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, The thesis begins Qith a brief auym‘ry of the
philosophical pboition knovn as central state .
materialism. The thesis is concwcned to éofond
central state mater@lalism against a line of attack
#hich has become gopular in recent years. This general
ine of attack is based on the assuwption that
materialism cannot’ be correct because it is possible
that one's body could be in just the physiolorical
state that it is when cn@ has a psycholosical
éxgerionco, and yet for no such experience to occur.

Variods elements 1nvolyed in the line of attack
3gaingt materialism have been offered by K. Campbell,
o/ Kirk, S.'Kripke ind I. Nagel. ~ The relevant
butions of these philosophers are ceitically
considered vith rezards to their relationship to.the

central line of attacx 3z3inst materialism.
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The thooti of mind which has received the most attention
R -

fro: philosophers ofer the last decade or so is a form of )
materialism known ‘o Centrel State Materisliem or the Identity
Theory of Hind'cnd Brain., My coﬁ;.rn in this thesis will be
vith a family of criticisms which have been brought against this
materialist theory of mind. shall Ql.borltc: :;acull and
evaluate this group of ctiticchn. Before this, however, it {is
necessary to becoup clear a; to the content of Central State
Materialism and upon what grounds the theory is based. In the
first part of the introduection I shall attend to this tlli. The
’-econd part of the introduction will be a very general sketch of

the arguments against the central state theory that I am

interested in dealing with,

Central State Materialism

In general terﬁm, Central State Materialism is based on
the conviction that human beings are physical objects and only
physical objects. The theory is thus immediately distinguishable
from certain traditional forms of dualist rheory according‘to
vhich men are composite beings: Jone part of man's nature being
physicii\zhe other being non-physical or spiritual. Central
State Materialism is, of course, not the only theory in vhich

humans are considered as being entirely physical. Behaviorism,

for example, is a popular theory vhich also holds such a view.




Central State Materialism differs from behaviorism in that, amoug
other things, while the behaviorist 1is wont t; deny that a human's
-1nd is a thing, the central state -.t.ria11.; is not. The
" theory of cenkral state materialism asserts that indéed the mind
is a thing; th.‘ theery denies only that it {s a non-physical
thing. By affirming the existence of minds but denying that they
re non-physical in nature the central state materialist comes
identity theorist: he identifies thg mind with a part
of one's physical body, usually the brain or central nervous
system (or some process ;hich takes place in these parts of the
body.)
The 1dentlff claim made by the central state materialist

has been expressed in various terms. J,J.C, Smart made the claim
thl;, "sengations are brain processes...(they are) nothing over
and above brain proceuea."1 David K. Lewis has stated that,
Yevery experience is identical with some physical state. Specifi-
cally, with some neurochemical atnte."z Brian Medlin has said
that, "states of mind are physical conditions, 1 think also that
in particular we have good reason to believe that the causal states
in question are states of the central nervous system."3 In short,
the materialist can follow D, M, Armstrong in saying, '"‘the mind

is simply the brain."a

A couple a brief points must be made regarding the identity

claim made by the central state materialist. Tt needs to be




recognized that vhen the identity theorist states thaf sensations
(or vhatever) are identical with brain processes he is not
claiming: a) that this is an analytic truth, or b) that what we
mean by, say, ''sensation'" is synonomous Qith the ixprcllion
"brain process". uhat he is claiming is that, as a matter of
empirical fact, we will gind, through scientific discovery,
that sensations are brain processes. Even if the terms identified
do not share the same meaning or sense, they share the same
reference. With regard to the first point, D, M, Armstrong has
5
said,
If there is anything certain in philoaophy,‘it is
oertain that 'the mind is the brain' is not a logically
necessary truth. When Aristotle said that the brain
was nothing but an organ fog keeping the body cool,
he was certainly not guilty of denying a necessary
truth. His mistake was an empirical one.
with regard to the second point, J,J,C. Smart has said that
' 6
the identity theory,
i{s not the thesis that, ,for example, "afterimage'" or
"ache" means the same as '"brain process.of sort X"...
It is that, in so far as "afterimage'" or "ache" is a
report of a process, it'is a report of x pgocess that
happens to be a brain process. It follows that the
thesis does not claim that sensation statements can be
translated into statements about brain processes.
~
Thus, the identity theorist concedes that mental or psychological
descriptions differ from physical ones and that this difference
is a difference in meaning. Nonetheless, the materialist
claims that whatever is described in psychological terms can

also be described in solely physical terms. On this account,

the things we describe psychologically are no more than physical
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things. The fact that some objgass or states of affairs can be
descrided ia peycholegical terws 1s met held te imply that the
things so described are other than physical.

* It can be seeh then that there are two issues at stake for
the identity theory. Firet, therd is an empiricsl, scientific
f{ssue: namely, wvhether science willgiiscover that sensations are
identical with brain processes. Second, there is the philoeophical
issue, viz. vhether it makes sesse to claim that empirical
enquiry will or could reveal that sensations, say, are nothing
but brain processes. As Richard Rorty has said, the idettity
theorist is one who "thinks it {s sensible to assert that
empirical enquiry will discover that sensations...are identical
vith certain brain procc.nol."7‘ It is the latter issue, the
philosophical issue, with which my thesis shall be primerily
concerned. ‘

Immediately following a basic understanding of the central
state materialist's position, a problem comss to mind. A brief
examination of this problem will provide an opportunity to shed
light on some of the areas of the identity theory which are to be
questioned later in this thesis.

The problem to be discussed arises from the fact that the
mind and the brain are held to be identical; thus, when we are
aware of our mental states what we are aware of must in fact be
physical states - states of our brain. The problem here is that

we are not aware of these mental states as states of the brain
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(or as say physical state). The materialist is thus fooed with

the preblem of giving an amslyeis of the sental vhich 18 eempet-
ible with physicaliem ia the face of the ostensidle fact that

vhen we are m.dot the msatal, we are net swsre of it as being
physical in nature. Indeed, it neede mention that one form of
materisliom, "olhtut.tn” materialiom as suggested by, say,
Feyersbend and Rorty, claime that the existence of just such a
prodblems should be sufficient to make the centrsl state mater- 2
{alist realize that his view is not compatible with any statements
\l\iéh would ieply the existence of a mind. A physicalist, on such
a viev, would be\committed to talk of the physical workings
of the ccntrll‘mﬂoul system, the mental vocabulary being
tossed aside entirely. At this point in the discussion of
central state materialism, it does not seem necessary for the
materialist to make such s move. Indeed, it 1s to a great
extent the reasoning behind not going the way of the eliminative
materialist which defines the central state theory that I shall
be concerned with.

One :} the ma jor reasons why the central state/materislist
does not feel that he must follow the eliminative materialist
ia his belief in the theory of topic or ontic neutrality in
conjunction with appeals to ontological economy. A topic neutral’
description is one wvhich begs no questions as to uhit sort of tHing
a particular phenomenon {s. Related to the point at hand, it may

be said that s topic n‘utrnl description of the mind is one vhich
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t,uu seither that the aind u physical ner that it 18 nsw-
Mm u-tnho«btu.rm““(h mc
lumt. the -&culuc then mahes wee of en application of
Occam’s raser, the appesl to eatologicsl eecentyy, te claim that we
, .-
cannot aseert that msatsl conditiens are nen-physisal umless there
1s some good ressom for doing so. Without such a reason, we should
sensider the mind as being physicsl in nature.
It 18 clear then hew the prodlem reised esrlier, namely, that
one has same sort of "direct awareness” of mental states which s
not an awareness of the states as being physical, is to bde
handled by the materialist. He mmet hold that being awere
of a pain but not being awere of it as a physical state does
not 1qu6thnt being in pain ia net, gl fact, s physical state.
* [}
Accordingly, Brian Medlin claims that the grodlem which results
is dependent upon "a confusion of conceptual and oantological
8

questions.” He writes,

In this case the confusion produces, and is sustained

hy, the conviction that a men can be directly aweare of

something and awere of it as something non-physical.

But how could this be given in direct’ ewareness? TIt'

is true that my nin may produce in ms not only the

belief that 1 am in pain, but aleso the unalterable

conviction that my pain is somsthing non-physical. '

But how would this show that my pain is somethiag non-

physical:,,. (It would be) as though the mere fact that -

one was directly aware of something showed that what

one was aware of could not be anythtng physical. But

that view is mere dogma,

Medlin s arguing here, as he must, that the fact that

one is directly aware of an X gives no support to the claim that




that X 1s asa-physical; nsither, of couvee, $00o the phensmanse
of éivest cwavensss owpert the clath thet the X fa question M
shyeical 14 neture. The direct swarencss of our mestal otates,
1f what Nedlia caye 10 cerrest, 10 entirely tepiec msusvel {a

astwre. If this is se, them the fect that ouwr swsrenses 1o ot

oh svarenses of cemething g9 physiesl 1o 20 hindremse teo the

phydicaliot ceuse. I

It appears then initislly pladiible to suppose that tbo'
central otete msterislist s able te sceount for vegiowy cemmsn
sense objections to his theery via the tepic neutral defemee.
The use of this concept of ontic neutrality, hewsver, alse finds
application in snother ares. The msterialiet appesrse te be in
need of giving eoms sort of analysis of the mind. Be claime
that the mind 1s the brain and yet sleo admite that the two
terwms, while having the o:. reference, do mast have the seme
msaning. Thus, for his theory to attain gay Tegree ef plhus-
1idility, the materisliet must be able to ;ll us vhat the term
"aind” means without using "Breis” or any other such werd in
the analysis.. The use of any such ters would indicate scme
sort of logical connection between the terms; the materialist
explicitly denies that this 19 the case. Not only must he give
such an analysis but he must give one which {s topic neutral
in nature. This {s because it does not seem that an analysis

vhich would {mply that the mind is physical is to be found, and

if the snalysis implied that the mind was nom-physical then the
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, materialist enterprise would be dashed before being begun.
! : At this point the satarialist calls upon the causal theory -
| of mind to supply his analysis of the mental. The causal theory
provic_l.el both an independent analysis of the mind - the mind is
the cause of behavior - and an analysis which is topic neutral in
the required sense: The conceptual nnnlylia‘of the mental leads.
to & cause within man; hoyever, it leaves open what-kind of thing -
this cause might be. : , - . o ‘ <
The ;:auscl theory of minél is .based c;n the conviction.th'aé there
is a conceptunl’cénheccion‘bétge;n mind:dnd beg;vior; that is,
it is tbe differences 1nabgﬁnvio;.betveen man and, say, trges
that lead one to believe that meﬁ have minés”while trees do not.
The mind is, as it 9ere,~poatu1atéd téiﬁc(bunt for the differences
) 4betweén man and other existin; things - ; dif}erehce which is
manifested in behgvior. The ;auaal>theory thus égrees with, say, /
{ - behnviori;m in recognizing the connecti&g between mind and
- : behavior. It dif;Lra from behaviorism however, in that the mind, ‘)
;. is postulated as'ghe cause of the behavior rather than being ident-
ified with the behavior itself. .Thé mifid is thus viewed as some-
thing "inner" and separate from the behavior; it is the cause of

the behavior.

1 The causal theory claims that mental states are typically <\_/,/

8%

states with a causal role in disposing men to certain .ypes of
behavior; the causal dffeory does not, however, in itself, suggest

what the nature of these inner causes might be. The task of
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determining what the inner’;aulelis, is relegated to Ehe-domlin
of the sciences. It is consistent with the causal theory that
the cause could be either physical or ngn-physical, a soul, a
gaseous vapour, or part of the ;entral nervous system. Given
that the latter is alﬁott universaily accepted as that part of our
body which gatters most to behavior, it is this which the certral
state materialist chooses to identify with the mind. ~The mind
turns out to be the brain; ; brain which, it must be pointed out,
has.no non-physical properties.

The causal‘theory is most convenient for the materialist.
Not only does it provide a topic neutral analysig‘of the mental
indegendent of talk about brains - Armstrong, for example, claims

that the éoncept-of a mental state Is the concept of a fstate of
the person apt for bringing about g certain sort of behavior"9 -
but its presumed truth together with the assumption of physical
determinism, that all biological movement is explicable in
physico-chemical terms, immediately implies the truth of mat-
erialism. That is, if states of mind are causes of behavior
(which is movement), and all caoses of biological movement are
physiéal causes, then states of mind must be phystcal condt:ions.10
0f course, even assuming the truth of the causal theory of’mind,
such an argument may not be sound, given that physical determinism
is not obviously true; however, at least the argument establishes

that to the extent that physical determinism is plausible,fy

materialism is also plausible and the reason behind this
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plausibility is the causal theory of mind.
Another argument purporting to establish the identity

theory, and one which is based on the causal theory of mind,
11
is presented by David Lewis. He argues,

The definitive characteristic of any (sort of)
experience as such is its causal role, its syndrome of
most typical causes and effects. But «e materialists
believe that these causal roles which belong by analytic
necessity to experiences belong in fact to certain
physical states. Since those physical states possess
the definitive characteristics of experience, they must
be the experiences.

Here the materialist hﬁ‘\esis that the causes of behavior are
physical is combined with the causal theory that the mental is
defined by its causal role, to ylfeld the conclusion that experience,
the mental,_must be physical.

Despite the central role that t?e causal theory of mind can
be seen to play in establishing the central state theory, it should
be pointed out that materialism, although it may suffer a great
setback, would not be disproven even if the causal theory were

found to be false. It could still be that material is true

even if'the causal theory is false or grossly ingdaquate as_an
analysis of the mental. The fact that materialfsts may have
chosen the wrong theorf to use as an analysis of the mental .does
" not imply that there may not be some other theory which is both
true and compatible with materialism.

Another area of the materialist theory, to be developed more
thoroughly later, needs brief mention. The materialist, in

claiming as he does that his identity statements are contingent

rather th::‘ijifssary in nature, attempts to find support for



_ the plausibility of his view by drawing an analogy with the

theoretical identities found in th? sciences. In t?ho sciences,
1dent1ty claims such as '"lightning i‘. electrical discharge" or

"the gene is the DNA molecule' are frequently found. The central
state materinlilt'; claim 1s ﬁhat his identity statement concerning
mind and body is like these statements. On the surface, at least,
the claim seems plausible. Both types of statements are supposedly
discovered empirically and their identity is of a contingent

rather than necessary nature. This is so at least to the extant
that neither type of statement is advanced on the basis of the
meaning of the terms involved.

