The Continuity of Levels of Nature
William G. Lycan

Contemporary Functionalism in the philosophy of won ol people (or their brains) to computing

mind began with a_distinction between role and machines drew our attention o the  contrast
— s .

W/”-M As we have seen, the seductive compars between a machind’s program (abstractly viewed)
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and the parucular stuff of which the machine
happens to be physically made, that realizes the
program. It s the former, not the latter, that
interests us vis-d-vis the interpretation, explana-
tion, prediction, and exploitation of the machine’s
“behavior”; people build computers to run pro-
grams, and usc whatever physical materials will
best lend themselves to that task.

The distinction between *
mng-stufl,” or more familiarly “software” and
“hardware,"” lend utself happily back to the philo-
sophy of mind when Putnam and Fodor exposed
the chauvinistic implications of the Identity The-
ory. What “c- fibers™ and the like are doing could
have been done - this role could have been per-
formed - by some physiochemically different
structure. And sure enough, if the same role were
performed, the same functions realized, by silicon-

‘program” and “real-

instead of carbon-based neurochemistry, or if

our individual neurons were replaced piccemeal
by electronic prostheses that did the same jobs,
then intuitively our mentality would remain un-
affected. What matters is function, not functionary;
program, not realizing-stuff; software, not hard-
ware; role, not occupant. Thus the birth of Fune-
uonalism,  and the  distinction  between
“functional”™ and “structural” states or properties
of an organism.

Functionalism is the only positive doctrine in all
of philosophy that 1 am prepared (if not licensed)
to kifl for.! And I see the “role’/“occupant™ dis-
tinction (some say obsessively) as fundamental to
metaphysics. But | maintain that the implementa-

tion of that distinction in recent philosophy of

mind is both wrong and pernicious. And my pur-

pose in this chapter is to attack the dichotomies of

“software™/*“hardware,” “function”/“structure”
in their usual philosophical forms, and to exhibit
some of the substantive confusions and correct
some of the mistakes that have flowed from them.

The Hierarchy

Very generally put, my objection is that “soft-
ware”/“hardware” talk cncourages the idea of a
bipartite Nature, divided inio two levels, roughly
the physiochemical and the (supervenient) “func-
tonal” or higher-organizational  as against real-

iy, which is a multiple Arerarchy of levels of

nature, each level marked by nexus of nomic gen-

cralizations and supervenient on all those levels
. . 2o

below it on the continuum.? Sce Nature as hier-

€0

archically organized in this way, and the “func-
ton’/“structure”  distinction  goes  relative:
something is a role as opposed to an occupant, a
functional state as opposed to a realizer, or vice
versa, only modulo a designated level of nature. Let
me illustrate.

Physiology and microphysiology abound with
examples: Cells — tw take a rather conspicuously
functional term(!) - are constituted of cooperating
tecams of smaller items including membrane,
nucleus, mitochondria, and the like: these items
arc themselves systems of yet smaller, still cooperat-
my constituents. For that matter, still lower levels
of nature are numerous and markedly distinct: the
chemical, the molecular, the atomic, the (tradi-
tional) subatomic, the microphysical. Levels are
nexus of interesting lawlike generalizations, and
are individuated according to the types of general-
1zations involved. But cells, to look back upward
along the hierarchy, are grouped into tissues,
which combine to form organs, which group them-
selves into organ systems, which cooperate - mar-
velously - to comprise whole organisms such as
human beings. Organisms, for that matter, coliect
themselves into organized (organ-ized) groups.
And there is no clear difterence of kind between
what we ordinarily think of as single organisms
and groups of organisms that function corporately
na rﬁarkedly singleminded way - “group organ-
isms” themselves, we might S'.ly.3

Corresponding to this bottom-up aggregative
picture of the hierarchical organization of Nature

15 the familiar top-down explanatory strategy.” If

we want to know how wastes and toxins are elimin-
ated from the bodies of humans, we look for and
find an excretory system interlocked with the
digestive and circulatory systems. If we look at
that system closcly we find (not surprisingly) that
1t treats water-soluble  and  nonsoluble  wastes
differently. We find in particular a kidney, which
waorks on soluble wastes in particular. If we probe
the details further, proceeding downward through
the hierarchy of levels, we find the kidney divided
into renal cortex (a filter) and medulla (a collector).
The cortex is composed mainly of nephrons. Fach
nephron has a glomerulus accessed by an afferent
arteniole, and a contractile muscular cuff to control
pressure (the pressure pushes water and solutes
through the capillary walls into Bowman's Cap-
sule, leaving blood cells and the larger blood pro-
teins stuck behind). Reabsorption and so on are
explained in cellular terms, e.g., by the special
propertics of the epithelial cells that line the

nephron’s long tubule; those special properties are
i turn explained in terms of the physical chem-
istry of the cell membranes.

The brain s no exception to this hierarchical

picture of the organism and its organs. Neurons are

cells, comprised of somata containing a nucleus
and protoplasm, and fibers attached o those
somata, which tibers have rather dramatically isol-
able functions; and we are tld even of smaller
functional items such as the ionic pumps, which
maintain  high potassium  concentration  inside.
Neurons themselves are grouped into nerve nets
and other structures, such as columnar formations,
which in turn combine to form larger, more clearhy
functional (though not so obviously modular) parts
of the brain. T'he auditory «

vstem is a fair example.
There is evidence that the auditory cortex displavs
two-dimensional columnar organization:® columns
of variously specialized cells arranged along one
axis respond selectively ro frequencies indicated by
incoming impulses from the auditory nerve, while
columns roughly orthogonal to these somehow
coordinate mput from the one ear with input
from the other. The particular sensitivities of the
speciatized cells is o be explained in turn by
reference to jon transfer across cell membrancs,
and so on down. For its own part, the auditory
cortex interacts with other higher-level agencies
the thalamus, the superior colliculus, and other
cortical arcas which interactions are highly struc-
tured,

Thus do an aggregative ontology and a top
down epistemology of nature collaborate. The col-
laboration has been  eloguently argued for the
science of psychology in particular, by Atneave
(1960), Fodor (this volume), and Dennett (1978). 1
shall develop the point at some length, following
Fycan (1981a).

Homuncular Functionalism

Dennett (1978, po 8 takes his cue from the
methodology of certain AJ research projects.”

The Al rescarcher starts with an ntentionally
characterized problem (e how can | get a
computer o understand questions of English?),
breaks it down into subproblems that are also
mtentionally characterized (e.g.. how do | get
the computer to re agmse questons, distingush
subjects from  predicates, ignore  irrelevant
parsings?) and  then breaks these problems
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down sull further until finally he reaches
problem or task descriptions that are obvioush
mechanistic.

