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                    Abstract

                Interventionism is a theory of causal explanation developed by Woodward and Hitchcock. I defend an interventionist perspective on the causal explanations offered within scientific psychology. The basic idea is that psychology causally explains mental and behavioral outcomes by specifying how those outcomes would have been different had an intervention altered various factors, including relevant psychological states. I elaborate this viewpoint with examples drawn from cognitive science practice, especially Bayesian perceptual psychology. I favorably compare my interventionist approach with well-known nomological and mechanistic theories of psychological explanation.



                    
    


                    
                        
                            
                                
                                    
                                        
                                    
                                    
                                        This is a preview of subscription content, log in via an institution
                                    
                                    
                                        
                                     to check access.
                                

                            

                        

                        
                            
                                
                                    Access this article

                                    
                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    Log in via an institution
                                                    
                                                        
                                                    
                                                
                                            

                                        
                                    
                                    
                                        
 
 
  
   
    
     
     
      Buy article PDF USD 39.95
     

    

    Price excludes VAT (USA)

     Tax calculation will be finalised during checkout.

    Instant access to the full article PDF.

   

  

  
 

 
  
   
    Rent this article via DeepDyve
     
      
     

   

  

  
 


                                    

                                    
                                        Institutional subscriptions
                                            
                                                
                                            
                                        

                                    

                                

                            
                        

                        
                            Fig. 1[image: ]


Fig. 2[image: ]



                        

                    

                    
                        
                    


                    
                        
                            
                                
        
            
                Similar content being viewed by others

                
                    
                        
                            
                                
                                    [image: ]

                                
                                
                                    
                                        What is Qualitative in Qualitative Research
                                        
                                    

                                    
                                        Article
                                         Open access
                                         27 February 2019
                                    

                                

                                Patrik Aspers & Ugo Corte

                            
                        

                    
                        
                            
                                
                                    [image: ]

                                
                                
                                    
                                        Reporting reliability, convergent and discriminant validity with structural equation modeling: A review and best-practice recommendations
                                        
                                    

                                    
                                        Article
                                         Open access
                                         30 January 2023
                                    

                                

                                Gordon W. Cheung, Helena D. Cooper-Thomas, … Linda C. Wang

                            
                        

                    
                        
                            
                                
                                    [image: ]

                                
                                
                                    
                                        A new criterion for assessing discriminant validity in variance-based structural equation modeling
                                        
                                    

                                    
                                        Article
                                         Open access
                                         22 August 2014
                                    

                                

                                Jörg Henseler, Christian M. Ringle & Marko Sarstedt

                            
                        

                    
                

            
        
            
        
    
                            
                        
                    

                    

                    

                    Notes
	Hempel supplements the DN model with the deductive-statistical (DS) model and the inductive-statistical (IS) model. The DS model is really just a special case of the DN model, in which the laws take a statistical form. For the IS model, one does not deduce the explanandum from the explanantia. Rather, one shows that the explanandum was likely to occur (at least to some degree) given the explanantia. Technically speaking, the “nomological conception of scientific explanation” includes the IS model along with the DN model. However, addressing the IS model would complicate my exposition without affecting the main thrust of my argument.


	
Bechtel and Wright (2009) note that the phrase “law” is seldom used in scientific psychology. This does not strike me as an important datum for philosophical theorizing, since a psychological generalization might satisfy the traditional philosophical criteria for lawhood even though psychologists do not call it a law.


	The literature offers several additional theories of scientific explanation, such as the unificationist conception (Kitcher 1989) and the kairetic conception (Strevens 2008). There is not enough space to discuss all existing theories in a single paper, so I have focused upon the two rival theories that seem to have been most influential within philosophy of cognitive science: the nomological and mechanistic conceptions. The unificationist conception faces serious problems (e.g. Woodward 2003, pp. 358–373), and in any event it never found wide application among philosophers concerned with psychological explanation. Strevens (2008, pp. 464–468) briefly addresses how the kairetic conception applies to psychological explanation. He focuses exclusively on high-level propositional attitudes. He holds that psychological properties of propositional attitudes are noncausally explanatorily relevant to mental and behavioral outcomes. In contrast, I think that many good causal explanations found within cognitive science cite causally relevant psychological properties of mental states. My discussion is devoted to developing that viewpoint. More detailed discussion of the unificationist and kairetic conceptions must await another occasion.


