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Eliminative matenalism is the thesis that our cornmonsense conception of 

psychological phenomena constitutes a radically false theory, a theory that is so 

fundamentally defective that both its principles and ontology will be displaced by 

completed neuroscience. Although this thesis has served as the focus for a number of 

positive and negative commentaries, most philosophers agree that only the future 

developments of empirical psychology can answer the question of whether or not it is 

correct. Yet with the appropriate nonnarive mzwaIist principles in hand, Stephen Stich 

suspects that we might be able to detennine whether it would be ratiom/ to accept the 

eliminativists' thesis. 1 take up Stich's proposal, and do so by appealing to various 

aspects of a particular normative naturalist enterprise - that of Robert McCauley7s. 

However, whereas Stich is ultimately sceptical of normative naturalism's capacity to 

resolve the controversy over eliminativism, and resigns himself to a social constructivist 

stance when handling the ontological indeterminacy of folk psychological posits, I argue 

to the contrary: normative naturalism does show promise for resolving such issues, and 

for this and other reasons, a social constructivist account of how ontological 

indeteminacy is settled is anything but necessary. 
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Eliminative materialism is the thesis that our cornmonsense conception of psychological 

phenornena - what philosophers ofien cal1 folk psychologv - constitutes a radically 

false theory, a theory that is so fundamentally defective that both its principles and 

ontology will be displaced by completed neuroscience. According to this thesis, the idea 

of mental states distinguished in tems of their propositional content ought to be 

rliminuied fiom a serious ontology of the mind-brain. The claim, in short, is that the 

propositional attitudes we allude to when explaining, predicting, and describing each 

others' behaviour do nor exist: "like witches, phlogiston, and caloric fluid, or perhaps like 

the gods of ancient religions" these mental states are said to be "fictional posits of a badly 

mistaken theoiy" (Stich 1996: 3). 

Not surprisingly, eliminativism has attracted a significant amount of attention, 

particularly since Paul Churchland's influential rendition of the thesis ( 1 98 1 ). And whi le 

most philosophers of mind have strong convictions about eliminativism, most also agree 

that only the future developments of empirical psychology will definitively settle the 

controversy it inspires. 

However, Stephen Stich ( 1996) has suggested that normative nuturuii.sm may 

provide a means by which to determine whether it would be ruïionul to accept the 

eliminativists"thesis. For he imagines that a normative naturalist strategy might be 

deployed in such way as to produce some principles of rational r>nlologiccil inference or 

decision-making. Such principles could inforrn us as to how we ought to regard the 



entities posited by a theory once it is r e c o p e d  that the theory is mistaken. In other 

worcis, the principles would yield a decision as to whether it would be rational to view the 

entities of a misîaken theory as existent or nonexistent. 

It is Stich's supposition that a carefbl analysis of actual cases in the history of 

science wherein such decisions were in fact made could serve as a source for which to 

extract these principles. The first step might involve dividing a nwnber of historical 

cases into the following two groupings: (i) theories that were judged to be incorrect and 

yet the entities therein were still taken to exist (e.g., planets, atoms, brains): and ( i i )  

theories that were judged to be incorrect and their corresponding entities non-existent 

(e.g., caloric, phlogiston, the alchemist's 'spirits'). One could then search for prominent 

sirnilarities and diflerences between the two groupings with the hope that certain features 

will emerge from most or al1 of the cases in one group and not from the other. These 

features, in mm, could be incorporated into principles that detail when it is rational to 

preserve items in the ontology of a mistaken theory and when such items should be 

*eliminated'. With such pnnciples in hana we could then detennine what we oughr to do 

about the entities posited by a given theory once it was thouçht that that theory was 

mistaken - Le., whether or not we should continue to conceive of its entities as existent. 

It is here that we see the significance of this proposa1 to the current controversy 

over eliminativism, for if; at the eliminativists' insistence, we concede that folk 

psychology is a seriously mistaken theory. such principles could tell us whether or not we 

ought to retain the items that compose folk psychology's ontology (namely, the 

propositional attitudes). The principles would instruct us as to whether it would be 



rutionul to accept what the eliminativist demands that we accept: that the entities 

signified by the terms of our folk psychological framework do not exist. 

One particular normative naturaiist project that appears to accord well with 

Stich's proposal (in that it shows promise of generating the aforementioned principles) is 

that developed by Robert McCauley. Indeed of the various normative naturalist 

positions currently available it is McCauley's research into intertheoretic relations and 

the CO-evolution of theones that cornmands a preponderance of Stich's praise. However, 

for a variety of reasons, Stich ultimately relinquishes the h o p  that McCauley's work. or 

for that matter, the fnùts of any normative naturalist enterprise, might tell us whether or 

not we should accept the eliminativists' thesis as rational. And it is from this juncture 

that Stich begiw to take up the chore of consrnicting his new position, a position finnly 

entrenched in the tradition of social constnrctivism. 

1 take up Stich's strategy, and do so by appealing to various aspects of Robert 

McCauley's research. However, whereas Stich is ultirnately sceptical of normative 

naturalism's capacity to resolve the controveny over eliminativism, and resiçns himseif 

to a social constructivist approach when handling the ontological indeterminacy of folk 

psychological posits, I argue to the contrary: normative naturalism does show promise for 

resolving such issues, and for this and other reasons, a social constructivist account of 

how ontological indeterminacy is settled is anything but necessary. 



- Chapter 1 - 
~ I M I N A T I V E  MATERIALISM AND THE FUTURE OF FOLK PSYCHOLOGY 

Imagine setting out on a sunny aftemoon for a drive in the country. While negotiating 

your way out of the city you notice another driver signaling a lane change and so you 

respond by decreasing your car's speed in order to let hm in. Afierwards, you hear a 

siren and see the flashing lights of an ambulance in your rearview mirror so you pull over 

to the side of the road And as you approach the city limits, several pedestrians ahead of 

you put their anns out at a crosswalk so you corne to a full stop. You deal with each of 

these obstacles with such ease and proficiency that you are almost unaware of your 

actions. Indeed, throughout much of the dnve the bulk of your thoughts were on where 

you might stop to have lunch, and why yesterday's tune-up did not resolve that 

incessant knocking coming fiom your car's engine. If asked about the details of your 

drive upon reaching your f d  destination you would probably find it dificult to provide 

a precise account. Nevertheless, the task has been accomplished - you have arrived 

safely and can now relax and enjoy your sunoundings. 



The successful cornpletion of the preceding scenario is largely the result of an 

individual's expectations of others and of others' expectations of the individual. When 1 

drive through a green light it is my apectmion that those &vers who intersect my path 

will have stopped at their red light When p e d b a n s  motion at a crosswalk it is, if not 

their expectatson, their hope that 1 will corne to a stop. A closer look reveals that these 

expectations arise from athibuting beliefs and desires to othen. When driving through a 

green light 1 (often tacitly) amibute several beliefs and desires to those driven who 

intersect my path. For example, 1 generally credit them with holding the behf that 

stopping at red lights will satisfy their desire to avoid accidents. 1 might also credit them 

with holding the beliefthat net driving through red lights can secure their desire to evade 

charges. Similarly, pedestrians might credit me with holding the belof that 

stopping at crosswalks is the correct couse of action since it best accords with my desire 

not to inflict injury on innocent by standers. 

Attributing beliefs and desires to others not only (or even primarily) serves as a 

means to justify our expectations- For in the act of asmiing beliefs and desires to 

another we are also offering an quimtion - often simply to ourselves - of their 

behaviour. Why do the drivers that intersect my path stop when their light is red? 

Because they wish to avoid an accident and believe that stopping will enhance the 

probability of fulfilling this wish. This same approach c m  also be w d  to predicf 

another's behaviour. For instance, the pedesmans could have surmised that as my car 

drew closer to the crosswalk 1 would depress the brake pedal, and then after a few 

moments, transfer my foot back to the accelerator - and in al1 of this they would 



probably be quite right. To be sure, oflering explanations and predictions of this son is 

an entirely cornmon practice. We continually explain and predict - with a degree of 

accuracy that is nothing short of rernarkable - an immense array of complex human 

behaviour by attributing beliefs and desires to others. Yet because this talent is so 

thoroughly entrenched - and often tacitly employed - in our daily activities it is 

generally overlooked 

However, during the 1960's philosophers started to show a keen interest in our 

commonsense explanations and predictions of behaviour. ïhey  began IO regard these 

explanations and predictions as particular instances of the more basic principles or law- 

like generalizations that seemed to govem our everyday behaviour (e.g., Hempel : 1 965, 

Alston: 1967). In the decade that followed many went on to claim that these law-like 

genedizations were in fact part of a larger network of principles that constituted a 

commonsense rheory of mental phenornena (e-g., Lewis: 1972). The central postulates 

upon which this theory was said to rest were mental states - states such as belief. 

desire, and intention (what philosophen have collectively labeled 'the propositional 

attitudes', since each expresses a distinct 'attitude' toward a particuiar proposition). And 

because ordinary people had a general understanding of these mental states and the 

principles that subsume them - as our rnastery of explaining and predicting others' 

behaviour attests - the theory came to be known as 'folk psychology '. Thus it was 

allegedthat we were al1 conversant in, and able to administer, a rudimentary jsychological 

theory. We were dl, whether we realized it or not, theory-using folk psychologists. 



During this p e n d  (i-e., the 1960'dearly 1970's) vev  few philosophers 

qwstioned the existence of min& or mental states such as belief and desire. However, the 

sarne cannot be accurately said of prior decades Throughout the 19303, 1940's and 

eariy 1950 's scientific (i-e., psychological, methodological) behaviourisrn - the view, 

broadly spealung, that behaviour is fundamental to understanding mental phenornena - 

was enthusiastically received by many prominent figures in the philosophical community. 

Lead by the research of B. F. Skinner, C. L. Hull, and E. C. Tolman, the sciemific 

behaviourist movement departed fiom the introspectionist tradition by redefuiing the 

central task of psychology as the explanation and prediction of behaviour where. 

crucially, "to explain behavior is to provide a 'functional analysis' of it, i-e., to speci@ 

the independent variables (stimuli) of which the behavior (response) is lawfully a 

fünction" (Marras 1995: 67). These variables were believed to be exhaustively specifiable 

by the experimental procedures of the naniral sciences, and thus, introspectible, intemal 

states of consciousness (what are in surn generally thought to compose the mind) were 

excfuded fkom the proper domain of psychology. Although some behaviourists were 

prepared to admit intemal neurophysiological conditions as 'intervening' variables. 

others, such as Skinner, t w k  the more radical position in which environmental variables 

were the sole consideration (for, Skinner argued, any hypothetical inner states were, at 

bottom, fùnctions of past and present envuonmental conditions). What united all 

psychological behaviourists was the absence of rnetaphysical claims: mincis and mental 

entities mzght exist, but al1 agreed that this need not be presumed in psychological 

experiment or theorking (Lycan 1990: 4). 



Metaphysical claims were, in contrast, present in philosophical behaviourism. 

Philosophical behaviourism, in its most optimistic rendition (nameiy, that espoused by 

the logical posiriviçts), asserted that statements containing mentalistic expressions "have 

the sarne meaning as, and are thus translatable into, some set of publicly verifiable 

(confinnable, testable) statements describing behavioral and bodily processes and 

dispositions [to behave] (includùig verbal-behavioral dispositions)" (Marras 1995: 67). 

Thus, for example, the expression 'Edmund is in pain' does not mean mythrng about 

Edmund's putative i ~ e r  life or any episode taking place within him, but rather only that 

Edrnund is "behaving in a wincing-and-goaning way or is disposed so to behave (in that 

he would so behave were something not keeping him fiom dohg so)" (Lycan 1990: 4). 

As a result of the reductionist concems expressed by the logical positivist thesis of 

physicalism and the unity of science, logical behaviourism (as it was often called) was ..a 

corollary of the thesis that psychology is ultimately (via a behavionstic analysis) 

reducible to physics, and that al1 of its statements, like those of physics, are expressible 

in a strict l y extensional language" (op. cit. 67). Accordingl y, questions pertaining to the 

nature of the mind as naditionally construed (i.e., wherein mentalistic ternis such as belief 

and desire are taken to signify some publicly merifiable intemal state), were, strictly 

speaking, irrelevant to the study of human psychology . 

Further versions of phlosophical behaviourism can be mced to Ryle (1949) and 

Wittgenstein (19531, both of whch - albeit for different rasons - do not carry the 

reductionist implications of logical behaviourism. An attractive feature of these, and 

indeed al1 variations of philosophical behaviourism was that one could avert the perennial 



problems associated with Cartesian Dualism. For in addition to solving the 

methodological problem of intersubjective verificatioq philosop hical behaviourism 

"dispensed with immatenal Ca~esian egos and ghostly nonphysical events, writing them 

off as ontological excrescences" (L ycan 1990: 5). Descaries' mind-body problem was no 

longer a concem, since philosophical behaviourism posited no immaterial, nonspatial 

causes of behaviour. In short, it raised no scientific mysteries conceming the intervention 

of Cartesian substances since it sanctioned no such intervention (ibid. 5). 

However, many found the total repudiation of the i ~ e r  unsettling, and throughout 

the 1950's and 1960's philosophical behaviourism as a whole underwent severe crihcism. 

Among the rnost cogent points raised by those unconvinced of behaviourism was the 

seemingly inescapable fact that any conscious person fully knows that he or she 

experiences and can introspect inner mental episodes that are neither accompanied by 

characteristic behaviour nor merely serve as static hypothetical data of how he or she 

would behave if subject to a given stimulation (ibid. 5). Furthemore, many argued that 

nothing prevented the possibility that two people might differ psychologically despite a 

total similarity of their actual and counterfactual bebehaviour, as in, for example, a Lockean 

case of ' inverted spectrum' . Indeed, a creature might exhibit al1 the appropriate stimulus- 

response relations and yet lack mentality entirely (ibid 5; see also: Fodor & Block: 1972). 

And finally, it becarne increasingly apparent that the logical behaviourist's behavioural 

analyses of mental ascriptions were adequate "oniy so long as one makes substantive 

assumptions about the rest of the subject7s menfaIify", and were hence judged to be either 

circuiar or radically incomplete as analyses of the mental in general (ibid 5; see also: 



Churchland 1988: 23-5).' Thus philosophical behaviourism (as well as the sort of 

scientific behaviourism championed by Slomier) was, for al1 intents and purposes, 

abandoned, largely in favour of middle-ground materialist alternatives. What was 

noteworthy of these new positions was that they al1 accornrnodated at least sorne 

genuinely inner (i.e., mental) states and yet avoided, from the fact of materialism, the 

aforementioned objections raised against duaiism (the identity theory and fllnctionalism 

were the leading replacement candidates of the time). Accordingly, the overwhelming 

majority of philosophers again took the existence of min& and mental states to be 

obvious, and thus resurned their task of uncovering the nature of mind and the states 

therein- 

Yet in the late 196OYs/early 1970's a radical view - known as Eliminative 

Materialism (or simply *eliminativism') - began to emerge in the philosophical 

community. Like the many materialist positions of the time, this doctrine took a 

straightfoniard physicalist stance on the nature of minds, viz., that 'minds' were 

functioning brains. It was the eliminativists' view conceming the nature of mental states, 

however, that was the source of controversy. According to the eliminativist thesis, the 

idea of mental states dstinguished in terms of their propositional content ought to be 

elîmimted fiom a serious ontology of the mind-brain since they were "relics of an 

outmoded 'folk theory' of human psychology" (Hannan 1993: 166). The claim, in other 

words, was that the propositional attitudes (such as belief and desire) we allude to when 

explaining, predicting, and descnbing each othen' behaviour do not exist: "like witches, 

phlogiston, and caloric fluid, or perhaps like the gods of ancient religions" these mental 



states were said to be "fictional posits of a bady minaken theory" (Stich 1996: 3). And 

it was primarily for this reason that eliminativists, in a vein sirnilar to their behaviouria 

predecessors, touted the utter irrelevancy of propositional attitude pvchology and the 

necessity of a search for a lepitirnate, scienri<c accoimt of the mind-brain However, it 

was also on this count that eliminativism made a fundamental split from behaviourism. 

For rather than ùisist, with behaviourists, that extemal environmental conditions alone 

would h i s h  the correct account of human psychology, elirninativists, in their 

expectation that future neuroscientific research would wtiolly disclose the mysteries of 

the mental, took a pronounced tum inward. 

Richard Rorty ( 1965, 1970) is responsible for much of the gromd on which 

present-&y elirninativism resides.' In attacking the arguments put forth by the rnind- 

body dualists of his time, Rom aimed to strengthen the notion that 'sensations' - what 

are generally regarded as close relations of the more familiar propositional attitudes (i-e., 

beliefs and desires) - could indeed be brain processes and thus analyzed in a strictly 

materialistic (Le., scientific) idiom. What distinguished Rorty as an eliminativist was the 

manner by which he set out to accomplish this task - namely, by defending what he 

termed the 'disappearance' fom of the identity theory. Unlike the traditional form of the 

identity theory, which foresees a numeric identification beîween mental states and brain 

processes (which would thereby preserve the ontological status of the former), Rorty's 

disappearance form, in anticipating profound discontinuities between the two, ultimately 

sought to impugn the existence of mental states (specifically sensations). In light of this, 

and in keeping with the foregoing (and admittedly cursory) historical remarks, the 



following will chart Rorty's significant contributions to what would ultimately becorne 

contemporary el imi~vism_ 

1.1 : THE RISE OF ELIMINATMSM 

The basic strategy that underlies Rorty's reply to those who claim that empirical inquiry 

could not identify brain-processes with sensations is well known. For it exploits the 

simple fact that the classifications of linguistic expressions that form the foundation of 

the dualists' argument are classifications of a languagedwhich is as it is because it is the 

language spoken at a given stage of empïrical inquiry" (Rorty 1965: 17). Hence we 

should, the argument proceeds, expect that the sort of empirical results that would show 

brain-processes and sensations to be identical would, in al1 likelihood, bring about changes 

in our way of speaking that would render current classifications obsolete. Accordingly, to 

argue against the identity theory on the basis of the way we talk now would be like 

"arguing against an assertion that supernaturd phenomena are identical with certain 

natural phenomena on the basis of the way in which superstitious people talk (ibid. 18). 

The point bemg is that there is simply no method of classifying linguistic expressions that 

confen results that are guaranteed to remah intact despite the future discovenes of 

empirical inquiry . 

Rorty expresses this familiar sentiment by defending the disappemance form of 

the identity theory - a form that reinterprets the relation between sensations and braùi- 

processes in a rather unorthodox way. Traditionally, the identity theory holds the 



relation in question as one of numeric or 'strict' identity, which can be expressed as 

follows: 

(4 CY) [(x = y )  3 (F) (Fx = Fyll- 

By accepting this relation one maintains that anything mily predicated of (x) must also be 

truly predicated of Cy) (and vice-versa). However, critics of the identity theory note that 

to cornply with the said relation one m u t  be prepared to admit, for instance, that 

physical processes such as brain-processes can be 'dim' or 'fadingo or 'false7, and 

correspondingly, that mentai phenomena such as after images are 'publicly observable' or 

'physical' or 'spatially located' (Coniman 1962: 490; quoted in Rorty 1965: 18)). In 

other words, with respect to the case of mental states and brain-processes, the identity 

theory forces one into making what philosophers cal1 'category mistakes' - the 

statements that ensue when properties sensibly predicated of one category becorne 

insensible when predicated of another. Consider the meaninglesmess, for example, of 

statements such as 'My C-fibers are mie' or 'My belief-that-the-sun-is-a-star is located 

in the temporal lobe of my left cerebral hemisphere' (Churchland 1988: 30). Since the 

identity theory would seem to demand that we accept these and other statements of the 

same sort, the critic concludes that the theory is seriously mistaken. 

But what, Rorty asks, can the relation of identity mean if it is not one of 'strict' 

identity? For it would appear as though anythmg otherwise would be mere correlation 

(which dualists are quite willing to concede). Rorty suggests that two foms of the 

identity theory arise in response to this dilemma The first, which Rorty calls the 



trandanion form, grasps the fim hom by attempting to show that the odd sounding 

expressions such as those mentioned above do not involve category mi-es, and that 

this can be shown by the appropriate translations into 'topic neutral' language (Ro- 

1965: 19). The second, Rorty's disuppeoance fonn, grasps the second hom b~ 

maintainhg that the relation is not a strict identity, but rather the sort of relation that 

holds between "existent entities and non-existent entities when reference to the latter once 

served (some of) the purposes presently served by reference to the former - the sort of 

relation that holds, e.g., between 'quantity of caloric fluid' and 'mean kinetic energy of 

molecules"' ( ibid. 1 9). So it wodd seem as though Rorty interprets the identity relation 

as grounded in at least part of the referring role of the two propositions in question. 

Accordingly, he maintains that whïle there is an intuitive sense of 'same' wherein what 

used to be called 'quantity of caloric fluid' is the same thing as what is now called a 

certain mean lunetic energy of molecules, there is "no reason to think that d l  features 

tmly predicated of the one may be sensibly predicated of the other" (ibid 19). 

Consequently, the disappearance fom of the theory considen it a mistake to 

assurne that "X's are nothing but Y's" entails "Al1 amibutes meaningfully predicable of 

X's are meaningfülly predicated of Y's", for, as Rorty daims, such an assumption "would 

forbid us ever to express the results of scientific inquiry in tenns of. .. -cross-category 

identity"' (ibid. 19). Whle the verb in statements like 'Zeus's thunderbolts are 

discharges of static electricity" or "Dernoniacal possession is a fom of hallucinatory 

psychosis" might seem as though it were the 'is' of identity, it is clear that it does not 

express sîrict identity . This king the case, the disappearance fom of the identity theory 



recomrnends that we regard such statements as  elliptical: as in, for example, " What people 

used to cd1 'dernoniacal possession' is a f o m  of hallucinatory psychosis," wherein the 

relation at issue is sîrict identity . For since there is no reason why " M a t  people cal1 X' 

should be in the same Rylean category as "X', Rorty contends that there is no need to 

clairn, as the translation fonn mut, that topic-neutral statements of "'X7 are possible 

(Rorty 1965: 19). 

On the surface, one may notice what appears to be a serious flaw in the 

disappearance fom of the identity theory. For when we say "What people cal1 'caloric 

fluid' is nothing but the motion of molecules" or "What people cal1 'witches7 are nothing 

but psychotic women" we are generally prepared to say there is no such thing as caloric 

fluid, and similarly, no such thing as witches. However, to say "What people caii 

'sensations' are nothing but brain-processes" entails that there is no such thng as 

sensations seems, at least to most, ridiculous. Again, it is often said that such a statement 

ernbodies a category mistake; viz., the speaker is expressing a conceptual confusion: 

'sensations' and 'brain-processes' are entities that belong in separate categones and rnust 

be treated as such. Rorty recognizes this comrnon reproach and sets out to discredit it b y 

way of analogy. 

