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Preface

T IS INCREASINGLY CLEAR that

progress in philosophy of mind is
greatly facilitated by knowledge of many
areas of psychology and also that
progress in psychology is facilitated by
knowledge of philosophy. What makes
this interrelationship most obvious to
practitioners in these fields is that in order
to keep up with the current literature on
the problems on which they work, they
find that they must be able to read the
technical literature of one another’s fields.
The simple fact is that lines of research in
many areas of philosophy and psychol-
ogy have tended to converge on the same
clusters of issues.

This convergence reflects a deeper
mesh of the fields. A host of crucial issues
do not “belong” to either philosophy or
psychology, but rather fall equally well in
both disciplines because they reflect the
traditional concerns or require the tradi-
tional methods of both fields. The prob-
lems will yield only to philosophically
sophisticated psychologists or to psycho-
logically sophisticated philosophers.

The interest and viability of ap-
proaching these problems from the joint
perspective of philosophy and psychology
are widely acknowledged, as is indicated

by the number of people engaged in joint
research, by the existence of journals
wholly or partly devoted to it, by the
existence of at least one learned society
and a number of less formal discussion
groups, and by conferences too numerous
to mention. Although there have been a
number of books of proceedings of phil-
osophy of psychology conferences, until
now there has been no general anthology
intended as a text in philosophy of psy-
chology. It is this gap that the present
book, which appears in two volumes, is
intended to fill.

This is the first volume of Readings in
Philosophy of Psychology. The second
volume covers mental representation,
imagery, the subject matter of grammar,
and innate ideas—topics that are closely
related to current psychological research.
The topics covered in this volume—
mainly the chief “isms” of contemporary
theory of the nature of the mind—deal
with the conceptual foundations of psy-
chology and are rather distant from the
day-to-day empirical concerns of psy-
chology. Since the anthology has been
divided into two volumes, I want to stress
that neither volume on its own gives a
picture of the field.
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It should be said, moreover, that this
anthology is not intended to survey the
field. No single book could be compre-
hensive and at the same time present its
topics in any depth. The topics covered
here were chosen because they are espe-
cially interesting, because they have been
a focus of current activity, because they
allowed the selection of high-caliber ar-
ticles, and because they fit together in a
coherent way.

For articles that have been previously
published, details of the original publica-

tion appear at the foot of the first page.
The others (all the introductions, Fred
Feldman’s “Identity, Necessity, and
Events,” and David Lewis's “Mad Pain
and Martian Pain”’) appear here for the
first time. Throughout the anthology,
nonstandard symbols have been used in-
stead of common symbols such as the
arrow, double arrow, backward “E,”
upside-down “A,” square, and diamond.
Explanations of the notation are repeated
in each chapter where they appear.



Contents

Introduction. What Is Philosophy of Psychology? 1
Ned Block

Part One. Behaviorism

Introduction: Behaviorism 11

Harris Savin

1. The Logical Analysis of Psychology 14
Carl G. Hempel

2. Brains and Behavior 24
Hilary Putnam

3. Selections from Science and Human Behavior 37
B. F. Skinner

4. A Review of B. F. Skinner’s Verbal Behavior 48

Noam Chomsky

Part Two. Reductionism and Physicalism
Materialism without Reductionism: What Physicalism

Does Not Entail 67
Richard Boyd
5. Mental Events 107
Donald Davidson
6. Special Sciences, or The Disunity of Science as a
Working Hypothesis 120
Jerry A. Fodor
7. Philosophy and Our Mental Life 134
Hilary Putnam
8. Excerpt from “Identity and Necessity” 144

Saul A. Kripke



9. Identity, Necessity, and Events
Fred Feldman
10. Anomalous Monism and Kripke's Cartesian Intuitions
Colin McGinn
11. What Is It Like to Be a Bat?

