common in the way the LOT
hypothesis claims. One patternof activationmay representcoffee
in a cup, and anotherrepresentcoffee beans, and the two patterns
need have nothing interestingly non-semantic in common
(Smolensky 1988 pp. 16-17). Representationsin a Connectionist
networkneed not, therefore,have a mental syntax in the stronger
sense.
Wouldthe causal efficacy of beliefs and desires be undermined
by the truthof this sort of Connectionisttheory?Does the truthof
folk psychology requiremental syntax?There are many complex
issues surroundingthese questions,which I cannotaddressin this
brief discussion. But I do think that on the Functionalistpicture
outlined-'realism all the way up'-the short answer is: no. For
the efficacy of beliefs and desires, on this picture,depends on the
truth of their Ramsey Sentence. In section IV, I argued that the
Ramsey Sentence for beliefs and desires will involve referenceto
local causalsurrogatesfor theircontents.But thatis simplyan extra
claim about the causal structure of the beliefs and desires
themselves.The existence of the surrogatesdoes not eliminatethe
beliefs and desires from the Ramsey Sentence, and it does not
underminetheirefficacy. It is just an extra fact aboutthem.
We do not yet know whetherthe structureof the surrogates-the
mechanismof thought-is syntactic or Connectionist,or a bit of
both. This is one of the most importantquestions addressedby
contemporary cognitive science. But the present point is that
nothing in the idea of these surrogates rules out their having a
Connectioniststructure.So nothing in what we now know of the
RamseySentencefor beliefs anddesiresentailsthatConnectionism
is false.12
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