Imagine, Rorty asks, a primitive mbe that holds the view that illnesses are caused 

by demons - a different demon for each type of illness. If asked for m e r  uiformation 

about these demons, it is said that certain members of the tribe (namely witch doctors) 

have the ability, &er ingesting a special kind of mushroom, to see and identify each type 

of (intangi'ble) demon on or near a given patient Moreover, these witch doctors have 



come to recognize that, for exarnple, a blue demon accompanies epileptics, a red one 

accompanies those who sufTer from pneumonia, and so on  Witch docton also know 

that, for example, red demons dislike a certain type of mold that they administer to 

patients who have pneumonia. 

Upon encountering this tribe we would probably be tempted to tell them that 

there are no demons, and that illnesses are caused by germs, viwes, and the like. We 

would also probably explain that the witch docton were not seeing demons, but were 

merely k i n g  hallucinations. In al1 of this we would be quite right, but, Rorty asks, 

would we be right on empirical grounds? What empincal criteria, built into the demon- 

talk of the tribe, go unsatisfied? What predictions that the trzbesmen make fail to come 

tme? If there are none, then a sophisticated witch doctor rnight insist that al1 modem 

science can do is show "( 1 ) that the presence of demons is constantly correlated with that 

of germs, viruses, and the like, and (2) that eating certain mushrooms sometimes rnakes 

people think that they see things that aren't really there" (Rorty 196% 2 1 ). Clearly , this 

would not be sufficient to show that there are no demons. At bat,  it shows that if we 

disregard demons, then "(a) a simpler acwunt of the cause and cure of disease and (b) a 

simpler account of why people make the perceptual reports they do" can be provided 

(ibid. 2 1 ). 

Indeed, there is not much else to wiy to a sophisticated witch doctor except that 

the simplicity of the accounts that follow if we disregard demons 1s an excellent reason 

for saying there are no demous (&id 21). While demon-discourse is one way of 

descniing and predicting phenomena, there are other ways that seem preferable. Of 



course, we could, at the witch doctor's request, amch demon-discourse to modem science 

by saying, f k t ,  that diseases are caused by the CO-presence of demons and germs (each 

king necessary, but neither a sufficien& condition) and second, that the witch doaors 

( d i k e  drunkards and the mentally ill) really do see intangible beings. Doing so would 

retaio all the predictive and explanatory advantages of modem science, for we would 

h o w  as much about the cause and cure of disease, and about hallucinations, as we did 

before. Yet we would also have the additional encumbrance of dealing with problems that 

we did not have before: the problem of why demons are visible only to witch doctors and 

the problem of why gerrns c m o t  cause diseases by themselves (Rorty 1965: 11 ). We 

avoid both these problems in say h g  that demons do not exist Any remaining objections 

to this use of Occam's Razor could only be met by citing the practical benefits obtained 

by use of the Razor in the past. 

The identity theorist's clairn is that sensations may be to the future advances of 

psychological science as demons are to current science. In other words, just as we are 

now inclined to deny that there are demons, future science rnay want to deny that there 

are sensations. Rorty notes that the only obstacle to replacing sensation-discourse with 

braindiscourse seems to be that sensation-staternents have a reporting as well as an 

explanatory function (ibid. 2 1). However, the demon w e  illustrates that "the discovery 

of a new way of explaining the phenornena previously explained by reference to a certain 

sort of entity, combined with a new accomi of what is being reported by observation- 

stutements about t h t  sort of entity, may give good reason for saying that there are no 

entities of that sort" (ibid 21); emphasis in original). The abswdity of saying "Nobody 



has ever felt pain" is no p a t e r  than say ing "Nobody has ever seen a demon" 6 as Rorty 

states, 

... we have a suitable answer to the question "What ws 1 r e p o h g  when 1 said 

1 feit pain?". To this question. [a scientist] of the fiiture may reply "You 

were r e p o ~ g  the occumnce of a certain brain-process, and it would make 

life simpler for us i f  you would, in the future. sqv 'My C-fibers are firing' 

instead of saying 'I'm in pain'". In saying so, he has as good a prima facie 

case as the scientist who answers the witch doctor's question " M a t  \vas 1 

reporting whm 1 reportecl a demon?" with T o u  w r e  reporting the content 

of your hallucination. and it would make iife simpler if, in the friture. you 

would describe your experiences in those t erms" [Rorty 1965 : 221. 

Whether by this quote Rorty nuty intends to suggest that future science will. in 

keeping with his exampie, precisely match instances of pain with the firing of C-fiben is 

uncertain (although it would seem so, and the identity theory in its conventional form 

certainiy does maintain something like this). If so, then cumnt opinion almost 

universdly rejects the view. Early functionalists, such as Putnam (1967) and Fodor 

( 1968), soon recognized that the identity theory as such (namely, as a theory of zpes or 

kinds of mental items) carrïed disconcerting implications. For fkom the view t hat specific 

mentai states (e.g., pain) are always and everywhere characterized by specific 

neurophysiological characterizations (e-g., firing C-fibers), it follows that "a creature of 

any species (earthly or science-fiction) could be in pain only if  that creature had c-fiben 

and they were filing"(lycan 1990: 7). But what grounds does the identity theonst have 

for imposing such a biological constraint? The answer is none, as there are no compelling 

reasons why we should suppose that an organism m m  be made from the same chernical 



materials as ourselves in order that it have what can accurately be recognized as pain. In 

short, fimctionalists noticed that the identity theory, in fociising exclusively on the 

attributes of human neurophysiology, fell prey to species chawinim. And to make 

matten worse for the identity theonst, pre1imin.a~ research of the relevant neurosciences 

indicates that even wzthrn the human population some mental phenomena seem to have 

multiple neurophysiological realizations, making the identity theoria's convenient one- 

to-one match-up al1 the more unlikely . 

While Rorty ornitteci a response to this pIirhcular charge, he did acknowledge 

certain disanalogies between the demon-case and the sensation-case. The first of these is 

that there is no easy way to fil1 in the blank in "What people called 'demons' are nothing 

but " since neither 'hallucinatory contents' nor 'germs' will suffice. We must. 

therefore, distinguish the observational and explanatory roles of 'demon': 

We need to  say something like "What people who reponed seeing demons 

were reporting was simply the content of their hallucinationsn and also 

something like "What people explainecl by reference to demons can be 

expiaineci better by reference to germs, vinws, etc." [Rorty 1965: 221. 

Because of this need for a relatively complex account of how we are to get along without 

reference to demons, we cannot ident@ What we called 'demons'" with anything, so 

instead, we simply deny their existence. However, in the case of sensations, we can gke 

a relatively simple account of how to get along in the fiiture. Statements about brain- 

processes can appropriate both the explanatory and the reporting hctions of statements 

about sensations. nus, we are prepared to identify "What we called 'sensations"' with 



brain-processes, and to say ""What we called 'sensations' tum out to be nothing but brain- 

processes" (Rorty 1965: 22). 

Rorty notes that the pragmatic consequences of the proposed reduction in both 

the demon-case and sensation-case are the same - Le., that we should stop askmg 

questions about the causal and/or spatial-temporal relationships holding between the 

'reduced' entities (dernons, sensations) and the rest of the universe, and replace these 

with questions about the relationships holding between certain other entities (germs, 

hallucinatory experiences, brain-processes) and the rest of the universe (ibid. 22). As it 

turns out, for reasons just mentioned, the proposed reduction is put in the form of a 

denial of existence in one case, and of identification in the other. But, as Rorty points 

out, "There are no demons7' and "'What people called 'sensations' are nothing but brain- 

processes" can both be "equally well paraphrased as 'Elimination of the refemng use of 

the expression in question ('demon', 'sensation') fiom ou.  language would leave our 

ability to describe and predict undiminished"' (ibid. 23). 

Yet the c l a h  that there might be no such thing as 'sensations' - even in light of 

the preceding analogy - continues to astonish most. Rorty acknowledges this sentiment, 

and proceeds to explain that the reason the daim is received as such is because the 

elimination of the referring use of 'sensation' fiom our language would - c w e d y  - be 

highly impractical (ibid. 23). Nonetheless, Rorty insists that the statement "What people 

cal1 'sensations' might tum out to be brain-processes" is entirely sensible and unconfuseci 

And even though it may seem intuitively implausible, and even if the thought of 

eliminating sensation-discourse seems fundamentally opposed to practicality, it shouid 



not, Rorty contends "blind us to the fa- that (a) entities referred to by expressions in 

one Rylean category may also be refmed to by expressions in another, (b) expressions in 

the first category may drop out of the language once this identiq of reference is realized, 

and (c) the thesis in question is a naîural way of expressing the result of this realization in 

the case of 'sensation' and 'brain-process"' (Rorty 1 965: 3 8). And this is al1 that Rorty 

aims to show with the disappearance fom of the identity theory. 

Clearly (b) offers the most conspicuous indication of the eliminativist undertones 

that accornpany Rorty's disappearance form of the identity theory. For the implication 

of (b) is that once the identity between sensations and brain-processes has been secured, 

taik of sensations might be elimiaated in favour of the advantages (both practical and 

empirical) afforded by brain-discourse. Yet it is perhaps because of the era in which his 

overall position was modeied that Rorty a h o n  seems to understate the point. One must 

recognize that his primary objective was to defnd matedism against the charge that its 

thesis - that thoughts might be nothing but brain-processes - was somehow 

conceptually confused and hence nonsensical. For he thought that if it could be 

demonstrated that this charge, in its various manifestations, was dounded, then the 

materidisu' thesis was vindicated: i-e., that it was reasonable to suppose (at the very 

least) that thoughts and sensations could be material processes and hence analyzed as 

such. Rorty did not, therefore, launch a serious offensive attack against the son of 

sensation-discoune that folk psychology subsumes; indeed, he continu& to hold the 

view that an identification of the posits of the common idiom with those of a fûture 

materialistic psychology would be realized, and that the question of elimination wodd be 



largeiy a matter of the feasibility of changing linguistic conventions. It rnight very well 

him out that, unlike demondiscourse, linguistic conventions are tw ingraineci to allow the 

elimination of sensation-discourse, in which case we would be left with only an 'in- 

principle' elimination It is precisely with respect to the last point that contemporary 

elïminativism is most markedly differentiated fiom Rorty's disappearance forrn of the 

identity theory. For it has become, as we shail see in the section to follow, the hallmark 

of contemporary eliminativism to expose the f d t s  of folk psychology in order to 

illustrate the f i ir i l i~ of seeking an identity between thoughts and brain-processes and the 

need for a wholly non-mentalistic psychology. Hence, replacing the common idiom with 

a suitably materialistic alternative is not simply an option, but a necessity . 

1.2: THE CONTEMPORARY CASE FOR ELIMINATMSM 

Paul Churchland is considered by most to be the leading advocate of present-day 

eliminativism. At the outset of his now well-known es- ''E~iminative Materialisrn and 

the Propositional Amtudes" ( 198 1), Churchland sets forth what has since become the 

paradigrnatic articulation of eliminativirm: 

Eliminative materialism is the thesis that our cornmonsense conception of 

psycholoj$cal phenornena constitutes a radically false theory, a theory so 

fûndamenmlly defective that both the principies and the ontology of that 

theory wilI eventuaiiy be displaced, rather than smoothly reduced, by 

complet ed neuroscience [Churchland 1 98 1 : 6 71. 



This natement alone provides a sense of the contrast between Churchland's eliminativism 

and the eliminatiMst connotations present in Rorty's disappearance fonn of the identity 

theory. For two crucial consequences, absent fiom Rorty's position, follow from 

Churchland's contention that our folk psychological account of mental phenornena is 

profoundly mistaken: ( 1 ) that the principles and posits (e-g., beliefs, desires,) that are 

taken to compose folk psychology's ontology will most assuredly be eliminated by a 

'legitimately' scientific account of the mind-brain; and hence (2) that the prospect of 

identify ing (and thereby reducing ) thoughts to brain-processes is, given folk psy c hology ' s 

serious defects, unattainable. 

Churchland appeals to three key arguments in support of this thesis. The first of 

these deals with folk psychology's explanatory power (Churchland 1981: 73). It is said 

that our cornmonsense conception of the mind fails to convincingly explain - and in 

many cases even address - a vast array of mental phenornena. Cognitive disorden. such 

as herni-neglect and aiexia without agraphia, as well as more pervasive phenornena, such 

as creative imagination, memory, disparities in intelligence, and the psychological function 

of sleep are currently unaccountable withn the framework of folk psychology. Pehaps 

the most damagmg of these purported deficiencies is folk psychology 's inability to 

account for the leaming process - that is, the marner in which we come to acquire the 

ability to adrninister the propositional attitudes in our daily explanations and predictions 

of others' behaviour. Since, as we have seen, the propositional attitudes are the central 

postulates of folk psychology, this shortcornhg would appear quite harmful. 



Although Churchland's second argument also questions folk psy c hology ' s 

explanatory cornpetence, it does so by focusing directly on the histoncal progress of our 

cornmonsense conception of the mind (Churchland 198 1 : 74-5). Churchland observes 

that the applicabiliîy of folk psyc hology has been dramaticall y reduced over the course of 

time. Whereas primitive cultures O fien explained natural phenornena by attributing 

intentional states thereto (e-g., the 'fury ' of the sea, the 'anger' of the stom), we now 

limit the use of such concepts to the behaviour of higher animals. Furthemore, it is said 

that even within the cod5nes of the mental, folk psychology's development has been 

entirely insignificant Indeed, in what has since become a somewhat notorious 

declaration, Churchland states that "the FP [folk psychology] of the Greeks is essentially 

the FP we use today" (ibid. 74). While it may be mie that perfect rheones need not 

evolve, folk psychology, as indicated above, is depicted as king far fiom perfect. Thus it 

is argued that this tremendously long period of stagnation serves as a good reason for 

questioning the integrity of folk psychology's central categories. 

The final argument used in support of the eliminativist thesis measures the degree 

of theoretical integration exhibited by folk psychology (ibid 75-6). This argument rest s 

on the assumption that coherence with other theones is a vimie that every theory should 

strive for. Again, it is alleged that folk psychology performs poorly in this regard The 

sum total of the physical sciences - which includes an assortment of theories pertaining 

to a nurnber of fields (e-g., evolution; biology; physiology; chemistry; physics; etc.) - 

forms an undeniably impressive synthesis. Further, as this aggregate of science continues 

to develop and cohere, so does our ability to explain nature's curïosities, including the 



realm of the mental - a domain traditionally artended to by folk psychology . Yet 

because the propositional amtudes are unable to integrate with the rest of science, folk 

psychology remains in isolation (interestingly, the same can be said of phonology and 

colour perception). 

While concedingthat each of the foregoing fkilings does not individually act as an 

incontestable confirmation of the eliminativists' thesis, when taken together, Churchland 

maintains, they clearly demonstrate the likeiihood of folk psychology's future 

eradi cati on. 

Prima facie, eac h of C hurchland's three arguments for elimination seems distinct. 

However, they al1 rely on two implicit presuppositions. ï h e  first of these maintains that 

folk psychology is in fact a proto-scientific empzrical theory of mental phenornena If 

folk psychology is such a theory, then it is simply another alternative in cornpetition 

with other scientific-psychological accounts of the mind-brain, and hence, vulnerable to 

the same mingent cnterion by which al1 theones are evaluated. Conversely, if folk 

psychology is not a theory, then Churchland's arguments are considerably weakened (for 

why, if folk psychology is not an empirical theory, should it be chastised for explanatory 

failures or an inability to cohere with the rest of the empincal sciences?). The second 

presupposition is that the meanings of the theoretid ternis that denote the properties or 

entities posited by folk psychology are deterrnined by virtue of the laws, principles and 

generalizations in which they figure (what philosophers cal1 'network semanbics' or 

'semantic holisrn'). The following example, borrowed fiom Churchland, will help to 

clan@ this thesis. Electromagnetic theory postdates the existence of electric charges, 



el-c force fields, and magnetic force fields. The laws of electromagnetic theory speci & 

how these thmgs relate to one another and to the relevant obse~abie phenornena 

According to semantic holism, then, to Nly understand the ecpression 'electric field' is to 

be Wamiliar with the network of theorerical principles in which the expression appearsw 

(Churchland 1988: 56). Hence, theoretical tenns do not, in general, get their meanings 

fiom single, explicit definitions stating conditions necessary and suficient for their 

application. Rather, they are "implicitly defmed by the network of pnnciples that embed 

them" (ibid 56). 

Since folk psychology 's elimination is urged largely as a consequence of the three 

arguments outlined above, Churchland's success in establishing its theoretical status is 

self-admittedly imperative. However, it is also worthwhile to note some les  obvious 

incentives for accomplishing the said task. First, it would serve to guard against anti- 

eliminativist attacks of the sort that daim that folk psychology is partly or entirely non- 

theoretical (at least, as it ofien clairned, if we interpret the word 'theory' dong the lines of 

classical usage), and as such, serves either partially or corn pletel y non-theoretical 

purposes (what can collectively be called 'ad-t heory arguments'). Anti-el iminativist 

arguments of this type contend that folk psychology is not prone to the same methods of 

assessrnent as are empirical theories in general, simply because folk psychology is not a 

theory - at least in the normal sense (rather it is, for instance, a socidly consmicted 

device used solely for its pragmatic utility - an argument that, one will recall, is sirnilar 

to that launched by the dualists against Rorty; for a contemporary example, see: Hannan 

[1993]). And second, it would serve to guard agakt antielhinativist aîîacks that find 



their force by contesting networic semantics (what can be collectively called 'anti-holism 

arguments'). These arguments can take the fom of either a direct anack on semantic 

holism, or, by virtue of propounding an alternative thesis (e-g., semantic atomim, 

semantic molecdarism), an indirect attack. For example, if semantic atomism is the 

correct account of meaning, then the eliminativists' thesis would be considerably 

weakened. For the falsity of folk psychology would not entail that the entities posited 

therein were nonexistent - rather, it might simply indicate that the terrninology used for 

descnbing the entities is seriously misleading or mistaken. W ith thi s said, one can plainly 

see the multifanous motives that Iwk behind Churchland's efforts to confirm folk 

psychology's standing as an empirical theory of mental phenomena The following 

section will examine the grounds Churchland appeals to in suppon of this position. 

1.3: 1s FOLK PSYCHOLOGY A THEORY? 

As we noted at the outset, it is a remarkable (yet often overlooked) fact that most people 

are able to explain and predict the behaviour of others with a high degree of success. 

Red1 also that these explanations and predictions are generally made by attributing 

beliefs, desires, fears, hopes, intentions and so forth to a given subject(s). Acknowledgrng 

this fact, Churchland proceeds with the contention thst such explanations pres uppose 

laws - "rough and ready ones, at least" - that llnk the explamtory conditions to the 

behaviour explazned (Churchland 198 1 : 68). But how exady, one might ask, do such 

laws figure in our cornmonsense explanations of behaviour? Chirrchland's reply resides 



within what philosophea cal1 the 'deductive-nomological mode1 of explanation'. An 

example will help cl&@ this conception. 

Suppose 1 &op a sugarcube in a glass of water. AAer some time, the sugar-cube 

'disappears', bringing a look of astonishment to the face of my fiiend "The sugm-cube 

disappeared!" he cries; "How is that possible? "Well," 1 Say, "it9s soluble.'- Certainly 

not the brightest penon around, rny Fnend responds: 'Huh?" A little mistrateci, 1 

respond: "Al1 soluble objects dissolve in water." Hopefully, this would supply my 

Fnend with the sort of answer he was looking for. However, if this was still not enough 

to allay his confusion, 1 could assemble my explanation as follows: 

1. Al1 soluble objects dissolve in water. 

2.  My sugar-cube is a soluble object. 

3. Mv swar-cube is ~ l a c e d  in a rrrlass of water. 

4. My sugar-cube dissolved. 

One can see that the first three propositions (the expImm) deductively entail the fourth 

proposition - the statement of the event or state of affain to be explained (the 

expianandum). Altogether it foms  a valid deductive argument (while it may sound 

strange, virtually al1 of our explanations and predictions, when presseci, take the form of 

an argument). However, whaî is most important about the foregoing example is that it 

contains a nomologicd statement (namely, 1) - a law of nature that expresses the 

patterns to which nature adheres (Chuchland 1988: 57). With the addition of some initial 

conditions (i.e., 2-3) we explain an event or state of affairs by deducing its description 



fiom a law of nature - h e m  the narne 'deductive-nomoIogical model of explanation' 

(Churchland 1988: 57-8). 

Churchland asserts that it is precisely this fonn of explanation that our 

cornmonsense explanations and prediction of behaviour take. Hence the claim that we ail 

maintain an understanding of the laws of folk psychology; we all, as Churchland states, 

"share a tacit cornmand of an integrated body of lore conceming the law-like relations 

holding among extemal circumstances, intemal states, and overt behavior" (Churchland 

1981: 69). So in review, then, we can see that Churchland holds the laws of a given 

theory as performing two bctions: ( 1) they give sense to the theoretical terms they 

contain (semantic holism); and (2) they serve an explanato- and predictive function (via 

the deductive-nomologicaI model of explanation). 

If we agree with Churchland on ( l ) ,  then the semantics of our mentalistic 

vocabulary should be discemible in the same marner as are the semantics of theoretical 

ternis in general. Thus, to fully understand the meaning of 'pain', one must have 

knowledge of the set of folk psychologicai laws or generalizations in which it resides. In 

other words, to know the meaning of 'pain' is to know, for example, such relevant 

generalizations as "People tend to feel pain at points of recent bodily damage"; "People in 

pain tend to want to relieve that pain"; "'People who feel a sudden sharp pain tend to 

wince7'; and so on. According to Churchland, this account carries a certain straightfonvard 

plausibility, since after all, "who would say that someone understands the meaning of the 

tenn 'pain' if he has no ideathat pain is caused by bodily damage, that people hate it, or 

that it causes distress, wincing, moaning, and avoidance behaviour?" (op. cit  59). 



(Incidentally, we can also see how generalizations such as those above, in combination 

with relevant initial conditions, figure into our cornonseme explanations and predictions 

of behaviour as suggested by (2).) Yet even adrnitting the 'intuitive plausibility ' of 

Churchland's explication of the meaning of mental state tems, it remains far corn clear 

how the mental states thernselves gain the perennially peculiar quaiity of 'intentionality'. 