Thomas Nagel

Part Three. Functionalism

Introduction: What Is Functionalism?
Ned Block

Functional Analysis

12. Functional Analysis
Robert Cummins

Functional Specification

13. The Nature of Mind
D. M. Armstrong

14. Armstrong on the Mind
Thomas Nagel

15. Psychophysical and Theoretical Identifications
David Lewis

16. Mad Pain and Martian Pain

David Lewis
Functional State Identity Theory

17. The Nature of Mental States
Hilary Putnam

18. Review of Putnam
David Lewis

19. Physicalism and the Multiple Realizability of Mental States
Jaegwon Kim

20. What Psychological States Are Not
Ned Block and Jerry A. Fodor

21. Functionalism and Qualia
Sydney Shoemaker

22. Troubles with Functionalism
Ned Block

Index

148

156

159

171

185

191

200

207

216

223

232

234

237

251

268

307



Introduction

What Is Philosophy of Psychology?
Ned Block

HILOSOPHY OF PSYCHOLOGY
is the study of conceptual issues in
psychology. For the most part, these is-
sues fall equally well in psychology as in
philosophy. But this is not to say these is-
sues are always on the borderline between
philosophy and psychology, peripheral to
both fields.

How can it be that a set of issues falls
in the mainstream of two such different
disciplines? Part of the answer is that
progress in science involves the solution
of various sorts of conceptual puzzles, of-
ten requiring substantial conceptual artic-
ulation and sometimes the ferreting out of
serious conceptual confusions. For exam-
ple, Aristotelian physics conflated instan-
taneous velocity with average velocity,
creating paradoxes and contradictions—
as Galileo showed (see Kuhn, 1964). New-
ton’s mechanics required resolving the
ordinary notion of weight into force and
mass, and Cannizzaro's breakthrough in
chemistry involved distinguishing among
atomic weight, molecular weight, and
equivalent weight. Normally, the scien-

An earlier version of this introduction ap-
peared as “Philosophy of Psychology” in Peter D.
Asquith and Henry E. Kyburg, Jr., eds., Current
Research in Philosophy of Science (East Lansing:
Philosophy of Science Association, 1979) pp.
450-462. Reprinted by permission.

tists themselves solve conceptual prob-
lems in science. Although the skills in-
volved are of the sort in which philoso-
phers are trained (and in which scientists
are typically not trained), only those at
the frontiers of scientific knowledge are in
a position to see the issues with the requi-
site degree of clarity.

What is different about conceptual
issues in psychology is mainly that the
frontiers of knowledge in the field are so
close to the heartland of folk psychology
that the conceptual issues about the mind
that philosophers have long discussed are
very nearly the same as the issues that im-
pede theoretical progress in psychology.
Indeed, the majority of topics of concern
to contemporary philosophers of psychol-
ogy would have been intelligible and, in
many cases, even familiar to philosophers
who lived long before the rise of modern
psychology. Consider for example such
topics of current controversy as the nature
of mental representation in general and
mental images in particular; whether there
are innate ideas; whether perception is in-
ferential; what it is to have a concept; the
subject matter of grammar; and what the
difference is between rule-governed and
rule-described action (all discussed in this
anthology). It is worth noting by contrast
that a philosopher who lived before the
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rise of modern physics (albeit long before
the rise of modern psychology) would be
utterly baffled by most of the issues of
concern to contemporary philosophers of
physics. (Imagine Aristotle being asked
whether the psi function of quantum me-
chanics is a probability wave.) The differ-
ence is that advances in physics have in-
volved strikingly new concepts, and thus
new conceptual issues, while advances in
psychology have not.

This being said, it should also be con-
ceded that the old issues typically appear
in new and often more tractable forms.
Indeed, some of the old issues are hardly
recognizable in their new forms. For ex-
ample, the issue of whether the subject
matter of grammar is rules in the mind has
been considerably altered by the advances
in transformational-generative grammar
and Chomsky’s distinction between com-
petence and performance. Moreover, since
psychology does contain some new theo-
retical apparatus, new conceptual ques-
tions arise in connection with that appa-
ratus: for example, the philosophical is-
sues concerning Freudian theory (Woll-
heim, 1974). Also, new experimental tech-
niques sometimes reveal previously un-
recognized human capacities whose na-
ture involves recognizably philosophical
difficulties. For example, the experimental
techniques of psychophysics reveal that
people can make a series of judgments of
relative brightness of lights that are stable
and coherent and that allow experiment-
ers to conclude that brightness is a certain
function of a physical parameter (intensi-
ty). But this result raises the question of
what brightness is, and what it means for
one light to be twice as bright as another
(see Savage, 1970). The claims of psycho-
metricians to measure intelligence, per-
sonality, and so on, have attracted the
attention of philosophers of psychology
(Block and Dworkin, 1974; Block, 1976).
What makes this issue of interest to phi-
losophers (aside from its moral and politi-
cal implications) is, first, that arguments

for the claims made on behalf of the tests
have gone unformulated and unexamined,
and it is a typically philosophical task to
formulate arguments and examine them,
and, second, that psychometric practice
and ideology presuppose dubious philo-
sophical doctrines.