Dennett extrapolates this methodological passage
to the case of human psychology, and | ke it to
SUERESt That We VIEW a person as 4 COTPOTate entin
that corporatcly performs many immensely com-
plex functions - functions of the sort usually called
mental or psychological. A psychologist who adoprs
Fodor’s and Dennett's Al-inspired methodology
will describe this person by means of a flon
chart, which depicts the person’s immediatch
subpersonal agencies and their many and various
routes of access to each other that enable them 1o
cooperate in carrying out the purposes of the con-
taining “institution” or organism that that person
is. Fach of the immediately subpersonal agencies,
represented by a “black box™ on the original flow
chart, is in turn describable by its own flow chart,
that breaks # into further, sub-subpersonal agen-
cies that cooperate to fulfill us purposes, and so on.
On this view, the psychological capacities of a
person and the various administrative units of a
corporate organization stand in functional hier-
archies of just the same type and in just the same
SCNse.

To characterize the psychologists’ quest in the
way | have is to see them as first noting some
mientonally or otherwise psvchologically char-
acterized abibities of the human subject at the
level of data or phenomena, and positing - as
theoretical entities - the homunculi or subpersonal
agencies that are needed to explain the subject’s
having those abilities. Then the psychologists posit
further, smaller homunculi in order to explain the
previously posited molar behavior of the original
homunculi, ete, ete. 1t is this feature of the
Atmeave/VFodor/Dennett madel that ingenioush
blocks the standard Rylean infinite-regress objec-
tton to homuncular theories in ps_\chnhwgy7 We
explain the successtul activity of one homunculus,
not by idly positing a sccond homunculus within if
that successfully performs that activity, but b
pOSHING w team consisting of several smaller,
individually less talented and more specialized
homunculi - and detailing the ways in which the
team members cooperate in order 1o produce their
JOINT Or corporate output.

Cogmtive and pereeptual psychologists have a
reasonably good idea of the sorts of subpersonal
agencies that will have to be assumed 1o be fune-
nomng within a human being in order for that
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human being to be able to perform the actions and
other functions that it performs. Dennent (1974,
ch. 9) mentions, at the immediately subpersonal
level, a “print-out component™ or sy
a “higher executive or Control component,” a

L
ch center,

“short-term memory store or buffer memory,” a
“perceptual analysis component,” and a “prob-
lem-solving component.” And Dennett (1978,
ch. 11) examines, in some clinical detail, a mult-
leveled subpersonal structure that models the
behavior that manifests human pain. “Behavior™
here must be understood very richly, since Den-
nett scrupulously takes into account, not just the
usual sorts of behavior that are common coin
among philosophical Behaviorists and the apostles
of commonsense psychology, but subtler pheno-
mena as well: very small differences in our phe-
nomenological descriptions of pain; infrequently
remarked phenomena such as the felt time lag
between our feeling that we have been burned
and our feeling the deep pain of the burn; and
(most interesting from the Homunctionalist point

of view) the grandly varied effects of a number of

different kinds of anesthetics and other drugs on a
patient’s live and retrospective reports concerning
pain. Considerations of these various sorts serve
the psychologists (and Dennett) as vivid pointers
toward complexities in the relevant functional
organization of the CNS, indicating the distinct
black-box components at various levels of institu-
tional organization that we must represent in our
hierarchically arranged flow diagrams - the kinds
of receptors, inhibitors, filters, damping mechan-
1sms, triggers, and so on that we must posit— and
the comparably various sorts of pathways that con-
nect these components with each other and with
the grosser functional components of their owners
such as perceptual analyzers, information stores,
and the speech center.

The homuncular approach, teleologically inter-
preted, has many advantages. 1 shall recount them
when I have said a bit more about teleology. In the
meantime, [ put my cards on the table as regards
the general form of a type-identification of the
mental with the not-so-obviously mental: 1 pro-
pose to type-tdentify a mental state with the prop-
erty of having such-and-such an institutionally
characterized state of affairs obtaining in one {(or
more) of one’s appropriate homunctional depart-
ments or subagencies. (The subagencies are those
that would be depicted in the flow charts asso-
ciated with their owners at various levels of insti-
tutional abstraction.) The same holds for mental

&>

events, processes, and properties. To be in pain of
type 7, we might say, is for one’s sub-
subpersonal ¢~cr to be in a characteristic state
S1(), or for a characterigtts activity A7(¢) to be
going on in one’s g-er

Homunculi and Teleology

It may be protested that the characterization “¢-
er” and “87(¢)” are themselves only implicitly
defined by a teleological map of the organism,
and that explications of them in turn would contain
ultimately incliminable references to other teleo-
logically characterized agencies and states of the
organism. This is plausible, but relatively harm-
tess. Our job as philosophers of mind was to explic-
ate the mental in a reductive (and noncircular)
way, and this [ am doing, by reducing mental
characterization to homuncular institutional ones,
which are teleological characterizations at various
levels of functional abstraction. 1 am not addition-
ally required to reduce the institutional character-
izations 1o “‘nicer,” more structural ones; if there
were a reduction of institutional types to, say,
physiological types, then on Homunctionalism
he Identity Theory would be true. Institutional
fypes (at any given hierarchical level of abstraction)
are irreducible, though I assume throughout that
mstitutional tekens are reducible in the sense of
strict identity, all the way down to the subatomic
level.

In fact, the irreducibility of institutional types
makes for a mark in favor of Homunctionalism as a
philosophical theory of the mental. As Donald
Davidson and Wilfrid Sellars have both observed,
an adequate theory of mind must, among its other
tasks, explain the existence of the mind-body
problem itselt; this would involve explaining why
the mental seems so different from the physical as
to occasion Cartesianism in the naive, why it has
historically proved so difficult even for the soph-
isticated to formulate a plausible reduction of the
mental to the physical, and why our mental con-
cepts as a family seem to comprise a “seamless
whole,” conceptually quite unrelated to  the
physiological or physical family.” Homunctional-
1sm provides the rudiments of such explanations.
The apparent irreducibility of the mental is the
genuine irreducibility of institutional types to the
less teleological.' The difficulty of outlining a
tenable reduction of the mental even 1o the institu-
tional is due to our ignorance of the organizational

workings of the institution stself at a sufficiently
low level of abstraction. Nor is the irreducibiliny of
mstitutional types to more physiological types an
embarrassment, so long as our svstem of institu-
tonal categories, our system of physiological cat-
cgories, and our system of physical categories are
just alternative groupings of the same tokens,

Some philosophers might find the Homunction-
alist “reduction™ very cold comfort. Certainly 1t
would bore anyone who antecedently understands
teleological characterizations of things i terms of
mental items such as desires or intentions, Of
course, as the foregoing discussion implies, | do
not understand teleological talk in that way; rather,
I am taking mental types to form a small subclass
of teleological types occurring for the most part at
a mgh level of functional abstraction. But #f so,
then how do | understand the teleological?