However, as we will see in what follows, Churchland maintains that the recognition of 

folk psychology's theoretical aatus, in combination with a holistic account of meaning, 

provides an entirely plausible explanation of how the propositional attitudes acquire 

intentionality . 

1.4: THE INTENTIONALITY OF THE PF~OPOSITIONAL ATTITUDES 

According to Churchland the fact of folk psychology 3 standing as a theory entails that 

the semantics of its tems be understood in the sarne manner as the semantics of 

theoretical terms in general, Le., wherein the meaningof a tenn is "fixed or constituted by 

the network of laws in which it figures7' (Churchland 198 1 : 69-70). Obviously. we must 

take this claim with caution, since it remains far fiom certain that semantic holism is the 

only, or best, position with which to apprehend the semantics of ou. theoretical terms. 

However, if we grant this, Churchland insists that the intentionality normally accorded to 

mental states (which has long been interpreted as the profoundly enigmatic 'mark of the 

mental') will arise as a purely structural feahie of folk psychology's concepts (ibid. 69- 

70). Indeed, according to Churchlad, the intentionaliîy of the proposifional attitudes 

emergesnot as mysterious anomaly of the mental, but as a product of folk psychology's 



theoretical standing - in much the wvne manner as scientific theones discharge various 

'attitudes'. Churchland offea a cornparison that bring this 1 s t  point to bear. 

We may conceive much of the conceptual framework of physical science as king 

composed of certain 'numerical attitudes', as in, for exarnple, 'has a mass (kg) of n7; 'has a 

velocity of n'; 'has a temperature (k) of n'; and so on. What is noteworthy about such 

statements is that they are predicate-forming expressions: "when one substitutes a 

singular term for a number into the place held by 'n?, a deteminate predicate results" 

(Churchland 1981: 70). Moreover, the relations that are manifest between these 

'numencal attitudes' are in fact relations between the numbers therein. Further, the 

argument place that takes the singular tenns for numbers is open to quantification. The 

cumulative result of these traits allows one to express generalizations regarding the law- 

like relations that hold between the numerical attitudes in nature ( ibid 70). For example: 

(1) (x) (rn) [((x has a mass m) & (-Y suffen a net force ofB) 

3 (x accelerates at flrn )] . 

Now consider the propositional amtudes of folk psychology: 'believes that p'; 'desires 

that p'; 'fean that p7; and so on. These statements are also predicate-forming 

expressions, for when one substitutes a proposition into the position held by 'p', a 

determinate predicate results, as in, for exarnple, 'believes that [James is tall]'; 'desires 

that [a cold drink is in the refrgerator]'; etc. Moreover, relations between these 

'propositional attitudes' are in fact relations between the propositions therein (e.g., 

relations such as entailment, quivalence, and mutual incowistency ). F d e r ,  the 



argument place that takes the singular terms for propositions is open to quantification. 

Agai-the cumulative result of these traits allows us to express generalizations Rgarding 

the law-like relations that hold between the propositional attitudes (Churchland 1 98 1 : 

7 1 ). For example: 

(ii) (1) @) [(x fears that p)  3 ( x  desires that -pl]; 

(6 )  ( x )  (p) [(x hopes that p)  & (..Y discovers that p )  3 ( x  is pleased that p)];  

(iv) (x) @) (q )  [((x believes that p) & (x  believes that (ifp then q) )  

3 (barring confusion, distraction, etc., x believes that q) ]  . 

As we can well imagine, (ii-iv) are a small fiaction of the vast body of laws that 

compose our cornmonsense psychological framework. Yet Churchland contends that this 

should not blind us to the fact that what is taking place in folk psychological laws such as 

(ii-iv) is the very same thing as what is taking place in scientific laws such as (i), viz., that 

... the abstract relations holding in the domain of certain abstract objects - 
numben.. . or propositions - are drawn upon to help us state the empirical 

regularities that hold between red states and abjects, such as between 

temperatures and pressures, forces and accçlerations. interacting 

momenta,. . . and between various types of mental states [Churchland 1 98 8: 

In other words, the conceptual framework of folk psychology is, as Churchland insists, 

exploiting an intellectual strategy that is standard in many of our conceptual endeavours, 

which is yet another indication of folk psychology's standing as a theory. 



To be sure, it is dificult to ignore the resemblance between the preceding 

characterizatîon of the structure of folk psychology and that of scienti fic theones, which 

is likely wh y Churchland is lead to adarnantly declares that 'hot on1 y is folk psychology 

a theory, it is so o b v i o ~ v  a theory ba t  it must be held a major mystery why it has taken 

until the last half of the twentieth century for philosophen to realize it. The structural 

features of folk psychology parallel perfectly those of mathematical physics; the only 

difference lies in the respective domain of abstract entities they exploit - numben in the 

case of physics, and propositions in the case of psychology" (Churchland 198 1 : 7 1 ). 1 t 

need only be added that numbers and propositions are not uniquely subject to this son of 

exploitation; the relations that hold arnong various other abstract entities (e-g., vecton, 

sets, groups, matrices, etc.) are also used in the same fashion (Churchland 1989: 229). 

In defense of the anti-theoretical thesis, some have been inclined to argue that the 

laws of folk psychology (such as ii-iv) are not really causaYexplanatory laws, but rather 

hold some other, less empirical s@tus (e.g., that of normative principles, or rules of 

language, or analytic miths). While such characterizations of commonsense psychological 

precepts may be helpful to certain (usually philosophical) endeavours, Churchland 

contends that the laws remain first and foremost causal/explanatory in nature, particularly 

when they are examineci as they should be - alongside the daily activities of the folk. 

This point becomes more evident in what follows. 

Churchland notes that the concepts of folk psychology uui be separateci into two 

broad categories - those that are wholly intentional (e-g., beliefs and desires), and those 

th2t are non- or quasi-intentional (e.g., fear, grief, pain, hunger) (ibid 227). With regard to 



this latter group, consider the following everyday generalizations: "A penon who suffers 

severe bodily damage will feel pain"; "A person who is denied food will feel hunger"; " A 

person who is angry tends to be impatient". It is hard to deny the causal/explanatory 

character displayed by this kind of generalization. For these generalizations are 

continuously used by the folk to support simple explmations and predictionr *sbYding 

enpiricol states and events. Hence, to interpret a11 the generalizations administered by 

folk psychology as non-causal and non-ernpirical in nature seerns plain1 y inaccurate (.and 

yet this is, in a sense, what some proponents of the anti- or non-theoretical thesis would 

seem obliged to accept). 

Those who wish to advance the non-theoretical thesis might, altematively, insist 
4 

that the intentional concepts of the firsr group (i-e., beliefs and desires) are entirely 

discontinuous with those of the second; primarily because, as it is ofien argued, they 

fulfill non-empirical, normative ends - as in, for example, 'what it means to be rational'. 

However, we must rewgnize that any nonnative fùnctions fulfilled by folk psychology 

are not incompatible with its standing as an empirical theory . This point will emerge wi th 

greater clarity in the final chapter. Yet for the moment it might prove interesting to 

bnefl y survey how Churchland responds to this anti-eliminativist tactic. 

First, Churchland notes that the fact that the intentional core of folk psychology 

exhibits certain semantic relations arnong propositions is no basis for clairning anything 

uniquely normative about our cornmonsense psychological framework. An exarnple 

illustrates this point: although the regularities ascn'bed by the classical gas law are 

predicated on arithrnetic relations, it does not imply (as history has shown) anything 



essentiaily normative about the classical gas law (Churchland 1 98 1 : 82). Any normative 

intuitions that might be sensed when dealing with folk psychology are apt to be due to 

the fact that we happen to value most of the patterns ascriil by the -stem: but we do 

not value al1 of them - for instance: 

(v) (x) @) [((x desires with al1 his heart that p) & (x learns that -p)) 

3 (barring unusual strength of character, x is shattered that -p)]. 

Second, Churchland insists that it is clearthat the laws of folk psychology ascribe a very 

narrow and tmcated sort of rationality, a sort of rationality that seems anything but 

'ideal' (ibid 83). However, he notes that this should really corne as no surprise, since we 

have yet to develop a lucici, finished account of what 'ideal' rationality is. And third, we 

must grant that even if Our best current notions of rationality are based on the 

propositional fiamework of folk psychology, there is no guarantee that this framework 

will be sufficient for a deeper, more accurate account of cognitive virtue (ikid. 83). It 

remains far from clear why the basic parameten of intellectual excellence should be 

discovered at the level of propositional attitudes; for we rnust remember that language is 

something leamed by a structure that is predisposed to do W. Indeed, languageuse is but 

one of the mony capacities afforded by the brain, so it would seem odd? at the very least, 

that a theory that models cognitive activity on elements of human language should be 

ideal. ' 

Churchland suggests that thi s cornmonplace antieliminativist rej oinder likel y 

results from an inability to appreciate the fact that theoretical concepts c m  serve both 



theoretical and non-theoretical (e-g., normative) purposes. Yet Churchland insists that we 

mut  still recognize that "whatever else humans do with the concepts for the 

propositional attitudes [e.g., using them to delineate the meaning of rationality], they do 

use them successfully to predict the future behavior of others" (Churchland 1989: 228). 

And this king the case, one mut grant that any generalization that allows us to predict 

one empirical state or event on the bais of another, logically distinct, empirical state or 

event has to be empirical in character (ibid. 228). Moreover, it is clear that one's abilities 

are not limited to prediction alone; one cm also manipulate and contrai (two functions 

that are utterly typical of al1 theories) the behaviour of othen by selectively goveming the 

information they receive. In essence, one can stem the cognitive states of another. How 

such a feat could be accomplished without an understanding of the objective empirical 

regularities that connect the intemal states and the overt behaviours of othen is something 

that advocates of the non-theoretical thesis must explain if their position is to be taken 

seriously (&id 228). 

Finally, it might be argued that since the laws of folk psychology require incessant 

qualification via disparate ceteris paribus clauses they are surely, strictly speaking, fdse 

(or at the very lest  trivial); hence, we are justified in treating folk psychology as 

altogether non-theoretical. Objections of this sort seem to forget that it is not 

Churchland's aim to defend the laws of folk psychology as true or complete (indeed, he 

avows the exact opposite). Churchland need not vindicate the integrity of folk 

psychology and the laws it administen in order to show that it is in fact a theory ; many 

historic systems (e.g., Ptolemy's geocentric mode1 of heavenly movement) were, and 



continue to be, outright empirical theories, even though they are laden with false laws and 

suffer nom an overall lack of completeness - and on this count, Churchland hoids folk 

psychology to be no different: "folk psychology may be a fairly mmshackle theory, but a 

theory it remains" (Chuchland 1988: 231). In short, the fact that the laws of folk 

psychology are at times vague and suffer fiom explanatory failure is no reason to assume 

that it is not a theory. 

This concludes our examination of Churchland's reasons for according theoretical 

status to folk psychology, and to be sure, he has constructed a strong case in suppon of 

the folk-theory-theory perspective. The parallels between the fom and function of folk 

psychology and scientific theories would seem virtually impossible to disregard. While 

this observation in and of itself may not qualiS as conclusive proof of folk psychology's 

theoretical status, it does demand that those who champion the anti-theory thesis answer 

several pressing questions. In the meantirne, it would appear that Churchland's case for 

folk psychology's standing as an empirical theory of mental phenornena is convincing 

enough to fulfill its role in his three arguments for eliminativism. 

However, before proceeding any further, we should pause to take note of an 

important point: although positing an intemally represented theory ( i .  folk 

psychology) is the dominant strategy for explaining our cognitive capacity to explain and 

predict other's behaviour, it is not the only strategy. Recently, a number of individuals 

have proposed an alternative method with which to understand these abilities - 

simulation theory? While variations in the details abound, al1 simulation theonsts deny 

that an intemally represented folk psychological theory plays a central role when we 



exercise our power to explain and predict the behaviour of others. Rather, it is argued that 

we use a special sort of mental simulation whereby we substitute ourselves as a model for 

the person whose current or future behaviour is to be accounted for. One way this rnight 

be achieved is by taking our practical decisionmaking sy stem 'off-1 ine' . Broadly 

speaking, off-line simulation involves feeding what we imagine to be the relevant beliefs 

and desires of another into our decision-mahg system which, afier the appropriate 

processing, outputs a /&pofheticaI course of action. If your decision-making system is 

sirnilar to that of the person whose behaviour you wish to explain and your imaginary 

beliefs and desires resemble their actual beliefs and desires, then your hypothetical 

decision should be similar to their actual decision Hence, instead of applying a folk 

psychological theory to predict and explain a person's behaviour, one is using (pan of) 

their own cognitive rnechanism as a model for (pan of) another's cognitive mechanism 

(Stich 1996: 140). And as is the case with folk psychology, this whole process may be 

largely unconscious, thus making us only aware of the end result (Le., the prediction or 

explanation) (ibid. 140). 

The prospect that we operate in the marner simulation theory describes is 

undoubtedly an intriguing one. If it tums out that some version of the simulation theory 

is in fact correct, the impact on cognitive science and the philosophy of mind will be 

profounà. However, as it stands, there is a great deal of maightening out to be done. 

There have been a host of arguments directed against simulation theory and for the 

moment, at least, the folk-theory-theory continues to be the strategy of choice for 

philosophen. 



1.5: WHAT'S AHEAD 

From its first presentation Churchland's essay has inspirai a myriad of impassioned 

responses against eliminati~ism.~ The bulk of this work has been directed at impugning 

the three key arguments for elimination set out in section 1.2. Rather than sifiing through 

this vast assemblage of critical analyses, the following chapters will examine eliminativism 

fiom a somewhat singular vantage point: 1 will wncede that the arguments in support of 

- the eliminativists' thesis raise several legitimate concems regarding the integrity of folk 

psychology. However, I will not concede that these shortcomings necessarily entaif that 

the elirninativists' thesis is correct (Le., that folk psychology will eventually be displaced 

by netnoscience). Similarly, I will also nqt c~ncede that the absence of such entailment 

renders the eliminativists' thesis false. Thus I will take it that neither the arguments for 

nor against elimimtivism are conclusive. 

It is likely that some will find this stance metaphysically unsatisQing since it 

does not aim to detuiitively resolve the ontological indeteminacy of the propositional 

attitudes. However, current opinion within the philosophy of mind seems to be in 

keeping with this position, as al1 major parties (e.g+, functionalists, insmimentalists, and 

even eliminativists) appear to agree that the question of whether the entities described by 

our cornmonsense psychological framework truly exist is at bottom an empirical issue 

that will only be settled by the future discovenes of the relevant sciences. 

Yet this does not mean we should cease thinking about eliminativism and the 

issues it raises. Indeed, while most agree that the question of folk psychology 's fate 

ultimately rests on the proceedings of science, most also agree that there are certain ways 



in which one mght to regard eliminativism - way s that are, it is argued, plainly 

preferable to others. It is with respect to such perspectives that the following chapters 

are designed. More precisely, it is my belief that normative naturalim, in providing 

detached but penetrating insight, serves as the most illuminating standpoint from which to 

examineeliminativism. The most intriguing feature of a normative naturalist approach is 

the prospect that it might be able to tell us, by vimie of the normative principles 

produced therein, whether we mght to accept the eliminativists' conclusion. 

The thought of usine normative nahiralisrn in this marner first oune to rny 

attention in Stephen Stich's recent book Deconstttlcting rhe M i d  ( 1996). As we shall see 

in the next chapter, Stich, at least initially, regards the possibility that nonnative 

naturalism might arneliorate the indeterminacy regarding what one ought to conclude about 

the eliminativists' thesis as quite encouraging. By extracting normative principles of 

ontological inference from a purely descriptive (i.e., naturalist) examination of past 

ontological decisions in science one could, Stich imagines, be in a position to determine 

whether or not it would be rational to accept the eliminativists' thesis. In other words, 

one could determine whether or not it would be rafionai to accept the ciaim that States 

distinguished in tems of their propositional content do not exist. One particuiar 

normative naturalist project that appears to accord well with Stich's objectives (in that it 

shows promise of generating the aforementioned princi ples) is that proposed by Robert 

McCauley. Indeed, of the various normative naturalist positions currently available it is 

McCauley's research into interthwretic relations and the cwvolution of theories that 

commands a preponderance of Stich's praise. However, for a variety of reasons, Stich 
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ultimately relinquishes the hope that McCauley's work, or for that matter, the h i t s  of 

any nonnative naturalist enterprise, might tell us whether or not we should accept the 

eliminativists' thesis as rational. And it is fiom this juncture that Stich begins to take up 

the chore of constnicting his new position, a position fimly entrenched in the tradition of 

both social comtructivism and p a t i s m .  

It is with respect to these final points that my position takes its most marked 

departure fiom StichYs. For 1 maintain that i 1) Stich's scepticxsm about normative 

n a t d i s m  in general, and its significance for elirninativism in particular, is overblown; and 

(2) that his social constmctivism, in addition to bearing thoroughly disconcerting 

implications, seems as if it were either an overreaction to the concerns that inspire (1 ) or a 

function of what appean to be an underlying aflïnity for radical naturalism (of course it 

could also be a combination of both). In light of this conviction, 1 have organized the 

remainingchapters as follows. Chapter two is primarily devoted to outlining how Stich 

suggests normative naturalism ought to be applied to eliminativism, and how McCauley's 

particular normative nahualist undertaking might fit the bill. Chapter three begins by 

descniing a specific sort of moderate normative naturalism and its relation to 

traditionalist and radical naturalist positions when punuing epistemology 's central goals. 

In this we will see the unique benefits that only a moderate form of naturalism can 

provide. Upon finishing this, the focus will be redirected to Stich's scepticism of 

normative naturalism as well as the social constmctivism it inspires. The final portion of 

the chapter will offer a response to Stich as well as a general prospectus on normative 

naturaiism and its devance to eliminativisrn. 



' Perhaps the most obvious assumption in proffering behaviourd anaiyses is the presupposition of at least 
a minimum of rationalin within a aven subject. Yet even still, in documentmg the 'chuactenstic' 
behavioural responses of a particular mental ascription it  soon became dear that an indefini te or e w n  
infinite number of conditionals could potenriaily cn-enïde the said ascripiion and thereby change the 
resuitant behaviour (making it thorouphly 'uncfiaractenstic'). 
' Although others, such as F e y e m d  ( 1963, 1970, 1975). playci prominent d e s  in the ad\*ancernent of 
elirninativism. 

Rorty. like most identity theorists of the era (i.e,. 1950'~-6û's), was not so bold as to daim that 
empincal inquiry will mosr cerfaini? identify sensations with brain-processes; the claim. d e r ,  was that ir 

was entirelv possible that empirical inquiry mi@ do so (see Rorty [1%q: 17- 18; fmt 1). 
' The theme of this, the fina1 of Churchland's responses. will reappear uith pater  clarity in the final 
chapter. 
5 For e m p l e s  of arguments for and apinst simulation theory, see Goldman ( 1989, 1992). 
Camthers & Smith (eds) ( 1996) and Stone & Davies (eds) ( 1995). 

See, for e.xample, Mdàuley (ed) ( 19%); S. Christensen & D. Turner (&) ( 1993); 
Language. Vol. 8 (1993). 

Gardon (1986). 

and Mind and 



- Chapter 2 - 
NORMATIVE NATURALISM AS A MEANS OF ADJUDICATION 

Those who follow the literature on eliminativism will most ceriainly welcome Stephen 

Stich's recent book Deconstructing the Mid (1996). Stich has an exceptional talent for 

sweeping aside philosophical clutter and bruiging genuine issues into crystalline focus. 

As one might irnagrne, this talent often leads to some startling revelations - for both 

Stich and his readers. Indeed, those familia. with Stich's earlier work' will quickly 

discover that his position regarding eliminativism and the fiiture of folk psychology has 

undergone a drarnaîic transformation. Once a principal defender of the eliminativist 

project, Stich now contends that even the most favourable formulation of the 

eliminativists' premises do not sustain the desired conclusion (i-e., that our folk 

psychologid theory of mental phenornena is so radically false that its ontology will 

evenhially be displaced, rather than reduced, by completed neuroscience) (ibid 3-63). 

Yet Stich recognizes that this argumentatve deficiency does not necessarily preclude the 

possibility that the eliminativists' conclusion is still correct It is in light of this that Stich 

tums to nonnative naturalrsm with the anticipation that such an approach could deliver 



some principles of rational ontological inference. Stich imagines that with such principles 

in hand, one would be in a position to determine, given the appropriate aidence, whether 

or not it is rat iod to accept the eliminativists' ontological conclusion. Clearly, either 

outcome would have a tremendous impact on, and perhaps even resolve, the current 

controveny siirroimding eliminativism. However, after completing his investigation of 

the normative naturalist strategy, Stich remains doubtfid that the method will produce 

pnnciples of a kind that would yield a definitive judgment This scepticism, in tum, 

serves as a catalyst for the formation of his revised view regarding elhinativism; a view 

that is, in light of its admittedly pragmatic bais, a radical depamire from his earlier work. 

It would seem sensible to begin with an examination of the motivation behind 

Stich's investigation of normative naturalism. Hence, the chapter will be primarily 

devoted to outlining one particular normative naturalist approach - that espoused by 

Robert McCauley. McCauley7s work is noteworthy for two reasons. First, it is airned 

sharply at the Churchlands and their brand of eliminativism; and second, Stich openly 

regards McCauley's work as oflering a signifiant illustration of how a normative 

naturalist could generate the type of principles of rational ontological inference mentioned 

above (Stich 1996: 65). Upon completing our survey of McCauley' s research, we should 

be cognizant of its relevance to the issue at hand - elimuiativism and the future of folk 

psychology. For we will see that, among other things, McCauley's work strongly 

indicates that folk psychology will rwt be d i s p l d  by future neuroscience. Yet the 

manner by which this conclusion is denved makes it absolutely clear that the ontology of 

o u  cornmonsense psychological fnunework is not invulnerable; indeed, the possibility 



remains that folk psychology might be displaced by another theory operating at the same 

level of analysis. In d n g  al1 of this we should gaina better understanding of whether 

a normative naturalist approach such as McCauley7s is apt to fumish the principles Stich 

seeks. And with this accomplished, we will be well equipped to take up Stich's mering 

scepticism about normative natumlism in general, and McCauley ' s proposa1 in part icular, 

since this, dong with Stich's newfound pragmatism, will be the focus of the next chapter. 

