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40. Heil, 1981 p.337.
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52. 1980.
53. 1978a - especially chapter 1.

54. At least, Searle seems to believe that a
computer could be programmed to converse sensibly (1.e.
pass the Turing test) in Chinese, which surely goes a long
way towards this end. But possibly he only concedeg this
for the sake of argument.

55. Stich, 1983. Thig is not actually the form of
Stich's argument, but I think it captures his intentions.

56. 1980.

57. I do not think that all aspects of Searle's
position are very reasonable. In particular, his view that
the intentionality of our mental states depends necessarily
on the biochemistry of the brain [Searle, 1980 p.l424] seems
Quite absurd to me. I have no objection in principle to the
notion that there might be a robot like Pylyshyn's with a
brain which is a2 digital computer, made of silicon or
whatever you like. I just don't think that this computer's
states should be identified with the robot's mental states
{see below).

58. 1985.

59. I do not think there 1is much doubt that a
digital computer could, in principle at least, simulate the
workings of a human brain. However, this does nok mean that
a computer (as opposed to a robot) could think, or, indeed,
mentally represent, in the same sense that a person does.
This is because brains do not think. People or animals,
whole organisms with all their multifarious perceptual and
effector organs, are what think. Thinking, I believe, is a
part of that interaction with our environment which
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