On this general issue 1 have little of my own to
contribute. I hope, and am inclined to believe, that
the teleological characterizations that Homune-
tionalism requires can be independently explained
in evolutionary terms. ‘This hope is considerably
encouraged by the work of Karl Popper, Willam
Wimsatr, Larry Wright, Karen Neander, and
other philosophers of biology;'' 1 cannot mprove
on their technical discussions. However, T do want
to make one theoretical point, and then offer one
example to back it up.

The theoretical point is that the teleologicalness
of characterizations is a matter of degree: some
characterizations of a thing are more teleological

than others, One and the same space-time shice

may he occupied by a collection of molecules, a
picce of very hard stutf, a metal strip wah an
articulated flange, a mover of tumblers, a kev, an
unlocker of doors, an allower of entry to hotel
rooms, a facilitator  of adulterous laisons, a
destroyer of souls. Thus, we cannot split our th
ory of nature neatly into a well-behaved, purcly
mechanistic part and dubious, messy vitalistic part
better ignored or done away with, And for this
reason we cannot maintain that a reduction of the
mental to the teleological is no gain in ontological
tractability; highly teleological characterizations,
unlike naive and explicated mental characteriza-
tions, have the virtue of shading off fairly smoothiy
12

into {morc) brutely physical ones. -

Let me give one tllustration pertinent to psy-
chology. Consider an organism capable of recogmiz-

ing faces (10 take one of Dennett's nice examples of

a programmable psychological capacity). There is
plenty of point to the question of howr the organism
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does its joby the creature might accomphish it
tace-recognizing by being built according to am
number of entirely  dissimilar functional plans.
Suppose the particular plan it docs use s as fol-
lows: It will aceept the command to identify only
whenatis given as input a tront view, right profile,
or left profile. The exceutive routine will direct a
viewpont locator 1o fook over the perceptual dis-
play, and the viewpoint locator will sort the input
into one of the three possible orientation cat-
cgories. The display will then be shown o the
appropriate analyzer, which will produce as output
a coding of the display’s content. A hbranian will
check this coded formula against the stock of simi-
Larls coded visual reports already stored in the
organism’s memory, if it finds a match, it will
look at the identitication tag attached to the match-
g code tormula and show the tag to the organ-
1sm's  public relations  officer, who  will  give
phonological instructions to the motor subroutines
that will result in the organism’s publicly and
loudly pronouncing a name. .
Knowing that this is the way in which our
particular face-recognizer performs its job, we
may want to ash for turther details. We may want
to know how the viewpoint locator works (is 1t a
simple template?), or how the PR office is organ-
ized, or what kinds of subcomponents the analyzer
emplovs. Suppose the anabvzer is found to consist
of a projector, which imposes a grid on the visual
display, and a scanner, which runs through the
grid a square at a time and produces a binany
code number. We may go on o ask how the
scanner works, and be told that it consists mainly
of a hght meter that registers a certain degree of
darkness at a square and reports 0" or 17
accordingly; we may ask how the hight meter
works and be told some things about photosensit-
ive chemicals, ete,, ete. Now at what point in this
descent through the institutional hierarchy (from
recognizer v scanner 1o light meter 0 photosensitive
substance, and as much further down as one might
care to go) does our characterization stop being
eleological,  period, and  start being  purely
mechanical, period? 1 think it is clear that there is
no such point, but rather a finely grained con-
tinuum connecting the abstract and highly teleo-
logical 1o the grittly concrete and only barely
teleological. And this is why the mental can seem
totally distinct and cut off from the physiochem-
ical without bemng, ontologically, any such lhing,”
A final word about my reliance on barely explic=—
ated teleology: T do not claim that barely explicated
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teleology is good or desirable. | do not hke it at all,
myself. My point is only that the mystery of the
mental is no greater than the mystery of the heart,
the kidney, the carburetor, or the pocket cal-
culator. And as an ontological point it is a very

- 14
comforting one.

Advantages of the Teleological
Approach

The reader will not have failed to notice that | take
Sunction very seriously and literally: as honest-to-
goodness natural teleology.'® The policy of taking
“function” teleologically has some key virtues: (i)
As we have seen, a teleological understanding of
“function” helps 10 account for the perceived
seamlessness of the mental, the interlocking of men-
tal notions in a way that has nothing visibly 10 do
with chemical and physical concepts.' (i) By
imposing a teleological requirement on the notion
of functional realization, we avoid all the standard
counterexamples to Machine Functionalism, and,
I would claim, to any other version of Functional-
ism; see below. (i) A teleological functionalism
also helps us to understand the nature of biological
and psychological fams, particularly in the face of
Davidsonian skepticism about the latter (1.ycan
T981b; Commins 1983). (iv) I teleological char-
acterizations are themselves explicated in evolu-
tionary terms, then our capacities for mental
states themselves become more readily explicable
by final cause; it is more obvious why we have
pains, beliets, desires, and so on.'” {(v) The teleo-
logical view aftords the beginnings of an account of
intenttonality that avoids the standard difficulties
for other naturalistic accounts and in particular
allows brain states and events to have false inten-
tional content. Causal and nomological theories of
ntentionality tend to falter on this last task (sce
Lycan 1989).

I have argued above that we nced a notion of
teleology that comes in degrees, or at least allows
for degrees of teleologicalness of characterization,
and that we already have such a notion, hard as it
may be to explicate - recall the examples of the
face-recognizer and the key. Philosophers may
differ among themselves as to the correct analysis
of this degree notion of teleology - for my own
part, | tend to see the degrees as determined by
amenability to explanation by final cause, where
explanation *‘by final cause™ is reconstrued in turn
as a sort of evolutionary explanation (though some

details of this remain o be worked out). But two
main points are already clear: (i) At least for single
organisms, degrees of teleologicalness of character-
ization correspond rather nicely to levels of na-
ture.'™ And (i) there is no single spot etther on
the continuum of teleologicalness or amid the
various levels of nature where it is plainly natural
to drive a decisive wedge, where descriptions
of mature can be split neatly into a well-behaved,
purely “structural,”’ purely mechanistic mode and
a more abstract and more dubious, intentional, and
perhaps vitalistic mode - certainly not any spot
that also corresponds to any intuitive distinetion
between the psychological and the merely chemi-
cal, for there is too much and too various biology
in between.