2.1 : ONTOLOGICAL DETERMINATIONS IN THE FACE OF THEORETICAL FALSITY 

Prior to the sceptical commentaries of, for instance, Kuhn ( 1962) and Feyerabend ( 1 WO), 

a certain view of science commanded widespread popular and academic assent. This 

view, fostered in part by the seemingly continuous flow of scieniific tnurnphs that 

pervaded the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, depicted the sciences as directed 

towards a noble goal: the attainrnent of truth (Kitcher 1993: 3). Granted, there were 

impassioned disputes over what the 'attainment of tnith' entailed (since some thought of 

tmth as The Tmth, while others thought of tmth as an approximation to The Th), yet 

al1 proponents of the view agreed that the "discovery of truth was valued both for its 

own sake and for the power [it] would confer upon us" (ibid 3). They also agreed that 

science had been uniquely successful in realizing this goal. For even in the midst of 

scientific mistakes and fdse steps, they al1 saw a trend that accompanied each successive 

generation of scientists and theories: the gradual accumulation of The Truth (or 

attematively, the grdual accumuiation of betîer and better approximations to The Tnikh). 



The explanation for this predominantly progressive trend credited the use of the 

Scientific Method. Again, there was disagreement on the details of the methoâ, but as 

Philip Kitcher has remarked, al1 concurred on some essential points: 

There are objective canons of evaluaîion of scientific claims; by and large, 

scientists (at least since the seventeenth cenniry) have been tacitly aware of 

these canons and have applied them in assessing novel or controvmial ideas; 

mahodologins shouid articulate the canons, thus helping to forestdl possible 

misapplifations and extend the scope of scientific metbod into areas where 

human inquj, typically fdters; in short, science is a "ciearing of rationality 

in a jungle of muddlg prejudice, and superstition" [Kitcher 1993 : 31. 

Indeeà, some even went so far as to regard science as the pinnacle of human achievement 

not because of its imumerableaccomplishments, but soleh by virtue of the fact that - in 

success or failure - its practice was thoroughly informai by reason (ibid. 4). 

Interestingly, many of the most ardent champions of the preceding view of science 

were not practitioners but philosophen. For instance, Rudolph Carnap, Gustav Hempel, 

Ernest Nagel, and Hans Reichenbach dl shared the conviction that the succession of 

theones in the physical sciences constituted a progression, and that the achievements of 

earlier theories were retained in later theories (ibid 5). Moreover, while conceding that 

there was no algorithm for generating new hypotheses al1 agreed that once hypotheses 

did arise, there were incontestable principles for their proper a s s e d n t  (ibid 5). Hence 

they endeavoured, almg with the rest of the logical positivists, to uncover and tnuiscribe 

the logic of confirmation, the logical structure of theones, and the logic of explanations; in 



short, they attempted to lay down the canons that were taken to be both characteristic of 

' good' science and tacitl y employed by practitionen therein on a daily b i s .  

However, as the previous refefences to Kuhn and Feyerabend suggest, a steady 

banage of critiques beginning in the late 1950's provided compelling evidence that such a 

view of science was, to borrow Kitcher's expression, "smug, uninformed, unhistorical, 

and analytically shallow" (-cher 1993: 5). Many critics challenged the notions of 

progress and rationality that were central to those who held the view. Questions such as 

'Can we legitimately view tnrth as a goal of science?'; '1s it meaningful to talk of 

approximations to the tmth or to see science as converging on the truth about nature?'; 

'Can we expect to attain even part of the truth about nature?'; and 'Does the historical 

record show even the accumulation of truths about observable phenornena?' cast serious 

doubt on beliefs that had formerly enjoyed almost universal acceptance (ibid. 6). This 

was especially tnie of the belief that each successive generation of scientists brought 

contributions to an ever-growing repository of truth. 

As Kuhn (1962) so eloquently illustrated, the history of scientific progress bore 

linle resernblance to the description sanctioned by advocates of the view. An honest 

examination revealed that the dynamics that b e d  each successive generation of 

scientists and theories were considerably more cornplex than was previously thought, and 

thus, anythmg but a relativety steady procession towards the tnith. It also becarne clear 

that, contrary to what the logicalpositivists imagineci, incorporating the achievements and 

eiiminating the errors of past theories was not always a cut-anddried procedure. For the 

tacitly employed canons of scientific rationality (which together composed the Scientifc 



Method) that the logical positivists strove to e-t and uphold did not dways endorse 

the past decisions and resultant triurnphs and failures of scientists. Feyerabend (1970, 

1975) accemuateà this point in his exposition of how Galileo's defense of Copemicanism 

violated philosophes' favourite rules of good reasoning. This, in turn, 10 

Feyerabend's declaraîion that, aside from 'Anything goes', there were no standards of 

good reasoning that bound al1 scientists at al1 times, and thus, no maxim that definitively 

united al1 of the Qcisions found in the history of science (Kitcher 1993: 7). And in the 

absence of such standards, the possibility of settling the discrepancies that almost 

inevitably arise between successive theories in science was seriously hampered. 

Currently, the difficulties associated with rec~nciling the achievements and errors 

of successive theories in science continue to resist simple resolutions. Some of these 

problems find expression within the debate over eliminativism. Reconsider, for instance, 

Paul Churchland's articulation of the eliminativist thesis: 

Elhinative maîerialisrn is the thesis that our cornmonsense conception of 

psychological phenornena constitutes a radically fàise theory, a theory so 

fundamentally defective that both the principles and the ontology of that 

theory will evwtually be displaced, rather than smootbiy reduced, by 

completed neuroscience [Chwchhd 198 1 : 671. 

Setting aside the various arguments that are often used in support of this claim, one can 

ask a seemingly innocuous question: even if, as Churchland insists, folk psychology is to 

be succeeded by neuroscience, how are we to decide whether the entities posited therein 

(e.g., the propositional attitudes) ex&? For, eliminativist inclinations notwithstanding, 



the disclonire of a theory's falsity dws not always entai1 the non-existence of its 

respective postdates - a point that is readily supported by a brief review of the history 

of science (e-g., modem astronomy views the Copemican theory of planetary movement 

as false and yet many Copanican theoretical entities, such as planets. enjoy a continua4 

unquestioned existence). If folk psychology 's falsity will not suffice to settle this matter, 

w h t  can? Moreover, how are we to decide whether or not the entities posited by any 

false theory exist? 

Stich suggests that a potential answer to these questions may reside in what is 

cornmonly labeled the nomative natwatist strategy (Stich 1996: 63-5). The central aim 

of the approach is to extract some normative principles of rational ontological inference or 

decisionmaking fiom actual historical cases in which such decisions have been made. The 

first step in deriving such pnnciples might involve dividing a number of historical cases 

into the following two groupings: (i) theones that were judged to be incorrect and yet the 

entities therein were still taken to elast (e.g., planets, atoms, brains); and (ii) theones that 

were judged to be incorrect and their corresponding entities non-existent (e-g., caloric, 

phlogiston, the alchemist's 'spirits'). 

One could then search for prominent similarities and differences between the two 

groupings in the hope that certain features will emerge from most or ail of the cases in one 

group and not from the other. These features could then be inwrporated into principles 

that detail when it is rational to preserve items in the ontology of a mistaken theory and 

when such items should be 'elimirisited'. With this done, the candidate principles cm be 

evaluated by testing them against historical cases that were not included in either (i) or 



(ii), and if the principles endorse most of the decisions that were in fact made, then we 

would have reason to believe the principles are souad And even if there were a few 

instances in which the principles' j u m e n t  conflicted with the a d  historia1 decisions, 

this would not imediately threaten the integrity of the principles, shce the people 

involved in those historical decisions may have made the wrong (i.e., not rational) choice 

(Stich 1996: 64).2 

Accordhg to Stich, there are very few nonnative naturalist endeavours akin to the 

preceding outline that show promise of generating principles of rational ontological 

inference strong enough to assist us in an assessrnent of the eliminativists' argument. As 

was intimated at the outsef Stich regards Robert McCauley's research into intertheoretic 

relations and the various 'levels of analysis' found in science as the most interesting. 

Therefore it warrants a closer look. 

2.2: INTERTHEORETIC RELATIONS AND THE CO -EVOLUTION OF THEORIES 

Prior to presenting his own account of intertheoretic relations, McCauley offen an 

informative sketch of Paul Churchland's stance on the subject (McCauley l986a: 69-7 1 ) 

Churchland conceives of intertheoretic relations dong the lines of a basic continuum 

wherein one end is marked by theories that are thoroughly continuous with their 

successors, while the opposite end is marked by themies that are cadically 

incommensurable. Filling out the continuum are numerous theory-painngs whose 

relations exhibit various degrees of cornpatibility. Correspondingly, the extent of 

reducibility between theones h m e s  "a direct function of (1) the number of the reduced 



theory's propositions that are important both semanticaily and systematically that we 

can map ont0 the propositions of the reducing theory and (2) the ease with whch they 

can be mappeb' (McCauley l986a: 69). 

The success of a given reduction is thus judged on wheîher or not a f a i m  image 

of the reduced theory's central claims can be found within the h e w o r k  of the reducing 

theory3 If a faithful image can be found without expendmg an undue amount of effort, 

then the ontology of the reduced theory is, at least roughly, preserved (e.g., the reduction 

of the laws of classical themodynamics to the principles of statistical mechanics). 

Conversely, when very few or none of a theory's central claims map onto its potential 

successor, the theories are said to be radically incommerisinable, which, in tum, usually 

leads to the wholesale displacement of the infenor theory's ontology (e.g., the 

'elimination' of Stahl's system of chemistry and Danvin's theory of inheritance by their 

respective successon). And of course, this is precisely the fate the Churchlands predict 

for folk psychology, and indeed any other psychological theory b e n g  cornrnitments to 

the propositional attitudes, upon the completion of neuroscience. 

However, one should also recognize that at times, the disagreement between a 

theory and its proposed successor may penist, particularly when neither of the theones 

has the capacity to account for, or encompass, the other. Under such circurnstances 

proponents of the clashing theories often seem to 'tdk past one another' because of the 

vast dissimilarity of their concepnial fnuneworks, and traditional measures of theoretical 

excellenceare thus rendered inefféctual, since the disputants are likely to disagree on the 

relative importance of problems, the appropriateness of methods, and so forth. 



Therefore, other considerations must be invoked in order to settle the matter (such as how 

well each of the theories coheres with the body of science), an4 if they are addressing the 

same phenornena, one of the theories inevitably succumbs to elimination (McCauley 

1986a: 70). 

Elsewhere M cCauley has remarked that Patncia Churchland' s ( 1986) examination 

of the cwvolution of theories appean well-suited to the preceding account of 

intertheoretic relations since her work points to three cwvolutionary scenarios that are 

aptly differentiated in tenns of their position on the aforementioned continuum 

(McCauley 1996: 24-8). The first of the said scenarios suggests that psychology and 

neuroscience might CO-evolve in a fashion that results in an enhanced level of cohesion 

between the two. For Churchland concedes that if there is "theoretical give and take" 

then, in al1 likelihood, the two sciences will %nit themselves into one another" (op. cit. 

374). McCauley observes that the metaphor of two sciences knitted into one another 

"implies an integration that is tight, orderly, and detailed" and hence most appropriately 

situated nearer the 'thoroughly continuous' endpoint of the continuum (op. cit. 24). 

However, the Churchlands remain steadfast in their insistence that such 'knitting' will 

never wholly satisfi the traditional dernands of microreduction, and that throughout these 

CO-evolutionary developments, neuroscience will invariably retain both explanatory and 

metaphysical priority. Yet it is still anticipated that intertheoretic integration would 

enable neuroscience to supply an quipotent image of psychological principles. 

McCauley is thus prompted to label this scenario 'co-e~olution~', since psychological 



and neuroscientific theories are depicted as co-evolving in the direction of an approximate 

microreduction (i.e., towmds the 'thoroughly continuous' endpoint). 

The second CO-evolutionary scenario suggests that a genuim integrahon of 

psychology and neuroscience, if it is indeed to be sought and attained, will most likely 

corne @er p s ychology ' s initial disrnantling and subsequent refonnation in conforrnity 

with the mandates of neuroscience. Accordingly, psychology and neuroscience iire 

construed as moving, at least for the interim, in the oppsite direction of CO-evolutiob; 

that is, towards the 'radically uicornmensiwble' endpoint of the continuum. Because this 

incipient process culminates with an effect typical of scientific revolutions (i-e., the 

eradication of substantial portions of psychology, such as suppositions about leaming 

and rnemory), McCauley designates this scenario ' ~vo lu t io rq ' .  

Clearly , cwvolution, underlies Paul Churchland's inaugural (Le., 198 1) rendition 

of eliminativism. Yet at times the Churchiands of recent seem to portray the foregoing 

scenarios as two stages of a single CO-evolutionary process, the first of which attends to 

'the demolition of much current psychology [i.e., al1 that bear cornmitments to the 

propositional attitudes, including social and cognitive] via axvolutiorq", while the 

second ministers the "reconstruction of a neuroscientifically inspired psychology via CO- 

evolutiorh; (McCauley 1996: 26). Whether the Churchlands are in fact proposing an 

amendment to the eliminativist thesis is mertain; however, the vital point, according to 

McCauley , is that both mevolutionary scenarios interpret the relationship between 

theories as rnoving in one direction (as opposed to the other) on Churchland's continuum 

(ibid 26). In light of this, it wodd seem necessary to ask: if a co-evolutionary shift in 



either direction is possible, then what are the variables that decide the direction? 

McCauley claims that this question presses the aforemeationed version of elimimîivism 

just as forcefully as the onguial (Le., eliminatioa without a subsequent reconstruction of 

psychology), since it is still unclear what precisely detemiines a cwvolutionaIy shift m 

one direction as opposed to another. Although in fairness to the Churchlands, inquiries 

into intertheoretic relations (which are, relatively speaking, in their inf'cy) seem to 

indicate a greater degree of complexity than wtiat was probably anticipated at first. Thus 

the fact that they have yet to form a direct reply may, for the moment at leas& be 

excusable. Which brings us to the third and final cwvolutionary scenario: 'CO-evolutionp' 

- that is, co-evolution as explanatory pldism. 

Although CO-evolution, bears many similarities to CO-evolution, there are some 

crucial differences. Whereas -volution, anticipates heightened intertheoretic 

integration largely guided by, and with a default preference for, neuroscience, CO- 

evolution, "construes the process as prese~ng a diverse set of partially integrated yet 

semi-autonomous explanatory perspectives - where the non-negligible mesure of 

analytical independence rests at each analytical level on the explanatory success and 

epistemic integrity of the theories and on the suggestiveness of empirical findings" 

(McCauley 1996: 27). In short, coevolution, afimis unidirectional selection pressures 

(i-e., fiom the botîom [neuroscience] up), while cwvolution, respects the constraints 

imposed by the needs and demands of theories operating at higher levels of analysis (e.g, 

cognitive psychology)." 



At a glance, this distinction rnay appear minor, however, it is actually an 

embodiment of a finidamestal epistemological and metaphysical disagreement that has 

repeatedly divided scholars within the philosophy of science. For on the one hanci, 

broadly speaking. if phy sicalists are not persuadeci by cwvolutios, t hey usually opt for 

co-wolution, since it 'suggests a science unified in both theory and ontology that 

accords priority to the lower (i-e., physical) levels" (McCauley 1996: 27). On the other 

hand, philosophers with pragmatic leanings generally favour co-evolution, placing the 

explanatory resources afforded therein ahead of assurances of, and womes about, a 

unified science and metaphysical purity. Those who have followed the Churchlands' 

work will recognize that they have spent much of the last decade carefhlly balancing these 

two interests (i.e., an interest in a unified science and metaphysical purity versus an 

interest in enhanced explanatory resources). Yet currently, it would seem that the 

Churchlands' increasingly relaxed eliminativisrn (e-g., P. M. Churchland: 1993), in tandem 

with their emerging preference for co-evolution, (e-g., P. S. Churchland 1986: 363, 368, 

373, 376; quoted by McCauley 1996: 281, indicate an escalating influence of pragmatic 

considerations in their thought. 

Irrespective of the extent to which their pragmatic interests are gaining in import, 

Paul Chufchland's continuum of intertheoretic relations, when combined with Patricia 

Chrnchland's research into the coevolution of theories, forms an intuitively appealing 

model. This appeal is due in part, no doubt, to the model's relative simplicity. 

Moreover. whereas previous accounts were habitually confineci to either classical 

microreduction (and in most cases, CO-evolution, see Nagel: 1 96 1 ) or to revolutionary 



science (and in moa cases, cwvoluîioq; see Kuhn: 1970)' the Churchlands' mode1 

accommodates a wmprehensive range of intertheoretic relations, as well as three distinct 

w-evolutionary scenarios (and perhaps more than three if the Churchlands' ultirnately 

admit to allowing combinations thereof). By ga-g the practicability of mapping one 

theory's cenaal claim ont0 another, and (by one marner or another) selecting the most 

appropriate ceevolutioaary scenario, the model provides us with a generally 

straightforward plan for assessing specific cases in science. Yet McCauley insists that 

the Chwchlands' mode1 fails to capture the Ml complexity of both intertheoretic relations 

and the co-evolution of theories, and for this reason, dernands revision. Such is the 

motivation behind McCauley's own model, which, aside fiom drawing a more robust (and 

presumably more accurate) picture of intertheoretic relations and the CO-evolution of 

theories, carries profoundly negative repercussions for the eliminativists' project. 

2 -3: INTERLEVEL CONTEXTS AND THE PFESERVAT~ON OF FOLK PSYCHOLOGY 

The c m  of McCauley's proposai rests on the notion of 'levels of analysis' and the 

bc t ion  of temporal factors when considering intertheoretic relations. Regarding the 

former, McCauley insists that there is a roughly hierarehical correspondence between 

levels of analysis in science and levels of organization in nature: "Broadly speaking, 

chemistry is a higher level of analysis than subatomic physics, since it concerns larger 

units and events which stand in causal relationships most economically described in 

chmical ternis ... Again, broadly speakmg, biology is an even higher level, and psychology 

higher than that" (McCauley 1 986a: 72). Furthemiore, the altitude of a level of analy sis 



is said to be inversel'y propoitional to the size of its respective domain of events, while 

also direct& propomonal to the complexity of the systems with which it deals. Thus, 

McCauley states that "higher-level sciences deal with increasingly restxicted ranges of 

events having to do with increasingly organized physical systems [e-g., psychology]" 

(McCauley 1986a: 73), while lower-level sciences examine a wider range of events that 

pertain to comparatively simpler systems (e.g., molecular biology). Additionally, as one 

proceeds to lower levels of scientific analy sis, one will recognize that the systems studied 

therein will have existed for a longer period of the ;  so, for example, whereas the partdes 

studied by atomic physics "date fiom miliisecunds after the Big Bang (approximateiy 

sixteen billion yeon ago, accordmg to recent estimates)", the cultural arrangements that 

the soci+cultural sciences study ''m be measured in thousands of years7' (McCauley 

1993: 4). Interestingly, and for McCauley crucially (as we shall see), practitioners of 

these upper-level sciences also tend to accord greater weight to fLmcï0rm.l ascriptions (as 

opposed to the purely stmctwaI considerations favoured by lower-level sciences) when 

dealing with the escalating intricacies exhibited by the systems in their fields ( phy siology 

is an excellent example of this partiality ). 

In addition to levels of analysis, one must also take temporal factors into acwunt 

when evaluaîing intertheoretic relations. More precisely, McCauley stresses the 

importance of recognhg the contrast between relations that hold among theories at a 

smgle level of analysis over tmie (i.e., successional or intralevel contexts) and those that 

hold among theories at dflerent levels of analysis at the same time (i.e., microreducbve or 

interlevel contexts) (McCauley 1986a: 73). When mapping between theories in intralevel 



contexts is f&ly extensive (the 'thoroughly wntinuous' endpoint on Churchland's 

continuum), the new theory cm be interpreted as correcting the old; it q f a h s  the older 

theory "in the sense that it offers a principled account of when and why [the older 

theory] fails" (McCauley l986a: 74). Under such circumstances, the eariier theory's 

dornain is most often regard4 as a special case of the new theory and for whch the old 

theory contuiues to suffice as a usefiil calculating heuristic (e-g., using Newton's laws of 

motion for certain calculations instead of the more cornplex laws of relativity) (McCauley 

19%: 29). Hence, the transition is best understood as evofutiormy, since the new theory 

inherits the evidence for the old (ibid. 29), and there is no talk of having categorically 

'eliminated' the older theory 's ontology: 

Generaiiy, new theaies retain old terms when possible. We have retained 

terms such as "plane&" "evoiution," and "gravity" and propositions about 

rectilinear inertial motion through numerous reintcrpretations. because the 

effects of the reinterpretations taken mdividually were not especially 

severe ... So long as the relevant changes have reasonably local effects that do 

not destroy larger conceptual patterns, to c la i .  that incornmensurability 

seriously threatens theory cornparison is to overstate the case [McCauley 

1986a: 74). 

It is when intralevel relations evince profound discordance (the 'radicaily 

incornmensrirable' endpoint on Churchland's continuum) that the potential for ontological 

elimination arises. If it is essentially impossible to translate an older theory into its 

imrnediate successor, scientists generally decide to replace, and hence eliminate, the 

infenor theory and its ontology (such circumstances are akin- to Kuhnian periods of 

revolubionary science) (ibid 75). Compared to the foregohg scenario, such transitions are 



(relatively speakmg) rather abrupt The examples that pervade the relevant literatwe in 

philosophy notwithstanding (e.g., phlogiston, caloric, impetus), the history of science 

indicates that this sort of theory-elirnination is also extmordinarily rare (a point that 

many have corne to realùe; see, for instance, T'hagard: 1992). 

McCauiey initiates a discemible split from Churchland with the furthet contention 

that aiZ intraievel contexts mn eventually result in the elimination of some theories 

(McCauley 1986a: 75-6). For such may be the final outcome when a cunent reigning 

theory is so greatly separated fiom its ancestral counterpart by successive generations of 

theories that mapping becornes both excessively convoluted and largely insubstantial. 