The sort of problem described in the
last paragraph is the exception rather than
the rule, however. As| said, the problems
of philosophy of psychology are, by and
large, traditional problems in new guises.
In some cases, hindsight reveals that an
old philosophical problem was largely
empirical: for example, the question of
whether the differences between different
emotions are differences of feeling or atti-
tude. Current work by psychologists
(Schachter and Singer, 1962), though
flawed, suggests that while all emotions
involve states of physiological arousal,
the differences between them are indeed
cognitive differences. Similarly, the old
issue of inference in perception seems (to
me at least) to have been resolved in the
affirmative (Neisser, 1967; Gregory, 1974;
but see Anscombe, 1974; Neisser, 1976).
Even in this case, some of the old disputes
are played out once again among psychol-
ogists of different stripes. Thus we have
J. J. Gibson and his followers adducing
empirical considerations supplemented
by traditional philosophical arguments
against inferential views.

To illustrate how old issues take on
new forms, I shall briefly sketch some of
the issues having to do with what is cur-
rently philosophy of psychology’s hottest
topic: mental representation. Issues of
current interest include the following:
how mental representations refer; how
representations that express concepts com-
bine to form representations that have
truth value; whether mental representa-
tion requires a system of mental represen-
tations; whether the meaning of a mental
representation is a matter of its role in in-
ference, decision making, and other men-
tal processes (and, if not, what the mean-
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ing of a mental representation does consist
in); whether natural languages (such as
English) are the major systems of mental
representation, or whether we have to
translate from English into our internal
systems; whether the processes that ma-
nipulate mental representations take ac-
count of their meaning or of their shape
only; what the identity conditions on
mental representations are; what the dif-
ference is between discursive representa-
tions and imagistic or pictorial representa-
tions; whether images exist and, if so,
whether they can refer, and if so, wheth-
er they can refer in virtue of resemblance
to their causes (as William of Ockham ap-
parently thought). (These issues are dis-
cussed in volume 2, part one, “Mental
Representation,” and volume 2, part two,
“Imagery.”)

Difficulties about imagery provide a
good example of issues that have been
changed not one iota by new theory; rath-
er, they have been altered (in the direction
of intractability, 1 fear) by striking new
evidence. Roger Shepard and his students
(see Shepard and Metzler, 1971) have put
together an impressive array of evidence
that people perform certain tasks by gen-
erating mental images (a process that can
be timed) and rotating them at constant
angular velocity. For example, when sub-
jects are presented with two figures that
clearly differ in their orientation and then
are asked whether the figures have identi-
cal shapes, -the time it takes subjects to
answer is proportional to the angular dis-
placement of the figures—independently
of whether the rotation is in the plane of
the page or at right angles to it.

In another experiment (described in
volume 2, part two), subjects were asked
to form an image of a map of an (imagi-
nary) island containing seven small pic-
tured objects (a house, a well, a tree, and
so forth). Subjects were asked to “zoom
in” on (as it might be) their image of the
tree, and then answer, by consulting their
image, the question “Does the island con-

tain a house?” It was found that the time it
took to answer was highly correlated with
the distance between the tree and the
house. Distances between objects varied
considerably, and all of the pairs of ob-
jects (21) were used. These and many oth-
er results make it seem for all the world as
if subjects are secretly manipulating draw-
ings or models. Compelling as these ex-
periments are, they do not cast much light
on the traditional philosophical issues
about images. We still want to know:
What are images? Are the images of per-
ception the same sort of thing as the im-
ages we “conjure up”? Are images like
pictures in the head? If so, in what re-
spects? How can an image be the end
product in perception, for then there
would have to be a perceiver of the image,
and who would perceive his images? But
what other role could an image have in
perception? How can it be that an image
of a tiger has no definite number of
stripes? Is an image a neural entity? If so,
what about the traditional Leibniz's Law
problems—for instance, that images can
be pink and green striped while the brain
is mainly gray.