My own panpsychist or at least panteleologic
tendencies are showing now. Many  tougher-
minded philosophers will find them fanciful at
best, and of course (in my lucid moments) | am
prepared to admit that it is hard to see any use in
regarding, say, atomic-level description as teleo-
logical to any degree;'” certainly explanation-by-
final-cause does not persist all the way down. Bur:
unmistakably characterization
(description that is obviously teleological to some
however small degree) persists as far down as
could possibly be relevant to psychology (well
below neuroanatomy, tor example). And the role/

teleological

accupant distinction extends much further down
still. Thus the vaunted “function”/“structure”
distinction as ordinarily conceived by philosophers
fails to get a grip on human psychology where it
lives. . ..

Everything 1 have said so far may scem dull and
obvious. | hope it does. [ am trying to call attention
to what I consider a home truth about the struc-
ture of the physical world, because I think neglect
of this truth, inattention to the hierarchical nature
of Nature, has led to significant errors about con-
sciousness and qualia. In what remains | shall
briefly discuss a few.

Block (1981}, Lycan (1987), and others have put
forward various counterexample cases, designed to
show that having a functional organization, how-
ever complex, is insufficient for hosting qualitat-
ive, phenomenally feely states; probably the best
known and most discussed of these are Block's
“homunculi-head” and “‘population of China”
examples. If such counterexamples are to be
rebutted, the Functionalist must exhibit some
reasonable requirement that they fail to satisfy,
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despite thesr minnching 1o one way or another the paper has (ocused on liberalism, chauvinism s

functional organization of a real sentient creature, the more pervasive problem.

Homunctionalism  teleologically  understood o there il be no physical characterizations

does the trick with case. For none of the systems that apply 1o all mental systems’ mputs and
imagined in the counterexamples is teleologically
organized in anything like the right way; most are

outputs. Hence, any attempt to formulate a
functional description with physical character-
not cven orgamsms at all (see Lyean 1987, chs 3
and 5).

Even if the puzzle cases fail 1o refute Homune-
tionalism, some problems of chauvinism and lib-

izations of mputs and outputs will inevitably
cither exclude some [possible] systems with
mentahity or include some  systems  without
mentakiy,

cralism remain to be resolved, Whether or not ... On the other hand, as vou will recall,
Fodor and Block are right i suggesting that Put- characterizing inputs and outputs simply s
nam moved oo far back toward Behaviorism in mputs and outputs s ineviably hiberal. 1 for
backing off from the Tdentity Theory, the Fune- one, do not see how functionahsm can descnibe
mputs and outputs without falling afoul of

cither hiberalism or chauvimism, or abandoning

tionahst certainly bears the responsibility of find-
ing a level of characterization of mental states than
is neither so abstract or behavioristic as to rule out the orginal project of characterizing mentahity
m nonmcntal terms. 1 do not claim that this is a
conclusive  argument  against  functionalism.

the possibility of inverted spectrum, ete., nor so
speeific and structural as to fall into chauvinism
Block himself goes on to argue that this problem s Rather, ke the functionalist argument against
insoluble. physicalism, 1t s perhaps best construed as a
He raises the dilemma for the characterization burden of proof argument.
of inputs and outputs in partcular. Planhy | inputs
and outputs cannot be characterized in hwan I am not sure how detaifed a plan Block s
demanding of the Functionabist here, though |
have agreed that, on a mild-manncered understand-
ing of “burden of proof,” Block's challenge is one
biologically, no matter what convincing credentials that the funcuonalist does bear the burden of
they might offer in defense of their sentienee. On

neural terms; this would chauvinisticatly preclude
our awarding mental descripions to machines,
Martians, and other creatures who differ from us

mecting. The question is whether this burden is
the other hand, inputs and outputs cannot be as prohibmively heavy as Block scems to assume,
characterized in purely abstract terms (1.c., merely
as “inputs” and “outputs™), since this will lead 10
the sort of ultraliberalism that Block has dispar-

And there are at least three factors that 1 think
hghten it considerably and give us some cause for
l)‘“ll“l\n‘.

aged by means of his carlier examples and also by Fiest, there is a hine of argument that offers at
means of new ones, such as that of an cconomic least some shght posstive reason or natural motiva-
tion for thinking that the dilemma of chauvinism
internal states but that certainly has no mental arud hiberalism (cither in regard to inputs and out-
charactenistics. Nor can we appeal to any particula {4

system that has very complex inputs, outputs, and

puts or in regard to the inner states that the Fune-
sorts of mteractions of the sentient being with' | tionalist idenuifies with our mental states) does
its environment via inputs and outputs, since in admit a solution. 1t begins as a slippery-slope
argument. Block has stated the dilemma very
and  the like) we want to  award mental —-uncompronusingly, implying that one’s onhe
descriptions to objects that cannot succeed in

a few cases (those of paralvuies, brains m virn,

chowces are (a) to characterize inputs and outputs
interacting with their environments in any way. 2 physiologically and be a chauvinist, or (b) 1o char-
Block concludes, acterize inputs and outputs “purely abstractly”
and be a bleeding heart. But this brutal statement
Is there a description of inputs and outputs ot the aliernatives overlooks the fact . . . that func-
specific enough to avoid liberalism, vet general tonal abstraction is a matter of degree. Purely
enough to avoid chauvinism? 1 doubt that there /’;1h),<ilyl(»gic;nl characterization  is  an  extreme,

is. Ising at the lower or “more structural” end of

Fvery proposal for a description of inputs and the spectrum; “purely abstract” characterization
outputs | have seen or thought of is guilty of is the oppusite extreme, lving at the higher or
either hiberalism or chauvinism. Though this “more functional” end. Notice that. .. there are
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characterizations that are even more “structural”
than physiological ones are, such as microphysical
ones, relative to which physiological ones are
“functional”; similarly, there are really more
abstract characterizations than “1aput” and “out-
put” themselves, such as Stransfer,” “motion,” or
even Moccurrence.” I iU is true, as it seems (o be,
that  “purely abstract”  characterizations  and
physiological characterizations mierely hie near the
two ends of a continuum of functional abstraction,
then it is reasonable to expect that there exists
some intermediare level of abstraction that would
yield characterizations that rules out the Bolivian
economy, the Abnegonian Galaxy, the microbio-
logy of the Everglades and their 1k, but would
make room for human beings, molluscs, Martians,
and brains in vuro. The truth lies (as 1t so often
does) somewhere in between, and, depending on
which aspect of which mental state interests one,
not always at the same spot in between cither. Wait
and sce what resources will be available at various
intermediate levels.®

Let us remember in addition (here is my sccond
point in response to Block’s challenge) that noth-
ing forces us to assume that all the different kinds
of mental states occur at the same level of func-
tional abstraction. The ntuitively “more beha-
vioral” sorts of mental states, such as beliefs and
desires and intentions, presumably occur ar a relat-
ively high level of abstraction, and this makes it
easy for us to ascribe beliefs and desires and inten-
tions to Martians whose overt behavior and very
superficial psychology match ours; the same is true
of highly “informational™ mental activities such as
remembering und (literal) computing. Intuitively,
“less behavioral,” more qualitative mental states
probably occur at a much lower fevel of abstrac-
tion; sensings that have certain particular kinds of
qualitative characters probably are quite specific to
species (at least, we should not be very surprised to
find out that this was so), and quite possibly our
Martian's humanoid behavior 55 prompted by his
having sensations (or possibly “schmensations™)
somewhat unlike ours, despite his superficial beha-
vioral similarities to us.