Consider, for instance, the abundance of incremental reinterpretations of 'natural motions' 

that divide Aristotelian and Newtonian mechanics. Some would insist that the cumulative 

effect of these transitions has been so significant that that whch was originally con@ved 

as 'natural motions' no longer exists (ibid. 75). Thus, in light of this inclusion, 

McCauley's account of Ninalevel contexts opens theones and their respective ontologies 

to eliminacion from either relatively rapid, unforeseen scientific revolutions or prolonged, 

well documented evolutionary ad van ce^.^ 

However, it is McCauley's discussion of interlevel contexts that signals the most 

ciramatic departure from Churchland's continuum: "Interlevel contexts, by contrast, 

involve no eliminution whatsoever. These are cross-scientific contexts where the goal is 

to associate theones that operate at different levels of d y s i s "  (ibid. 76; emphasis 

added). Such activity is largely symbiotic (i-e., muhially advantageous); scientists look to 

theories at ne ighbokg levels in an effort to gain new insight into the phenornena at 



issue. The discovery of conceptual ties (or lack thereof) between theories at different 

levels of analysis serves to support (or contest) the scientists' klief that they are dealmg 

with a single explanandum from disparate perspectives. When such mapping between 

levels proves highly successfiil (i-e., extensive intertheoretic 'laiitting'), the theories tend 

to heavily constrain one anothea' fom (which is precisely the effect that ceevolution, 

envisions) (McCauley 1996: 30). Still, McCadey insists that, at bat, only partial 

replaceability may result: "A theory at one level, well integrated with theories at adjacent 

levels, can (idealfy) do some of their work under special circumstances" (McCauley 

1986a: 76). 

Notably, the foregoing applies to both upper-level and lower-level theories. A 

well integrated lower-level theory cm - although typically at considerable computational 

expense - direct its conceptual resources in a manner that reproduces the predictive 

accomplishments of the upper-level theory; and analogously, the results of an upper-level 

theory will often confonn precisely to the predictions of its lower-level counterpart (a 

characteristic that is entirely absent in both types of intralevel evolutionary cases). 

However, because of an admitîed lack of finecl-grainedness, upper-level theories will ot 

rimes require correction fiom their lower-level correlate. But this is in stark contrast to 

intmlevel corrections, which always arise because "the earlier theory is wrong - by a 

little in evolutionary cases, by a lot in revolutionary ones" (op. cit. 3 1). 

Moreover, the utility of most welCintegrated upper-level theunes in interlevel 

contexts far surpasses that of the replaced predecessor in intralevel evolutionary cases. 

For the concephial resoiirces of upper-level theones can be used in a rnanner that 



@cient& yields wtiat are ofien im~luable approximations of al1 lower-level variables (this 

can be seen, for instance, in the immense disparity in requisite computationaI effort 

between the classical and statistical solutions for simple problems about gases [an 

interlevel case] venus the wmparatively diminutive disparity between ciassical 

mechanics and the mechanics of relativity for simple problems about motion [an intralevel 

case]). Yet in a sense, d l  upper-level theories in interlevel wntexts possess a 

chanifteristic that is also present in most intralevel evolutionary predecessors. For 

upper-level themies invariably detail the regulanties of a subset of the phenornena the 

lower-level theory encompasses, but which it has "neither the resources nor motivation to 

highlight" (McCadey 1996: 3 116, and most intralevel evolutionary predecessors, recall 

minister to a dornain that is usually only a part of their successor ' s enlarged range. 

However, when theories at correspondhg levels exhibit fimdamental 

incompatibilitieg the basic distinction between intralevel and interlevel semngs becornes 

plainly evident. In such cases, two theories at adjacent levels address some cornmon 

explananda in ways that seem largely incommensurable - which is exactly how the 

Churchlands view the relationship between folk psychology and neuroscience. And as 

McCauley agrees, if al1 intertheoretic relations should indeed receive a unified treatment as 

traditionai reductionists (such as the Chwchlands) suggest, then it is perfectly reasonable 

to anticipate folk psychology's elhination The problem, however, is that "neither the 

history of science, nor current scientific practice, not the scientific research the 

Churchlands champion, nor a concern for explanatory pluralism offen much reason to 

expect theory eliminaiion in such settings" (ibid 31). McCauley adrnits that in the 



infancy of a science's history it is not always easy to distinguish levels of analysis, or, 

consequently, what would count as an intralevel as opposed to an interlevel conte- The 

vital point, though, is that the history of science, especially the history of late-nineteenth 

and twentieth century science, offers no examples of large-scaie interlevel theory 

elimination (pitrticularly that of the wholesale variety the Churchlands' and CO-evolution, 

envision) once an upper-level theory gains enough momentum to enjoy the accoutrements 

of other recognized sciences (e-g., characteristic research techniques and instruments, 

joumals, university departments, professional societies and fimding agencies) (McCauley 

1996: 32). The reason for this, McCauley explains, is quite simple: mature sciences are 

principally definecl by their theories, and more generally, by their research traditions, and 

thus, the elimination of an upper-level theory by a lower-level theory "may nsk the 

elimination of the upper-level scientific enterprise!" (&id 32). 

As previously mentioned, a motive for aramining theories at adjacent levels of 

analysis - especialUy when intertheoretic wmections are not plentifid - is to explore 

the possibility of using one science's successful problem-solving strategies as a means to 

"inspire research, provoke discoveries, and solve recalcitnint problems at another lever' 

(ibid. 32). For monitoring the developments in theories at neighbouring levels very often 

serves as a productive heuristic of discovery, and this to a large extent, is a direct effect 

of the two sciences h a k g  rnaintained a measure of independence fkom one another (as 

one will recall this is the hallmark of co-evolutiog). Thus, a scarciw of intertheoretic 

links only serves to strengthen the autonomy of the upper-level science. Indeed, as 

Wimsatt remarks, "in interlevel reduction, the more difficult the translation becomes, the 



more irreplaceable the upper-level is! It becornes the ody practical way of handling the 

regularities it descrï'besn (McCauley 1986a: î7; from Wimsatt 1976: 222; emphasis in 

original). Hemce, radicai incommennirability - in znterlevel contexts - neither entuils 

nor incites elimil~~~tzon (op. cit. 76). 

This tinal point poses a serious threat to the elirninativist thesis, since McCauley 

clairns that the relationship of folk psychology to neuroscience is clearly one between 

theories al dgerent Ievels of amlysis (&id 79). Consider, for instance, the way in which 

folk psychology and neuroscience address many of the sarne phenornena. Folk 

psychology, like physiology and most other upper-level sciences, makes extensive use of 

functional ascriptions when dealing with the cornplex systems it subsumes. 

Neuroscience, on the other hand, is typical of lower-level science in that it tends to favour 

structural considerations. Each disci pl ine brings di fferent concepts and princi ples to bear, 

and are cornrnonly interpreted as highlighting difirent aspects of a shared explanandum. 

Finally, it is clear that folk psychology de& with a wider range of variables, while 

neuroscience deals with a wider class of event - qualities that are fully anticipated if we 

take the theories to operate at wntrasting levels of analysis. In short, the evidence 

ovenvhelrningly indicates that folk psychology and netiroscience are indeed situated in an 

interlevel context. 

Hence, it seems imperative to determine whether cwvolution, appropnately 

describes the relationship between folk psychology and neuroscience (for given their 

prima h i e  inconguities, it seems uniikely that w-evolution, will prove an appropriate 

description - although it may be for cognitive psychology and neuroscience). Therefore, 



the pivotal question must be: does folk psychology contribute to our knowledge? Or 

better yet: does folk psychology contain resources that may assist more systematic 

psychological theorizing? The answer is obvious, for there has been a wealth of 

knowledge purveyed by theories that make as much use of the propositional amtudes as 

does their originaîor, folk psychology (e.g., memory theory, perception theory, reasoning 

theory, etc.). Interestingly, it also looks like psychological science is "simultaneously 

employing and, ever so gradually, transfming fiunïliar folk psychological notions*' 

(McCauley 1996: 33) - a point that lends medence to the hypothesis that folk 

psychology is currently undergoing intralevel evolutionary processes. In light of this, it 

would appear that the Churchlands might be guilty of underestidng and undervaluhg 

the role of folk psychology's conceptual resources in social psychological and cognitive 

theorizing- McCauley suspects the same, and attributes the Churchlands' neglea to their 

earlier aspirations of a unified account of intertheoretic relations and the accompanying 

propensity towards ceevolutiolq. 

The trouble, of course, is that the eliminatiom co-evolution, depicts are exchiveiy 

intraievel processes, and only so when "the levels in question conceni scientific punuits 

as well established as neufoscience and psychology &..den those levels are constnied 

as thickly, i-e., as inclusively, as the distinction between those two sciences implies" 

(ibid 33). These conditions were present in the theories and ontologies Uifomiing, for 

example, Stahl' s acwunt of combustion and Young's acwunt of the propagation of light, 

both of which were replaceci by new theories with new ontologies operating at the sume 

level of d y s i s ,  and that were identified, both now and then, as contillzultions of the 



established research traditions associated with those levels. However, in applying u>- 

evolution, to interlevel cases (i-e., folk psychology and neuroscience), the Churchlands 

have wnflated "the dynamics of the co-evolution of theories at dfleretll levels of analy sis 

with those of scientific revolutions, *ch are [without exception] intrulevel processes" 

(McCauley 1996: 34; emphasis added). Consequentiy, since folk psychology and 

neuroscience are situated in an interlevel conte- we must conclude thai, irrespective of 

the ChurcMands7 decree, there can be no eliminattion: 

The mistake al1 versions of eliminative materialism have d e  is to draw 

their eliminativist conclusions about the intedevel relationship between 

psychology and neuroscience on the basis of an analysis appropriate t o  

inrralevel contexts. The eliminativists correcrly ciaim thaî theories at the 

two levels have important conceptual discontinuities, but they incorrectly 

conclude.. .bat such incommensurability requires the elimination of one or 

the other. in intralevel contexts dirring scientific revolutions such aises do 

require that sort of rad id  surgery, but in interlevel contexts such a measure 

wodd eliminate potentidy important stimuli for scientific discovery 

[McCauley l986a: 791. 

This is not to deny that decisions at both lower and upper levels can iduence theoretical 

developments at another level. Rather, McCauley's point is that these influences are 

reliably mediated by developments in the conceptual apparatus and research practices 

that are associated with the tradition of the level in question. The implication, of course, 

is that this wnsummate denial of the eliminativists' conclusion does not render folk 

psychology invulnerable. For while McCauley's mode1 illustrates why lower-level 

sciences do not threaten the continued existence of folk psychology, it also suggests that 



intrulevel perils may prsist. Indeed, the intralevel elimination of folk psy chology , 

resulting fiom either scientific revolution or evolutionary advances in science, remains a 

very real pssibility - something that has not escaped the ChurcMands7 notice: "Even if 

an abstract or higher-level explanatory framework were somehow essential to grasping 

psychological phenomena, it would remain an open question whether our current [folk 

psychology] is the corna framework with which to meet this challenge" (P. M. & P. S. 

Churchland 1996: 225).' And the fact remains that neuroscience may play a significant 

role in fostering developments in what rnight eventually becorne folk psychology's 

intralevel successor. 

It is of interest to note that this last point canies peculiar implications for those 

who have defened folk psychology's ontological status by citing its contributions to 

disciplines. such as cognitive psychology, that operate at the same level of analysis. For 

example, Horgan and Woodward have referred to the widespread use of folk 

psychological concepts in theories that detail such divers phenomena as visual 

perception, memory, and leaming in their attempt to discredit the Churchlands' clairn that 

folk psychology exhibits profound explanatory deficiencies (Horgan & Woodward 1985: 

146-7).* Whle such an approach may help to weaken this specific allegation, it also 

seems to accenluate the prospect of folk psychology succumbing to intralevel eliniination, 

particularly as a result of evolutionary advances within the relevant sciences. For the 

probability of intralevel evolutionary elimination will undoubtedly inrrease as folk 

psychology (or neuroscience, for that matter) continues to facilitate the development of 

its potentiai successors Although such a process wodd likely take decades (if not 



centuries) to complete, the fact remains that folk psychology rnay play a central role in 

bringing about its own eliminatim - a point that many ardent defenden of folk 

psychology fail to recognize, let alone address. Yet we should also realize that in the 

event of folk psychology 's elimination by some other upper-level theory that (regdless 

of extent) implements intentional concepts, the Churchlands could daim no victory; 

indeed, they would simply have a new target- 

However, before we can be assured of the preceding conclusions, we must ask: is 

it indeed the case, as McCauley maintains, that the history of science offers no examples 

of interlevel theory-elimination? What about, for instance, the apparent displacement of 

many intentional-concept upper-level psychological theories of cognitive disorders, such 

as schizophrenia, by lower-level neurophysiological accounts? 

McCauley insists that these types of cases should not affect an analysis of 

intertheoretic relations in science largely because such upper-level explanations are not, 

mictly speakmg, s~ientific.~ It is argued that such explanations are so vague and 

underspecified that they rarely submit to ernpirical testing (a presurnably essential 

characteristic of scientific theories), and when they are detailed enough to submit to such 

tests, they prove thoroughly inadequate. In short, McCauley agrees with Popper's 

position; viz., that such explanations are so far removed from paradigrnatic examples of 

scientific theories that one can justifiably say that they hold some sort of ' fringe statu'. 

However, this is not to suggest that these upper-level explanations cannot perform an 

important service to scientific inquiry. To be sure, while offering thoroughly mistaken 

explanations of cognitive disorders, these 'theories' often fullil1 an indispensable h c t i o n  



in that they provide a means for efficiently i&nt&mg cases of the said phenornena, cases 

that can then be expiited to the relevant sciencesences 

It remains uncertain whether McCauley ' s response convincingly addresses the 

foregoing wncern For it seems as though the outcorne tum on what sort of criteria is 

utilized for distiaguishing scientific theories fkom non- or quasi- scientific theories. And 

on this comt there is ample roorn for reasonabIe people to disagree (Le., there is no single 

criteria that enjoys widespread acceptance). It is clear, however, that if there is a 

legitimate exampie of interlevel theory-dimination in science, such as that which pertains 

to schizophrenia, then McCauley cannot draw the sort of conclusion he does about 

eliminativism: Le., we cannot be assured that nemscience will not displace folk 

psychology . 

2 -4: WILL NORMA= NATURALISM PREVAL? 

There is certainly no shortage of impassioned defenders of folk psychology . Many of the 

rebuttak issued by this fellowship are motivated by an intuitive feeling that the posits of 

folk psychology, pdcularly beliefs and desires, are somehow essential to human 

experience, and hence, not open to ontological elhination Of course the methods by 

which this sentiment has been articulatecl Vary greatly. Some have ugued that the 

propositional attitudes are necessary to the perception of one's self as a rational agent 

(e.g, H a m  1993); others cite the indispensable pragrnatic utility of the propositional 

attitudes to eweryday life (e.g., Lahav 1992); and d l  others have defended (albeit 

indirectly) the ontological status of intentional concepts by citing their requisite use in 



scientific psychology (e.g-y Fodor 1987, 1990). The list could go on. The important 

point, however, is that they dl, in one way or d e r ,  argue for the ne-icy of the 

propositional attitudes. And simply because it Iacks this prevalent trait, McCauley's 

. * . .  
position occupies a unique place within the debate swounding eliminativism. 

McCauley's defense of folk psychology is notable for other reasons as well. 

First, it does not treat the propositional attitudes as exempt nom the possibility of 

onto1ogica.I elimination (many arguments in support of folk psychology do accord such 

immunity, often in virtue of some 'special standing' such as that d e s c r i ï  above). 

Second, the theory of intertheoretic relations and the accompying view of the a~ 

evolution of theories that infonns the argument that dtimately shields folk psychology 

fiom the eliminativists' charge is thoroughly informed by wmprehensive research into the 

history of science - a unique tactic, given the literature. 

McCauley's model of intertheoretic relations and the coevolution of theones also 

seerns preferable to the Chwchlands' alternative. Though more cornplex, McCauley's 

mode1 still cornes across as a reasonable outcorne given the apparently incontrovertible 

circumstances (i.e., that there exist levels of organization in nature to which levels of 

anaiysis in science roughly correspond, and that this has an impact on the character of 

individual theories as well as their relations to one another). And it is precisely with 

respect to this point that the simplicity of the Churchlands' model would seem to impede 

its accuracy, particuiarly when one wnsiders its inability to account for severai 

prominent characteristics of intertheoretic relations and the co-evolution of theories. For 

instance, whereas the Cbu~chiands' mode1 does not account for the fact that scientific 



revolutions are remarkably rare occurrences (and in fact suggests the opposite in order to 

reach the desired ontological conclusion), McCauley7s model offers a clear and 

comprehensive explanation of why the phenornenon is so scarce. Furthemore, it is 

evident that some sciences make greater use of fimctional ascnptions when dealing with 

increasingly wmplex systems that wncem a smaller domain of events, while other 

sciences favour structural considerations that involve compamtively fewer variables and 

offer wider application. While absent from the Churchlands model, we have seen that 

McCauley's notion of 'levels of analysis' easily integrates this fact into the larger scheme 

of intertheoretic relations. 

Altogether, McCauley develops a formidable case against the Churchlands' thesis, 

and does so without forcing those with preferences for natumlism and scientific realism to 

abandon their convictions. Thus, in terms of its specific relevance to eliminativism, and 

its broader relevance to intertheoretic relations, McCauley's proposa1 is of substantial 

importance. However, wtiile he dws not explicitly say so, it is evident that Stich fin& 

McCauley's resolution of the elirninativist controversy unconvincing. For Stich, *le 

applauâing McCauley's efforts, remains unwilling to reject the prospect that the 

elirninativists' conclusion - i-e., that neuroscience will displace folk psychology - 

rnight be vaiid 

Hence we turn to the possibility that McCauley7s insights might be manipulateci 

in such a way so as to confer the sort of principles of rational ontoiogical inference Stich 

desires. At first glance, McCauley's proposal seems promising in this regard, for the 

manner by which he ultimately discounts the elirninativists' conclusion seems to have the 



semblance of a normative judgment Indeed, in light of McCauley's final determinations, 

we c d d  derive one normative principle: no theory at one level of analysis has elimlliated 

a theory at another level of analy sis, therefore none should be thought to do W. W ith this 

pnnciple in tow, many controversial claims regarding the elimination of one theory by 

another could be quickly rewlved by simply ascertaining - via the appropriate criteria" 

- whether or not the theories in question reside at the same level of analysis. If they do 

not, as is the case with folk psychology and neuroscience, then the claim of elirnination 

can be irnmediately discardecl - since, in light of our nomtive  ~turalist principle, it 

would be irrotional to accept such a claim. 

However, it is evident that such a principle does not address the eliminativists' 

conclusion in its entirew; nor does it, for that matter, address Stich's primary concem. 

For the eliminativist thesis, as noted at the outset, states that folk psychology is a fdse 

theory that, dong with its ontology, will evenhially be displaced by neuroscience 

(Churchland 1 98 1 : 67). Clearly, the foregoing principle applies only to the lutter portion 

of the eliminativists' thesis, since it simply tells us that it would be irrational to think that 

neuroscience will displace folk psychology . It say s mthing about folk psy chology ' s 

tnith or falsity. Nor does it say anything about what might becorne of folk psychological 

posits, such as beliefs and desires, f i t  should hini out that folk psychology is seriously 

mistaken. And this £inal point - that is, how to decide whether or not the entiiies 

posnilated by ony fdse tbeory exïst - is a question that is of the utrnost importance to 

Stich. In light of this, one can understand why Stich expresses dissatisfaction with the 

often irnprecise manner with which McCauley differentiates the 'elimination' of theoies 



and the 'elimination' of their ontology (or individual entities therein) (Stich 1996: 651, 

since this distinction would seem to play a vital role in answenng the preceding question. 

Whether McCauley's mode1 can be readjusted so as to correct this pariicular deficiency 

remains to be seen- 

It will t u .  out, however, that this shortcuming is alrnost trivial, since, as we shall 

see in the next chapter, Stich harbours even deeper reservations about normative 

naturalism in general; resemations that are in fact so deep that one is led to wonder 

whether cmy normative natitralist undertaking - McCauley's included - could ever 

impart the type of princi pies of rational ontological inference that Stich seeks. 

' The rnost prominent e.sample king:  From Folk P s y b i o g y  m Cognitive Science: ïïte Case Againsr 
Bclief (lm). 
' For an engaging (albeit somewhat speculative) discussion of the conditions that led Danvin and Hude). io 
rnake the rational decision in favour of common descent. and conversely, chat which led Frtzroy. Owen, a d  
Wil berforce to make the i national choice, see: (Kitcher [ 1993 j: 18WE). 

Notabl y. as McCauley has pointed out, this d m  not necessi tate either deducave relations krween the two 
theories or presening the tnith of the reducedtheos's claims- See: McCauley ( 1- 69). 
' 'Levels' or andysis and the theories therein will be discussed in preater detail in the section to follow. 

Yet McCauley admits that while elimination 'is surely not a pnncipled consequena of kvolutiona.] 
scientific change, it is certainly a real onew (McCauJey [1986a]: 76). 

This. according to McCauley, is a direct mnuquencc of the lower-level theory's pater  gneraiity ad 
fi na-gmn. 
' S m g e l y ,  the Churchlandr see this point as somehow counting Wnst McCauley's position: however. 
McCauley has willingiy admitîed folk psychology's susceptibility to intralevel elimination (see ChurcMand 
[1996]: 934-5 and McCauley [198&]: 80). 

Othen. such as Daimu (1987). have also questioned the inteprity of eliminativism by citing the 
successes, owed in a large part to the use of folk psychdogical concepts, of cognitive psychology. 
Hom7ever. Dennett has no interest in defending the ontological s t a t u  of folk psychology, and henœ, the 
intralevel elimination of folk psychology does not affect his critique. 

This nply coma from personai discussions with McCauiey. 
'O The criteri* recall, arr outlined at the start of section 33. For a more comprehensive discussion, sexz 
McCauley ( 1993): 2-5. 



- Chapter 3 - 
RECONCXLING THE NOIRMATIVE AND THE NATURALISTIC 

It is worthwhile to begin with a more detailed account of the rationale behind normative 

naturalism before examiningwhy Stich is doubtfid that such an approach can resolve the 

controversy eliminativisrn inspires. Proceeding in this fashion seems to demand at l es t  a 

brief survey of the basal tension that exists between many traditional epistemologists and 

their radically naturalistic counterparts. This is so because both contingents, in light of 

their seerningly irreconcilable perspectives, generally deem any episternological proposa1 

bearing the badge of both the normative (as conventionally constnred) and the natualistic 

as misconceived fiom the start. For traditionalists are internalists about n o m ;  viz., they 

view it as necessary that the believer have access, in some sense or another, to the 

justificational support for their betiefs. In other words, the individual must be able to 

access, or bring to awareness, the justification mderlying their beliefs. Traditionalists 

tend to explicate such conceptions of epistemic justification in evaluative terms, which is 

why they take the project of natriralising epistemology to be in error. Radical 

naturalisers, on the other han4 areextemaiists about n o m ;  viz., noms are thought to be 



realized in ternis of certain physical processes, which is why they are said to require 

examinaîionfiom a thoroughly natudistic standpoint. Accordingly, the noms of which 

traditionalists speak are, smctly spealung, non-existent, which is part of the reason why 

some radical naîuralisers (such as the early Quine) insist that we abandon the normative 

mission of traditional epistemology and place scientific psychological study in its place. 