Another familiar issue having to do
with mental representation is the question
of what the difference is between behavior
being rule-described and behavior being
rule-governed. This distinction is at least
as old as Aristotle and is also a majorissue
with respect to Kant’s Categorical Impera-
tive: “Act only according to a maxim
which can at the same time be willed a
universal law.” Is a maxim of your action
one that merely describes it, or one that
governs it as well?

One major issue is whether behavior
can be rule-governed, even in cases where
one is not conscious of acting in accor-
dance with a rule. Many philosophers of
psychology are convinced that in an im-
portant class of rule-governed behaviors,
we have no conscious knowledge of the
rule. Here is an example of the sort of case
that provides evidence for that view.
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Speakers of most dialects of English pro-
nounce the ‘g’ differently in ‘finger’ and
‘singer’. The first ‘g’ might be described as
“hard,” the second as “soft.”* There is a
regularity here: roughly, the ‘g’ in ‘nger’
words formed from verbs is soft; other-
wise, it is hard. What is the explanation of
the fact that the rule “use soft ‘g’ in ‘nger’
words formed from verbs—otherwise use
hard ‘g’ " describes our pronunciation be-
havior? One possible explanation is that
we have in effect memorized the pronun-
ciation of each 'nger’ word. Another ex-
planation is that the rule mentioned above
(or some other rule—a possibility 1 will
ignore) governs the behavior as well as
describing it. Here is one item of evidence
that rules out the former hypothesis and
thus makes the latter more plausible. Let
us coin the word ‘ming’: to ming is to look
to the east. Someone who habitually
looks to the east is a minger—with a soft
‘g’. Since the rule applies to new cases, we
have some reason to think the behavior is
rule-governed.

It has been suggested (Fodor, 1975)
that what the distinction between rule-
governed and rule-described behavior
comes to is that behavior is governed by a
rule just in case a mental representation of
the rule causally influences the behavior
so as to make it described by the rule.
This proposal raises a traditional bogey-
man, described below.

Carroll (1895) pointed out that prin-
ciples of logic cannot be applied without
the use of reasoning that itself embodies
logical principles. This fact creates diffi-
culties for a view that says that all reason-
ing is rule-governed—that is, causally
controlled by mentally represented rules.
For example, suppose one reasons as fol-
lows:

The Argument: All men are mortal; Socrates
is a man; therefore Socrates is
mortal.

If all reasoning is causally controlled by
mentally represented rules, it is plausible

that the rule involved in this case is some-
thing like this:

The Rule: If an argument is of the form ‘for
any x, if x is F, then x is G; a is F;
therefore a is G', then the argument
is valid.

But how could The Rule play a causal role
in one’s reaching The Argument’s conclu-
sion that Socrates is mortal? It is hard to
see how The Rule could be involved here
if not in something like the following rea-
soning. The Rule says every argument of
a certain specified form is valid; The Ar-
gument is of that form; so The Argument
is valid. But this bit of reasoning itself in-
volves the application of The Rule. (This
can be made explicit by putting the rea-
soning so that it is clear that it fits the
specified form, with F = being of the
specified form, and G = validity: for any
x, if x is of a certain form then x is valid; a
is of that form; therefore, a is valid.) Thus
it seems that in order to apply our mental
representation of The Rule to The Argu-
ment, we require another application of a
mental representation of The Rule. And
so on. It is hard to see how a mental rep-
resentation of The Rule can be applied at
all. This traditional puzzle can be seen as
a serious problem for the foundations of
psychology.?