By making such an analogy with statements in the sciences,
the identity theorist hopes to make his thesis more plausible and
understandable. The thesis becomes more plausible because
identity statements of an analogous type are to Ee éound treated
with respect in the sciences, Further, although the materialist
identity statement is initially hard to grasp, comparison with
the ;cientific identity statements should result in an increase
in understanding., If one‘understAAds what' is meant by "lightning
1s electrical discharge", then there should be no reason why one
could not, in principle, understand ''the mind is the brain". we
shall find however, that the analogy between the materialist's and

the scientist's claims plays a much more central role in the

materialist thesis than may be realized here,
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Arguments Against Central State Materialism

The susmary view of the materialist position being completed,
I now offér a brief look at how this paper is going to be con~
derned with .t:hc materialist doctrine. I propose, in the body of
the thesis, to examine the criticisms that four philosophers have .
brought against the materialist position. This examination will
involve both exposition and evaluation in an attempt to see how
the mnteri;lilt theory fares in the light of such critiques as
have recentlx dominated much of the literatire on the mirnd-body
problem. The cfitigpes I shall primarily be concerned with are,

in order of presentation, those made by Keith Campbell in Body

12 13
and Mind, Robert Kirk in "Sentience and Behavior', Saul Kripke
14
in '"Naming and Necessity'", and Thomas Nagel in "What Is It Like
15 '

To Be a Bat?", »

These four works were selected for three main reasons. First,
each of the arguments is potentially a refutation of materialism.
Secondly, they all deal (although some only by implication) with
is.uea‘this writer considers central to the materialist doétrine,
ie. topic neutrality, the causal theory of mind, and consciousness.
Thirdly, and perhaps most importantly, these critiques constitute
a loosely knit family of arguments, None of the arguments shows
gxactly what any of the others purport to, nor do any of them use
exactly the same method of attempting to deduce their various

conclusions; nonetheless, there is a definite link between the

arguments. Though many of the ties between the articles will have
A L]
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ta wait for the arguments to develop bofor; becoming apparent,
one of the primary ways in which the relationships can be viewed
d-nahd. immediate attention. I shall refer to the intuition which
all four vu'sum.nto share, and to -g.xtcnt depend upon, as
the Cartesian assumption or the Carteni;n intuition. I explain
this assumption directly, 7

The works of Rene Descartes, the arch-dualist, contain a
number of attempted p;gqfl‘fsg the thesis that the mind is
distinct from the body, a thesis diametrically opposed to that
of the maﬁerillilC. One of Descartes' more persuasive arguments,
yet ona I believe to be fallncioua,16 is based on the simple
premise that since I can conceive of'kglearly and distinctly
perceive) the independent existence of my mind, it is indeed
distinct from my body.17 The articles to be considered in this
thesis rely heavily on a version of Just such a premise, the
differendg being that in the Eandn of the critics of materialism
the premis ecomes inverted. Rather than attempting to est-
ablish the existence of a mind distinct from one's body on tﬁe
basis of our ability to so conceive it, these arguments depend
upon the inverse intuition. ?hey argue that one can conceive
of one's body being in just the state that it now is and doing
just what it is now doing, both overtly and, say, neurologically,
with complete physical causation of all behavior. Further, one
can conceive of one's body being in this state without there

being any mental experiences or states which are experienced,

The Cartesian assumption may thus be stated as follows:
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'cohnideration, as I have called it, if correct, establishes the

)L

It is possible that ona's body could be in just }'
the physiological state that it is whem has ‘ i
a peychological experience, and yet for ﬁ

experience to occur, ‘ |

If this assumption can be maintained, so the argument goes,
' ~18 ’

then materialism cangot be coxrec®, The reasons for coicluding

materialis® to be i}orrogt vaky. For example, Kirk concludes

»

that this jort of considerationl conflicts with the caasal

analysis of the mental because of the materialist claim that ;

mental experiences are enu@yhy the presence of the complex

physical causes. Keith Campbell argu'ei that this Cartesian

exdstence of phenomenal properties which are not subject to
topic neutral analysis and as such amount to a disproof of
materfalism., Saul Kripke ﬁses the same consideration attempting
to show its incompatibility with the identity claims made by the
materialist, at least to the exterf® that they are based on an
analogy with the physical sciences. Thomas Nagel's use of the
Cartesian assumption leads him to 1nveatigat; the reasons for the
incompatibility of the premise and the identity thedry.

The same Cartesian intuition furter relates the arguments
in the following way. Both Campbell and Kirk try to present
a counter-example to the materialist thesis in the form of a
"nan" who incorporates the idea expressed in the Cartesian
assumption. He is one who is as physically complex as normal
man but who lacks the appropriate mental life. Saul Kripke's

argument may be viewed as something of a formalization of just
3
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such possibilities. Nagel's argument, on the other hand, is
related to those of Kirk and Campbell via the tacﬁ that both

the latter find the notion of awareness to be incompatible with
the materialist doctrine due to the effect of the Cartesian

assumption. Nagel also argues that consciousness or awareness

suffers on the materialist account due to our inability to . <

‘
¥

understand how such phenomena could be physical in nature.
A brief outline of the thesis which follows will serve
' to show how the various }rgmntc are related iﬂ yet another
vay.
As was mentioned above, Campbell and Kirk propose counter
examples to the materialist thesis in the form of a being who
is the embodiment of what I have termed the Cartesian assumption.
I shall argue that individually both of these proposed countef
examples are inadequate. However, I maintain that they can be
conjoined 30 as to present what might amount to a refutation of
the materialist position, The eventual success of the argume;L
as is established by combining the critiques of Kirk and Camphell,
however, depends upon the outcome of a matter that is not
considered by either of them. This is the matter of whether the
matefialiat identity can be considered analogous to scientific
identity statements such as "lightning is electrical discharge".
I shall argue that whether the critiques by Kirk and Campbell amount

to & refutation of materialism depends upon the answer to this

question,
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This 1s the point at which Kripke and Nagel enter center
stage. Both of these philosophers argue that the 1dont1t‘
thoogilt'l claim of analogy with th iences will not do. There
are, argue Kripke and Nagel, significayt differehces between
the two identity statements (the sc ntificﬁd the materialist)
such that materialist reliance upon the scientific analogy is
unwarranted. If either Nagel or Kripke is correct and the
materialist cannot make use of the scientific identities, then
the arguments proposed by the Kirk-Campbell combination hold and
may be regarded as a refutation of central state materialism
(or at least as showing there to be gross inadequacies in the
theory). Later I will argue that neither Kripke nor Nagel
presents adaquate argument for this conclusion. Thus it will have

been shown that the approach to a critique of materialism offered

by the combination of these four articles is not successful.
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1l6. The reason I am not convinced by Descartes' argument is that
it seems that he never adaquately answered the telling objection
raised by Arnauld. In Meditation II, Descartgs is not sure
whether tody exists or not, yet he is sure that he exists as
a thinking thing; the conclusion, as drawn by Arnauld in his
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set of objections to the Meditat{on is, "Hence I, who doubt

and think, am not a Body" (&ngt«l works of g‘ocutu.
Haldane and Roes, Wl. II, p. ., tex .

notes however, that, "the fact that I déubt about bedy er
deny that body exists, does not bring it about that no Body
exists” and hence, "The problem 1s3 how it follows from the
fact that one is unawere that anything else (except the fact
of being a thinking thing) belongs to one's essence, that
nothing else really belongs to one's essence.” (KR, II, P. 81)

In Meditation II, Descartes considers the body and bodily
attributes apart from the mind and modes of thinking. He
notes that thought alone cannot be separated from him. He
does not however, in Meditation II, conclude that his essence
or nature is to think; nor does he dismiss the possibilicy
that body is an essential part of him., He says,'perhaps it
is true that these same things which I supposed were non-
existent because they were tnknown to me, are not really
different from the self which I know. I am not sure about
this." (HR, I, p.152) This means that Descartes' completed
doctrine, that he is essentially a thing which thinks, is
not presented until Meditation VI, in other words, a time
after which God's existence has been proved. Both Arnauld
and Descartes are quite aware of this; Descartes seems to
think that this fact is sufficient to rescue him from the
grips of Arpauld's objection. Descartes writes,

although much exists in me of which I am

not yet conscious...yet since that which I

do perceive is adequate to allow of my

existing with it as my sole possession, I am

certain that God could have created me

without putting me in possession of those

other attributes of which I am unaware.

Hence it was that those additional attributes

were judged not to belong to the essence

of the mind. (HR, II, p. 97) .

It will be recalled that the problem raised by Arnauld
is, '"how it follows, from the fact that one is unaware that
anything else (except the fact of being a thinking thing)
belongs to one's essence, that nothing else really belongs
to one's essence." (HR,II,p.81) Thus the problem Arnauld
raises is regarding the adequacy of my perception of myseédsf;
that 1s, could it not be that something else is a part of
my essence but that I am not aware of it and could that part
not be corporeal. Given that this is the problem raised by
the question, Descartes' reply Decomes little more than a
case of question begging. He states, "since that which I do
perceive is adequate to allow of my existing with it as my
sole possession, I am certain that God..." His argument
would be correct given that premise, but this is just the
premise to which Arnauld's question is directed. It is not
clear that what I perceive is adequate to allow my existence
for it could be, suggests Arnauld, that orie does not perceive
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sll which 1s eseential.

In reading over Descartes' reply te the sbjegtion (W, II,
PP.96-97) Descartes’ reasening seems sound. The ressem for this
however, 1s that Descartes significantly changes the werding
of the question posed by Armauld. It is changed from “ones
being unaware™ to "from the fact that I know that nothing
belongs to wy essence”. Arnsuld's whole point, of coubee,
is that one does not know this, or at least that it Yas not
been shown that one knows this, In the absence of an
adequate reply to Arnauld's objection, Descartes' argument
need not be taken too seriously.

17. The argument 1s expounded at HR, II, p. 59 and 97 as well as

18,

being developed through Meditations ITI and VI.

It may be that the phrase '"Cartesian intuition" is not a
particularly happy one given that the actual consideration
exployed by the philosophers that I am dealing with {s only
derivative from Descartes' argument. It may be that some
such phrase as "dualist assymption” or "anti-materidlist
intuition" (or whatever) might be less confusing as well as
being more fair to Descartes. 1In using the phrase 'Cartesian
intuition" then, it should be kept in mind that I am not
trying to sadle Descartes himself with holding such a view. -
Rather, the phrase simply is a convendent way of denoting
the fact that the premise that one's body could be in
physiologically the same state as it is now and yet no
mental happenings occur is ceamtral to the positions of the
philosophers that I am dealing with. The reference to
Descartes in the phrase merely signifies that such a premise
seems to derive from the Cartesian argument for the distinction
of mind and body.

It should also be pointed out that the intent of my thesis
is not to try to establish that each of the philosophers I
deal with use the Cartesian assumption and that this is the
reason that their arguments fail. That is, I am not denying
the possibility that an argument using such a premigse might
indeed refute the materialist. I am concerned merely to show
that four philosophers whose arguments can be related by way
of showing their adherance to such a premise, have been unable
to attain their goal of disarming the materialist.
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ChAPTER ONX
KEITH CAMPEELL AND THE IMITATION MAN

.

Introduction

The first anti-materislist argument to be considered is
presented by Keith Campbell in his book Body and thd} There e
Campbell has presented an argument which, he thinks, "is in-
compatible with o purely materialist doctrine of the innmer, -
mental causes of behavior," (M, 110) Cqbo'll'. mathod of
argument is to postulate an "{mitation man", physiologically
48 complex as & human man yet lacking a property which man
Possesses | ,"awareness by phenomenal property’” - a phrase which
will be clariflqd directly. The postulation of this being is an
attempt to block the materialist thesis that mental properties
can be considered ontically neutral because they can Ibc accounted
for by the pPhysiological complexity of man. Anll briefly explain
each of the concepts Just mentioned while fitting them into
Campbell's gcnc.rnl line of argument.

Campbell notes that thé theory of central state materialism
1s erected on the causal th;Oty of mind. However, this causal
theory of mind, is inadequate to account for what Campbell calls
the "phenomenal properties" of mental states. That 13, materialism
holds that the physico-chemical Properties of the brain are the
only p::opertiel'relevant to the role of causing behavior. But

Campbell insists that certain brain states have a complexity

N
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beyond thefr phyetcel cemplexity, because such Svain states are
alse "ewarenseses eof ph.-u:l. propertiees”, The mind thea, o
more than jwet a fleld of cewses. The cousal theery caamet
account, on Campbell's view, for the pecsuliarly mpatal festures
of some wefital states. Not all of these msatal festures are ceusal
properties for 'there are i(n addition, charecteristics of eome
menital states which especially concern how those states seem to
him wvho has them.” (BM, 104) There are left then the phencmensl
properties: the ?burnln., Jahbing, throbding and eching sorts of
pains; the nclty: sweet and avocedo-like eorts of taste..." (IM,104)
Campbell s, of course, quick to admit that materialism
is not automatically refuted even 1f the causal theory te
inadequate. As Campbell pute it, "i{f any propirty is ontically
neutral, it 1{s of course poseible for a material object to have
it as a property."” (B4,105) That e, {f a property is such that the
fact of i{ts existence does not entail any ontological facts
rcgcrdin‘-uhnt sort of thing that property is, thc?.thlt property
is "ontically neutral", Thus, {f phenomenal properties are
ontically neutral, then the materialist need not worry. If they
are ontically neutzal there is no conceptual bar to their being
either physical or non-physical {n nature. Thus, the mind could
be an entirely physical object even {f mental states possess
phenomenal properties, provided that these properties are them-
selves ontically neutral. Campbell argues that these properties

are, however, such that they cannot be regarded as noutrai i{in the
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réquired sense. mpbe,u first denies that the causal theory

of mind is adequa [Menomeml properties are not

accounted for byki 'I'hia is fo by the attempt to show

that phenomenal properties phemae es are not onkically neutral

\

in tharacter. \

On the materialist theory, the mit d is the brain: therel are
mer:m.l propert135 involved. = llow, when I hav&a pain,
I am aware of it as a coﬁgition which hurts, I am not aware of
it as a firing of neurons or the stimulation of my C fibres or
'whatever; the pain is however, the firins of the neurons. Trus,
althourh what I am aware of is a physi:al process in the brair_,‘5
I ar not aware of it as a physical process in the brain. Thrus,
_céncludeS_Campbell, "to afler is, on this account, to intro-
spect rather clumsily a process which is itself material.'(3:1,105)
This tactic, that hurtfulness is how C fibre stirulation seems
or appears to us, "deals with pain, smell or color apprehended
ind, releratins it to the catapory of appearance, renders it
orrtically neutral. But.it leaves us with a set of seenings,
. acts of imperfect apprehension, in which the.phenomenal prOpertie}
are rrasped.'"(B!,106) “hat bothers Campbell in this rerard is
the question, "is it possible that things can seem to be in a
certain way to a merely material systen?'" (B ,106-107) ithat is

.

at stake here is that if thinfs -annot ''seem" to 13 aterial
system, then the materialist cannot appeal to topic neutrality.
In other words, the '"seeminss'" would inply a dualism of some sort.

+hat Campbell is pointinr to here by his question is the fact that

-
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nmen have experienceg. A self-developing camera, a material
system, does not experience anything; it mattérn not to the’
camera vhethef its shutter is open or Elosed; for the camera,
""the world does not seem to be any sort of place at all.” &1th
us it is different. whether our eyelidl are open or closed
makes a great difference to how the world ;eems. It is this
difference which is in question when we ask about the ontic
neutrality of the awareness of phenomenal properties.
The materia%ist's usual answer to this type of attack is
based on the difference in complexity be;w?en man and machine.
That 1s, things can '"seem'" to man but not to machines not because
man is in princiéle different from machines but only because he is
more complex. In this regard, for example, D,M, Armstrong has said2
a man is a physical object, distinguished from
other physical objects only by the special
ccnplexity of his physical organization and the
special complexity of his physical capacities. .
Campbell does not find such appeals to complexity convincing. The

argument used to support his feeling is based on consideration of

an imitation man.