Hilary Kornblith (1994) provides a straightforward approach for understanding 

the foregoing division. Consider, Kornblith asks, the following questions: ( 1 ) How ought 

we to arrive at our beliefs?; (2) How do we arrive at our beliefs?; and (3) Are the 

processes by which we do arrive at our beliefs the ones by which we ought to amive at 

our beliefs? (ibid. 1). The traditional epistemological view aàrises philosophers to 

occupy themselves with answering (1 ) while psychologists contemporaneously engage in 

research aimed at answering (2). Each is urged to pursue their respective questions 

independently, and once both answers are found, they are compared with one another, 

thus producing an answer for (3). A central presupposition of this view is that the 

answer to (1) need not have anythmg to do with the answer to (2); viz., how we ought to 

arrive at our beliefs may have nothing to do with how we actmll'y arrive at our beliefs 

(and vice versa) (ibid 2). For since the normative questions philosophers ask are taken to 

be completely independent of the purely descriptive questions psychologists ask, the 

subsequent answers, it is claimeci, are apt to have nothing to do with each other (it is here 

that we arrive at the fiimiliar traditiodist claim "you can't derive an 'ought' fiom an 

' is'"). 



The hiaory of the traditional epistemological view is largely the history of the 

foundationalist program (Komblith 1994: 4). Radical foundationalists, such as Descartes, 

strive to disclose a type of knowledge (Le., a c las  of beliefs) about which it is impossible 

to be wrong (i-e., beliefs îhat are certain in some sense - e-g., they are indubitable, 

incomgible, infdible, etcC)* Typically , such beliefs are taken to be non-inferential and a n  

be either u priori (if one is a rationalist, such as Descartes) or a posteriori (if one is an 

ernpiricist, such as Hume). Contemporary foundationalists typically endorse modest 

foundationalisrn - i-e., the view that foimdational beliefs need not be certain, but must, in 

some manner, be non-inferentiaily justified Of course, opinion as to what non-inferential 

justification is Vary considerably; the three prominent accounts of non-inferential 

justification are (a) sel f-j usti fication, whereby it is said t hat foundational beliefs can 

justify themselves (b) justification via non-belief, non-propositional experiences, such as 

sensory experïence, and (c) justification by a non-belief diable origin of a belief, such as 

memory, perceptual, and introspective processes. Foundationalists maintain that such 

beliefs are used to justify the rest of our inferenhial beliefs; hence, "in addition to 

identifying those beliefs that would serve as the fomdation of knowledge, 

foundationalists [attempt] to show how foundational beliefs provide us with good reason 

[i-e., standards of justification] for adopting the remainder of ow beliefs" (ibid 4). It is 

the two-tiered intemalist conception of knowledge and justification as foundational that is 

at the cor= of many disagreements between traditionalists and natudists. 

Naturalistic approaches to epistemology can vary considerably fiom one another, 

but al1 Uisist that question (1) carmot be answereà independently of question (2). In otber 



words, questions about how we actually arrive at our beliefs do bear on questions about 

how we ou@ to amve at them. How the purely descriptive projects of psychology are 

thought to affect inquiry into the normative assessrnent of belief acquisition is what 

differentiates naturalists fiom one another. Radical or exhaustive naîuralisers, such as 

Quine, argue for, to borrow Komblith's terminology, the 'strong replacement thesis'. 

According to this thesis, to understand how we ought to acquire ou.  beliefs is to 

undentand how we actually acquire them, viz., the noms of belief acquisition ore nufurrrl 

processes. Evolution is wrnmonly used in suppm of this thesis: since believing truths 

enhances our survival and reproductive value, ~ i w a l  selection must guarantee that our 

cognitive mechanisms have an innate predisposition for believing tniths (Komblith 1994: 

5; see also: Quine [1969]). Knowledge is thus depicted not in tems of meeting some 

abstract criteria, but as a necessary by-product of evolution Traditional epistemological 

questions should therefore be replaced by psychological questions. Given this approach 

epistemology "or çomething like it" would simply "[fall] into place as a chapter of 

psy chology and hence of natural science" (Quine 1 969: 10 1 ). 

Needless to say, traditionalists are at odds with Quine's proposal. For among 

other things, it urges epistemologists to abandon the traditional view (which, as we noted, 

typically includes the foundationalist program') and take up the descriptive practices of 

psychology. Those who do otherwise, Le., proceed dong the lines of epistemology's 

historical standing as an autonomous enterprise, would seem to risk the chance of kving 

their work pigeon-holed as illegitimate (that is, if they could still fmd employment! ). 



There is hop ,  however, for those who wish to preserve the autonomy of 

epistemology - moderate naturalism Moderaie forms of a naniralised epistemoiogy 

propound a weaker version of the replacement thesis in that they acknowledge some 

epistemological questions as legitimately distinct in content fiom questions of descriptive 

psychology (Komblith 1993: 7). Consequently, epistemology is not just about 'the 

facts' . Again, moderate fonns Vary accordhg to which questions they regard as distinct1 y 

epistemological. However, broadly speaking, moderate naturaiists accept that the noms 

by which we assess the truth and justification of our beliefs cannot be reduced to natural 

processes (Brook & Stainton: forthcoming). Hence, questions that pertain to norms fd, 

as one would expect, within the domain of epistemology. 

Crucial to the sort of moderate naturalism that will be presented in the pages to 

follow, however, is the expectation that psychological research concemed with the 

mechanisms by which we acquire and relate our beliefs con and is very iikeiy to play a 

signrjcant role in the sshnping of at ieasr some of o w  norms. Put more generally, while 

both epistemic and moral norms are forged by a nwnber of factors (many of which are 

clearly non-scientific), their contours can also be influenced- sometimes rnarkedly - by 

developments in the physical sciences. What follows fiom this is that if epistemologists 

take the study of our noms as one of their centrai tasks, they musr becorne more 

responsive to the developments within the relevant (Le., cognitive) sciences. This entails, 

among other thuigs, that epistemologists attend to questions that are not nonnally a part 

of their repertoire; questions such as 'What mechanisms will yield beliefs that satisfy our 

norms of truth and justification?', 'When mechanisms do not yield justified tnie beliefs, 
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under what circumstauces can the agent be held responsible?', 'What circumstances d l  

lead us astray no matter what we do?', and so on' 

At this point it should be evident that each of the positions mentioned above 

interprets the relationship between epistemology and psy chology , and the relations hi p 

between values and facts, differently. The traditional view regards epistemology and 

psychology as separate, autonomous enterprises that go about their respective activities 

independently of one another. Here values and facts are taken to have nothing to do with 

each other. Radical naturalisers regard epistemology as a subcategory of, and hence 

continuous with, the encompassing fieid of psychology (thus the sort of epistemology 

traditionalists speak of is 'eliminateà'). Under ths view, values jus2 are facts. Moderate 

naturalisen, in contrast, view epistemology and psychology as two separate fields that 

employ different methodologies in an effort to answer equally legitimate, but different, 

questions. Yet because of the intimate relation between their respective subject matter 

(i.e., how we ought to acquire beliefs versus how we actually acquire them), moderate 

naturalisen insist that epistemologists and psychologists be ever rnindful of each other's 

work. The necessity of this approach becornes even more apparent once we mgnize  

that it is not always easy to distinguish a purely nonnative issue from a purely 

descriptive one. Indeed, questions of fact and value ofien so thoroughly interpenetrate 

and reconfigure one another that r e n d e ~ g  a distinction is at times exîremely dificuit, if 

not impossible. Neverthelem, if, in our discussions of either, we ignore the impact of 

developments in one fkont on developments in the other, we will most assuredly confine 

ourselves to an impoverished and misleadmgaccount of the rnatters at hand 



In short, even though it is afi5med that neither epistemology nor psychology 

could ever CO-opt the other, moderate narrrralism still calls for a heightened level of 

interaction between the m. For it is expected that both fields stand to gain a great deal 

by carefully monitoring the progress of the other. (This type of relationship, one will 

recall, is generally what co~evolution, deScnbes.) 

It is with the aim of M e r  defining(and at times defending) this sort of moderate 

naturalism that the chapter is organized dong the lines of two general themes. ï h e  frst of 

these (3.1-3.3) bean upon the difficulties associated with adopting either a radically 

naturalist position or an unwaveringly traditionalist position when punuing 

epistemology's core projects (e.g., the search for noms, or standards, of rational 

acceptability with which to evaluate our claims, includhg that made by the eliminativist). 

Throughout this discussion we will see that moderate naturalism is in keeping with much 

of the normative naturalism developed in the previous chapter. Indeed, it is my intention 

to show that the advantages of combining various aspects of the two outweigh those 

afforded by any alternative. This will bewme particularly evident at points wherein a 

reply is made to those who contest, either directiy or indirectiy, the plausibility of the 

very idea of maintaining this sort of nahiralism. For in showing that such allegations are 

misconceived and thereby misplaced, the desirability of ths type of moderate normative 

naturalist position will be unmistalcable. 

With Stich's comments the allegatiom against normative aaturalism continue, and 

in doing so, serve to motivate the development of the second theme. The difference hae  

is that unlike traditionaiists and many radical naturalisers, Stich does not reject the idea of 



normative naturalism or deny that normative 

results. I r x k d ,  Stich maintains that many 
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naturalist enterprises can yield lucrative 

sophisticated and powemil strategies of 

reasoning and inquiry have been produced by such undertakings. However, he is - for a 

number of reasons - exîremely scepticai that a normative oaturalist project d d  be of 

any assistance in settling the pdcular controversy regardmg the eliminativists' thesis. 

The grounds for this scepticism will be outlined (section 3.4) and then evaluated (section 

3.5) alongside the (allegedly) inextricable social constnictivism that is said to result. The 

final passages will contest Stich's assertion that normative naturalism is unlikely to 

fumish pnnciples that would inform us of how we ought to regard the elirninativists' 

thesis. And by doing this, we will see that the current ontological indeterminacy 

pertaining to the propositional attitudes is not necessarily destined to resolve itself in the 

manner that Stich's social coflSfNctivism anticipates. 

3.1 : THE NORMATIVE AND THE NATURALISTIC: A TALE OF TWO CITIES 

The Churchlands, in their campaign to bring the precision of the sciences to epistemology, 

provide a clear illustration why many traditional epistemologists are led to repudiate 

naturalism. For the manner in wbich the Churchlaads ultirnately expect to deliver 

precision to epistemology is simply to treat it as the part of scientific research concemed 

with human cognition Thus the Churchlands advice to those who wish to bring the 

determinateness of scientific jucigment to epistemological claims is, in short, to pursue the 

relevant sciences (which, of course, is also what Quine recommends) (McCauley 1988: 

143). The Chinchlands are far h m  king the sole proponents of this view; as McCauley 



has wmmenw 'Lenth~iasm for this project has increased in the pst decade in pan 

because of the startliag progress in the ...[ cognitive] sciences. Rogress in psychology, 

linguisba, cognitive anthropology, artificial intelligence (especially of the comectionist 

variety), and the various neurosciences has rendered increasing expanses of human 

cognitive activity accessible to systematic empincal investigationn (McCauley 1988: 

As we previously obsewed, the Churchlands - especially Paul - have 

repeatedly emphasized the particular importance of neuroscience to matten (such as 

those pextaining to rationality and the acquisition of knowledge) that have been 

historically perceived as the exclusive subjects of traditional ( i ,  nomutive) 

epistemology.' The erosion of conventional epistemoIogica1 boundaries is, according to 

both Churchlands, inevi table, since 

... a serious advance in our appreciation of cognitive virtue would.. . seem t O 

require thaî we go beyond [folk psychology], that we transcend the poverty 

of [folk psychology's] conception of rationality by transcending its 

propositional kinematics entirely, by developing a deeper and more general 

kinematics of  cognitive activity, and by distinguishing witbin this new 

h e w o r k  which of  the kinematically possible modes of activity are to be 

valued and encouraged (as more efficienf reliable, productive, or whatever) 

[Churchland 1 98 1 : 841 - 

Thus eliminativism does not, Churchland purports, imply the end of o u  

normative concem; rather, it suggests that they will have to be "recomtituted at a more 

revealing level of understanding, the level that a matureà neuroscience will provide" 

(Churchland 1981: 84; emphasis added). If Churchland is correct in claiming that 



neuroscience can, in the sense indicated above, sente as a source for the development of 

n o m ,  then it is clearthat, aven such a radical reinterpretation of n o m ,  epistemologists 

would have no choice but to naturalise. Indeed, any epistemological speculation regardmg 

cognitive virtue that does otherwise (i-e., that ignores the developments of neuroscience 

[and the rest of the cognitive sciences, for that matter]) would seem to nsk the chance of 

thoroughgoing irrelevance (McCauley 1988: 143). 

Of course al1 of this is, at bottom, a warning to those (traditional) epistemologists 

who rely extensively on the framework of folk psychology and who assume that the 

conceptual habits that evolved prior to systematic psychological theorizing are by and 

large adequate (recall that in support of this, the Chinchlands have pointed out that ( 1 ) 

systematic scientific research has continually encroached on and usurped fields of inquiry 

that were once the sole possessions of folk theories, and (2) that many recent findings in 

the wgnitive sciences seem to conflict with, and hence undermine, the presumptions made 

by folk psychology; see pp. 62-3). Yet in accepting the Churchlands' recommendation 

- vù., to cany out the project of naturalising epistemology by proceeding dong the lines 

of a single (or number of) naturd sciences) - one is also accepting the apparent 

predicament that cornes with confronting the inherently normative aspect of the 

discipline. For it would seem - at least in light of the central task of the traditionalist's 

foundationalist program (i.e., to formulate general a priori principles for the assessmenl 

of our beliefs in an effort to distinguish those meriting the title of 'knowledge' from those 

of a lesser stature) - as though a normative dimension is inexîricably tied to al l  

epistemological endeavours. Yet by pn>ceeding solely on the basis of developments 



within the relevant naturai sciences, it is difficult to imagine whar could count as an 

explicitly nonnative epistemology. 

While troubling for some, the prospect of jeopardizing the normative dimension of 

epistemology appean to be of littie conceni to the Churchlands.' For since, as we saw in 

the previous chapters, the question of whether folk ps ychology is the correct 6nunework 

with which to grasp mental phenomena remains very much an open one, so too must be 

the question of whether normative epistemology, in drawing on the categonal level 

comprehended by folk psychology, is the correct h e w o r k  with which to delineate the 

parameters of such notions as 'rational belief, 'truth', or 'knowledge' (Chuchland 1979: 

123; 198 1 : 824). The consequence, in short, is that the elimination of folk psychology's 

core postdates (i. e., the propositional attitudes) would also, presumabl y, entail the 

elimination of the nonnative features of epistemology that are delineated in terms of those 

postdates (McCauley 1988: 144). If, as the Churfhlands anticipate, such circumstances 

are realized, what - given the absence of n o m  - will guide epistemologists in their 

efforts to appraise our beliefs? The short answer is empincal psychology. The long 

answer lies within severai of the Churchlands sub-personal approaches to 'ratiodity' 

and 'knowledge', al1 of which accord well with recent findings in cognitive neurobiology 

and co~lnectionist architecture and, of course, make none of the assumptions that S o m  

the class of normative epistemologies they teje* (e-g., see: P. M. [1995]; P.S. [1986]). 

Yet it is still difficult to say whether these unconventionai m a u r e s  of cognifive 

performance can achially fulfill a 'normative' purpose. Radical natudisers, such as the 

Churchlands and Quine, certainly suggest that they can and will ( r d 1  how Quine uses 



evolution in support of this). However, because scientific epistemology of this sort is in 

its infancy. no one reaily knows precisely how - or even J - the results of these 

studies are to assume a normative role. 

One of the strongest opponents of such attempts to naturalise epistemology is 

Hilary Putnarn. Putnam insists that if we were to explain al1 of our norms away we 

would be lefi with no remaining standards by which to assess competing explanatory 

claims - including those conceming the explanation of our noms. In light of this, 

Putnam states that "the elimination of the normative is attempted mental suicide" 

(Putnam 1983: 246), since without any normative standards there would be nothing we 

codd be right or wrong about - al1 our arguments and assertions would be, as McCauley 

states, "al1 for naught" (McCauley 1988: 145). While Putnam is wary of aprioristic 

arguments about the necessary shape of epistemic concepts, McCauley has noted that 

'the alternative picture he offers portrays epistemology as inescapably normative, 

nonetheless" (ibid 145). For Putnam maintains that exphut ion  is in itselfan epistemic 

notion, since d l  explanations presuppose values (Putnam 1983: 290-98). If, as Ritnam 

suggests, explanation contains an ineluctably normative dimension, then one would 

presurne that such rnainstay epistemic notions as 'rationality' and 'knowledge' must as 

well. Accordingly, we shouid expect that any of the naîuralisers' proposed expZamtiom 

of these central concepts would just as surely presuppose M e r  epistemic noms (op. 

cit. 145). 



3.2: PROBLEM WITH AN EXHAUSTIVELY NATURALISED ~ I S T E M O L O G Y  

As we shall see, McCauley is mnvinced that naturalist attempts to elhinate the 

nonnative outright, sucb as that suggested by Churchlad., will face the following 

dilemma: they will either "prove incomplete or, if wmplete, then inimical to the progress 

of science" (McCauley 1988: 145). However, by constnicting an alternative (i-e., 

normative-uaturalist ) proposal, McCauley hopes to demonstrate that neither this 

conclusion nor Putnam's should discourage advocates of a naturalisai epistemology from 

punuing their projects. His aim, in his own words, is not to defeat the project of 

naturalising epistemology, but rather to 'help clarify what it does and does not arnount 

to" (ibid 145). 

McCauley begins by examinhg Plunam's contention that explanation is a 

fùndamentally epistemic notion. McCauley notes that two episodes in the history of 

science - the demise of geocentrism and that of creationisrn (and correspondingly, the 

failure of normative defenses thereof) - brought significant contibutions to the evolution 

of new standards for acceptable scientific work (such as, for example, that, ceteris 

paribus, we should prefer theones that have an array of consequences that are specific 

enough to submit to exîensive ernpirical tests over their cornpetitors who do not [Kitcher 

19821). Thus, these episodes had an effect on what would subsequently count as an 

acceptable explanafion, suggesting that, among other things, good explanation in science 

shouid not appeal to the intervention of the supematural. However, McCauley notes 

that it is clearthat "tbis sort of evoltdion of new scientific standards is equivalent neither 

to the aboIition nor to the elimiMIion of al1 such [i-e., normative] standards" (McCauley 



1988: 146). The failure of attempts to defend geocentrisrn and creationism on the basis of 

their centraiity to prwailing nonnative positions does suggest that arguments of this sort 

are incapable of preserving what have proved (during the course of research) to be 

deficient theories. Yet this does not, as McCauley uisists, support the daim that 

normative matters in generai can be elirninated once and for all. Rather, what these cases 

show is that "as a r e d t  of theoretid progress in science our normative commztmenîs 

sometimes change (both in the epistemological and in the moral sphere)" (ibid. 146; 

emphasis in original). 

Simply put, the cases of geocentrism and creationimi show that what were once 

obviouîly matters of great moral significance may, as a result of scientific developments, 

becorne less conspicuously so. At the moral level it could be argued that homoçexuality 

will ultimate prove to be an analogous case, for it would appear as though attitudes 

towards homosexuality stand a good chance of undergohg a similar sort of transformation 

as a result of current and future scientific developrnent~.~ For consider ( 1 ) the astonishing 

anay of 'naturally occurring' sexual arrangements and relations that arise among 

individuals across a variety of species (e.g., the homosexual parings of doves discovered in 

Califomia); (2) research on the value to the species of a gene for a kind of hypertrophie 

attraction to males; and (3) preliminary fmdings about srnall but consistent ciifferences 

between certain brain structures of homosexual and heterosexual human males. Such 

research might, in time, significantiy alter prevailing perceptions of the 'naturalness' , if' 

not the moral acceptability, of homosexual relations. At the epistemic level, consider the 

influence of the development of the modem synthetic theory of evolution on our 



(in)tolerance for teleological forms of explanation in the naninil sciences. This would 

seem to be an obvious instance wherein an inquiry into MWQI processes bas had a 

derivative affect on the standrrds by whch we evaluate certain ciaims- 

However, as mentioned above, none of this demonstrates that mattea of 

normative conceni in general are candidates for elimination. For contrary to the 

implications of radical naturalism, what counts as a normative matter pxtaUiing to science 

- be it moral or epistemïc - is not always decided exclusively on the basis of 

considerations i n t e d  to science (incidentally, McCauley notes that the contrary 

position "covertly resurrects the logical empiricists' assumption that the standards for a 

satisfactory explanation can be formaily specified once and for dl" WcCauley 1988: 

1461). A number of factors - scientific and non-scientific - can be involved in the 

determination of if, and to what extent, a given issue is normative. Some ardent 

creationists, for example, continue to regard the codict  between their convictions and the 

theory of evolution as one of profound moral significance that has yet to be settled - a 

fact that is entirely consistent with both a moderate form of normative naturalism and 

McCauley's own understanding of how the contours of nonnative issues are de- 

What counts as normative within science depends, at least in part, on the 

relative prominence of the dissenhg views (both within the scientific 

community and within the culture ai large) that are critical of the dominant 

methods and the theoretical developments of some science. It also depends 

upon the kind of challenge that dissenters present to scientific standards and 

. achievements. (Hence, it is much easier for us to undmtand how the origin 

of humanity still constitutes an issue of moral significance than it is for us t O 

understand how the position of the carth does.) [in short], the polemical 



context carnës the major shore of the respmibility for highlighting the 

nonnorive issues they mord or epistemic] WcCauley 1988: 146; 

emphasis W. 

These wmments also accord well wiîh Paul Roth's contention that "we cannot 

clearly mark off what is normative nom what is notn (Roth 1987: 32; quoted in 

McCauley 1988: 146). Roth anives at this conclusion through the recognition that, as 

with the distinction between the conceptual and the empllicai, the distinction between the 

descriptive (or qlanatory) and the normative is "overwhelmingly mitigated by the son 

of h o l i n  Quine proffen in semantics" (op. cit. 43) - a position to which, interestingly, 

al1 parties in the foregoing discussion (Le., the Churchlands, Putnam, and McCauley ) 

generally subscribe. If we accept this portrayal, then we m u t  grant that holistic 

considerations constrain daims about justification no less than other clairns within the 

web of belief (op. cit. 146). Accordingly, Roth argues that, depending on the conceptual 

and theoreticai frameworks at hami, different issues will seem more plainly nonnative 

than others. One wnsequence of this view, then, is that what is interpreted as a 

nonnative issue, even in epistemology, is partly a function of the polemical context in 

which t resides (McCauley 1988: 146). 