1 am not aware that anyone has cver exphicitly
defended Two-Levelism as such.’’ But Two-
Levelism seems to be whar lies directly behind
such apparent dilemmas as Block's “problem of
the inputs and the outputs.”

Parallel considerations apply to the problem of
intentionality, We think that a state of an organism
is cither an intentional stare or not, period, and

then we wonder whar the functional or institu-
tional locus of intentionality might be. 1 do not
think intentionality can be a purely functional
property at all, for reasons that are now familiar,
but insofar as it is, I think we would do well to
admit that intentionality itself comes in degrees.
The “marks™ of intentionality or aboutness are
none two  clear, but what does secem  clear
upon reflection is that there is an intermediate
level of functional characterization that offers a
kind of dircctcdncss-up()n—a~possih|y~nuncxismm-
object-or-type that nevertheless falls short of the
rich, full-blooded intentionality exhibited by the
human mind. At this intermediate level, we speak
systems-theoretically of “detectors,” “scanners,”
“filters,”  ““inhibitors,” and the like, meaning
these terms quite literally but without actually
imputing thought or what might be called “oceur-
rent” aboutness. But | must leave the development
of these observations for another oceasion, 2
Third, it might be profitable for us simply to
stand by the “purely abstract™ characterization of
inputs and outputs, throwing the whole problem
of chauvinism and liberalism back onto our char-
acterization of internal states and events. There are
S0 many possibilities, so many different levels of
abstraction in the functional hierarchy as it applics
to the brain (many of which overlap and cut across
each other), that it seems quite reasonable to
expect there to be, for each mental state-type,
some middle way between chauvinism and liberal-
s not necessarily the same middie way for cach
state-type. It is simply an error to think that all
mental phenomena must be functionally located at
the same fevel, or that any single mental stare must
be localized entirely at one level. Regarding the
“more functional,” nearly bhehavioristic mental
states, perhaps we would not even mind admitting
that an economic system or the population of
China could have such states (say, dispositional
beliefs), if it were to come to that. And possibly
at the least functional end of the continuum there
arc cven mental state-types of which the Identity
Theory is true, though it is hard to think of any
mental state that is as “qualitative” as that,

The foregoing remarks suggest a final additional
response to Block’s “absent qualia” arguments,
one that I think is virtually conclusive. Farlier 1
characterized Block’s intuitive disquict over Fune-
tionalism as being a matter of feeling the incon-
gruity between the relationalness of Functionalist
explications and the homogencous, primitively

monadic qualitative characters of their explicanda; |
gather that this incongruity seems to him absolute.
Notice that evidently he has no similar objection 1o
the Identity Theory; like any other materialist, he
would simply charge the Identity Theorist with
chauvinism and raise no further complaint, Afier
all, one of the theory's main advantages was its
ability to account for the possibility of inverted
spectrum or other inner variation despite outward
conformity. But if we also accept my claim that
Homunctional characterizations and physiological
characterizations of states of persons reflect merely
different levels of abstraction wihin a surrounding
functional hicrarchy or contimuum, then we can no
longer  distinguish the Functionalist from  thé
Identity Theorist in any absolute way. “Neuron,”
for example, may be understood cither as a phy-
siological term (denoting a kind of human cdll) or
as a (teleo-) functional term (denoting a relayer of
clectrical charge); on either construal it stands fo

an instantiable - it vou like, for a role being play
by a group of more fundamental objects. Thus,
cven the Identity Theorist is a Functionalist - one
whao locates mental entities at a very low level of
abstraction. The moral is that it Block docs want to
insist that Functionalist psychology is stymicd by a
principled incongruity of the sort | have men-
tioned and that a philosophy of mind that explic-
ates mental items in terms of relational roles or
instantiables cannot in principle accommodate the
intractable monadicity of qualia, then one would
have 1o make the same charge against the Tdentiny
Theorist as well, and this, 1 trust, he feels no
mtutive compulsion 1o do.” In fact, Block lets
that T'heory cop a plea of species chauvinism over-
all, and even allows that it is probably true of some
mental propertics,

There is an idea, brought on by blind T
Levelism, that Functionalism  differs somchow
conceptually or structurally from the Identity The-
ory, in such a way as to incur different sorts of
objections. As I have said, the Identity Theory is
just an empirically special case of Functionalism,
one that implausibly) locates all mental states at
the same very low level of institutional abstraction

the neuroanatomical. Thus there should be no
purely conceptual or philosophical objections that
apply to Functionalism that do not apply to the
Identity: Theory or vice versa, even if one is
empirically less reasonable than the other. Yer
philosophers such as Block have claiimed o see
such objections. I my doctrine of the continuity
of nature is right, something must be wrong here;

‘
{;lhsyiructl) described (though doubtless there are

The Continuity of Levels of Nature

for ncuroanatomical terms are functional and so
relational just as higher-organizational terms are,
albat at a lower level of abstraction. If there is a
principled incongruity between relational chara-
ctenization and the intninsicness of phcnnmcnaxl
quality, and if that incongruity stymies Function-
alism, then it should preclude the Identity Theory
as well 2