The Imitation Jan -

The imitation man, Campbell asks us to imagine

is a being very like us except that instead »f
feeling a pain when he burns his finger or breaks
his toe, he has no locatable sensations at all, .
He just spontaneously gains a new belief, it just

i 'pops into his head' that he has burned his finger
or broken his toe. (BM, 100)

Further, "the imitation man satisfies the analysis...of, "I am aware

es
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that I have burned by finger." But his pains do not hurt.” (BM,101)
The imitation man then, is one who has no awareness by phenomenal
pro;erties. wWhen he burns his finger, h$ knows that something is
going on in his finger and he ﬁnous that there is activity in him
by which he knows the fact, but also, like us, he does not know
that C fibre activity is involved. Thus, the imitation man {is
one who "apprehengs imperfectly'", as we do, but he does not ap-
rehend by suffering, as we do. (

The apparent problem for the materialist regarding all this
is that since the imitation man is a being just as complex as man,
the materialist's appeal to complexity 1in accounting for-human
experience woald seem to be invalidated. The imitation man is just
as ph.ssiologically compléx as man and yet lacks some human properties.
The result then is that something is shown to be lacking from the
materialist account, for he '"can fimd no place for the fact that
our imperfect apprehension is by phenomenal propery and not by,
for example, beliefs just spontaneously arising.” (BM, 109)

wWithout the need to go into much detail T think it is apparent
at this point how Campbell's argument uses what I have referred
to as the Cartesian premise or intuition: that it seems logically
possible for us to be in the same physiological state as we
would be when normally experiencing something, a;d yet experience
nothing, or, in other words, for our body to be functioning just as

it now is and yet for no mental processes to be occuring.

Campbell embodies this intuition in a creature, an imitation

A Y

<
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man, who 1is just as phyciologicilly complex as us and yet lacks
thevawarenesl of phenomenal properties which we, as men, are supposed
to possess.

I think that when dealing with Campbell’'s argument one must
be careful not to become bogged down 1in trying to figure th
what seem to inconsistencies in this odd creature, the imitation
man. It is tempting, for example, to argue against Campbell
that such a man does not present a threat to the materialist
because he is ot a conceivable entity., Such a charge would be
based upon, for instance, Campbell's assertion that this man
has pains but that th y not hurt.3 This state of affairs,
it might be a;gued, i npHt possible. \

It may be that €apbell does make a number of such errors
in his presentation. Nonetheless, they are not errors which
are central to his critique of the materialist. To dwell upon
SUbQ errors is to obscure what 1s of value in Campbell's
presentation. Campbell's argument can be amended to read
something like this. The materialist accounts for the difference
(the fact of experience) between man and, say, a camera, by
asserting that man 1f far more complex than a camera. However,
we can imagine a being 'who duplicates all of ga typical man's
acquisition, processing, and retrieval of information, and all his
activity, but for whom their are no phenomenal properties." (BM,108)
Rather than saying that this being has pains which do not hurt,

let us say that he has no pains. Though he has no pains, he has

beliefs which just "pop into his head" when he damages himself.
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a .
The problem then for mnteria{ism is to be able to keep the

p?.nomznal properties ontically neutral in the face of.the fact
tnqt physiological complexity cannot account for the existence of
these_propert;ea, that 1t is by suffering pains and not just by
a bellef "popping into our heads" that we apprehend a mal function
or an injury.
Unfortunately, as ingenius as the presentation of the imitation

man might seem, Campbell's argument will not do.

Problems wWith the Imitation Man

For Campbell's imitation man to Present a counter-example
to the materialist view he must be as physiologically cohplex
4s man and yet be unable to apprehend ''seemings". This sort of
imitation man must be distinguished from one who might apprehend
by a different sort or different 8et of seemings than an
ordinary man does. That {s, it must be the case, for the
imitation man to pPresent a caunter-example, that things do not
seem to him. That two beings might be similarly complex and yet
have things seem differently to them is oonsistent with the
materialist claims for ontic neutrality on the basis of physiolog-
lcal complexity. Tt 1s due to a lack of realization of this
distinction that Campbell's argument fails.

The point can be made in the following way. Neuron firings
(or whatever), on the materialist view, appear or seem to us as
pain; to the imitation man, similar brain activity does not seem

Oor appear to him as pain; a belief just pops into his head. uhat

-
-~
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Campbell's argument lacks, however, is any reason for denying that

neuron firings appear or seem to the imitation man as beliefs pop= -

ping into his head - neuron firings appear to him as the onset of
a belief. The imitation man, by hypothesis, is a purely material
sy";m, yet, according to Campbell, when his hand is. damaged
causng nehron. to fire and alerting this creature to the damage,
he is not aware of brain activity as brain activity; he is aware
of it as a belief po?ping into his head. Given Campbell's analysis
of the analogous goings on in man, one can only conclude that
there is no reason to refrain from saying that neuron firings/se
to the imitation man as the onset of these beliefs. TIf this s
the case, then Campbell has done nothing towards establishing his
contention that things cannot seem to a purely material system.
The imitation man, who by hypothesis is a purely material
system, 1s one to whom things seem.

It may be objected ;o my critique that beliefs are not
phenomenal properties like the stabbing of a pain is. This may,
of course, be true, but given the distinction made above, it does
nothing to alleviate Campbell's problem. It was there pointed
out that what must be established by Campbell is that things cannot
seem to a material system. That things may seem differently to
one system than to another (in one, say, the seemings are pheanomenal
properties, in another beliefs) is in no way inconsistent with the
aspect of materialism with which Campbell is concerned. The above
may constitute a valid objection to the materialist's use of the
causal theory of mind (which would require that the physical state

entail the mental state) but it is to be noted that Campbell is
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not directing his argument against the cauul"theory; his
irgument is against the materialist use of complexity to account
for the fict that we have experiences while machines and the
like do not.

Ta ‘conclusion it must be said that despite a plausible
embodiment of the Cartesian intuition in an imitation man,
Campbell's argument lacks the necessary force to do away with

“EEE_EEE’lI‘Ii’t' The thought exper%unnt attempted by Campbell
simply does not prove what it purports to. The next chapter
will be concerned with a creature not unlike Campbell'’'s man,
but one who, it seems, is free from the difficulties found

with Campbell's imitation.man. To this I now turn.
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CHAPTER TWO
KIRK'S ZOMBIE

Introduction

1
Robert Kirk, in "Sentience and Behavior", presents an

N
argument which is consistent with the Cartesian intuitions studied
earlier and gives a counter-example not unlike, but free from

the type of difficulty found in, Keith Campbell's argument. Like
Campbell, Kirk prele;ts the example of a man who falsifies "any
view according to which statements about sensory experience are
analyzable or translatable in ' topic neutral' terms." (SB, 59)
Kirk's argument is to show the logical possibility of there being
what he refers to as a "Zombie'", '"an organism indistinguishable

from a normal human being in all anatomical, behavioral and other

observable respects, yet insentient." (SB, p. 43)

The Story of. Dan

The attempt to show the possibility of a Zombie is framed
in a story about a human being, Dan, who by stages turns into g
Zombie. The first stage, and the stage upon which the others are
modelled, has Dan losing his feeling of pain. 1In going through
what might be called normal "pain situations", Dan insists that
he feels no pain, Despite this insistence, however, Dan, when in
such situations, winces, moans, attempts to nurse the injured
part of his body, and so on. In short, Dan's behavior is totally
consistent with that of someone who was in pain. Dan explains

the inconsistency between his obviously pain oriented behavior and
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his claim that he in fact feels no pain in the following ;ay.
First, he 1is gen&incly astonished both that he feels no pain in
a given pain situation and that he was nevertheless behaving 1in
‘the way he was. Secondly, he says that. it seemed to him that
the series of motions which constituted his pain behavior had
been a series of complicated involuntary twitches; happemnings
over which he had no control.

The situation we are asked to imagine is thus one where a
human being léses his sensation of pain although his behavior
remains indistinguishable from a person who did feel pain. The
story of Dan continues with his losing, in six month intervals,
his sense of smell, taste, sight, and hearing. All the while his
behavior regarding these senses remains the same as always. For
instance, he hears himself describing the flavour of an apple even
when he is keenly aware of the absense of any corresponding
experience. After losing his sight he '"wakes one morning and
with a prodigious effort (as it seems) manages to groan: 'I've
gone blind: can't see a thing.' Yet he prepares to go to work
as usual, with only effortful complaints about having gone blind."
(SB, 48) when all of Dan's sensory links with the outside world
have been cut away, he has become a Zombie, although acting in
no way different from a normal human, it really is '"silent and
dark within."

It is important to this story's point of rejecting
materialism that 'when Dan has, putatively, reached the stage of
Zombiehood, his neural activity will be indistinguishable from that

of a normal human being." (SB, 51) The situation is thus that we
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have the story of a creature vho both behaves in a way indisting-
uishable from a human and whose bratn and central nervous system
function indistinguishably from those of a human and yet who

lacks sentience; he has no agnsory experience.

Materialism and the Zombie

The Zombie, as described abeve, seems to run counter to
materialist theory in the following way. Materialists, such as
Armstrong and Lewis, deal with experience via a causal analysis.
As Kirk puts it, according to such a causal analysis,

if a process now going on in some individual's

brain has the causal role ascribed to say,

pain, it follows logically that the individual

is in pain...himself. (sB, 52)

Materialism requires, as was noted earlier, a two Step process.
First, an analygis of mental concepts is proposed, and in the
materialist case such concepts are given a causal analysis. The
causal analysis neither entails nor excludes materialism for it
remains a possibility that the cause of behavior could be either
physical or non-physical. The materialist's second step 1s to
identify the inner states with physico-chemical states 9f the
brain. It is this contingent identification which ylelds central
state materialism.

Kirk cuts through materialism by exemplifying the claim that
it is possible for the physical causes of behavior to occur without
mental phenomena occurrinia‘ The brain can be functioning as-
always without any experience occurring. If this is a possibility,

and it must be remembered that Kirk's argument depends only upon
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logical possibility, not Plausibility, then the conclusion that
Kirk is entitled to draw, ‘it would seem, 1is that the materialist
use of topic neutrality, in this case the causal analysis, is
radically inadequate as an element in his philosophy of mind.
As such, to the extent that materialism depends upon the causal
analysis, it is a false answer to the mind-body problem.

Understanding the workings of Kirk's argument may be
facilitated if it is put into the following form:
1. The materialist attempts to deal with experieﬁce via a topic
neutral,. in this casc.cauaal'analylin such that, of necessity,
an experience occupies a certain causal role.
2. Since the materialist argues that all such causes are physical,
then man can be analysed in wholly physical terms.
3. A zombie 1s one who has the same Physical structures as man
but has no experiences of the relevant kind.
4. If zombies are logically possible, and it is argued that they
are, then it 1s possible that one should have the physical
structure of man yet be lacking one Property of being man, namely,
being sentient.
5. Men are sentient.
6. Therefore, man is not totally explained by the materialist
analysis, or, the materialist analysis leaves something out ing
its analysis of man.

At this point, I should like to consider what may be thought
a quite obvious materialist reply to an argument of the type

2
presented by Kirk. The materialist distinguishes "being in pain®
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from '"being .\ur; that one is in pain" such that it 1is sensible,
on the materialist view, to claim that one wae in pain though one
was not aware of it. The basis for such a distinction 1is roughly
the fact that one brain state is identified with "pain' while
another brain state, one which "scans' the other brain states to
determine {f stimulation {s occurring, is identified with the
awareness. ;hc materialist a}gucl that since the scanning process
is mechanical it {s therefore farliblc, that is, there is always
the chance of something going wrong with the mechanical scanning
process. I1f something did go wrong, then it would be possible
that the "scanning" brain state could incorrectly scan @e
stimulation of the‘"pain" brain state. Such a case would be
one of being in pain though not being aware of it.

It might be thought that given tﬂis sort of model, the
materialist is abl; to en:ompass the possibility of zombies
within his theory. That is, sf{fice the mat;rialist allows that one
can be in pain without being aware of the pain, he can certainly
allow that there may be "%fople" wth.although they feel no
pain, have the same phyaic;l structure as those who do. These
would be people who, although sometimes in pain, are never
aware of the pain; they are people who suffer from some sort of
mechanical defect of just the sort that the materialist admits
is possible.

Such a reply is inadequate. It would seem that‘if being in
pain and being aware of pa{n are to be diQt}nguished as the

materialist requires, and if. all mental processes are physical

L
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processes, as the materialist {nsists, then being tn nt\.d
being aware of the pain must themselves be distinct physicsl
processes. If these are distinct physical processes, and 1f the
tombie, by hypotheeis, has the same physical (meural) structure
as a human, then it would seem that the materislist distinction
does not save him. The zombie 1s not one who has the physical I:>
process "being in pain" but lack the process ";olng aware of
pain"; rather, he is one who, just as a normal hunan, has physical
Processes corresponding to both. The problem then for the mat-
erialist {s that the zombie has physical processes correspohding
to "being aware of pain' and yet he, in fact, {s not iv.ro of the
pain least not {n the required vay, {e. he feels no pain),
It seem then that the line of reasoning based on the materialist
inspired distinction will not do as & reply to the zombie type
argument.

Reflecting on his argument for rejecting the causal analysis
Kirk says,

if the argument is sound, then the causal analysis fails

to provide a basis for rejecting the logical pocaibifity

of Zombies because it fails to take account of some

of the phenomena necessarily involved in sentience. {SB, 55)
This,feels Kirk, is_grounds enoﬁgh for regarding materi{alism as
false. [t is to be noted that Kirk does present subsidiary
argument to support the intuition that zombies are logically
possible. However, as I am not going to question the intuition,
these need not be of concern. As was the case when dealing with

Campbell, I shall accept the poahibil;&y of such creatures and thus

accept the conclwsien that the causal analysis is not an adeqeate



analysis of mind, In effect then, Pbgnnt Kirk his argument.
What I do not feel can be so hastily granted is his conclusion

that materialism, because of these conslderations, is false.

A Critical Look at Kirk's Argument

There are a couple of considerations which I should like to
present in regard to Kirk's argument, First, I shall consider
Kirk's conclusion that his attack om the causal analysis of
mental concepts shows materislism false, in light of the fact
that, for example, Keith Campbell does not regard ;—.\rgument.;
against the causal theory to be sufficient for rejecting mat-
orialism, b&/\second area of concern regarding Kirk's argument
reflects the f\ict that materialists such a J.J.C. Smart, have
seemingly already argued that objecting to materialism on the
grounds of the logical possibility that the theory is false
misses the point?

Cantrml‘atate materialism is the theory which analyzes the
mind as a field of causes and finds reason to suppose that the
causes in quesiion are entirel':'y physical in nature; hence, the
identification of the mind with t.,ho brain (or the "physicaln).
Kirk's argument, in summry, is that since we can imagine an
entity in the same physical state as a human and yet who lacks
sentience, the mterialist theory is false, Because the mt-
erialist relies upon a causal analysis of the mind, it is this
part of the theory that Kirk chooses to question. His findings

are that because it is possible that all the causal functions be
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present and yet sentience not be present (ie. that the presence of
the relevant causes does not entail sentience as the utorh]i-t

¢ claims), the materialist theory must be false,

There are two interelated aspects to the argument usell by
Kirk which must be given some consideration. The tirat(c cerns
Kelth Campbell's claim that it is not enough to argue againsh the
causal analysis if one wants to defeat materialism; the aecond,\that
one must wonder if there is not a scientific question at stake

’hich may have some influence upon the materialist position.