	Woodward (2003, pp. 209–220) extends interventionism to encompass singular causal claims, such as “The short circuit caused the fire.” Woodward holds that singular causal claims answer certain w-questions and hence are minimally explanatory. We need not evaluate this aspect of Woodward’s position.


	Strictly speaking, one can embrace interventionism about causal explanation without embracing interventionism about causal relevance (Saatsi and Pexton 2013). However, much of the motivation for interventionism about causal explanation lies in the nexus with interventionism about causal relevance.


	If we regiment explanation using variables, then there are at least four putative explanations of the bridge collapse to consider. The first cites a binary variable T whose two values reflect whether the weight on the bridge exceeds 5000 kg. The second cites a binary variable U one value of which is 8356 kg and the other value of which corresponds to all other possible weights. The third cites a binary variable V whose two values reflect whether the weight was less than 8356 kg. The fourth cites a continuum valued variable W whose values are all possible weights. T supports a good explanation of why the bridge collapsed. U does not: there is no determinate answer as to whether the bridge would collapse if an intervention altered the weight from 8356 kg, because the answer depends on whether the altered weight exceeded 5000 kg. Similarly for V. W can figure in good explanations of why the bridge collapsed, since each possible value of W has a determinate implication for whether the bridge collapses. The intuitive statement “The bridge collapsed because the weight on it was 8356 kg” is misleading to the extent that it suggests a regimented explanation using U or V, acceptable to the extent that it suggests a suitable regimented explanation using W. The question remains: how do explanations that cite T compare to explanations that cite W? Woodward (2008b) suggests that causal explanations are better when they are “proportional,” meaning roughly that they describe the explanans in just enough detail to explain the explanandum. From this perspective, an explanation that cites T is superior to an explanation that cites W. Franklin-Hall (2016) argues against proportionality. I remain neutral regarding proportionality. In particular, I remain neutral as to whether T is a better explanans variable than W. What matters for my purposes is that W does not seem like a better explanans variable than T. We gain no explanatory benefit by citing the fine-grained W rather than the binary T. (Thanks to an anonymous referee for suggesting that I discuss the bridge example.)


	Craver writes in one passage that “phenomenal models are at best shallow explanations” (2006, p. 374), which suggests that they may be explanations after all (even if not particularly satisfying ones). However, this passage clashes with Craver’s repeated, emphatic insistence that phenomenal models are unexplanatory.


	
Cummins (2000) emphasizes a mode of psychological explanation that he calls functional analysis, which explains a psychological capacity (e.g. the capacity to perceive depth, or to speak English) by decomposing it into less sophisticated capacities. Functional analysis is arguably an example of non-causal psychological explanation: it explains a psychological capacity not by specifying causal influences upon the capacity but rather by revealing how the capacity decomposes into more basic capacities. While I agree with Cummins that functional analysis plays a role in cognitive science practice, I do not think that it exhausts psychological explanation. In many cases, the explananda of interest to scientific psychology are not capacities but particular states or events. For example, we might want to explain why someone perceived an object as having a certain depth, or why she understood a particular English utterance as expressing a particular propositional content. Cummins does not say what it takes to explain such outcomes. He focuses exclusively upon functional analysis of psychological capacities.


	
                        Neural variables describe possible neural states. Are any neural variables also psychological variables? That depends on whether any neural states are psychological states—more carefully, on whether any neural state-types are psychological state-types. This is a controversial question. Luckily, I do not need to take a stand here. Nothing in my treatment turns upon whether any neural variables are psychological variables.


	
                        Folk psychology offers numerous singular psychological explanations of mental and behavioral outcomes (e.g. “John went to the restaurant because he wanted to meet Sam there.”) How interventionists should assess these singular explanations depends, in part, on the general issues about singular causal explanation raised in note 4. These matters deserve their own dedicated paper. But it seems clear that anything resembling scientific psychological explanation requires generalizations rather than mere singular causal statements. Folk psychology also offers various platitudes, such as the belief-desire law. Whether those platitudes are (or can be converted into) generalizations that conform to the interventionist template (3) is a tricky question that I will not address here.