I described this puzzle partly to illus-
trate the traditional aspect of issues of
contemporary philosophy of psychology,
but partly also to indicate a way in which
new approaches often differ from the old.
The way the new approach differs here
has perhaps as much to do with new tech-
nology as with new theory (though this
distinction is of less note with regard to
psychology than to some other fields).
The new technology is that of the digital
computer; the new theoretical concept is
that of the Turing machine. The example
of the digital computer shows us the
rough outlines of a solution to this prob-
lem (and also suggests a way out of the
problem of the infinite regress of image
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perceivers mentioned above. A digital
computer is a device one knows to be rule-
governed, for the rules are inserted by us
as part of the program. In the digital com-
puter, some operations are accomplished
“automatically,” by hard-wired circuitry,
and not via the application of any repre-
sented rules. Minsky (1967) describes two
primitive operations ‘add 1" and ‘subtract
1 or if register = 0, jump to the nth
(where n is indicated) instruction’; he then
shows that these two operations will suf-
fice for the power of a universal Turing
machine. In a commercial digital com-
puter, the operations referred to in the
rules that one programs into the computer
are ultimately defined in terms of such
primitive operations, the terms for which
constitute a “machine language” that the
machine is built to use, in the sense that
when a primitive instruction appears in
the appropriate register, the hard-wired
circuitry accomplishes the operation.
There is no regress because the machine’s
primitive operations are not rule-gov-
erned. The claimed solution, then, is that
there are mental operations analogous to
the primitive operations of the computer,
and also mental operations analogous to
the programmed operations, the latter
being composed of the former in the mind
as in the computer.

The fallacy in the argument in the
paragraph before last can be blamed on
the assumption that all reasoning is rule-
governed (causally controlled by mentally
represented rules). Some reasoning is
“automatic” in the manner of the primi-
tive operations of digital computers. Al-
ternatively, one could hold on to the
claim that all reasoning is rule-governed
and blame the unsoundness of the argu-
ment on the premise (implicit in the sen-
tence “It is hard to see how The Rule could
be involved here . . .”) that a rule can
govern reasoning only via an application
that itself involves reasoning. Sometimes
a rule causally controls reasoning “auto-
matically,” in the way the machine lan-

guage command “ADD 1” causes the rep-
resentation in a register to change, by the
operation of hard-wired circuitry, and not
by any process involving reasoning.

I have left out many issues that are
closely related to those described above,
among them perception, memory, atten-
tion, intentionality, innate ideas, concep-
tual development (such as issues arising
from the work of Jean Piaget and Law-
rence Kohlberg) and the foundations of
artificial intelligence. But had these been
described in more detail, the picture of
philosophy of psychology sketched here
would be even more skewed toward cog-
nitive psychology. Psychology is a very
fragmented field—cognitive psychology,
mathematical psychology, and social psy-
chology, for example, have little in com-
mon; those who work in or know about
one rarely have much expertise in the
other. I have given little indication of the
interest and activity in topics on the bor-
derline of psychology with physiology,
such as split brains (Nagel, 1971; Puccetti,
1973); mathematical psychology; traits
(Alston, 1976); noncognitive states of
mind; and the foundations of social psy-
chology (Harre and Secord, 1973). The
emotions, especially, have been the topic
of a veritable flurry of books and articles
(Solomon, 1976; Thalberg, 1977; Rorty,
forthcoming) on such topics as the inten-
tionality of the emotions; whether emo-
tions are voluntary; whether the expres-
sion of an emotion is part of the emotional
state; the relation of emotions to character
traits; and problems in the cross-cultural
identification of the emotions.

The discussion above is also mislead-
ing in that it scants what might be called
traditional philosophy of mind, including
such topics as mind-body identity, other
minds, privacy, consciousness, and the
like. Some philosophers might consider
this omission fortunate, appealing to the
idea that philosophy of mind has as little
to do with philosophy of psychology as
metaphysics has to do with philosophy of
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physics. On the contrary, however, I see
good reason to count philosophy of mind
as part of philosophy of psychology (rath-
er than conversely, as is commonly sup-
posed). For one thing, as I have argued
above, most of the problems in philoso-
phy of psychology simply are versions of
traditional problems. Second, even rather
rarefied problems in philosophy of mind
such as the status of “qualia” often have
rather more direct relations to central
conceptual issues in psychology than one
might think at first glance. For example,
functionalism (the view that mental states
are functional states, states defined by
their causal role) is currently the domi-
nant view of the nature of mind. While
some philosophers regard functionalism
as providing a foundation for representa-
tional theories of belief (Harman, 1973;
Fodor, 1979); others think functionalism
counts against representational theories of
belief (Stalnaker, 1976). The latter group
regards the claim that belief is a functional
state as a rival of the claim that belief is a
relation to a sentence in the language of
thought (see Field, 1978, for a critique of
such arguments). At least there is wide
agreement among philosophers of radi-
cally different points of view that func-
tionalism is relevant to the foundations of
psychology. The problems of qualia are in
turn relevant to functionalism because
there is reason to think that two states can
be functionally identical, even though one
lacks and the other has qualitative char-
acter (Block and Fodor, chapter 20; Block,
chapter 22); hence qualia are the basis for
an argument that functionalism is false.
Of course, there is a great deal of disagree-
ment about this matter (Shoemaker, chap-
ter 21; Block, 1980). Dennett has gone so
far as to argue that qualia can be explained
by psychological models of the sort cur-
rently in vogue in cognitive psychology
(Dennett, 1978).