Consider a second example of such an objection:
Block further contends that Funcrionalism is
unable to allow the possibility of “inverted spec-
trum”™ or other types of internally switched qualia
unretlected even counterfactually in behavior -
unable v a way that the ldentty Theory is not,
since the Identity ‘Theors s made to order for
representing cases of inveried quabia. But if my
reflections un the continuity of levels of nature are
right, something must be amiss here. And some-
thing is. fust as it is casy to imagine undetectably
switched underlying  inverted
spectrum (see Lyean 1973), it is ecasy to imagine a
switching  of

neurophysialogy

functional  components  more

hits to this, and quite possibly one could not

ascend to a very much higher level of abstraction
and heep the inversion behaviorally undetectable).
The truth of the matter is obscured by a prag-
matic ambiguity in the notion of “inverted qualia,”
an ambiguity that | think has lent Block rhetorical
ard even though it is far from subtle. "Fo wit, there
v a hidden parameter: “inverted™ wnh respect to
what? (Compare the correlative relation of super-
vemence: supervenient on what?) ‘Fraditionally,
“verted spectrum™ has meant (color)  qualia
inverted with respect to actual and counterfactual
mput output relations alone. Either from duty or
by inchination, Analytical Behaviorists and Witt-
gensteinans denied  the  conceivability  of rhat
msersion, but most people’s ordinary modal intui-
tions have favored 1, and Identity and Function-
ahist theories alike have accommodated it with case;
it has never posed any threat 10 Functionalism.
MWhat would damage Functionalism is the conceiv-
abibty of gualia inverted with respect w0 1-0O
relations plus internal functional  organization.
This anversion hypothesis is much stronger and
more daring. Its possibility is controversial to say
the least. Indeed, to assert it is simply to deny the
it is to say without argu-
ment that two organismy could differ in their
quahtative states even though they were exactly
altke in their entire global functional organization,

truth of Functionalism -

at whatever level of imststutional abstraciion s in

&
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question. Of course there have heen philosophers
who have insisted without argument on the meta-
physical possibility of organisms’ ditfering in their
qualitative states despite being molecular duplic-
ates, for that matter, but such insistence has no
intrinsic credibility even if the relevant theories of
mind turn out in the end to be false. The possibit-
ity of spectrum inverted with respect to 1) rela-
tions alone s a well-entrenched and respectable
though I suppose defeasible modal mrtuition; the
possibility of spectrum inverted with respect to
1O relations plus internal functional organization
at however low a level of abstraction proponents feel it
plausible 10 name is anything but obvious and in
conflict with some intuitively plausible superveni-
ence theses.

(Some relationally minded theorists may find it

natural to assume a certain privileged level of

abstraction at the outset. For example, “analytical
functionalists,” or as | prefer to call them, com-
monsense relationalists, who hold that the mean-
ings of mental terms are determined by the causal
roles associated with those terms by common sense
or “folk psychology,” thereby deny themselves
appeal to any level of functional organization
lower than is accessible to common sense.?” Folk
psychology aside, the “High Church” computa-
tionalists®™ scorn appeal to human biology even
within a purely sceennific account of cognition and
behavior, though their own chosen level of nature
is none too clearly specified *” A theorist who
cleaves to such a privileged level of organization
may of course admit “inverted spectrum” relative
to that chosen level, so long as he or she is willing
to type-idenufy  qualia with still lower-level
items. ™

Two Alternative Strategies

I have recommended one way of solving the prob-
lems of chauvinism and liberalism coneerning
qualia within a Functionalist ontology of the men-
tal. There are alternative possible strategies. One
alternative approach would be to bifurcate our
view of the mental, by simply taking over the
distinction between a mental state and its qualitat-
ive character, explicating the states in functional
terms and the characters in rather broad physio-
logical terms, tolerating  the consequence  that
inverted spectrum or lesser interpersonal differ-
ences in qualia might be more prevalent than we
think (viz., exactly as prevalent as are interpersonal

58

physiological differences of comparable magni-
tude).*!

Pain would present a useful test case for this
second suggested way of accommodating qualia.
An interesting and distinctive thing about pain is
that (unlike most other mental states) it has both a
strongly associated behavior pattern and  vivid
introspectible fecly properties. This means, on
the present proposal, that pain states may receive
multileveled analyses. For example (just 1o specu-
late a bit), we might end up wanting to classify any
nternal state of an organism that played pain’s
usual “gross” behavioral role (that of being caused
by damayge and producing withdrawal- cum-favor-
ng) as being a pain, but 1o distinguish the feels of
pains according to the states’ physiological bases. '
It would follow that, although mollusks and Mar-
tians have pains, their pains probably feel differ-
ently to them from the ways in which our pains
feel to us. Jt would also follow that a state that feels
like a pain state of mine might in a differently
organized creature be a mental state of some kind
other than pain; some philosophers may find this
crassly counterintuitive.

Incidentally, the bifurcated view has become
fairly popular in the past few vears,™ and is often
expressed by saying that (e.g.) “pain itsclf is func-
tional while its specific feel is neurophysiological.”
But the latter formulation again presupposes 'I'wo-
Levelism. Sce the “functional”/*“structural® dis-
tnction as level-relative, and the bifurcated theory
collapses into a pointlessly specific version of the
thesis (which | hope will become a truism) that
mental states and their qualitative characters may
well not be explicated in terms of the same level of
nature (in particular, the locus of qualitative char-
acter may be lower in the hicrarchy than that of the
mental state generically considered). I emphatic-
aily agree with the latter thesis, as [ have already
indicated, but it is no competing alternative 10
Functionalism.,

A third alternative approach suggests itself for
the o of bodily sensations (though | doubt
whether it could easily be applied to perceptual
quatia). It is to suppose that feelings that seem
phenomenally to be simple are actually complex
and that the distinctive quale associated with a
feeling of a certain type is really the coincidence
or superimposition of a number of distinet, indi-
vidually manageable  homunctional features. |
think this line, rather than that adumbrated in
the foregoing paragraph, is the most plausible to
take for the case of pain, because it is strongly

suggested by the anesthesiological data collected
and summarized by Dennett (1978, ¢ho 1), What
these data seem 1o indicate is that chemicatly dif-
ferent anesthetics and analgesios disrupt subjects’
normal “pamn’ subroutines at different functional
junctures, ehiciting from the subjects quite ditfer-
ent verbal reports of their effects. OF a group of
subjects suffering pain of roughly the same kind
and intensity, one subgroup given drug o may
report that the pain has diminished or gone away
entirely, whereas a subgroup given drug B may
report that although they know that the painis sull
there, they cannot feel it a subgroup given drug ¢
may say that although they can still feel the pain
just as intensely as over, they do not mnd anmy
more;, and so on. That some of these reports
sound funny to us {they would be pooh-poohed
as “unintelligible™ by some Wittgensteinians)
naturally reflects the fact that the subjects” normal
inner workings arc being disrupted, and their nor-
mal inner cxperience of pain being altered, by the
drugs. What the drugs seem to be doingo s spliting
of caompanents of the subjects’ phenomenal experi-
ence of the pain, by splitting oft component sub-
subroutines of ity rather comphicated funcuional
basis. And i this i so, it follows that our pheno-
menal experience of pain has components -t s a
complex, consisting (perhaps) of urges, desires,
impulses, and beliefs, probably occurring at quite
different levels o institunional abstraction. If these
componcents can individuatly be split off from cach
other by drugs, then we may perform a Gedanken-
experiment in which we hypothetically take a suf-
fering subject, split off one component of his pain
by administering drug L, then split off another
component by administering drug B, and repeat

Notes

11 behieve just as tirmby i some torm of act-utidstar-
nnim an cthics, but the sacred prinaple of utiliny
isell” tarbids my even telling you this, much less
committing (detectable) murders i its name.