	Experimental manipulation of the lighting prior alters additional mental states, especially ancillary beliefs. For example, the subject comes to believe that she participated in a psychology experiment. If Bayesian perceptual models are on the right track, then a change in ancillary belief influences the percept (if at all) only by altering the priors, the prior likelihoods, or the cost function. In the experimental manipulation performed by Adams et al. (2004), \(p(\theta )\) changes but p(s) and \(p(e {\vert } s, \theta )\) do not. The cost function also remains fixed. Thus, any changes in ancillary belief influence the percept (if at all) only by altering \(p(\theta )\). For this reason, the experimental manipulation can still count as an intervention on \(p(\theta )\) with respect to the percept even though it alters various ancillary beliefs.


	See (Campbell 2007) for discussion of what it is to intervene on an intention.


	Fodor seems to recognize that (14) looks unexplanatory, because he usually cites it as an explanandum rather than an explanans. I doubt that Fodor can consistently classify (14) as unexplanatory, since it counts as a law according to the traditional criteria of lawhood.


	Some well-confirmed test counterfactuals relate V5 to perceived velocity. Researchers have confirmed counterfactuals of the form: If we microstimulate certain cells in V5, then certain changes in the velocity percept will occur (Zeki 2015). Accordingly, I count some mechanistic details about V5 as explanatory. My point in the main text is that some notable mechanistic details about V5 are not explanatory.





References
	Adams, W., Graf, E., & Ernst, M. (2004). Experience can change the light-from-above prior. Nature Neuroscience, 7, 1057–1058.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Alais, D., & Burr, D. (2004). The ventriloquism effect results from near-optimal bimodal integration. Current Biology, 14, 257–262.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Antony, L. (1995). Law and order in psychology. Philosophical Perspectives, 9, 429–446.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Aydede, M. (2000). Computation and intentional psychology. Dialogue, 39, 365–379.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Baker, C., & Tenenbaum, J. (2014). Modeling human plan recognition using Bayesian theory of mind. In G. Sukthankar, R. P. Goldman, C. Geib, D. Pynadath, & H. Bui (Eds.), Plan, activity, and intent recognition: Theory and practice. Waltham: Morgan Kaufmann.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Bays, P., & Wolpert, D. (2007). Computational principles of sensorimotor control that minimize uncertainty and variability. Journal of Physiology, 578, 387–396.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Bechtel, W. (2008). Mental mechanisms: Philosophical perspectives on cognitive neuroscience. New York: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Bechtel, W., & Wright, C. (2009). What is psychological explanation? In J. Symons & P. Calvo (Eds.), Routledge companion to the philosophy of psychology. New York: Routledge.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Born, R., & Bradley, D. (2005). Structure and function of visual area MT. Annual Review of Neuroscience, 28, 157–189.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Burge, T. (2010). Origins of objectivity. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Book 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Campbell, J. (2007). An interventionist approach to causation in psychology. In A. Gopnik & L. Schulz (Eds.), Causal learning: Psychology, philosophy, and computation. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Chater, N., & Manning, C. (2006). Probabilistic models of language processing and acquisition. Trends in Cognitive Science, 10, 335–344.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Chater, N., & Oaksford, M. (Eds.). (2008). The probabilistic mind. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Colombo, M., & Hartmann, S. (2017). Bayesian cognitive science: Unification and explanation. The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, 68, 451–484.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Craver, C. (2006). When mechanistic models explain. Synthese, 153, 355–376.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Craver, C. (2014). The ontic account of scientific explanation. In M. Kaiser, O. Scholz, D. Plenge, & A. Hütteman (Eds.), Explanation in the special sciences: The case of biology and history. Dordrecht: Springer.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Cummins, R. (2000). “How does it work?” versus “What are the laws?”: Two conceptions of psychological explanation. In F. Keil & R. Wilson (Eds.), Explanation and cognition. Cambridge: MIT Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Darley, J., & Latané, B. (1968). Bystander intervention in emergencies: Diffusion of responsibility. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 8, 377–383.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Davidson, D. (1980). Essays on actions and events. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Dennett, D. (1993). Back from the drawing board. In B. Dahlbom (Ed.), Dennett and his critics. Malden: Blackwell.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Earman, J., Roberts, J., & Smith, S. (2002). Ceteris paribus lost. Erkenntnis, 57, 281–302.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Ernst, M. (2007). Learning to integrate arbitrary signals from vision and touch. Journal of Vision, 7, 1–14.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Feldman, J. (2015). Bayesian models of perceptual organization. In J. Wagemans (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of perceptual organization. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Flanagan, J., Bittner, J., & Johansson, R. (2008). Experience can change distinct size-weight priors engaged in lifting objects and judging their weights. Current Biology, 22, 1742–1747.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fletcher, P., & Frith, C. (2009). Perceiving is believing: A Bayesian approach to explaining the positive symptoms of schizophrenia. Nature Reviews Neuroscience, 10, 48–58.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fodor, J. (1981). Representations. Cambridge: MIT Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fodor, J. (1987). Psychosemantics. Cambridge: MIT Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fodor, J. (1991a). Replies. In B. Loewer & G. Rey (Eds.), Meaning in mind. Cambridge: Blackwell.