Traditional philosophy of mind is
often taken to include issues that more
properly belong in metaphysics (personal

identity) or epistemology (some issues
about sense data), but the other issues in
philosophy of mind, the ones that are
genuinely about the mind, seem best clas-
sified as part of philosophy of psychol-
ogy, even though some of them are relat-
ed to empirical issues in a very abstract
way.
The variety of problems in the phi-
losophy of psychology is sufficiently great
that no single anthology on the subject
could possibly be comprehensive. The
best one can do is pick a few topics and
cover them in moderate depth. Inevitably,
many major issues must be entirely omit-
ted. Thus, for example, this anthology
has no part devoted to problems of per-
ception or to whether children’s concep-
tual systems differ from those of adults. I
have tried to pick disparate topics that at
the same time fit together coherently.
All of the parts have something to do
with empirical psychology, although part
one, “Behaviorism,” part two, “Reduc-
tionism and Physicalism,” and part three,
“Functionalism,” could as easily fit into a
book on traditional philosophy of mind.
The first two parts overlap considerably
with the third; indeed, Putnam’s “Brains
and Behavior” (chapter 2) and “Philoso-
phy and Our Mental Life” (chapter 7) and
much of Boyd's introduction to part two
and Field's “Mental Representation” (see
volume 2, part one) could have been in-
cluded in “Functionalism” with some jus-
tice. The issues raised there lead naturally
into those in “Mental Representation”
(volume 2, part one), since one of the
plausible answers to the question of what
makes mental representations represent is
their functional role. Although they are
not all in the same part, the articles by
Nagel (chapter 11), Shoemaker (chapter
21), and Block (chapter 22) are a natural
group, since they are all concerned with
problems of consciousness. “Mental Rep-
resentation” and “Imagery” (volume 2,
parts one and two) go naturally together,
images and mental language being the
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leading candidate mental representations.
The issues discussed in “Mental Represen-
tation” have natural applications in “The
Subject Matter of Grammar” and “Innate
Ideas” (volume 2, parts three and four).
The former is about the issue of whether
grammars are theories of mental repre-
sentations, and the latter is about the issue
of whether (or to what degree) our mental
representations of grammar are innate.

Notes

1. Actually, the ‘g’ in the “soft” cases is
deleted, and the ‘n’ is velar.

2. I am indebted to a discussion with
Hartry Field and David Hills.

References

Alston, W. 1976. “Traits, Consistency, and
Conceptual Alternatives for Personality
Theory.” Journal for the Theory of Social
Behavior 5, no. 1: 17-48.

Anscombe, G. E. M. 1974. “Comment on Pro-
fessor R. L. Gregory’s Paper.” In S. C.
Brown, ed., Philosophy of Psychology.
New York: Barnes and Noble.

Block, N. 1976. “Fictionalism, Functionalism,
and Factor Analysis.” In R. S. Cohen, C. A.
Hooker, and A. C. Michalos, eds., PSA
1974. Boston Studies in Philosophy of Sci-
ence, vol. 32. Dordrecht: Reidel.

1978. “Troubles With Functionalism.”

In C. W. Savage, ed., Minnesota Studies in

the Philosophy of Science. Vol. 9. Minne-

apolis: University of Minnesota Press. Re-
printed as chapter 22, this volume.

1980. “Are Absent Qualia Impos-
sible?” Philosophical Review 89.

Block, N., and G. Dworkin. 1974. “IQ, Heri-
tability and Inequality.” Philosophy and
Public Affairs 3, no. 4: 331-409; 4, no. 1:
40-99.

Block, N., and J. A. Fodor. 1972. “What Psy-
chological States Are Not.” Philosophical
Review 81: 159-181. Reprinted as chapter
20, this volume.

