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	Monsters, ghost, fairies, beliefs, and desires, what do they have in common?  For eliminative materialists, they are all fantasies; there are no such things.  Eliminativists, like Churchland, consider folk psychology an empirical theory.  Eliminativists call the belief in desires and beliefs folk psychology, because they think that they are “a set of pre-scientific, and so in their view dubious, opinions held by the folk” (Mitchell-Jackson 240).   They argue that our current ideas about mental states, beliefs, desires, etc., are wrong.  They argue that someday we will arrive at a better way of explaining the brain.  Mental talk will be replaced with neurological talk.  Eliminativists say it is an empirical fact, rather than a conceptual necessity, that mental states are identical with brain states.  Eliminativism is an interesting view that should be taken seriously.


	Churchland’s argument for eliminative materialism only is valid if folk psychology is identified as an empirical theory.  So Churchland begins by given reason on why we should classify folk psychology as an empirical theory.  He says that by doing so we can unify the most important problems in the philosophy of the mind if we regard, such “as the explanation and prediction of behavior, the semantics of mental predicates, action theory, the other-mind problem, the internationality of mental states, the nature of introspection, and the mind-body problem“ (Churchland 185).  As a theory, folk psychology can explain and even predict the behavior of other people and even animals rather easily and successfully by attributing beliefs and desires to others.   It can also explain that the semantics of our terms is understood in the same way as the semantics of any other theoretical terms.  By “the meaning of a theoretical term is fixed or constituted by the network of laws in which it figures” (Churchland 185).  Another reason why folk psychology is a theory is that it tries to explain the problem of other minds.   Churchland says that the belief that others have minds is an explanatory hypothesis that belongs to folk psychology.  One’s introspective judgment about one’s own case is just a special instance of the theory.  When it comes to the internationality of the mental states, Churchland argues that the internationality of mental states is not a mysterious feature of nature but structural feature of the concepts of folk psychology.  This structure feature reveals, according to Churchland, how folk psychology is like any other theory in science.  The only difference between folk and science theories is that it lies in the respective domain of abstract entities they exploit-“numbers in the case of physics, and propositions in the case of psychology” (Churchland 186).  Thinking of folk psychology as a theory also makes the mind-body problem more understandable.  It makes dilemma become one of how the ontology of folk psychology relates to the others.  


	So when Churchland was confident that folk psychology would be regarded as a theory, eliminative materialism was possible.  Eliminativists now could reject folk psychology to make their arguments for eliminative.  The eliminativists appeal to the history of science to its rejection of folk psychology.  They claim that many folk theories have been held in the history of science, the theory of how objects fall, how the sky turns daily, etc., have been surpassed by better scientifically satisfying theories.  What makes this theory much different from the rest?  Eliminativists say there is no good reason why folk psychology should be thought to evade the same fate that the other theories have succumbed to, the process of being rendered superfluous or false.  So many folk theories have been wrong that it would be amazing if folk psychology were correct.  They argue that there is no bridge that connects older theories with new ones.  Science usually progresses by giant steps, usually contradicting older theories.  Newer theories usually do not incorporate ideas of the older theories into their own.   


	Churchland also has an objection to folk psychology.  He claims that folk psychology “cannot explain or fails even to address” many things that happen in the mind (Churchland 187).  For example, folk psychology fails to explain mental illness, creative imagination, difference in intelligence, the function of sleep, memory, etc.  “On these and many other mental phenomena, folk psychology sheds negligible light” (Churchland 187).  The failure to explain these things raises doubts about folk psychology.  He also objects to folk psychology because Churchland thinks that “folk psychology is a stagnant or degeneration research program” (Churchland 188).  Perfect theories do not need to change, but Churchland would have a laugh if folk psychology were considered a perfect theory.  Folk psychology has not improved.  He brings back into play the history of retreat.  We used to ascribe internationality to all sorts of things in nature, but even if we restrict the application just to humans, folk psychology has made no advances in thousands of years.  Since it has remained stagnant, Churchland believes that folk psychology will not be able to fit in with sciences like evolutionary theory, biology, and neuroscience.  He believes that folk psychology will be replaced rather than reduced by a new theory that will prove that eliminative materialism is true.


	Those who object to eliminativism can be quick to dismiss the theory by claiming that the theory contradicts itself.  They say that eliminativists “believe we have no beliefs and desires, and desire to tell us about it” (Mitchell-Jackson 242).  However, they can say that when the new theory comes into existence describing belief and desire, they are using that belief and desire, not today’s belief and desire.


	A more successful way to reject eliminativism is to reject that folk psychology is a theory to begin with.   Functionalist say that folk psychology is not an empirical theory, so it cannot be refutable by the facts.   Functionalist argue that folk psychology is a normative theory.   That it doesn’t describe how people actually act but characterizes how they ought to act if they were to act rationally on the basis of beliefs and desires. Thus “any descriptive theory of neural mechanisms” cannot replace folk psychology (Churchland 189).  Others argue that folk psychology is an abstract theory.  They say that folk psychology characterizes internal states such as beliefs and desires in terms of a network of relationships to sensory inputs, behavioral outputs, and other similar mental states.  These kinds of abstract network of relations could be realized in a variety of different kinds of physical systems, thus we cannot eliminate this functional characterization in favor of a physical one.  Churchland sees these views as shifting the burden of proof from trying to show that the “onus were on the empirical systems to instantiate faithfully the organization that FP specifies, instead of the onus being on FP to describe faithfully the internal activities of a naturally distinct class of empirical systems” (Churchland 190).


	Churchland believes that by attacking the functionalist, he can defend eliminative against functionalist objections.  Chrchland begins his attack by giving an analogy of the situation with alchemy.  Alchemy explained the properties of matter in terms of four different sorts of spirits.  The theory has died of, but Churchland wants us to consider that it survived by redefining the spirits as functional states.  They could say that the “level of description comprehended by the alchemical vocabulary is abstract” (Churchland 191).  The analogy shows that it’s possible that one could imagine similar defenses for other folk theories, like vital spirits.  Churchland ends up saying that when confronted with the “explanatory impotence, stagnant history, and systematic isolation of the intentional idiom of FP, it is not an adequate or responsive defense to insist that those idioms are abstract” (Churchland 192).  Churchland believes that it begs the question in assuming that the intentional idiom of folk psychology captures what is important about cognition.


	Churchland then replies against the other argument against eliminativism.  The one that prefers to say that folk psychology is a normative theory.   He says that just because folk psychology’s explanations depend on logical relations among beliefs and desires, that does not make it a normative theory.   Churchland gives an example of how “arithmetical relations between numbers does not imply anything essentially normative about it” (Churchland 192).  Churchland is more comfortable saying that logical relationships among propositions in folk psychology are objective.  He thinks that the “normative dimension enters only because we happen to value most of the patters ascribed by FP” (Churchland 192).  He argues that there is no reason to think that folk psychology can be applicable to any sort of cognition other than that of language using people.  Churchland ends with the statement that “FP is nothing more and nothing less than a culturally entrenched theory of how we and higher animals work” (Churchland 193).  To make advancement in cognition, we must move beyond folk psychology and give a more accurate account of cognition.


	So eliminative materialists do not have just a silly idea.  The theory defends its points very well.  We should all take a careful look at eliminativism.  Maybe someday we will arrive at a better way of explaining the brain and we will find out that mental talk is going to be replaced with neurological talk.  Only time will tell if eliminative materialists are in fact right.  
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