	Fodor, J. (1991b). You can fool some of the people all of the time, everything else being equal: Hedged laws and psychological explanation. Mind, 100, 19–34.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fodor, J. (1994). The elm and the expert. Cambridge: MIT Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Fodor, J., & Lepore, E. (1992). Holism: A shopper’s guide. Cambridge: Blackwell.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Franklin-Hall, L. (2016). High-level explanations and the interventionist’s “variables problem”. The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, 67, 553–577.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Garcia, J., & Koelling, R. (1966). The relation of cue to consequence in avoidance learning. Psychonomic Science, 4, 123–124.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Gauker, C. (2005). The belief-desire law. Facta Philosophica, 7, 121–144.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Gopnik, A., Glymour, G., Sobel, D., Schulz, L., & Kushnir, T. (2004). A theory of causal learning in children: Causal maps and Bayes nets. Psychological Review, 111, 3–32.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Griffiths, T., Kemp, C., & Tenenbaum, J. (2008). Bayesian models of cognition. In R. Sun (Ed.), The Cambridge handbook of computational cognitive modeling. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Hempel, C. (1965). Aspects of scientific explanation, and other essays in the philosophy of science. New York: Free Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Herschbach, M., & Bechtel, W. (2011). Relating Bayes to cognitive mechanisms. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 34, 202–203.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Hershenson, M. (1989). The moon illusion. Hillsdale: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Horgan, T., & Tienson, J. (1990). Soft laws. Midwest Studies in Philosophy, 15, 256–279.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Jones, M., & Love, B. (2011). Bayesian fundamentalism or enlightenment? On the explanatory status and theoretical contribution of Bayesian models of cognition. Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 34, 169–188.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Kaufman, L., & Kaufman, J. (2000). Explaining the moon illusion. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 97, 500–505.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Kitcher, P. (1989). Explanatory unification and the causal structure of the world. In P. Kitcher & W. Salmon (Eds.), Scientific explanation. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Knill, D. (2007). Learning Bayesian priors for depth perception. Journal of Vision, 7, 1–20.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Knill, D., & Richards, W. (Eds.). (1996). Perception as Bayesian inference. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Lange, M. (2016). Because without cause. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Book 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	MacDonald, J., & McGurk, H. (1978). Visual influences on speech perception processes. Perception and Psychophysics, 24, 253–257.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Madigan, S. (1969). Intraserial repetition and coding processes in free recall. Journal of Verbal Learning and Verbal Behavior, 8, 828–835.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Madl, T., Franklin, S., Chen, K., Montaldi, D., & Trappl, R. (2014). Bayesian integration of information in hippocampal place cells. PloS One, 9, e89762.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Mankiw, G. (1997). Macroeconomics (3rd ed.). New York: Worth Publishers.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Moreno-Bote, R., Knill, D., & Pouget, A. (2011). Bayesian sampling in visual perception. Proceedings of National Academy of Sciences, 108, 12491–6.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Palmer, S. (1999). Vision science. Cambridge: MIT Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Pellicano, E., & Burr, D. (2012). When the world becomes too real. Trends in Cognitive Science, 16, 504–510.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Petzschner, F., & Glasauer, S. (2011). Iterative Bayesian estimation as an explanation for range and regression effects: A study on human path integration. Journal of Neuroscience, 31, 17220–17229.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Pietroski, P., & Rey, G. (1995). When other things aren’t equal: Saving ceteris paribus laws from vacuity. The British Journal for the Philosophy of Science, 46, 81–110.