2 Phis  multileveled  hierarchical  structure was
noted and  cloquently  presented by Ferbert A
Simon (1969); 1 do not know if the ides predates
him. Wilham (. Wimsatt has also written brilliantly
on it (1976). Its application 1o psachology  was
first brought to my atention by Fodor (190K)
and Dennett (this volume); see further references
below.

3 1 have in mind Fewis Thomas's (1974) discussion

of insect societies and of the relation between
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this process, cliciting reports as we go to keep track
of how we are domg. It seems to me plausible to
think that if we were to keep this up, disrupuing
one access pathway alier another and climinating
the component urges, desires, and beliefs one by
one, we would sooner or later succeed in chiminat-
ing the pain itself; it also scems that if we were fo
reverse the process - to begin restoring the path-
wayvs by withholding the vanious drugs one by one

the subject would necessarily come 1o feel the
fuli-fledged pain again (provided his damaged tis-
sues had not been repaired in the meantime). |
believe this makes it reasonable to suppose that
some {again) multdeveled proper subsequence of
the relevant compley of functional goings-on s
both necessary and sufficient for the occurrence
of the pain, contrary to the spirit of Bloek’s anti-
liberahism

1 do not know how to make a conclusive choice
among the three alternative approaches 1 have
deseribed, or what serts of further evidence we
might seeh. | have run through some of the options
only in order to show that the Homunctionahst has
fairh rich resources that can be brought to bear
both on the dilemma of chauvinism and liberalism
and on the positive tash of accounting for qualia,
On the basis of these resources 1 believe we are
entitled to conclude that Block's pessimism about
qualia s unwarranted. ..

I my continuity doctrine is obvious as stated, it
has not been obvious cnough 1o some of our lead-
ing philosophers of mind. I hope the foregoing
demonstrations will also serve to make Homune-
tionalism all the more attractive as a theory of the
mental,

haman bemgs and thewr own mitochondria, The
mercology of Torganisms” s highly mierest-relatinve
Note well, we must grant a pluralism ot differem
reductive refations between levels of nature; consider
also the entirehy tenable notion of the corporation as
person (Biro 1981 French 1984 Brooks 1984),

4 Fora nich exposition and defense of the strategy, sev
Cumnuns  (1983). However, Richardson  (1983)
throws some fairly cold water.

o

For philosophically relevant discussion and refer-

cnces, see PN Churchland (1986) and P, S
Churchland (1UR6).

6 Dennett’s main concern in the work containing the

following passage is the exphication of intentionality .
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That concern is not mine here; [ am interested only
in homuncular breakdown per se.

In fact, as David Armstrong has pointed out to
me, the present maneuver blocks a number of
typwal infinite-regress arguments in the philosophy
of mind, including Ryle's complaint  against
volitional theories of deciding. Dennett himself
wields it against “Hume’s problem”™ regarding
self-understanding (1978, pp.
1226).

For an actual hands-on homuncular breakdown of
the speech center, see figure 1, p. 262 of Lycan
(1984).

For stout insistence of this, see Davidson {1970).
Thus, Smast’s example of the logic of “nation”
statements’ being  different from the logic of
“citizen” statements may have been more apropos
than he imagined.

Popper (1972), Wimsatt (1972); Wright (1973);
Milikan (1984); Neander (1981, 1983) Neander's
evolutionary explication is the best [ know. It is
criticized with effect by E. Prior in an unpublished
note and by Pargetter and Bigelow (1987); the truth
seems to me 1o lie somewhere in hetween. Jonathan
Bennetr  (1976) different  naturalistic
approach to teleology due to Ann Wilbur MacKen-
7ie (1972) (and in discussion has urged me to
switch}.

representations

offers a

Characterizations of the contents of our space-time
slice may thus be arranged in a continuum, from
the least teleological 1o the most (highly) teleolog-
ical. This continuum corresponds tairly neatly to the
hierarchy of functional instantiation or realization.
The molecules jointly realize, or play the role of,
the piece of metal; the piece of mertal plays the
role of the key; the key serves as our door-unlocker;
and so on. ‘The prevalence of functional hierarchies
of this kind, 1 believe, is what encourages ontolog-
ical reduction and the idea that “everything is ulti-
mately @ matter of physics” On the relations
between teleology viewed from an evolutionary
perspective, functional hierarchies, ontology, and
the  methadology  of  scientific reduction,  see
again. Winsatt (1976). 1 have also profited from
reading Mellick (1973), and see Matthen and Levy
(1984).

As Jerry Fodor has pointed out to me in discussion,
there is one tolerably clear distinction that a Fwo-
Leveler might have in mind and that is absolute: it is
the distinction between objects whose proper parts
are essential 1o them and ubjects whose parts are
not. For example, a bicycle’s or even a trec's parts
are replaceable, while a water molecule’s parts per-
haps are not (one might argue either that if the
molecule were 10 lose one of its hydrogen or oxygen
atoms it would not be that molecule or that without
the right sorts of atoms 1t would not he a water
molecule at all). I agree that this distinction is gen-

uine, and 1 expect it has some metaphysical import-
ance. But it has no psychological importance. The
level of chemistry is far too low in the institutional
hierarchy to affect mentation; that is, if two neuro-
anatomies are just the same even though they are
realized by different chemicals, psychology is the
same.

Amelie Rorty has suggested to me the Aristotelian
idea of explaining an organism’s component func-
tions (more exactly, of explaining its-functions’
constituting-its-thriving) by  reference 1o the
suttability of those functions for the material condi-
tions of the organism’s species. This idea fits well
with the etiological account of function that [ tend 1o
favor. Given a relatively undifferentiated mass of
“lower™ biological material at a much carlier evolu-
tionary stage, how would it clump together and
articulate itself in order to face the world at large
in a more robust and less vulnerable way? Its own
“structural” or “material” nature would enforce
some answers and suggest still others, and given
selection pressures of various now retrodictable
SOFts 1t is 1o surprise that many or most of these
answers have been realized. If “function” is under-
stood in evolutionary terms, then, function itself
gets explained in this way, in terms of the propens-
ities of the organism’s material substratum. 1 take
that explanation 1o complement, rather than to com-
pete  with,  “downward-causation”  cxplanations
based in higher levels of nature (of the sort Wimsart
talks about). In fact, we get a sort of pincer move-
ment: selection pressure from much higher levels
mteracting with bottom-up pressure from the nature
and propensities of the particular chemical constitu-
tion of the pre-existing neighborhaod, the two pres-
sures jointly molding what lies between. But one
might want to emphasive the bottom-up pressure
at the expense of higher-level explanations. /n same
sense that emphasis has to be right, given superve-
nience of top on bottom, though it is tricky to work
out all the different up down interrelations there
are.