Both Campbell and Kirk argue that the causal theory of mind
is inadaquate as an analysis of mind. They differ however as to
what can be concluded about materialism from this fact (assuming
that it is one). Kirk concludes that because of the inadaquacy
of the causal analysis, materlalism is false. Campbell however,
who like Kirk finds the causal analysis inadaquate because it fails

IR
to account for certain features of man, argues that
central state materialism is not automatically
refuted 1f the causal theory is inadaquate. If
any property is ontically neutral, it is of course
possible for a material object to have that
property. So the mind can be an entirely material
object even if mental states have phenomenal
properties, provided the phenomenal properties
are also ontically neutral. If phenomenal
properties are ontically neutral, the central
state materialist is not embarrassed by their
existence,
The materialist, of course, does feel that such phenomenal
properties are ontically neutral; his argument to this effect
was given in the introduction.

It 18 of interest to note then that, given Campbell's

view, even if Kirk's argument is granted in full, it would
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seem that his generalized conclusion that materialism is false 1s
not uarrantfd. It may be true that the Kiridan considerations
remin a thorn in the materialist's side due to the fact that
they disallow the claim that the presence of the requisite causal
factors entails sentience; the effect of the argument is,
however, nullified, Kirk has at most disproven a part of the
central state theory - ;n important part at that, However,
central state materislism remains a possibility even if Kirk's
attack on the causal theory is granted. '

The causal theory is important to the materialist; one must
not mistake that. Purely causal descriptions of a state are
ontically neatral, thus, if the causal theory of mind was an
adaquate theory for accounting for the mental,then materialism,
given the appeal to Occam?s razor, would virtually be 'home and
dry". If the causal theory was adaquate as an analysis of mind,
then the mental would be entailed by the presence of the re-
quisite causal factors., Kirk's argument shows that the mental
is not entailed by the presence of the requisite causal factors.
This however, while showing that the causal theory may not be
acaquate, does not falsify materlalism. Proving that some
mental properties are not captured in the causal net does not
entail that they are not still physical in nature. Thus, Kirk
does not show materialism false though helunifshov that more
work on the analysis of the mind is required before it is totally
acceptable,

Kirk is therefoee unwarranted in inferring from the inadaquacy
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of the caussl analysis to the falsehood of materialism. Ksith
Campbell argued, rightly it seems, that to show materialism false
one must go beyond simply disproving the causal theory; one must
further show that the phenomenon which the causal theory cannot
account for is such that it cannot be considered as being
ontically neutral. This is the motivation behind Campbellts
attempt to show that "things cannoj seem to a purely material
system." It was argued against Campbell that his imitation man,
the being on whom he pins his argument, is, because of his
nature, unable to substantiate Campbell's argument - things
"seemed" to' this creature in a way analogous to, though different
from the o things seem to man. 'hat 1s of interest however, is
that Kirk's Zombie is not subject to this criticism. He is one
to whom things do not '"seem", The question must be put then as
to whether the arguments presented by Kirk and Campbell, even
though they are individually unsuccessful in disposing of
materialisr, can be conjoined in such a way as to constitute
1 disproof. Indeed, the prospect looks promising since Kirk's
Zomblie character can supply Campbell's arguunent with the one
aspect it was missing - a being as complex as man but one to
whom things do not '"seem!, Such a character then invalidates
the materialist appeal to complexdty as a way of accounting
for the distinction between one who is sentient and one who is
not,

The situation at hand is Lhis: the Kirk~lampbell critique

of mterialism points out that the materialist theory cannot
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account for the fact that man is sentient; thft he has awvareness
by phepomennl properties. The causal analysis of mental concepts
is inadequate. The materialist may accept Cégl critique, however,
saying that though not totally adequate the.causal _theory goes
most of the way towards giving an analysis of the mental. Even
vif the causal theéry is not adaquate as a complete account, this
does not imply that materialism is false. The materialist still
has considerations of complexity and economy upon which to base
his materialism. That is, reasoning Egat the fact that man is
more physically complex that other objects can account for the
fact that man has phenomenal properties. The Kirk-Campbell
presentation of a counter-éxample to this line, however,
must cause the materjialist problems. The imitation man or
zombie is one as complex as man but one who is not sentient;
given this possibility, the materialist appeal to complexity
is negated.

Apart from stictly basing his materialist theory upon an
appeal to ontological economy, that materialist has one line
left open. It may be questioned whether the type of argument
used by Kirk and Campbell is a valid way of attacking the
materialist. It has been noted that the materialist identif-
ication of mind and body is one which is '"contingent" rather
than “necessary ' ;that this is so is what gives rise to the
scientific issue, the empirical discovery that the mind and

the brain are one and the same entity. The question whether
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the Kirk-Campbell line of argument is destructive of the
materialist positien depends upon the question whether the
argument begs any scientific issues. In other words, is it
valid to argue against the matqrialist?!s admittedly cogzingent
identificajion of mind and body that it is logically possible
that the two are not identical, ie. that one can be present
without the other, or more specifically that it is possible
for-°there to be present the requisite physical states without
the associated mental states.

Neither Kirk nor Campbell give attention to the question
of whether their method ol critique is acceptable; a oiding
such an issue results in their arguments being deficient in
this respect. This is so not because any and every critique
must justify itself on thia-basia but rather because J.J.C. Smart,
in his original article "Sensations and Brain Processes" seems
to dismiss just the sort of objections which Kirk and Campbell

raise. v
)',.

In replying to the hypothetical objection, "I can imagine

myself turned to stone and yet having images, aches, pains
5 .

and so on' Smart says,

I can imagine that the electrical theory of
lightning is false, that lightning is some

sort of purely optical phenomenon, I can

imagine that lightning is not an electrical
discharge...But it is, All the objection

shows is that "experience' and '"brain-process"

do not have the same meaning. It does not show
that an experience is not in fact a brain process.

Smart here seems to be arguing that, just as the fact that we

can imagine lightning not being electrical di;charge (or that,
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say, we can imagine that electrical discharge might occur with-
out the phenomena of lightning occurring) and yet still rocog-
nize that it is sensible to claim that lightning is electrical
discharge, so the fact that we can imagine the mind-brain
identity thesis being false (either because we can imagine being
turned to stone and still having phenomenal properties such as
pain, or, say, because one can imagine being as physically
complex as one now is and yet not be\aware of anything phenomenal)
should not cut against the plausibility or\sensibility of the
materialist identity theory.

There are a couple of items which need noting in Smart's
argument. The first thing which must be brought out is the
reliance upon the analogy between the empirically discovered
identities of the sciences, and the supposed identity between mind
and brain. 1Indeed, it is from this analogy that Smart's argument
draws its force. The second thing to note is that if the analogy
holds, then it would seem that the arguments as presented by
Campbell and Kirk are for naught. Thew argue on the basis of
the logical possibility that the identity theory is false, more
specifically that the possibility of being in the same physical
state as man and yet having no mental activity i{s a real one and

)
(thus) they conclude that materialism is false (or at least in-
adequate as a theory of mind) because it cannot account for this
possibility. However, if the analogy between the mind-brain

identity thesis and the identities of physical science holds,

then, because of the fact that the scientific identitfies are



sensibly postulated and because the logical péclibility of
thei’r being false does not infringe upon their theoretical
adequ&cy; ma,terufim cannot be dismissed on the basis of the
logical possjiility that its claims may be false.

As I mentioned earlier, neither Kirk nor Campbell give any
consideration to the issue of the materialist identity claims
being analog’ous to seemingly similar claims made in the
theoretical sciences. However, both Saul Kripke and Thomas

Nagel do realize the importance of just such claims. It is

to their discussion of this issue that I now turn.
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Footnotes to Chapter Two

1.

2,

3.

Kirk, R., "Sentience and Behavior®", Mind, Jan. 197,
Pp. 43-60. All quotes in text denoted (SB,page)

See, for example, D.M. Armstrong, A Materialist Theory
of Mind pp. 106-107,310-312

In addition to the two critiques of Kirk'!s argument
offered in the text, I believe it could also be argued that
doubt could be cast on Kirk?!s method of argument for the
reason that it may be that no philosophy of mind could
pass the test which his argument represents.

The strength of Kirk'!s argument derives from the con-
sideration that it is logically possible that the claimed
identities do not hold, In the materialist case this means
that it is possible for the phyaical to occur without the
mental occurring. Thus, for a thsory to pass the Kiridan
test, the theory must be one which has the mental being
necessarily identical with that with which the mental is
identified. It would seem that any attempt to giv€ an
analysis or explanation (or whatever) of what the mind is,
must either claim that the mind is physical or that the mind
is non-physical (or that there is no such thing as the mind).
It is clear that if one attempts to give a physical amalysis
of what the mind is, thus identifying it with something
material, then one will run into just the problems that
materialism does,

For the dualist to be free of Kirk's argument, he would
have to argue that it is not possible for the spiritual
(non-physical) substance to be in that state in which one
feels pain and for one not to feel pain. However, just as
Kirk's argusment works against the materialist because we
can imagine that we are more than our physical states, so
we can imagine that we are more than our non-physical states
and thereby imagine that though we possess & non-physical
substance and that this substance is in a pain feeling state,
we feel na pain.

It might be thought that the fact that Kirk's argument
can be used for dispensing with both materialist and dualist
alternatives to the mind-body problem is just that much more
of a flower in Kirk's philosophical cap. Hofkever, doubt is
thrown on the value of this when it is realized that Kirk's /
argument is also incompatible with one which has been proposed
by D.C.Dennett. Dennett?s theory is itself one which purports
to get off the pendulem which represents traditional theories
of mind by denylng that the mind is a thing. Thus, given that
Kirk?s argument apparently obtains equally against both the
materialist and the dualist - theories which represent both
erds—of raditional mind-body spectrum, and given that
Kirk?s argument..does not square with a theory which purports
to break awy from traditional approaches to the problem,
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it must be seriously questioned whether a Kirkian type
argunent has any value as a critique of materialisa.
That Kirk's argument counters Dennett'!s theory can be
shown in the following way.

Dennett's basic theory that the occurrance of mental
phenomena need not commit one to an ontology containing
mental entities leads him to an analysis of pain behavior which
forces him to consider the supposition that one could be
suddenly and overwhelmingly compelled to remove one's
finger from a hot stove without the additional phenomenon
of pain occurring. His rebuttal of such a supposed case
takes the form of an apparently retorical question:

could any sense be made of the supposition
that a person might hit his thumb with a
hammer and be suddenly and overwhelmingly
compelled to drop the hammer, suck the thumb,
dance about, shriek, moan, cry, etc. and yet
still not be experiencing pain? Content and
Consciousness, London, 1969, pp. 94-95
It should be sufficiently clear that Kirk's argument
is directly counter to Dennett?!s supposition that such
a situation does not make sense,

L. Campbell, K., Body and Mind, p 105

5, Smart, J.J.C., "Sensations and Brain Processes", p.63



CHAPTER THREE

KRIPKE ON NECESSITY AND ANALOGY

Introduction

We have seen how Kirk and Campbell attempt to set up a
counter-example to the materialist thesis based on the Cartesian
intuition that it is possible that one's body is in the state it
is and yet for no mental events to occur. Though the attempted
counter exam?lel vere found wanting, it was considered that a
combination g% the two arguments, eliminating the weak points
in each, might be able to obtain the stated objective of showing
the materialist theory of mind to be false. It was found, however,
that acceptance of the Kirk-Campbell line of argument was con-
ditional upon resolving the question of whether the materialist
{s warranted in claiming that his proposed identity is analogous
to identities postulated in the theoretical sciences. This
condition is forced by Smart's argument to this effect. 1If it
can be shown then that the proposed materialist analogy does not
hold, it would seem that the type of argument proposed by Kirk
and Campbell is successful in dispensing with materialism.

Saul Eripke has proposed an argument, in '"Naming and
Neceasity"f which he believes "tells heavily against the usual
forms of materialism." (NN,342) The argument can be viewed
as having two parts; the first reflects, in a more formalized
style, the sort of argument which has been employed by Kirk

and Campbell; the second is directed against the materialist
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analogy with the theoretical scismces. Kripke must be given
cfeait for naqticing, as Kirk and Campbell did not, that Chil
second part of the argument is required if one vishes to defeat
the materialist enterprise.

I will deal with Kripke's argument against the materialist
in the following way. I will present and discuss the first part
of the argument and some of the grounds upon which it is based.
This will berfolloved by a critical discussion of one philosopher's
objections to Kripke's argument. Following the rejection of
this objection I will present and discuss the second part of
Krip?e's argument - that which deals with the materialist's use
of analogy. I will attempt to show why I do not think that

Kripke's anti-matetialist argument works.

Kripke 's Argument: The First Part

""Naming and Necessity" is primarily geared towards the
development of a linguistic theory the ramifications of which
Kripke feels are inconsistent with the modern day materialist's
identification of mind and body. cCentral to Kripke's linguistic
theory are the ideas that a) certain terms function as "rigid
designators", that is, they are used to pick out the same entity
in all possible worlds, and b) that all true identity statements
whose terms are rigid designatars are necessary truths, not con-
tingent ones. Kripke believes that the arguments he provides,
based on the foregoing sorts of considerations, are enough to refute

the identity theory. Before looking at these arguments, however,
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it is necesmary to briefly explain the meaning of the cructal .

terms which Kripke employs.

A term functions a9 5 rigid desdgnator if and only if the
tern picks out the same entity in a1l posaible worlds in which
that thing exists. Inp other words, such a term, yswally a
Proper name or a "dnq® term, picks out aQ object without at-
tributing any contingent properties to it - "electrical discharge,
"lightning", "heat™, ™molecular motion"”, ™Clark Kamt", "Superman®,
are all rigid designators., It is also to be pointed out for our
purposes that on gripko'a view mental terms such as n" are

rigld designators.. Therefore, Kripko's view runs counter to 3

recent movement within the Philesophy of mind, spearheaded by
philosophers such as D.C. Dennett, which argues “%vb"t mental terms
should not be considered as referential. If this is the case, then
such terms should not be considered as rigid designators, Although
there is much to be said for such considerations, I shall not be
concerned to use them as 3 weapon against the Kripidan progranm,
"Flashes in the slqy",_"th‘o cause of heat sensations', '"the
caped crusader! and "the mild mannered reporter" all differ from
the group of terms presented in the previous paragraph in that
this latter group are examples of non-rigid designators. on
Kripke's analysis, the non-rigid designators, while having 3 close
connection with the rigid desicnators, do not serve as an analysis
of them. '"Heat™ does not mean "the cause of heat sensations";
"lightning" does not mean "the flashes in the sky'; and "Clark

Kent' does not mean "the mild mannered reporter." Non-rigid
- ) .
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Kripke's claim 1o that true fdentity scatements fou-i"iiiuﬁﬁr

rigid designators are madaphysically necessary. If tt is trio;
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that heat {s molecular motion, then it 1y necessarily true: hest
ld

could not be other than molecular motion. Although siuch tdent{
X

[

&re necessary, they come to be known or discovered through .
empirical investigation. This {s possible, Kripke llpl.ini: ;f
because we originally fix a referent by & contingent property;”
then, we eventually come to discover that the phl‘;nonon, say,

that phenomenon which produces the sensation o? heat in us, f{s,
;n fact, molecular motion. When we have done this we ha

-

covered an identification which gives us an;laonti
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of this phenomcnon."‘(NN, 326) ~ 1
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Using the above cited claim regarding metaphysical necessi
Kripke presents an argument against the materialist idontifiéat
of a particular sensation (or the event of having a sensation)
with a particular btain state. (NN, 335). The basic argument

vhich Kripke employs runs something like this,

g‘tou
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1. "A" 1s a rigid designator for some pain-event A, and "B" 13 a

rigid designator for the corresponding brain event B,

2. It is possible that A is not identical with B.

3. If any two terms are rigid designators, and if it {s possible

that they are not identical, then they are not identical.