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Piccinini, G., & Craver, C. (2011). Integrating psychology and neuroscience: Functional analyses as mechanism sketches. Synthese, 183, 283–311.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Pouget, A., Beck, J., Ma, W. J., & Latham, P. (2013). Probabilistic brains: Knowns and unknowns. Nature Neuroscience, 16, 1170–1178.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Rescorla, M. (2014). The causal relevance of content to computation. Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, 88, 173–208.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Rescorla, M. (2015). Bayesian perceptual psychology. In M. Matthen (Ed.), The Oxford handbook of the philosophy of perception. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Rescorla, M. (2016). Bayesian sensorimotor psychology. Mind and Language, 31, 3–36.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Rock, I., & Kaufman, L. (1962). The moon illusion, II. Science, 136, 1023–1031.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Saatsi, J., & Pexton, M. (2013). Reassessing Woodward’s account of explanation: Regularities, counterfactuals, and noncausal explanations. Philosophy of Science, 80, 613–624.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Salmon, W. (1971). Statistical explanation. In W. Salmon (Ed.), Statistical explanation and statistical relevance. Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press.
Chapter 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Salmon, W. (1989). Four decades of scientific explanation. In P. Kitcher & W. Salmon (Eds.), Scientific explanations: Minnesota studies in philosophy of science XIII. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Sanborn, A., Masinghka, J., & Griffiths, T. (2013). Reconciling intuitive physics and Newtonian mechanics for colliding objects. Psychological Review, 120, 411–437.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Sato, Y., & Kording, K. (2014). How much to trust the senses: Likelihood learning. Journal of Vision, 14, 1–13.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Schiffer, S. (1991). Ceteris paribus laws. Mind, 100, 1–17.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Schneider, S. (2005). Direct reference, psychological explanation, and Frege cases. Mind and Language, 20, 423–447.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Seydell, A., Knill, D., & Trommershäuser, J. (2010). Adapting internal statistical models for interpreting visual cues to depth. Journal of Vision, 10, 1–27.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Sotiropoulos, G., Seitz, A., & Seriès, P. (2011). Changing expectations about speed alters perceived motion direction. Current Biology, 21, R883–R884.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Stinson, C. (2016). Mechanisms in psychology: Ripping natures at its seams. Synthese, 193, 1585–1614.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Stocker, A., & Simoncelli, E. (2006). Noise characteristics and prior expectations in human visual speed perception. Nature Neuroscience, 4, 578–585.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Stone, J. (2011). Footprints sticking out of the sand, part 2: Children’s Bayesian priors for shape and lighting direction. Perception, 40, 175–190.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Stroop, J. (1935). Studies of interference in serial verbal reactions. Journal of Experimental Psychology, 18, 643–662.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Strevens, M. (2008). Depth. Cambridge: Harvard University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	von Helmholtz, H. (1867). Handbuch der Physiologischen Optik. Leipzig: Voss.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Weiskopf, D. (2011). Models and mechanisms in psychological explanation. Synthese, 181, 313–338.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Weiss, Y., Simoncelli, E., & Adelson, E. (2002). Motion illusions as optimal percepts. Nature Neuroscience, 5, 598–604.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Wolpert, D. (2007). Probabilistic models in human sensorimotor control. Human Movement Science, 26, 511–524.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Woodward, J. (2003). Making things happen. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Woodward, J. (2008). Mental causation and neural mechanisms. In J. Hohwy & J. Kallestrup (Eds.), Being reduced. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Woodward, J. (2008). Cause and explanation in psychiatry: An interventionist perspective. In K. Kendler & J. Parnas (Eds.), Philosophical issues in psychiatry: Explanation, phenomenology, and nosology. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press.