Rorty points out (in correspondence) that full-
scale multiple realizability must be distinguished
from mere functional characterization of states of
organisms, since detailed accounts of function tend
1o put strict requirements on realizing-stuff: there is
a trade-off here. But | do not see that the Aristote-
lian bottom-up explanation strategy per se counts
agatnst mubtiple reatizability, For the same func-
tonal answers or solutions might well be hit upon
by chemically quite different bunches of primordial
stuff. Rorty ofters the example of eating: Computers
do not eat, in any literal sense, and the carth does
not ingest rain; multiple realizability fails even
though the activity is functionally characterized. |
want to make the same sort of rejoinder that 1 shall
be making 1o an argument of Block's below: OFf
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course computers and other (even biologic) entities
do not cat; but there is an intermcdiate, more
abstract characterization of eating itselt”  Aolotropism
as it was called in my college biology classes which
excludes computers but includes lots of species bio-
chemically quite different from ours; it has some-
thing 1o do with acquiring proteins sery simalar to
one’s own and physically homaogenizing them and
ingesting them and making them part of one without
major rearrangement of amino acids or something of
the sort  at any rate, it is a torm of nounishment
that is sharply distinguished from many other spe-
cies” and s rather distinctive of our phylum or
whatever. This point checks nicely with my usual
idea of functional characterizations that hold for
intermediate levels of nature and are netther too
vague and general nor too chauvinistically speaies-
bound,

Flliott Sober (this volume) prases this atntude as
“putting the function back into functionalism™; ot
my remarks on po 27 of Lycan (1981a) regarding
Putnam and Fodor's pun on the word “tuncoon.”
For detatls, see Lycan (19%1h).

Why does pain hurt? Why could we not have a
damage-signaling  and  repair-instigatung system
that was not unconortable? Fhe answer s imple.
Suppose 1 had just such a system, like the red
warning light on my auto engine. Just as Fhabuoally
though trratonally ignore the warnimg bghe and
vaguely hope 1t will go away, 1 would gnere 2
personal warning dight if it did net intninsicalh
provide me with an urgent motive 1o do something
about it

Gulick  has

correspondence) with some  meteorotopcal  and

Robert  Van presented - me (in
geological cases in which (apparent) degrees of
teleologicainess  do not follow fevels of nature
Such cases are very much to the pomt, but | shall
have to postpone gong into them

Ned Block, who vielenty disagrees with me on the
present issues, once said {in comversation), 'l give
you neurons and cells and so on as functional, but
when you come to hydragen and ovygen, when sou
get right down to the level of chemstry, there's Just
nothing functional or teleological at alt™ Oh, no?
“Hydro-"whar? “Oxy-"wha®> (The shot is a cheap
one but immensely satsfyving)

“Wait il next year!” John Scarle jeers ina ditterent
but very similar connection (1980). Of conrse wait ull
next year!

Save perhaps the “analytical tuncoonahst” whose
view | reject (see note 27)

Putnam (1975); Fodor (1980); Such, this volume;
Burge (1979); Lycan (1981¢),.

T'his idea is anticipated in part by Dretske (1981),
Sec also Van Gutick (this volume, 1982)

b would also observe that some current disputes
wWithin the cogiitive SCrenee Community are mscon-
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ceived in the Two=bevehist way. For example, the
“hottom-uppers” versus the “High-Church Com-
putationahsts” (see P. S, Churchland 1986, and
Dennctt 1986} and the New Connectionists versus
the same (vee Bechtel 1983). The New Connectionists
in particular are a superb example of 2 blocomputa-
tional middie wav. Sumewhat in the same spiritis P
M. Churchiland’s (19%6) “phase-space sandwich™
model of sensorimotor coordination, based on Pel-
homisz and Llinas (1979, 1982); or rather, though A¢
dous not always think it in a mediaung way, | coumt
1t as another feasible middle way @ithin the spirit of @
praperly selevlogized Juncionalism.

Wiltesd Seflars does. But that s another story .
see chapter 8 of Laycan (1987)

Block does not hsmself stress the relational/ monadic
contrast, but offers his differental intwtions raw; so
he may remain unmoved by my toregoing ad homi-
nem and sinphy insist that having a neurochemistny
roughly ke ours is 2 necessary condition for experi-
encing guaha, refational or not. Yet, | wonder, how
could a phimopher hnow that? Is it aglow with the
Natural Light?

I am andebied o Sydney Shoemaker for useful
correspondence on this point. For my own parn, |
cannot aceept analvical functionalism, for two rea-
sunn () [ reject the alternatively conceptual-analysis
or imphuit-defimtion theory of meaning on which
that theory rests. (See Armstrong 1968 and Lewis
1972 tor s two most exphiait versions and defenses,
and Facan 1981b, especially note 10, for my altern-
ative view of the semantics of mental terms; alse, for
4 sinnlar view, see Jacoby 1985) (1) 1 doubt that
common  sense or Ctolk psychology™  contains
cnough mtormation about mental entities o char-
acterize their natares as richhy as would be necded 1
avod counterevample. Clothespin: models of tolk
pavchology would be pretty casy 1o come by, with-
out the massive compleniy and televlogical organ-
waton that would warrant an ascription of real
mentality

The term s due to Dennett (1986).

Here 1 fallow some recent writers in supposing that
there are really any High Church Computationalisis;
I am not sure that any actual Functionalist has ever
self=consciously intended the view. 1t s usually
ascrtbed 16 Zenon Pylyshvn and Jerry Fodor, on
the basis of some of their remarks about muluple
reatizabtubiny. Perhaps Ned Block does really hold i,
ur he woull not continue 1o Fesist My Case against
‘T'wo-Tevehsm as begun in my 1981a.

Sce particularly {again) Bechtel (1985) and the refer-
cnces made therein

Block hints on p. 460 that he might not tind this
suggestion entirely uncongenial. And see note 33.
This move would take some of the sting out of what
1 take to be an antu-Functionahist argument in David
Lewas (T9KO),

G
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33 Block hinted a this view, as | have mentioned. |
developed the suggestion in Lycan (1981a), pp.
47 8. It has also been picked up by Ihlary Putnam
(1981), Sydney Shoemaker (1981), Patricia Kitcher
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