4. Therefore, A is not identical with B. That is, the pain event

¥
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cannot be identical with the brain event.
The argument says, in effect, that if 4 and B are.rigidly

designated by MA" and YBW and if it is possible that A and B
are not identical, then indeed, A and B are not identical, because
if rigidly designated terms are identical then t.;cy are necessarily
identical. Thus, on this reasoning, if it is logically posaible
that pain events are not identical with brain cvetta; it follows
that pain events canﬁot be identical with brain events. The
argument, as stated, would certainly seem detrimental to the

materialist cause. Before reaching any conclusions however, it

" 1s necessary to further investigate the operative principles upon

which the argument depends.

Granting premise (3) on the tasis that it represents Kripke's
linguistic theory, the crucial premise in the argument zppears to
be (2). This premise states that it is possible that pain events

should not be identical with brain events. WWhy does Kripke feel

‘that premise two is true? He says,

Prira facie, it would seem that it is at least
logically possible that B should bave existed
(Jone's brain could have been in exactly that
state at thg time in question) without Jones
feeling any pain at all, and thus without the
presence of A, (NN,335) ’

Such a statement, of course, is correct; the identity
here in question is not a metaphysically necessary identity even
on the identity theoristts own admiddzx:x. That we feel pain when
a certain brain atat'e occurs is only true, if it is true, by
virtue oﬁ;ﬁxe "gontingent laws of nature™, Since the identity

claim which the mind-brain identity theorist makes is based on
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contingént physical laws, then it would seem that it must remain
a logical possibility that the requisite brain state could ooc;zr
in Jones without Jones feeling any pain.

What is also to be noted regarding this premise is that it
1s essentially the Cartesian conaideration with which we have been
dealing throughout this paper. Thus, it seems that the essential
premise in Kripke'!s argument turns out to be based on Just the
sort of consideration that both Kirk and Campbell have raised.

The argument Kripke uses for support of premise ’(2) can be
put as follows, It is possible for B, the brain erveri‘t, to occur
without any feeling of pain occurring. Since "A"M deasignates the
pain event A, it is possible that B should occur without A occurring.
But, if it is possible that B should cccur without A occurring,
then it is pos-éible that B is not identical with A. Tierefore,
it is possible that A is not identical with B. Thus, the second
premise is secured,

Such an argument, in itself, however, will not do as a
defence of the premise in question. Mher, Kripke seems awa;e
that 1t will not do. The problem with the defence is this: from
the possibility of B occurring without any fee].ing~o.f‘ pain occurr%.ng
it does not imnediately follow that it is possible for B to occur
without A occurring. The latter woulc follow only if it w;re
the case that what is designated by "A"™, the pain event,‘ wa s
necessarily felt as pain. That is, for the argtmentéo'f?mk, ore
must assume that the pain event A is neéepsarily _f_.‘gt;’ts pain,

Kripke sem"awaro of the lacuym in the argument and attempts

I‘ ;
e * d}
et s
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to fill it by saying,

the (materialists) difficulty can hardly be evaded
by arguing that...being a pain is merely a contingemt
property of A and that therefore the presence of B
without pain does not imply t.e presence of B without
A.  (NN,335)
Kripkets reason for supposing that the materialistts difficulty
cannot be evaded is givten when he says,
Can any case of essence be more obvious than the

fact that being a pain is a necessary property
of each min- (N'NyBBS)

Kripke!s argument is now beginning to take shape. Being a %ﬁ:
he claims, is a necessary property of each pain. Thus, one e
cannot argue that the presence of the pain event A does not

entail the presence of pain. In other words, it is essential

to being a pain that it be painful, that it be felt as a pain.

This being so, the disputed premise in the defence of the

% to read something like:

A be felt as a pain', Given
F two that it is possible that A
not be identical with B, {8 secured. From this premise the
conclusion follows that pains cannot be identical with the requisite
brain states.

An important point to note is that it seems that Kripke's
argument relies upon the stated prerdse regarding pains and
their beingz felt; it was shewn above that without this premise
Kripke's argument does not work. It would be subject to the
telling objection that it is not valid. ‘hat comes to seem odd

then is that the argument depends for its success upon a premise
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which materialists need not accept and which some, Armstrong for
example, have oxplicitgl&'”diniod. Indeed, at least one philosopher,
Fred FeldnnB, has taken Kripke severely to task on Just such
grounds. Regarding Kripke's use of such a premise in an agument
against materialism, Feldman has said, "o view the matter in this
way strikes me as naive. For any serious natorialist should re-
cognize that his view entails that painﬁxlne;:s is never a part of
the essence of a mir!-e'vent."b
Indeed, it would seem that most mterh‘liata nmit deny that
pains are essentially felt pains. If mental states are nothing
other than physical states of the brain then the awareness of
paf being a mental state, is a physical state., Brain states are
physiological, mechanical processes and any mechanical process is
*yble in that mechanical malfunction is alvays a possibihty,
therefore. it would seem that it must remain a possibility that
one could have a pain and, in fact, not be aware of it or feel it.
It may help to clarify the point being made to sketch D.Il. Arrstrongts
view of the mechanical model and how it relates to the question of
peins and the awareness of pains. .
Ammstrong presents an argument against the existence of g
incorrisible introspective xnowledge based on the notion that our
pain and our awareness of pain are "distinct existences", If the
;cwo are distinct existences, them it is logically possible that one
could have a "false amreness" of pain,

The notion that our pain and our awareness of pain are distinct

existences finds support through consideration of the mechanical
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analogue of awareness of our own mental states. It is this con-
sideration which is of importance to us regarding Kripke.

Armstrong describes a mechanism which becomes aware of it#s
inner states by a "scanning” process from which it becomes clear
that the operation of scanning is distinct from that which is
scanned. It is this sort of scanning mechanism model which the
materialist relies on. Even in the case of (say) a spiritual
substance Armstrong feels that there is no reason to think "that
avareness of its own states.,,.will differ in its logical structure
from that of a self-scanning device in a mechanism."5 Yhile he
admits that he cannot prove that there m;t be such a parallel,
he concludes, '"it seems clear that the natural view to take is
trat pain and awareness of pain are 'distinct e:cls'c.e'm:ees'.'.'6
Thus, it would seem that even in a non-material system there is no
reason to believe that one has incorrigibility guamnte_ed in any
logical sense.

How ioes all this fit in with the general materialist
prosran? The materialist wishes to identify the mind with the
body, or amore specifically with the brain or central nervous
system. Thus, a pain, a mental phenomenon, becoxes identii;ied
with, say, the stimulation of C fibres in the brain, All mental
phenomena are, in fact, material processes on the materialist?s
view, and thus "awsreness", being mental, is thus physical. The
mechanical mocel, offered by Amstong, thus explains the awareness

of pain which we experience in something like the following way.

Something happens, say we burn a finger, which causes the C fibres
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in the brain to become stimulated. This stimulation is, in fact,
the pain which one feels accompanying the burn. It may happen,
however, that I may be in pain or have a pain and yet be umaware
of the pain. The pain and my being aware of the min are distinct.
My awareness is a brain procees which involves a part of the bhain,
say A fibres, "scanning™ the variqus states of the brain. lhen,
in scanning, the A fibres scan activity in the C fibres, then one
is aware that one is in pain, It remains a logical possibility
of course, that, due to mlfunction or whatever, the i fibres may
not correct;y scan the C fibres, Thus, activity may be "perceived®
where there is none, or no activity may be "perceived" where there
is some. Thus, one may be aware of pain though one is not in
pain, or, one may not be aware of pain though one is in pain.

The import of all this in regards to Kripke's argument
is simply that it shows that it is clear that as least some
materialists do not accept the sort of move which Kripke makes,
ie.,, claiming that pains are ne.ceasarily felt pains or that one
in pain is necessarily aware of the fact, Further, philosophers
such as Armstrong have arguec their position.. It is upon Jjust such
a fact thet Feldman pins nis criticisms of Kripke's argument.

t would, of course, be quite acceptable for Kripke to
establisi his arsument through the use of a premise which his
opponents do not accept if either of two conditions were met,
namely, if 1) Kripke could show by argument that his opponents
position entailed the premise used, or 2) he could establish the

premise by argument. In the pfesent case however, neither condition

4
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is met. Materialism certainly does not seem to require the
premise and none of its doctrines seem to entail it. In fact,
quite the oppodite is the case. '

Further, as Feldman points out, Kripke's argument for the
" premise amounts to nothing more than the eliciting of apparent
intuitions through the use of rhetorical questions. He asks,
for example, ''can any case of essence be more obyious than the
fa;t that being a pain is a necessary property of each pain?"
(NN, 335) Elsewhere he suggests that the opposite would be
"self-evidently absurd." (NN, 336) It seems however, that given
the argued position of Armstrong, the questioned fact can neither
be obvious nor self-evident. It seems clear then that even if
Kripke considers his essentfalist premise as being a rock-hard
statement of fact, too many others 50 not share his feelings. It
would appear then that given the lack of reasoned argument for the
position, the materialist should have little to fear from Kripke's -
argument as it stands. As Feldman puts it, "Aside from uaing""
rhetorical questions to elicit our agreemant Kripke nowhere attempts
to establish the claim that every pain is essentially a pain.”7 He
concludes that, '"none of this constitutes a feasoned defence of the

8

doctrine in question."
9
In sum, Feldman says of Kripke's use of the premise in doubt,
v

although Kripke steadfastly affirme the truth of

29' (the premise), he nowhere argues for it...(and)
Kripke's philosophical opponents have no reason

to accept 29' (it), and, in some cases at least,

have meant to reject it from the outset. Thus it
appears that argument H' (the argument containing the
premige) turns on an undefended, controversial premise
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that materialist's have, and should have rejected.
Feldman's objections to Kripke's argument are thus that:
a) witlout the premise in question Kripke's argument does not
work, b) Kripke does not defend the premise, and c) the premise
is in fact denied by mnteria{i:tn. what séemn a quite interesting
fact of Feldman's argument however, is that while each of his
objections may very well be correct, they do not save the
materialist from what Feldman perceives to be the intent of
Kripke's argument.

It would seem that the materialist distinction between
"awareness of pains" and "painsﬁ, the distinction that is sup-
posed to counter Kripke's premise that pains are essentially felt
pains, must mirror a distinction in physical states such that the
physical state associated with "awareness of pain" is distinct
from the physical state associated with "pain'"; this is confirmed
by referring to Armstrong's explanation given abové. Rather than
free the materialist from Kripke's argument however, the drawing
of such a distinction merely serves to move the argument back one
step as it were. That is, Feldman, in appealing to the noted
materialist distinction, appears to believe that when Kripke
argues about brain states and pains he means that the brain
gstate associated with 'pain" could occur without there being any
pain. If Kripke had meant only this then Feldman might have a case.
However, Kripke says, when speaking of brain states, "Jones' brain
could have been in exactly that state at the time in question' (NN,335)
(without Jones feeling any pain). From this it is clear that

"brain state" can be used to refer to the state of the entire brain
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at any particular time. This being the case, then Jones! being
in brain state B is consistent with his brain being # such a
state that both the brain state corresponding t.o."pin" and the
brain state corresponding to “awmreness of pain® occur. Kripke's
argument can thus be viewed as Saying that it seems logically
possible that both such bnin(ltnt.u occur and yet ono not feel
the min. In terms of Armstrong?s model, it could be said that
it is possible for the "A"™ fibres to be correctly eca;ming the
"C" fibres and yet for pain not to be felt. This being the
case, the mterialist distinction, cited above and used by Feldman
to object to Kripke's argument, does nothing tomards establishing
a flaw in Kripke's argmont.m

Having concluded then that the first part of Kripke's
argument seems unobjectionable, Feldmants inaiatem.:u aside,
I shall proceed to a discussion of the second part of the arg-
ument, that which concerns the materialist use of analogy. This
will be introduced by pointing out another, and more serious, flaw
in Feldman's critique, namely, that he has missed the point of

Kripke's argument.

Kripke's Argument: The Second Part

The investigation of the first part of Kripke's argument has
shown that, as it depends upon the logical possibility of a brain
state occurring and yet the associated pain not occurring, it is of

a type with the arguments put forth by Kirk and Campbell. It was

also.shown that an objection to the argument, offered by Fred Feldman

cannet be maintained. The distinction upon which the objection
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depends is not, in fact, adaquate to sustain it from the type of

argument Kripke presents. It can alse, I think, be argued against
Feldmn that he wisses mueh of the point of Kripke's attack on the
materialist. Rﬂunﬁg how this is so will allow for a discussion
of what Kripke's argument "really” is, and, I hope, of how it fails.

Feldman seems to think that Kripke's argument of the last
section, 1f ocerrect, would rebut -t;mli-. That is, he seems
to think that given Kripke's principle that rigidly designated
identity statements are, if true, necessarily true, and the argument
that the mind-brain identity is seemingly not necessarily true,
then the conclusion to be derived is that the mterialist claim
of identity cannot be upheld. Feldman thus concentrates his
efforts at trying to show that the argument depends upon an un-
acceptable premise. The fact is, however, that this is not Kripko‘s
argument,

Kripke's argument is that since rigidly designated identity
statements are necessarily true and since the mmterialistts rigidly
designated statement does not seem to be necessarily true, then
the materialist must either, l) be able to explain away the apparent
contingency of his identity, or b) admit that the statement is
not necessary. Only if (a) cannot be made out is the materialist
in any trouble from Kripke'!s argmment. Kripke says,

Someone who wishes to maintain an identity thesis

cannot simply accept the Cartesian intuitions that

A can exist without B, that B can exist without A

that the correlative presence of anything with mental

properties is merely contingent to B, and that the

correlative presence of any specific physical prop—

erties is merely contingent to A. He must explain
these intuitions awmy, showing how they are illwsory.



This task my not be inposeible; we have seen
.bonhcunumuomawuboen-
tingent turn eut on cleser amnisation, te de
necessary. The task, however, is obvieusly not
child®s play... (nm,336-337)
The last phrase in the quete refers to what I regard as the
second part of Kripke's argument - the part which considers
the matter of the -tomli-t"c use of anslogy with the theoret-
ical sciences.

. Thus, that Feldman has missed the import of Kripke's argument
can%ut be shown as follows. The conclusion of the argument that
Feldman attacks is that A and B ( the pain and brain state) are not
necessarily identical. Peldman argues that this conclusion is un-
substantiated because of Kripke's reliance on a controversial
premise. Let us suppose this to be s0. What would Feldman have
us conclude from this? It would have to be that Kripke has not
shown that pains and brain processes are not necessarily identical,
and thus that it may be that they are necessarily identical. But
the point is that even if this be granted, then the materialist
still needs to explain why the two seem only contingently re-
lated. Peldman has thus missed the point; even if his objection
is granted the Kripkian argument obtains.