                    Google Scholar 
                

	Woodward, J. (forthcoming). Explanation in neurobiology: An interventionist perspective. In D. Kaplan (Ed.) Integrating psychology and neuroscience: Prospects and problems. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

	Woodward, J., & Hitchcock, C. (2003a). Explanatory generalizations, part I: A counterfactual account. Nous, 37, 1–24.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Woodward, J., & Hitchcock, C. (2003b). Explanatory generalizations, part II: Plumbing explanatory depth. Nous, 37, 181–199.
Article 
    
                    Google Scholar 
                

	Zeki, S. (2015). Area V5—A microcosm of the visual brain. Frontiers in Integrative Neuroscience, 9, 1–18.


Download references




Acknowledgements
I presented excerpts from this material at a conference on Bayesian Theories of Perception and Epistemology at Cornell University, July 2015; during a symposium at the Philosophy of Science Association Biennial Meeting in Atlanta, November 2016; and during a symposium at the Society for Philosophy and Psychology Annual Meeting, Baltimore, July 2017. I am grateful to all participants and audience members for helpful feedback, especially David Chalmers, David Danks, Steven Gross, Gualtiero Piccinini, Susanna Siegel, and Scott Sturgeon. Thanks also to Nicholas Shea and to three anonymous referees for this journal for comments that significantly improved the paper. My research was supported by a fellowship from the National Endowment for the Humanities. Any views, findings, conclusions, or recommendations expressed in this publication do not necessarily reflect those of the National Endowment for the Humanities.


Author information
Authors and Affiliations
	Department of Philosophy, University of California Los Angeles, Los Angeles, CA, 90095, USA
Michael Rescorla


Authors	Michael RescorlaView author publications
You can also search for this author in
                        PubMed Google Scholar





Corresponding author
Correspondence to
                Michael Rescorla.


Rights and permissions
Reprints and permissions


About this article
[image: Check for updates. Verify currency and authenticity via CrossMark]       



Cite this article
Rescorla, M. An interventionist approach to psychological explanation.
                    Synthese 195, 1909–1940 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-017-1553-2
Download citation
	Received: 22 July 2016

	Accepted: 31 August 2017

	Published: 13 September 2017

	Issue Date: May 2018

	DOI: https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-017-1553-2


Share this article
Anyone you share the following link with will be able to read this content:
Get shareable linkSorry, a shareable link is not currently available for this article.


Copy to clipboard

                            Provided by the Springer Nature SharedIt content-sharing initiative
                        


Keywords
	Psychological explanation
	Interventionism
	Deductive-nomological model
	Mechanism
	Bayesian cognitive science
	Psychological law








                    
                

            

            
                
                    

                    
                        
                            
    

                        

                    

                    
                        
                    


                    
                        
                            
                                
                            

                            
                                
                                    
                                        Access this article


                                        
                                            
                                                
                                                    
                                                        Log in via an institution
                                                        
                                                            
                                                        
                                                    
                                                

                                            
                                        

                                        
                                            
 
 
  
   
    
     
     
      Buy article PDF USD 39.95
     

    

    Price excludes VAT (USA)

     Tax calculation will be finalised during checkout.

    Instant access to the full article PDF.

   

  

  
 

 
  
   
    Rent this article via DeepDyve
     
      
     

   

  

  
 


                                        

                                        
                                            Institutional subscriptions
                                                
                                                    
                                                
                                            

                                        

                                    

                                
                            

                            
                                
    
        Advertisement

        
        

    






                            

                            

                            

                        

                    

                
            

        

    
    
    


    
        
            Search

            
                
                    
                        Search by keyword or author
                        
                            
                            
                                
                                    
                                
                                Search
                            
                        

                    

                
            

        

    



    
        Navigation

        	
                    
                        Find a journal
                    
                
	
                    
                        Publish with us
                    
                
	
                    
                        Track your research
                    
                


    


    
	
		
			
			
	
		
			
			
				Discover content

					Journals A-Z
	Books A-Z


			

			
			
				Publish with us

					Publish your research
	Open access publishing


			

			
			
				Products and services

					Our products
	Librarians
	Societies
	Partners and advertisers


			

			
			
				Our imprints

					Springer
	Nature Portfolio
	BMC
	Palgrave Macmillan
	Apress


			

			
		

	



		
		
		
	
		
				
						
						
							Your privacy choices/Manage cookies
						
					
	
						
							Your US state privacy rights
						
						
					
	
						
							Accessibility statement
						
						
					
	
						
							Terms and conditions
						
						
					
	
						
							Privacy policy
						
						
					
	
						
							Help and support
						
						
					


		
	
	
		
			
				
					
					44.220.63.115
				

				Not affiliated

			

		
	
	
		
			[image: Springer Nature]
		
	
	© 2024 Springer Nature




	






    