Brown, S. C., ed. 1974. Philosophy of Psy-
chology. New York: Barnes and Noble.

Carroll, L. 1895. “What the Tortoise Said to
Achilles.” Mind 4: 278-280.

Cummins, R. 1975. “Functional Analysis.”

Journal of Philosophy 72: 741-764. Re-
printed in part as chapter 12, this volume.

Dennett, D. 1969. Content and Consciousness.
London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

1977. "Review of Fodor's The Lan-

guage of Thought.” Mind 86: 265-280.

1978. “A Cognitive Theory of Con-

sciousness.” In C. W. Savage, ed., Minne-

sota Studies in the Philosophy of Science.

Vol. 9. Minneapolis: University of Minne-

sota Press.

In press. “Why a Computer Can'’t Feel
Pain.” Synthese.

Field, H. 1978. “Mental Representation.” Er-
kenntniss 13: 19-61.

Fodor, J. A. 1975. The Language of Thought.
New York: Crowell.

1978. /Computation and Reduction.”

In C. W. Savage, ed., Minnesota Studies in

the Philosophy of Science. Vol. 9. Minne-

apolis: University of Minnesota Press.

1979. “Propositional Attitudes.” Mo-

nist.

1980. “Methodological Solipsism.” Be-
havioral and Brain Sciences.

Gregory, R. L. 1974. “Perceptions as Hypoth-
eses.” In S. C. Brown, ed., Philosophy of
Psychology. New York: Barnes and Noble.

Harman, G., 1973. Thought. Princeton:
Princeton University Press.

1975. “Language, Thought and Com-
munication.” In K. Gunderson, ed., Lan-
guage, Mind, and Knowledge. Minnesota
Studies in Philosophy of Science. Vol. 7.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Harre, R., and P. Secord. 1973. The Explana-
tion of Social Behavior. Oxford: Blackwell.

Kosslyn, S., and ]J. Pomerantz. 1977. “Imag-
ery, Propositions, and the Form of Internal
Representations.” Cognitive Psychology 9:
52-76.

Kuhn, T. S. 1964. “A Function for Thought
Experiments.” In Mélanges Alexandre
Koyré, 11, L'aventure de l'esprit. Paris: Her-
man.

Minsky, M. 1967. Computation. Englewood
Cliffs, N.J.: Prentice-Hall.

Nagel, T. 1971. “Brain Bisection and the Unity
of Consciousness.” Synthese 22: 396-413.
Neisser, U. 1967. Cognitive Psychology. New

York: Appleton-Century-Crofts.

1976. Cognition and Reality. San Fran-

cisco: Freeman.




8 Ned Block

Puccetti, R. 1973. “Brain Bisection and Person-
al Identity.” British Journal for the Philoso-
phy of Science 24: 339-355.

Rorty, A. Forthcoming. A Natural History of
the Emotions.

Savage, C. W. 1970. The Measurement of Sen-
sation. Berkeley and Los Angeles: Univer-
sity of California Press.

Savage, C. W., ed. 1978. Perception and Cog-
nition: Issues in the Foundations of Psychol-
ogy. Minnesota Studies in the Philosophy of
Science. Vol. 9. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press.

Schachter, S., and Singer, J. E. 1962. “Cogni-
tive, Social and Physiological Determinants
of Emotional States.” Psychological Review
69: 379-399.

Shepard, R., and ]J. Metzler. 1971. “Mental

Rotation of Three-Dimensional Objects.”
Science 171: 701-703.

Shoemaker, S. 1975. “Functionalism and Qua-
lia.” Philosophical Studies 22: 291-313. Re-
printea as chapter 21, this volume.

Sober, E. 1976. “Mental Representations.”
Synthese 33: 101-148.

Solomon, R. 1976. The Passions. New York:
Doubleday, Anchor.

Stalnaker, R. 1976. “Propositions.” In A.
McKay and D. Merrill, eds., Issues in the
Philosophy of Language. New Haven: Yale
University Press.

Thalberg, 1. 1977. Perception, Emotion and
Action. Oxford: Blackwell.

Wollheim, R., ed. 1974. Freud. New York:
Doubleday, Anchor.



Part One

Behaviorism



HoNIREE, FE B 5E #EPDFIE 1) IA] : www. ertongbook. com