McCauley notes that this is not to argue that "any particular assumption is 

intrinsically normative corne-what-may", but it does imply "tltar QZZ positions irrvolve 

presqpositiom (e.g., about methodr) thfuncfion nomatively (in the same way that ail 

positions involve conceptual presuppositions that fiinction within those positions like 

analytic tniths" (ibid 147; emphasis in ongxnal). The question of whetkr the normative 



dimensions of such assumptions are manifest rwally depends upon the ferocity of 

relevant disputes. Typically, whzch normative dimensions are manifest depends upon the 

problems and the purposes of the disputants (McCauley 1988: 147). 

What follows fiom this is that every new explanation of noms will itself 

presuppose M e r  noms that will in turn require explanation Thus the proposed 

encapsulation of the normative within the framework of our e x p l d o n s  - which the 

Churchlands foresee and which Putnam deems suicida1 - will "surely remain forever 

incomplete" (ibid 147). This is the first hom of the dilemma that confronts those who 

wish to exhaustively naturalise the nonnative. 

Given the foregohg depiction of inquiry (i.e., wherein each systematic explanation 

of a normative consideration contains further normative assumptions), the relation of the 

normative and the explanatory ernerges as one of a "perpetual and productive interaction 

where the borders between the two domains could shifi (ofien only imperceptibly, 

perhaps) with each and every advance" (ibid 147). The vital point, though, is that the 

persrstence of both the nomtive  and explamtoty dimensions in science is a prerequ~site 

for itsprogress. Hence, the elimination of the normative is antagonistic to the advance of 

science - which is the second horn of aforementioned dilemma McCauley describes this 

predicament as follows: 

I f  the confluence of opinion about our exptanaîory sucusses ever completely 

overshadowed the normative assumptions thaî inform scientific work, it 

would si@ the absence of disputes. The absence of disputes wodd indicaîe 

the cessation of theoretical competition, and the cessation of theoretical 

competition would put an end to any substantid scientinc change. (It is 



indiffcren t... w or not we regard that change as progressive.) When 

science ceases to change, scieace ceases. ûniy on the most naive fotms of 

reaiisn could science ever grind to such a halt - presumably. because it had 

M y  gotten ai i  of its descriptions right! ~ c C d e y  1988: 1471. 

In light of this outcome one can see why McCauley is inclined to deem naturalist 

positions that anticipate the wholesale elhination of the normative as traditionally 

constnied, such as that found m Paul Churchland's early work (wherein the 

disappearance of the normative is seen as a consequence of elimiriaîing folk psychology in 

favour of some future neuroscientific account of cognitive hctioning), as 'inimical to the 

progress of science' (a charge that would appear to be particularly distressing for bath 

Churchlands considering their fondness for, and faith in, science in general). Furthemore, 

with respect to that which was said in the previous chapter, we can identie a further 

problem with the Churchlands' position vis-à-vis normative epistemology: even f the 

categorial framework of folk psychology, upon which normative epistemology is said to 

rest, were to succumb to elirnination, it would not come at the han& of some future 

neuroscience, but rather those of some inirclevel cornpetitor. Accordingly, the 

Churchlands may be encimibered with the same difficulty as that which loomed at the end 

of section 2.3; namely, that if folk psychology is eventually displaced, it will come via 

some higher level counterpart (e-g., cognitive psychology), which would, in d l  lilcelihood, 

irnplement some of folk psychology's wre (Le., intentional) concepts. (For recall that, at 

least currently, the most promising intralevel successors to folk psychology al1 utilize 

intentional concepts to some extent [see p. 241.) Granted, this is not to say that 



neuroscience could not play a role in shapïng folk psychology's intralevel successor. 

Indeed, as McCauley States, "in al1 probability the neuroscieaces will share some 

responsibility in the crime [Le., the elirnination of folk psychology]"; yet nevertheles. "it 

is much more likely to be some descendant of contemporary cognitive psychology that 

will do the achial dirty work" (McCauley 1988: 149). Thus the point rernains: as long as 

intentional concepts are presemed to some degree by folk psychology's intralevel 

successor, then the possibility of a n o m i v e  epistemology couched in such concepts 

remains open. 

3 -3: THE NORMATIVE NATURALIST ALTERNATNE 

Fortunately, neither the Churchlands' or Putnam7s arguments ought to deter philosophers 

fiom actively investigating the devance of the cognitive sciences to epistemology. For 

the considerations they raise do not, accordkg to McCauley, undennine Quine's insight, 

VU., that once we are bereft of appeals to 'First Philosophy', it is the standards of those 

pursuits that contribute most obviously and most successfully to hurnan flourishing in 

general, and to our biowledge about the world in particular, that offer the clearest and 

most defensible standards of rational justification (McCauiey 1988: 150; see also: Quine 

[1969]). And it is with respect to such pursuits that McCauiey holds the non- 

controversial assumption of science as deseming of a prominent - if not the most 

prominent - position, particularly when one considen that standards that are 

"simuZtaneously extemi to, superior Io, and independent oof those of science simply do 

not ex&" (McCauley 1988: 150; emphasis in origd). 



This lasi comment of McCauley's, motivated largely by the recommendations of 

Quine, provides a concise representation of what, above dl, continues to divide many 

traditionalists and naturalists (be they radical or moderately normative). This division 

stems fiom the natunilists' insistence that the conventional epistemologicai project - 

both in terms of its content and approach - is misguided. In terms of its content, it is 

said to be misguided because it searches for nonexistent standards of rationality fiom 

which to judge the epistemic s t a t u  of our (specifically scientific) beliefs (i.e., the 

standards to which the preceding quote of McCauley's refen). Naturalists often 

reinforce this conviction by emphasizing the fact that "three hundred yean of 

epistemological inquiry has failed to reveal any set of principles that could daim the 

allegianceof a majority of even philosophers" (Giere 1989: 378). This misguided goal, in 

turn, is said to trigger the traditionalists' misguideù approach: Le., attempting to 

detemine the aforementioned standards a priori. In light of al1 this confusion, most post- 

Quinian naturalists, including McCauley , are Ied  to advise traditionalists to abandon their 

task of establishing a 'First Philosophy' (i.e., a class of "unconàitionally accepted non- 

scientific, truths upon which to justify science" [Gibson 1987: 621). Such abandonment 

is crucial, the naturalist is apt to continue, since it is only clfier this is done that 

episternology can proceed, and in doing so, be in a position to fieely consult the relevant 

sciences in answering its central questions. 

Along with the expectation of a fuîure epistemology drawing on the resources of 

science cornes a M e r  claimthat is cornmonplace among naturalists, viz., that the n o m  

used to judge scientific beliefs musr corne (radical naîuraiisers such as the ~hurchlands)~, 



or are very likely - though still not necasmiZy - to wme (nomative natitralisers such as 

McCauley), fkom withùi science itself Note the similarity here between McCauley7s 

position and the specific sort of moderate naturalism that was outlined at the beguuiing of 

the chapter. Like McCauley ' s own position, the said variety of moderate oaturalism goes 

somewhat M e r  than that which is characteristic of the approach in general. This is so 

because moderate naturalists typically eschew the question of where our norms are to 

come from and instead focus on the cognitive mechanisms involved in their satisfaction 

(or lack thereof). However, while the variety of moderate naturalism 1 envision is equally 

concemed with rnechanisms of belief acquisition, it also carries the additional conviction 

that the findings of such inquiries anaor the methodologies used in their attainment might 

serve as a source of noms in and of themselves. For if one accepts that scientific 

developments can influence the shape of our norms, one must also aclmowledge at least 

the possibility that such developments could exert so rnuch @tdence that the noms could 

be said to have come straight fkom science. 

Nor should such a possibility be comtmed as far-fetched; indeed, we have good 

reason for thinking otherwise. Consider the basis of McCauley7s preference for science 

- Le., its (relative) determinateness - both in its findings and its methods. If, at 

McCauley's recommendation, we regard the fmdings and rnethods of our knowledge- 

seelang activities (when viewed in terms of their respective determinateness) as falluig 

dong a continuum, we can see that as one moves M e r  away nom the physical sciences, 

claims and methods becorne progressively l es  and less precise. Although not the only 

sort of j usti fication, scientific j ustifkation does appear to have a distinct aùvantage over 



other methods in that it yields cornparatively deteminate results in accordance with 

comparatnrely cletenninate methods. 

Of course this is not meant to suggest that science could ever definitively justi f y  

itself (and thereby monopolize some portion of the truth). Yet it still seems as though 

normative positions - even that of Putnam's - m u t  look to science at some point For 

it is difficult to see how one would cash-out, for example, Plitnam's depiction of truth as 

"an idealization of ratiod acceptability" (Putnam 1983: 200) without devoting a 

substantial arnount of attention to the standard ofscience in general and thefindings of 

cognitive science in pmrimfur. While granhg that not d l  truths are the truths of science, 

the truths of science do seem to stand much nearer to the core of our concept of euth 

than do our less deteminate* veracious claims (McCauley 1 986b). McCauiey realizes 

that assemons such as this carry an air of question beggingsince 'Wmtever force [they 

possess] seems to be psychological only" (McCauley 1988: 150). However, McCauley 

avows that after al1 versions of foundationalism are found to be wanting, the accounts of 

rationality "whose begging of questions is lest oEensive7' will be precisely those whic h 

attend most conscientiously to our best accounts of the relevant f m  - and the relevant 

facts here are largely psychological (ibid 150). Hence, developments within the cognitive 

sciences that deal with the acquisition, processing, and utilization of idormation wodd 

seem, at least prima facie, to provide an obvious rneans by which to augment the body of 

facts that infonn our curent epistemological projects (such as those that seek standards 

of rational acceptability). Of the question of whether a paiticular development 

would amount to just one of many factors (including those that might be non-scientific) 



that often contribute to the formuig of our norms, or wtiether it would take on a principal 

role by fianishing the n o m  itself, depends on the content of the development and the 

polemical context in which it figures. 

Scientifk contributions notwithstanding, the normative, in one sense, is 

inelirninabIe, since the penistence of the normative, as we noted earlier, will invariably 

preclude the possibility of ever exhazlstivelj natiiralising epistemology (for each of the 

radical naturalisers' explariations, recall, will presuppose M e r  norms). However 

neither this nor, for that matter, Putnam's argument, demonstrates that our m e n t  

epistemic norms or the categorial framework (based predominantly on folk psychology) 

in which they are posed must both penist. It is, rather, that normative discourse of some 

sort or another will endure. And this (i.e., the penistence of normative discussions) does 

not establish any principled autonomy for epistemology as traditionally consmied 

(indeed, talk of epistemological autonomy seems even more unbefitting once one 

acknowledges that "just as surely as al1 debates about the facts presuppose noms, ail  

normative discussions make assumptions about the facts" (McCauley 1988: 15 1 ). 

In summary, then, McCauley argues that the normative will continue (within any 

account of scientific methodology) on the groundç that a complete elimination will render 

any exhaustively (i.e., radically) naturaliseci successor forever incornplete or inimicai to 

the progress of science. In other words, contrary to what Chtuchland (1979) suggests, 

epistemology is not 'just about the facts' (McCauiey: personal comm). Yet cnicially, the 

persistence of the normative is understood to have no bearing whatsoever on "the urgent 

need of contemporary epistemologists to carefully attend, henceforth, to developments in 



the cognitive sciences and to take as their primary occupation the task of making sense of 

those findings" (McCauley 1988: 15 1 ). For fiom the fm that epistemology will never be 

completeely cwxtensive with science it follows neiîher "that it cannot nor should not 

becorne much more responsive [to the relevant sciences]" (ibid 1 5 1 ; emphasis in onguial). 

Thus he argues not that we muFr naturalise, but rather that we cm nahiralise without 

forsaking normative commitments - and most importantly, have very cumpelling 

reasons for doing so. 

Some traditionalists, such as Ellen Klein (1 992)- have argued that the 'middle- 

ground' alternative presented in McCauley ' s version of normative n a t d  ism is 

unworkable. Among other misgiwlgs, Klein alleges that McCauley ' s proposal implies 

that - &en the difficulties associated with the traditional epistemological endeavour - 

naturalism is the only option. The problem, as Klein States, is that uM~Cauley cannot 

consistentl y maintain the belief that the choice between traditionalism and naturalism are 

the only choices open to epistemologists"; he must also acknowledge the possibility , for 

instance, that one may wish to a h  epistemological scepticism (Klein 1992: 292). In 

other words, McCauiey cannot claim - as many -ch naturalists ofien do - that 

epistemologists have no choice but to naturalise. Klein admits, however, that this point 

does not pose a serious threat to McCauley's proposal, since he is not constrainai to 

show that one mus! natudise, but rather only that one must abandon traditionalism 

(because it is not d l  philosophers drop the quest for a 'First Philosophy' that 

epistemology c m  proceed dong the lines McCauley imagines it should - namely, in 

direct consultation with the cognitive sciences]). Yet even on this count, Klein fin& 



McCauley unconvincing. Klein attributes two arguments to McCauley's purported 

efforts to urge the abandonment of tradïtionalism, the fint of which is said to rely 

prirnady on the historical failings of the enterprise. Klein's reply to this argument (and 

indeed to al1 arguments of this sort) is simply to note that "the ernpirical fact of the 

Mure of al1 past epistemologies, even if tme, holds little weight concerning prospects for 

the fbtwe'' (Klein 1992: 293). 

While this retort rnight coerce some nahnalists into reformulating or recanting 

arguments that invoke the past failures of epistemology (although 1 tend to think it should 

not), it has no bearing on what McCauley proposes. This is so because Klein's 

cornments rest on a misunderstanding of McCauley's position: McCauley is no[ required 

to show (1) that epistemologists must abandon traditionalism, or (correspondingly) (2) 

that naturalism is the only choice open to epistemologists. What McCauley urges is not 

nearly as strong as what Klein suggests. McCauley's recommendation that epistemology 

becorne 'more responsive' to the findings of the cognitive sciences Mmes no categorical 

force. As McCadey states, this remmrnendation is merely presented "in light of what 1 

take to be a reasonable assessrnent of the relative promise of the various directions of 

research open to epistemologists"; and it is with respect to diis that he holds that "the 

balance of the arguments over the past few decades indicates that the traditional project 

possesses Mme profound limitations and that durhg those same decades the findings of 

the relevant cognitive sciences seem to raise important questions about rnany of the 

central categorial assumptions of the traditional approach in epistemology" (McCautey 

1992: 30 1)? Consequently, McCauley does not deny the possibility of pursuing the 



traditional or even scepticai epistemological projets - epistemologists are free to do 

both. However, he is pessimistic that such avenues of inquiq will produce any deeper 

understanding of our intellechial and practical successes, or, for that matter, of the wide 

range of knowledge that we have at our commarsd, includmg much of our tacit lmowledge 

and our intuition (McCauiey 1992: 302). Whilethis may, practically speaking, amount to 

the c lah  that epistemologists who wish to pursue fiuitfid research paths must abandon 

tradj tionalism, it again Cames no categoricai force. 

Klein c d t s  McCauley with launchuig a second argument for the abandonment of 

traditionalism, one that impugw the epistemologist's search for a 'Fint Philosophy'. 

Although we know thaf in light of what was previously said, McCauley has no such aim, 

it is worthwhile to survey Klein's confusion - for in doing so we can M e r  clarify 

McCauley's position. Klein interprets McCauley's assertion that there are no standards 

that are 'simultaneously extemal to, superior to, and independent of  those of science as, 

in essence, a restatement of Q u e ' s  (1981) belief that there is no need for a 'super- 

scientific tribunal'. To this, Klein insists that "there is a need for a super- 

scientific ... tribunal and the need is (among other places) precisely where Quine denies that 

there is any - d e t e d n g  the adequacy (justificatory status) of specific scientific 

claims, arguments and methodologies" (Klein 1992: 294). Again, Klein is rniscoTlStnilng 

McCauley's position if she thinks that he categorically disavows extra-scientific 

delihration about scientific endeavours. McCauley daes, however, regard the metaphor 

of a super-scientific 'tribunal' as entirely inappropriate. As McCauley stateg "neither 

epistemologists nor anyone else can sit as a 'super-scientific triaunal' possessing any 



confidence either that their judgments c m  justifiably supersede the judgments of science 

or that their judgments boast epistemic vimies superior to those of science" (McCauley 

1992: 300). For although McCauley agrees with, among others, Klein and Putnam that 

other values and considerations besides those of science shape our epistemic 

investigations and ideals, he agrees with Quine that none of these investigations or ideals 

lead to standards that either "supersede or grormd or stand in authoritative judgment over 

the judgments of science" (ibid 301). in short, even though McCauley views the search 

for a 'First Philosophy' as fniitless, and the related notion of a super-scientific tnbunal as 

faulty , he is not required to show that episternologists must give up the hope of either. 1 t 

is, rather, that he simply regards epistemological projects that are uninformeci by the 

findings of the cognitive sciences as needlessly impoverished. 

Klein's comrnents are representative of the traditionaiist's aversion to the 

prospect of utilizing a normative naturalist approach for pursuing epistemology's central 

projects. Yet we have seen that her allegations rest on a misunderstanding of what 

normative naturalism envisions (and hence, what it requires of epistemologists). Contraq 

to the arguments of Klein and many other traditionalists, it appears that epistemologists 

um make use of the developments in the relevant sciences without relinquisbing their 

normative cornmitments. Moreover, it would seem as though they have cumpeLlYig 

reasons for doing so, sulce such a course looks to be, at least prima fàcie, aptly suited for 

the tasks at hand (such as devising standards or principies of rational acceptability). Stich 

assents to this point, and indeed maintains that scientists have already employed such 

strategies with great succee. Thus, Stich does not regard a normative naturalist approach 



as problematic in and of itselt However, as we shall see in the section to follow, Stich 1s 

sceptical that such a strategy will produce principles of rational ontological inference that 

are strong enough and detailed enough to dictate what we ought to conclude about the 

entities invoked by a theory once we corne to believe that the theory is seriously 

mistaken. 

3.4: PRAGMATIC OBSTACLES TO NORMATNE N A T ~ I S T  SOLUTIONS 

Stich expresses two separate reasons for doubàng the possibility that a normative 

naturaiist a p p r o a c k  such as McCauley's - Mght serve to rwolve the controversy 

surroundhg the eliminativists' conclusion. The first of these proceeds fkom the 

purported normative statu held by the principles normative naturalists sanction (for 

recall Stich's hope that normative naturalism might produce rational principles of 

ontological inference - principles that would direct us to conclusions we ought to 

accept). In wntemplating how such principles are apt to aquire their normative force, 

Stich makes two significant observations (Stich 1996: 66). 

Fint, it is a mistake to ask how the normative naturalist approach produces 

rational principles of inference, as there is no single normative naturalist approach, but 

rather several strategies that uui be reasonably classified as such (McCauley's k ing  but 

one of these). Given this, Stich concludes that it is quite probable that normative 

natriralists with dissirnilar loyalties will disagree on whether certain principles possess 

normative status. And until a single normative naturalist strategy can prove 

unequivocally correct - a daunting task to say the least - one will be unsure as to 



*ch set of principles ought to be followed Second, sometimes efforts to subsmtiate a 

paiticuiar normative naturaikt enterprise can cany relativistic implications. For the 

principles endorsed therein are claimed to be hypolhetid imperutives; that is, "they are 

principles we ought to follow jf we have certain goalsn (Stich 19%: 66; emphasis in 

original). The problem, of coune, is that "if our p a l s  are diEerent, the nomative- 

natmdist procedure may well sanction different principles" (ibid 66). In other words, if 

the participants of a particular controversy do not share the sarne goals (which may be 

the case in the debate over eliminativism), normative natudism might prescribe different 

conclusions to different people. Taken together, Stich contends that these observations 

justify at least some circumspection about normative naturalist projects. 

The second reason for Stich's scepticism centres on what we cm expect nonnative 

n d i s m  to disclose about patterns of ontological inference, and M e r ,  how this 

disclosure might prove ineffectual when assessing the eliminativists' argument: "even if 

we grant that the output of the no~mative-naturalist procedure will be principles that 

rational people ought to follow, it is important to realize that there is no guarantee that 

this approach will succeed in resolving our problem about what to conclude from the 

elirni~tivists' premises" (ibid; emphasis in original). For, as Stich continues, it is 

entirely possible that there just are no rutional principles of oniologicui derence to be 

found - or at least none that are strong enough and comprehensive enough to determine 

what one ought to conclude if the elimiriirtivists' premises are in fm true (ibid 66-7). 

lndeed, a thorough study of pst cases in which ontological inferences were made might 

reveal thai, in some or many cases, there is simply no comlation between the features of 



the theories involved and the conclusion that was ultimately accepted Yet decisions were 

still made. If normative principles remain silent when applied to such cases, then, Stich 

concludes, additional factors mwt  have been involved in the deliberative process. And 

Stich maintains that it will be precisely these sorts of facton that will funush an 

explanation of how ontological uncertainties are settled when appeals to normative 

principles falter. Stich goes on to present an admittedly tentative outline of four types of 

cases in which these e>m-aneous factors are rnost likely to affect ontological decisioas - 

cases that he feels a carem investigation of actual examples will corroborate (Stich 19%: 

67-70). 

(i) 'Don't cares'. There are some cases, Stich argues, in which "it just doesn't much 

matter to anyone whether the theorists conclude that some of the eniities invoked in a 

mistaken theory really do exist, though their properties are quite different fiom those 

amibuted to them by the old theory, or whether they conclude there are no such things 

- that some of the theoretical tem in the old theory didn't refer to anything - and that 

the phenomena that need explaining are best explained by invoking different theoretical 

entities" (Stich 1996: 67). In other words, the ontological decision is largely arbitrary. 

Stich believes that this is what might have happened with electrons, which were originally 

conceiveci not as particles but as uni& of quantity of electric charge, and is presently 

happening with genes, as modem molecular genetics discerns nothing that maintains al1 of 

the important properties originally atbn'buted to them. 