The first part of Kripke's argument corresponds to the arg-
Qunonta of Kirk and Campbell. It is an attempt to establish that
the logical posaibility that pains are not brain states poses
preblems for the materialist. .Kr:lpko is amre however, in a wy
that Kirk, Campbell and Feldwan are not, that such a posaibility

is not, in itselr, sufncilnt‘for the rejection of materialism,
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Something more is required and it is this something more which
Kripke trhes te supply Witirthe secend part of his argwmest.
T’hct that identity statements, if true, are necesmrily
true entails that if an identity statement appears to be not
necss@arily true, then the illusion of mon-necessity should de
explicable. Kripke calls the state of affairs in which nec-
esmarily true statements appear to be only contingently true the
*illugion of contingency®™. It is thus not t.'o be held against
any proposed identity statement that it appears contingent for,
as Kripke,says, “some things which appear to be contingent turn
out, on ciour eoanxination, to be necesmry.” (NN,336) What is
required however, is that it be explainable why the statement
a s contingent. If it is not possible to explain away the

of co‘ntlingoncy which adheres to a marticular identity
stat , thu‘k'i\t must be concluded that the statement contains
an actml "ol-n\tit of contingency”. If this is so, then the
statement cannot be necessary and since all rigidly desigmated
identity statements are hecessary, one can only conclude that the
relation of the elements in the tt:te-.nt in question i1s not one of
identity. !

It ia now necessary to relate these conaiderations to the
ma jor issue that is of concern regarding Kripke's thesis, namely,
his argument to show that the materialist?s identity statement is
not analogous to that of the theoretical sciences. Kripke's
argumpnt, briefly put, is that although both scientific identity

statemsnts and the mterialist identity statement must be necesmarily

|
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true, if trn?, and although both have the appsarance of being
only mtwk tres, the mterialist's hoped for amalogy breaks
down because while it is poesidle to explain the "illusien ef
contingency™ with regards to the seientific mt':-;u, it 4s not
posaible to de 0 with the -umn-;u statemsnt. The argument
which reveals the dissnalogy ruis something as follows.

In the case eof scientifie 1duuti statements, sy, "lightning
is electrical discharge®, the s¢nse of comtingency whdch adheres
to the mtm@numin&umroumuy: as
Kripke puts it,

mcwidbo

sitmtion a guplitatively

be false. In the case of jdentities between two

rigid desigmtors, the stritegy can be approximsted
by a simpler one: consideri how tle reference of the
desigmtors are determined; if these coincide only
contingently, it is this fact which gives the origiml
statement it.’ illusion of pontingency. (NN, 338)

’¢§, Th arlﬁqiﬁor cx%olins the 111“'““ of contingency are®

ml.%ﬂoﬂ is the, 'I‘lloda& aorg f case. When somecne says

2
ﬁf‘t {468 ng%‘%vo tum-p Rt not to be electrical discharge
&ﬁ. tru\ t‘ Wt dori‘ns from the thought: a) that some—

" one gt p?mm lightning though electrical discharge was

nct m or b) that someone might not have got the sensation
of lightming vhcn in the presance of electrical discharge. Kripke's
vpoint is that someone could be in such a situation (Kripke calls

it qualitatively the same situation) and that yet this would not

't!:o a sitmmtion in which lightning was not electrical discharge
(though it may seem to be; it is from this "seeming® that the
statement takes on the air of aontingency). What is really the

?



-

.63

[ 4
ease in sush a sitmtion 10 sthat (4 10 poseidle tiat, a¥ i gase

nmmmu_ummnmd‘%
and yot not pengad it as lightaing, ew, as in daee A, sasioens sight
29089 Lightzing vhen ne elestrieal diseharge 1o presemt ( 1% esuld
have been an eptieal illusien, etc.) Sinee, however, "lightming®
does not pea] “the visml sensmtjen of a flash in the eiy® (or what-
ever), thess are not cases whieh shaw tiat lightning might net be
electrical d.luhm. Lightniag, .— uin. en Kripike's scosumt,
would be electrical discharge whether we sensed it in the wmy we

do or not., 1If, mw,mmc\-ndWmtxﬂ-’
we now sense heat, this would not be a situation in which lightaing
was heat. Bcg the illusion of contingency regarding esiemtific
identity mu‘; is showm from the fact that t.h.&r.t of
the dod*‘m, my, the visal senmtion u the Bference
of the desigmtor "lightming") is deterwined contingeatly ("11ghtndng®
does not megn the visual sensation "L*),

Having explained how it is that one might think that “electrical
discharge is lightning® 1is contingently true, apd, in so deing,
having reinforced his conviction that it is resfly necesmrily
true, Kripke asks if the same can be done for the mterialist's
chosen identity claim. His answer is that it cannot. The reason
for this is that ™the identity theorist does not hold that the
physical state merely pr'od?.. the mental state, rether he wishes
the two to be identical and phus, a_foxtiori necesmrily od—occurant.”
(N, 339) That is, molecular motion, for «anple, produces in us
the nn.uuon of heat, the ”txon of heat is an intermediary

between the extermal ;iant'-.wn and the obeerver. However,
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in the mental-physical case no such intermediary

is poesidble, since here the physical

is suppoeed to be identical with the erml

phencmencn itself...To be in the tame epistemic

sitmtion that would obtain 1f one had s pain

fimtion that waild cbeain 15 the sbeis ot

a

min §s not to have a ain, (NN, 339)

The problem is forced on the mterialist by Kripke's
reliance on the premise, discussed earlier, that to have a pain
1s to feel s min and to not feel a pain is not to have a pin,
The problem concerning amlogy is that the aura of contingency -
can be explained on behalf of scientific identity statements because
one can distinguish between, say, heat and the feeling of heat.
However, one could not feel pain without it beding the case that
pain is present. Thus, given that identity is not a relation
which can hold contingently between objects, the ;:ontingoncy which
appeara in the mind-brain relation must not lie in the relation
between the mental and physical states (if the thesis is to be
regarded as correct). Thus, it must be explained wh;re the con-
tingency lies. In the case o_f the relation of heat to molecular
motion, it lies between the phenomena and the way it is apprehended.
This cannot be the case with the mental because, according to Kripke,
there is no such sensation or appsarance beyond the mental phenomena
itself; to feel pain is to have a min.

Since then, the contingency cannot be explained in the case
of the mind-bruin as it can with scientific identities, Kripke |
cdncludes that ™he correspondence between a brain state and a
mental auto!l seems to have a comin‘obvious element of contingency.m

(NN, 341) Having such an element of contingency implies, of eeurss.
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that the relation is not one of necessity, and since all true
identities are noccn.afy, it seems that the mind-brain relation
cannot be one of identity.

o

Contra Kripke

Kripke's argument is a powerful one; if correct it is
devastating to the materialist. This {s not to say, however,
that the materialist has no way of replying to the argument. 1In
light of this I would like to restate and discuss the objection

»
that'Feldmnn brought against Kripke and which was considered earlier.

Feldman srgued that Kripke's argument depends upon a contr-
versial premise, ie., one that Kripke does not defend and one
which the materialist does not have to accept. T argued against
Feldman that his objection was for naught; the materialist's dis-
tinction falls to circumvent Kripke's arguméht. I also argued
that Feldman seems to have missed Kripke's point in that his
argument was directed against what I hgve called the "first part"
of Kripke's argument. As such, Feldmin misses what is most important

in the argument.

This second criticism of Feldman'? article now comes to take
on a great importance for the following reason. Although the
materialist distinction which Feldman relies upon does not work
for Feldman, this is not, I think, because the distinction has

no application to Kripke's argument, but rather because Feldman

has applied it to the wrong part of the argument. The objection
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raised by Feldmn should be applied towards the second part of the
argument. Sinco,z: I have noted above, Kripke uses the same.
premise when trying to show the disamalogy between mterialism and
scientific identity statements as he does in the place which
prompted Feldman?s objJection, it is clear that if there is any-
thing to the objection, then Kripke's argument against the
analogical status of the materialist statement might be effectively
countered.

Briefly put, Kripke's use of the premise in the second part
of the argument is shown in the following way. Since for one to
feel pain is for one to havodb.pain and for one not to feel a pain
is for one not to have a pain, then it is ng} possible for there -
to be a situation such that one could Yeel a pain without there
bging a pain actually present. However, since the posaibility of
juat such a situation is the modef:on which illusion of contingency
is explained for scientific identity statements, it follows that
the materialist statement cannot be analogous. It cannot explain
the rédling of contingency and therefore, must in fact be a’
contingent slatement (and hence, not an identity statement).

Without giving an explicit rendering of the materialist
position, as this has already been done, it needs only to be said
that the materialist does not accept this glossing of mental
phenomena. He claims that it is posasible for one to have a pain
- and yet not be aware that one has a pain. It is clear that if
this is éhe case, then the materialist is able to give an analysis

of the illusion of contingency Jjust like that of the sciences,
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or, gt least, a0 Feldmn's claims would have us believe. ‘n:o'
mterialist would be able to claim that' there is, indeed, an
intermediary between the phonu.x;qn and the observer, ‘mltl‘:,
the amrensss of the phenomenon. Given the noted distinctiom,
the materialist maintains that "pain® Jdooo not mean "the awire-
ness of pain", rather, just as in the case of the scientific
identities, the "awareness™ fixes the reference of the term.

It is to be noted that the objection that I made to
Feldman's original use of the materialist distinection is not
applicable here. When used against the first part of Kripke's
argument the distinction is of no avail because there it is the
seeming logical possibility of the braints being in a: ‘e.e'rt.a.in
state and yet no pain occurring that is being conaf&erod; there
it had t§ be admitted that this did seem a logical possibility
and thus the use of the distinction 't.o try to counter the
possibility was wrongheaded. But here, the "aoqzingnesa" of the
podsibility is being explained. The difror;mo is that here the
distinction is being used t'o explain the seemingness, whereas

.before the distinction was used to try to counter the fact of

. the seening.

It 13 not my intention here to delve to deeply into the
muddy episﬁemlogical waters which surround the acceptance or
denial of Kripke's claim that pains are essentially felt p.ina.'
It does seem however that K;'ipke'l argument depends upon acceptance
or rejection of this claim. Although I concur ﬁth Feldmant®s con-

e¢lusion that Kripke needs to supply some argued reasoning to
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support his controversial claim, it seems that the issue is too
important ?o allow one to be contented with such a conclusion. One
becomes even less contented when it is noted that although Feldman
insists that the materialist need not accept any such prcﬁilc as

that in question he fails to supply any indieation how the mat-
erialist might go about denying it. The issue becomes further
complicated in that although Feldman seems to be referring to
philosophers such as D.M. Armstrong in claiming that some mater-
falists explicitely deny the premise, Armstrong himself has said,

"a pain or an itch is a felt pain or felt itch, and an unfelt pain
or itch is noth:lng."12 This seems roughly in agreement with Kripke's
premise. What Armstrong has argued is that one '"can have a sensation
of pain and be perfectly unnu;;. of having it. So there can be a 13
feeling of pain that we are unaware of feeling: unconscious pain."
What {8 not immediately clear is how this claim might act as a re-
buttal of Kripke's. It is towards a brief attempt to sort out these
igssues, if not to make judgement upon them, that I now turn.

The mn?e{}aliat who wants to maintain the purported analogy
with_scientific statements is going to have to claim a) that pains
are physical,'zhd b) that pains are not essentially felt ( in some
sense). This is so because heat is physical and is not essentially
felt. The problem the materialist faces is that the plausibility
of claiming heat to be not essentially felt derives_from the fact
that one can feel heat - have a heat sensation - in the absence

of heat (molecular motion). The materialist is then forced to

claim, regarding pains, that one can feel pain in the absence of
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pain, Kripke's intuitively plausible (albeit unsupported) claim
is that the latter situation cannot obtain because to feel pain
48 to be in pain, 1e3for there to be pain present. With hc’-t, the

mthing® can be um...&.h.d from the sensstion; wdt , however.
the "thing” is the g!-uvn. The mterialist 4s thus nqul.rod
to mke a plausible egci for lucy a distinetion. »

The materialist who claims that pains are caussl stites and
that these causal states, as it happens, are physical states of
the brain may feel that he can circumvent Kripke'!s argument in
something like the following way. He would ch.in that, contratry
to what seems to be the case, a pain is essentially a causal
state to which the feeling ©f pain is only contingently rehtﬁ.
Pains, on this view, are not then essentially feelings of pain,
as Kripke would have it, they are (physical) states which cause
certain types of behavior, It is an entirely contingent matter
that we have a feeling of pain ( or any feeling at all) when we
are in a pain state, ' The feeling is simply the way in which the
physical state happens to appear to us. Sucha materialist position
would seem to answer Kripke'!s objections for it distinguishes
betweex; pain and the feeling of pain in just the way that the
scientist distinguishes heat from the feeRng of heat. Pain, like
heat,is essentially a physical phenomem‘ only contingently relsted
to the sensation associated with it. J;xtt'then as Kripke explains
the seeming contingency of scientific identity stat.ulnat‘l, 80 the
materialist statement can be explained. If pain is essentially }
the causal state and is only contingently relatsd to t& aonaatiou" '

of pain, then it is possible that one could be in pain ~ the causal” .
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physical state obtains - yet one not feel pin, ‘ 1t &8 possible
that one might feel joy or sadness or nothing in that state.

The problem with such o mu‘u{. m’ﬂumu
not that such a situation is impossible, ipconceivadle or what-
ever. Although it might seem m;nt. #mt.or—intu:ltin the
position is one the mterialist is fn; to old (and many do).
The problem with the position is that it does not. adaquately
diniu Kripke's argument, vHia argument can be mintained in
the following way. | |

Let us grant, a Kripidan may say, that "pain"” can be dis-
tinguished from "feeling of pain" in just the way the materialist
here claims. Still we are left with a "feeling of pain™ which
has not been explained, and it was, after all, the feeling that
has been of interest all along. Presumably, the materialist is
going to have to account for these "feelings" by identifying them
with some physical brain state. But then, if this is the case,
the materialist is going to have to call upon an amalogy with the
theoretical sciences in explaining this identity. At this point
Kripke?s argument against such an analogy comes into play all over
again, In distinguishing between "pain™ and the "feeling of painm
in the way he has, the materialist has not escaped the Kripikian
attack, he has simply aetﬁ‘it back one step. Merely giving the
term "pain™ a physical analysis will not do; the problem is with

the feeling of pain.
It would seem then that simply distinguishing pain from the

CV

L pain is not sufficient to counter the Kripkian argument.
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In view of this, I would now like to sketch the program which I

think the materialist must adopt if he is to maintain his claims
for anslogy. I will begin by taking a closer look at the scientific
identity clains.