(ü) 'hplicit previous agreements'. In other cases, there may be an implicit m e n t  

within the scientific community about an essential property or set of properties amibed 

to a posited entity, and tbat if it tums out that nothhg has these properties, then 

everyone will agree that the entity does not exkt Stich suggests that the historical 

conception of 'the aether' as a lmifom and nationary framework for inertial systems 

cornes close to illustrating such circum~fances, for after Michelson and Morley proved 

that such a rendering was untenable, most scientists agreedthere was no aether. 

(iii) 'Social and political Eictoa intenial to the relevant science'. It is Stich's suspicion 

that in certain situations the personalities of scientists and the micropolitics of their 

respective cornmrmiaes exert some influence on ontological determinations. At tirnes, for 

example, the prospect of receiving a grant or promotion may improve by announcing the 

di~overy of a new entity or denying the existence of an entity that was fomerly thought 

to exist. Either course may also serve to facilitate a scientist's personal desire to break 

fkom tradition and be perceived as a radical innovator. However, at other times, it rnay be 

more politically sagacious to conclude that, while a particdar entity exists, one's 

colleagues were heretofore mistaken about some of the properties attributed to it - an 

avenue that is perhaps more attractive to scientists with more conservative dispositions. 

It is conceivable, for instance, 

. . . that had Lavoisier wished to be Mewed Iess as a radical innovator and more 

as a conservative, he might have retained a venerable old temi raîher than 

htroduchg a new one. And rather thau mainîaining that there is no such 



thing as phlogiston, he might instead have cLaimed that Priestly, S U  and 

eariier theorists were mistaken about lots of the properties they aîtributed to  

phlogiston. So if Lavoisier hed a somewhat diffmnt personality, what we 

now cail "oxygen" would be cailed ''phlogiston" indead [Stich 1996 : 681 

Stich admits that he is in no position to definitively say what Lavoisier's actual 

temperament was, or if, in tum, it played a part in this particular case. However, the 

point of this invented scenario, accordhg to Stich, is that it provides an indication of what 

he suspects is the case - that the pemnalities of scientists and the micropolitics of their 

communities can affect the outcome of situations such as these. 

(iv) 'Broader social and political factors'. Currently, the social and political co~l~equences 

of afhning the existence of witches in liberal democracies are, by and large, benign, as the 

practice of witchcraft (e-g., worshipping nature, etc.) has gained a not inconsiderable 

degree of legitimacy, while perennial myths have been debunked (e-g., that witches make a 

pact with the devil, cast evil spells, ride on broomsbcks, etc.). However, for those who 

held a similar view of witches during the sixteenth-cenhiry (i.e., that they exist, but made 

no pact with the devii or caused any harm), it was probably more politically 

advantageous to deny the existence of witches altogether, in that such a stance might 

better prevent the torture or death of innocent women. Stich claims that similar social and 

political considerations are also intermixed in the debate over homosexudity : 

While no one denies that same sex d activity oc- there is some 

reason to beIieve that mmy widely held b e l i d  about sexual preference, 

homosexuality, and homosexual penple are fhk. This has led some to 



conclude that there is no such thing as homosexuality or thai there are no 

homosexuai people. Others... argue that this is exactly the m n g  cmclusion 

to h. Rather, they msisî, hamosexuality and hornosexuals do indeed exin. 

though many clamis made about them are fâlse. 1 think it is pretty clair t hat 
this dispute is in large measure a political dispute. Both Sdes agree that there 

is no kmd or condition that has al i  the feanues commonly attributed to 

homosexuality. What is really in dispute is how ha!red, prqjudice, and 

d i ~ ~ a î i o n  in this area are best conhnted and overcome [Stich 1996: 

701. 

Accordhg to Stich, the preceding case - and indeed al1 of the aforementioned case 

types - suggest that many of the most interesthg and fervent ontological disputes lie 

outside the bounds of the normative naturalists' rational principles of inference. 

Consequently, if we wish to compile explanations of how cases of this sort were resolved 

in the past, and how others are likely to unfold in the future, Stich insists that we must 

look to any or al1 of the relevant personal, social, and political factors that exist in both 

the scientific community and the larger society of which it is a part. And it is in this way 

that Stich envisions a resolution to the current controversy over elimuiativism. More 

precisely. Stich asserts that if the elirninativists' premises tum out to be tme, then the 

current indecision over what ontological conclusion to draw about the entities of folk 

psychology will most likely resolve itself in the fashion set out in (üi) (Stich 1996: 7 1). 

Interestingly, Stich clairns to find support for this supposition fiom Patricia 

Churchland - is a leadhg achrocate of the ehimivist thesis: 

Detennining when the f i t  is close enough to claim identities between 

properties and entities of the old [tbeory] and those of the new is not a 

matter for formal criteria, and the decision is influenced by a variety of 



pragmatic and social considerations. The whim of the centrai investigators. 

the &gnx to which cuofiision will d t  h m  retention of  the old terms, the 

desire to preserve or to break with pst habits of thought, the reIated 

opportunities for pubiiciaag the theory, d g h g  for grants, and atîracting 

disciples al1 enter into decisions concerning whether to claùn identities and 

therewith retention or whether to make the more radical claim of 

displacement [Stich 1996: 7 1 ; fkom P. S. Churchland 1986: 283-841. 

Stich also suspects that (iv) is apt to play a role in wtiat is finally concluded about 

the existence of intentional states; for one would presurne that if scientists and scholars 

do agree on the nonexistence of such states, the impact on broader social and politicai 

issues will be momentous (Stich 1996: 7 1-2). For instance, Stich imagines that the chance 

of mounting a successfùl case for the increased h d i n g  of various fonns of 

psychotherapy (which often rely on altering a patient's beliefs and desires) would be 

seriously impeded if prominent scientists and scholars maintained that such states were 

nonexistent Correspondingly, those who wish to develop a case for the increased use of 

psychoactive dmgs might find that such circumtances would substantially bolster their 

efforts. Whatever the case, one would expect, given the preceding explication, an upsurge 

of impassioned public and political discussions (concerned, no doubt, with issues such as 

those just mentioned) that codd conceivably pressure scientists and scholars into 

d g  their conclusions in a less provoking manner - or even recanting them 

altogether. 

Given Stich's account of ontological decision-makui& it would appear that if folk 

psychology is judged to be profoundly mistaken, we should expect a rather lengthy 

p e n d  of indeterminacy while the relevant social and political deliberatiom nui k i r  



course. Eventually, th is  process will terminate in a broad consensus with respect to the 

ontological standing of the propositional attitudes, and "the conclusion that Wios will 

have much the sarne status as the conclusions that were reached in the case of stars or 

atoms or phlogiston" (Stich 19%: 72). Accordingly, if we look upon historid 

conclusions such as these as king conclusions rational people ought to accept, then 

whatever conclusion is reached about the existential status of propositional attitudes 

shodd be perceived the same way. Stich admits that this position bears a strong 

resemblance to social wnstmctivism, and even more so, to the son of pragmatism 

championed by Peirce, Quine and Rorty - which, while thoroughly incongruous with his 

d i e r  eliminativism. is a ramification that the curent Stich is entirely wiliing to wncede 

(&id- 72). 

It is interesthg to look at the relationship between Stich's view, wherein prolonged social 

and political debate play a central role in resolving the ontological uideterminacy 

surrolmding folk psychological entities, and Paul Churchland's more recent portrayal of 

scientists' enggbgin a similar style of discussion: 

Whether folk psychological categories will find m e  kinematical and 

dynamical role within the new bmework rernains a strictiy open question. 

in al1 of this there is plenty of empincal evidence to mull over, and ample 

room for fe8sonable people to disagree. It is an exciting period of theoreticai 

and empirical evaluation. It would be inauthentic not to enjoy it for .what it is 

[P. M. ChUrchland 1993: 2221. 



In one sense, there is a striking kinship between these two viewpoints, in that 

both Stich and Churchiand believe thai an extended intewal of vigorous dels'beration will 

precede any formai decisions regarding the ontological status of folk psychological 

entities9 There is, however, a crucial differem: the purpose of Stich's account is to 

articulate his own belief as to how the c m n t  ontological dispute over the propositional 

attitudes is most l h l y  to be resolved, while the preceding quote of Churchland's is an 

expression of his belief of how the said conflict should be resolved. In other words, 

whereas Stich contends that non-scientific factors are apt to determine the outcorne, 

Churchland maintains that nothing other than empirical evidence should affect what is 

ultimately accepted (a belief, incidentally, that proceeds directly from Churchland's 

version of eliminativism, which is firmiy embedded in scientific realism). And it is for 

this reason that Chmhland, and indeed most any naturalist, will likely find Stich's 

prognosis wenling - which brings us to the following criticism. 

Stich anticipates that some will likely regard his position as anti-ratiod, nihilistic, 

and selfdefeating. For if social and political facton detemine what conclusion we ought 

to accept regardingthe ontological status of intentional States, phlogiston, stars, and other ' 

entities, then what would prevent these f- from detennining the answea to 

questions such as 'Does smoking cause cancm?' (Stich 1996: 73). If we are inclined to 

thin. that such wnio-political factors do determine the answen to such questions, then it 

would seem that 'might makes nght' and there can be no objective or rational inquiry at 

all. Indeed, by effectively corralling the relevant social and politicai forces, those who 



oppose Stich wdd just as easily mount a campaign urging the rejection of the conclusion 

he advises us to accept! 

Stich recognizes this line of atîack, and attributes its motivation to a 

misunderstanding of the view he propounds (Stich 19%: 73-4). First, Stich reminds his 

detracton that he is not unconditionally sceptical of normative naturalism Indeed, Stich 

esteems the sophisîicated and powemil strategies of reasoning and inquiry scientists have 

devised over the centuries, stmtegies that have clearly been used with great success. 

However, Stich inteprets the process of acquiring and depioying these strategies as 

largely a function of interpersonal exchanges between scientists and their apprentices, 

fiom one generation to the next. And Stich contends that the knowledge gained by this 

process, much like knowledge found in most other domains, is largely tacit - a point 

that, interestingly, Churchland has also defended (ibid 74; Churchland 1993: 218). Stich 

suspects that such knowledge is made up of a diverse array of principles, and that many 

of these principles - when used for certain goals - carry a significant degree of 

normative clout However, if it is one of the goals of normative naturalism to sort out and 

explicitly define this aggregateof principles, then, Stich contends, we have good reasun to 

doubt that this goal will be attained 

Thus Stich claims he is not committed to denying the fact that many of the 

nomative naturalists' principles are rich and detailed enough to provide instruction in 

many situations. It is, however, the spc@c possibility of normative nahiralism 

fumishing principles of rational ontological inference ''that are strong enough to dictate 

what we should conclude about the entities invoked by a theory when we corne to believe 



that the theory is seriously minaken*' that arouses Stich's scepticism (Stich 19%: 73). 

Conse~uently, Stich believes that it is unlikely that normative naturalism could teil us 

wtiat we ought to conclude about the propositional attitudes if the eiiminativists are 

indeed correct in their contention that folk psychology is in enor. Yet in arguing that the 

principles endoned by normative naturalism will not yield a determinate answer in some 

cases (such as the case of eliminativism), Stich insists that he is not constrained to the 

view that normative naturalist principles will alwuys fail to supply determinate answers. 

Yet even in light of this suaiification Stich's position remains disconcerting. For 

most, the prospect that thoughts distinguished in terms of their propositional content 

might not exist is wonisome enough itself. To add that this unceriainty is apt to be 

settled by virtue of scientists 'cadgmg for gants', seeking promotions, or desiring to 

either break or keep with tradition &es it all the more so. 

However, before we resign ourselves to this outcome, it may be worth the effort 

to contemplate agalli what Stich asks of nomative naturalism - namely, principles of 

rational ontological inference or decision-making. As we saw in the previous chapter, it 

was Stich's supposition that a carefiil analysis of actual cases in the history of science 

wherein such decisions were made might provide a source fiom which to extract these 

principles. After completing this task, the principles could then be used to tell us what 

we ought to do about the entities posited by a given theory once it was thought that that 

thwry was mistaken - Le., whettier or not we should continue to conceive of its entities 

as existent. In other words, the principles would detail when it is rationd to preserve the 

items in the ontology of a mistaken theory and when such items should be 'eliminated'. 



And it is here that we see the significance of this proposal to the current controveny over 

ehinativism, for 6 at the eliminativists' imistence, we wncede that folk psychology is a 

seriously mistaken theory, the principles would then tell us whether or not we ou@ to 

retain the items that compose folk psychology's ontology - namely, the propositional 

attitudes. The principles would instruct us as to whether it would be mtionul to accept 

what eliminativism demands that we accept: that the entities signified by the terms of our 

folk psychological framework do not exist. 

As we now know, Stich dtimately cuncludes that the prospect of successfully 

carrying out a normative naturalist project such as this (viz., one that would yield the 

aforementioned pruiciples) is exîremely unlikely. Hence, the corresponding hope of 

determining how we ought to regard the eliminativists' conclusion is also apt to gp 

unsatis fied 

In al1 of this, though, we must ask: is it reasonabie to even sunnise that a 

normative naturalist endeavour could produce the sort of principles Stich speaks of? 1s it 

not possible, as Stich hirnself confesses, t k t  there simply are no principles of ratiomi 

ontologicul iqfirence? And if this is the case, is it then not senseless to doubt that 

nonnative naturalism will produce that which cannot be produced? Granteâ, there is no 

question that if such principles exist, they would be of tremendous value. For it is 

difficult to imagine a more efficient method by which to resolve cases of ontological 

indetenninacy. However, it is equally difficult to imagine a class of prkciples that could 

settle every conceivable case of ontologicai i m b m m u q  in science. And yet this is 

what Stich desires of normative naturalism - principles that are at al1 times applicable to 



al1 cases. A cunory look at just the h i s t o ~  of science evidences an astonishing anay of 

cases in which the ontologid standing of vastly dissimilar theoretical entities was at 

issue; consider, for example, the following posits: alchemic 'spirits', planets, witc hes, 

electrons, phlogiston, atoms, calorie, and the aether. Each of these entities belongeù to the 

ontology of a theory that was evenhlally found to be mistaken. Some of these entities 

found a place within the ontology of theories that superseded those that were in e m r  

while other entities were 'eliminated'. Each of these decisions - Le., whether or not an 

entity was judged to exkt - was made subsequent to a prolonged period of debate and 

discussion (usually within the scientific wmmunity, although not always). 

If, however, the involved parties had the sort of principles Stich desires' none of 

this would have been necessary. Such lengthy periods of debate and discussion would 

have ken  superfiuous, for the parties wouid have simply invoked the principles which 

would have then prompt1 y detailed how a rational person ought to regard the ontological 

standing of each of the aforemeationed entities. If this sounck too good to be mie it 

probably is - i.e., there probably are no such principles. But even if such principles do 

exist, does it follow that, since normative aaturalism is unlikely to produce them, all 

normative naturalist endeavours will yietd unprofitable results? Clearly no - a point 

that, as we have seen, Stich r d l y  admits. But fiom this does it follow that normative 

na td ism is uaable, in some other mamer, to resolve the controversy eliminativism 

inspires? Given the fact that he regards a social constructivist position as the preferable 

standpoint for handling the alleged ontological indeterminacy of the propositional 

attitudes, it certainly seem as though Stich thinlrs so. However, it remains far fiom clear 



that this is the case - i.e., that a normative naturalist endeavour could not inforrn US of 

how we ought to regardthe eiiminativists' thesis in some other fashion H m ,  it remains 

far h m  clear why we should accept that the debate over the ontological standuig of the 

propositional attitudes wiil resolve itself in the way that Stich's social co~l~b~ctivimi 

descn'bes. 

In keeping with this is the ironical fact that Stich's social constructivisrn 

unwittingly lends support to the ideathat normative naturalist çtrategies are used to senle 

preczseiy those lypes of ontological controversies thal are claimed to lie beyond ifs 

jurisdiclion. For reconsider what (ii) - Le., 'Implicit previous agreements' - amounts 

to: scientists corne to collectively agree that "wme property or set of properties ore the 

essential m e s  for some posited entity, and if it t u m  out that nothing has those 

properties, then everyone in the community wodd agree that the entity doesn't exist'' 

(Stich 1996: 68; emphasis added). Admittedly, there is nothmg overtly normative about 

the a d  experiments that might indicate a missing property here or an additional one 

there. However, pnor to using the results of experiments as a confirmation or refutation 

of an entity ' s existence, scienîists must collectivelydecide upon which properties are tu be 

taken us essentiai and which are m. And is it not the case that any decision as to which 

properties are to be regarded as 'essential' and which are not contains an ineluctable 

normative elernent? How else could scientists differentiate 'essential' properties f?om 

'inessential' ones? 1s there, for instance, some objective the, d e  of thumb, or formula 

that is used to separate essential propemes from inessential ones? Clearly no. What is 

determined to be essential and inessential is at least partiy a function of what the 



decision-malcefis) value. Hence, there must be a normative dimension involved in reaching 

the sort of implicit agreements Stich speaks of 

Given this, it would seem that Stich's depiction of implicit previous agreements 

depenâs on the fact that scientists (tacitly) invoke noms in reaching their consensus 

about what properties or set of properties are to be taken as essential. 'Thus, not only do 

the agreements follow largely as a result of principles bearing a sigdicant degree of 

normative clout within the relevant scientific community, but that they do so in precisely 

those sorts of situations where Stich claims they are powerless. Aside fiom undemuning 

Stich's own position, this point seems to corroborate what was surmised in our previous 

dealings with radical Nituralism - narnely, that at some point, normative interests 

invariably enter into scientific discussion. 

Much of the previous chapter was aimed at illustrating how normative naturalism 

might yield some concrete determinations about the eliminativists' thesis. We saw how 

the results of one specific normative nahiralist project - McCauley's examination of 

intertheoretic relations and the c ~ v o l u t i o n  of theones - seemed to directly affect at 

least part of the eliminativists' thesis (namely, that which contends that a mature 

neuroscience will displace folk psychology). Recall that the upshot of McCauley's 

model, in drawing on the notion of levels of analysis and temporai considerations in 

science, was that theory-elimination was an exclusively zntraIeueZ phenomena. Although 

this allowed for the possibility that advances in neuroscience wuld serve to duence  the 

character of some upper-level theory that, in tum, rnight evenhially displace folk 

psychology, the central point was lefi undiminished - Le., that the replacement would 



not corne at the han& of neuroscience. Hence, it was decided that part of the 

eliminativists' thesis was, strictly speaking, in enor. 

It is not absolutely certain whether we could go on to regard this decision as the 

product of some underlying nomiative aaturalist principle (such as 'no theory at one level 

of analy sis has elirninated a theory at another level of analy sis, therefore none should be 

thought to do so'). This is so becaise, among other reasons, it has yet to be seen if 

McCauley's acwunt can convincingly answer al1 the objections levied against it (e.g., that 

there are in fact some cases of interlevel theory-elimination in science). But if it tums out 

that McCauley can refirte these criticisms we would clearly have an example of a 

normative naturaIist principle that (1) would appear to provide determinate results, and 

(2) is directly applicable to a range of cases, including that which is the focal point of 

eliminativism - i.e., the anticipated displacement of folk psychology by a matured 

neuroscience. And even though a p ~ c i p l e  such as the foregoing would not be of the son 

that Stich envisions, it would still serve to highlight a signifcant point - namely, that a 

normative naturalist strategy crm produce p~c ip l e s  that are strong enough to yield 

determinate results with respect to how we ought to regard a core element of the 

eliminativists' thesis. Thus, if a normative naturalist stmrategy cm do this much, one 

would assume that we must allow for the possibility that such a strategy migbt also 

produce principles that detail how we ought to regard the eliminativists' thesis in its 

entiret.. It is with this very prospect in mind that we draw to a close with some final 

observations. 



As mentioned above, chapter two was primarily concemed with illustrating how a 

particular normative aaturalist project rnight be of assistance in assesing the 

elirninativists' thesis. In a similar vein, the chapter at hand highlighted the advantages of 

adopting a normative naturaiist approach when pursuing epistemology's diverse goals. 

Part of this involved a side-by-side cornparisun with the main alternatives - 

traditionalism and radical aatriralism While it may not be completely obvious at fint, 

Stich's social constnictivism is quite compatible with the sort of radical naturalisrn 

championed by Quine. For even though Stich begins with the hope that normative 

naturaiism might yield some determinate principles with which to adjudicate instances of 

ontologicai indeterminacy, we must remember that he ends with the £hn suspicion that 

no such principles are apt to be found - viz., that a normative naturalist strategy will fd 

to produce any definitive noms. This conclusion, of course, is precisely what a radical 

nahiraliser would expect, since it is maintainedthat noms - as wnventionally constnied 

- sirnply do not exid If Stich's social consüuctivism is indeed indicative of his support 

of radical naturalism, then, of course, he must &ai with d l  of the same challenges levied 

against his compamots in section 3 -2. 

In closing, then, we might again ask the question that has dnven this inquiry nom 

the outset: can normative naturalism tell us how we ought to regard the elirninativists' 

thesis? If the only way it can do so is by yielding the principles of rational ontological 

ùiference of the sort that Stich imagines, then it is unlikely. If, on the other han4 we 

adopt a moderately naturalist approach to epistemology and thereby remain responsive 

to developments within the burgeoningfield of the cognitive sciences, we could soon find 



ourselves with some definitive standards with which to evaluate our various daims - 

such as those made by the eliminativist. 

1 As we shd see in the pages to foilow, Quine and many other naturalists also have independent reasons 
for questioniag the idea of a foundational epistemology. Broadly speaking, these arguments eitha (1) 
aîtack the notion th there is a class of belid3 about which we cannot be wrong or (2) cite the perpenial 
Mure of such projects in the history ofphiiosophy. 
2 

3 
I ôorrow these emnples fiom: (Brook & Stainton: forthcoming). 

4 
See, fbr instance, P. M. Churcfüand: 1979, 198 1 : 84-90. 
This is especialiy nue of Paul Churchland's eariy work. However, some of his recent efforts attempt to 

tedefine 'normative' issues in terms of&-computationai models, which are (not surprisingly) radically 
ynWe normative issues as traditionally coilaived. 

1 have developed this example, as weU as the one that follows, hou& personal communication with 
McCauiey . 

At least this is what Paul Chrchland suggests in Scientxjic Reafism and the P w c i t y  of Mind (1979). 
' Stich (1990) has, incidmtaily. discussed such limitations and has also nvveyed some of the relevant 
?pincal fhdings. 

Stich was apprised of this imaginary s c d o  by Kim Sterelny. who, in turn heard it fiom Eiiiot Sober. 
This sppew to be what Churchluid has been admimng as  of late. And ewn this seerningly slight 

confession signais a strong change ofheart from wtiat was presented in his -lier (e-g., 198 1) work. 
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