There seem to be a mumber of things involved in the formation
of 3 scientific identity statement. Let us take as an eample the
claim that "lightning is electrical discharge". On observing the
skies on a stormy night we may perceive a yellow-white flash, We
name this yellow-white flash: "lightning®. Science then investigates
this phenomena and tells us that that which we percedive as a yellow-
white flash and call lightning, is electrical discharge. Thus, there
seem to be three components regarding the phenomena. There is the
sensation (the flash); the "tMing" we call lightning; and, the .
scientific claim as to what the thing is. For the materialist
to be able to maintain his analogy with the scientific identities
it would seem that he must at least be able to isclate three
corresponding aspects regarding mental phenomenon. Using pain as
an example these three components.would be: the sensation; the .
"thing" we call "pain"; and the claim as to what the thing is -
say, a brain state,

Using Kripke's method for explaining contingency in the
scientific statements we recall that though it is not possible
for there to be lightning and no electrical discharge, it is
possible for there to be electrical diacharge without anyone
percedving lightning (the yellow flash) and it is possible for
there to be the perception of a yellow flash without there being

any electrical discharge. Thus, regarding psin, it must be held
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that it 1s not possible for tlere to be C fibre firings (sy),
without pain. What must be pod'.‘lo however, is that there
be pain without the perception of pasn. and the p:rc.puan of
pain without pain occnrring; What 1s of interest here is that
if "be aware of"is substituted for "perceive® such that it is
possible for electrical discharge to occur vdthouf one being .
aware of the yellow flash, or that it is pouiblo for a pain

to occur without one being aware that the feeling is occurring,
then what we have is Just Armstrong's elaim that the awareness

or perception of pain is distinct from the pain itself., On this
view then the illusion of contingency is explained By saying

that one can be aware of a pain though one is not in pain or

by saying that one can be in pain without being aware of it.

An example of the first sort of case might be the lobotomized
patients who Arm#trong diacuaseal,a another phenomenon which might
lend itself to this sort of treatment is the seeming fact that

we can know or be aware of a particular feeling without, at that
time, actually experiencing the feeling, That ts, it seems that
if, for example, one has cut oneself at some previous time, one

is o't'ten able to "feel™ the feeling of pain associated with such

a cut without actually being in pain at the time that one does so.
The second sort of case seems to gair: plausibility from the
consideration that one can\souningly experience something, not

be aware at the time that one has experienced it, and yet, a

few moments later recall the experience.

- )
It should be further noted that the reason the previous attempt
{\A T~ | | )
< " .
ENN
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to supply a distinction between Pains and their being felt was
rejected - that it left an unexplained feeling - is not applicable
here. There the attempt was to distinguish between pains and
their being fel*; here it is admitted that pains are felt.
Further, that which is left in the second case, the awareness of
pains, corresponds to the awareness of lightning in the scientific
case. Thus, even if there is an unexplained something left, this
1s seemingly also the case in the scientific reduction. As such,
a case for disanalogy cannot be made out on that basis.

My purpose in the preceeding was not to attempt to determine
who is actually right about the controversial premise. Rather,
my attempt was simﬁly to give sublt:nce to the view, expressed
originally by Feldman, that Kripke does in fact need to present
some argument for his controversial premise, and to supply the
wvay in which Armstrong's arguments might be relevant to the matter.
It seems then that Kripke is in dire need of some argument 1f
he wishes to maintain his claim that the materialist's identity

claims are not analogous to those of the theoretical sciences.
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1971, p. 107

- Armstrong, D, M., ibid.
. Feldman, F.,op cite, p. 675
. Feldman, F., ibid.

. Feldman, F., ibid., p. 676

4
If one were to object that it is not obvious that this 1is
consistent with Kripke's use of the argument, I would
accept this and state that the making of a small revision
to Kripke's argummnt is enough to do away with Feldman's
objection. '

The text reads, '"physical state” wvhich, T assume, is a
misprint.

Armstrong, D.M., A Materialist Theory of the Mind, p. 311

Armstrong, D.M., 1ibid, p. 312

Armgtrong, DM,, ibid, p. 313
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CHAPTER POUR

RAGEL ON BATS
Introdvetion

I would now like to censider the mest recent and poesibly
most interesting attempt to develop the line of srgument with
wvhich I have been dealing. This fiml attempt at discrediting
the materialist's position is found in Thoms Magel's u-t;iclo,
"What Is It Like To Be a ht?‘l Magel holds,alemg with Kirk and
Campbell, that the materialist analysis of the mental leaves
something out, and that the materialist use of analegy with the
sciences to provide support for his position is sn illicit one.
Basically, Nagel's view is that the fact of condglousness renders
the mind-body identity unique, so much 80 that considerstion of
the theoretical identities or reductions in the sciences ylelds
us no understanding of the mterialist thesis. Before turning
attention to the ressons behind his view, two points must be
briefly noted, .

In midng the claim that it is the fact of consciousness
which renders the mind-body identity unique, Nagel shows his
adherence to the sort of view explicated by Kirk and Campbell.
Critical attention is focused on the matarialist claim that it
1s sensible to spesk of conscious experiemse 88 being physical in
nature. Nagel, like Kirk and Campbell, 1s concerned to show that
there is something about consciousness which makes it swch that a
physical account cannot be the whole account. In this regard Nagel

w|ys,



vhes we emambne sub-
that such\s réeult is g

Alv attempted amlysis of sbjective charaster of experience, a
saintains Jagel, falls to be {-n-uum

It 1s not amalywile in ton- of explanatory

aystem of func tes, or entiomal states...

It 1s not am 10 in [terms of the cauml role

of experience in relatiqn to typiosl humn behavior. (B, 436)
The reason Magel cites for t.lh_o is that “these could be aacribed
to robots or autcmsty that belaved like people tho?h experienced
nothing."(B, 436) The reference here to Just the oon of case
develdaped by Campbell and mwm need oxphmu(n

One other paint, ane \dneh mYy huo unm nlnuum
sust be mde. It will be resslled that the li!‘k—cnlpboll argument,
if 1t 1s to be successful, 14 in need of o Mbroi- argument to
show that the identity of wind and body 1s not. aml_ogo?a &o oeion-;
tific identities. Nagel does elaim to show that the 1i.ionuty of
mind and body is not analogows to .cinnu.ﬁe. identities; hwcv.or,
he does not feel that his ;rt_nt 1s adequite to falsify mt-
erialism. Reflecting on the cond.donuo;\i" tat he presents, he
says, "It would be a mistake to conclude that physicalism must be
false...It would be truer to say that m&;n- 18 & position we
cannot understand.” (B, 4bé) ’

Nagel acknowledges the wse of analogy from the modern
sciences as a possible wy of lending plausibility to the mt-
erialist's claims. He feels, however, that it is "most unlikely
that any ‘of these unrelated «anples Of.“cco:aml reduction will

\ :
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shed 1ight ou the relatien of wind to braia® (B, 433) MNagel's .
tatarest 15 S0 t¥y te chew why this 1s 80y to shew
vhy the wusl enamples do met help we to underetand
the velptien between mind and body - vhy, indeed,
we have at preseat ae cenception of what aa explen-

ation of the physical nsture of & mental phensmencn
.mld be. (B, 433-¢)

As was mentioned earlier, Nagel believes that consciousness
is at bottom respomsible for the unique ‘t?ﬂcultho in defending
uind-brain {dentities. A brief glose of what Nagel means by
“"consciousness" is '“:.. vhea he says, "fundamentally an organisa
has conscious mental states if and only 1f there {s something that
it {s like to bg that organism - something it is like for the .
organigm.” (B,436) These cond!tﬂo for the ascription of T
consciousness are also termad, by. Nagel, the "subjective character
of experience.” Nagel {nsiats that 1}}1. this subjective character
of experience which ie left out of the materialist analysis of the
mind, |n'd which cannot be supplied by considering *mlogiu from
the sciences.

Nagel's general argument underwines the materialist's use of
the "appearance-reality"” distinction. In the sciences, what ve
perceive, or rather, the phencmsnon as perceived by us, is relegated
to the realms of appearance over nn(\l against which what .lcionco
tells us of the object perceived is regarded as the real nature
of the objo‘ ntu;, lightning, which is really a discharge of
electrons, sppears to u, as 8 yellow-vhite flash in the sky. As
has been prdtmly noted, the materialist clai-' 1s tfut just

as lightning is an appesrance, so mental events such as pain are
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state. It is against this
e1's argument is directed.

appsarances; the min is
use of the scientific model til
Nagel's argwment my bde broken into two parts. The first
Part is an attempt to show why the physicalist cannot acoount
for the subjective character of experience; the second deals with
the relaticnskip (wvhich the materialist claims is analogous)
between -ciou_tinc identities and the mind-body claim. The two
arguments are related in the following way: Nagel wants to first
lhq that the mterialist thesis is not understandable. This is
the function of his firet argument. He then wants to show that
consideration of the scientific model does nothing towards aiding
the understanding. Thus the two argumepts, if gorrect, would show
that the physicalist theqry itsel{ is not understandable and that
appealing to the sciences for help is of ho avail. 'As was pointed
out earlier, Nagel is arguing for the conclusion that the mterial-
ist thesis is not understandable and that using the model of .
sclentific reduction does not aid understanding Becayse gonsciousness
does not fit the model of the sciences. Po‘r oy pu.rpo., 'lt. mALteTs: u
not whether the materialist thesis is o is not understandable.
What is of importance is to determine whether, if Nagel is correct
‘about understandability, ‘the supposed dissnalogy in any functions
) to support Morm&binty. In other words, 1t mtters not
whether tln mterialist?s thesis, in fact, is not understandable, )
dnd ,i_t mtters not whether the materialist's nd.ng the scientific
model does net aid understanding. What does mtter, for our

purposes, is whether the scientific model does not aid under-
Mmo{m, because the models are not
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compatible. \\ g

As Nagel's tirot u"gunnt acts as something of a beckground
to the dcvolopq:t of his more important second argument, I shall
give a brief line and discussion of it before proceeding to
explicitely consider the nttos- of siljlory.

Argupapc QUy -

Nagel's first argument is an attempt to show th.;t. the
physicalist theory itself is not understandable. In order to be
understandable it would have to be that nothing was "left out"
¢n the r_od’nctiori of mental to physical. ™If the aralysis leaves
something out, the groblem will be falsely posed.” (B, 437) This

means that materialism must be able to "deal explicitely™ with °

what Nagel has referred to as the subjective character of experience

but "thére is no ressen to suppose that a reduction which seems
plausible when no attempt is made to account for consciousness
can be extended to include consciousness.™(B, ,37) If physicalism
s to be defepded then, claims Nagel, "the phenomenological
features must themselves be given a ph%ﬁeal account.'; (B, 437)
Gi-en that these phenomenological features have a subjective
character, the problem that arises for the materialist can be
expressed in the following argument. The subjective is only
accessible from one point of view; the physical, being the realm
of objective facts, is acessible from many points of view; there-
fore, since it is a mystery (if not an impossibility) how that

which is accefaible only to one point 'gf view could be revesled

‘!7 t.hst which 19 aceuaiblo to mapy points of view, it is a

s’wwu'y havého lubjoctivo could be revesled by the objective

ﬁ X
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or how the ‘.'ubjoctin character of experience could be revealed
in the physical operations of an organism. Therefore, it womld
seem that consciousness, the oubjoe"tin character of experience,
cannot be accounted for by the physicalist progrga. The mterialist
tries to make a claim that we eannot understand because of the
"mystery" involved.

To understand the argument it is necessary to lmow to what
Nagel refers by "point of view"™. In conveying the notion of a
single point of view. Nagel asks us to imagine a bat or ot.he:r
such.cr-turo whom we are to conceive as a conscious being, where
being conecious means that "there is something that it is like
to be that organism - something it is liks for the orénnism."

, Whether such a glossing of conacifmane,s is adequate or not i%
I suppose, debatable. Mowever, let us accept it at least for th¥§ :
sake of argument. We are to assume then that bata,!arth}m;‘i{{d
the like, are conscious - that there is some'chirﬁ,&t/f: l'il;e to
be such an organism; however, due to the-fact £hat bats, for
example, perceive the world via considerably different perceptual
apparatus than ourselves, we are to note that it becomes imposaible
for us, being human, to imagine or conceive what it is like te be
a bat. We are unable to experience things in the way a bat does,
30, we are unable to conceive of what it would be 1like to be such
a creature. We may be able to know how the bat perceives,.ie.,
through the use of some type of somar npp;-ntua, yot we are unable
to imagine what the bat's subjective experience of this somar is

like. This indicates that the facts of the fRirs experience - what
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[
it is like to be a bat ~ are not accessible from the human view-
pgiot. They are only accessible fram the viewpoint of the bat,
or an organimm sufficiently similar to the bat. The sitvation
{or KAumans 1s .t.lto ;mne, uw we my lack the necessary
voeabufhry to explicitely state it, we my say that we know what
1t 1s 1ike to be us. A mrtian however, being an organisa of
considerably different make up, may not be ahle to conceive of
what it i1s like to be a human. In this case, one would say that
the facts of human consciousness - t.h'e subjective character of
experience - are accessible only from the human viowﬁo;int - from
one point of view. < e’ T .

In contrast with the subjective, tho’ﬁ:ml :periti,on of
an organism, according to Nagel is the "ddmmin of object‘:.h@ v .
facts par excellence." That is, they are "™the ldnd that can bo'
observed and understood from many points of ‘iew and by individuale
with different perceptual ayaf.m." (B. 442) The phenomenon of
lightning, fo® example, can be understood from many points of
view, although it may be that the visuml phenomenon of a flash
in the sky is peculiar to humans. The scientific reduction is
a reduction of the phenomenon from a peculiarly human viewpoint
to one which could be understood from many viewpoints. In such
cases of successful reduction, ‘ _ ‘
we leave behind one viewpoint to take up another...
Members of radically different species may both
understand the same physical events in objective
terms, and this does not require that they under-

stand the phenomensl forms in which these events
appear to the senses of members of other species, (B, L45)

- Y
&
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A physicalist account deals with man as being a totally
physical being. As such, physicalism entails that its account
of man and thus of comsciousness must be objocti.v'o. Its being
objective entails that the account is amenable to understanding

-

from many points of view.
The two positions outlined in the form of premises in Nngel'é
argument appear, and Nagel naturally think; that they are,
incompatible with each other. The situation 1.. that the facts
of the subjective experience are only accessible from one point
of view, but physicalism entsils that all facts are acc&lible
to.m:ny points of view. Thus, it remains a ‘myste;,hov the

subjective character of the experience could be revealed by

physicalism with its necessarily objective viewpoin‘t.

As I ppinCed out above, it re l;y matters not whether Nagel *
. .

- has been succeuful in showing the icalist enterprige to be

LY

®ne which Frpr\gunderltandable in nature. Nonetheless, I think
it may“be of m interest to note that even this matter may not
be quitéras clear-cut as Nagel seems to think. T would like to

.
raise ; ?10 of points which, even if they do not show that
Nagel is wrong in thinking that physicalism is not understandable
at least cast some doubt on supposing thesheo?yf® be non-
understandable for the reasons that he advances.

Nagel's objection to physicalism is that the physicalist
must employ the objective, and the objective cannot capture the»
characver of the¢ subjective. This objection rests on
assumption that the physicalist must give a pﬁy‘lcal»u:iycouni of

the ;ubj'oétivc phcnounolpksiul experiences. As Magel says, "if:

*t
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i phyticali- is to be dofondid, the phenomenological featurés must
themselves be given a physical account.® (B, 437)

# In the physical sciences, the cases of successful r«;uetion
depend upon characterixzing-the thing reduced as an "appearance™
of the objective phenomenon. The phenomenon 'x"oduced is then .
explai‘ned as ‘he effect that the thing has on the n;ind or per-
certual apparatus of the observer. In giving the scientific .
explanation the thing to be reduced, the ;ppurince, is in effect
excluded from the Wt.ton Materialists have, in general,
adopt’od this sort of'cﬁntegy ‘1n dealing with the subjective
experiences of conlcionmfn. ! Nagel's claim, however, is that
one cannot expidain the ph | 5 u]&turea a8 appearances
because doing this entails the phenamenological would be
excluded from the reduction just as the phenomeml is excluded
from scientific reductions, If the subjective chnncto“.a left
out of the reduction then the question of thy relation between
mind and body 1is raiu]q poood There is no resson to suppose
that a reduction 'ich seeus plausible when consciousness is
oxc]:udod can be validly oxtend@d to include consciousness. ;xhu.,
if physicalism is to be dofom{ed the phenomenological features
themselves must be given a sical account,

It would seem then tl’n:’jf the phenomenological features
are not given a physical accou}nt, physicalism is leaving something
out of its amalysis of the mex'i}ta.l, and, 1f the features are

explained as appearances, then they are not being given a physical

account. Therefife,

. the subjegtive as an appsarance
_entails leaving something out [of the physicalist account and
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t_l the question of the relation is falsely posed.

-4* 7%.vould seem,hewever, that such an argweet singly may
cl.:ov 'y ’hck of undsrstanding of the mterialist position. The
.physicslistts point in assigning the phenomensl to the realm of

appearance is that doing qg renders the phencmenon ontically

"rmutnl. 'nnt is, rrn w fact that an X 1is merely an cppunnco
one can ago.. nothiu tomards the ontologie.l status of the X.
(At ledst, tnis 1s vias U saterialist u-&- ) Thus, in the

case in hand, the fact that the mentdl t«*’. o'd:h, ,ﬁt\n of
;mmnco means that one m non-can:l.t-l.l as to whether the
phenomenon is material or, say, non-physical. Its being an
appearance entails that it could be either. Pm. this point the
materialist brings to bear arguments.concerning ont:olo@.eal

~ economy, or as it is often referred to, Occams Rasor. Roughly,
these considerations state that unless there 1o“oufﬁcieon‘t( reason
to suppose otherwise an o}Joct or phenomenon should, irl the interest
of ontological econamy, be considered physical. As Brian Medlin
puts it, Monce the general (caussl) theory is accepted, then we

cannot claim t* n‘].ﬁaﬂu are non-phytical \mloas

have some good reasoh to do so."

It is not clea t.he;: that the physicalist needs to give a
complete physical a:count of the lubjoctivo. features of con-
sciousness in the ‘ that Nagel supposes. ) The physicalist
hypothesis stands firm even without such an explamation when it is
realised that his argument is one which a) uses Occamist con-

sideration to show that such features should be dealt with as if

—

1 2
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physical and b) appemsls te the future scientific investigations
to reveal more completely the nature of the identity between mind
and brein.

The mterialist usmlly attempte to give an explamation of
certain mental phencmena in physicsl terms - usually some sort
of cauml amlysis. Nagel may be correct if it. vo,o the case
that the materialist was required to give a cﬂht. ccoovnt of
all mental phenomenon slong such lines. The app.‘l &» appearance
however, involving as it does topie neutrality. %m of
Occamist .rgm.nt. 1s invoked y’du; with any Mno:shich
doou not adnit of a causal anslysis. Given then | K the mater-
ialist has use of both methods of explanation it, seen that.
Nagel's charges that he must give a physical cnhgtim of all
phenocmera miss the mark. The a.ppui to aw.'nncoi, while it does
not pretend to give an amlya:la‘ of the mamtal, does give reason
to suppose that we .should consider such phencmems as mél.
What Nagel'!s argument seems to be %.cldng then is a reason to
suppose that the materialist cannot use the appeal te appearances.
Iater, when dealing with the question of analogy, this issue will
coms to light again. ’ : ’

It will be recalled that Nagel's argument was pro.;ntoa to
show that physicalist doctrine, because necessarily objooti;re,
could not account for the subjective. The physicalist must speak
in objective terms, ie., terms which are in principle understandable
to all regardless of viewpoint. From thus pointing out the difference
between the objective realm and the subjective realm 11’.“. concluded
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that phyotcaltof'thcory could not reveal the nature of the
subjective.
The materialist, however, may not be without reply to this
arg\mnf’no might argue that Nagel's objectiom is not juet
an objection against physicalism, but\ an o!';joction to any
theory of mind. The reasoning behind such a reply could stem
from the following considerations. It must be admitted that
all language 1s piblic or intersubjective - it must be con-
sidered so to actount for the fact that we are sble to com-
‘municate with evhers by using a language. Being public means
that the language is understandable to different people. Being
4
°
under‘tandl.le in this sense means, in effect, that all language
is objective. Therefore, it would seem that no theory or phil-
osophy of mind could reveal the character of the subjective
because any such theory must be offered in a language and thus
be couched in terms of the objective. Thus, if the objective, of
necessity, excludes the subjective, then any philosophy of mind
/
must exclude the subjective; no philosophy of mind could reweal it.
Although he does not explicitly say so, I think Nagel for-
sees this sort of objection. He says,
I am not adverting here to the alleged privacy of
experience to its possessor. The point of view in
question is not one accessible only to a single
individual. Rather it is a type...there is a sense
4in which phénomenological facts are perfectly
objective: one person can know or say of another
'  what the quality of the others experience is. Jhey
are subjective, however, in the sense that even this
objective ascription of experience is possible only for

someone sufficiently similar to the object of .
ascription to be able to adopt his poiat of view. (B, 442)
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In other words, the supposed materialist response that since all
language is objective the subjective is not capahle of being
captured in any language is countered by b.gol'l claim that ¢
"pubjectine® does not refer to the private experience of any

one individual. étxbjoctivo experiences are objective withirr,

the community of relevantly similar individuals. This being

the case, the subjective can be expressed in language.

- But, it would still seem open to the materia M to
counter-argue that talk of subjective types of oxporj:onco is
unvarranted, ‘' Each oxporimco is unique ror"e;ch individual. ®
The translation of such ;xperioncog into the generalities of
language nocoéaarily excludes the uniqueness of the experience.
Exclixa:lqn of the uniqueness means, in offect, exclusion of the
subjective chamcter of the experience, for it is this character
which is @ un:la.q\,\b' factor of the experience. (That each sub-
Jective experience is unique means that each particular exper- '
ience differs from others, The pain of burnipg a hand on a
ston is qualitatively different from being cut with a knife
and even burning oneself twice on a stove does not entail that
experiences by qualitatively the same. Thus if each experience
is unique, even sensation language is a generalization. Therefore,
it meses tH¥ true subjective character of the experience.) Thus,
the mtor!ulia: could argue that since no theory can™account for
the subjectivity of experience anywy, the fact that the materialist
;:.heory suffers this d@ﬁciency should not be used ‘against it.

Even if the skeptical position such as the materialist might
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argus is not viable, and even suppesing \hat the phemsmenslegy of
experience 1s such that it 1s objective in the way Magel indieates,
one mst be cautious as te what this means. If ’lnb.juup.mcncu
are objective 1n the mumner in which Nagel indleatds, then there
would appear to be no bar to physicalist language "revealing” just
as mooh of ‘tho -ubjoctin as doee the now sudjective talk of
sensations and the like. This would be 80 at least as commnication
is limited to the inter-species level. That is, since sensstion
talk is inter~species objective anywy, Nagel presents us with
no reason to believe that physicalist talk could not replace
sensation talk on the relsvant species specific level. If this
is 80, then it would seem that the only relevant problem raised .
by 'lhgol.io that un-.t:lon talk is objective only within a lpociu‘
while Munat talk 1s objective across“various species. Thus,
-the problsm is tits: o;nation talk, becanse species relative, could
not be understoqd by a martian; however, physicalist talk could
be understood by such a b.u.g. Thus, on the physicalist account,
s martian who has no idea of our subjective oxporionco:w.mud be
able to understand the language used:to describe thoss experiences.
The oddity in this would seem to indicate that the physicalist
language does not sccount for, or "leaves out" our subjective
experiences. In other words, a martian could use our physicalist
language without imowing fully what he was talking about. In
talldng of, say, G fibre firings he would not know he was talking
about what we feel as pain. '
But one must wonder if it is the case that sensstion’talk
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wmuwu‘mw Ablind peresn 15 1a s
relevantly similar sitwtien %0 theMartian. A bdlind person does
not have a perosptwal apparatus which mdet of us have, thue a
blind Pereon dees net have color sensations as we do. Nonetheless
the blind poroon does and is abdble te use color sensation term~
inology. Since the blind pornt'a and the mrtian both differ
from us in that the perceptual apparstus and the subjective
experiences differ, and since the blind person is nonetheless
able to use the relevant senmation language, t:horo would appear
to be no conceptual bar to a mrtian using sensstion language.
There still remins the preblem that t.hourthi? cﬁa not fully
understand Just as the blind persen does not. Babghis is not
the point. If the mrtian co:.llrf use either hn;\ng‘o, (whether
he fully understands or not) it shows the problem fo be mith
language in general and not with the prystenlist languags in
particular. That is. if, ae it seems, any languags can be us:d
without being fully understood and if, as was noted above,
Nagel's claim comes down to the assertion tﬁt the /-rbhn
could use physicalist language without fully understanding what
he was hu:gn? about, then it would appear that the use of
plvdmliat“hngmgo aha\:ld present no more problem than does
any other largnegd. Thus, it spems thal Tagelts cbjection to

;bo obJective and the
1. incempatible with

phyaicn].t- - that tho dlff.
\ 9 - ‘3 P

RN . .‘ L 'onqo - promt' hﬁ: to
mun-mcg\dmwwmmen sa la 9£

any sort.
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the mark. hu-mmtmuom 1s that the
ference botvnn the ebjective and the sedjective is sush that
he objective. which 1egpeaplified in whe pyeiaml, 18, Wy its
nature, mbh‘u réveal t:bo neture of the subjective. Thus,
materialism which depends upon an cbjective analysis, ill'mbh ‘4
to account for that which is subjective in mature and as such
is \.xmb]..o to reveal the nature of consciomsness. The conclusion
to be drewn, according to Nagel, is that the physicalist hypoth-
eeis must be nen-understandable. Believing that he has then down
the physicalist hypthasis itself o be non-understandable, Nagel
turns his attention to the mtter of the x_ntorhliot aseertion
that the mind-body identity claim is analogous to scientific
identity statements. Nagel's ooncern is t® show that consideration
of the scientific type identities doee not. aid us in understandifg
the physicslist hypothesis. My concern with Nagel's argument is
not as to whether the supposed anslogy does or does not aid the
und/euunding. Rather, my concern is as to whether Nacel's claim -
that the analogy daes not aid the understanding becsuee the
materialist rlaim do;l not fit the model of the sciences - can be
maintained. o

In very gemeral terms the nt;dol of ‘dcl:i.cntfsi{c roduct;ion can
be stated in the following way. The scientific reduction is a
réfuction from '\ppunlnco" to "reality®. Physical phenorem )
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the idea of moving frym :mnnco to reality seems .. .
to mke no sense heie...Cortainly it appeare unlikely

that we will get closer to the real mature of human
experiente by leaving behind tfe particularity of our

. humn point of view striving for:a description T
in terms accepaible fo beings that could not imagine’ |
wipyt it wms to de us, .If the subjective character S
of experience 1s-fully comprehensible anly from one -,
point of view, then iny ahift to greater dbjectivity-
‘that is, less attachment to a specifiv viewpoint - d o
nbtuhupnum;othomlmtmoftho ph
it takea us farther awmy fmit.. ( B, Lih)

’

Tt to be admitted that, ‘the results Fagel finds when
* P co-pr:lng the - plvd.?l hypothesis.to the .ciontiric nodol
_ contains a,ddgree At init{al plausibility. It seems correct to
say that 'if the. cl‘.nct.or of experienc bJjective, means *
accesaible from one point on, tt(? reduction toQ joctihp
to that which is agcessible from dr&po‘nta of view, must neces-
sarily miss something. Such a reduction of the subjective to the
objoctizo Tust necesarily 'ta.ko one farther away from the sub- h
‘Jective. Nage]l is arguing that the mature of the ghmqum‘.mlt.-
with by the mja;‘h}_liﬁ is such that it does not lend itself to .
roduction‘in t.ho\ :.y scicntiﬁ_c phenomena does, His Qrgmnt is
“not that the mterialiat has actually set up his reduction
differently than scientific reductions (for the model is, indeed,

the same). The claim 1s that the mature of the phenomenon itself

< ; 4 .‘
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entails that thw"n-l.dqlamubo )
emmcm-chummmmﬂtm
utuuuumbm«-ummm&.n,cbmn
ia mtm md.m i umn.y llbjocun. In other
, -#ince conscd cusness 4o essentially -ubgocu,n, and since :
the scientific model of ndutin excludes the lubjocun, then
in foJJ.ad.u the model ot the ocicncu the mterialist must
necessarily exclude consMusness; he must exclude ‘that which he,

1.tx71n¢t.ouphin

ﬂnu-ucu-d utummrc)umm

o~

What seems appirent is that the materialist must reject Nagel's

;lluiytion that emdmu 1s essentially subjective. Oné wy

t ,todomamldbotod.n.cqm. mﬂulucm of the

ml phcna*cn. Nagel \d.‘l.l of course argue t.lnt this cannot be
dore. But, here we are h;ck at the ;ans podint that was diacua;od

a few pages ago; for, the mberialist will rop]‘y that if ho cannot
givo a complete phygicpl acoount, and is thus loﬁ. with appearances,
t.hcn he vill d:nply invoke the topic neutral sirategy in conjunction

with the appeal to ontological oeooq;, to show that these appear-

ances should be treated as physical. The topic neutral stategy is

one whigsh admity that (at least some) metal terms cannot be given ©

a physical anglysis but which tlaims that even so these terms should

"
bo couaidorod as referring to things phytdenl.

-

Nagel's argument my show why physicalism ia, at present, not
undorahnchblo. He has not however, cuppliod reason for mppod.ng

t}nt the mterialist analogy does not work. For this to be the case

-



. Fagal ut‘o tbo assumption &at coueioum- is essenti }ly

~M)oet1n. an chton that develops from the -thought that
' "’\
tlu nmuuu -ut .1v- a’physical €ccount of connciouzﬂou,
1

but cagmet. It seems a0 lon than tr.“tiqn‘l material

LS

theory however, that that *1ch cannot be annlyud in terms
of the phyucal can be accounted for as phynical through the
appeal to topic meutrality and ontological economy. It appears .

then that Nagel has done no mors than to show the extent to

’ Fs
vhich materiklism is dependent upon such concepts. For his

argument to ‘be made out then, m;o(roquiru some further
afg\-nnt to.thc effect that these concepts are not auffici;i;t"
for the l.utorial;.-t purpou.‘ I do not claim that this cannot °
be done, onl.y that, for Nagel's u'gt-.nt (and by a lengthy chain
. of 1mpl t‘iou; the arguments of Kirk and Cnpbelvi) to succeed,

it needs fo be .done.
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